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Lingering Wariness toward Values in Science: A Perspective Considering the 
Historical use of Value-Laden Language 

Laura Gallivan 

 

1. A History of Wariness Toward Non-Cognitive Values 

Philosophy of science has a history of wariness toward non-epistemic values. 1 Deploying 
values that do not map directly onto verifiable facts is seen to risk muddying a relationship of 
“direct mapping” between theoretical statements and facts. This is partly a relic of the strict 
empiricism of the logical positivists. Currently, a nuanced sort of suspicion exists that is directed 
at so-called “non-epistemic” or “non-cognitive” values rather than at values simpliciter. Feminist 
philosophers such as Helen Longino and Elizabeth Anderson challenge this suspicion, and have 
recently suggested alternative epistemic accounts of knowledge as social or bi-directionally 
influenced by facts and values in a way that, for example, sometimes counts valued emotional 
evidence for value judgements.  

Both thinkers note that mistakenly “equating value freedom with methodological rigor” 
(Longino, 129) and exaggerating the exclusivity between cognitive and social realms of 
valuation are obstacles caused by wariness toward “wishful thinking” or “corrupted objectivity,” 
and feared as consequences of value-inclusive science. More specifically, both Longino and 
Anderson hold that arguments in favour of value-free science and their exaggerated claims about 
exclusivity between non-cognitive and cognitive, or epistemic, values rest on misunderstandings 
about how values work. In what follows I will argue, with the help of G.E.M. Anscombe’s 
“Modern Moral Philosophy,” that a main reason why critics of values in science have targeted 
not only dogmatically held values, but all types of values, is that the historical use of value-laden 
language mistakenly suggests that most or all values are held dogmatically. Further, I will 
suggest that an implication of this leads to insight about a revision to the question of values in 
science: the question is not whether  factual judgements stand in evidentiary relations to value 
judgements, but how  they do this, and whether or not this interaction is permissible  in 
methodologically rigorous scientific practice.  

Longino’s “How Values Can Be Good for Science” calls for a revision of the currently 
“exogenous” or peripheral understanding of values in science. As Longino notes, it is not the 
so-called epistemic or truth-related values that face intense scrutiny, but rather “those that might 
interfere with the realization of the ‘good’ values: social values and to some extent pragmatic 
values (ideas about social relations or about social utility) that may without vigilance  be 
expressed in scientific reasoning or representations of the natural world.” (Longino, 127). An 
exaggerated and “dichotomous” understanding of the cognitive and social aspects of science has 
led to a debate that, in part, pits monistic and pluralistic views of scientific knowledge against 
each other (Longino, 129). Feminist philosophers of science including Longino and Anderson 
provide opportunity for questioning the status of science with regards to values and specific 
research programs. This helps them to challenge conceptions of scientific knowledge that are in 
part the results of the realization that “treating the social dimensions of science as a set of 
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questions about values in science has distracted philosophers from investigating the social 
dimensions of science” (Longino, 128). In this this paper I align myself with Anderson’s and 
Longino’s defenses of the sociality of science.  

In other words, exaggerating the exclusivity of the social and the cognitive in 
methodologically rigorous scientific practice has distracted from the important social aspects of 
science, so as to prevent adequate inquiry into what the social dimensions might be and how they 
work. Longino’s social account of knowledge requires that neither monism nor pluralism be 
supposed. She holds that empirical adequacy is the only properly epistemic value: “Data alone 
are consistent with different and conflicting hypotheses and require supplementation” (Longino, 
131). However, social values, often in the form of background assumptions, “facilitate the 
reasoning between what is known and what is hypothesized” (Longino, 131), and are thus 
needed due to the gap left by the underdetermination 2 of theories by empirical data. If we grant 
the thesis of underdetermination, all available data are not enough to completely justify the 
acceptance or rejection of a scientific theory. Since it is the case, however, that we do clearly 
hold beliefs about scientific theories, underdetermination may help to account for a dimension of 
the relationship between facts and values which opens itself to be licitly, or even necessarily, 
influenced by social values.  

