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SCIENCE AND SOCIETY: ADVANCED ISSUES 
PhD level (open for MA students)  
Instructor: Maria Kronfeldner 
 
Spring Term, AY 2020-2021 
PhD level course (open for MA students)  
Cross-listed in Public Policy,  
Credit value: 2 credits (4 ECTS credits) 
Campus: Vienna  
 
Meetings:  

• Timeframe: 13 April – 01 June (Tuesday and Wednesday afternoons; see details 
below in the schedule).  

• Room and Zoom: to be announced at the moodle site of the course (see: 
https://ceulearning.ceu.edu/)  

 
Prerequisites: Some background in philosophy of science. (The course aims to advance the 
issues dealt with in the more introductory and general university-wide course “How to think 
about science”. The course is designed for students who participated in this course, but 
others who have a similar prior education in philosophy of science or are willing to prepare 
on their own the respective background knowledge are very welcome to join too.)  

Consultation: After classes, during office hours, or by appointment, see 
people.ceu.edu/maria_kronfeldner 
 
BRIEF INTRODUCTION: 
Science matters: science influences societies, and vice versa. Which influences exist and 
whether they should be as they are is contested in many ways as part of history and 
philosophy of science (HPS), science and technology studies (STS), as well as science 
policy. This course will address advanced issues about how science and societies connect. 
After a short recap of basics in history, sociology and philosophy of science and technology 
and science policy, we will focus on one specific issue related to science and society, and 
then broaden our horizon again by applying what we learned to concrete issues or cases, 
depending on research interests of students. Each academic year, in which the course will 
be offered, a new topical focus will be set. 

In the academic year 2020/21 the focus will be on values in sciences. We will discuss 
different ways of how science can be value-laden. To do so, we will discuss in depth the 
philosophical implications regarding different choices that scientists make before, during, or 
after research, e.g. the choice of the topic, the choice of the methods, the choice of the 
samples, the response to uncertainty and errors, the language employed to study and to 
interpret the results, etc. We will also discuss how to philosophically distinguish between 
appropriate and non-appropriate influences of values, and what value-ladenness means for 
scientific practice in terms of the difference between natural sciences and social sciences 
and with respect to objectivity. We will also ask how science should be organized with 
respect to its diversity and its autonomy given that values play multiple roles in scientific 
knowledge production. Since these are normative questions, the discussion style will mainly 
be philosophical, i.e. argumentative, despite the interdisciplinary orientation of the course. 

In terms of readings, we will start with a contemporary philosophy book that reviews the state 
of the art in the field. We will then study some classic and influential contemporary accounts 
in detail. To live up to the interdisciplinarity of the course, we will include readings from 
history of science, science policy and STS. From the start, we will gradually integrate more 
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and more of the research interests of students and thus also deal with the questions that 
arise for students in their own PhD research regarding science and values. 
 

LEARNING OUTCOMES 
Students will learn how to ask philosophical questions at an advanced level about a crucial 
topic for anyone engaged in contemporary natural and social sciences or politics (incl. 
science policy and public policy). They will learn and practice how to find further material on 
their research focus and how to write a book review. As part of that they will also learn that 
some problems are interdisciplinary and how to deal with such a situation.  
 
LEARNING ACTIVITIES AND TEACHING METHODS 
We will start in the first week with an introductory lecture and a discussion of the background 
book with which we begin. Blended learning will be used where possible or necessary. There 
will be a workshop on how to do research and on how to write a book review, the first 
deliverable for students. In Part II of the course, meetings will normally start with a short input 
from the lecturer and then continue with input from students (short presentation in form of 
reaction papers), and a structured discussion. We will also use further specific methods to 
discuss and structure the development of research ideas, such as fishbowl discussions and 
triadic feedback groups.  
Mandatory readings will be specified for each session and depend in the second part on 
choices of students, given a set of readings suggested by the instructor.  
Class attendance is mandatory. Students will have to present course readings, participate in 
class discussions, and practice their research skills, by presenting research ideas, problems 
they have, and a draft of their term paper in the last week of the term.  
 
ASSESSMENT: 
The final grade is based on 
- the book review (30%),  
- the presentations (20%), 
- the final term paper (50%).  

Excellent class participation can contribute up to plus one grade to the final grade (e.g. from 
B to B+ etc).  
Reaction papers should include a brief summary of the main points of a reading, and some 
research engagement. More specific guidelines for class activities and for the term papers 
will be made explicit during the course. The assessment criteria will be integrated in the 
structured discussions in the last two weeks of the course to facilitate reflective engagement 
with these criteria.   
 
 
COURSE MATERIALS 
We will start with Elliott, Kevin C. 2017. A Tapestry of Values: An Introduction to Values in 
Science. Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press.  
Further readings will depend on interests of students and will be decided in wk 4, to work 
towards the research interests of students.   
All readings, except chapters 2-8 from Elliott 2017, will be made available on the e-learning 
platform of the course.  
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OUTLINE OF SCHEDULE  
Part I: 

Tue, Apr 13 
(1:30-3:10; 
3:30-5:10) 

• 1 and 2) Introduction (Readings and discussions from introductory 
book on: Choice of Topic, Methods, and Aims of Research; 
Uncertainty and Language used)  

Wed, Apr 14 
(3:30-5:10) 

• 3) Research and Book Review Workshop: How to search for more 
material and how to apply the philosophical issues to your field and 
your research interest; How to write a book review.   

