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 Th is volume is titled  Advances in Experimental Moral Psychology  and it is part 
of a series addressing recent advances in the fi eld of experimental philosophy 
more generally. Th us, it behooves us to say at least something about both moral 
psychology and its relationship to experimental philosophy. 

 Although moral psychology could certainly be seen as a subdiscipline 
within experimental philosophy, it would be wrong to consider it its child — if 
anything, we might consider it its inspiration. Aft er all, moral psychology, 
which we will defi ne loosely as the interdisciplinary investigation of how 
human beings function in moral contexts, has been around for a long 
time. Th ough initially a parallel endeavor taken on by philosophers on the 
one hand, and psychologists on the other, these two research agendas have 
increasingly become one, as scholars from both disciplines have begun to not 
only seek insight and support from the other ’ s theoretical and methodological 
contributions, but also to work together as interdisciplinary teams with 
common goals. 

 Contemporary moral psychology keeps its investigative eye equally on 
two questions. Th e fi rst question is: How do people  actually  (as opposed to 
theoretically) function in moral contexts? Th is question breaks down into a 
whole host of additional questions, such as: How does our awareness of morality 
develop (what is  “ innate ”  vs. learned, and what does the learning process look 
like)? What does this moral awareness entail and of what is it composed (e.g., 
perception, emotions, automatic vs. eff ortful cognition)? What produces 
morally good behavior? What are the main diff erences between morally good 
and bad people — and to what extent do those diff erences involve something 
psychologically stable, such as  “ character ”  or  “ moral identity ” ? And so on. 
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 Th e second question is: In what ways are the answers to the fi rst set of question 
philosophically interesting? Do they inform philosophical theory — insuring 
that our theoretical conceptions of morality properly line up with the empirical 
data? Do they help us adjudicate between competing philosophical views? Do 
they raise problems for long-standing philosophical commitments? Of course, 
this second question presupposes that what we learn about  actual  moral 
functioning is meaningful to philosophical theorizing, something that is not 
universally accepted but, as evidenced by increasing interdisciplinary activity, 
is nonetheless maintained by a substantial group of researchers. Examples of 
the fruitfulness of this mindset can be found not only in this volume, but also in 
other interdisciplinary volumes on moral psychology published in recent years, 
such as those edited by Walter Sinnott-Armstrong (2007), Darcia Narvaez and 
Daniel K. Lapsley (2009), Th omas Nadelhoff er et al. (2010), and John Doris and 
the Moral Psychology Research Group (2012). And while philosophers have 
much to gain through their collaborations with psychologists and their use 
of empirical data to inform their projects, psychologists ’  empirical endeavors 
likewise can only benefi t from an increased awareness of and appreciation for 
the theoretical models arising out of philosophical work on moral normativity, 
moral epistemology, and metaethics. Th e rich history of philosophical refl ection 
on these questions can serve as grounds to generate new hypotheses for testing 
and new avenues for research. 

 Given this interdisciplinary interaction, we see moral psychology as a sort 
of role model for the more recent developments in what people are calling 
 “ experimental philosophy ”  — which is, broadly speaking, the use of empirical 
and experimental methods to investigate philosophical questions. Th e early 
(turn of this century) focus on using empirical methods to largely challenge 
or undermine philosophical theories (e.g., the  “ situationist ”  critique of virtue 
ethics) and philosophical methodology (e.g., the role of intuitions in theory 
formation) has been labeled the  “ negative program. ”  However, philosophers 
(and others) have increasingly begun to shift  the focus of experimental 
philosophy to other, more constructive endeavors (see Systma and Livengood, 
forthcoming, for a discussion of what they call the developing  “ positive, ”  
 “ naturalist, ”  and  “ pragmatist ”  programs). Th ese endeavors embrace the 
exploration of people ’ s intuitions, judgments, and cognitive process more 
broadly in order to clarify what they are, when they count as philosophical 
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evidence, and also more generally what they reveal about human cognition, 
language, and behavior. It is here that we think moral psychology has much to 
off er as a role model.  

