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ABSTRACT

A summary and account of the main trends in my research after a decade of publication.

1 Introduction

I am now a decade into my publishing career, and this seems as good a time as any to take stock of what I have achieved
through those publications. I think it’s fair to say my words have forked no lightning. But, none the less, for whatever
little has been achieved, I would like to compare my ambitions (or what I now remember thereof) to what it has all
amounted to.

Now despite that somewhat self-critical opening I shall try not to be too harsh on myself, nor have I much grounds
for complaint in how my career has gone. Below I have included a graph of my publications per year (using the date of
publication in the journal, and taking one forthcoming piece as if published in the present year at time of writing) and
while there has been some variation it has not been too great. (I also came across this entirely cogent critique of taking
year of publication as too significant, so the variation may best be ignored.)

My citations are so-so - I am within the typical h-index range for an associate professor in the humanities, for instance
- and I have a permanent job. I have worked with PhD students and seen them go on to do various fun and exciting
things; one is even now my colleague here at the LSE! Professionally speaking I am only remarkable in being an
unremarkable person enjoying a fine career, and in this era of retrenching support for academia that sort of blissful
mediocrity is itself a blessing for which I am grateful.
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So with not much to review career wise I will instead try to outline, first, what it is I thought myself to be doing when
I went to graduate school and, second, whether I take my first decade of work to have made any progress towards those
ambitions. This is, of course, subject to all the biases of memory and pleasant self-delusion, so caveat emptor.

2 Ambitions

When people ask me why I decided to go into academia I typically reply that it’s an indoor job with no heavy lifting.
This, of course, is a simplification. I was also depressed. To be more precise, when I was deciding whether or not to go
to grad school I had then-undiagnosed severe recurrent depression [in hindsight I had a lot of sympathy for this lovely
piece Railton, 2015]. Both these were probably the most important factors in trying for graduate school.

In more detail, my primary reason for attending graduate school was that the various jobs I had done before, during, and
after my undergraduate degree were either arduous or entirely unfulfilling. Since I had not really enjoyed pre-university
schooling either, undergraduate philosophy was the one time in my life I had routinely enjoyed the tasks that were my
daily lot, and graduate school seemed a way to perpetuate that feeling. Since I still enjoy my work in the main, I can say
now that this ambition was entirely fulfilled.

What is more, I had a quite erroneous notion that the reason I was so routinely morose was that I had somehow trapped
myself with all my decisions in patterns or habits which, if I could secure a clean break, would simply dissipate into
something happier. Grad school, by offering me a chance to get a visa to some far away land (I mainly applied to
schools in the USA and Australia), seemed a good way of effecting such a change. In fact, those "habits" I was trapped
by amounted to having a supportive network of friends and family who were used to my ways, and moving away from
them prompted a breakdown within a year. But since this in turn led eventually to diagnosis and treatment (facilitated in
no small part by my advisor, Kevin Zollman, going far above and beyond the call of duty to get me help) that at least
allowed me to be reliably functional even this too was a success, by the cunning of reason.

Add to all that the fact that while in America I soon met the love of my life , and I can say at the outset that by the
metrics I most actually care about my first ten years have been a resounding success. Still, I did and do also have some
less-self-serving intellectual ambitions, and it is worth seeing whether this first decade achieved those.

To understand these hopes it is necessary to understand the somewhat embarrassing combination of beliefs and ideals I
held in my early twenties. I was raised socialist and a Catholic (two widely discredited faiths I maintain to this day)
and by whatever mental alchemy produces ideologies this left in me some sense that the point of intellectual work was
somehow to bring good news to the poor and tell prisoners that they are prisoners no more and the like. This vague
aspiration was somehow canalised into (what I would now call) a kind of populist-technocracy.

The thought, which I never in any case properly developed anywhere, can best be described as my having utterly missed
Spufford’s point in Red Plenty. (Something which I need only have gone down the corridor at CMU to have discovered
my errors regarding!) Broadly, I thought to myself that previous generations of socialists had gone wrong for two
reasons. First, they had lacked the proper intellectual tools (and attitude towards those tools) to actually gather the
information they need, interpret it, and convert it into beneficent economic management. Second, they had been run on
the model of conspiratorial military cliques, who by and large had scarcely turned out better than gangs. If only these
vanguardist tyrannies were replaced with some far more democratic arrangement than I was quite confident we could
do a whole lot of good in creating a collective regime of peace and love.

