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This is complex. My use of the term is from a Marxist background, in 

which theory-of-practice refers to theorising needed to support and give 

strategic direction to the practice of revolutionary anti-capitalist 

class struggle. There are other uses of the term - you mention Bourdieu; 

I’ve found him helpful in the past, but am not drawing on his theory of 

practice (indeed, I feel that he hasn’t helped at all, by creating all 

his various categories of ‘capital’).

Basically I mean to invoke a principle of reflexive theory of critical 

(counter-hegemonic) practice: 

– a) theorising in a rigorous way (rather than just ‘having an opin-

ion’ or adopting an ideology); 

– b) about what it is that we in fact are doing, in history, in cul-

ture, in the matrix of technologies, within fields of professional-

ised knowledges, etc - wherever we live and work;

– (c) in order to bring an end to the capitalist mode of production 

and to enable liberated living and working for all people.

A central concept is from the Marxism of Gramsci, which was very act-

ively taken up in the 70s, in Marxian circles in Britain. He studied 

ideology as system of power (using the notion of hegemony). And he pro-

posed a role for the revolutionary activist which he called the organic 

intellectual: a person who theorises the practice of activism, while be-

ing engaged in the practice. This principle of the organic intellectual 

(‘orgint’?) has been one I have adopted all my life since my years as a 

PhD researcher. Thus I regard myself as an ‘outsider’ in STS because, 

although my narrative intersects with STS in numerous ways, I have not 

practised STS in an ‘academic’ way, but in an ‘orgint’ way. I completed 

a PhD in history & Social Studies of Science, and for a decade, later in 

my life, I was a member of a university research group in innovation 

management, and published public-funded reports and critical articles in 

innovation policy research and STS collections. But my practice was 

aimed at developing ‘action research’ initiatives of work-oriented con-

trol of technology infrastructures in the corporate world, which were 

part of my ‘orgint’ practice, rather than following an academic discip-

linary career. There were tensions!

When I refer to theory-of-practice in the 4S session - for example, at 

the end

Progress in theory-of-practice of liberation practice? 

I’m offering a question about the future relationship between the aca-

demic practice of research and development in professionalised fields of 

STS/innovation policy, and the construction of counter-hegemonic capab-
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ility outside of academia, in ‘everyday life and work’ - including the 

everyday practice of governance in the innovation economy, in the know-

ledge economy(ies) and in civil society.

It seems to me that your focus on governance is where the theory-of-

practice concern meets the concerns of ‘radical science’, for stepping 

outside of the limitations of corporate/capitalist hegemony in the de-

velopment of the forces of (biotech) production.

Maybe you would speak of this in terms of ‘liberation’, or maybe not. 

Maybe ‘responsible research and innovation’ is the description? Perhaps 

‘transformative social innovation’? Or ‘citizen science’. All of these 

may join up. The organic-intellectual (theory-of-practice) focus in any 

of these fields of practice, is to bring rigorous investigation to bear 

on actual conduct, to achieve liberation/responsibility/transformation/

citizen-power/revolution . . .

There are all sorts of ways of theorising this. Mine = ‘cultural materi-

alist’ analysis of work-practice. Yours = perhaps SCOT/co-construction. 

But the question I was hoping to pose in the final part of the presenta-

tion is: what can we (you) see in STS now, that may constitute part of a 

movement for the development of (biotech?) forces of production, in 

practice, in ways that are beneficial to people and human society and 

the environment, and counterpose the hegemonic forces of corporate cap-

ital, and State practices that reinforce them..

My guess is, that you do see things like this in your field: governance 

of biotech? That’s what I would like to see you speak of in some way, as 

a current historical possibility within STS. Perhaps, specifically with-

in China?

Why do I want to focus on China here (as well as Britain)? See my other 

note: the China narrative.