 Moral persons 

 In the early stages of conceiving this volume, when we were considering 
which sorts of contributions would best represent the fi eld ’ s most exciting 
current developments, we decided to cast a wide net — one that would include 
not only people already identifi ed with the experimental philosophy family 
(as evidenced, for example, through participation in panels, conferences, 
and volumes bearing that designation), but also other philosophers and 
psychologists whose research makes a meaningful contribution to the fi eld. 
Th is means that our invitations went out to people engaged in a wide variety 
of diff erent projects, exploring several enduring questions concerning moral 
psychology. In what follows, we will attempt to highlight some of the ways 
these researchers ’  work relate and inform one another along a number of 
dimensions. 

 For example, a long-standing question that has preoccupied philosophers 
and psychologists alike concerns the nature of moral persons. What are 
morally good people like (and is there a diff erence between what we think they 
are like and what they are really like)? How do they become moral?  Piercarlo 
Valdesolo  observes in his chapter that we are sensitive to moral qualities in 
people, and that judging or appraising individuals along moral dimensions is a 
natural, inescapable part of life. We fi nd individuals fair or cruel, kind or cold, 
aff able or scheming. What ’ s more, it seems clear that we favor certain types 
of individuals over others. We tend to seek company with those we fi nd fair, 
kind, and giving, and impart unto them moral value. Yet, this tendency may, 
according to Valdesolo, be biased. 

 According to much of the research on  “ person perception, ”  we commonly 
evaluate people along two basic dimensions: (a) their social skills or  “ warmth ”  
(e.g., the degree to which people are sincere, compassionate, friendly, 
trustworthy, caring, helpful, etc.) and (b) their intellectual skills or  “ competence ”  
(e.g., the degree to which people are determined, intelligent, creative, focused, 

Moral Psychology.indb   3Moral Psychology.indb   3 12/6/2013   6:54:20 PM12/6/2013   6:54:20 PM



Advances in Experimental Moral Psychology4

hardworking, etc. — the dimension of  “ competence ” ). Valdesolo argues that our 
assessment of what morally good people are like tends to lean heavily on the 
dimension of warmth, while discounting or ignoring entirely the dimension 
of competence. 

 Why is this? It might be that our primary interest in evaluating someone ’ s 
moral status is determining his or her intentions toward us, and the extent to 
which we might benefi t from them (warmth), and not necessarily the extent 
to which they are able to carry out and benefi t from their own intentions 
(competence). It seems to be in our self-interest to seek company with those 
who are warm and kind, as we might benefi t from their values, dispositions, 
and behavior, and we might take such qualities to be defi nitive of virtue and 
moral worth. But, as Valdesolo points out, this tendency to value warmth, 
kindness, and generosity is likely to miss important features that constitute 
truly moral individuals. Achieving morally valuable ends or bringing about 
morally desirable outcomes requires more than personality traits of warmth 
and generosity. Oft entimes, and in addition to these, individuals will require 
a range of other competencies in order to succeed in their moral projects. 
Traits such as grit, discipline, and industriousness are thus also important and 
should be equally valued — yet they aren ’ t. In the end, Valdesolo suggests a 
revision to our evolved tendency to favor warmth over competence; we ought 
to value both. 

 Valdesolo ’ s argument fi nds support in the fact that many theoretical models 
of virtue regard both dimensions as important aspects of the morally good 
person. Along these lines,  Jeremy Frimer and Harrison Oakes ’   contribution 
may provide additional insight into why we are inclined toward the asymmetry 
(problematic though it might seem) as well as why, under some circumstances, 
it may be justifi ed. According to Frimer and Oakes, people typically claim 
to have both  “ agentic ”  (self-promoting, competence-based) values and 
 “ community ”  (other-promoting, warmth-based) values. Th e only problem —
 and it is a problem specifi cally from the perspective of moral development — is 
that people spend way more time pursuing their agentic values as opposed 
to their community values, and oft en view the two as being at odds with one 
another. 

 Th is is familiar enough. Most people readily see how the two values can 
come into confl ict, and it would not be unusual to hear someone say  “ I can ’ t 
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 both  do what ’ s best for me  and  help other people — I have to choose. ”  (Indeed, 
much ink has been spilled in the history of moral philosophy trying to defend 
the view that it actually  is  in our self-interest to be moral, which might be seen 
as an attempt to accommodate these competing tendencies.) Th us, it is not 
surprising that we tend to take people ’ s expression of community values (or 
 “ warmth ” ) as indicators of their moral goodness, while taking any expression 
of agentic values (or  “ competence ” ) as indicators of their self-interested 
motives. 