2.1 Technocracy

Taking these points in turn; previous attempts at socialism had been stymied by inadequate technical knowledge, and,
indeed, a hostility to developing such. Despite pretensions to adhering to a rationalist creed the Soviet Union had been
awash in theological disputes about the value form which had held back its ability to carry out sensible economic reform
[while I wasn’t aware of it at the time, Spufford’s fiction was if anything my source, I have subsequently read histories
that confirmed this impression e.g. Feygin, 2024]. Indeed, given my predilections, it was striking to me that Lenin’s
sub-mediocre polemic against positivism [2022] had turned them from the light of empiricism so early. Since they had
(quite forcibly) set the pattern for other leftist movements around the world I thought there was a common error that
might therefore be corrected.

As for the contemporary academic left in the humanities, it was often, to be fair, intellectually descended from the
anti-Soviet left in the cold war, since only such survived. And even then, as in the case of the logical empiricists
themselves, often under quite stringent police pressure [McCumber, 2001, Reisch, 2005]. But I was (and am) if anything
even less impressed by it, since it seemed/s to me caught up in largely Romantic ressentiment against the cultural
primacy of the sciences ever since the fall of Classics as the degree of choice for Imperial bureaucrats. Despite my
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genuine appreciation for the best work in the critical theory tradition, by and large I do not think their inheritors live up
to the legacy of their forbearers. I just too often get the impression that the real object of their ire is their own relatively
diminished status, and I can never quite credit the various arguments (generously so called in some cases) to the effect
that if we just read their preferred cultural item in their preferred fashion there would be some lasting benefit to the
oppressed masses.

As to what to do instead, it is here I must mention how very impressed I had been upon discovering Carnap after
purchasing his book An Introduction to the Philosophy of Science [2012] while at the summer school programme
that had first acquainted me with CMU. I thought that the appropriately liberalised verificationism of [Carnap, 1936]
would allow one to capture the pragmatic benefits of insisting on spelling out the consequences of one’s claims and
how likely to be true they are [an attitude I found support for in Carnap, but which I also saw as inspired by other
thinkers I respected, with Teddy Seidenfeld especially pointing me to connections with the pragmatists; Carnap, 1947,
Peirce, 1986, Misak, 2016], without generating distracting paradoxes. And I thought (and still think) that the classic
self-applicability paradox was resolved by taking into account the liberal tolerance of [Carnap, 2014, 1950]. This latter
paired with my admiration for the constructivist spirit of explication as an activity that was spelled out in [Carnap, 1952,
1962] - something I was gratified to later find his own student linked to his socialist attitude [Jeffrey, 1995].

Finally, when later (guided by Chike Jeffers) I would come to adopt W.E.B. Du Bois as a second source of inspiration, I
thought I found in him many similar points. I saw in him an anti-metaphysical and probabilistically inflected empiricism
[such at least was my read of Du Bois, 2000], a respect for mixed-method research inclusive of quantitative work
[Du Bois, 1898], and a pragmatically minded sense of the purpose of social theory [e.g. Du Bois, 1912, 80]. The fact
then that this second thinker I so greatly respected had apparently come to such similar conclusions quite bolstered my
confidence in the approach.

Finally, I also thought that I would be able to avoid the status-quo bias that I recognised in much mainstream technical
work and which I think goes toward giving it a bad name among the left (in this I was very influenced by conversations
with Eric Schliesser, who I recalled discussing this point in his wonderful book on Smith 2017, but he now informs
me I might be slightly misremembering - will update the reference if I find the proper one later). It seems to me there
is a habit of holding fixed the entire social structure one lives within and then working out how to "optimise" given
that framework. One then proclaims the results of this rationally required or some such, but in fact the legitimacy or
desirability of the entire world order has been presumed by the procedure. Such conservatism was certainly not justified
by the kind of crude consequentialist ethics I adhered to. And what’s more I thought that in the time I was in grad school
I was seeing people develop the kind of intellectual tools that would facilitate applying precise methods to working out
what social arrangement itself would best serve humanity’s interests [e.g. Haslanger, 2016, Malinsky, 2018]. I was
hence confident that having spotted the trick I could avoid it.

