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ABSTRACT: Emancipatory movements need the input of a kind of social science research that requires the active participation of (and collaboration with) their participants. This is research that involves mutually reinforcing relations with the values endorsed by the movements. I illustrate this with an analysis of how the theme of the World Social Forum, 'Another world is possible', should be addressed in empirical investigations. I have, drawing upon a general model of scientific activity, defended both the cognitive legitimacy and necessity of such research. This analysis, however, dulls the significance of Bhaskar's arguments about explanatory critiques and their alleged emancipatory implications, by showing that the value judgments that are derived (ceteris paribus) from theories established under the research just referred to are already in play in mutually reinforcing relationships with the strategies that frame the research. As background to this analysis I have explored the concept of emancipation, attempting to put together Bhaskar's ideas and key ideas of the World Social Forum. Finally, I have argued that the emancipatory impulse of the sciences is furthered by taking the notion of the neutrality of science seriously.  
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Abbreviations

cp
ceteris paribus (other things being equal)

M1, M2,  M3
moments of scientific activity: adopting a strategy, accepting theories (hypotheses), and applying scientific knowledge, respectively

S
strategies that frame scientific research by putting constraints on admissible theories and guiding the selection of relevant empirical data.

SM
materialist strategies

SAE
agroecological strategies

SCSS
strategies used in mainstream contemporary social science research

SSS
strategies used in what Bhaskar calls ‘minimally adequate social science’

S, S'
social structure(s), transformed social structures
SNL
neoliberal structures

V
a value (or set of values)

V
a value judgment concerning V 

VMC
a set of specific modern values concerning the control of natural objects

VNL
neoliberal values 

VEM
values of emancipatory movements

WSF
World Social Forum
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'Another world is possible' was the theme of the World Social Forum (WSF) held in Porto Alegre, Brazil, in February 2002. WSF is an international assembly representing a variety of self-characterized emancipatory or liberation movements, committed to the view that only out of their collaborative struggles can emancipation fully come to be. The theme is intended to express a factual judgment or, better, a conjecture about a matter of fact for which a significant measure of empirical evidence is at hand one, moreover, for which evidence mounts as, in practice, the movements are able to discern the contours of this other world, which becomes formed in anticipation in their organizations and more developed as their effective collaboration with one another is established.

The theme of WSF, however, does not only express a factual judgment. It also insinuates the defiant rejection of a staple of the legitimation of neoliberalism and a moral critique of the actual social world, whose structures (those of neoliberalism) are deemed defective as ideal and repugnant in actualization, structures from whose effects emancipation is desired. Thus it implies an imperative to act so that this other world will become actual. Not only is it possible, it is desirable. The theme expresses not only a partially confirmed conjecture, but also a desire, a hope, an aspiration, an objective and a commitment to act so that it be actualized. If "another world is possible" becomes well confirmed that will be only as a causal consequence of the practices of those who succeed in actualizing this other world. The clinching case for a possibility is its actualization — but that does not mean that, prior to its actualization, evidence for its possibility must be lacking or that not having been actualized is compelling evidence for its impossibility. That there are actual phenomena in the world today whose dynamic trajectory is towards its actualization constitutes evidence that another world is possible.


Questions about "Another world is possible" — its empirical status, how it is confirmed or disconfirmed, the way in which fact and value come together in it, the interplay of factual and value judgments in the types of empirical inquiries that are pertinent to its cognitive appraisals — will be central throughout the article. They will be integral to my discussions of, "What is, or ought to be, the relationship between investigation in the social sciences (and the sciences in general) and the practices of actual emancipatory movements?" and of the following more specific questions:  

(a) How should research be conducted in the social sciences — in a disciplined, systematic, empirical way — so as to be of service to these movements: to inform their practices by providing knowledge about means to their ends, about impediments that they face, and about what the realm of possibilities open to them may be?

(b) How does investigation of (and participation in) the emancipatory possibilities represented by these movements (and the practices that might lead to their development) contribute towards furthering the aims of the social sciences?

(c) Is it true, as Bhaskar asserts, that the social sciences contain an essential emancipatory impulse, in particular, that — by way of containing explanatory critique — certain of their established results imply (ceteris paribus), without the mediation of other value judgments, negative value judgments about predominant social structures and positive ones concerning emancipatory movements.

(d) What general models of scientific knowledge and activity (and of the interplay of fact and value in scientific activity) underlie correct answers of these questions?

1. SCIENTIFIC ACTIVITY

1.1 Scientific understanding, impartiality, neutrality

I begin with (d). In this section I summarize a general model on the interplay of fact and value in scientific activity.
 I state the objective of science as follows: To gain, in systematic ways, soundly (rationally) empirically-grounded understanding of phenomena and things, where understanding includes accounts of what the phenomena (things) are, of why that are the way they are, of the possibilities (including hitherto unactualized ones) that they allow in virtue of their own underlying powers and the interactions into which they may enter, and of how to attempt to actualize these possibilities.
 
Scientific understanding is articulated in theories each of which offers understanding of a specified domain of phenomena, where the soundness of the understanding should be appraised in the light of available empirical data, of whether the available data suffices for making reliable cognitive judgments, and of cognitive criteria (cognitive values) such as empirical adequacy and explanatory power that can be shown to be rational symptoms of having gained understanding and that are distinct from moral/social value judgments (Lacey, 1999: ch. 3; 2002c).
 When appraisals are soundly made solely in accordance with these considerations, I say that a theory (hypothesis) has been accepted in accordance with impartiality. The objective of science, then, might be restated as: To generate and consolidate theories, accepted in accordance with impartiality, that progressively provide understanding of more and larger domains of phenomena and possibilities. 


Impartiality is built into the quest for understanding. Neutrality is not — neither cognitive neutrality: that accepting a theory does not commit one to making any value judgments, nor neutrality-in-application: that theories are available to be applied to serve projects evenhandedly across viable value-outlooks. (A viable value-outlook is one whose presuppositions are consistent with all theories accepted in accordance with impartiality, Lacey, 1999: ch. 4.) Impartiality does not imply neutrality. The former concerns a condition on accepting theories, the latter a claim about the consequences of accepted theories.
 This is important for Bhaskar  (see §3.3), because he draws (in violation of neutrality) positive value judgments about emancipatory practices from theories that have been accepted in accordance with impartiality — "… theories … will often possess value-implications that cannot be regarded as conditions of, or already implicit as anticipations in the organization of, scientific activity in general" (Bhaskar, 1986: 185).


When a theory is accepted in accordance with impartiality, its acceptance contributes towards furthering the objective of science, but that does not mean that it makes a significant contribution. Reference to the objective as stated (or considerations that involve only the cognitive values, what is "already implicit as anticipations in the organization of, scientific activity in general") do not enable us to provide direction to research, to judge what counts as worthwhile or significant research, or to address coherently and systematically in the context of research: what questions to pose, what puzzles to resolve, what classes of possibilities to attempt to identify, what kinds of explanations to explore, what categories to deploy both in theories (hypotheses) and observational reports, what phenomena to observe, measure and experiment upon, what procedures to use, who are the appropriate participants in research activity, what are their required qualifications, life backgrounds and virtues?

1.2 Strategies: constraints on theories, criteria for selection of data; what possibilities to investigate

 
None of these matters can be addressed without the adoption of what I call (Lacey, 1999: ch. 5, 2002) a strategy. The principal roles of a strategy are to constrain the kinds of theories (hypotheses) that may be entertained in a given domain of inquiry and the categories that they may deploy (so as to enable investigation to tale place) — and thus to specify the kinds of possibilities that may be explored in the course of the inquiry — and to select the relevant kinds of empirical data to procure and the appropriate descriptive categories to use for making observational reports, so that the data can be pertinent to test entertained theories or be the basis upon which theories are generated. 


Different classes of possibilities may require different strategies for their investigation. To borrow an example that I have frequently used elsewhere (Lacey, 2000a, 2002b, 2003a, 2003b), the possibilities of seeds qua component of sustainable agroecosystems are not identical to their possibilities as objects of genetic engineering; both cannot be investigated under the same strategies and they cannot be co-actualized in the same agricultural spaces. A multiplicity of competing strategies is required if research is not to be limited in compass to a narrow (albeit potentially large) class of possibilities.


The scientific knowledge that informs genetic engineering is a product of research conducted under a version of what I call materialist strategies (SM — Lacey, 1999: ch. 6; 2002) — the kind of strategies adopted almost exclusively in modern science. Under SM theories are constrained to those that represent phenomena and encapsulate possibilities in terms of their being generated (or generable) from underlying structure, process, interaction and law, dissociating from any place they may have in relation to social arrangements, human lives and experience, from any link with value, and from whatever social, human and ecological possibilities that may also be open to them. Reciprocally, empirical data are selected, not only to meet the condition of intersubjectivity, but also so that their descriptive categories are generally quantitative, applicable in virtue of measurement, instrumental and experimental operations. Under SM intentional and value-laden categories are deliberately excluded from use the formulation of theories, hypotheses and data, so that where they are deployed there cannot be any value judgments among the formal entailments of theories and hypotheses. Adopting them thus suffices to ensure cognitive neutrality. This is a feature of their design.   


Adopting SM does not suffice, however, to ensure neutrality-in-application (Lacey, 1999: chs. 8-10; 2001). Briefly, by way of illustration, consider the "seeds" example introduced above. Under SM of the kind adopted in biotechnological research the possibilities for the transformation of seeds by techniques of genetic engineering can be identified, but not their possibilities when selected for use in productive, sustainable agroecosystems in which biodiversity is protected and community empowerment is furthered. The latter possibilities can be identified by research conducted under agroecological strategies (SAE — Lacey, 2001, 2002a, 2002b, 2003a, 2003b). (Incidentally, the success of research under SAE shows that accord with impartiality can be reached under strategies that are not reducible to SM.)