 Frimer and Oakes argue, however, that these two value systems do not 
necessarily have to be in confl ict. Indeed, for some individuals — namely, 
recognized moral exemplars — they are not. Frimer and Oakes ’ s research 
provides evidence that the chasm between people ’ s agentic and community 
values decreases along the developmental trajectory until, at the limit, it may 
disappear entirely. Morally good people have learned to synthesize their agentic 
and community values such that they are able to pursue both simultaneously; 
promoting their own well-being becomes eff ectively linked with the well-being 
of others. And as their intellectual and social skills become oriented toward and 
focused on the same ends, they also become more eff ective moral agents — a 
fi nding consonant with Valdesolo ’ s point that warmth and competence are 
 both  important for moral goodness. 

 In ancient Greece, Aristotle described the virtuous person as someone 
who elicits others ’  admiration and respect, and a notable feature of classical 
Confucian virtue ethics is its emphasis on the magnetic qualities of capable 
moral leaders — their ability to gain the assent and loyalty of others in an 
eff ortless fashion. It is natural to assume that virtuous conduct is something 
that is universally recognized and esteemed, especially since there never seems 
to be enough of it going around. However, according to  Gabriela Pavarini and 
Simone Schnall , individuals exemplifying moral virtue are sometimes  denied  
feelings of approbation and approval. Indeed, they can instead be subjected to 
ridicule and censure, or otherwise disparaged. 

 Pavarini and Schnall highlight the paradoxical nature of people ’ s reactions to 
displays of genuine virtue by others. As they point out, morally good behavior 
rarely occurs in a social vacuum, and being the witness to another ’ s morally 
good deeds has implications beyond the immediate act itself. On the one hand, 
witnessing displays of virtue can lead to a sense of elevation, and a desire to 
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praise, reward, and cooperate or associate with those who act virtuously. 
Morally good people elicit elevation, respect, and gratitude. Th rough their 
actions they can raise the standards of an entire group, spurring individuals 
to greater levels of prosociality, and reminding them of the resources that 
lie untapped within them that could be marshaled toward improving their 
communities and making the world a better place. Moral exemplars can renew 
in others a belief that they can shape the world around them in positive ways. 

 Yet, on the other hand, such elevation of moral standards can also be 
perceived as a threat to a one ’ s integrity and sense of self-worth, and to one ’ s 
standing among one ’ s peers; aft er all, one might be seen by others as falling 
short of expectations when someone else has just shown that morally excellent 
behavior is within reach. When one is threatened in this way, the reaction 
may be to denigrate the moral exemplar, or to explain away her good deeds as 
products of self-interest, situational demands, or other extraneous factors. In 
short, moral goodness can engender envy, hostility, and suspicion just as easily 
as it can inspire awe, gratitude, and respect. At its extreme, the motivation 
to avoid comparison with the moral exemplar and/or save face can lead to 
hatred and a desire to belittle, demean, and even destroy the source of this 
reputational threat. 

 Pavarini and Schnall observe (as Valdesolo does) that qualities of warmth 
and kindness make us feel safe, protected, uplift ed, grateful, while qualities 
of competence or resourceful make us feel challenged, inadequate, and 
threatened. We feel united with those who display warmth — and perceive 
more warmth in those with whom we are united — and feel in competition 
with those who display competence. Given Frimer and Oakes ’ s suggestion 
that moral exemplars come to exemplify traits related to both warmth and 
competence, it would make sense that people could react either positively or 
negatively to their example depending upon their relationship to the exemplar 
and which of her traits (her warmth or competence) is most salient to them at 
the time. 

 However we respond to and evaluate morally good people, we commonly 
think of the virtues they display as residing  within them , constituting part of 
their identities. Indeed, philosophers have long emphasized that laudable traits 
of character are important features of moral persons.  Mark Alfano  ’ s chapter 
raises a skeptical worry about whether there is such a thing as a  “ good ”  person 
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separate from the social and asocial environments in which people display 
good behavior. Rather than argue (as many have) that moral agents ’  goodness 
is keyed to their possession of stable internal character traits that manifest 
in displays of virtuous behavior across diverse contexts, Alfano argues that 
we need to rethink the nature of character itself. Specifi cally, we need to stop 
thinking about it as a disposition internal to the moral agent and start thinking 
of it as a trifold, relational property, composed of the interactions between 
(a) a person ’ s internal states/capacities, (b) the social environment in which 
the person is imbedded, and (c) a variety of asocial features of the physical 
environment (e.g., noise levels, smells, lighting) that impact the person ’ s 
thoughts, feelings, and behavior in specifi c ways. 

