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ETHICS AND PSYCHOLOGY

Jesse Pring

Historically, philosophers have had a great deal of interest in science. Thinkers
as diverse as Aristotle, Descartes, and Berkeley made important contributions to
a range of scientific fields. In more recent times, however, philosophers have
often had an anti-scientific (or perhaps trans-scientific) orientation. Nowhere is
this attitude more keenly felt than in moral philosophy. Here, it is sometimes
suggested that the very nature of the subject matter defies empirical inquiry.
Morality is normative. It describes how things should be, not how they are. And
moral rules, like rules of logic, are necessary, unlike the contingent regularities

with which scientists are typically preoccupied. Kant (1998/1785: Preface)
expresses this attitude in an influential passage:

Now it is only a pure philosophy that we can look for the moral law in
its purity and genuineness. ... That which mingles these pure principles
with the empirical does not deserve the name of ... moral philosophy,

since by this confusion it even spoils the purity of morals themselves,
and counteracts its own end.

Despite this widespread view, social scientists have recently taken a serious
interest in morality. Whatever one wants to say about normativity, there are
obviously aspects of human behavior that issue from the moral values we hold
dear, and these can be empirically investigated. Philosophers who study this
work (and, at times, contribute to it) are coming to realize that psychological
findings may actually bear on philosophical theories (Flanagan 1991; Doris 2002:
Nichols 2004; Sripada and Stich 2005; Prinz 2007; Sinnott—Armstmng 2009/
2008). That will be the claim defended and illustrated in this chapter.

The subject of moral philosophy has traditional subdivisions. Some study
moral psychology (the way people think about the moral domain), others study
meta-cthics (the ultimate metaphysical basis of our moral claims), and others
study normative ethics (the question of what we ought to do or how we ought to
be). Now it might be taken as obvious that scientific psychology can contribute
to moral psychology. But even here there is some resistance, as we will see. Less
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gbvious is the contention that scientific psychology can contribute to meta-ethics,
ce meta-ethics concerns what, if anything, makes our moral convictions true,
the convictions themselves. And equally controversial is the claim that sci-
tatific psychology can contribute to normative ethics, because psychology is in
the business of description, not prescription. [ will try to show that scientific
psichology contributes to all three subdivisions, though I will spend most of the
discussion on the first. My claim will not be that philosophy should be replaced by
sychology. Rather, 1 think the two work in concert. To echo Kant in another
tontext, theory without data is empty, and data without theory are blind.

Internalism, externalism, and empirical inquiry

Moral psychology is the study of psychological states associated with morality.
Broad topics include moral motivation, emotion, deliberation, and development.
Many of these are studied in psychology. For example, there is a massive
literature on moral development, which has clear connections to philosophy:
Aristotle writes about moral development, and the most influential psychologist
in the area, Lawrence Kohlberg (1984), argued that children progress through a
series of developmental stages that mirror major theories in normative ethics
(from Aristotle to Mill to Kant). But there are also some topics in moral psy-
‘chology that have been dominated by philosophical discussion, and, in some of
these cases, there is an implicit assumption that empirical psychology may not be
especially helpful. This is especially the case when issues in moral psychology
turn on conceptual claims. [t is philosophers, not psychologists, who purport to
specialize in conceptual analysis. Claims in moral psychology that have a con-
ceptual dimension have, therefore, been approached without drawing heavily on
empirical evidence. [ think this is a mistake.

To make this case, I will focus on a central controversy in moral psychology:
‘the debate between motive externalists and motive internalists. A motive
externalist says that motivation is independent from moral judgment, so that
‘when one makes a moral judgment one is not, thereby, motivated to act in
‘accordance with that judgment. Motive internalists, on the other hand, say that
there is a necessary connection between moral judgment and motivation. Some-
times this connection is presented as the view that moral judgments are intrinsi-
cally motivating: if [ judge that charity is good, I am thereby in a motivational
* state that disposes me to give to charity. This link may be defeasible, because
there may be countervailing interests that prevent one from acting on or even
experiencing one’s moral motivations. But, barring weakness of will or other
forms of practical irrationality, moral judgments compel action, according to the
internalist (Smith 1994),