1.3 Mutually reinforcing relations between adopting a strategy and holding social values 

 
Why, then, in the institutions of modern science do SM tend to be adopted virtually exclusively so that, e.g., research under biotechnological strategies is strongly supported and that under SAE downplayed. The reasons cannot be purely cognitive, for the interest of gaining understanding alone does not account for one of these kinds of possibilities of seeds (either those qua dissociated from social and other contexts, or those qua ecological and/or social objects) being considered more significant than other kinds. Research conducted under SM has been extraordinarily fruitful, having led to gaining understanding of numerous domains of phenomena in many fields. Its central position is rightly well established in scientific institutions.


Fruitfulness of this kind, though undoubtedly impressive and rightly establishing a central position for it in scientific institutions, does not by itself warrant exclusivity. What else is involved? Elsewhere (Lacey, 1999a, ch. 6; 2002a) I have argued in detail that mutually reinforcing relationships between adopting SM and holding specifically modern values concerning the control of natural objects (VMC) are crucial. VMC concern the scope of control, its centrality in daily life, and that relatively they are not subordinated to other moral and social values — so that, e.g., the expansion of technologies into more and more spheres of life and into becoming the means for solving more and more problems is especially highly valued, and the kind of ecological and social disruption caused by this can be seen simply as the price of progress. It is acceptance of VMC, and their widespread embodiment in actual hegemonic institutions, not cognitive factors alone, that account for the general perception that research under biotechnological strategies is more significant than that under agroecological ones (Lacey 2000a, 2001, 2002b, 2003a). It follows that SM are adopted virtually exclusively in important part because, on application, knowledge gained under them serves interests strongly linked with VMC. These interests conflict with those of many emancipatory movements (including those of WSF), among whom (see below) it is common to value highly agroecological practices that aim simultaneously to further productivity, sustainability, preservation of biodiversity and social empowerment of poor communities (Lacey, 2003b), and knowledge gained under SM serves these latter interests to a much lesser degree.


On application, research conducted under SM (not in each and every instance, but on the whole when pursued virtually exclusively) especially favors interests linked with VMC (Lacey 1999a: ch. 10). It does not lead to neutrality-in-application. Thus it is neither redundant nor improperly attempting to impose values on the conduct of science to ask, as I asked in a recent paper: "How shall we think about science and conduct scientific research in view of the values that motivate Forum Social Mundial, the values of movements that are struggling to shape a world that may contribute towards the well-being of everyone, rather than one structured to serve the interests of capital and the market?" (Lacey, 2003b; cf. 2003c).


Not only does research conducted virtually under SM (i.e., most of modern science) especially favor, on application, interests linked with VMC, but — I have argued in neo-Baconian vein (Lacey, 1999: ch. 6) — that is why SM are virtually exclusively adopted: the deep embodiment of VMC in modern hegemonic institutions (where they are linked with values of capital and the market) explains this exclusivity, and the most compelling argument for the exclusivity draws upon (in conjunction with the fruitfulness of SM) mutually reinforcing relations that exist between it and holding VMC. Where VMC are held, there is heightened interest in the possibilities of things qua dissociated from social and human context, the possibilities that are actualized in modern technologies (e.g., genetic engineering), so much so that when SM are adopted virtually exclusively no barrier is posed to inferring ceteris paribus (cp) from the confirmation of a theory that identifies a particular technological possibility to the legitimacy of the social actualization of the possibility. Here, of course, the inference is mediated by positive value judgments about control (VMC). Moreover, problems about it are disguised by the tendency (in modern scientific institutions) to identify science with systematic empirical inquiry conducted under SM; then, scientific resources cannot easily be brought to bear decisively on the cp condition, for its satisfaction includes confirming such hypotheses as that there are no unacceptable side-effects of the technological implementation and no better means to produce the goods it is intended to produce, matters that cannot be addressed exclusively under SM —as clearly illustrated in the case of genetically engineered seeds: what are their side-effects of their widespread use on the environment and social arrangements, and are they better than the agroecological alternatives (Lacey, 2000, 2002b, 2003a, 2003b)? 


In the absence of research conducted under alternative strategies (e.g., SAE), positive assessments of these hypotheses cannot be made in accordance with impartiality, but instead will reflect the value judgments linked with the adoption of the strategy; they are accepted because they are presuppositions of the legitimacy of implementation of the technology. This leaves untouched that the judgments made about the (potential) efficacy of the technology may have been made in accordance with impartiality. Research conducted exclusively under SM can generate hypotheses about efficacy that are accepted in accordance with impartiality, but generally not hypotheses that are presuppositions of legitimacy of application. That values may play an indispensable role in the decision to adopt a strategy does not undermine that, in research under the strategy, theories may be accepted in accordance with impartiality. The lack of neutrality-in-application that comes with this role of values is consistent with impartiality.

1.4 Three moments within scientific research activity

To put some clear order and generality into these remarks it is useful to distinguish three (logically not necessarily temporally or causally distinct) moments of scientific activity: M1 — adopting a strategy, M2 — accepting theories (hypotheses), and M3 — applying scientific knowledge. Values have legitimate and often indispensable roles at M1 and M3, but no indispensable role at M2. At M3, obviously an application is made because it is intended to serve specific interests, and thus to further the manifestation of specific values, and judgments of its legitimation depend upon a multiplicity of value judgments. At M1 a strategy may be (and often, but not always, is) adopted — subject, in the long run, to research under it being fruitful in generating theories that become accepted in accordance with impartiality 
— in view of mutually reinforcing relations between adopting it and holding certain values, and the interest in furthering those values. Adopting a strategy defines the kinds of possibilities that may be identified in research — (in important cases) the possibilities that, if identified and actualized, would serve interests cultivated under the values linked with adopting the strategy. Adopting a strategy per se does not imply that such possibilities exist and, if so, concretely what they are; such matters can only be settled at M2 where impartiality is the reigning aspiration. Theories that are accepted in accordance with impartiality at M2, given that they arise under a strategy, will offer understanding of domains of phenomena and possibilities of limited scope, whose limits can be clarified by attention to the values implicated in adopting a strategy. 


Precisely because of this neutrality-in-application cannot generally be counted on to hold; on application, at M3, a theory (T) will tend to serve especially well the values (V) linked with the strategy under which it was accepted, and there will be a presumption that a possible efficacious application (X), serving V, may legitimately be implemented socially. While this presumption is subject to rebuttal by demonstrating (e.g.) that the risks incurred are too great or that there are better alternatives, the values in play ensure that the burden of proof is placed on opponents. We may put it: in a context where V is held, if S is adopted (in part) in view of mutually reinforcing relations with holding V, if T is accepted in accordance with impartiality under S, and if T implies that X is possible, then cp, the social implementation of X is valued or, at least, regarded as legitimate. (Of course, among those who do not hold V, this argument makes no claim at all.) 

1.5 Interaction of factual and value judgments

Holding V (a social value or set of moral/social values)
 involves making the value judgment (V) that it is valued that actual social institutions (I) embody (or come to embody) V to a high or increasingly higher degree. Thus, it is unintelligible that one makes V and not be able to make judgments of the kinds: "I embodies V to a greater degree at time t1 than at t2," "I1 embodies V to a greater degree than I2," and related ones. These are factual judgments for which empirical evidence can be provided in the social sciences, hypotheses that (although not admissible under SM) can be accepted in accordance with impartiality. Without factual judgments like these, value judgments cannot lead to any action and they remain merely verbal utterances devoid of contact with the world. There are, thus, deep connections between the practical stances of making value judgments and these kinds of factual judgments — not formal entailments among the judgments, but making some of the factual judgments is a condition of intelligibility for making the value judgment. On the other hand appraisal of the factual judgments about V does not generally require that the investigator endorse V or make V (although there may be cases where an agent cannot recognize the embodiment of V unless he holds V or some other value — and holding certain values may blind one to being able to recognize the embodiment of others).


Making V presupposes that it is possible for (relevant) I to embody V to high or higher degree. Each successful implementation of X in I constitutes a further embodiment of V and so further confirms this possibility, and thus contributes (cp) to consolidating V among those who make it. More generally, the expanding fruitfulness of research under S in enabling the acceptance of theories in accordance with impartiality, since it thereby identifies new possibilities that are of interest in the light of holding V, tends to feedback and consolidate V. That is why I refer to mutually reinforcing relations between research conducted under S and holding V. Consistent with this, if S turns out not to be fruitful, then the presupposition of V lacks empirical vindication and (cp) the rationality of making it diminishes.

In this way, adopting S is subject to long-term empirical constraint and so it is not sustained simply by its links with articulated values; and the viability of holding values is linked with the success of inquiry, especially that which leads to products that on application are both efficacious and embody the values.


The success of research under S may contribute to the embodiment of values, V1, in I. Then, within I, the possibility for the embodiment of V2 (values that cannot be embodied highly in the same institutions as V1) may be severely restricted, so much so that it becomes widely accepted that V2 is not viable and that V2 should be rejected. Note that this is an explanation for the fact that V2 is widely rejected, not per se a good argument for rejecting it — for V2 may be able to be embodied in other institutions within different social structures (and there might be a compelling case to engage in practices that might bring them about) and, indeed, space for its further embodiment under current structures may remain to be filled by committed movements. (To illustrate: let V1 = VMC, S = SM, V2 = VEM, where VEM, values of emancipatory movements that will be elaborated in §2.33, have mutually reinforcing relations with SAE.)


Outlined here is a complex story about the interaction of factual and value judgments. The story admits a distinction between the two kinds of judgments and does not admit entailment relations between them. But this does not support their separation, and in scientific practices they are deeply intertwined, so much so that their intelligibility — and the character and limits of the factual judgments that are supported in confirmed theories — cannot be grasped apart from this intertwining. This story is important for emancipatory movements. It makes clear that science is not a unitary activity, and so it is (cognitively) legitimate to engage in research conducted under strategies (e.g. SAE) that are identified as those with the potential to identify possibilities of interest to those who hold VEM (Lacey, 2003b).
 I turn now to a discussion of emancipation and emancipatory movements.  

