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                    Abstract
The controversy over the old ideal of “value-free science” has cooled significantly over the past decade. Many philosophers of science now agree that even ethical and political values may play a substantial role in all aspects of scientific inquiry. Consequently, in the last few years, work in science and values has become more specific: Which values may influence science, and in which ways? Or, how do we distinguish illegitimate from illegitimate kinds of influence? In this paper, I argue that this problem requires philosophers of science to take a new direction. I present two case studies in the influence of values on scientific inquiry: feminist values in archaeology and commercial values in pharmaceutical research. I offer a preliminary assessment of these cases, that the influence of values was legitimate in the feminist case, but not in the pharmaceutical case. I then turn to three major approaches to distinguish legitimate from illegitimate influences of values, including the distinction between epistemic and non-epistemic values and Heather Douglas’ distinction between direct and indirect roles for values. I argue that none of these three approaches gives an adequate analysis of the two cases. In the concluding section, I briefly sketch my own approach, which draws more heavily on ethics than the others, and is more promising as a solution to the current problem. This is the new direction in which I think science and values should move.
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                    Notes
	I am not interested in the scientific realism vs. antirealism debate here, or the nature of truth as such. Rather, my interest is in our attitudes towards truth, the ways in which we pursue it, and how these pursuits relate to other activities. That is, I’m interested in these relational properties of truth rather than its intrinsic properties. Throughout this paper, I generally use “truth” as a generic term for the epistemic aim or aims of scientific inquiry, especially when and insofar as these are “purely epistemic,” that is, independent of or contrasting with the aims of “applied science” and engineering.
Truth in the sense usually connected to scientific realism is one such aim, but other such aims include Bas van Fraassen’s empirical adequacy (1980) and Michael Friedman’s communicative rationality (2001). Daniel Steel seems to use “truth” in something like the narrower, scientific realist sense, and so when I discuss his views in Sect. 4 I follow his lead; however, little or nothing in the argument of that section turns on the nature of truth or scientific realism vs. antirealism. Truth in the Deweyan sense of “effectively resolves the current problematic situation” is not covered by “truth” as I use it there, since this sense of “truth” ties it closely to the pragmatic, not “purely epistemic” aims of “applied science” and engineering (Brown 2012).
Throughout this paper, I speak of truth “as a value,” and discuss how this value relates to ethical and political values. Again, my interest is in our attitude towards truth—how we value it—and how this relates to other things that we value. Speaking of truth in this way does not imply that it is “merely” a value, that truth as such is entirely subjective, and so on. Indeed, presumably we value truth (in any of the senses given in the last paragraph) because it is not entirely subjective. Talking about truth as a value is entirely consistent with taking truth or some necessary condition for truth to be a necessary condition for accepting a theory. For instance, it is entirely consistent with taking internal consistency to be necessary for accepting a theory on the grounds that internal consistency is necessary for truth. Indeed, in this case we are attaching a great deal of value to truth; this is what I have in mind by the lexical priority of truth, discussed below. This way of using “value” differs somewhat from Douglas (2009, pp. 94–5), though not so much from Douglas (2013). See also note 13. I thank several readers, including an anonymous reviewer at Synthese, for encouraging me to clarify my use of “truth” and “truth as a value.”


	I use such terms as “hypotheses,” “theories,” “models,” and “accounts” roughly interchangeably throughout this paper, and take no position in the debates over the syntactical and semantic views or the status and role of models.


	I thank an anonymous reviewer at Synthese for pushing me to present the terminology in this section more precisely.


	Since isolationism and transactionism are defined in terms of specifically “ethical and political” values, for the sake of presentation I often simply abbreviate this as “values.” In Sect. 4, where I focus on the distinction between epistemic and non-epistemic values, I am more careful about this.


	To be clear, I don’t think that these three sets of tools are mutually exclusive. While the second and third—the distinction between epistemic and non-epistemic values and the distinction between direct and indirect roles for values, respectively—seem to be taken as rivals by their proponents, both involve the first, which is an assumption that Matthew Brown calls the lexical priority of evidence and which I generalize as the lexical priority of truth.


	Hicks (2012, Sect. 5.2).


	I do not have the space here to present two other analyses. One develops Robert Merton’s ethos of science; for examples see van den Belt (2010) and Radder (2010). Another points to the role of deceit in the pharmaceutical case.


	On my use of “truth as a value,” see note 1.


	Recall from note 1 that I am not assuming any specific conception of truth, or even whether “truth” is a more appropriate term than, say, “empirical adequacy”; and by “truth as a value” I mean truth regarded as good and worth having (by us), whatever truth is as such.


	I thank Charles Pence for pressing this point.


	The Knobe Effect suggests that the value we assign to the consequences of the Paxil trial will influence our assessment of the role of commercial values in the researchers’ intentions and reasoning, and so our assessment of the case according to Douglas’ account. Specifically, the effect predicts that we, insofar as we take these consequences to be bad, we will probably say that the researchers intended to bring them about (Knobe 2003). And it is reasonable to interpret this as an illegitimate direct role for values in the epistemic phase. I thank an anonymous reviewer for this point.


	The terminology of constitutive and contextual values is due to Longino (1990, 4ff), and these concepts have not enjoyed much further development in recent years. An anonymous reviewer suggests that Kitcher’s account of broad, cognitive, and probative values is a development of Longino’s concepts (Kitcher 2011, pp. 37–39; see also Brown 2013a).


	Up to this point in the paper, I have generally used “values” because it is the term used in the literature that I am discussing, viz., the “science and values” literature. However, my approach is better put in the language of various goods, which are the aims or ends or goals of various activities or social practices. Some of these goods are the constitutive aims of these activities; for example, truth and useful technology are two goods that are among the constitutive aims of the activity of scientific inquiry. For the sake of continuity with the rest of this paper, in the text I will stick with “values,” though occasionally this makes for some awkward phrasing. Compare the language of this note with Longino (1990, pp. 17–19).
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