In any case, so it was that I was fairly set in my first task: generate intellectual tools that can help rational and benevolent
social planners identify interventions that would empower and benefit working people around the world. I realised that
no such benevolent planner exists now (and I was under no illusions about the impossibility of anything good being
coopted, I simply thought and think that risking cooptation is the price of doing anything that could be useful to anyone)
but I did have hope that some such might come into existence. I hoped that my work might be like a light flung into that
future, to be rediscovered one day when people inclined and able to implement socialism were searching around for
tools that might aid them. Not devoid of grandiose and Romantic dreams of my own, I often analogised to myself what
I was doing as akin to the culture sending out the satellite in The Inner Light episode of Star Trek: The Next Generation.

2.2 Populist

It did not then, however, seem enough to me to simply create those tools and hope for the best. While I thought the
main part of the work in creating conditions wherein they might fruitfully be deployed would not really be advanced by
academic papers at all, I did believe there was some pertinent research work to do. Mainly in exploring what sort of
decentralised democratic arrangement might do better in gathering and making use of the sociological information I
hoped to help gather.

Now, the background to this is that I had as a youth been very impressed by two socialist authors. First and primarily
CLR James after my dad recommended his excellent Black Jacobins 1989 to me. The lesson I had taken from this was
that over reliance on charismatic genius leadership like that provided by Toussaint L’Ouverture was liable to disappoint
and lead to ultimate ruin. Coupled with later discovering his [James, 1956] and I was all the more convinced of some
more directly democratic alternative. Second, I think that while in undergrad (or maybe shortly thereafter) as a result
of the crash I had been interested in socialist economists and been led to Rosa Luxemburg’s Reform or Revolution
[2006, to which I recently returned, very much enjoyed, and wrote a commentary]. From here I had encountered and
been convinced by her critiques of Leninist vanguardism [Luxemburg, 1961]. It seemed to me quite clear that no

3

https://www.liamkofibright.com/uploads/4/8/9/8/48985425/opinionated_notes_on_reform_or_revolution_for_my_students.pdf


WORKING PAPER - SEPTEMBER 27, 2026

managerial class of experts could preside over a genuinely effective socialism. But I didn’t see this as any reason for
abandoning ship and opting for capitalism, which after all seems to simply generate the same sort of vanguardist tyranny
in microcosm across every workplace, and guarantee all such through property rights securing and sanctifying for
capitalists their exploitative domination [DuBois, 1920, Anderson, 2019, Cicerchia, 2022]. No, despite these objections
to historical socialism, I agreed with Rosa re the advantages of ‘the socialisation of society’ [Luxemburg, 1918] and I
was quite convinced there must be some way of combining all these points into an appropriately democratic alternative.

Except, well, I wasn’t really sure what that was. I eventually learned of Condorcet and his jury theorem, I think either
via reading Baker’s biography [1975] or perhaps just by reading a technical summary, and if so I think this one by
Grofman et al. [1983]. It was clear that in broad outlines this could be the basis of a political programme – later well
explored by Goodin and Spiekermann [2018], to which I wrote an enthusiastic review [Bright, 2019]. And it would go
well with defences of more direct democracy that I found promising [Wiredu, 1995, Wolff, 1998]. But I was also aware
of the various paradoxes and difficulties involved in getting real social groups to approximate closely enough to the
conditions that made this possible, since various classics of social choice were an inevitable part of the sort of education
I was receiving at CMU [the ones I best remember being Black, 1948, Downs, 1957, Sen, 1970, List and Pettit, 2002,
Arrow, 2012].