2. EMANCIPATORY MOVEMENTS


A fundamental dimension of human well-being is the exercise of cultivated, effective agency. Such agency is exercised when one acts in the important aspects of one's life, informed by one's beliefs, so that desires expressing one's personal values are regularly satisfied. One holds something as a personal value if one considers it a characteristic of a fulfilled, flourishing, meaningful or well lived life or a relation among people that fosters (and partly constitutes) fulfilled lives, and if it is partly constitutive of one's personal identity (Lacey, 1999: ch. 2).
 Values encompass both needs: necessary conditions for a life worthy of a human being, and wants: expressions of one's personal identity. Effective agency rests upon a variety of conditions, e.g.: normally the beliefs that inform one's actions are true;
 it is possible to manifest one's values more fully under prevailing conditions; one has appropriate bodily capacities, skills and motivations;
 one can count on others to interact in appropriate ways with one's actions; one has access to and control over relevant material (technological, biological) objects.     


When the conditions for effective agency do not obtain, agency is diminished. Diminished agency may be (and often is) a significant social phenomenon. Then, we would expect it to be accompanied by (and causally linked with) diminishments of other dimensions of human well-being: the bodily dimension, reflected in such sufferings as sickness, hunger and malnutrition; and the social dimension, reflected in entrenched human rights' abuses and such sufferings as loneliness, exclusion, abandonment and alienation. We would expect these sufferings to be accompaniments of diminished agency for characteristically, when free to be so, agency is exercised to further well-being in all of its dimensions and so to prevent or cure such things. Moreover, diminished agency involves its own characteristic sufferings: a sense of meaninglessness, frustration and incompetence, and depression; and the diminishment of all dimensions of well-being together can generate all sorts of psychological pathologies. I will call the phenomenon of diminished agency together with its attendant sufferings "oppression." Oppression is never desired by those who experience it. It may be accepted with resignation, or experienced as a state from which one wants and needs to be rid — as a state from which one desires emancipation. It is present when the conditions of effective agency are absent or difficult to access.

2.1 Emancipation and emancipatory activity 


Emancipation is, first, becoming rid of the state of oppression and, second, gaining the conditions for effective agency.
 (Achieving emancipation according to the first is achieving it according to the second.) Furthermore, to get rid of oppression requires getting rid of the causes of the absence of the conditions of effective agency. These causes are many and varied and they operate through a variety of interacting mechanisms. Where oppression is a significant social phenomenon the causes may include social structures, which do not serve to provide the conditions for effective agency for all their participants. Then emancipation becomes tied integrally to the transformation of these structures.
 But changing structures that sustain actual forms of oppression need not be the same thing as achieving emancipation, for they may be changed into structures that generate yet other forms of oppression. Structural transformation serves emancipation only if it produces structures that generate conditions for effective agency, and thus that embody highly values held (or that come to be freely held) by those desiring emancipation.


Where a social structure is a major causal factor in maintaining oppression, how is emancipation possible? Let us first consider briefly the relationship between social structures and personal action.

2.11 Social structures 


A social structure (S) is a set of more or less enduring relations among its participants, which define roles or places for its participants' activity. S is reproduced by the actions of participants carrying out their roles, typically as a side-effect of intentional action of which the agent may be unaware. But S can also be modified and transformed by intentional activity. S embodies specific personal values, by providing roles in which they can be manifested highly, by providing the conditions (material, financial, etc) for their high manifestation in other domains of a participant's life, and in some cases by supporting institutions that suppress efforts to act in accord with other values. In doing so, S manifests (to a greater or lesser degree) certain social values depending on how its relations are causally linked with the distribution of wealth, power, access to scientific knowledge, respect etc. There is mutual dependence between the stability of S over time and the continued high manifestation of both the personal and the social values, and so these values being held (and so their manifestation desired, or at least not significantly contested) widely among the participants. S provides the conditions for their manifestation, and their manifestation and personalization in action reproduces S.


The values that agents hold have factual presuppositions, most importantly about the character of human well being (human nature) and about the possibilities open to action including those of the values held being further manifested within S (see §1.5) and what those for the manifestation of competing values might be (Lacey, 1999: ch. 2). Holding values presupposes having specific beliefs, and where those values are held we would expect the beliefs to be nurtured. There is also, therefore, mutual dependence between the stability of S and (relevant) participants holding certain beliefs, including some about S itself (Bhaskar & Collier, 1998: 386-7). Thus, Bhaskar & Collier refer to S "necessitating" certain beliefs about itself; social structures can be major causal factors of certain beliefs about themselves being widely held their participants. The "mechanism" of causation is that of the mutual dependence just sketched. A belief about S may be held because its being held among relevant participants in S is a necessary condition for the stability (legitimacy, hegemony) of S and agents desire (or do not contest) the stability of S — for some, because they hold the values that can be highly manifested in S; for others, because they discern no path or no acceptable path to an alternative, or because the question of an alternative has simply not arisen to their consciousness. Under appropriate cultivation such beliefs may appear as part of the prevailing "common sense" of a culture at a given time (but see §2.4 below).

2.12 Possibilities left open in dominant social structures

Nevertheless, S need not close off all possibilities for acting according to values that it does not embody. By providing the conditions for its own reproduction through the agency of individual persons, at the same time it provides conditions (and permits space) for some competing projects. Furthermore S does not penetrate completely into all dimensions of life; within its confines there are institutions (e.g.: family, religious, cultural, educational, political party, local governments, grassroots movements, scientific research) in which other values may come to the fore, at least in articulation. It is in the spaces left open by S and the institutions whose values are in tension with those embodied in S that the possibilities of emancipation can arise.
 


Emancipation, remember, is from oppression (i.e., from diminished agency and its attendant sufferings that are co-caused by actual social structures) for the exercise of effective agency. Oppression, I said, is never a desired state. Moreover, while it is often accepted with resignation by those who are convinced that any attempts to move towards emancipation will come to nothing, there are likely to be others who find it so intolerable that they will undertake to take steps that they discern might enable movement towards emancipation. In so acting effective agency is already exercised — to however limited a degree it may be. It cannot be acting alone, for an individual lacks the power to bring about conditions for effective agency,
 although an individual can inspire others to act. It must be collaborative action directed towards (e.g.) alleviating some of the sufferings that constitute the oppressive state that is experienced. The activity will manifest such values (referred to as VEM in §2.33 below) as solidarity and commitment to an array of social/economic/cultural rights — the values to be highly embodied eventually (it will be anticipated) in changed social structures,
 and the collaboration involved will typically have roles for the participation of people who are not members of the oppressed groups.


Summing up: I will say that emancipatory activity is collaborative activity, engaged in by people who experience oppression and by those in solidarity with them, that is expressive of their effective agency that aims both to alleviate the sufferings being experienced and to create conditions for the effective agency of everyone — where the values, manifested in the activity and embodied in the movements and institutions that encompass it, anticipate the values desired to be embodied in transformed social structures.

2.2 The development of emancipatory activity 


Emancipatory activity does not depend on antecedently changing S; it can occur in the spaces left open in S and even draw upon conditions made available within it. It involves discerning possibilities for the exercise of effective agency under conditions that generate diminished agency. That there are such possibilities is demonstrable only with their actualization. (Recall: "Another world is possible.") Once demonstrated, their extent remains open to further demonstration in practice.
 Fuller emancipation builds upon finding spaces for the exercise of effective agency, and then expanding them through an evolving practice. Only through such a practice can the possibilities of the emancipation of all oppressed groups (with their great variety of values and interests) be tested. Note, however, that even initial successes of emancipatory activity begin to change S by modifying some of its constitutive relations — for relations, which displace those S would maintain among its participants, are created among those who cooperate in the practice. 


These newly created relations, and the values manifested and embodied where they come into place, anticipate the structures that would have to come to be to provide conditions for the effective agency of everyone and begin to suggest their principal characteristics. In turn, reflection on this can produce a "horizon" against which those seeking emancipation grasp what emancipated structures would be like (Ellacuría, 1991). It follows that, unless there is careful coordination among those engaged in these practices and those involved in political activity (or, e.g., armed struggle) aiming directly to change the fundamental relations of S, it is unlikely that the latter activity will further the objectives of emancipation. Since emancipation concerns the exercise of cultivated, effective agency, it must grow initially from the emancipatory activities of the oppressed themselves,
 and cannot be fitted to structural objectives antecedently designed by intellectuals or politicians. 


The oppressed are the primary agents of their own emancipation. Then, for its completion, emancipation grows from the collaboration of ever-larger groups; and, if it is indeed to be all-inclusive, it will need structures (S') within which many of the values much prized by the privileged within S can continue to be manifested. This does not mean that S' will provide space for the high manifestation of all the values that are highly manifested and embodied in S. S and S' cannot coexist with the same participants. (Not all genuine possibilities can be co-actualized.) But freedom does not require that people be able to shape their lives so as to manifest any values that their choose. Most views of freedom restrict legitimate values to those whose manifestation is consistent with respecting the rights of others. By hypothesis, S does not provide space for the manifestation of values concerning basic human rights that the oppressed hold. S' needs to provide space where everyone can manifest values, freely chosen in the light of considerations about the rights of others, where a life into which these values are woven can be experienced as a life of well-being.
 What values may be adopted, consistent with everyone being able (cp) to manifest the values they come to hold, is clarified, shaped and transformed in the course of the emancipatory practices (Lacey & Schwartz, 1996) which may be expected to begin to display hitherto unrecognized personal and social possibilities. The movement towards S', if they are to be adequate for the emancipation of everyone, must be sensitive to this point. While this represents an ideal, it is an ideal against which manifestations of the social value, democracy should be evaluated. It also leaves open — to be settled as the emancipatory process unfolds — how radical is the structural change needed for emancipation. Nevertheless, reforms that might alleviate the suffering of the oppressed (even to a considerable extent) are not enough;
 the test is whether the conditions for the exercise of cultivated, effective agency become actualized. Since effective agency presupposes certain conditions with structural (co)causes, emancipation requires structures in which democracy is highly manifested — where one's exercise of agency can be expressed effectively in the decisions with structural impact that affect the conditions for the exercise of agency, decisions concerning such matters as: the production and distribution of goods (manufactured and agricultural) and services, the goals and processes of the workplace, and priorities among (and the development of institutions to support) the array of social/economic/cultural rights in proper balance with civil/political rights.

