 Stakes...or a Grammar of Motives (with a debt to Kenneth Burke of course)

 If  ours had been a discipline-framed conference, then I would think it easier to reflect in a summary way on what was said about knowledge/value. There are, after all, in philosophy, philosophy of science, and even anthropology, traditions of thinking about value and the  relationship between knowledge and value that  considerably facilitate  further discussion.  But ours is not that  kind of  enterprise, though it  has definite disciplinary inflections.  There are diagnoses  of the present conditions of  producing knowledge--as working scholars today--that were both diverse and  implicit in the proceedings, and had  much to do with the unspoken wagers and preferences of those who organized the conference. So, for me, in order to talk about value with any clarity, originality, and most of all, with reference  to a collectivity that we want to nurture in this  project--rather than to operate within certain well defined  traditions of critique where the  point seems  to be to expose how value  is obscured  by or  implicated in fact-- we have to experiment with ways to  state or  declare value  in order to talk about it, or treat it topically.

This  proposition became coded  in our discussions  as disclosing 'stakes', and  because our investment in such an act  has a lot to do with performing a sort of solidarity among ourselves,  taking it  dead seriously for our discussions is a tricky matter.  Indeed, there is  a danger in raising the issue of stakes that it will lead to confession, declaration of  faith, or  at worst, some sort of  reflexive self-identity ritual as  this  moment of  talk-giving so readily became in so many conferences of the  past three decades.   Stakes--values-- are very important to know in conferences-- but they are most interestingly discussable in side conversations.  Indeed, quite as a practical matter, my apprehension of the  'stakes'  at  play in our conference came from a  number of side  conversations that  I had  with participants about their projects, their reactions to papers, their personal means of giving  contexts to our proceedings.  My most interesting notes from the conference are about these asides. These  stories and diagnoses  not  only enhanced  the presentations; they told me why they were important.  They were  embedded stories  of  motivation, concern, and insight about the present--and not at all reducible to a  formulaic disclosure of where one stands, or what one values.  There were moments of surfacing of such 'stakes' moments --e.g. the occasional,good natured effort  to defend the relevance of  Marx--  and these were  interesting, just  enough to entice and  not to bore. But the real stakes talk was in the corridors, at meals, and in the small affinity group sessions which effectively oriented participation (at least for  our group) to the later public  sessions.

I admit to a taste for  obliqueness and what it can reveal and  enhance about  straightforward presentation, as the theme of  my own paper-- alongside--perhaps suggests.  Stakes, while much referred to,are most cogently stated obliquely; they emerge in exchanges alongside traditional conference performance.  That is why we are trying different modalities. Kaushik has suggested that a statement about stakes be added to future conference  submissions. I think this is worth trying, though I think that  probings of the moods of conferences as they unfold  will give us the clearest sense of the relationships between knowledge  (our kind  of critical knowledges  working in techno-sciences) and value (which are indeed our motives, our stakes that  are just very hard to proclaim, since it is the expression of value  in personal structures of feeling , which because they are shifting, is best grasped in conversations , between and alongside proceedings).

So an affective  account of our events would be very useful, a rapporteur  or two assigned to do just this, avoiding perhaps the comedic extremes of a David Lodge, but with his sensitivities to articulate some of the observed and overheard investments that seem to advance argument and  perspective in our meetings  (the Cyborgs and Citadels SAR volume that  Joe  Dumit and  Gary Downey edited some years back had such a function).   This would not be an end but a means to different sorts of discussions about value as knowledge making  in groups such as ours that are constituted by affinities, friendships, networks, and  not  especially disciplinary traditions  (though anthropology is important here, but to celebrate the  anthropological vocation would be an inadequate way to  state value before discussing it).

And finally, I want to say that  I am committed  to making sense  of this enterprise that  Kaushik has initiated  in terms of its plans and trajectories. So whatever  our knowledge/value discussions were about will become clearer as we look into translation in  November. Again, this is a rather  oblique modality:  the knowledge/value arguments that we offered this time with our  grammar of motives rather implicit and episodic will become clearer or resonant when we discuss translational science.  Translational science is important here  because it is likely to encourage discussions in particular  scenes of knowledge/value production  where they might not otherwise occur.  Rehearsing  our own second order modes of doing this  in a conference on knowledge/value  that we just had is an excellent preparation, at least among the core group, for the next meeting--where these very same sorts of discussions are being  had, with different motives and stakes, in a different location, now observed as our object of attention.  In any case, I think that it is very important to keep suggesting the continuities and connections among the  parts of this enterprise--to invest in and anticipate its cumulative effects at any point in time along the way.