On the face of it, this may look like a straightforward empirical debate. Either
moral judgments motivate, or they do not, and whether they do can be tested in




JESSE PRINZ

a psychology lab. But philosophers who have weighed in on the debate have
rarely looked at empirical psychology. Let’s put aside the possibility that philo-
sophers are lazy, methodologically reckless, ill-equipped to understand psycho-
logy, or irrationally biased against other fields. Philosophers think there are two
good reasons to approach the debate from the armchair. First, they note that the
debate is conceptual. Internalists claim that there is a necessary connection
between morality and motivation; one could not make a moral judgment without
being disposed to act. This modal claim is supposed to derive from a conceptual
truth — something about our moral concept. The concept of moral goodness is
supposed to entail something relating to motivation, and conceptual truths are
best discovered using conceptual analysis, rather than empirical observation. Call
the view expressed in the last sentence the conceptual thesis.

The second reason for resisting empirical approaches is that the opposing
views may make similar empirical predictions. Externalists admit that moral
judgments are typically associated with motivational states. Most of us desire to
act in accordance with morality, so when we make moral judgments we are
motivated. They simply claim that this link is causal rather than constitutive.
Likewise, internalists admit that we are not always practically rational. As a
result, the motivational states that should come along with moral judgments can
fail to arise. The connection is dispositional and the dispositions are not realized
in every case. Thus, empirical evidence showing that motivations arise in the
context of moral judgment would not entail internalism, and evidence to the
contrary would not entail externalism. Call this the empirical intractability thesis.
The conceptual thesis relates to the empirical intractability thesis in the following
way. According to the conceptual thesis, the debate between internalists and
externalists is a conceptual or semantic debate, concerning the meaning or moral
concepts. Psychology tells us about causes and correlations, not conceptual
constituency. Therefore, psychological findings just can’t settle the debate.

Let me address these two concerns in turn. First, consider the conceptual
thesis, which says that the debate in question should be investigated using con-
ceptual analysis rather than empirical methods. This is problematic for two rea-
sons. First, the contrast between conceptual and empirical matters is a version of
the analytic/synthetic distinction. To say that a debate is conceptual is to say that
it is a debate about the analytic entailment of a concept. Since Quine’s (1953)
critique, the notion of analyticity has been called into question. While it is often
the case that people understand one concept by appeal to another, these asso-
ciations are characteristically revisable in light of empirical evidence. Thus, sci-
entific discoveries might lead me to believe that aardvarks are not animals
(perhaps they are robots sent to spy on us from another planet), red is not a
color (rather it is an experience caused in me by a colorless world), and some
bachelors are not male (there may be people with XX chromosomes who look
and act male, but are really women). Concepts are something like mini-theories
that correspond to our best guess about how the world is, and they are subject
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to revision. If my theory of morality specifies that moral judgments are moti-
vating, this is not an analytic truth, but a conjecture that, like any other belief
about morality, might be empirically challenged. If this view of concepts is right,
conceptual analysis cannot resolve the debate about internalism.

Now suppose Quine was wrong and there are analytic entailments. The second
problem with the conceptual thesis is that it mistakenly presupposes that con-
ceptual truths should be studied using non-empirical methods. I claim, in con-
trast, that conceptual questions are empirical questions. The reason is simple:
concepts (according to the majority view in the philosophy of mind and cogni-
tive science) are mental representations, and mental representations can be
empirically studied. Indeed, there is a massive research area in psychology that
studies concepts, and there is absolutely no reason for thinking these research
methods can’t be applied to moral concepts. If we want to discover what a given
concept entails, we can ask ordinary concept users or we measure their behavior
when those concepts are being used.