2.3 The movements of the World Social Forum 


Many kinds of oppression that are experienced throughout the world today and they have varied historical roots, including colonialism, dictatorships, fundamentalisms, racism and sexism. They are maintained (reshaped and, for many, deepened) currently within the structures of neoliberalism (SNL) that, under the mantle of "globalization, are increasingly absorbing more and more economic, social and cultural space throughout the world and penetrating into ever more domains of life and nature. The movements of WSF seek emancipation from diminutions of agency and sufferings that they diagnose as maintained and partly caused by SNL.

2.31 Neoliberalism 

Neoliberalism may be identified with programs and policies — supporting, e.g., private control of the economy, deregulation, removing restrictions on capital flow across borders, production for profit in the global market, reduced role and responsibilities for government (especially concerning social issues, though not concerning fiscal and monetary policies) — shaped by organizations (e.g., International Monetary Fund, World Trade Organization, North American Free Trade Association and the proposed Free Trade Association of the Americas) aiming to strengthen the international free market.


Consistent with this we may identify SNL as structures that further the embodiment of individualist (egoist) personal values, and the manifestation (and widespread personalization) of such social values as private property, profit, the market, private initiatives and the privilege of wealth with respect to socio-economic innovations, commodification (the reduction of value to economic value), economic efficiency, individual liberty, formal electoral democracy and the primacy of civil/political rights. (Call this complex of values VNL). SNL also, and fundamentally, manifest VMC (§1.3) highly; they are the foremost bearer of VMC in the world today, and the further manifestation of VNL is implicated in the continued predominance of research and development conducted under SM and successful application of its cutting-edge discoveries (Lacey, 2000). Today the legitimacy of SNL and its imperialistic thrust are widely taken for granted, most emphatically within the powerful and influential institutions in many countries, but the sense of its inevitability (if not legitimacy) often extends down to the grassroots especially in the advanced industrial countries.
 

2.32 The "common sense" of neoliberalism. 


There can be mutual dependence between the stability of a social structure and the acceptance among its participants of certain beliefs about it (§2.11). What are some of the beliefs (the "common sense" of neoliberalism) on which the stability of SNL depends? Here are some conjectures.
 First, reflecting that SNL is the foremost bearer of VMC today, there are a number of presuppositions of VMC, including: Ongoing techno-scientific innovation serves the well-being of human beings in general since it is indispensable for "development", a prerequisite for a just society; Techno-scientific solutions can be found and will be put into effect for virtually all problems (health, food, energy, communications, etc), including for the problems occasioned by the side-effects of technological implementations; and there are no other sources that can be expected to address the most significant problems (e.g., producing enough food to feed the world); VMC represents a set of universal values, part of any rationally legitimated value-outlook today, whose further manifestation is de facto desired by virtually all who come into contact with its products, and; There are no significant possibilities for value-outlooks, not containing VMC, that can be actualized in the foreseeable future. I have discussed these presuppositions elsewhere.


Second, there are widely shared beliefs endorsing individualist views of human nature, which emphasize individual agency and the individual body and de-emphasize the social character of human beings and their relationships to cultures and groups — human beings as choosers, centers of creative expression, consumers, "preference" or "utility" maximizers and the like. Thus, human well-being consists of (along with dimensions of bodily and psychological health) the actualized capability to express a variety of ("authentic" or self-chosen) egoistic values (Lacey & Schwartz 1996). This capability characteristically is enhanced by expanding human capabilities to exercise control over natural objects (Lacey, 2002a). 


A third set of pertinent beliefs, functionally interconnected with the other sets and among themselves, includes: 

(a) There are no significant viable possibilities, in the foreseeable future, for the high manifestation and embodiment of values outside of SNL, and thus of values that are incompatible with VNL. ("Another world" is not possible!) 

(b) Within SNL, and its component institutions, there are continually expanding opportunities — eventually, in principle, available to everyone — for individual people to manifest values that are self-chosen and that express their personhood authentically, provided that they take the appropriate individual initiatives. (The neoliberal world is a "good enough" world!) 

(c) Although significant negativities (poverty, hunger, disease, etc) persist under SNL, and numerous people are not able to live in ways that could plausibly be considered to be expressive of their authentically self-chosen values and thus of a sense of well-being, these phenomena have their principal causal origin in the previous structures that SNL is replacing (or in individual deficiencies), and not in SNL itself. (Neoliberalism is not to blame!) 

(d) SNL depends upon and is a source of the maintenance and spread of democracy; more generally, democracy flourishes in an exemplary way under SNL. (We all "really" want a neoliberal world!)

2.33 Questioning the "common sense" of neoliberalism 


There is a striking disparity between especially the third set of beliefs, the acceptance of most of which by key participants of SNL is essential for the stability of SNL, and the judgments made by the movements of WSF about the causes of the oppression they experience. Consider, e.g., (c), "Neoliberalism is not to blame!" What the proponents of neoliberalism identify as negativities, inherited from the past, which can be addressed within SNL, WSF identifies as oppression maintained and partly caused by SNL. As SNL become increasingly encompassing,  WSF points out, in ways that can be traced to shifts and implementations of policies, there has been a growing gap between the handful of the rich and the vast majority of the poor, crippling and deepening national indebtedness in most poor countries (WSF, 2002a, item 13) and loss of national sovereignty as policies are imposed by international institutions (item 16), increased impoverishment and social disruption, selling off of national patrimonies to foreign owners, decreased social services and educational opportunities for the poor, unstable (and often unhealthy or dangerous) conditions of employment and underpaid work, access to land for small-scale farming denied, the devastation of hope and the accompanying rise of criminal and terrorist violence, the exposure of the poor periodically to especially intense sufferings induced by fluctuations of the global economy, increased pressures on the environment and growing cultural homogenization.
 (Not only is neoliberalism to be "blamed", but also a neoliberal world is far from "good enough".) These phenomena ensure that many (especially poor) people are excluded now from experiencing the kind of value furthered by SNL, let alone value that they might prioritize in the light of their cultural traditions. Unless, then, there is a reversal of trends it follows that (b), as well as (c), is false. SNL might expand opportunities, but its practice remains exclusionary (and monolithic: Santos, 2002b).

2.34 The (social) science that needs to inform emancipatory movements

It is crucial to the prospects of the movements of WSF that the understanding expressed in the previous paragraph (or a better one) be soundly based empirically. More generally, emancipatory practices need to be informed by scientific (systematic, empirically) understanding,
 for effective practice is likely to be impaired if not informed by sound understanding of matters such as the following: Causes of the condition experienced as oppressive (and of the nature, variation and variety of its attendant sufferings), including structural causes; sources (and causes of emergence) of emancipatory possibilities, means to advance their actualization, and structural conditions for the effective agency of those with the values embodied in emancipatory movements; unintended consequences and unacknowledged conditions of action; potential constraints on and obstacles to emancipatory activity — including mechanisms whereby the beneficiaries of dominant structures act to close the spaces that are opened for emancipatory activity; spaces in actual structures where alternatives might emerge; available evidence for the presuppositions of the values manifested and embodied in actual structures, especially those that are inconsistent with the possibility of emancipation; how to conduct (e.g., agricultural, communicative and educational) practices that may provide material, ecological and social conditions for the growth of emancipatory practices.


The oppressed (those among them desiring emancipation) have an interest in inquiry that may produce understanding on such matters, and in access to its results, so as to be able to act in the light of sound understanding (including self-understanding). They must also be active agents in carrying out the relevant investigations. They have an indispensable epistemic role in them, because the experience and testimony of the oppressed is essential (though not incontestable) for accurate charting of their sufferings, of many of the subtle effects of activity carried out within dominant structures, of where there are possible spaces for emancipatory action, of the sources of alternative values, and — above all — of what are the authentic values of the oppressed and those struggling for emancipation.
 Without adequate evidence pertaining to such matters, the character and the effects of the structural (co) causes of oppression cannot be analyzed scientifically, and the possibilities for emancipation cannot begin to be identified with any confidence. The research that can inform emancipatory practices, then, requires the collaboration (to some extent, overlap) of researchers and agents aspiring to emancipation.
 The values involved in such research include solidarity with those who are suffering from current policies and a sense of justice that leads to indignancy where policies are implemented without heed for the suffering they cause for the poor. The research strategy deployed does not admit subordinating the question: "How to meet the needs of the poor, how to redress their sufferings, how to bring about conditions in which the poor can manifest values that are genuinely their own?" to: "How to design and implement market reforms?"

2.33 The values of the World Social Forum and the spaces in which to manifest them


Unable to share in the value available within SNL, the oppressed — moving beyond "simple moral protest" (WSF, 2002b) — may struggle towards emancipation as they discover, create and development alternative spaces in which they can manifest their own values: "Spaces of democratic participation, non-capitalistic production of goods and services,
 creation of emancipatory knowledges,
 post-colonial cultural exchanges,
 new international solidarities"
 (Santos, 2002a); "a planetary society directed towards fruitful relationships among Mankind and between it and the Earth. … the alternatives proposed at the World Social Forum … are designed to ensure that globalization in solidarity will prevail as a new stage in world history" (WSF, 2001). 


