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I completely agree with Norma Haan
(October 1982) that values, including
moral values, underlie the scientific
enterprise (as every other human en-
terprise). (See Leary, 1980.) I also
agree with Haan's conclusion that
those psychologists "who take the
'safe' course of merely describing mo-
rality do so at the cost of burying their
evaluations" (p. 1101). To use cur-
rently fashionable jargon, I am per-
suaded that all description is "value-
laden" as well as "theory-laden."
Moreover, I believe that it should
therefore be incumbent upon psy-
chologists to articulate the specific
values that led to any particular em-
pirical or theoretical formulation.
These values should be open to public
scrutiny as part of the "full disclo-
sure" that Haan prizes so highly as
an ideal of science. But I do not be-
lieve, and it certainly does not follow,
that some one system of values will
or must emerge as the underpinning
of scientific research on morality or
any other topic. There are many val-
ues, many of which are contradictory,
that underlie scientific research (e.g.,
Barber, 1952; Merton, 1973). Haan
selects "equality" a laudable value,
but one could just as plausibly argue
for the hierarchical, nonegalitarian
values implicit in the scientific enter-
prise. Indeed, given the fact that sci-
ence is a social, historical phenome-
non, virtually any value—even dog-
matism, as Kuhn (1970) has argued—
can potentially be embedded in it.
Part of what scientists should argue
about, it seems to me, are the values
they hold (insofar as these impinge
upon their work as scientists), but I
see no reason to believe that such ar-
guments can ever be concluded once
and for all. Certainly they cannot be
concluded by simply referring to a
particular philosophy of science
(whether Haan's or mine or anyone
else's) which is itself socially and his-
torically situated.

My assumption, then, is that sci-
ence is a human enterprise, perme-
able to social values and concerns.
These values and concerns are many

in number and resistant to any simple
systematization. Like Berlin (1979)
and Maclntyre (1981), I acknowledge
an irreducible pluralism of such val-
ues and concerns, Like Berlin, and
unlike Maclntyre, I have more rea-
sons to be pleased with this state of
affairs than to bemoan it (although I
readily admit that there are good rea-
sons to bemoan it). But pleasure or
displeasure aside, the central issue is
that the attempt to reduce morality
to one system of values does violence
to the experiential multiplicity of
modern life. It is not primarily a mat-
ter of relativism, although that issue
bears discussion, but of an honest ap-
preciation of the diversity of actual
values and concerns that emerge and
operate in everyday life—in science
and elsewhere. No one system, or
even set of systems, can do episte-
mological or moral justice to this
multiplicity. At least none has done
so to date, and I see no reason to ex-
pect otherwise in the future. Empi-
ricist approaches to morality are in-
herently pluralistic, whereas rational-
ist schemes purchase their systematic
coherence at the expense of some rel-
atively arbitrary first premise and
usually some unrealistic proviso, such
as the postulation of a "veil of igno-
rance" (Rawls, 1971) or, as in Haan's
case, the postulation that "all other
considerations be equal" (p. 1102). In
point of fact, no moral agent is ever
totally ignorant, and all things are
never equal.

This is not an apology for quiet-
ism. There is good reason, I believe,
to engage in serious arguments over
moral principles and ideals, and in-
sofar as it is Haan's intention to stim-
ulate moral debate, her article will
serve a useful purpose. But this seems
not to be her entire purpose. She
seems to think that such a debate
could result in some definitive moral
system and that this moral system
would somehow help to guarantee the
scientific status of research on mo-
rality. Even if one grants her problem-
atic first premise, it is not at all clear
how this moral system would help
scientific study. Does she intend that
other moral systems or individual
moral acts be measured against the
ideal standards of this system? This
is what she seems to advocate when
she talks about using "an independent

[moral] criterion" to help distinguish
between "miscarried, distorted, or
pathologically based morality" and
"morality [that] is well-performed"
(p. 1101). Would this help us under-
stand, or merely to judge, the every-
day morality she talks about? How
would this contribute to the "objec-
tivity" of scientific knowledge? I fear
instead that it would be one more
straitjacket on free, humane thought
and behavior, objectifying one partic-
ular vision of moral life and confer-
ring scientific authority upon it. Even
if I feel personally that the value Haan
objectifies (equality) is a good one
much of the time, there is a danger
in this "single-eyed" view of morality.
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Haan (October 1982) has argued that
psychologists face a serious contra-
diction in their efforts to conduct sci-
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entific investigations of morality be-
cause a scientist cannot study moral-
ity without taking a moral position,
and this contradicts the traditional
mandate that science be value-neu-
tral. Her solution is to define both
morality and science as forms of so-
cial knowledge that share the method
of consensual social validation, which
can lead to an impartial morality and
a moral science. While we agree that
psychologists can no longer hide be-
hind claims of value neutrality, we
also think that Haan's analysis can be
extended to all of science. In addition,
we think there are descriptive and eth-
ical difficulties with adopting consen-
sual validation as the guiding princi-
ple for scientific work.