So, then, here was my second challenge. Formulate a social arrangement that would facilitate a democratically legitimate
mass movement acquiring, disseminating, and making use of, the sort of inductive tools I would be trying to develop
as part of the first project. Given that Kevin Zollman would go on to be my advisor this eventually led to focus on
the community of scientists themselves as a social group whose mores and goals were relatively well studied and
understood [along with his own works such as [2010, 2018] on his direction I also read early in grad school various
classics in the area, the ones I now remember best being Merton, 1957, Zuckerman, 1970, Cole and Cole, 1973, Latour
and Woolgar, 2013, Kitcher, 1990, Bloor, 1991, Dasgupta and David, 1994, Stephan, 1996]. And in any case improving
scientists’ coherence and efficiency would indirectly serve my first goal too. So the social epistemology of science,
as an instance of a social collective with identified epistemic goals, was to be my area. So, to be clear because it is
pertinent to my self evaluation, I have always conceived of social epistemology of science as simply a case study in a
broader intellectual project aimed ultimately at studying the conditions under which disaggregated yet self-organising
and (ideally) non-hierarchical social collectives effectively might self-govern.

3 Achievements

So I had my project: generate intellectual tools that would help benevolent socialist social planners facilitate worker
control of the means of production, and formulate or refine a democratic social ideal that would be compatible with
actually doing this and not slipping into bureaucratic tyranny. I was not entirely fully formed in this before getting to
CMU but I remember conversations with my friend and housemate Daniel Malinsky in my first year wherein I tried to
defend much of the above, so it was at the least an ideal I settled on quite early, certainly before I published anything.
I can hence fairly say that in my decade of publishing this has been, or was, the central set of ambitions I hoped to
advance. Thus it forms a background against which to reasonably judge whether or not I have succeeded.

I have not. To be fair, that might be because doing much of what I set out to do is actually impossible. But to be even
fairer that might just make it worse when you think about it. We can break it down by sub-area.

3.1 Inductive Method

Setting aside some commission work I did [Botts et al., 2014] my first publication was very much in the vein of
developing intellectual tools for future rational planners through application of Carnapian principles of empiricist
explication. It was a paper on developing means of identifying "intersectional" effects [Bright et al., 2016] that might
be intervened upon. We were especially interested in cases wherein somebody at the intersection of multiple oppressed
groups is suffering some greater (or lesser, as the case may be) consequence of social forces than one might think if one
naively inducted from results ascertained concerning the broader social groups they are a part of.

(In fact this was not entirely unrelated to the commission work or its later follow-up [Schwitzgebel et al., 2021]; as my
friend, and then co-author, Morgan Thompson was at that time making her name by doing what went on to be quite
influential work on the demographics of philosophy [Adleberg et al., 2015, Thompson et al., 2016]. And it was on the
basis of knowing that I had some interest in the matter, combined with running into practical difficulties looking for
intersectional effects in her own data, that she approached me with the puzzle that went on to form the nucleus of this
paper. I still take the lesson of this experience to heart, often advising graduate students who work with me that they
should not underestimate the importance of peer-to-peer networking and getting one’s name out there even among other
graduate students. It is important not to just suck up - one must also suck sideways.)
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At the time this felt like quite the vindication for my early aspirations. It actually sailed through review at a prestigious
journal, I made sure to draw people’s attention to the Carnapian method being deployed [using this paper Leitgeb, 2013]
so readers knew it would accrue to the glory of my preferred approach, and on the basis of this my one paper I wrote an
extremely smug blog post advising everyone else in the humanities to simply do what I did. Of course this was quite
unwarranted. For one thing, subsequent discussions made clear that the method we propose often requires infeasibly
huge datasets to actually be applied in the way we suppose, so despite the paper being well cited – and even held up as
a model of what explication can achieve! [Dutilh Novaes, 2020] – rarely have the methods set forth actually been used.

And for another thing it is rare that I have ever managed to repeat the trick. Being somewhat generous in my
interpretation of my own work one might count [Bradley and Bright, 2020, Kinney and Bright, 2023, Bright et al.,
2023] as instances of the type – and, besides the paper with Kinney, these are mostly just calling for other people to do
the thing rather than actually producing empirically useful tools directly.

In this case I do not think the ambition is fundamentally rotten. These sorts of projects really can achieve worthwhile
things, and both my co-authors on Causally Interpreting Intersectionality Paper actually regularly produce this sort of
work [e.g. Nabi et al., 2019, Byrd and Thompson, 2022]. The problem simply turned out to be that I lack the patience
or skill to regularly carry it out. It requires technical knowledge and ability to work well with people on multiple
fields - whereas I am technically incompetent and very much a philosopher’s philosopher. So I think that my primary
intellectual ambition was, despite a very promising early start, something I failed to actually follow through on.