Part II: 

Tue, Apr 27 
(1:30-3:10) 

• 4) Classic Readings 1  

Tue, Apr 27 
(3:30-5:10) 

• 5) Classic Readings 2  

Tue, May, 04 
(1:30-3:10) 

• 6) Classic Readings 3 

Tue, May 04 
(3:30-5:10) 

• 7) Contemporary Influential Readings 1  

Tue, May 11 
(1:30-3:10) 

• 8) Contemporary Influential Readings 2  

Tue, May 11 
(3:30-5:10) 

• 9) Contemporary Influential Readings 3 

Part III: 

Tue, May 25 
(3:30-5:10) 

• 10) First Presentation of Research Ideas   

Wed, May 26 
(3:30-5:10) 

• 11) Fishbowl Discussion: Bring a Problem!   

Tue, Jun 01 
(3:10-5:10) 

• 12) Triadic Feedback Groups of Term Paper Drafts 

 

REFERENCES 
An encompassing list of references can be found in Elliott, Kevin C. 2017. A Tapestry of 
Values: An Introduction to Values in Science. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
 
The following is meant as an illustration of the landscape with a few pertinent references.  
• Alexandrova, Anna. 2017. A Philosophy for the Science of Well-Being. Oxford: Oxford University 

Press. 
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Lessons from a Case Study of Feminist Research on Divorce.” Hypatia 19 (1): 1–24.  
• Betz, Gregor. 2013. “In Defence of the Value Free Ideal.” European Journal for Philosophy of 

Science 3 (2): 207–20.  
• Biddle, Justin., Ian J. Kidd, and Anna Leuschner (2017). “Epistemic Corruption and Manufactured 

Doubt: The Case of Climate Science.” Public Affairs Quarterly 31(3): 165-187. 
• Carrier, Martin, Don Howard, and Janet A Kourany, eds. 2008. The Challenge of the Social and 

the Pressure of Practice: Science and Values Revisited. Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh 
Press. 
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• Douglas, Heather E. 2009. Science, Policy, and the Value-Free Ideal. Pittsburgh, PA.: University 
of Pittsburgh Press. 
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Handout 2020-21 

GENERAL RULES: PARTICIPATION, PRESENTATIONS, WRITTEN ASSIGNMENTS 

 
Maria Kronfeldner  

 
Interaction in class should be based on mutual reliability and mutual respect and should result in a fair 
and open intellectual exchange.  
 
Participation  

- Students are required to attend classes regularly.  
- Students should participate actively in seminar discussions.  
- Students have to prepare the required reading for the course in depth.  
- They have to be able to ask questions and make comments on the required reading and  
- respond to the presentations of other students.  

 
Presentations should  

- include the reconstruction of the main arguments of the text and  
- interpretative remarks or  
- substantial research questions for discussion.  
- If asked, students also have to exhibit research skills (e.g. referring to further literature 

regarding the topic).  
- Students are expected to prepare and distribute a one-page handout (strict limit!) that they 

distribute before their presentation. The tendency in student presentations is to simply 
accumulate material, especially via powerpoint presentations. Yet, the art of thinking also 
consists in selecting the relevant from the irrelevant.  

 
Written assignments  
Format and length of the written assignments varies. See course syllabus or specification on the e-
learning site for this. If a longer term paper is assigned as an argumentative piece, this can be:  

- either a careful critique of a particular and important argument for a position,  
- a comparison between competing arguments about alternative solutions to a problem, 
- or a defense of some particular position/argument against some relevant criticism.  

In all these cases, your own argumentation, your critical voice, should be a significant part of the 
paper. Rule of thumb for the ideal: 20/80 (20% retelling of what others said; 80% your own way of 
organizing and defending things).   
 
I will evaluate assignments according to the criteria in the student record manual:  

 
 
Feedback: I will not comment on the performance of students during class, except where this is 
necessary, but in case students would like more feedback on their class performance, they can see 
me during office hours or after class. In response to the term paper, students will receive a feedback 
sheet, which will translate the CEU grading system into specific criteria for academic argumentative 
writing. See next page.   
 
To stay up-to-date students need to regularly check the e-learning site (moodle) of the course!  



Feedback-Sheet 
Kronfeldner  13.08.2019 

 

 

FEEDBACK-SHEET     
Maria Kronfeldner  

Seminar:    
Piece:     
Student ID/Name:    
 

1. General evaluation 
 
 
 
Grade (tendency):  
(not necessarily the final grade) 
 
 

2. Comparison to previous pieces (if applicable) 
 
 
 

3. What you could improve 
 
 
 

4. Further remarks 
See also comments in your text.  
 
 
 
SPECIFIC CRITERIA (Grade will result from scores on all criteria and also whether one is at the top or 
low end of a grade with respect to a specific criterion, which is not possible to represent in the grid, though)  
A =4.00-3.68, A- =3.67-3.34; B+ =3.33-3.01; B =3.00-2.68; B- =2.67-2.34; C+= 2.33 (Minimum pass) 
 Research topic, argumentation and research skills  A  A- B

+ 
B B- C

+ 
C 

I. Does the paper have a precise, manageable, meaningful, independent 
and relevant substantial question, given its topic? Does it have a clear 
structure and upshot? 

       

II. Are the arguments precise, coherent and exhibiting argumentative 
depth?  
 

       

III. Are important concepts explicated?  
 
 

       

IV. Does the paper critically engage with the literature in an original way 
(e.g. anticipating counterarguments, developing an original organization 
of the material and/or argumentation)?  

       

V. Is there an indication for adequate comprehension of the relevant  
literature (incl. are the interpretations charitable)?  
 

       

VI. Is the paper mentioning relevant references, and is it clear who 
speaks (authorial voice)? Is there an indication of mastery of research 
techniques (e.g. have independently found sources been used)?  

       

Form and Presentation  
VII. Does the paper conform to the standards of academic writing?  
(quotations, layout, spelling, grammar, punctuation, word count mentioned, academic 
writing style, labeling of tables and figures, bibliography properly formatted and complete)  

       

 