We define values as the personal
and sociocultural norms and stan-
dards that guide scientists in choosing
the assumptions and presuppositions
necessary for them to pursue their in-
vestigations. That different groups of
scientists conduct their research un-
der different sets of value-laden as-
sumptions has been cogently argued
both for psychology (Koch, 1976) and
the physical sciences (Kuhn, 1977).
For example, such an apparently
value-neutral proposition as "the sun,
not the earth, is the center of the solar
system," is based on values and his-
torically expresses the values of a
group of Copernican astronomers rel-
ative to their Ptolemaic contemporar-
ies. Historians and philosophers of
science have documented how the
early acceptance of the Copernican
cosmology was largely due to leaps of
faith not supported by the existing
evidence (Butterfield, 1957; Kuhn,
1970). Moreover, the heliocentric view
of the solar system did not achieve
consensual validation even among
astronomers for some 150 years.

A second example is the debate
between Einstein and Bohr concern-
ing the Copenhagen interpretation of
quantum mechanics. Einstein (1956)
would not accept the fundamental
uncertainty of nature implicit in the
Copenhagen view because "it is so
very contrary to my scientific instinct
that I cannot forego the search for a
more complete conception" (p. 91).
Though quantum theory is widely
accepted as a heuristic device in mod-
ern physics, its status as a grand the-
ory is widely debated and physicists
have not yet reached a consensus on
the issues (Zukav, 1979).

The problem with Haan's (1982)
effort to reconcile morality and sci-
ence is her proposal that both adopt
consensual validation as a guiding
ethical principle. The principle is de-
rived from the analysis of science as
a form of social knowledge that pro-
gresses toward "truth" (consensus) by
means of evenhanded consideration
and debate. Studies in the history, so-
ciology, and psychology of science
have failed to find such a process at
work, particularly when groups of sci-
entists disagree on basic value-laden
assumptions (Feyerabend, 1978;
Lakatos, 1978; Mitroff, 1974).

Consensual validation amounts
to majority rule and rests on the key
assumption that all parties involved
have equal status and, therefore, equal
chance for their self-interests (in the
case of morality) and ideas (in the
case of science) to be included. Haan
readily admits that suclrequality does
not exist in society, and the empirical
study of the scientific community sug-
gests that equality among scientists
does not exist (Cole & Cole, 1973).
Under such conditions, consensual
validation is likely to lead to a tyranny
of the majority rather than to an im-
partial morality and a moral science.

Indeed, we do not think it pos-
sible to achieve an impartial morality
any more than a value-neutral sci-
ence. Scientists who study morality
with the expectation that a common
moral ground can be identified would
do well to pay closer attention to the
failure of scientists to reach any com-
mon ground in the value-laden as-
sumptions of their work. If one views
the history of science thus far with
approval, then it would seem more
propitious to adopt a principle of tol-
erance for and nurturance of deviant
ideas than to rely on consensual val-
idation. The compulsion to reach a
consensus may very well be an im-
pediment to scientific discovery and
advance.
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Haan (October 1982) has written a
timely and needed call for psycholo-
gists involved in research on morality
to recognize that their work is not,
and cannot be, value-free. She asks
social scientists to explicitly adopt a
moral grounding for their work and
thereby aid in the determination of
what is moral.

Haan suggests as a working
choice for a moral ground the concept
of "equality." It is here that her anal-
ysis falters. Equality is not a unified
moral concept, but rather a label ap-
plied to a diverse array of moral
grounds. Haan refers to equality in
no less than five different senses. In
one paragraph, three different mean-
ings of equality as a concept of dis-
tributive justice are employed: (a) dis-
tributions such that all persons attain
outcomes that are the same in kind
and amount (literal equality), (b) dis-
tributions based on need such that
persons become equal (equalization),
and (c) distributions based on contri-
butions such that outcomes are pro-
portional to inputs (equity). Else-
where, the term equality is used to
refer to (d) an equality of rights and
obligations such that everyone is op-
erating under the same set of social
rules (universality) and (e) an equal
hearing such that every point of view
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