 Th e upside to this view is that what constitutes a morally good person is not 
just the internal states/capacities that she possesses, but also the sort of social 
and asocial environment she fi nds herself in and/or has taken part in creating. 
Th is means that when it comes to moral development, as much (if not more) of 
the burden falls on the world around developing moral agents as it does on the 
agents themselves, for the environment fi gures into the very structure of moral 
character they possess. Individuals themselves are not bearers of virtue. People 
with the right sorts of internal states/capacities represent just one leg in the 
trifold relation; if stuck within a morally corrupt social environment, and/or 
an asocial environment fi lled with hardship, danger, or distractions, virtue will 
be incomplete. Th is highlights an interesting link between Frimer and Oakes ’ s 
and Alfano ’ s contributions — namely, that as people ’ s values and motives become 
more integrated and synchronized, so do their social/asocial environments. 
Th is may be because the synchronization of their values results in the active 
selection and creation of social and asocial environments that promote and 
protect those values — environments that positively refl ect the rewards and 
benefi ts of their chosen lifestyle — allowing for increased dispositional stability 
and expression. (Of course, exemplars must oft en construct and integrate such 
environments where they do not previously exist.) 

 Finally, if something along these lines is correct (viz., that virtue consists 
in features extrinsic to individuals to some considerable extent), then it 
suggests that certain kinds of environments — namely, those in which you 
are socially rewarded for thinking hard about morality, but not necessarily 
behaving morally — are not going to be enough to generate virtue. And this 
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might help us to explain the rather dispiriting fi ndings reported in  Joshua 
Rust and Eric Schwitzgebel  ’ s chapter that those of us who think and refl ect 
deeply about the nature of morality (such as all of you reading this book right 
now) are not on average morally better behaved. We might hold out hope that 
our academic interest in morality and ethics will pay off  in noticeable and 
measurable diff erences in our moral behavior, that having dedicated our lives 
to refl ecting on all matters moral we should have generated a healthy level of 
moral goodness. It turns out that all our eff orts may be for naught. Or so say 
the studies conducted by Rust and Schwitzgebel, which measure professional 
ethicists, moral philosophers, and other academics along a number of moral 
dimensions. Whether rated by their peers or observed at conferences, whether 
measured by their charitable donations, voting behavior, responsiveness to 
student needs, or other dimensions, Rust and Schwitzgebel have repeatedly 
found that professional ethicists and moral philosophers are no better than 
their colleagues in other academic fi elds, despite refl ecting deeply about moral 
reasoning and the structure of morality, despite grappling with the greatest 
fi gures in the history of moral thought, and despite expressing more stringent 
moral attitudes. (For example, while ethicists were much more likely than 
non-ethicists to rate meat-eating as morally bad, the evidence suggested no 
correspondingly signifi cant diff erence in how oft en they ate meat). Th is is 
in line with Frimer and Oakes ’ s fi nding that most people — ethicists or not —
 report the personal importance of prosocial, community-oriented values to be 
much higher than their actual daily activities refl ect; they say such values are 
highly important to them yet spend far less time actually engaging in related 
activities. Instead, people tend to do that which promotes their own self-
interested, agentic values. 

 What conclusion should we draw? Rust and Schwitzgebel consider fi ve 
alternative explanations — including Jonathan Haidt ’ s  “ rational tail ”  view in 
which most of our reasoning is employed post hoc to rationalize attitudes 
we already possess, and the provocative view that philosophers of ethics are 
making up for a natural defi ciency in their moral intuitions (so, they actually 
 are  better than they would have otherwise been) — and conclude that the data 
do not champion one explanation over the other. In the end, regardless of the 
explanatory model one favors, their research suggests that moral goodness 
requires more than just theoretical refl ection and critical thinking to develop.   

AQ: Please note 
that though 
the title follows 
US spelling, 
‘non’ and ‘post’ 
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‘non-ethicist’, 
non-reducible’, 
‘post-hypnotic’, 
etc., have been 
retained with 
hyphens.
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 Moral groundings 

 Th us far, the contributions we ’ ve canvassed have largely focused on the nature 
of moral persons and moral exemplars — how they are constituted, how they 
are motivated, and how others evaluate/respond to them. But, we haven ’ t said 
much about the nature of morality itself. Here, several of the contributions 
help to enrich our understanding of the psychological mechanisms that may 
constitute part of moral life, as well as the standing that we take morality 
to have. 

