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The phi los o phy of sci ence—the at tempt to
un der stand the fun da men tals of one of the
most sig nif i cant of hu man ac tiv i ties—has tra -
di tion ally treated it self as a branch of the field
of epis te mol ogy. Jus ti fi ca tion for this de lim i -
ta tion has re lied on two dis tinc tions. One is the
dif fer ence be tween the con texts of dis cov ery
and of jus ti fi ca tion. The pro cess of sci en tific
dis cov ery is viewed as a mys te ri ous, non-ra tio -
nal pro cess be long ing to the prov ince of psy -
chol ogy. In re sponse, the phi los o phy of sci -
ence lim ited it self to prob ing the log i cal
pro ce dures of jus ti fy ing sci en tific claims. Sec -
ond is the dis tinc tion be tween externalist and
internalist fea tures of sci ence. The phi los o phy
of sci ence sets aside the ex ter nal eco nomic or
po lit i cal fac tors pro mot ing sci en tific work in
or der to fo cus on those pro cesses in ter nal to
sci en tific re search.

In re cent de cades, how ever, these as sump -
tions have faced two chal lenges. One chal -
lenge orig i nated with ar gu ments for the close,
even sym bi otic re la tion ship be tween sci ence
and tech nol ogy, and as a re sponse to the ex ter -
nal so cial prob lems of tech nol ogy, from nu -
clear weap ons to bio tech nol ogy. In con se -
quence, the phi los o phy of tech nol ogy
de vel oped as a com ple ment to the phi los o phy
of sci ence, with a par tic u lar fo cus on eth i cal-
po lit i cal crit i cism. A sec ond chal lenge orig i -
nated with his tor i cal and so cio log i cal stud ies
of sci ence that re vealed im por tant non-
epistemological fea tures of its in ter nal pro -
cesses. Of spe cial im por tance here are the eth i -
cal di men sions of sci en tific meth ods, with dis -
cus sions of the pro fes sional eth ics of sci ence,
and ac counts of the ma te rial cul ture of sci ence, 
where the sci en tific method is placed within
the larger frame work of sci en tific tools, pub lic
and pri vate in sti tu tions, and gov ern men tal
fund ing streams.

Bridg ing the ex ter nal so cial im pacts of sci -
en tific ac tiv ity and its in ter nal so cial con struc -
tion is the less well known but no less im por -
tant ac tiv ity of sci ence pol icy. Sci ence pol i cies
are man i fest both out side sci ence in pub lic ap -
pro pri a tions for the fund ing of sci ence and reg -
u la tory leg is la tion, and in side sci ence with ef -

forts to re fine the pro ce dures of peer re view or
pro mote the more ef fec tive and eq ui ta ble shar -
ing of data and peer re view. Orig i nal rec og ni -
tion and anal y sis of these ac tiv i ties be longs to
the so cial sci ence, and to re search un der taken
by that in ter dis ci plin ary field known as sci -
ence, tech nol ogy, and so ci ety stud ies. As guest 
ed i tors of this spe cial is sue of Phi los o phy To -
day, how ever, our goal is to pro mote the emer -
gence—af ter the phi los o phy of tech nol ogy
and the pro fes sional eth ics of sci ence—of a
third com ple ment to tra di tional phi los o phy of
sci ence that fo cuses on this un der-ap pre ci ated
bridge. Philo soph i cal re flec tion on sci ence
pol icy will ex pand our un der stand ing of sci -
ence, ex tend the ac tiv ity of phi los o phy, and
strengthen our grasp of the con tro ver sies fac -
ing pol icy pro fes sion als.

Phi los o phy of Sci ence Ab sent Pol icy

To re peat: Com ple ment ing sci ence is an -
other, no less sig nif i cant ac tiv ity, that of sci -
ence pol icy—which is it self sim ply one as pect
of what has been called the “pol icy ori en ta -
tion” (Lerner and Lasswell, eds., 1951) and the 
“pol icy move ment” (Brun ner, 1991) that pro -
motes the de vel op ment of sys tem atic, in tel li -
gent, and ef fec tive pub lic de ci sion mak ing. In
a dis tinc tion that goes back at least to Harvey
Brooks (1968)—and which is not pre cisely the 
same as that be tween ex ter nal and in ter nal sci -
ence pol icy—sci ence pol icy is com monly di -
vided into “pol icy for sci ence” and “sci ence
for pol icy.” In ei ther case, sci ence pol icy is dis -
tinct from sci ence, in that it at tempts to in ves ti -
gate, for mu late, and im ple ment guide lines for
sci ence-so ci ety re la tion ships, so that so ci ety
pro motes the steady ad vance ment of sci ence
(pol icy for sci ence) and sci ence ben e fits pub lic 
de ci sion mak ing (sci ence for pol icy). Like sci -
ence it self, sci ence pol icy is thus of con sid er -
able so ci etal im por tance. Re mark ably, how -
ever, al though there ex ist ef forts to ad vance
sci ence pol icy work it self and to ex am ine it
from the per spec tives of sci ence, tech nol ogy,
and so ci ety stud ies, there is lit tle in the way of
a re search pro gram in phi los o phy at tempt ing
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to an a lyze and un der stand sci ence pol icy more
gen er ally, ei ther in its epistemological or its
eth i cal di men sions.

The ab sence of any phi los o phy of sci ence
pol icy in the phi los o phy of sci ence is eas ily
doc u mented. Con sider, for in stance, two of the 
most rep re sen ta tive text book read ers: E. D.
Klemke, Rob ert Hollinger, and A. Da vid
Kline, eds., In tro duc tory Read ings in the Phi -
los o phy of Sci ence (1988); and Mar tin Curd
and J. A. Cover, eds. Phi los o phy of Sci ence:
The Cen tral Is sues (1998). Klemke et al. col -
lects ar ti cles deal ing with the de mar ca tion
prob lem, the cov er ing law model of ex pla na -
tion, re la tions be tween the ory and ob ser va -
tion, con fir ma tion and ac cep tance, and two
short sec tions on sci ence and val ues (how sci -
ence rests on dis tinc tive val ues) and sci ence
and cul ture (how sci ence is its own way of
life). The Curd and Cover book like wise in -
cludes ar ti cles on the re la tion be tween sci ence
and non-sci ence, sci en tific ra tio nal ity, the ory
and ob ser va tion, in duc tion, con fir ma tion, ex -
pla na tion, laws, reductionism, and em pir i -
cism. Nei ther text even so much as men tions
the phe nom e non of sci ence pol icy or the role
of sci ence in pub lic de ci sion mak ing.

Con sider as well an in flu en tial sys tem atic
text book authored by nine mem bers of the De -
part ment of the His tory and Phi los o phy of Sci -
ence at the Uni ver sity of Pitts burgh, a lead ing
phi los o phy of sci ence pro gram in the United
States: Merrilee H. Salmon et al., In tro duc tion
to the Phi los o phy of Sci ence (1992). Part one
iden ti fies four gen eral top ics in the phi los o phy
of sci ence: ex pla na tion, con fir ma tion, re al ism, 
and sci en tific change. Parts two, three, and
four pro vide brief over views of phi los o phies
of the phys i cal sci ences, of bi ol ogy and med i -
cine, and of the be hav ioral and so cial sci ences,
re spec tively. Even in re la tion to med i cine and
the so cial sci ences, both sci ence pol icy and the 
pol icy sci ences are con spic u ous by their ab -
sence.