Someone might object that pure philosophical methods are better for studying
concepts than psychological methods. Philosophers are adept at devising care-
fully constructed thought experiments, and these can be used to distinguish
those features that are merely associated with a given concept and those that are
really essential to it. Against this move, I offer three remarks: first, philosophical
methods are a form of empirical psychology, namely introspective psychology.
Philosophers report their intuitions about cases, and intuitions are arrived at by
observing one’s own psychological states. Second, philosophical thought experi-
ments can be given to untutored subjects and doing so has some advantages over
philosophers reporting their own intuitions. Philosophers’ intuitions are not
theory neutral, which is one reason why philosophers seem to have different
intuitions about the same cases, and, even if philosophers can miraculously free
themselves from bias, they will be reporting a sample of one, rather than attain-
ing statistical significance by measuring responses in a population. Third,
reporting intuitions about what a given concept entails is a measure of our beliefs
about conceptual entailments, rather than the entailments themselves. To know
what a concept entails, the real question is not what I believe it entails, but what
features are necessarily applied when the concept is actually used. One can think
about concepts as structured entities that contain other concepts (or “features”)
as parts. My beliefs about what features are part of a given concept may be

mistaken. A measure of what features get deployed when the concept is used
(rather than reflected upon) would be informative. Psychological methods are
useful for that.

Let me turn, now, to the empirical intractability thesis. Psychological research
is best equipped to study correlations and causal relations. Now suppose that
psychology discovers that people enter motivational states when they make
moral judgments: this would not entail internalism. And the opposite discovery
would not entail externalism. Is there a way out of this impasse? One thing to
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a psychology lab. But philosophers who have weighed in on the debate have
rarely looked at empirical psychology. Let’s put aside the possibility that philo-
sophers are lazy, methodologically reckless, ill-equipped to understand psycho-
logy, or irrationally biased against other fields. Philosophers think there are two
good reasons to approach the debate from the armchair. First, they note that the
debate is conceptual. Internalists claim that there is a necessary connection
between morality and motivation; one could not make a moral judgment without
being disposed to act. This modal claim is supposed to derive from a conceptual
truth — something about our moral concept. The concept of moral goodness is
supposed to entail something relating to motivation, and conceptual truths are
best discovered using conceptual analysis, rather than empirical observation. Call
the view expressed in the last sentence the conceptual thesis.

The second reason for resisting empirical approaches is that the opposing
views may make similar empirical predictions. Externalists admit that moral
judgments are typically associated with motivational states. Most of us desire to
act in accordance with morality, so when we make moral judgments we are
motivated. They simply claim that this link is causal rather than constitutive.
Likewise, internalists admit that we are not always practically rational. As a
result, the motivational states that should come along with moral judgments can
fail to arise. The connection is dispositional and the dispositions are not realized
in every case. Thus, empirical evidence showing that motivations arise in the
context of moral judgment would not entail internalism, and evidence to the
contrary would not entail externalism. Call this the empirical intractability thesis.
The conceptual thesis relates to the empirical intractability thesis in the following
way. According to the conceptual thesis, the debate between internalists and
externalists is a conceptual or semantic debate, concerning the meaning or moral
concepts. Psychology tells us about causes and correlations, not conceptual
constituency. Therefore, psychological findings just can’t settle the debate.

Let me address these two concerns in turn. First, consider the conceptual
thesis, which says that the debate in question should be investigated using con-
ceptual analysis rather than empirical methods. This is problematic for two rea-
sons. First, the contrast between conceptual and empirical matters is a version of
the analytic/synthetic distinction. To say that a debate is conceptual is to say that
it is a debate about the analytic entailment of a concept. Since Quine’s (1953)
critique, the notion of analyticity has been called into question. While it is often
the case that people understand one concept by appeal to another, these asso-
ciations are characteristically revisable in light of empirical evidence. Thus, sci-
entific discoveries might lead me to believe that aardvarks are not animals
(perhaps they are robots sent to spy on us from another planet), red is not a
color (rather it is an experience caused in me by a colorless world), and some
bachelors are not male (there may be people with XX chromosomes who look
and act male, but are really women). Concepts are something like mini-theories
that correspond to our best guess about how the world is, and they are subject
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notice is that empirical science obeys different rules of evidence than some areas
of philosophy. The gold standard here is argument to the best explanation.
Suppose that motivational states accompany moral judgments most of the time.
Suppose this even happens in people who are (like most of us) selfish. Suppose
too that it even happens in laboratory situations where the opportunity for
action is limited and the cases are hypothetical. This would be predicted by
internalism. Externalists might suppose that most people are motivated to act
morally, but, because motivation is external to moral judement on this view,
motivational states are not predicted to arise when action is not an option.