 A widely experienced facet of morality is its importance and weightiness 
relative to other evaluative practices and domains. We might disagree with 
others across a wide range of domains, including matters of convention and 
aesthetics. However, disagreement about, say, standards of physical beauty 
seldom seem as pressing or compelling to us as disagreements about basic 
moral issues such as racial equality, reproductive rights, or distributive justice. 
When it comes to these latter topics, we tend to think that we are arguing over 
issues of central importance to human life — issues that must ultimately admit 
of correct answers even in the face of entrenched disagreement. Similarly, 
when we condemn certain acts as right or wrong, virtuous or depraved, it 
seems as though these judgments have a certainty — an objectivity — that elides 
judgments concerning matters of convention or taste. Why is this so? 

 Evolutionary accounts have been featured in both the Valdesolo and 
Pavarini and Schnall contributions above. For Valdesolo, the promise of 
immediate gains and the need to properly understand others ’  dispositions and 
intentions toward us may have fostered a favorable disposition toward those 
who are kind and warm as opposed to persistent and focused. For Pavarini 
and Schnall, our divergent reactions to moral exemplars can be understood as 
facilitating very diff erent evolutionary demands — to cooperate and build 
cohesive communities on the one hand, and to maintain one ’ s reputation and 
status within the group on the other. Other contributions also link current 
moral psychological tendencies to evolved capacities. 

 For example,  Yoel Inbar and David Pizzaro  note the widespread role that 
disgust reactions play in our moral lives, where moral transgressions evoke not 
only moral condemnation but also a visceral feelings of repulsion. In particular, 
they focus on research suggesting both that disgust can arise as a consequence 
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of making certain types of moral appraisals (e.g., when confronted with taboo 
behavior or unfair treatment) and that disgust can amplify moral judgments 
when it is elicited in the formation of a moral evaluation. Yet why should this 
be so? Why should disgust be recruited in moral judgment at all? Inbar and 
Pizarro argue that disgust is part of an evolved general motivational system 
whose function is to distance us from potential threats — namely, disease-
bearing substances and individuals. Disgust was also co-opted by higher 
order systems to serve as a warning mechanism against socially and morally 
prohibited behaviors, as well as any potential contaminant or contagion. 
Sexual acts, food taboos, physical abnormalities or deformities, individuals 
from strange or foreign cultures-each of these triggers our core behavioral 
immune system, which serves to create distance between the individual and 
these potential sources of physical and moral threat. One upshot of this is that 
moral transgressions oft en repulse us in ways that other sorts of transgressions 
don ’ t, eliciting from us a feeling of undeniable  wrongness . But if Inbar and 
Pizarro are correct, then it leads us inexorably to a question: Should we trust 
our moral judgments when they involve disgust reactions? Or should we 
instead recognize such responses as likely to be biased or erroneous, pushed 
around by a mechanism that was shaped by forces not designed to reliably 
track morally relevant considerations? 

  Daniel Kelly , in his contribution, argues for the latter claim. Disgust cannot, 
according to Kelly, be treated as a reliable indicator of moral transgressions; it 
is overly sensitive to cues related to its older and more primitive function of 
protecting the individual against poisons and contaminants. What is more, it 
is a system for which false positives are much more advantageous than false 
negatives, so we are prone to fi nd things disgusting even when nothing actually 
 “ disgust worthy ”  is present. And given the particularly phobic response that 
disgust generates (the experience of nausea and/or the intense desire to 
remove oneself from the presence of the triggering stimulus), Kelly worries 
that disgust has the potential to cause more harm (particularly in the form of 
outgroup denigration and rejection of physical/cultural abnormalities) than 
good, even when it is  “ on track. ”  

 Th e general form of this debunking story is familiar: psychological 
mechanisms that are involved in moral judgment are sensitive to irrelevant 
considerations and should therefore be viewed with suspicion. However, 
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while Kelly acknowledges that many of the psychological mechanisms that are 
recruited in moral life will have an evolutionary past that may render them 
suspect, he argues that each particular mechanism needs to be examined on 
its own; there can be no straightforward debunking of the entirety of moral 
psychology from the basic fact that many of the psychological mechanisms 
underwriting it were shaped by forces and pressures whose chief function was 
not to track moral truth. 