Background assumptions borne from social values do not spell the end of science’s 
epistemic and methodological rigour. On the contrary, the “socialization” of knowledge gives 
shape to a dynamic account of methodological rigour which considers the relevant connections 
required for justification of scientific knowledge. This includes not just connections between 
“sentences, beliefs, and perceptions of the individual” (Longino, 133), but the relationships and 
connections between knowers and their communities as well. If science does necessarily include 
background assumptions and social values, then a misguided notion of science as primarily 
indifferent to social concerns means that such values and assumptions will be more likely to go 
unexplored, unchallenged, and possibly even unnoticed as they continue to play a role in the 
facilitation of scientific reasoning.  

Taking such values seriously, however, may allow for “critical interaction [that would 
make] them visible, as well as [provide opportunity] to examine their metaphysical, empirical, 
and normative implications” (Longino, 133). Longino is clear that such sociality of knowledge 
does not provide the sort of guarantee which the strict, formal relations between observational 
statements and purely logical connections have been thought to provide, but rather that the 
emphasis on their presence in science contributes to an understanding of the discipline which 
aims to understand its arguably inevitable social dimensions.  

Elizabeth Anderson agrees that non-cognitive values and their link to scientific practice 
in the wake of feminist philosophy’s attention to underdetermination needs to be more closely 
examined. It will not suffice to proceed by selecting background assumptions for their 
congruence with one’s values unchecked, no matter how anti-oppressive or widely accepted 
those values may be. As she points out, “the underdetermination argument … assumes that all 
moral and political values are on a par with respect to their epistemic value” (Anderson, 2). The 
problem here is that failure to acknowledge the pervasive role played by social values in science 
has left critical engagement with social values and their interaction with cognitive values and 
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scientific practice underdeveloped. Seeing, like Longino, that “the link between evidence and 
hypotheses is mediated by background assumptions,”  Anderson acknowledges that science 
necessarily includes values (1). She also notices that such values cannot and should not be taken 
for granted, but must be critiqued and ultimately well understood and managed if they are to be 
seen as a licit influence on the direction of scientific inquiry. 

Thus, Anderson evokes and elaborates upon Longino’s call for a re-conceiving of values 
in science: “The time has come to rethink the way [the argument from underdetermination] 
models the relations between values and hypotheses. As the argument stands, it does not help us 
evaluate the different ways that values might be deployed in inquiry. Yet surely some uses of 
values to select background assumptions are illegitimate” (Anderson, 2). Anderson clearly 
recognizes that the influence of values upon scientific practice is significant enough to merit a 
reframing of the question of their role in the discipline, with careful attention to how this role can 
be permissibly enacted . The exogenous relationship of values on theory choice is misguided, in 
her view, if it is not a bi-directional influence.  

Earlier we noted that Longino’s work calls attention to the influence of values on science 
as facilitated by background assumptions. The relationships between knowers and their 
communities generates criticism which helps to mediate the values that are permissible 
influences upon inferences about empirical theories. Anderson suggests that if values can have 
an influence on science, so too must empirical data or factual judgements be capable of 
influencing value judgements. Yet how this relationship might work is critically underdeveloped. 
Anderson says the tendency to take values for granted has “impeded the development of criteria 
to distinguish legitimate from illegitimate uses of values in science … and has also made it 
difficult to model the knowledge-enhancing roles of value judgements in science” (Anderson, 3).  

Anderson and Longino thus illustrate the ways in which both excessive wariness toward 
and  unfettered acceptance of the role non-cognitive values play in science  are problematic 
attitudes to take if our goal is to clearly understand this role. Here it is important to note that both 
thinkers do  acknowledge that the debate surrounding values touches upon very real concerns. 
Longino characterizes these concerns as “wishful thinking” and as a threat to “universality”: 
avoiding wishful thinking is a legitimate concern for science since “we want our acceptance of 
theories to be impartial and not a matter of wishful thinking” (Longino, 128). An epistemic 
standard commonly associated with good science dictates that theories are not selected in 
accordance with their alignment with someone’s hopes, predilections, or opinions.  