Second of all, there may be a couple of ways to tease the two accounts
empirically apart. For one thing, suppose that the induction of motivational
states that have no connection to morality actually influence a person’s judgment
about what is morally good or bad. This is consistent with internalism, for
internalists say that moral judgments essentially involve motivational states.
Influencing such states might, on such a view, influence emotions. By compar-
ison imagine an internalist view of humor judgments according to which such
judgments essentially involve states of amusement. If such views are correct,
then tickling someone should influence their assessment of how funny some-
thing is, because it amplifies feelings of amusement. Now suppose that external-
ism is true. If so, assessments of moral goodness and badness are independent of
emotion. Most of us are motivated to act on such judgments, but that motiva-
tion is not part of the judgment. Thus, induction of motivational states should
affect willingness to act, not the content of evaluation. Likewise, if an externalist
theory of humor judgments is correct, then tickling should not influence how
funny things seem, only how much we laugh.

Another way to empirically tease apart externalism and internalism is to con-
sider what happens in cases of motivational impairment. If externalism is true, a
profound deficit in motivation should not undermine the capacity to make
moral judgments. If internalism is true, such a disruption is not entailed (the link
between judgment and motivation is defeasible), but it would be predicted
(motivational dispositions are part of conceptual competence).

In summary, even if some empirical findings can be accommodated by both
internalists and externalists, one of these accounts may offer the better overall
explanation. In addition, some empirical findings may be extremely difficult for
one of the two accounts to accommodate. One of these accounts could turn out
to provide the only explanation.

Empirical evidence for internalism
To empirically investigate the debate between internalism and externalism, it is

important to gain some clarity on the notion of “motivation.” How, according to
internalists, do moral judgments motivate? The standard answer is that they
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notice is that empirical science obeys different rules of evidence than some areas
of philosophy. The gold standard here is argument to the best explanation.
Suppose that motivational states accompany moral judgments most of the time.
Suppose this even happens in people who are (like most of us) selfish. Suppose
too that it even happens in laboratory situations where the opportunity for
action is limited and the cases are hypothetical. This would be predicted by
internalism. Externalists might suppose that most people are motivated to act
morally, but, because motivation is external to moral judgment on this view,
motivational states are not predicted to arise when action is not an option.

Second of all, there may be a couple of ways to tease the two accounts
empirically apart. For one thing, suppose that the induction of motivational
states that have no connection to morality actually influence a person’s judgment
about what is morally good or bad. This is consistent with internalism, for
internalists say that moral judgments essentially involve motivational states.
Influencing such states might, on such a view, influence emotions. By compar-
ison imagine an internalist view of humor judgments according to which such
judgments essentially involve states of amusement. If such views are correct,
then tickling someone should influence their assessment of how funny some-
thing is, because it amplifies feelings of amusement. Now suppose that external-
ism is true. If so, assessments of moral goodness and badness are independent of
emotion. Most of us are motivated to act on such judgments, but that motiva-
tion is not part of the judgment. Thus, induction of motivational states should
affect willingness to act, not the content of evaluation. Likewise, if an externalist
theory of humor judgments is correct, then tickling should not influence how
funny things seem, only how much we laugh.

Another way to empirically tease apart externalism and internalism is to con-
sider what happens in cases of motivational impairment. If externalism is true, a
profound deficit in motivation should not undermine the capacity to make
moral judgments. If internalism is true, such a disruption is not entailed (the link
between judgment and motivation is defeasible), but it would be predicted
(motivational dispositions are part of conceptual competence).

In summary, even if some empirical findings can be accommodated by both
internalists and externalists, one of these accounts may offer the better overall
explanation. In addition, some empirical findings may be extremely difficult for
one of the two accounts to accommodate. One of these accounts could turn out
to provide the only explanation.