3.2 Social Epistemology

More successful was the attempt to study scientific social life as a microcosm of a self-organising community. I was
fortunate to meet Remco Heesen and Carole J. Lee early in my grad school career, and through working with the former
and being inspired by the latter (along with my teachers at CMU) I was able to do much better.

Given my interest in trying to resolve the various problems for disaggregated democratic self-governance [that Okasha
and Lee were to point out could very directly arise within the scientific social system Okasha, 2011, Lee, 2015] I set to
work identifying pathologies that might arise given the community’s self-understanding and distribution of resources
and incentives. This led to work on fraud [Bright, 2017b, 2020, 2021b, Huebner and Bright, 2020], and sexism [Bright,
2017a]. This latter was inspired by [Lee, 2016], and I explored the idea that women might feel pressure to take longer
per paper because they fear they will be held to more stringent standards given how peer review works. It was thus
rather amusing that later on Erin Hengel was to reveal that she had independently been working on a similar idea [2022],
but had taken longer to publish because she developed a far more sophisticated model and actually gathered extensive
data to back the claim up empirically. Well, at least I did not refute my own thesis!

Since Remco Heesen had also been examining social pathologies in the organisation of science [Heesen, 2017a,b, 2018]
we wound up collaborating on various proposals regarding how things could be done better by rendering the social
structure of science more democratic. For instance, with some help from a mathematician friend we advocated a mixed
method approach to situations of methodological weakness by adapting a Condorcet Jury Theorem esque argument I
had found in Du Bois’ Philadelphia Negro [Heesen et al., 2019] – and despite this paper having a somewhat rougher
time in review, this ultimately felt like another great vindication of my approach, as here I was using the democratising
ideas I was fond of to ameliorate the science that would ultimately enable a flourishing democratic society! Democratic
bootstrapping! And likewise, along with Haixin Dang, we advocated for a more democratic approach to coauthorship
[Bright et al., 2018]. We even ended up concluding that in some sense the more flat information sharing aspiration
inherent to the ideal of scientific communism was constitutive of the activity [Bright and Heesen, 2023]. This last paper
and it’s admittedly deliberately cheeky title has, for the record, earned me enough ire on the internet that I now wish we
had included in the abstract a link to the wikipedia page for CUDOS and insisted it is mandatory reading before you
tweet angrily on the matter.

We also became interested in the replication crisis which was the subject of much discussion in the mid 2010s. At the
time, given broader cultural war churn, there was a lot of discussion about whether the issue was too much political
bias in academia. But along with some worries about the empirical adequacy of that claim (it seemed the crisis, such
as it was, extended beyond just the fields where that was clearly an issue) it seemed conceptually problematic to me
- since I was persuaded by those arguments that made some degree of pragmatic encroachment inevitable [Neurath,
1913, Rudner, 1953, Hempel, [1965] 2015, Longino, 1988, Douglas, 2000, although I would later come to be a bit more
wary of these arguments’ imprecision, Ward, 2021 – and perhaps also worth noting that familiarising myself with these
arguments for my teaching later allowed me to coauthor this article on pandemic science policy [Norheim et al., 2021],
wherein my contribution was arguing that the deliberate democratic approach we preferred would help respond to the
problem of non-epistemic-value-encroachment]. So on reflection I came to see much (not all) of the problem here as
concerning the public uptake of science; people were expecting too much of individual scientific papers, misled about
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what they could achieve even in the best of cases, leading to a sense of crisis when science did not deliver on inflated
expectations.

That insight has so far led to a few papers. Most directly, one with Haixin wherein we generalised an insight of our
earlier collaboration to the effect that one can permissibly and quite properly even publish claims one does not believe to
be true as part of scientific research [Dang and Bright, 2021]. And one with Remco arguing that policies characteristic
of the open science movement are justified (in so far as they ever are) by their role in helping out non-scientist users of
scientific information [Heesen and Bright, 2025]. And less directly, probably the papers for which I am best known
within academia, a couple wherein we argue that pre-publication peer review is not fit to the purpose it is assigned in the
current social system of science [Heesen and Bright, 2021], and (again drawing on democratic ideas from Condorcet)
along with Marcus Arvan proposing a more open alternative [Arvan et al., 2025].