Universality concerns the notion that scientific theories are,  ideally,  chiefly supported and 
accepted by more formal and “content-neutral” grounds such that “what counts as a scientific 
truth or scientifically supported claim for one person or community should count as such for any 
other, no matter how different their cultural values”(Longino, 128). We want to avoid a 
conception of science wherein inquiry is driven to predetermined conclusions and selective 
attendance to evidence, particularly if this means that scientific theories could turn out to favour 
certain groups in society.  

Anderson’s concern with impartiality in science also supports the idea that careful 
attention to values and biases in science is important, though not always in the way and to the 
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extent usually thought. She argues that good science can and ought to be impartial  but need not 
also be neutral . Impartiality concerns grounds for accepting a theory, and stipulates that the only 
such grounds are those properly cognitive values and a theory’s relationship to evidence, 
whereas neutrality concerns the idea that science does not presuppose or support non-cognitive 
value judgements (Anderson, 4). In dividing concerns about values into impartiality and 
neutrality, it becomes easier to identify a significant role for non-cognitive values in science 
while still maintaining the reality of concerns about their involvement in theory choice.  

It is possible that science be impartial without being neutral. A cognitively exemplary and 
impartially justified theory might well support one non-cognitive value judgement over another 
(Anderson, 4). One can imagine, for example, that evidence collected from a well-designed study 
of a large, randomly selected population, which showed quantifiably fewer health risks in 
subjects who exercise regularly, could impartially support the theory that (a) exercise benefits 
human health, over the theory that (b) exercise shows little to no benefits to human health. In this 
case, theory (a) may be impartially supported by the evidence and may also plausibly serve as 
evidentiary support for the non-cognitive or normative value judgement that humans ought to 
exercise.  

Keep in mind that the judgement “humans ought to exercise” in this case is considered 
non-cognitive because all available evidence could not (logically) entail health as an intrinsic 
good. Here the suggestion is that the value judgement, though not properly epistemic, can be 
supported  rather than entailed  by an impartially justified empirical theory. This demonstrates 
Anderson’s claim about neutrality as logically independent from impartiality. The above is just 
one concrete example of the ways in which science might presuppose or support a non-cognitive 
value judgement, while maintaining epistemic and methodological rigor, as long as the theory at 
hand manifests high cognitive values and is informed with good scientific data.  

Anderson takes the evidentiary relationship between non-cognitive value judgements 
and—indirectly—factual statements to be bi-directional. If empirical theories can support 
non-cognitive value judgements, should not these value judgements in turn be able to influence 
empirical theories? Anderson thinks the answer to this question is a definite “yes.” This claim 
requires a rejection of the idea of good science as neutral. Earlier, we briefly examined some 
reasons to pay careful attention to the role that values play in science as presented by Longino. It 
is important to avoid driving inquiry to predetermined conclusions, and further investigation is 
warranted as to which values are licit in scientific practice and whether certain values might be 
systematically more epistemically fruitful than others (Anderson, 2).  

Neutrality seems a greater concern because it restricts the role of values within the 
process  of scientific inquiry, and this may be seen to pose a greater risk of interfering with the 
actualization of the “good”—that is, cognitive—values. Impartiality may be seen as less 
threatening because it has more to do with the acceptance of theories “after the fact”—and 
although pragmatic or social values, as Anderson suggests, may be licitly involved at this stage, 
it seems less obvious that they would interfere with the actualization of epistemic values in the 
process of inquiry leading to the development of the theory. But what is the basis for this 
assumption  that non-cognitive values interfere negatively with epistemic, cognitive values? 
Against what is this presumptive neutrality meant to protect science ? Longino, as we saw, 
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acknowledges that negative assumptions about the role of values in science emerge in part from 
concerns about wishful thinking and illicit biases, which in some sense are thought to risk 
undermining the formal justification that upon which science has been thought to rely. Her 
response to such concerns indirectly addresses the problem through the benefits of the criticism 
provided by the “socialization” of knowledge. 