Empirical evidence for internalism

To empirically investigate the debate between internalism and externalism, it is
important to gain some clarity on the notion of “motivation.” How, according to
internalists, do moral judgments motivate? The standard answer is that they
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demands would lead to emotional responses in cases
nothing of us — passive reflection on imag
difficult to square with some forms of inte

that posit a rational as opposed to causal
and emotions;

where morality demands
inary situations. The results are even
rnalism. Consider internalist theories
relationship between moral judgments
such theories say moral judgments warrant or merit emotional
responses (McDowell 1985; Smith 1994). It’s far from clear why a hy
scenario should warrant an emotion, given that emotions are prir
orchestrating actions. The empirical results may be best explaine
ories that posit a causal or constitutive link between moral judgments and emo.
tions (Hume 1978/1739; Prinz 2007). Such theories entail that moral judgments
will result in emotional responses even when we consider hypothetical cases, just
as the evidence suggests. The fact that emotions arise when considering cases
that don’t rationally require emotions, because they are merely hypothetical,
may be taken as evidence for the conclusion that the deployment of moral con-
CEPts causes or contains emotions. Thus, empirical findings can help adjudicate
between competing versions of internalism.

At this point the externalist might cry foul. Surely the fact that emotions arise

when people make moral judgments in hypothetical cases is not sufficient to
refute externalism. The externalist can introduce theory-saving auxiliary
assumptions. For example, ordinary people care
quently, through heavily practiced associations, we
we consider moral cases, even in the abstract. Alter
kind of people who like to exhibit moral concern;
these hypotheticals conveys how much we care a
moves border on being ad hoc, but, even if they can be used to block the
empirical results mentioned so far, others may be more damaging.

First consider the fact that emotions can influence moral judgment. On the
auxiliary hypothesis just considered, emotions are a consequence of moral judg-
ment, not a cause. But the causal arrow can go the other way. For example,
Schnall et al. (2008) conducted a study in which they induced disgust in a
number of ways: recalling disgusting events, showing disgusting films, and sitting
subjects down at a filthy desk, or spraying fart spray in a nearby trash can. In all
these cases, some subjects rated moral vignettes as more wrong than subjects in
non-disgusting control conditions. This outcome is predicted by internalist views
that say emotions are component parts of our moral concepts. If tokens of the
judgment that (p-ing is wrong contain a negative emotion toward ¢-ing, then prior
induction of negative emotions should amplify
wrong. Not so if emotions are mere consequernces
alist and some internalist theories would have it.

In response, externalists might concede that emoti
moral judgments in ordinary folks, while insisting that there could be
moral judgments in the absence of emotion. This modalizing move makes an
empirical prediction. If we remove emotions, somehow, the capacity to make

pothetical
narily useful in
d by those the-

about morality, as, conse-
tend to get emotional when
natively, we may even be the
getting bent out of shape in
bout morality. I think such

one’s judgment that @-ing is
of moral judgment as extern-

ons are components of some
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would clearly be very different in their cognitive significance from ordinary
moral concepts, and on most accounts, two concepts that differ in their cognitive
significance are conceptually distinct. [f externalism amounts to the view that
there are possible concepts distinct from ordinary moral concepts that lack a
link to motivation, then the thesis loses much of its interest.

[ conclude that the prospects for empirically settling the internalism/
externalism debate are quite high. Current evidence favors internalism, and
compensatory refinements to the theories or novel interpretations of the data
can be used to generate new empirical predictions and new tests.

Meta-ethics and normative ethics

I have been arguing that a central debate in philosophical moral psychology can
be advanced by looking at empirical research. This flies in the face of standard
philosophical practice, but, on reflection, it may not seem very surprising. The
internalism/externalism debate concerns the nature of moral judgments and
moral judgments are real psychological events that can be empirically investi-
gated. Much harder to defend is the claim that empirical research bears on meta-
ethics and normative ethics. Before concluding, I want to briefly indicate how
these subfields may have empirical dimensions as well.