On the whole I am far more happy with this stream of work. As is the way of things, of course, what I only ever
intended to be an illustration of a broader point became actually the central focus of my activity. But I am not too
unhappy with that goal-displacement; I prefer to see this as a tree bending rather than breaking. I simply follow the dao
(citation metrics) where it takes me (permanent employment). All in all, I have found, in a somewhat Deweyian fashion,
that applying the ideals of democracy to scientific research was quite a good hunch, and has served me well.

3.3 Social Theory

That is not to say that I have become totally distracted by the scientific social case. I have been inspired in large part
here by the work of Cailin O’Connor, who I first got to know via a shared interest in sexist social dysfunction in science
- I believe it was commenting on a presentation of her paper with Hannah Rubin in particular that brought us to each
other’s attention [Rubin and O’Connor, 2018]. Using the style of modelling that she was to eventually develop into a
book [O’Connor, 2019], I came to be interested in studying race and racism with her.

Of course, it was not entirely a disinterested application of a general approach to racism with the tools that happened to
be available. I was for obvious personal reasons somewhat invested in the topic, and I had been in contact with Charles
Mills (my personal reminisces on whom can be found here) whose work [especially Mills, 1997, 2007] inspired me like
so many others. But, in any case, understanding racial hierarchy and how it may be ameliorated or eliminated struck me
as a great example of the sort of thing I ought to be doing, and so I got to it.

Out of this came a couple of papers that more or less developed previous ideas. First, along with Justin Bruner we tried
to model one sort of social scenario that might give rise to distinctively intersectional oppression [O’Connor et al.,
2019]. Then, after Femi Taiwo (no, not him, the other one) and I got into a dispute with Michael Walzer concerning
the theory of racial capitalism [Táíwò and Bright, 2020] we tried to develop an account consistent with that theory
which would explain why racial categorisation in particular is so useful for stabilising oppressive regimes [Bright et al.,
Forthcoming]. All of this is somewhat conjectural but it is fine enough so far as it goes.

I suspect that were it not for the pandemic this would have very much remained a side-stream in my research that
few others paid any attention to. However, the pandemic and the general wackiness of 2020 rather changed things,
and ended up prompting me to write up ideas on race and the culture war that I had been sitting on for some time
[Bright, 2023c]. In this work I expressed a general cynicism about the material benefits we were likely to accrue from
participating in what is often called ’the culture war’ in the Anglosphere. I think this captured something of a mood at
the time – I think, for instance, that a similar idea can be seen in the books by Táíwò [2022] and Kuang [2024], which
appeared around the same time and were far more popular than my little essay. In any case it wound up attracting a bit
of media attention (not much, but in my tiny world it counted for something) and I think is probably now the central
thing students associate with me. Certainly it seems to me that when potential PhD students want to work with me
nowadays it is often this they have in mind.

I am not, and do not think of myself as, a scholar of race or racism. It certainly falls within the broad remit of my
original project, but I think as much as anything else I got into this because I found Charles Mills such a charismatic
and inspiring mentor and wanted to follow his example. So I am not sure how appropriate it is to judge this work by the
standard of my initial ambition. I still think of Charles often, and hope that he would be, if not proud, then at least able
to enjoy all this in that wryly ironic fashion of his.

3.4 Historical Scholarship

I would be remiss if I did not mention the key to whatever publishing success I have had thus far – arbitrage. Quite early
on in my career I realised that white philosophers will, to a first approximation, simply never ever read any historical
black philosophers. Analytic philosophers are already pretty historical philosopher averse, whereas I have written blog
posts about my own frequent use of historical figures, as well as publishing at least one quasi-historical paper [Bright,
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2017c]). The fine people of my field can just about find it in their hearts to read Kant and Hume, sometimes J.S. Mill
too if they are particular cultured. But if they are asked to take black people seriously as well? That’s just a bridge too
far. From the perspective of justice this is perhaps to be lamented, but for an ambitious young mediocrity like myself it
was (I am no longer young) quite the boon. Because now there’s a whole swathes of fertile philosophical insight others
will not scoop you on. Of course, to be clear, I am somewhat gentler when I offer this as advice to grad students. But I
stand by the general sentiment.