 As noted, feelings of disgust can strengthen one ’ s moral judgments, rendering 
them more severe or certain in character. However, this tendency is not limited 
to judgments that have obvious connections with disgust. Put another way, 
we need not experience disgust  in particular  to feel as though certain moral 
transgressions are obviously — perhaps even objectively — wrong. Whether we 
are refl ecting on general moral principles, more specifi c moral rules, or even 
judgments about particular cases, it is a familiar feature of moral cognition 
to feel as though it is imbued with objectivity — that is, with a commitment to 
moral questions having right and wrong answers independent of any given 
person ’ s or society ’ s beliefs or practices. 

 In her contribution,  Linda Skitka  points out that our moral attitudes play an 
important role in generating this phenomenology. Moral attitudes are stronger, 
more enduring, and more predictive of a person ’ s behavior than other attitudes 
or preferences they might hold. Moral attitudes are distinguished by the fact 
that they are highly resistant — even impervious — to other desires or concerns, 
and have the force of imperatives for those who hold them. Th ey have authority 
independent of others ’  opinions or social conventions, and have particularly 
strong ties to emotions. People experience moral attitudes, convictions, or 
mandates as tracking objective features of the world that apply to all universally 
rather than subjective facts about themselves. Such convictions are inherently 
motivating and accompanied by strong aff ect. 

 Indeed, Skitka ’ s contribution creates an interesting wrinkle in our thinking 
about the morally good person. It is natural to think that morally good people 
have strong moral convictions — that they are willing to stand on principle 
and fi ght for what they believe is morally right. Yet, according to Skitka, 
this represents a potential dark side to our moral psychology. Strong moral 
convictions come with a price. Specifi cally, stronger moral convictions are oft en 
accompanied by intolerance of diff erent moral beliefs, values, and practices; 
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the stronger the conviction, the greater the intolerance. Indeed, strong moral 
convictions — more so than any other strong attitudes — predict people ’ s lack of 
tolerance for diff erent cultures, their unwillingness to interact with and help 
people with moral beliefs diff erent from their own, their propensity to engage 
in vigilante justice against perceived wrongdoings, and their imperviousness 
to clear social disagreement with their views. In sum, Skitka ’ s contribution is a 
cautionary tale for moral psychologists; while we tend to focus on the positive 
aspects of moral development, there are pitfalls as well, including intolerance 
to diff erences and insensitivity to the rich complexity of moral life. We must 
keep in mind that morally good people walk a fi ne line between integrity and 
conviction on the one hand and intolerance or dogmatism on the other. 

 Most of us have such strong moral experiences, supported by moral 
attitudes that seem particularly compelling, unshakeable, and rooted in some 
set of objective moral facts about the world around us. Nevertheless, we may 
wonder whether there  are  such things as moral facts and, if so, whether they are 
actually objective in ways suggested by our moral attitudes — that is, whether 
they are independent from any person ’ s or any group ’ s beliefs, values, or ways 
of life. Metaethicists have long sought to answer this question. Do moral 
judgments refer to objective moral facts or do they merely express subjective 
moral attitudes? Do participants in moral disputes argue over claims that can 
aspire to truth, or are they merely trading opinions with no objective basis? In 
pursuit of these questions, metaethicists have sought to capture the essence 
of morality as refl ected in ordinary practice — how we as moral creatures 
experience morality in our daily lives. Recent experimental work has helped 
to reveal the mechanisms that may underlie our ordinary commitments to 
objectivism about morality, and how they might be related to other aspects of 
our psychological lives. 

  James Beebe  points out in his chapter that while people tend to attribute 
more objectivity to moral issues than other social or personal issues, their 
beliefs concerning the objectivity of morality do not stand alone. Rather, they 
are aff ected by a number of rather surprising factors. For example, people seem 
to be sensitive to the perceived existence (or absence) of consensus concerning 
moral issues in judging whether there is an objective truth underlying them. 
Moreover, Beebe discovered that people tend to ground issues more objectively 
when they consider them concretely — for example, as being contested by 
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particular individuals (individuals with names and faces) — than when they 
consider them abstractly — for example, as contested by nameless or faceless 
individuals. Beebe suggests that the very ways in which philosophers normally 
discuss metaethical issues — that is, abstractly and in rarefi ed fashion — may 
impact how they and others think of them. Finally, people display more 
objectivism when it comes to moral wrongs than moral rights — that is, they 
might be more objectivist concerning the wrongness of racial discrimination 
as opposed to the rightness of anonymous charitable donation. Individuals 
thus display a range of attitudes and commitments concerning the status of 
morality, belying treatments of ordinary moral practice that depict it as unifi ed 
in any interesting respect. Beebe ’ s contribution invites future researchers to 
examine the nature of these commitments — and the things that infl uence 
them — more closely. 