2. Investigating the Roles of Non-Cognitive Values: Misconceptions About  
Non-Cognitive Value Judgements 

By maintaining her point that the exclusivity of the cognitive and non-cognitive aspects 
of science is exaggerated, Longino is able to assert that social values can and do play an 
important role in science, the possibility and regulation of which is born from and maintained by 
knowers and their communities. The argument from underdetermination helps to show that truth 
on its own is insufficient to guide human inquiry. She further informs this argument by showing 
that “[t]ruth is not opposed to social values [and] indeed, it is a social value … [further] its 
regulatory function is directed/mediated by other social values operative in the research context” 
(Longino, 135). This is an important part of the story about values in science, but deals not so 
much with how  as why  values can be good for science (Longino, 127); since it is relatively more 
clear to us why  defenders of neutrality are concerned about values, we must presently look to 
how  their role in science plays out   for a more complete understanding of the wariness toward 
their involvement in scientific inquiry.  

Anderson more closely addresses the how  of values in science though specific attention 
to the nature of value judgements. We know that science has inherently social dimensions, and 
that social values do influence scientific inquiry in some exogenous—and some less 
exogenous—ways. If we are to better understand these ways, and if any undue fear about the 
risks of their involvement is to be dissolved, then it makes sense to develop an understanding of 
how  they function. This closer understanding may also help us to determine whether and which 
values are licit or illicit in a scientific context.  

Anderson’s attention to the nature of value judgements reveals latent concern about 
dogmatism  as associated with social or non-cognitive values. Consider Longino’s view that 
empirical adequacy is the only properly epistemic virtue. Even if this is not the case, empirical 
adequacy is an uncontroversial aspect of good science. “Psychological” arguments for what 
Anderson calls implication neutrality  stipulate that “value judgements give people motives to 
believe or assert certain factual claims, even when the evidence does not support them” 
(Anderson, 7). This argument for implication neutrality, she contends, contradicts further 
apparently “logical” arguments in favour of what she refers to as presupposition neutrality , the 
view that “empirical theories neither (a) presuppose or (b) support any non-cognitive value 
judgements” (Anderson, 4). I take this to be a reformulation of “Hume’s Law,” which dictates 
that no descriptive statements can logically entail prescriptive or normative statements. Both 
claims about neutrality entail one another, and both rest on a claim about what can serve as 
evidence for value judgements. 

Cognitive values are understood to concern truth or what is the case; this associates them 
closely with facts, and supports the case for their use in scientific reasoning. What Anderson 
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would have us note, however, is that just because no factual judgements can logically entail  a 
value judgement, this does not mean that value judgements cannot be presupposed, supported by, 
or stand in evidentiary relations to  facts. Herein lies the exaggeration about the exclusivity 
between the cognitive and non-cognitive aspects of science: the former is painted as having an 
acceptable, formal link to the empirical, while the latter, it seems, can often be made out to be 
insulated from or in a dubitable relation to the facts.  

Misgivings about the link between value judgements and facts are properly framed as 
concerns about dogmatically held value judgements or beliefs—not values in general. This 
becomes clear if we notice that “[t]he judgements non-neutral inquirers are thought to have an 
interest in believing, regardless of evidence, are the factual claims that provide evidential 
support for their non-cognitive value judgements ” (Anderson, 8). It is important to note that the 
value judgements at issue here are ones which exist regardless of evidence  in such a way as to 
allow selective attention to other, so-called “convenient”  facts. A feature of dogmatic 
knowledge is that it rests on a non-inferential foundation in a way that allows its foundational 
premises to be resistant to evidence. Values or beliefs which are dogmatic in nature are held such 
that contrary evidence is “wished away,” and value insulated, from criticism. As Longino has 
argued, criticism is extremely significant to responsible scientific practice insofar as it involves 
the incorporation of new evidence into personal belief systems and communities of knowledge. 

Considering the selective attention to evidence occurring in dogmatically held views 
helps to isolate an encouraging point about values in general: if the assumption about the role 
values play in science is that some are held dogmatically and will lead to selective attention to or 
ignoring of evidence, it can rightly be said that values must be able to stand in evidentiary 
relations to evidence or factual judgements . This is because “there could be no ‘inconvenient 
facts’ [for non-neutral inquirers to wish away], if facts could not provide evidence for or against 
value judgements” (Anderson, 8). Counter to the thesis of scientific neutrality, this means that 
there can  be evidence for value judgements and, as Anderson mentions, that an understanding of 
neutrality “depends more on the character of ethical thought than is usually supposed” 
(Anderson, 7). In particular, this is because the thesis of scientific neutrality relies on a claim 
about practical reason—namely, the “instrumentalist model of practical reason”—and thereby 
concerns human conduct.  