In other ar eas of phi los o phy where it might
be ex pected, sci ence pol icy is equally ab sent.
For in stance, there is no ar ti cle on pol icy in
gen eral or sci ence pol icy spe cif i cally in Ruth
Chadwick, ed., En cy clo pe dia of Ap plied Eth -
ics (1998) or ei ther of the two gen eral en cy clo -
pe dias of phi los o phy: Paul Ed wards, ed., En -
cy clo pe dia of Phi los o phy (1968) with Don ald
M. Borchert, ed., Sup ple ment (1996); and Ed -
ward Craig, ed., Routledge En cy clo pe dia of
Phi los o phy (1998). In fact, the term “sci ence

pol icy” is not even in the in dex of ei ther of
these three ma jor phi los o phy ref er ence tools.

Fi nally, con sult ing The Phi los o pher’s In dex
(1940–2004) yields no books or ar ti cles with
“phi los o phy of sci ence pol icy” in their ti tles,
and only a small num ber of hits us ing “sci ence
pol icy” alone. Among im por tant books in this
cat e gory is Kristin Shrader-Frechette’s Sci -
ence Pol icy, Eth ics, and Eco nomic Meth od ol -
ogy (1984), per haps the first philo soph i cal
anal y sis to iden tify and link the eth i cal and
epistemological is sues em bed ded in sci ence
pol icy; and Philip Kitcher’s Sci ence, Truth,
and De moc racy (2001), the first book that
might rea son ably claim “to ward a phi los o phy
of sci ence pol icy” as a sub ti tle. Even the jour -
nal Phi los o phy and Pub lic Af fairs (1971–pres -
ent) largely lim its it self to philo soph i cal in ter -
ven tions in or con tri bu tions to par tic u lar
pol icy is sues (such as nu clear de ter rence,
health care, wel fare re form, or crim i nal pun -
ish ment, but sel dom to the use or gov er nance
of sci ence), and only rarely (as with Law rence
Tribe, 1972) or in di rectly re flects on pol icy
mak ing as it self a spe cial form of hu man ac -
tion. Among the less than twenty pub li ca tions
iden ti fied by a search for “phi los o phy of pol -
icy” in gen eral, Sid ney Hook’s Phi los o phy and 
Pub lic Pol icy (1980) stands out as rep re sen ta -
tive of this is sues-fo cused ap proach.

Sci ence Pol icy ab sent Phi los o phy

The other place one might ex pect to find
phi los o phy of sci ence pol icy is, of course, in
sci ence pol icy work. Re mark ably, how ever,
not only is there no sus tained philo soph i cal re -
flec tion in sci ence pol icy, there is even pre -
cious lit tle by way of philo soph i cal anal y sis of
pol icy tout court. Al though pol i cies may be
de scribed as spe cial types of ac tion, these
forms of be hav ior have not been ac corded any
at ten tion in the phi los o phy of ac tion.

Pol i cies are both ac tions and com mit ments
to courses of ac tion—de ci sions, not so much
about spe cific acts as of types of acts, com -
monly of a pub lic char ac ter. The study of pol -
icy for ma tion and im ple men ta tion as a dis tinct
in tel lec tual tra di tion dates only to the post-
World War II era (Dunn, 1994) and ex cludes.
A lead ing fig ure of the early pol icy move ment
was Har old Lasswell, who with his col leagues
fos tered de vel op ment of what he termed the
“pol icy sci ences” (Lerner and Lasswell, eds.,
1951). Pol icy work and re search has, how ever,
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since come to en com pass di verse in tel lec tual
tra di tions, from pol icy stud ies (Nagel, 1994)
and pol icy anal y sis (Stokey and Zeckhauser,
1978) to socio-eco nom ics (Halal and Tay lor,
1999) and sci ence, tech nol ogy, and pub lic pol -
icy (Lambright, 1998). Al though Lasswell
him self held out a role for phi los o phy in the
prag ma tist tra di tion (along side po lit i cal sci -
ence, so ci ol ogy, eco nom ics, psy chol ogy, and
more), this has gone largely un re al ized, ex cept
for mod est con tri bu tions made by philo soph i -
cal anal y ses of the eth i cal di men sions of spe -
cific pol icy is sues such as, e.g., nu clear de ter -
rence, abor tion, and en vi ron ment pol lu tion,
mostly re lated to what has be come known as
ap plied ethics.

A slightly more ex tended as sess ment of the
pol icy stud ies tra di tion re in forces per cep tions
of the lim ited role played by phi los o phy. In
what re mains a use ful over view of the pol icy
stud ies field, Stu art S. Nagel’s ed ited En cy clo -
pe dia of Pol icy Stud ies, 2nd rev. and ex panded
ed. (1994) is di vided into two parts: gen eral ap -
proaches to pol icy stud ies (eleven chap ters on
meth ods, prac tices, and na tional com par i sons) 
and spe cific pol icy prob lem ar eas (twenty-four 
chap ters di vided into dis ci plin ary-based
work). With re gard to dis ci plines that con trib -
ute to the in ter dis ci plin ary field of pol icy stud -
ies, the in tro duc tion to the first edi tion (1983)
rec og nizes:

l po lit i cal sci ence (the pri mary con trib u tor, fo -
cus ing on po lit i cal and ad min is tra tive fea si bil -
ity of al ter na tive pol i cies for a range of pub lic
prob lems);

l eco nom ics (an a lyz ing cost-ben e fit re la tions
of dif fer ent pol icy pro pos als);

l psy chol ogy (ex am in ing re ward struc tures to
mo ti vate pol icy im ple ment ers and the in di vid -
ual re sults of pol i cies fo cused on per sonal out -
comes);

l so ci ol ogy (clar i fy ing so cial prob lems them -
selves, their class bases and re la tion ships);

l the nat u ral sci ences (pro vid ing data on phys i -
cal and bi o log i cal fac tors, es pe cially re lated to
pol i cies deal ing, for in stance, with en ergy and
health); and

l an thro pol ogy, ge og ra phy, and his tory (broad -
en ing per spec tives across time and place).

The En cy clo pe dia of Pol icy Stud ies gives
the first five of these dis ci plin ary ap proaches
ex tended at ten tion. But al though Nagel men -
tions phi los o phy as able to make a con tri bu tion 
through its “spe cial con cern for the val ues to -
ward which pub lic pol i cies are di rected and the 
ul ti mate logic of pol icy anal y sis” (xii), and in -
cludes a short chap ter on “Val ues, Eth ics, and
Stan dards in Pol icy Anal y sis,” phi los o phy gets 
as short shrift as his tory. The fact that pol icy
stud ies is a post-World War II phe nom e non is
men tioned but not ex am ined; there is no chap -
ter on the his tory of pol icy or pol icy stud ies.
Like wise, there is no chap ter on the phi los o phy 
of pol icy or of pol icy stud ies.