 Complementing these studies are others reported by  Kevin Uttich, George 
Tsai, and Tania Lombrozo . As opposed to Beebe, who looks at how various 
external factors may aff ect folks ’  views concerning the status of morality, 
Uttich et al. seek to better understand how beliefs in moral objectivity might 
be related to other beliefs individuals may hold. Specifi cally, they explore 
how belief in moral objectivism may be related to beliefs concerning moral 
progress and beliefs concerning whether or not we live in a  “ just world. ”  One 
believes in moral progress to the extent that one believes that the world is 
trending toward moral improvement over time (even if such change is slow, 
uneven, or not necessarily assured or certain), and one believes in a just world 
to the extent that one believes that virtue is rewarded and vice punished —
 that good things happen to good people and bad things to bad people. What 
Uttich et al. fi nd is that while all three of these beliefs were correlated with 
one another, each of these beliefs nonetheless has some independent force or 
role in people ’ s conceptions of morality. Hence, folk views about the standing 
of morality might form part of a web of beliefs about how morality inheres 
and functions in the world, including beliefs such as whether good deeds are 
rewarded and bad deeds punished, or whether there is a tendency of moral 
progress in history. 

 Both these contributions seek to understand folk views concerning the 
nature of morality by looking at how folk understand the nature of moral 
disagreement. Th is is in line with other recent studies in this area. Yet,  Katinka 
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Quintelier, Delphine De Smet, and Daniel Fessler  raise another possibility. 
Suppose X commits an action — say, cheating on her income taxes — and two 
people disagree as to whether this instance of cheating was moral or immoral: 
one maintains that the action was morally permissible, whereas another 
maintains that the action was morally wrong. If one thinks that at least one 
of these two appraisers must be wrong, then one refl ects a commitment to 
moral objectivism. Yet are their perspectives, or the perspectives of any other 
people judging X ’ s action (a perspective referred to as appraiser relativism), 
the only relevant ones to consider when deciding whether what X did was 
wrong or right? Most existing studies seem to imply as much, as they focus 
on disagreement among appraisers in order to measure the extent to which 
folk may be committed to objectivity about morality. Yet it seems that there is 
another perspective worth considering — namely, X ’ s own. Aft er all, it is easy to 
imagine X fi nding her own act (cheating on her income taxes) as either morally 
wrong or morally permissible. Does X ’ s assessment concerning the moral 
status of her own action matter when considering its actual status? If one takes 
X ’ s assessment of her own action as relevant to judging the moral status of 
the action itself, then one embraces an agent relativist stance toward morality. 
Quintelier et al. fi nd that people do indeed take the agent ’ s own assessment 
of her action as relevant to assessing the actual status of the action, as well as 
the truth of statements about that action. Th ey also found diff erences in the 
degree to which people expressed moral relativism depending upon whether 
they asked about agent relativism or appraiser relativism — a distinction most 
research in this area fails to make. Th us, whether people are relativists depends, 
in part, on whether they are asked agent or appraiser relative questions.   