The instrumentalist model stipulates that “we cannot reason about whether our ultimate 
values are right or wrong; we can only reason about what means would realize what we value … 
[which] supposes that nothing could ever count as evidence that some things are good or bad ” 
(Anderson, 8). It came to light above that although a fact may not logically entail a value 
judgement, there are good reasons to think that facts can stand in evidentiary relations to 
values—this is an idea I will come back to below. For now, I turn to Anderson’s comment that 
arguments for neutrality and, by association, a wariness toward values in science, relies in a 
significant way upon ethical thought. How can an understanding of this ethical thought help to 
explain the tendency toward an exaggerated need for exclusivity between the cognitive and the 
non-cognitive dimensions of science? This question will guide the following sections.  
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3. Conflation of Dogmatism and Values: Anscombe’s Historical Insights About  
Value-Laden Language 

Dogmatically held claims are resistant to evidence in that they are considered 
non-inferential foundations for further knowledge. Often, such insulated views are “taken to rest 
on factual claims about God or the divine that are themselves held dogmatically” (Anderson, 8). 
Put another way, dogmatically held judgements typically rest on factual judgements which are 
held apart from evidence themselves. Once a belief has such a foundation, it can be held, come 
what may, in accordance with its root in an “incontrovertible” fact. Promisingly, however, most 
value judgements need not and cannot be held dogmatically (Anderson, 9). Let us turn briefly to 
G.E.M. Anscombe’s “Modern Moral Philosophy” in order to develop a deeper understanding of 
how the fear of dogmatism warrants wariness toward values and a call for neutrality, despite the 
non-inherently dogmatic nature of values in general. Anscombe elaborates on a point mentioned 
in passing by Anderson: that claims resting on dogmatically held facts often have to do with God 
or the divine (Anderson, 8). Engaging the relevant recent history of ethical thought, spanning 
back slightly more than a century, Anscombe suggests that the historical use of value-laden 
language within a Christian or divine law conception of ethics imbued such language with a 
“special moral force”—a force which has been carried beyond its context (Anscombe, 177). No 
evidence serves to contradict a value judgement in accordance with the divine law because it 
rests upon a sturdy foundation of dogmatically held factual judgement that God exists and is 
infallible. If one holds this despite evidence, there is nothing that can be brought to bear upon the 
value judgements believed in accordance with divine law that will trump its authority as an 
unquestionable and universal law.  

The justification for value judgements held dogmatically allows for reasoning about final 
ends or what is inherently good or bad, since judgements about them are fully justified by their 
foundation upon facts about God’s laws, without needing to defer to further reasons or 
explanations for support. Anscombe begins her paper with a brief and biting criticism of ethical 
thought from the late nineteenth to the late twentieth century, raising complaints about the 
difficulty of the concept of “morality” in or ethics in general. From Kant to Mill, she complains 
that any ethical theories of note rest upon maxims or principles which are similarly unsuited to 
guide moral action. She cites their failure to “realize the necessity for stipulation as to relevant 
descriptions, if [their theories] are to have content” (Anscombe, 172). For example, what are 
normally considered vicious acts such as murder and theft could be described in other ways and 
thereby ostensibly permissible within that particular ethical theory.  

Thus proceeds the game of calculating potential consequences as they align with 
particular principles of action (whether principles of utility or not): the description of any action 
“can be described as to make it fall under a variety of principles” (Anscombe, 172). This 
suggests a need for some sort of evidentiary relationship between facts and 
judgements—principles that are too far abstracted from factual judgements or empirical 
considerations cannot properly be guides for action if they do not hold some connection to states 
of affairs in a way that shows support for some  value judgements. Though such facts might not 
spell out clear courses of actions or obviously support certain values over others, opportunity for 
some influence between the two appears potentially beneficial.  
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The need for such a relationship is brought to light in Anscombe’s treatment of “Hume’s 
Law,” wherein he “defines ‘truth’ in such a way as to exclude ethical judgements from it” 
(Anscombe, 172). As discussed earlier, and as Rachel Cohon (2004) argues, the consequences of 
Hume’s argument upon reasoning are that “no ethical or indeed evaluative conclusion 
whatsoever may be validly inferred from any set of purely factual premises.” 3 
Interpretations of statements such as this raise important questions about the relationship 
between value judgements and factual judgements; Hume’s law would appear to 
overstate the gravity of its conclusion. Anscombe’s reflection upon this argument reveals 
important considerations about this relationship. Anscombe names the relationship of facts to 
value judgements one of “brute relativity” and describes this relationship as follows:  