More over, al though there are chap ters on
“Tech nol ogy: In no va tion and Con se quences”
(by Fred er ick A. Rossini and Alan L. Por ter),
“U.S. Health Pol icy in De vel op men tal and
Cross-Na tional Per spec tive” (by Da vid
Falcone, Rob ert W. Broyles, and Ste ven R.
Smith), “En ergy Pol icy” (by Rob ert M. Law -
rence), “Bio med i cal Pol icy” (by Rob ert H.
Blank), and “Space Pol icy” (by Rob ert M.
Law rence), there is no chap ter de voted to sci -
ence pol icy per se. These chap ters are all more
de voted to how the sci ences can con trib ute in
spe cific ar eas to pol icy for ma tion. They are
con cerned more with “sci ence for pol icy” than
“pol icy for sci ence.”

While sci ence pol icy more broadly con -
strued has been re sur gent since the 1990s, it re -
mains a subfield of the broader pol icy move -
ment. More over and not sur pris ingly, most
ap proaches to the study of pol icy con tinue to
re flect the per spec tives and meth od ol o gies of
the dis ci plines in which they are based. For in -
stance, for the most part po lit i cal sci en tists en -
gage in “pol icy stud ies,” us ing char ac ter is tic
meth ods and per spec tives. Econ o mists and
those trained in eco nom ics ap ply the tools of
cost-ben e fit meth od ol o gies to “pol icy anal y -
sis.” Jour nal ti tles fol low these con ven tions:
Pol icy Stud ies Jour nal (1972–pres ent) and
Jour nal of Pol icy Anal y sis and Man age ment
(1981–pres ent). Pol icy Sci ences (1970–pres -
ent) re mains a flag ship of the Lasswellian tra -
di tion. None of these jour nals pub lish pri mar -
ily on sci ence pol icy.

Sci ence Pol icy and Its Dis con tents

De spite such ab sences in phi los o phy and in
sci ence pol icy, the need for philo soph i cal as -
sess ment of sci ence pol icy has never been
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more pro nounced — and has been em pha sized
re peat edly over re cent de cades by suc ces sive
ex am i na tions of United States sci ence pol icy.
The eco nomic de cline of the late 1970s and
1980s, the dis clo sure of eth i cal lapses in sci -
ence dur ing the 1980s, the end of the Cold War
in the early 1990s, and the bal loon ing fed eral
bud get def i cits of the same pe riod com bined to 
sim u late re think ing of post-World War II gov -
ern men tal pol i cies to ward the fund ing of sci -
ence. It is not clear, how ever, that this re as sess -
ment has gone ei ther deep or broad enough.
While sci ence pol icy dis cus sions in creas ingly
draw on skills and knowl edge from the so cial
sci ences, they reg u larly fail to en gage the hu -
man i ties—thus lim it ing the di men sions of sci -
ence pol icy reform.

Two para dig matic ex pe ri ences cre ated the
frame work as sump tions of post-World War II
sci ence pol icy. One was the cor rupt ing in flu -
ence of fas cist and com mu nist gov ern men tal
in ter fer ence with sci ence. Nazi pur suit of
“Aryan sci ence” and the cri tique of rel a tiv ity
the ory as Jew ish dec a dence drove phys i cists
out of Ger many in droves. Like wise, the So viet 
cri tique of “bour geois ge net ics” and the de -
fense of the evo lu tion ary in her i tance of ac -
quired char ac ter is tics un der mined Rus sian bi -
o log i cal re search and ag ri cul ture for de cades.
The re sponse in the West was what may be
termed the au ton omy the sis: Sci ence must be
kept free from pol i tics and in su lated against all 
ef forts at po lit i cal ma nip u la tion.

A sec ond for ma tive ex pe ri ence was the de -
vel op ment by U.S. sci en tists (many of them
Ger man émigrés) of weap ons such as ra dar
and the atomic bomb that made de ci sive con -
tri bu tions to win ning World War II. Given the
free dom to pur sue their sci ence, sci en tists vol -
un tarily ral lied to the dem o cratic cause. Given
mas sive gov ern men tal fund ing, they did re -
search and de vel op ment that was of crit i cal
value to so ci ety. The re sponse was what has
been called the lin ear ity the sis: Fund ing sci en -
tific re search au to mat i cally pro duces so cial
ben e fits. While it is not pos si ble to pre dict ex -
actly how pure re search will ben e fit so ci ety,
such knowl edge al ways re bounds to the good.

On the ba sis of these two the ses, there
emerged the ba sic prin ci ple of post-World War 
II sci ence pol icy: The gov ern ment should pro -
vide no-strings at tached fund ing to sci en tists,
be cause sci en tific re search in vari ably ben e fits
so ci ety by mak ing mea sur able con tri bu tions to 
its mil i tary power, health care sys tem, or eco -

nomic com pet i tive ness. There were, of course, 
ar gu ments around the mar gins re gard ing how
much in de pend ence to give to sci en tists (lim its 
had to be placed on clas si fied re search, for ex -
am ple) and what con sti tuted a well-bal anced
so cial in vest ment in math e mat ics, phys ics,
chem is try, and bi ol ogy. But none of these dis -
cus sions af fected the ba sic prin ci ple: Give
money to sci en tists, let them make their own
de ci sions about how to spend it, and this will
ul ti mately make so ci ety strong.

The end of the Cold War at least tem po rarily 
al lowed ques tions to sur face about the need for 
the kind of mil i tary power sci ence was thought 
to pro vide. Does the U.S. re ally need to build
more and better high-tech weap ons sys tems
when there is no op pos ing su per power. Eco -
nomic stag na tion and bud get def i cits fur ther
called into ques tion the ef fec tive ness of fed -
eral in vest ments in sci ence. Why was it that
with the larg est num ber of No bel Prizes in sci -
ence the U.S. econ omy was in many sec tors
be ing bested by Ja pan, Ger many, and other na -
tions? Par al lel to such po lit i cal and eco nomic
ques tions, the in ves ti ga tive jour nal is tic ex po -
sures of eth i cal mis con duct in sci ence to gether
with so cial stud ies of the so cial con struc tion in
sci ence chal lenged the idea of the non-po lit i -
cal char ac ter of sci ence. Nazi and Com mu nist
ef forts to con trol sci ence were ob vi ously crude 
fail ures at ex ter nal con trol of the in ner work -
ings of sci ence. But have there not been other
clear in stances in which po lit i cal agen das
(some times on the part of sci en tists them -
selves) suc cess fully in flu enced the di rec tion
of sci en tific re search? Fem i nist crit i cisms of
in vest ments in can cer re search (more for pros -
tate can cer than for breast can cer, de spite the
fact that more peo ple die of breast can cer)
clearly pointed up how the in ter ests of sci en -
tific re search ers (mostly males) could in flu -
ence the di rec tions of sci ence. Taken to gether,
such ques tions con spired to spon sor re peated
dis cus sions in and of U.S. sci ence pol icy—dis -
cus sions whose most prom i nent fea ture has
been in creas ing en gage ment with the so cial
sciences.

Ini tially these dis cus sions fo cused on at -
tempts to re-con ceive the end-ben e fit of sci en -
tific re search in terms other than mil i tary
power. The most com mon sub sti tutes were en -
vi ron men tal sustainability and hu man health.
For in stance, all three post-Cold War Pres i -
dents—from Bush through Clinton to Bush—
called for more re search on global cli mate
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change and com mit ted them selves to dra mat i -
cally in crease fund ing at the Na tional In sti -
tutes of Health. Since 9/11, of course, the pri -
mary goal has be come the war on ter ror ism.