First consider meta-ethics. This is the study of what sorts of facts our moral
judgments refer to, if any. I have argued that moral concepts are linked to the
emotions. More specifically, I suggested that moral concepts contain emotions,
which means judgments are felt attitudes towards actions. When we verbally
express our judgments, we are expressing how we feel. This sort of position has
been traditionally associated with a particular meta-ethical view, expressivism,
according to which moral statements do not have truth conditions; they simply
express feelings (Stevenson 1937; Ayer 1952; Blackburn 1984; Gibbard 1990).
But there are other meta-ethical positions consistent with the discovery that
moral judgments contain emotions. Another possibility is that these emotions
track mind-independent objective moral properties, just as physical disgust
might track the objective property of being a noxious contaminant. A third
possibility is that moral emotions represent mind-dependent subjective propet-
ties. By analogy, the concept of deliciousness uses gustatory pleasure to track
things that are pleasing to the taster, even if no things are delicious to all. The
idea that moral concepts represent such subjective properties has been defended
by philosophers such as Wiggins (1987) and McDowell (1985). A fourth possi-
bility, put forward by Mackie (1977), is that moral concepts aim to refer to
objective properties but fail, because no objective properties fit the bill.

How can we settle this debate in meta-ethics? One answer is that we can use
empirical methods. Do people take their moral concepts to be referring? Why
not ask them? Positive answers to this question would tell against expressivism.
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deliver a complete normative ethical theory. Kant tries to move outside the
empirical sphere by offering an armchair analysis of the concept of the good.
I have already argued that conceptual analysis is best construed as an empirical
enterprise, so Kant’s conceptual move does not forestall more empirical
approaches. It's hard to imagine any aspect of normative ethical theory that is
immune to empirical assessment.

Conclusion

[ tried to show that empirical psychology is highly relevant to philosophical
ethics. I focused on a debate in moral psychology, but the points made in
addressing that debate expose a broader role for empirical findings, and I con-
cluded that meta-ethics and normative ethics may benefit from psychological
research as well.

Does this mean that philosophy will eventually give way to psychology, and
science will solve all moral problems? Such a conclusion would be gravely mis-
taken. For one thing, science needs philosophy, just as philosophy needs science.
Philosophy poses the questions that science investigates; philosophy generates
theories, and systematizes evidence. Experiments are essentially arguments with
empirical premises, and philosophers are trained to assess how good these argu-
ments are. Morecover, even if science can reveal what our moral values are and
what their metaphysical basis is, we use those values to make decisions and guide
action, Figuring out what follows from our values involves the kinds of reason-
ing that philosophers, above all others, are in the business of carrying out.
Construed as the study of what existing moral values demand of us, pure nor-
mative ethics retains an important place in moral deliberation. But it would be
grotesquely misguided to infer from this important fact that empirical psycho-
logy has no bearing on morality.

See also Ethics and sentiment (Chapter 10); Hume (Chapter 11); Adam Smith (Chapter
12); Contemporary Kantian ethics (Chapter 38); Virtue ethics (Chapter 40).

References

Ayer, A. ]. (1952) Language, Truth, and Logic, New York: Dover.

Blackburn, S. (1984) Spreading the Word: Groundings in the Philosophy of Language, Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Blair, R. J. R. (1995) “A Cognitive Developmental Approach to Morality: Investigating the
Psychopath,” Cognition 57: 1-29.

Campagna, A. and Harter, S. (1975) “Moral Judgment in Sociopathic and Normal Children,”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 31: 199-205.