if xyz is a set of facts brute relative to a description A, then xyz is a set out of a                     
range some set among which holds if A holds; but the holding of some set among                
these does not necessarily entail A, because exceptional circumstances can always           
make a difference; and what are exceptional circumstances relatively to A can            
generally only be explained by giving a few diverse examples, and no            
theoretically adequate provision can be made for exceptional circumstances, since          
a further special context can theoretically always be imagined that would           
reinterpret any special context. (Anscombe, 173) 

Since factual judgements cannot logically entail value judgements, no formal principle can 
logically entail all relevant factual descriptions. Most know well that a set of facts often fails to 
clearly prescribe a specific course of action, as extenuating circumstances are always possible. 
This also means that value judgements which sometimes clearly prescribe action (for instance, 
“one should not murder”) cannot properly entail what is  the case from what ought  to be the case, 
because penumbral cases continually stretch the relevant descriptions of action. The relevant 
description of murder could be stretch, for example, to justify killing with the purpose of 
preventing some other, “greater” evil..  

What remains to be explained here is why  one ought not murder, or what it is that makes 
the person who murders “bad”. Within Hume’s framework, “no amount of truth as to what is the 
case could possibly have a logical claim to have influence on your action … [since i]t is not 
judgements as such that sets us in motion; but our judgement to get or do something we want” 
(Anscombe, 177). Surely our judgements about what we want must be in some way  linked to our 
judgements about facts or what is the case? This seems a necessary aspect of survival: that our 
value judgements facilitate desires for things which are, in actuality, valuable.  

Anscombe posits that confusion (such as Hume’s) about the possible relationship 
between facts and values is in part fueled by misleading connotations of value-laden 
language—in the case of Hume, this specifically refers to the words “should” and “ought.” In 
instances of value judgements such as “one should not murder,” the sense of the word “should” 
or “ought” are often being used in a special moral sense  which they acquired “by being equated 
in the relevant contexts with ‘is obliged’ or ‘is bound’ or ‘is required to’, in the sense in which 
one can be obliged or bound by law” (Anscombe, 175). This special moral sense, she asserts, is 
derived primarily from Christianity and its divine law ethics. The law conception of ethics 
dictates that failure to attain given virtues makes a person bad qua person —that is, not merely 
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bad according to some other relevant definition which might apply in some way to a person (say, 
as a carpenter or a student).  

The judgement that a person is bad qua person requires divine law; without this we can 
only say that a person is “bad” insofar as they fail to meet an adequately defined virtue that we 
deem valuable in accordance with its relevant description . The judgement that a person is bad 
qua person or that something is bad in an unqualified way thus requires some ultimate arbiter in 
the matter. Without a divine lawgiver, “ought” only really retains the sense more easily 
associated with “need” insofar as it relates to what a thing “needs” if it is to attain some socially 
or culturally valued end or manifest a virtue . We are able to use the sense implied by “need” in 
the absence of a divine lawgiver because, unlike “ought,” it does not carry with it special, 
unqualifiable moral connotations. To illustrate this point, Anscombe uses the example of when 
we say that “machinery needs  oil, or should or ought to be oiled, in that running without oil is 
bad for it or it runs badly without oil” (174; emphasis mine). This is because an obvious aspect 
of the machine is its need for oil, according to the relevant definition of what it is to be a good 
machine. With humans, it is much more difficult to determine what makes someone good qua 
human, or what would be necessary for such an absolute verdict.  