More sig nif i cant than such straight for ward
goal sub sti tu tion, how ever, has been a re as -
sess ment of both found ing the ses of sci ence
pol icy, in re verse or der to their his tor i cal emer -
gence. That is, re as sess ment be gan by ad mit -
ting some weak nesses in the lin ear ity the sis.
Al though nu clear phys ics led to nu clear weap -
ons and elec tric power gen er a tion, this pure-
to-ap plied move ment took place only by way
of ex ten sive work in nu clear en gi neer ing, and
be cause gov ern ment funders and sci en tist-en -
gi neers as a con tin gency of his tory hap pened
to share a war time con sen sus about po ten tial
and use ful end-ben e fits. Af ter the war, the con -
sen sus be came much more qual i fied, and out -
comes cor re spond ingly more prob lem atic.
More over, not all pure re search has an equal
po ten tial for ap pli ca tion. As his tor i cal and so -
cio log i cal anal y ses of sci ence have re peat edly
shown, the pure-to-ap plied lin ear ity equa tion
is more a highly qual i fied spe cial case than a
gen eral rule.

This ques tion ing of the lin ear ity the sis has
been man i fested in a num ber of gov ern ment
at tempts to stim u late or man age the lab o ra -
tory-to-mar ket place re la tion ship—to en force
lin ear ity, as it were. Ex am ples in clude the
Bayh-Dole Act and amend ments (1980 and
1984) of the Carter and Rea gan ad min is tra -
tions, which pro moted the li cens ing of pat ents
from pub licly funded re search; cre ation of the
Na tional Tech nol ogy Trans fer Cen ter (1989)
dur ing the first Bush ad min is tra tion; and the
Gov ern ment Per for mance Re sults Act (1993)
of the Clinton ad min is tra tion—the lat ter of
which asked all fed eral agen cies, in clud ing
those fund ing sci en tific re search, to pro vide
more ex plicit and trans par ent pro ce dures for
eval u at ing their ac tiv i ties. In deed, the de ci sion 
of the Re pub li can Con gress in 1993 to re duce
fund ing for high-en ergy phys ics re search by
can cel ing con struc tion of the super con duct ing
super collider (SSC) plus the sub se quent com -
mit ment to dou ble the bud get of the Na tional
In sti tutes of Health were other prom i nent ef -
fects of lin ear ity ques tion ing. Fi nally as a more 
gen eral pol icy mea sure, there was the 1997
Con gres sio nal man date to the Na tional Sci -
ence Foun da tion to al ter its pro posal re view
cri te ria to give equal weight to “in tel lec tual
merit” and “broader im pacts”—thus com ple -

ment ing in ter nal me thod i cal as sess ment with
ex ter nal con sid er ations and mod estly qual i fy -
ing the char ac ter of sci en tific autonomy.

Re as sess ment of the au ton omy the sis in fact 
has taken weak and strong forms. In the weak
ver sion, as Da vid Guston has an a lyzed at
length in his Be tween Pol i tics and Sci ence
(2000), it is now rec og nized that con scious ef -
forts need to be made to de velop ap pro pri ate
mech a nisms to pro mote col lab o ra tion be -
tween sci en tists and some ex ter nal stake -
holders to guide cer tain spe cific ar eas of even
the in ter nal work ings of sci ence. The sin gle
most ob vi ous case has con cerned ques tions of
re search mis con duct and in teg rity. In creased
de pend ency on gov ern ment fund ing tempts
sci en tists to cut cor ners in ways they some -
times find dif fi cult to re sist and even more to
po lice. Pol i ti cians have stepped in to de mand,
for in stance, grad u ate ed u ca tion in the re spon -
si ble con duct of re search in as so ci a tion with
the re search grants from such agen cies as the
Na tional In sti tutes of Health, and to es tab lish
an Of fice of Re search In teg rity in the Of fice of
the Sec re tary of Health and Hu man Ser vices to 
re spond to al le ga tions of re search mis con duct.

In a much stron ger re as sess ment, the so-
called “sci ence wars” at tacked the au ton omy
the sis head. In this maximalist ver sion, the so -
cial stud ies of sci ence pro posed that the socio-
po lit i cal con struc tion of sci en tific knowl edge
was a re sult not just of ex ter nal guid ance but
also of the deep est in ter nal work ings of the sci -
en tific pro cess. Al though widely re jected in
this maximalist form, the so cial stud ies of sci -
ence have none the less ex posed the for merly
ob scured so cial di men sions op er a tive within
the sci en tific com mu nity along side much of
the sci en tific method.

So cial Sci ence for Sci ence Pol icy

As a re sult of a fad ing mem ory about both
the World War II ex pe ri ences with the con tam -
i na tion of sci ence by pol i tics and the di rect po -
lit i cal ben e fits to large-scale fund ing for sci -
ence, along with the cor re spond ing chal lenges
to the au ton omy and lin ear ity the ses, the so cial 
sci ences have come to play an in creas ingly
sig nif i cant role in sci ence pol icy. In the mid-
twen ti eth cen tury, so cial sci en tists sim ply
mea sured in puts to sci ence, and the Or ga ni za -
tion of Eco nomic Co op er a tion and De vel op -
ment (OECD) cre ated a sci en tific in di ca tors
in dus try around col lect ing and com par ing na -
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tional in vest ments in re search. The lin ear ity
the sis dic tated this fo cus on eco nomic met rics,
and im plied that other mea sure ments were
prob a bly a waste of time and ef fort.

But once the con tin gency of out puts be -
came an is sue, so cial sci en tists be come in -
volved on the other end of things as well. One
lead ing ap proach looks at pro jected so cial as
well as sci en tific out comes of par tic u lar re -
search in vest ments, and asks whether in fact
such out comes have been achieved or are
likely—or might be achieved by other means.

Con sider, for ex am ple, the war on can cer.
Since Pres i dent Nixon de clared “war on can -
cer” in the early 1970s the U.S. gov ern ment
has spent over $30 bil lion on can cer re search,
and yet can cer sur vival rates have only mar gin -
ally im proved (see Proc tor, 1995). Cer tainly a
strong case can be made that more mod est in -
vest ments in pre ven tion, ed u ca tion, and en vi -
ron men tal clean up would have had a much
more dra matic im pact on can cer. But our col -
lec tive com mit ment to sci en tific fixes over po -
lit i cal or be hav ioral ones has en cour aged sci -
en tists to prom ise more than they have been
able to de liver and cit i zens to be more gull ible
than pru dent. There seems to ex ist what Dan iel 
Callahan (2003) calls a “re search im per a tive”
that tends to over ride more bal anced as sess -
ments.