Doris, J. M. (2002) Lack of Character, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.




cot

(*aamazaon] L1epuooss ojqeazis v paypune] daded a2 pue ‘a1ay st Juswndie
2102 3 Ing ‘2A0qE Pald YOOQq §SII0(] Ul [IBISp 210w ul padofeaap st ased oy -soye
PNILA JO SUOISISA plepuels saingaus 43ojoyahsd [eroos BUYY MI1A D13 JO ISUJApP [nNjaied pue
swsesus uy) "0e—40S TE SpoN tsorag emaaip pue suonenilg ‘suosiag, (R661) "W [ ‘slo(]

durpeas xoyng

"F17-681 "dd ‘[[aasyde(q :projx(y ‘A fo

Cydosoryg ayi wp skossg YLy sanp A ‘spaan ul | ‘wsianoasiqng P1QIsUAg v, (L861) " ‘swiddim

TEFT 9F pup fswia ] [eogig JO Butuesy sanowy YL, (2€61) "1 D ‘UOSUIAIIG
8831 AaIs12atun) projx() 101 MIN
UAUOTY PUD 2UMINUG PUN AWUU] Y] (SP3) YoHS 'S pue soudine g ‘siayinaie]) g

ur | sulloN  jo ASojoyodsg Y Jo3 lomowel] Y, (5007) °S ‘yong pue 9 ‘epedrig

IPAYOR[G TPIOIXQ ‘Wwajqos] oy ay | (F661) "W ‘Yanug

"S99I LIN SWIN "9BPRQuieD) ‘g sj0a KBojoyatsg miojy (8007/6007) ('P2) 4 ‘Buonsway-nouug
"60TT-9601 *+¢ unayng LFojoyalsy p1oog puv Lnppuosiag L udwispn|

[BION potpoquig se asnBsi(],, (8007) "H "V ‘UEpIOf pue ] ‘) ‘910 [ pey g ‘[ruyog
"9F-07 "dd ‘ssa1g Ausioalun paearey W faBpLiquien)

‘ma A Jo wog pado] v wosg uy Jwsolndwyg jo sewdoq omy, (€661) "O "A "m\ ‘ounyy

'$821J AUSIDAIUN PIOJXQ) PIOJXO) ‘Siproy fo uonanusuoDy puojiows NI (00—

"€P—67 ‘6 Suonviodxg paydosopy | ‘siudwSpn[ [BIOJN JO siseq [euonowyq ay] |\ (9007)—

"$591] AUSIDATUM) PIOJX() 1410 MIN ‘uontowg fo Lwoay | [Pindasia v isuonovay mb ($007) [ [ ‘zuag
"$Sa1d ANSIdAlUM PIOJXO)

PIOL MIN  Juawdpnf o fo suonvpunog [PUNDN a1 UGy Sapny ppuawnuas  ($007)——
CEHET 169 uanag fo Lydosomyy Luonnjoag

[BIMIND UF UOhoWT JO [0y 3y 10 358D Y ISWION JO Adojeauany sy uQ),, (7007) 'S ‘SJoyaIN
"€0L-969 91 28pwiomaN | ‘siuswSpn( [eog [BIOWUON pue [e10}y [RUOBIOWY

Ul sjlomiaN [euonouny, (zoo7) o[ ‘uswijelny pue ] ‘newelg Y ‘eZnog-eaaal ap [ qIomw

9E-€11 67 suvffy aygngd & ydosopyg Anmn 30 sy 23 s3eym, (0007) g ‘weas|uN
‘Ined uesoy adpapnoy :uopuoT ‘anzaiqo

pur Grpiogy ('pa) Youspuoy "] ul | Sfsapiengy A.wpuo::as pue sanjea | (¢R61) [ ‘Temogan

'$H00( UINFua] :uopuoT ‘Fuoiyy puv WY Bunuanug soyig (1161) "7 [ ‘aryoey
MOy ¥ adaey 1y ‘odsiourly

ueg ‘applny afi7 ayr pup safmg oy uawdopaacy 1o Jo CHojoyalsg AL ($861) T ‘Biaqyoy
TI-806 9bF 2N | 's1udwuasdpn( [e10]y ueLeN|n sasealou] Xa1107) Jpuoyal ] oyl o3 aBewe(],,

(£007) "V ‘o1sewe(] pue “1asney “f ‘uewysng) “(J ‘Puea] “y 'sydjopy 1 ‘Bunoj N 'SEIUS0Y
's$a1g Ausiaaun) aBprquien