Elsewhere (Lacey, 2003b) I have listed the identified the values (this list may be taken to define what I have referred to above as VEM, often referred to within WSF as the values of "popular participation") held by many (though not all - there is ongoing dispute within WSF about what the values of "another world" should be) of the movements within WSF, contrasting them item by item with those of neoliberalism, as follows: 

• solidarity and compassion rather than individualism; 

• social goods balancing private property and profits; 

• strengthening a plurality and diversity of values rather than expanded commodification, and protecting the "common assets of humanity" from commodification;
 

• sustainability as subordinating VMC; 

• non-violence (and emphasis on dialogue and tolerance) to the extent that it does not involve the toleration of injustice; 

• the well-being of all persons rather than the primacy of the market and property; 

• human emancipation (liberation) as encompassing and qualifying individual liberty and economic efficiency; 

• truthfulness — systematically grasped by investigation under a plurality of strategies (§1.2), including those implicated in the gaining of traditional forms of knowledge
 — that aspires for comprehensive understanding of the place of our lives in the world, that seeks to identify the liberating possibilities hidden within the predominant order, and that does not identify what is possible with the principal tendencies of this order; 

• preparedness to submit to criticism and investigation the legitimating presuppositions of one's practices, rather to place them among "certitudes" that are seen to be beyond investigation; 

• the rights of the poor and the primacy of life (and the enhanced agency of everyone) prioritized over the interests of the rich; 

• participatory as encompassing formal democracy, where democracy has an international dimension;  

• civil/political rights in dialectical relation with social/economic/cultural rights;
 and

• intellectual property rights subordinate to social/economic/cultural rights.

2.4 Is another world possible? A question for scientific investigation.

"Another world is possible," affirms WSF, a world in which the spaces, identified in §2.35, are developed into structures that highly manifest and embody VEM. This conflicts with (a) in §2.32. The rallying cry of WSF contradicts a staple of the common sense of neoliberalism. But the conflict concerns a matter of fact. What kind of scientific (systematic, empirical) inquiry might potentially resolve this conflict? Under what strategy (strategies) must it be conducted? What kinds of empirical data are needed to appraise hypotheses like "Another world is possible" (which I will refer to as "another world") and its negation. 


Remember (§1.2) that adopting a strategy involves specifying the kinds of possibilities that can be investigated under it, those considered of special value (so that possibilities not within the purview of research under the strategy are not deemed to have the same special value). Those who hold VNL, and believe the presuppositions (stated in §2.32), tend to adopt strategies, perhaps the most common type of strategies adopted in contemporary social science (SCSS), that limit the possibilities that may be investigated largely to those that could be actualized under actual hegemonic social structures. Research conducted under SCSS cannot provide evidence for or against "another world," for it does not consider what may be possible under novel strategies. I have indicated that a (co) cause of (a), the negation of "another world," being believed is its role as a necessary condition for the stability of SNL. Yet, as a factual proposition, (a) is open to the deliverances of evidence and argument, and they might in fact support "another world." Research that confirmed "another world" would thus have a causal impact on SNL; it would contribute towards undermining a necessary condition for its stability. This may explain why those who value the stability of SNL (or its modification so as to augment the manifestation of VNL) tend to withhold material and other support and prestige from research practices that might lead to the confirmation of "another world". On my model of scientific activity (§1) this is a matter of course and requires no conspiratorial planning. A strategy is adopted (in part) so as to enable the identification of valued possibilities; that it does not identify non-valued or negatively valued ones may be seen simply an unavoidable by-product. (It is, of course, in tension with impartiality and neutrality.) Then, the status of (a) is simply that of "untested consciousness" associated with valuing the stability of SNL, and when untested consciousness remains actually not contested (as it tends not to be under a stable SNL), the absence of credible contestation may come to be portrayed as positive evidence for (a), enabling the belief that (a) to function as part of the prevailing "common sense" within SNL. It follows that a research strategy, under which "another world" might become a confirmed hypothesis, is only likely to be adopted where the values manifested in SNL are contested and alternative strategies are adopted in research.

2.41 Strategies for investigating "Another world is possible"

In order to appraise (a) and, therefore, "another world" empirically, one may adopt strategies (SSS) that investigate social structures, their generative powers (concerning negativities as well as concerning the enhancing of the values manifested and embodied within actual structures), the patterns of their historical causation and their potential to change.
 These are the same strategies needed to address the questions raised in §2.34, and research conducted under them depends on the collaboration in solidarity of agents in the emancipatory movements and researchers. They also have the conceptual resources to chart observationally the unfolding (and setbacks) of the movements, and thus to identify and describe actual phenomena (if there are any) whose actual trajectory is towards the actualization of structures that manifest and embody VEM. This is important, for the only relevant empirical evidence that such structures are possible is (in the absence of their full actualization) is bringing into being phenomena with such a trajectory.
 Only the successes of emancipatory movements and their unfolding developments provide relevant empirical evidence concerning the possibilities of emancipation; only in actual practice can the genuineness of emancipatory possibilities (as distinct from the desirability of there being genuine emancipatory possibilities) be empirically confirmed.


SSS bears mutually reinforcing relations to VEM. One of the presuppositions of holding VEM, "another world", is a hypothesis that can be investigated under SSS, and its greater (lesser) degree of confirmation and the higher (low/lower) manifestation of VEM in the movements are deeply intertwined.
 At the same time, if evidence supports "another world", it counts against (a); and so at the same time that its supports a presupposition of holding VEM it undermines to some extent a presupposition of holding VNL. While this is consistent with "another world" being accepted in accordance with impartiality, it does pose difficulties for interpreting the available evidence. What are the standards (Lacey, 1999: 62-66) that specify what counts as sufficient evidence for acting on the basis of "another world"? Clearly for those who hold VNL the standards will be more demanding — but, if they are not to put (a) outside of the realm of possible empirical appraisal, it is incumbent on them to identify the standards that would satisfy them (Lacey, 1997: 222-223). Despite the difficulties of interpretation, the outcome of social science research may have impact in the realm of values — by either consolidating or undermining the presuppositions of value-outlooks.

3. EXPLANATORY CRITIQUE



Bhaskar maintains that sometimes the social sciences may have more direct impact in the realm of values: that holding certain value judgments, of importance to emancipatory movements, may follow logically, cp, from accepting a theory of the social sciences (for detailed discussion and reference, see Lacey, 1997.) This possibility arises, he maintains, from the fact that in the social sciences not only are beliefs about social objects (including hypotheses and theories entertained in the social sciences themselves) open to cognitive appraisal, but also their being held and by whom, regardless of their cognitive status, are appropriate objects of explanation.
 (The discussion of "another world" and its negation, (a), in §2.41 illustrates this.) Then, there can be instances of explanatory critique: the combination of cognitive critique that confirms the falsity of a belief and explanation of why, despite its falsity, the belief is held. The value judgments that Bhaskar has in mind are purportedly consequences of explanatory critique being carried out in a theory about beliefs concerning a specific social structure.


Bhaskar's argument applies to a situation where there is a belief p (about a social structure, S), held among a group of people [Y], and where—in a theory, or a set of theories (T) confirmed under the same strategy, that has been soundly established in accordance with impartiality—both ¬p and "[Y]'s holding the belief that p has specified social causes (C = {Ci}, where each Ci represents a co-cause)" are confirmed hypotheses. My version of the argument, which involves a few modifications of Bhaskar's, follows.

3.1 Bhaskar's inference pattern

Suppose that:

(i) T has been accepted (by the appropriate social scientific community) in accordance with the requirements of impartiality.

(ii) T entails ¬p.

(iii) T entails that C accounts for members of [Y] believing that p.
 

(iv) T entails that, for some j (where Cj is a member of {Ci}), it is possible to remove Cj (where Cj may represent a combination of causal factors) and replace it by Dj, in the presence of which [Y]'s holding the belief that p cannot be sustained.

(v) T entails that engaging in an activity, K, can contribute to bringing about Dj.

From (i) - (v), according to Bhaskar, there follows cp, without the mediation of value judgments, the value judgments that:

(vi) Cj is of negative value; and

(vii) K is of positive value.


If this is so, we have valid inference (cp) from cognitive and logical judgments (pertaining to T) to value judgments; and so T does not accord with cognitive neutrality (§1.1). Bhaskar particularly considers cases where Cj = S (i.e., where S is a co-cause of a false belief about S being held), and K is activity (emancipatory activity) that can contribute to replacing it. Then the negative valuation of S, and the positive valuation of activity directed towards its replacement, are not derived (although they may also be derived) by way of value judgments made about the oppression and sufferings that may be co-caused by S.

3.2 Key ceteris paribus conditions

Is this pattern of inference valid? If so, is it significant? Are we able in practice to soundly make inferences to value judgments in this way? Do we have available instances of T that satisfy (i) - (v); and, if so, do the cp conditions actually obtain in an important class of cases and are they free from value judgments? Under what conditions would it be appropriate to question the cp conditions? It seems to me (cf. the natural science cases discussed in §1.3) that hypotheses like the following must be among the cp conditions:

(A) There are no unacceptable side-effects: There are no outcomes having a significant degree of negative value that would be consequences of bringing about Dj or engaging in K; and

(B) There is no better alternative: There is no k (k ≠j), such that Ck can also be removed, where acting to change Ck generally has consequences of greater positive value.


Clearly (A) and (B) are open to different factual interpretations depending on one's value-outlook. Bringing about Dj, e.g., may not produce negatively valued outcomes from the perspective of VEM, though it may from that of VNL. As factual statements, with logical form "There is no …", like (a) (the negation of 'another world') in §2.41, they are subject to empirical refutation respectively only by demonstration of an actual unacceptable side-effect or an actual better alternative. The force of the cp is to put the "burden of proof" on those who hold other values to produce such demonstrations. Bhaskar's inference pattern concerns theories that may be developed under SSS, which have mutually reinforcing relations with VEM. Value judgments pertaining to these values mediate the inference from (i)—(v) to (vi)—(vii); this is similar to the inferences described in §1.4 (cf., last part of §2.41). 