Con sider, too, the case of global cli mate
change re search. Since 1989 the U.S. has in -
vested over $20 bil lion in global cli mate
change re search. In al most ev ery case this re -
search has been jus ti fied as lead ing to greater
sci en tific un der stand ing of cli mate change dy -
nam ics (es pe cially the anthropogenic di men -
sions of such dy nam ics) lead ing to in creased
en vi ron men tal sustainability. De spite this in -
vest ment, the er ror bars sur round ing the range
of pre dicted cli mate change by 2100 pro vided
by the In ter gov ern men tal Panel on Cli mate
Change re port (2001) were larger than for
those given a de cade ear lier. Rather than ad ju -
di cat ing the pro cess, sci ence pro vided fod der
for an in creased range of in ter pre ta tions of the
cli mate data.

Rec og niz ing the gap be tween sci en tific re -
search and so cial util ity, the Na tional Can cer
In sti tute be gan to ask so cial sci ence to play a
larger role in help ing bring re search to the pub -
lic. So cial sci en tists have also be come in -
volved in mon i tor ing sci en tific in teg rity and
pro mot ing trans fer from lab o ra tory to mar ket -
place. Sim i larly, the Na tional Cen ter for At -

mo spheric Re search, the lead ing US in sti tu -
tion for re search into cli mate change, has re -
cently made a ma jor com mit ment to in creas -
ing the prom i nence and fund ing of its so cial
sci ence di rec tor ate. But to a large ex tent all
such so cial sci ence work has merely taken the
messy re al ity of non-lin ear ity and tried to
make it as lin ear as pos si ble. Eco nom ics is thus 
the so cial sci ence that is most com monly
funded; and quan ti ta tive and de scrip tive ac -
counts pre dom i nate over the qual i ta tive and
the nor ma tive.

But a re cent cadre of sci en tists and so cial
sci en tists have gone fur ther and put forth what
can eas ily be termed a new sci ence pol icy. The
new sci ence pol icy goes be yond try ing to en -
force lin ear ity or to work around the kinks of
non-lin ear ity. It looks at the pub licly stated
goals of sci ence fund ing, some times set ting
them in more ex pan sive so cial con texts that
raise ques tions of eq uity and im pact, and then
con sid ers whether the pro jected end-ben e fit
out comes have been or are likely to be
achieved by means of the re search pro gram so
jus ti fied. If not, it pro poses that we give se ri ous 
con sid er ation to other means. Sci ence should
not be the only means to pub lic pol icy ends,
nor should the vested in ter ests of well es tab -
lished sci en tific pro grams be al lowed to ob -
scure al ter na tive re search pro jects. Sci ence
pol icy should it self be sub ject to (so cial) sci en -
tific ex am i na tion.

Al though this new sci ence pol icy may be a
sub stan tial im prove ment over the old, it nev er -
the less limps in one im por tant re spect: It of ten
ac cepts what ever so cial goals may have been
given a rhe tor i cal bless ing by the ex ist ing body 
pol i tic. It is con cerned with con nect ing ef fort
more ef fec tively to stated or as sumed end-ben -
e fits; but it does not re con sider the wor thi ness
of the end-ben e fits. Yet in any pol i tics wor thy
of the name, this must surely be done as well.
Ends must be re flected upon as well as
means—which is where phi los o phy (at least in 
its tra di tional sense) co mes in.

The so cial sci ences serve two re lated func -
tions: (a) to as sess whether the spec i fied so cial
aims of a sci en tific re search pro ject have been
achieved, and (b) to help a sci en tific re search
pro ject achieve these spec i fied so cial aims.
There has also been some dis cus sion that the
so cial sci ences can help for mu late proper aims
for sci ence—per haps by pro vid ing ef fec tive
mech a nisms by which the pub lic will con trib -
ute to or par tic i pate in the for mu la tion of the
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so cial aims of sci en tific re search. Yet short of
merely in stru men tal meth ods that equal
broader quan ti ta tive par tic i pa tion, the so cial
sci ences sensu stricto can do lit tle in this area.

The o ret i cal Di men sions in the
Phi los o phy of Sci ence Pol icy

The most me thod i cal ap proach to pol icy re -
search is what Lasswell calls the pol icy sci -
ences. In the course of his long, in ter dis ci plin -
ary ca reer, Lasswell sought to ad vance a
method for the sys tem atic anal y sis of any pol -
icy prob lem (see Lerner and Lasswell, eds.,
1951, and Lasswell, 1971). Lasswell’s method
cen ters around five in tel lec tual tasks: clar i fi ca -
tion of goals, de scrip tions of trends, anal y sis of 
con di tions, pro jec tion of fu ture de vel op ments, 
and in ven tion, eval u a tion, and se lec tion of al -
ter na tives. These tasks are nec es sary to ad -
dress in tel li gently any num ber of pol icy is -
sues, whether pub lic or pri vate, from those
as so ci ated with tax a tion or war fare to prob -
lems of man u fac tur ing and mar ket ing.

But the spe cial need for pol icy sci ence is
per haps best seen in re la tion to sci ence it self
broadly con strued (that is, in re la tion to sci -
ence and tech nol ogy taken to gether as in ter -
act ing as pects of what is of ten called
technoscience). As Lasswell ar gued in an en -
try on the pol icy sci ences in The In ter na tional
En cy clo pe dia of the So cial Sci ences (1968),
sci ence is pre sent ing so ci ety with a suite of op -
por tu ni ties:

Weap ons of a novel kind lie close at hand, in -
clud ing bombs that par a lyze tem po rarily with -
out in flict ing per ma nent dam age. Teach ing and
re search are al ready in ac tive re con struc tion as
a re sult of new in stru ments of stor age, re trieval,
and in struc tion. Com pe tent bi ol o gists fore see
that the ge netic in her i tance of man can be de lib -
er ately mod i fied. We are told that death it self
may be abol ished by the sub sti tu tion of mol e -
cules as they wear out. En gi neers ex pect to de -
vise ma chines that sim u late or im prove on ex -
ist ing forms of life, in clud ing man. (Lasswell,
1968, 189)

Given such op por tu ni ties, the most de -
mand ing ques tions are not sim ply sci en tific
but philo soph i cal and pol icy-ori ented: Which
of these var i ous forms of sci ence should be
pro moted or funded? By what mech a nisms?
What should so ci ety do with the prod ucts?

Should there be any so ci etal reg u la tion? If so,
to what ends, and how?

Surely the dis cov ery of the dis tinc tive aims
and ap pro pri ate strat e gies for sci ence pol icy
mak ers, im ple ment ers, and re search ers must
in clude a sig nif i cant mea sure of phi los o phy,
crit i cally re flect ing on the clar i fi ca tion of
goals, de scrip tions of trends, anal y sis of con -
di tions, pro jec tion of fu ture de vel op ments,
and in ven tion, eval u a tion, and se lec tion of al -
ter na tives—and whether these are the nec es -
sary and suf fi cient in tel lec tual tasks in the sci -
ence pol icy pro cess.

But what, more pre cisely, might a phi los o -
phy of sci ence pol icy look like? There are two
ways to re spond to this ques tion. One would
try to en vi sion the phi los o phy of sci ence pol -
icy as phi los o phy, the other would sketch a
view of the phi los o phy of sci ence pol icy as
pol icy re search.