4. Exploring the Possibilities of Factually Supported Non-Cognitive Values 

Recognizing uses of value-laden language without its moral connotations  allows for a 
vastly more optimistic position with regards to values and their relationship to facts, as per the 
aforementioned assumptions about the risks of dogmatism associated with values in science: the 
fear is directed at value judgements insofar as they are thought to be based upon dogmatically 
held factual judgements . What remains is a conception of value judgements as nonsensical 
without an adequate relationship to factual judgements. The value judgement that “killing is 
wrong (and so we need to refrain from doing it),” for example, can only defensibly be called 
“wrong” in the absence of the divine lawgiver if this value stands in relation to factual 
judgements about why  killing is a reprehensible action, such as “killing causes pain and 
suffering” or “killers experience psychological trauma.”  

Recall our concern with the character of social or pragmatic value judgements insofar as 
they have been the target of exaggerated criticism for their place in science. The nature of these 
judgements was taken to risk interfering with the epistemic or truth-directed nature of good 
science because of their supposed ability to be held regardless of the evidence. Social or 
non-cognitive value judgements were thought to cause knowers to attend selectively to 
dogmatically held factual judgements or evidence, and the concern was identified as a concern 
about dogmatism rather than a concern about values in general. 

 
 I suggest that one of the reasons values are assumed harmful for science and associated 

with dogmatism is that a significant portion of the historical use of value judgements and 
associated language implies deferral to a divine lawgiver—a view which is no longer dominant 
in contemporary ethics. 4 This history has been misleading with regards to the nature of value 
judgements, causing some to miss the way value judgements which are not derived from a divine 
law conception of ethics—or dogmatically held values in general, for that matter—have an 
important relationship to factual judgements. These values can be rationally critiqued because 
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they stand in relation to factual judgements, especially where they exist within communities and 
between knowers in the way advocated by Longino.  

One final and critical concern about how value judgements work requires exploration into 
the emotional or psychological aspect involved in human action, and thereby social or 
non-cognitive value judgements. Cognitive or epistemic value judgements are thought to concern 
truth and thereby knowledge, whereas social or pragmatic value judgements have to do with 
goals and ends. If no divine lawgiver, no foundation to which we can refer about final ends 
exists, then a link between the domains of the cognitive and the non-cognitive or social may be 
understood to rely on their shared connection to the empirical—the matters of fact. The 
exaggerated exclusivity between these realms relies on misunderstandings about the possibility 
of rational links between facts and value judgements. While our present inquiry helps to show 
that this relationship is possible, much investigation is needed into the nature of this relationship.  

Hume criticized the transition from “is” to “ought” because of the connection values have 
“with a moral subject matter: namely that of human passions and (non-technical) actions” 
(Anscombe, 175). Anderson’s account of instrumentalism echoes this view that “reason can only 
inform us about means to our ends … [because] our ends are given by our motives, which are 
beyond rational criticism” (Anderson, 6). Motives are taken to be unsusceptible to rational 
criticism because they have to do with complex psychological phenomena which are yet to be 
well understood (Anderson, 6). Indeed, Anscombe’s work illustrates an example of the complex 
psychological force which holds the interesting power of compelling a sense of obligation, even 
out of its context. This is an instance of values held in a dangerously dogmatic fashion, and 
likely contributes to value-wariness: if values are to be appropriately regulated within science, 
we must be able to prevent them from driving inquiry to predetermined conclusions and 
insulating certain views from criticism (Anscombe., 11).  

This means that we must, as Anscombe suggests, attempt to develop an adequate 
philosophy of psychology that studies the wanting and desiring that can serve as links between 
value judgements and matters of fact. We cannot infer value judgements featuring the special 
moral sense of the word “ought” or “should” from the facts, but we can determine what someone 
“needs” or “ought” to have if one wants to obtain some goal for which there is an adequate 
description :  

[T]here is some sort of necessary connection between what you think you need,             
and what you want. The connection is a complicated one; it is possible not to want                
something that you judge you need. But, e.g. it is not possible never to want               
anything that you judge you need. This, however, is not a fact about the meaning               
of the word ‘to need’ but about the phenomenon of wanting. (Anscombe, 178)  