 Measuring morality 

 Of course, since this is a volume on advances in the empirical study of moral 
psychology, we would be remiss to not include some discussion about the 
challenges researchers face when it comes to measuring  “ morality. ”  And in their 
chapter,  Peter Meindl and Jesse Graham  do exactly this, raising an important 
methodological concern about one standard approach to the study of moral 
psychology. Most of the research conducted in this area has approached it 
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from a third-person (or  “ normative ” ) perspective, from which what counts as 
 “ moral ”  (whether morally good or bad) is determined by the researcher. Such 
an approach has obvious virtues, including defi ning morality in a way that is 
internally consistent and in line with current theoretical models. Nevertheless, 
this approach fails to take the perspective of  those being studied  — what 
they themselves fi nd to be morally relevant, good or bad — and so fails to fully 
map the moral terrain. As just one example, personality researchers bemoaned 
the consistency of people ’ s behavior across diff erent types of situations ( “ types ”  
of situations being defi ned by the researchers), until they thought to ask 
people to identify for themselves the  meaning  they attributed to the situations 
to which they were responding; once they did, they found a remarkable degree 
of consistency across situations which, however externally diff erent from the 
researcher ’ s or third-person perspective, were united by shared meaning from 
the fi rst-person perspective. Th us, what looked like inconsistency from the 
outside ended up looking entirely coherent  “ from the inside ”  — an insight 
that is very important when trying to determine whether people possess 
situation-general traits, like virtues. Similarly, Meindl and Graham argue 
that without taking the fi rst-person perspective into account, research into 
moral psychology will remain limited in its scope and application. Drawing 
on a number of existing studies, they call for increased use of the fi rst-person 
perspective, and suggest ways in which the fi rst- and third-person perspectives 
might inform and complement one another. 

 While not their central focus or concern, several other chapters in this 
volume also introduce or address methodological issues. For example, Frimer 
and Oakes ’ s contribution refl ects a commitment to fi rst-person measurement, 
highlighting the advantages that can be obtained by using both self-report 
inventories and projective measures to uncover an interesting gap in people ’ s 
moral psychology between what values they explicitly endorse and what values 
they actually spend time pursuing. Skitka ’ s chapter explores the diff erence 
between moral conviction and other closely related — though importantly 
distinct — constructs. For example, unlike other strongly held attitudes, moral 
convictions uniquely predict a range of morally relevant behaviors, and unlike 
moral judgments, moral convictions are stable and relatively impervious to 
standard priming manipulations. Th is last fi nding should prompt researchers 
to expand upon the range of moral cognition being measured. Similarly, one of 
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the challenges faced by Rust and Schwitzgebel is the question of what behaviors 
to measure — that is, how to operationalize moral goodness (or, in this case, its 
behavioral expression). Th ey chose a wide variety of measures, everything from 
the extent to which people display courtesy and engage in free-riding behavior 
at conferences to peer evaluations and self-report measures of behavior. Th is 
range of diff erent kinds of measurements is useful because it allows for a sort 
of  “ triangulation ”  on the subject of interest — in this case, the degree to which 
ethics scholars ’  moral behavior diff ers (or not) from other academics. But, 
their study raises the very important question of how best to operationalize 
and measure moral cognition and behavior. Alfano ’ s model encourages 
researchers to look beyond the person herself to the entire context of moral 
behavior (including social/asocial environments) when operationalizing and 
measuring virtue, while Valdesolo ’ s encourages researchers to expand on the 
kinds of virtues (caring/other-oriented vs. competence/self-oriented) they 
include in an assessment of people ’ s moral psychology. Finally, Quintelier 
et al. raise yet another an important methodological consideration, arguing 
that those researching the metaethical commitments of ordinary folk need to 
be careful to specify (among other things) what type of relativism they are 
investigating, or whose perspective is being taken into account when assessing 
the objectivity of moral claims. Th is serves as just one important example 
of how collaboration between philosophers and psychologists would aid in 
the development of methodological approaches that are both scientifi cally 
rigorous and appropriately sensitive to important philosophical distinctions.   

 Conclusion 

 Th e papers in this volume all speak to the vibrancy of research in moral 
psychology by philosophers and psychologists alike. Enduring questions 
concerning the nature of moral persons, the motivations to become moral, 
how to measure morality, and even the status and grounding of morality itself 
are each the focus of considerable research activity. Th is activity is driven both 
by theoretical commitments and by a sensitivity to empirical data that might 
shed light on the subject. We ’ ve highlighted the ways in which the research 
included here informs (and in some cases problematizes) our understanding 
of morality. 
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 And while the contributions to this volume fall fairly evenly across the 
disciplines of philosophy and psychology, we hope it will be apparent that, at 
some level, these disciplinary categories seek to be of interest on their own. 
Th e questions at the heart of this research program have long histories in both 
disciplines, and the methods between them have begun to blur. Philosophers 
now use experimental methods, and experimental psychologists draw from 
(and contribute to) philosophical theorizing. Th e fi eld is expanding, and we 
are delighted to mark some of its direction and vigor with this volume.   
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