In what sense is phi los o phy of sci ence pol -
icy gen u ine phi los o phy? Phi los o phy may be
sub di vided along two ma jor axes. The first
axis is de fined by the fun da men tal ques tions
that con sti tute philo soph i cal re flec tion, of
which it is com mon to dis tin guish five: (1)
logic, with which rhet o ric and meth od ol ogy
may also be as so ci ated (What con sti tutes a
valid ar gu ment or sound in fer ence?); (2) eth ics 
(What is right and wrong in hu man ac tion?
What is the na ture of the good?); (3) po lit i cal
phi los o phy (What is jus tice and in jus tice?); (4) 
epis te mol ogy (What is knowl edge?); and (5)
meta phys ics and on tol ogy (What is real? How
are the dif fer ent as pects of re al ity prop erly dis -
tin guished and re lated?)

A sec ond axis is con sti tuted by the par tic u -
lar fields or topoi where such fun da men tal
ques tions are de ployed. This axis yields an in -
def i nite se ries of regionalizations such as the
phi los o phy of sci ence, of art, of re li gion, of
law, of lan guage, etc. In each of these “phi los o -
phies of X” the fun da men tal ques tions are re-
asked and regionalized, of ten with dif fer en tial
and dis tinc tive em pha ses. For in stance, in the
phi los o phy of art ques tions are raised con cern -
ing the logic of aes thetic ex pres sion, the eth ics
of ar tis tic cre ativ ity, the jus tice of spe cific ar -
tis tic re ward struc ture, the epis te mol ogy of ar -
tis tic knowl edge, and the on tol ogy of art ob -
jects. How ever, in the phi los o phy of lan guage,
epistemological ques tions tend to pre dom i -
nate and eth i cal ques tions play hardly any role. 
The phi los o phy of sci ence, like wise, is char ac -
ter ized by the prom i nence of log i cal and
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epistemological is sues, with only sub sid iary
at ten tion to eth ics, po lit i cal phi los o phy, or
meta phys ics.

With re gard to the phi los o phy of sci ence
pol icy, it is im por tant to note that if sci ence
pol icy is not as prom i nent a hu man phe nom e -
non as, say, art or lan guage, it in creas ingly ri -
vals sci ence it self as de serv ing philo soph i cal
at ten tion. More over, it is im por tant not to pre -
judge the pa ram e ters of this new “phi los o phy
of X.” For in stance, granted the lack of at ten -
tion in phi los o phy of sci ence to po lit i cal philo -
soph i cal ques tions, and given that sci ence pol -
icy can be viewed as a kind of pol i tics, it is
tempt ing to pres ent this new field as an ap pen -
dix to po lit i cal phi los o phy, fo cused pri mar ily
on ques tions of jus tice in and in re la tion to sci -
ence. But, in fact, there are also im por tant
ques tions of the logic of sci ence pol icy ar gu -
ments, the eth ics of sci ence pol icy de ci sion
mak ing, and the char ac ter of sci ence pol icy
knowl edge. Fi nally, be cause ev ery sci ence
pol icy makes as sump tions about the sta tus of
sci ence it self, the phi los o phy of sci ence pol icy
must con sider not just the epistemological sta -
tus of sci en tific knowl edge, but also the on to -
log i cal bound aries of sci ence as a hu man ac tiv -
ity and of its var i ous in sti tu tions.

As a new re gional ex pres sion of phi los o phy, 
the phi los o phy of sci ence pol icy will thus in -
clude a spec trum of key con cerns such as:

(a) The logic of pol icy meth ods, in clud ing the
proper rhet o ric of pol icy rec om men da tions;

(b) The eth ics not just of pro fes sional sci en tists
but of the re la tions be tween sci en tists and the
pub lic, in clud ing the spe cial eth i cal ob li ga tions
of sci en tists who are pub licly funded and pol icy
an a lysts sup ported by pub lic funds;

(c) Jus tice is sues within the sci en tific com mu -
ni ties and be tween the sci ence and so ci ety, in -
clud ing but not lim ited to ques tions about the
ad e quacy of con cep tu al iza tions of the so cial
con tract for sci ence, the role of sci en tific ex per -
tise in a dem o cratic state, and the proper pa ram -
e ters of pub lic par tic i pa tion in sci ence;

(d) The epistemological strengths and weak -
nesses of mod els and sim u la tions; and

(e) On to log i cal ques tions re lated to sci en tific
in sti tu tions and their man i fold bound ary or ga -
ni za tions.

Prac ti cal Di men sions

But granted that phi los o phy of sci ence pol -
icy may, with at ten tion and de vel op ment,
make a rea son able claim to be phi los o phy, is it
pos si ble also to ar gue that it can also con trib ute 
to pol icy re search? One fa vor able in di ca tor co -
mes from not ing the role of prag ma tism within
pol icy re search. In his in flu en tial out line, A
Pre-view of Pol icy Sci ences (1971), Lasswell
be gins by ex plic itly al ly ing his work with “the
gen eral ap proach to pub lic pol icy that was rec -
om mended by John Dewey and his col leagues
in the de vel op ment of Amer i can prag ma tism”
(xix). To date, how ever, al most no post-Dewey 
de vel op ments in prag ma tism—such as those
ad vanced by Wil lard Van Orman Quine, Don -
ald Davidson, Hil ary Putnam, or Rich ard
Rorty (to name only the most lu mi nary)—have 
been brought to bear on pol icy sci ence. In deed, 
lesser known prag ma tists such as John Stuhr
(1997) and Larry Hickman (2001) have im por -
tant con tri bu tions to make in or der to up date
Lasswell’s an a lytic scheme for a world of
internet com mu ni ca tions and glob al ized eco -
nom ics.

In a précis of the Pre-View a quar ter cen tury
on, Ron ald Brun ner deftly sum ma rizes the
fun da men tal pos tu late of pol icy sci ence: “that
peo ple act se lec tively to max i mize pre ferred
out comes ac cord ing to their own per spec tives;
but the acts are less than fully ra tio nal be cause
the rel e vant per spec tives are in com plete, dis -
torted, and un con scious in var i ous re spects
and de grees” (Brun ner, 1996, 623). Phi los o -
phy can as sist peo ple, in clud ing pol icy re -
search ers ded i cated to this task, to un der stand
better what ra tio nal ity con sists of, thereby
help ing to de velop a richer and more nuanced
sense of ra tio nal ity by re flec tive anal y sis and
crit i cism. This is a time hon ored con tri bu tion
to hu man life from phi los o phy, even in its most 
professionalized or ac a demic form. But phi -
los o phy can make such a con tri bu tion only by
be com ing en gaged with pol icy and pol icy re -
search, in the pres ent in stance in the form of
sci ence pol icy.

The case for the abil ity of the phi los o phy of
sci ence pol icy to make a con tri bu tion to sci -
ence pol icy re search—and even to sci ence pol -
icy work it self—is strength ened by fo cus ing
on eth ics. Pol icy re search and pol icy work re -
quire eth i cal guide lines of hon esty, in teg rity,
loy alty, and more, all of which re quire pro tec -
tion against in com plete ness, dis tor tion, and
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un con scious or in ap pro pri ate ad her ence. Al -
though it is rea son able to main tain, as
Lasswell him self ap pears to do, that nor ma tive
po si tions ul ti mately rest on meta-nor ma tive
un der stand ings of re al ity, still there is a sense
in which eth ics may be taken as first phi los o -
phy. Eth ics is not only an anal y sis of and re -
flec tion on moral con duct; it also makes a con -
tri bu tion to the prac tice of mo ral ity and in deed
is it self a form of mo ral ity. In like man ner, the
phi los o phy of sci ence pol icy should not only
an a lyze and re flect on sci ence pol icy, but in the 
pro cess of its re flec tion con trib ute to and even
be come it self a kind of sci ence pol icy. The phi -
los o phy of sci ence pol icy as pol icy re search
and as pol icy prac tice will step be yond the
bounds of in ter est group pol i tics and quan ti ta -
tive cost-ben e fit anal y ses (with out re ject ing
their achieve ments), to broaden and deepen
sci ence pol icy de ci sion mak ing and im ple -
men ta tion.