Anderson makes a further important step toward an understanding of this phenomenon by taking 
seriously and addressing “emotional experiences” as among those things which can provide 
evidence for value judgements. Anderson briefly makes a case for the plausibility of emotional 
experiences as reliable evidence for value judgements. 5 For our present purposes it will suffice to 
note that her defense posits that our emotional experiences stand in necessary relationships to 
states of affairs or factual judgements, and often serve to make us aware of meaningful cognitive 
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content. This means that if emotional experiences have “passed the tests of representational 
adequacy [i.e. we can determine their association with meaningful, accurate factual judgements] 
it is hard to see, apart from special cases … why we shouldn’t [trust them]” (Anderson, 10).  

5. Conclusion: Respecting and Reconceiving of Non-Cognitive Values 

From this it is clear that much work would need to be done to properly understand the 
role of emotional or other psychological experiences in such a way that we could easily regulate 
and control their effects on the formation and maintenance of value judgements. What is 
important to take away from this exploration of the psychological phenomenon of “wanting,” 
“desiring,” and “valuing” is that there is a common connection between the so called cognitive or 
epistemic realm of science and the social or non-cognitive realm which forms one dynamic 
practice— all with a consistent and necessary connection to the empirical, the matters of fact .  

Longino’s commitment to empirical adequacy as the only properly epistemic virtue or 
value is telling: the values which turn out to be illicit in science are those which are held 
regardless of the evidence, and those which are licit hold a necessary relationship, no matter how 
underdeveloped and unexplored this relationship may be. Anscombe’s point about value-laden 
language and the divine law conception of ethics which facilitates dogmatically held value 
judgements calls attention to the nature of problematic connotations about value judgements 
which prevent them being taken seriously and explored.  

Where value judgements are associated with dogmatism and a sense of “ought” which 
need not be justified save by a dogmatically held factual judgement (for example, a claim about 
God’s law), their potential relationship to matters of fact will continue to be ignored or perhaps 
even taken for granted. The result in both cases is the continued treatment of values as 
exogenous influences on science, and the halt of progress toward a social conception of science. 
Though perhaps philosophers  of science might be inclined to acknowledge and investigate 
interaction between the scientific and the social, where work is not done to bring such 
longstanding misconceptions about value judgements to light, practicing scientists—and 
therefore developing scientific research—may fail to develop in terms of important social 
considerations. 

 

Notes 

1. The wariness I reference can rightly be understood as part of a “value-free ideal.” See Heather 
Douglas’ Science, Policy Making, and The Value Free Ideal (Douglas 2009, 1-23). Although I do 
not discuss this ideal at length, it can be understood as the belief that, aside from their possible 
roles in the collection of evidence and the acceptance of scientific theories, values ought to be 
jettisoned in scientific practice wherever possible (Reiss and Springer 2014, 1). This, as I have 
suggested, seems to be in light of concern that values might corrupt the reasoning involved in 
scientific research.  

2. Here I reference the underdetermination thesis as it is outlined in Quine (195120–46). 

3. This is the most common interpretation of Hume’s argument. Others take this to be a weaker point 
about emotions or “passions” as non-demonstrable content in reasoning. See, for example, Cohon 
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(2005, 1).  

4. Anscombe references the Reformation as a significant point of abandonment of a strict conception 
of divine law ethics, due to reinterpretation regarding the human ability to follow divine law and 
its promulgation (177). Her broader discussion of the development of ethics between the 
mid-nineteenth and mid-twentieth centuries also illustrates the trend away from divine law ethics, 
from Kant’s deontology, to consequentialist theories, and onward to the eventual revival of virtue 
ethics, which is often considered today to have been significantly initiated by Anscombe’s 
“Modern Moral Philosophy” (Athanassoulis 2015, 1).  

5. Anderson’s defense of emotional experiences as evidence discusses three important 
characteristics: “First, they have objects … [;] second they have a positive or negative aspects … 
[;] third, they reflect the perspective or point of view of subjects who care about themselves or 
others” (9). These characteristics defend the use of emotional experiences as acceptable guides for 
judging, and specifically, they show the way in which emotional experiences can be linked to 
matters of fact or factual judgements. 
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