My principal interest here, however, is not to make a logical point against Bhaskar. It is to point to the ubiquity of these kinds of value judgments when attempting to move from theory to practice, and their relationship to the values that have mutually reinforcing relationships with the strategy adopted in research. One infers from (i)-(v) cp to (vi)-(vii), provided that one does not accord significant negative value to side-effects (actual and possible; known and unknown) and positive value to alternatives (actual and possible; known and unknown). Otherwise — e.g., if one is conducting research under a strategy that has mutually reinforcing relations with different and conflicting values — one is likely to question the propriety of the inference. Remember that adopting a strategy specifies the kinds of possibilities that can be identified under it, those considered of special value. It is the values linked with the strategy under which T is generated and consolidated — in this case, VEM, or variants of them — that lead to ready acceptance of the value judgments that mediate the inference. Given the context of the research and the role of values at the moment of adopting a strategy, the inference under discussion does follow cp, but the value judgments mediating the inference are implicit in the context.

3.3 Epistemic conditions pertaining to the inference pattern

Are conditions (i)-(v) ever satisfied? (If not, the inference pattern is devoid of social significance.) I cannot provide a clear instance, but it is illuminating to consider a concrete possibility. In the pattern, let (a) (§2.32) substitute for p, and SNL for S. Plausibly SNL (via the causal mechanisms laid out in §2.4) is a co-cause of p being widely (but not unanimously) believed among [PNL], the participants in SNL. As pointed out (in §2.4) belief that ¬p (i.e., "another world"), is fundamental to the emancipatory movements, so that where the belief that p is widely held or not contested participation in them is inhibited. Recall that the only empirical evidence for "another world", and any theory that entails it, (if there is any evidence) is the success of the emancipatory movements in manifesting and embodying VEM to some degree that has a trajectory of expansion. So, if (i)-(v) are satisfied, in important part that is because a body of agents, holding VEM and participating in the movements, have produced the evidence by virtue of the success of their projects. If we consider K to be the activities of these movements (as distinct from those of any movements aiming to replace S) the same evidence that supports "another world" is also likely to serve as evidence for conditions (A) and (B). Among the presuppositions of VEM, however, are negative valuations of SNL and positive valuations of the movements manifesting VEM. Then, to draw them as conclusions (cp) from (i)-(v) and (A)-(B) is devoid of significance, since they are presupposed in the conditions of the research activity that enabled the conditions to be satisfied. Following Bhaskar's inference pattern does not lead to novel value judgments.


I do not think that Bhaskar's inference pattern provides a ground for the claim that the social sciences have an emancipatory impulse. Nevertheless, research conducted under SSS, which attends to developments of actual emancipatory movements, is relevant to making value judgments. Gaining evidence that supports "another world" is simultaneously reflective of movements that manifest and embody VEM to an increasing degree and providing further evidence for presuppositions of VEM and against presuppositions of VNL. To the extent that it provides evidence against presuppositions of VNL, it shows that belief these presuppositions is not cognitively grounded in theories that have been accepted in accordance with impartiality, but is simply socially caused in virtue of the mutual dependence of such beliefs and the stability of SNL. Social science, conducted under strategies (SCSS) that cannot contest these presuppositions, cannot produce results that accord with neutrality; its theoretical products will be better suited to inform the projects of neoliberalism than those of its critics. Explanatory critique, in the production of which agents in the emancipatory movements are indispensable players, exposes such phenomena whose persistence poses severe obstacles to the aspirations of emancipatory movements. I take this to illustrate what Bhaskar calls the "unity of theory and practice in practice."

3.4 The value of neutrality

I have already indicated that theories, produced under a strategy that bears mutually reinforcing relations with specified values, on application typically are likely to especially favor projects that serve the interests of those values. On the whole, we should not expect neutrality-in-application to be achieved from research conducted exclusively under one kind of strategy. Research conducted exclusively, in the natural sciences, under SM or, in the social sciences, under SCSSS, strategies held (de facto) to consistency with key presuppositions of neoliberalism, does not in general (there are exceptions! — Lacey, 1999: ch. 10) produce neutral products. Therefore, there can be no objection in principle, based on cognitive considerations, to conducting research under strategies (e.g., SAE or SSS) that bear mutually reinforcing relations with VEM. Its products too are not neutral. In all of these cases we have instances of theories, accepted in accordance with impartiality, which lack neutrality-in-application. The beliefs that inform rational action should be held to consistency with all theories that have been accepted in accordance with impartiality (Lacey, 1999: ch. 3). 


Bhaskar's argument is intended to show that there may be theories, developed under SSS and accepted in accordance with impartiality, that are not cognitively neutral (§1.1) since they entail (cp) the already discussed value judgments in favor of emancipatory movements. If so, rational action would also be held (cp) to consistency with these value judgments. That is the "emancipatory impulse" that he discerns in the social sciences. In contrast I point to the service that the social sciences can contribute to emancipatory movements by conducting research under SSS and providing knowledge that can inform emancipatory activity (§2.34, 2.41), knowledge gained from research in which the participants in the emancipatory activity have a twofold epistemic role: as sources of evidence about the experience of oppression, possible spaces for emancipatory activity and the authentic values of those aspiring to emancipation (§2.34); and as generators collaborative achievements that are the primary datum for appraising empirically the possibility of emancipation. 


Despite my disagreement with Bhaskar on this point, I do discern an emancipatory thrust in the social sciences, and more generally in the sciences. Ironically I discern it as part of valuing neutrality-in-application. This value is actually not highly manifested in scientific practices. (It is much articulated, though the mistake is constantly made that it follows from the cognitive neutrality that obtains under SM.) According to my model of scientific activity (§1), neutrality cannot be gained from research under a single strategy. Neutrality, where products of scientific activity are available in principle to serve more or less evenhandedly projects of interest to all actually competing value-outlooks, is only approachable if scientific institutions as a whole support research conducted under a multiplicity of strategies. Appeal to neutrality legitimates research conducted under, e.g., SAE and SSS. It is not necessary, for those who hold VEM, to de-legitimate research conducted under other strategies, certainly not the credentials of any theories that have been accepted in accordance with impartiality, even if it may urge reshaped priorities.   


Neutrality cuts deeper still. Taken seriously, once a multiplicity of strategies are recognized as cognitively legitimate, it pushes towards explanatory critique. Many strategies, I have maintained, are adopted in large part because of their mutually reinforcing relations with a value-outlook, the holding of which, in turn, has presuppositions of a broadly factual kind, which usually also play a role in the legitimation of applications of theories developed under the respective strategies. The evenhandedness that is part of the ideal of neutrality thus requires that these presuppositions be submitted to empirical inquiry — that not only the knowledge that informs the efficacy of applications but also the presuppositions of their legitimacy be accepted in accordance with impartiality. I think that, although it is not especially well manifested in actual scientific practice, neutrality is a value that should guide scientific practice. Being guided by it requires that multiple strategies be in play and that all factual presuppositions of the value-outlooks linked with the adoption of strategies and the legitimation of applications be made objects of scientific (systematic, empirical) inquiry. Not only is this a value of scientific practice, but also it serves actual emancipatory interests by requiring that presuppositions of SNL become objects of empirical inquiry; and that cannot happen, I have argued, unless the emancipatory movements themselves become a key object of inquiry in research conducted under SSS.      

CONCLUSION


Emancipatory movements need the input of a kind of social science research that requires the active participation of (and collaboration with) their participants. This is research that involves mutually reinforcing relations with the values endorsed by the movements. I have, drawing upon a general model of scientific activity, defended both the cognitive legitimacy and necessity of such research. This analysis, however, dulls the significance of Bhaskar's arguments about explanatory critiques and their alleged emancipatory implications, by showing that the value judgments that are derived (cp) from theories established under the research just referred to are already in play in mutually reinforcing relationships with the strategies that frame the research. Finally, I have argued that the emancipatory impulse of the sciences is furthered by taking the notion of the neutrality of science seriously.  
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Notes
�� Based on a paper presented to the 2002 annual meeting of the International Association for Critical Realism (Bradford). I acknowledge helpful comments from Mervyn Hartwig, Heikki Patomäki and two anonymous referees. It is an expanded version of "Emancipatory critique and emancipatory movements," Journal of Critical Realism, November 2002.








� This article is a sequel to Lacey (1997), in which I discussed in detail and criticized the logic of Bhaskar's argument that, by way of making explanatory critique, established theories in the social sciences may imply (ceteris paribus) value judgments of importance to emancipatory movements. I supplement that criticism here, largely by drawing from my own general account of the interplay of factual and value judgments within scientific practices. Like Bhaskar (and other critical realists) I reject common accounts of the separability of fact and value, but I believe that the inferences that Bhaskar makes from factual (scientific, theoretical) to value judgments are either invalid or unsound. Nevertheless, I think that much of what Bhaskar has written on the interaction of the social science and human emancipation is illuminating and it has influenced my thinking a great deal. Here I hope to bring into mutually critical interaction Bhaskar's ideas and ideas being developed in movements, aspiring towards emancipation, that have been meeting in the World Social Forum (whose first two international meetings — 2001, 2002 — were held in Porto Alegre, Brazil). In doing this, I do not intend to denigrate other movements aspiring for emancipation. I simply engage in reflection on practices that I value highly and that are of considerable significance in current struggles against market-driven globalization. I believe that reference to their practices is relevant to the empirical confirmation of explanatory critiques, and this will have an impact on my account of the logic and epistemology of explanatory critique.