One of my most cited papers, for instance, is more or less just me transmitting what Du Bois said on the role of
non-epistemic values in science – [Bright, 2018] – which I wrote because I realised I needed something to teach the
pro-value-neutrality side when covering inductive risk. (Philosophers often defend against arguments against the value
free ideal, but rarely positively defend it as an ideal; although subsequent to publishing this a paper came out, [Ward
and Creel, 2024], which might convey a lot of what I wanted.) W.E.B. Du Bois is hardly an obscure figure yet this is
not the only paper I have managed to get out of simply being one of very few philosophers of science to read him –
[Bright, 2023a, 2024]. Though to be fair to myself I should note that beyond just repeating Du Bois the latter of those is
a follow up of a blog post I had previously published arguing that standpoint epistemology was a fairly trivial upshot of
broad empiricism, now further informed by some excellent work a PhD student of mine was working on [Wollesen,
Forthcoming] along with some other excellent work a friend of mine was working on [Dorst, 2023]. And it is not just
Du Bois, as I have found under-appreciated (within analytic philosophy) insights in Ida. B. Wells-Barnett [Bright, 2022]
and (along with Rose Novick) the ancient Chinese tradition.

This whole stream of research has entirely been a fortuitous and unexpected benefit of adopting a research strategy that
involved reading lots of historical figures. It was not part of my original ambition at all to regularly publish on such
matters, I simply wanted to read wide ranging sources (recall that it was CLR James that had got me into this in the first
place!) in order to carry that ambition out. But on the way I found that there was much that was under-appreciated
here and I could spend the time to write that up, benefitting my career and providing the information to any others who
might themselves be interested to hear about it. What is more, I often genuinely enjoy writing these papers. So while it
cannot count towards satisfying my original goal, I am very happy to have spent the time on these works none the less.

4 Conclusion

Where then does that leave me? I intended to generate intellectual tools that can help rational and benevolent social
planners identify interventions that would empower and benefit working people around the world, while also formulating
a social arrangement that would facilitate a democratically legitimate mass movement acquiring, disseminating, and
making use of, these inductive tools. Ten years later I have generated very few useful intellectual tools. I have
extensively studied the pathologies of one narrow social collective and offered some suggestions as to its improvement,
but it a highly privileged and elite section of the world’s working population (and one I am a member of!) rather than
anything that might be directly useful to the broad masses. I have dabbled in broader social theory but to little effect
beyond a single splashy and woefully under-argued paper. And I have become an amateur historian of little note whose
publications in the area, such as they are, exist entirely because the white majority in my field are ignorant racists.

But I had fun.

As noted, I think the creation of useful inductive tools was and is a genuinely useful project, and it is simply a result of
personal inadequacy that I did not do more of that. Whereas, I suspect that the idea I could "formulate a social ideal"
was always sheer hubris. It is simply beyond the ken of any individual. So while in the one case it is really my failing
that I did not do more such work, in the latter case I think the fact that I ended up focussing on narrower questions
represented the wisdom of age and experience impressing itself upon me.

This is not a document wherein I intend to outline future plans, so I’ll just end by noting that in addition to the above
I have published some philosophical short stories which are, among other things, little self-parodies [Bright, 2021a,
2023b]. Along with Rose Novick I also wrote a short dialogue on the philosophy of Zhuangzi that I think managed a bit
of ironic self-awareness, befitting the subject. I hope, therefore, to have at least responded to my own sub-mediocrity
with some grace, and to have aged into my role as mid-career has-been comfortably.

On the whole, a decade in, I am content. I value my colleagues – some of my best friends are ignorant racists – and I
enjoy my day to day routine. I have not even nearly lived up to the ambitions of my youth, but I hope that through my
role as a teacher I may help others meet and even exceed their hopes for themselves. I thus may reasonably hope to be a
net-positive when it comes to aspirations-met, even if my personal contributions make the world that little bit worse.
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