Pipuquie)) ‘108210 [ Aiepy pa 'spuoly fo aislydmapy ay fo yompuitoaty (S8L1/8661) 1 ‘1uey
'$§a4] Asiaaiupn)

PIOJXQO PIOJXQ “YMPPIN "H *d P2 ‘amwp upung fo asuvat] v o(6€L1/8L61) (1 ‘own
'BI-CIT1 +1 Modoyomap | ‘Bunjew-uoisioa(] [eanyig sldung jo Apmg [y uy,,

(£007) v “I28unpA pue g ‘4 T{smoIumydg “H Ipruydg ] Iedinquanie Yy Y4 ‘usiaxoay
"TE-G1E 66 £121908 ubna0ISY 2yt fo sfuipaasosg ‘10117 vonnquuy [eruawep

-Ung 241 pue soupg onuup A30[oyodsy [eoog s19a)y Aydosoqy [e10,, (6661) "D ‘uewae
'8-S01Z €67 2uadg  ‘wuswipn( [e1opy ur Juawadeduy [euonowy Jo uonesdusIAU] [N

uy, (1007) ' [ ‘'uayoD pue 'y [ ‘Aapteq g ] ‘womsAN g 'Y B[asowwog “( -f ‘audain

'$831 ANSIDAIUN prRAIRH] MY ‘aBpuquiey) ‘siuijaa.g 1y 221047y a1 M (0661) 'V ‘pPreqqlo)
'$§93] ANSIAAIUM) pABAIRL] (YN

‘a8puquien) ‘wstpay] 1paisojoyals pup sy :Knppuostay PO fo sanaup A (1661) 'O ‘uedeue)q

ADOTOHDASI ANV SOIHLA

S1 Jey) 4103y
[eatndwa a1
[eouiduis ue

‘poosd ay3 jo
91 JpIsINo




JESSE PRINZ

Doris, J. M. and the Moral Psychology Research Group (eds) (Forthcoming) The Oxford
Handbook of Moral Psychology, Oxford: Oxford University Press. (Some of the key practi-
tioners of empirical approaches to ethics teamed up to write new papers for this state-of-the-
art anthology. Highlights include a compendious paper by Stephen Stich, John Doris, and
Erica Roedder reviewing psychological research on altruism: Do people ever really act
altruistically or do we always have ulterior selfish motives?)

Nichols, S. (2004) “After Objectivity: An Empirical Study of Moral Judgment,” Philosophical
Psychology 17: 5-28. (In addition to his groundbreaking book, Sentimental Rules, Nichols has
numerous articles that illustrate how philosophers can use experiments to answer philo-
sophical questions. Here Nichols devises a study to show that people are less inclined
to believe that morality is objective than many philosophers have supposed.)

Prinz, J. ]J. (2007) “Can Moral Obligations Be Empirically Discovered?” Midwest Studies in
Philosophy 31: 271-91. (In this paper I consider the widely accepted thesis that normative
conclusions cannot be derived from merely descriptive premises. [ argue that there is a
sense in which this conclusion is false, and this gives ethicists another reason to take psy-
chology seriously.)

Roskies, A. L. (2003) “Are Ethical Judgments Intrinsically Motivational? Lessons from
Acquired Sociopathy,” Philosophical Psychology 16: 51-66. (Discussing the central theme in
this chapter, Roskies argues that research on brain-damaged patients shows that moral
judgment can occur without moral motivation. Her position differs from the one offered
here and serves as an informative, well-argued counterpoint, reminding us that much phi-
losophical work is needed to interpret empirical results.)

Sinnott-Armstrong, W. (ed.) (2008) Moral Psychology, vols 1-3, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
(A massive three-volume anthology on empirical approaches to ethics. The volume includes
a heretical paper by philosopher-turned-neuroscientist Joshua Greene, who uses brain sci-
ence to argue that Kantian ethics hinges on emotional intuitions, despite Kant's admonition
to extirpate emotions from moral judgment. It also includes papers by Susan Dwyer,

Marc Hauser, and John Mikhail on the question of whether morality is an innate capacity.)