� The detail and the argument of §1 can be found elsewhere, most comprehensively in Lacey (1999) and with later refinements in Lacey (2002a, 2002c). See also Lacey (2003c), where I use the analysis of this section for the sake of exploring relations between the natural and social sciences.


� Critical realism offers compelling accounts of all of these interconnected dimensions of understanding. 


	I have stated the objective (albeit contentiously) so as to encompass all inquiries that are called "sciences" (including social sciences) and those that bear close affinities with them (see Lacey, 1999: ch. 6; 1991). See Lacey (2002c) for an enriched statement of the objective.


� On my usage, any reasonably systematic structure that expresses understanding of some domain of phenomena counts as a theory. (It is often preferred to limit "theory" to that which has mathematico-deductive structure, and not merely richly descriptive or narrative structure. My argument could easily be restated to fit with this preference.) Theories contain (hypothetically) statements of fact, e.g.: That a certain generative mechanism produces a phenomenon, that a certain outcome is possible under specified conditions. (They often also contain models that make no claim to factual status.) Consolidated experimental (and other observational) reports also express facts. Factual judgments are made as a consequence of making judgments of the kinds that an experimental datum is consolidated and that a theory has been soundly accepted in the light of the data and the cognitive values. (Cf.: "Facts are the result of specific cognitive, and more especially grounded, processes of social production.” Bhaskar, 1986: 281.) Typically, factual judgments are made consequent upon cognitive value judgments. It is crucial to my argument that cognitive and social/moral values are distinct (Lacey, 2002c). That a statement expresses a fact, and the cognitive (rational, epistemic) grounds for such statements, do not rest upon value judgments other than cognitive value judgments. (When I use "value" without qualification, I mean "non-cognitive value.")


� For details about impartiality and neutrality — and also a third component of the idea that the sciences are value-free, autonomy —see Lacey (1999: chs. 4, 10; 2002).


� We must be able to link the theoretical categories with the data — so that the cognitive values can be manifested. (This is the element of truth in verificationism.) In this way cognitive factors are implicated in adoption of strategy, and may be decisive in adopting one version (e.g., quantum mechanics) of SM rather than another (e.g., classical mechanics) (Lacey, 2003c).


� For details concerning my analysis of values (manifestation, embodiment and personalization of values, having and holding values, how to distinguish personal, moral, social and other values, etc), and the factual presuppositions (about human nature and what is possible) of value-outlooks, see Lacey (1997, 1999: ch. 2; 2002c) 


� The ceteris paribus clause is intended to alert to the possibility that S's lack of fruitfulness may be a consequence, not of the non-existence of relevant possibilities, but because of lack of resources to conduct the relevant investigations or the use of power to prevent their being conducted.


�  It also makes clear that those who reject the legitimacy of research conducted under such strategies, prior to sufficient research having been conducted so that their fruitfulness can be tested, are de facto accepting that there are no possibilities of the kinds intended to be investigated to be discovered, but they are accepting this in violation of impartiality. Those who seek alternative strategies that are responsive to the interests of VEM should not, under present conditions, concede the cognitive (scientific) high ground exclusively to mainstream science and its dominance by SM. On the contrary they should claim it for themselves (along with others) — while, of course, recognizing the enormous body of knowledge that has been gained under SM and seeking out applications of it (and uses in their own research) that accord with their interests.


� Bhaskar posits as a condition on what I am calling the "exercise of effective agency" ("exercising freedom") to "know one's real interests" (1986: 170), one's " possibilities for self-development and self-realization;" and one's real interests include one's "wants for others" (1993: 280-281). In my terminology, to know one's real interests is to hold and not merely to have values (Lacey, 1997: 219-220). One's personal values include personalization of moral and social values (Lacey, 1999: ch. 2).


� Bhaskar: the exercise of agency is enhanced by possessing sound understanding of "patterns of determination" and the (unintended and accompanying) effects of actions (1986: 170).


� For Bhaskar, the conditions include that one have the power (ability, resources) and opportunity to move towards a fuller manifestation of one's values, be disposed to do so, and lack restraints on doing so (1993: 280).


� My account of "emancipation" (or "liberation"), though originally derived from Latin American liberation theology (Lacey, 1985), has close affinities with Bhaskar's and in part I have reshaped it in the light of his writings. I have included several endnotes in order to display the affinities. Underlying all my argument is the view emphasized by Bhaskar (also by many liberation theologians — see, e.g., Ellacuría, 1991; Lacey, 2002d — and the movements of WSF and intellectuals associated with it — see WSF, 2001, 2002a, 2002b; Santos, 1999, 2002a) that the actual and its predominant tendencies do not determine, though they set limits to what is possible.


� Bhaskar's emphases are slightly different from mine: emancipation "consists in the transformation … from an unwanted and unneeded to a wanted and needed source of determination" (1986: 171). He also speaks of emancipation from "disempowering, oppressive structures" and "ills" of various kinds (191); and to "rationally wanted sources of determination" (179) and "empowering, enhancing" ones. He is well aware that the sources of determination include psychological as well as social structural factors.


� Here I use (with a few very minor, principally terminological, modifications) Bhaskar's analysis of social structure, and also his transformational account of social action (Bhaskar, 1998).


� Bhaskar points to the considerable contingency involved here. Relevant spaces might not be left open. A condition on possibility of emancipatory action is "coincidence of subjective needs & objective possibilities" (1986: 210).  


� See Bhaskar  (1986: 176) for elaboration. For him, another reason why the action must be collaborative is that it needs to be informed by scientific knowledge.


� For Bhaskar another condition on the possibility of emancipation is that "values [be] immanent in the practices" (1986: 210); that there be a rich dialectical interaction between meeting the immediate needs and satisfying the wants of the agents (their coming to exercise a measure of effective agency) and movement towards transforming social structures/ 


� Bhaskar: emancipation "can only be effected in practice" (1986: 171).


� Bhaskar: emancipation is "self emancipation by the agents concerned" (1986: 171) in solidarity (1993: 282). It requires recognizing the "cognitive worth of the agent's point of view." 


� Cf. Bhaskar: "And this presupposes in its wake a society oriented to the free development and flourishing of each and all, and of each as a condition for all, that is to say, universal human autonomy as flourishing … " (1993: 264). Emancipation depends on identifying structural possibilities for thoroughgoing inclusiveness. Structurally sustained exclusion also involves low degrees of manifestation of democracy. Nevertheless, emancipation does have negative consequences from the point of view of the privileged of actual structures whose egoist values could not be embodied in structures produced by emancipatory activity. There is apparent tension here that needs to be relieved in practice. (See Bhaskar, 1993: 289ff.)


� Bhaskar: "Emancipation … depends upon the transformation of structures, not the alteration or amelioration of states of affairs" (1986: 171). WSF (2002b) entertains the desirability of short-term shared interests between reform-minded alternatives (what it calls "neo-Keynesianism" that works for, e.g., workers' rights) and more radical alternatives, which go beyond capitalism, that are being built from the international collaborative activities of the variety of movements of the oppressed and those in solidarity with them. How radical it is necessary to go "beyond capitalism" for significant emancipatory success remains, in my opinion, a matter to be settled — if it is ever settled — in practice.


� In its Charter of Principles, WSF (2001) defines itself as "opposed to neoliberalism and to domination of the world by capital and any form of imperialism … … to a process of globalization commanded by the large multinational corporations and by the governments and international institutions at the service of those corporations' interests, with the complicity of national governments."


� "Neoliberalism" and "globalization" are often taken to be more or less synonyms, as when — in the press — critics of neoliberalism are often characterized as critics of globalization.  But "globalization" is a contested term. For some it does refer to the practices, institutions and policies of "global" market forces. For others it refers to the fact of increased interaction among peoples from all parts of the world, and to the possibilities for cooperation that this occasions. Critics of neoliberalism may be in favor of a globalization of solidarity, and build this deeply into their proposals. Emancipatory movements run the risk of being fundamentally misunderstood if they define themselves as "anti-globalization." Cf.: "Social emancipation … must be understood as a form of counter-hegemonic globalization relying on local-global linkages and alliances among social groups around the world that go on resisting social exclusion, exploitation and oppression caused by hegemonic neoliberal globalization" (Santos, 2002).


� This assertion may need to be qualified significantly in view of events of the past several months: the fraudulent accounting practices of several giant transnational companies, the enrichment of their executives at the cost of the dissolution pension plans of their employees, the collapse of the Argentinean economy, currency speculations and market threats that were deployed in an attempt to sway the forthcoming Brazilian election. The conflict between neoliberal practices and democratic values is perhaps (though this may be just a vain hope) becoming more transparent. (Written late October 2002.)


� These conjectures are derived from reflecting on what would count as plausible premises of an argument that would justify valuing SNL highly or regarding it as legitimate. One finds versions of the premises stated frequently in the press, and they arise in discussions with supporters of SNL, who often respond to critics — with a tone of exasperation — citing many of them as if they were part of common sense. It would be very useful to investigate, in detailed empirical studies: (i) whether these propositions are actually widely believed, and how they are articulated and in view of what alleged evidence, and if they are not widely believed to find out how people actually think the values of SNL are legitimated and whether they are committed to these values or simply resigned to the power exercised by the predominant institutions of SNL; and (ii) what are the social mechanisms — educational, press, political and business rhetoric, etc— that foster belief in them and render them part of the "common sense" that reigns wherever SNL prevail (see Lacey, 1997: 238-239).


� See Lacey (2002a) where other presuppositions of VMC are also introduced, and Lacey (2000a, 2002b, 2003a, 2003b) where questions about the empirical status of most of these propositions are discussed with special reference to food production and issues about uses of transgenics in agriculture and agroecological alternatives. 