The up shot of the pur suit the phi los o phy of
sci ence pol icy and its in te gra tion into sci ence
pol icy work will be a wid en ing and deep en ing
of both—not just in his tor i cal per spec tive, but
in ways that help us con front the daunt ing
chal lenges we face in liv ing with sci ence. For
in stance, pro fes sional eth i cal ques tions have
im pli ca tions not just for per sonal con duct, but
for the struc tur ing of so cial in sti tu tions. The
epistemological prob lems of mod el ing need to 
be con sid ered in as sess ing sci en tific pre dic -
tions. And the dis tinc tion be tween sci ence for
pol icy and pol icy for sci ence may be less on to -
logi cally sound than is com monly as sumed.
Dis cus sions that move from in ter est group
power and eco nomic ef fi ciency to ques tions of
truth, good ness, and beauty can make sci ence
pol icy work richer and more ro bust—and thus, 
in a deeper than a po lit i cal or eco nomic sense,
more ef fec tive. The phi los o phy of sci ence pol -
icy holds out the prom ise of pro mot ing sci ence 
pol i cies that are less in com plete, dis torted, and 
un con scious than they might oth er wise be.

The Pres ent Pa pers

The goal of the pres ent col lec tion of pa pers
is thus to ad vance a more com plete, less dis -
torted, and more con scious re flec tion on sci -
ence pol icy. To this end they in clude a di ver sity 
of is sues from dif fer ent philo soph i cal and na -
tional per spec tives.

The first pa per, by Andoni Alonso, Carlos
Cas tro, and Fernando Solís, de scribes “Re -

search, De vel op ment, and In no va tion in
Extremadura: A Gnu/Linex Case Study.”
Against a back ground of po lit i cal philo soph i -
cal con cerns for the loss of com mu nity in a
high-tech, sci en tific so ci ety, the au thors an a -
lyze the im pact of a de ci sion by the re gional
gov ern ment in Extremadura, Spain, to sup port
de vel op ment of free and open source soft ware
dur ing the early 2000s. Their ar gu ment is that a 
technoscientific pol icy may be judged on
grounds other than straight for ward eco nomic
ben e fit. In this case, ben e fits of a par tic u lar
pol icy have in cluded com mu ni tarian de vel op -
ment—a point that will also be sug gested as a
new and quite ap pro pri ate sci ence pol icy as -
sess ment cri te rion in Turaga and Turaga’s es -
say.

The sec ond pa per, Eric Co hen’s “Sci ence,
De moc racy, and Stem Cells,” is an other case
study fo cus ing this time on de bates re gard ing
stem cell and em bryo re search. Be tween
Alonso et al. and Co hen the two ma jor
technosciences of our time—in for ma tion
technoscience and bi o log i cal technoscience—
are thus given crit i cal case study at ten tion. Fol -
low ing an over view of the cur rent stem cell
dis cus sion, Co hen ar gues its im por tance as in -
tro duc ing a level of philo soph i cal se ri ous ness
into pub lic life, ref er enc ing es pe cially the ef -
forts of Pres i dent George W. Bush’s Coun cil
on Bioethics. Stem cell re search is an oc ca sion
for de bate be tween lib er als and con ser va tives
about the mean ing of sci ence and the na ture of
the hu man con di tion.

“Pro le gom e non to a Fu ture Hu man i ties
Pol icy” by Rob ert Frodeman, Adam Briggle,
Erik Fisher, and Shep Ryan is a col lab o ra tive
es say on how phi los o phy and the hu man i ties
might be come more en gaged with sci ence pol -
icy. It points up a gap be tween the abun dant
knowl edge pro duced by the nat u ral sci ences
and the con crete needs of de ci sion mak ers,
sug gest ing that nei ther more sci ence nor more
“sci en tific” pol icy anal y sis by them selves will
lead to better de ci sions. A better hope for
bridg ing this gulf lies in bring ing the nor ma -
tive and acculturating per spec tives of the hu -
man i ties to bear in pol icy de bates in a way that
com ple ments the re search of both phys i cal sci -
en tists and pol icy sci en tists, thereby mak ing
their work more rel e vant to so ci ety.

Matthias Gross and Wolfgang Krohn’s
“Sci ence in a Real-World Con text: Con struct -
ing Knowl edge through Re cur sive Learn ing”
pro vides an ex tended his tor i cal and philo soph -
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i cal re view of pro pos als for how the spe cial -
ized world of sci en tific ex per i ment prop erly
con trib utes to larger (or real) world. In the
course of con sid er ing the views of phi los o -
phers Fran cis Ba con and René Des cartes, poet
Johann Wolfgang von Goe the, chem ist Justus
von Liebig, and so cial ac tiv ist Jane Addams,
the au thors ar gue that the so cial sup port of
mod ern nat u ral sci ence is it self a ma jor
historico-so cial ex per i ment, and must be as -
sessed as such. Frodeman et al. and Gross and
Krohn be tween them of fer new ways to see
phi los o phy at work in re la tion to sci ence, not
just in pro fes sional phi los o phy but in the hu -
man i ties more broadly con strued.

With “On the Au ton omy of the Sci ences”
Philip Kitcher un der takes a fron tal crit i cism of
the widely as sumed idea that the sci ences are
and/or should be in de pend ent of so cial and po -
lit i cal pres sures. Ac cord ing to this view, sci en -
tists should seek truth no mat ter where it leads.
But ex plor ing a crit i cism that sci en tific knowl -
edge pro duc tion some times ig nore the com -
mon good, Kitcher ar gues in stead that sci en -
tists must seek not just truth in gen eral but
truths that mat ter, and truths that mat ter not
just to sci en tists but also those truths that mat -
ter to the larger so ci ety in which sci en tists live
and work. This es say thus con sti tutes an im -
por tant gloss on the larger ar gu ment of his
book Sci ence, Truth, and De moc racy (2001)
that seeks to de velop the no tion of “well-or -
dered sci ence.”

In “From Fron tier to Ter ror ism: To ward an
In ter dis ci plin ary As sess ment of Sci ence Ed u -
ca tion Pol icy Mak ing” Juan Lucena places
cur rent ar gu ments in sup port of in creased sci -
ence fund ing as part of the de fense against ter -
ror ism in their larger his tor i cal and so cial con -
text. As his in ter dis ci plin ary anal y sis
dem on strates, a rhe tor i cal strat egy that first be -
came dom i nant af ter World War II was sim ply
ad justed to con tinue a long-stand ing ap peal for 
in creas ing sci ence ed u ca tion for na tional ben -
e fit. Lucena case study thus il lus trates again
the ar gu ment of Frodeman et al., that to ig nore
hu man i ties per spec tives is to fail to ap pre ci ate
im por tant di men sions of sci ence pol icy.

