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@ 5lH Douglas, H. (2009) Science, policy, and the value—free ideal. University of Pittsburgh Press. chapterd—

The moral responsibilities of scientists: “There will be no objectivity left in science if the value—free ideal is gone.” (p. 79)
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@ &% Risjord, M. (2014) Philosophy of social science: A contemporary introduction. Routledge, New York. JFI3U N : “Epistemic values

are part of the norms and standards of good scientific reasoning.” (p. 18)

@ 5l H Tsui, A. (2016) Reflections on the so—called value—free ideal: A call for responsible science in the business schools. Cross Cultural

and Strategic Management Journal, 23 (1) ; 4-28. JE3C A “Scientist’ s role is to discover knowledge with objectivity, unbiased by any contextual

factor.”

® 2% Kaplan, A. (1964) The conduct of inquiry; Methodology for behavioral science, Chandler Publishing Company, San Francisco, CA ;

“Scientists are accountable only to other scientists and not to peopleoutside the scientific fields.”

@ Douglas, H. (2009) JF3CA: “Scientists should consider the potential consequences of error when deciding which claims to make, then

values have an unavoidable place in scientific reasoning” (p. 66), L

entific judgment” (p. 80),

“such a weighing would require the use of social and ethical values in sci-
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