� "This system produces a daily drama of women, children, and the elderly dying because of hunger, lack of health care and preventable diseases, families are forced to leave their homes because of wars, the impact of large-scale development projects, landlessness and environmental disasters, unemployment, attacks on public services and the destruction of social solidarity … … The neoliberal economic model is destroying the rights, living conditions and livelihoods of people. Using every means to protect the value of their shares, multinational companies lay off workers, slash wages and close factories, … Governments faced with this economic crisis respond by privatizing, cutting social sector expenditures and permanently reducing workers' rights. The recession exposes the fact that the neoliberal promise of growth and prosperity is a lie. … … Neoliberal policies create tremendous misery and insecurity. They have dramatically increased the trafficking and sexual exploitation of women and children. Poverty and insecurity creates millions of migrants who are denied their dignity, freedom and rights." (WSF, 2002a). Also: this system is "incapable of responding to the primary function of the economy: providing the basis of physical and cultural life for all humans on the planet" (WSF, 2002b). Santos (2002b) describes the trajectory of actual neoliberalism as that of "social fascism." 


	I leave aside the substantial social scientific work needed to establish that there are causal relations between these phenomena and SNL. Looking into such causal relations - the causes of current social pathologies - is typical of social science that would serve emancipatory movements.


� I recognize, of course, that this summary statement is far from the end of the discussion on the matter. It suffices for present purposes.


� Bhaskar refers to emancipation as "grounded in scientific theory" (1986: 171) and "scientifically inspired" (1986: 176), and he has argued convincingly that the science involved must be "realist": produce knowledge of the causal structures and underlying generative mechanisms of phenomena, and not be confined to actual regularities and their predominant tendencies, so as to be able to identify novel possibilities. Most of the items listed here are discussed by Bhaskar (1986, 1993) in several places.


� I have already mentioned that the values of the oppressed may be clarified, shaped and transformed in the course of emancipatory struggle. Scientific knowledge may play a part in this by (e.g.) confirming or disconfirming presuppositions of the value-outlooks held. But the authentic values ("real interests") of those engaged in emancipatory struggle reflect their own desires, and the outcomes of their deliberations. These cannot be derived from any scientific investigations. Intellectuals face the temptation of thinking that they can grasp (from their analyses) what the poor need for their emancipation and not to pay adequate heed to what the poor say they need and to what they foresee as likely effects of "well-intentioned" proposals. Giving in to this temptation is to continue the management of the poor, which is one of the structural phenomena that impede the actualization of the possibilities of emancipation. 


� Bhaskar's account of "depth inquiry" provides a useful model of relevant investigation (1986: 200-211). For a somewhat different perspective, see Lacey (2000b, 2003b). See also Santos (2002a) where a research program, concerned with gaining knowledge pertinent to emancipatory movements, has a component explicitly designed to recover (and share widely) the knowledge of leading participants in a wide variety of emancipatory movements throughout the world. 


�  WSF (2001) considers itself as "a movement of ideas that prompt reflection, and the readily available circulation of the results of that reflection, on the mechanisms and instruments of domination by capital, on means and actions to resist and overcome that domination, and on the alternatives proposed to solve the problems of exclusion and social inequality that the process of capitalist globalization, with its racist, sexist and environmentally destructive dimensions, is creating internationally and within countries."


� Santos (2002a) lists the following examples: "cooperatives, mutualities, credit systems, farming of invaded land by landless peasants, water systems, fishing communities, ecological logging." He adds: "These initiatives are those in which local/global linkages are most difficult to establish, if for no other reason because they confront more directly the logic of global capitalism behind hegemonic globalization, not only at the level of production but also at the level of distribution They oftentimes survived by finding ways of accommodating to at least some hegemonic impositions. Another important facet of alternative production systems is that they are never exclusively economic in nature. They mobilize social and cultural resources that make inter-thematic linkages a necessary condition of their success. A market economy is of course possible and, within limits, even desirable. On the contrary, a market society is impossible and, if possible, would be morally repugnant, and indeed ungovernable. Nothing short of market fascism. Alternative production systems are one possible response to market fascism."


� Issues of alternative forms of knowledge, with roots in traditional forms of local knowledge, are often intertwined with questions of biodiversity and intellectual property rights: emancipatory practices explore seriously "the validity of knowledges that have been discarded by hegemonic scientific knowledge [what above I have called "knowledge gained under SM"], biodiversity is probably the topic in which the clash between rival knowledges is more evident and eventually more unequal and violent" (Santos, 2002a). My discussions of agroecology (Lacey, 2001; 2003b; Lacey & Barbosa de Oliveira, 2001) exemplify this issue.


� "We are diverse — women and men, adults and youth, indigenous peoples, rural and urban, workers and unemployed, homeless, the elderly, students, migrants, professionals, people of every creed, color and sexual orientation. The expression of this diversity is our strength and the basis of our unity" (WSF, 2002a). 


� "We are a global solidarity movement, united in our determination to fight against the concentration of wealth, the proliferation of poverty and inequalities, and the destruction of our earth. We are living and constructing alternative systems, and using creative ways to promote them. We are building a large alliance from our struggles and resistance against a system based on sexism, racism and violence, which privileges the interests of capital and patriarchy over the needs and aspirations of peoples" (WSF, 2002a).


� "Water, land, food, forests, seeds (Lacey, 2000, 2002b, 2003a; Lacey & Barbosa, 2001), culture and people’s identities are common assets of humanity for present and future generations. It is essential to preserve biodiversity … … Food sovereignty at the local, national and regional level is a basic human right [social/economic/cultural right - see below]; in this regard, democratic land reforms and peasant's access to land are fundamental requirements. … … For us, food, public services, agriculture, health and education are not for sale. … We reject the patenting and trading of life forms" (WSF, 2002a).


� Cf. Santos (2002a): "the reciprocal incompleteness of all knowledges."


� Cf. WSF (2001): " … globalization in solidarity … will respect not only universal human rights, and those of all citizens — men and women — of all nations but also the environment, and will rest on democratic international systems and institutions at the service of social justice, equality and sovereignty of peoples. … … WSF is opposed to all totalitarian and reductionist views of the economy, development and history, and to the use of violence as a means of control by the State. It upholds respect for Human Rights, the practices of real democracy, participatory democracy, peaceful relations in equality and solidarity among people, ethnicities, genders and peoples, and condemns all forms of domination and subjection of one person by another." See also WSF (2002a, item 11).


� Bhaskar does not use my conception of "structure." He refers to these features as conditions on a "minimally adequate social science," thus not granting the scientific credentials of most mainstream social science. (For elaborations on these conditions, see Lacey, 1997: 214-216). 


� Cf. WSF, 2002b, final paragraph. Evidence that steps are taken within dominant structures to prevent alternative possibilities from emerging or developing is not evidence that alternative structures (with the specified characteristics) are possible. Neither is showing that (a) is held causally because of its role in maintaining the stability of SNL.


� Since such successes depend (in part) on appropriate knowledge being available, the conduct of research in the (social) sciences is an important factor. Solidarity with those seeking emancipation is, thus, a key virtue of the investigators.


Also: "The simple addition of these efforts will not be able to give birth to the necessary transformations. The constitution of a force that is truly organic will need a vision of the whole, which is built on a day-by-day analysis. Fruit of a continual interaction between action and knowledge, enriched by the social and cultural experience of all the people of the world, it will necessarily call for the privileged contribution of the immediate victims of contemporary capitalism and of all the discriminations that it accentuates: the impoverished peasants, industrial workers, women, the unemployed, the urban poor, indigenous people, youth without a future … " (WSF, 2002b). "None of these thematic initiatives taken separately will succeed in bringing about counter-hegemonic globalization. To be successful their emancipatory concerns must undergo translation and networking, expanding in evermore socially hybrid but politically focussed movements. In a nutshell what is at stake … is the reinvention of the state and of civil society in such a way that social fascism [see Santos, 2002b] will vanish as a possible future. This is to be accomplished through the proliferation of local/global public spheres in which nation-states are important partners but not exclusive dispensers of either legitimacy or hegemony" (Santos, 2002a). Cf. WSF (2001, item 14).


� One might adopt SSS in the first instance simply in order to put (a) under empirical investigation, but in view of the collaboration between researcher and agents in the movements required for the conduct of the research, it is hard to see the research being conducted by researchers who do not hold VEM.  This imposes no barrier per se to obtaining results that accord with impartiality. 


� In general, regardless of the social explanation of a belief's being held, the matter of its cognitive status remains to be addressed. (Positive cognitive appraisals of a belief can be among its social causes.) Adopting a strategy, and that the values with which it has mutually reinforcing relations are held, are among the social causes of accepting theories that eventually come to be accepted under the strategy. Formulating, investigating and holding the belief that p are a product of social, etc causes. But p is about o (or several objects). The belief that p is true if and only if o is a certain way. Some social products (of this kind) fit their objects better than others. Generally, the mode of social causation does not tell us definitively about best fit. (It may provide us with some conditions.)


� I assume that "members of [Y] believe that p" has been established in empirical investigation. That is how it became a datum requiring explanation. I also assume that scientists, who accept T on the ground that it meets the requirements of acceptance in accordance with impartiality, will know that these entailments occur and thus will believe the entailed propositions.


� Is my conclusion an artefact of the example of p that I have chosen? I do not think so, although my argument may need to be worked out in several different ways. In the text I identified p with (a). Suppose we identify p with (b). As sketched in §2.33, a strong empirical case can be made that (¬b). At least it is plausible that there be a T, such that conditions (i)-(iii) are satisfied. Let us also assume that (iv) and (v) are also satisfied. (As I have presented the story, S also is the co-cause of an array of negatively valued phenomena. That is not a premise appealed to in the argument.) But the research that established (i)-(v) does not address (A) and (B). To address (A), e.g., would require obtaining evidence that the process of transformation is not likely to generate consequences of comparable negative value to those produced by SNL. That depends on (a) being false. So, before the value judgments — negative towards SNL and positive towards the process of transformation — could be soundly drawn, we need to assess the evidence for (a). Then, the argument of the text is decisive.      
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