Alison Shaw and John Rob in son’s “Rel e -
vant but not Pre scrip tive? Sci ence Pol icy Mod -
els in the IPCC” of fers a case study in or der to
de scribe a new type of re la tion be tween sci -
ence and pol icy as it has emerged in con nec -
tion the In ter gov ern men tal Panel on Cli mate
Change (IPCC), the larg est ex am ple of “man -

dated sci ence” ever un der taken. Pre vi ous stud -
ies of the IPCC have em pha sized is sues re lated 
to the sci en tific cred i bil ity of its find ings; the
fo cus here is on the cred i bil ity of the pro cess
and pro to cols em ployed to as sess “pol icy rel e -
vant but not pol icy pre scrip tive sci en tific in -
for ma tion.” As a back ground for this case
study as sess ment, an ap pen dix pro vides an ex -
tended de scrip tion of the IPCC it self. But the
more philo soph i cal ar gu ment is that the ne go -
ti a tion of mean ing that takes place within the
IPCC rep re sents a cred i ble and use ful way to
bridge the sci ence/pol icy di vide and of fers in -
sights into the fu ture role of sci ence in so ci ety.

Dan iel Sarewitz, Guillermo Foladori,
Noela Invernizza, and Michele S. Garfinkel, in
“Sci ence Pol icy in Its So cial Con text,” de velop 
three case stud ies to sup port crit i cism of three
com mon in stru men tal jus ti fi ca tions of sci en -
tific re search: that it is nec es sary to cre ate new
wealth, to solve par tic u lar so ci etal prob lems,
and/or to pro vide the in for ma tion nec es sary
for ef fec tive de ci sion mak ing. In each case
there ex ist sig nif i cant dis par i ties be tween the -
o ret i cal jus ti fi ca tion and prac ti cal re sults that
arise be cause the rel e vant sci ence pol icy de ci -
sions have been made with out ad e quate con -
sid er ation of the broader so cial con text. At -
tend ing to the broader con text will im prove the 
ca pac ity of sci ence pol icy to achieve de sired
so cial out comes, re duce the po ten tial for neg a -
tive out comes, or at least cre ate more re al is tic
ex pec ta tions for what sci ence can ac tu ally
con trib ute to society.

Kristin Shrader-Frechette writes, in “Mod -
els of Pan ther Bi ol ogy and Radibiology: Phi -
los o phy of Sci ence as Sci en tific Cit i zen ship,”
with a white heat of moral in dig na tion about
the meth od olog i cal short com ings in two cases
of sci ence for pol icy. The at tempt to use sci -
ence to down play dan gers of eco nomic de vel -
op ment to the Florida pan ther and of ra dio log i -
cal ex po sure to hu man health are not just
eth i cally in de fen si ble; they are also bad sci -
ence. If sci ence is to be used to in form pol icy it
first has to be good sci ence, not just a rhe tor i cal 
ap peal to sci ence to jus tify spe cial in ter ests. In
this es say Shrader-Frechette pro poses a new
ideal for the pro fes sional sci en tist, that of sci -
en tific cit i zen ship, and a jus ti fi ca tion for her
own ex ten sive prac tice of crit i ciz ing sci ence
for pol icy work that is os ten si bly sci ence but is
in truth aimed to but tress pol icy de ci sions that
are them selves de fec tive.

PHI LOS O PHY TO DAY

12



“Sci ence Pol icy for In dia: A Memo to the
In dian Coun cil of Sci en tific and In dus trial Re -
search” is adapted from a real-world white pa -
per by Uday T. Turaga and Rama Mohana
Turaga. In dia is cur rently re as sess ing its na -
tional sci ence pol icy, and as part of this pro cess 
these two early ca reer sci en tists were asked to
con trib ute their views to a na tional com mis -
sion. While grant ing the value of sci ence they
ar gue, first, that the In dian gov ern ment should
be more crit i cal in ap ply ing its own tra di tional
cri te ria for as sess ing sci ence fund ing and, sec -
ond, de velop new met rics for as sess ing such
fund ing. Se ri ous con sid er ation should be
given to de vel op ing new cri te ria for as sess ing
pol i cies for sci ence re lated to the abil ity of sci -
ence to as sist weaker mem bers of so ci ety, in -
crease sci en tific lit er acy, and pro mote na tional 
in te gra tion.

Ambrosio Velasco Gómez’s “To ward a Po -
lit i cal Phi los o phy of Sci ence” pro vides a fit -
ting con clu sion to this col lec tion by re turn ing
to the twen ti eth cen tury roots of stan dard ap -
proaches to the phi los o phy of sci ence, and
then de ploys the re sources of an a lytic phi los o -
phy of sci ence to ar gue for the rel e vance of
moral and po lit i cal is sues even when fo cus ing
on the epistemological or internalist as pects of
sci ence. His claim is that in so far as Otto
Neurath, Pi erre Duhem, and oth ers have cor -
rectly noted the un der-de ter mi na tion of the ory
by em pir i cal ob ser va tions, there are good rea -
sons for col lab o ra tion be tween sci en tists and
cit i zens con cern ing the pro duc tion of sci en -
tific knowl edge. Re in forc ing Kitcher, Velasco
Gómez ar gues that even from within the

frame work es tab lished by de bates re gard ing
as sumed dis tinc tions be tween the con text of
dis cov ery vs. the con text of jus ti fi ca tion as
well as externalist vs. internalist ap proaches to
sci ence, there ex ists an im plicit po lit i cal phi -
los o phy of sci ence. The at tempt to priv i lege
epis te mol ogy over pol i tics in ev i ta bly has po -
lit i cal ram i fi ca tions. The con cep tual anal y sis
pre sented here thus com ple ments and con -
firms the more his tor i cal-so cial anal y sis de vel -
oped by Gross and Krohn, that ex per i ment
takes place not only in the lab o ra tory but in the
sci ence-so ci ety re la tion as well—and calls for
philo soph i cal assessment.

Three fea tures of these con tri bu tions de -
serve high light ing. First, the twenty-three au -
thors of these eleven pa pers rep re sent seven
dif fer ent coun tries (Can ada, Co lom bia, Ger -
many, In dia, Mex ico, Spain, and United
States). Sec ond, more than half (six out of
eleven) of the pa pers are co-authored—in two
cases by four au thors. Third, few of the au thors 
are pro fes sional phi los o phers; in deed they
rep re sent more than a dozen dis ci plin ary back -
grounds. None of these fea tures are ac ci den tal. 
Pur suit of the phi los o phy of sci ence pol icy is
in her ently in ter na tional, col lab o ra tive, and in -
ter dis ci plin ary. Also of note is the im por tance
of case stud ies and the com ple men tary char ac -
ter of his tor i cal and an a lytic ap proaches. It is
our ar gu ment and the wit ness of this col lec tion
that in all these re spects pos si bil i ties for the
phi los o phy of sci ence pol icy of fer op por tu ni -
ties to en rich phi los o phy—and thereby to con -
trib ute to sci ence policy.
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