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these fields from Robert Frosts poem "Mending Wall” (Frost 1914) a5 , way 1y
frame the issue of the nature iERﬂﬂEEEﬁEEEE.EE&EFE.d#;
is much that could be said about the relationship between these two neighbor,
but we want to make just a few points about the relationship between da, and
values in such collaborations.

Theory: At the Descriptive/Prescriptive Divide

A standard theoretical reason for the separation between ethics and science
involves the problematic conceptual gap that philosopher David Hume ident.
fied between facts and values: that something is the case does not tell us that it
ought to be (Hume 1739). The philosopher G, E. Moore called one form of this
leap from the former to the latter (in particular the reduction of a moral term
such as “the good” to some natural property such as the pleasurable) the “natural-
istic fallacy™ (Moore 1903). It is easy to see how this problem applies to the sort of
interdisciplinary rescarch we are considering, Social science investigates factual
questions and provides descriptive information. Ethical philosophy investigates
value questions and provides prescriptive evaluations, Both sorts of inquiries are
sometimes referred to as “normative” which adds confusion to what is already
a notoriously complex issue, but one basic way to put the point is as follows: No
matter what a descriptive study finds about community C's or subject S ethical
beliefs, ethics may still properly ask whether C or § should or should not hold
those beliefs. Thinking that mere facts about a culture’s or subject’s views are suf-
ficient to determine ethics leads 1o the conceptual incoherence of cultural rela-
thvism or subjectivism. This is Philosophy 101. Kohlberg took this issue seriously
and *rote a major article about how his empirical work could avoid the pitfalls of
the naturalistic fallacy (Kohlberg 1971).

This distinction is the most plausible reason why philosophers and social
scléntists are happy 10 stay in their respective fields with a wall that marks a di-
viding line between their areas of interest. But what Is the nature of this wall? If it
is taken to be an impermeable barrier, then one might wonder what use informa-
tion gathered from science generally and social seienee in particular could ever
have for ethics. On the other hand, ifit is taken to mark a strict separation, then it
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hilosophy courses, but it did not have nearly the impact as the
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virtue cthics, We have u.—uﬁn&_. mentioned the debate _u.n-______....__n__._ Virtue n___-.__ﬂ__ms___
theories of deontology and utilitarianism as an example of an interny topic of
interest among ethicists. Virtue ethics, which derives from Aristole, especy|
his Nicomachean Ethics, and has seen a resurgence of interest in recen; .“_HE_L.
focuses on the notion of moral character. Rather than dealing primarily wig, :.n_
morality of actions and events as deontological and utilitarian ethics do, Virtye
ethics deals first with agents and states of agents. In an Aristotelian framewqg),
virtue ethicists analyze how the development of moral character leads 1o human
flourishing. If a person is courageous, for instance, that trait may be expected
to motivate appropriately courageous behavior when circumstances Warrant ji.
Similarly, having the virtue of generosity ought to lead one to act Benerously in
appropriate situations. Aristotle described various ways that virtues can be de-
veloped, such as by learning from other individuals who have acquired practical
wisdom.

Deliberation about the justification of ethical theory mostly involves concep.
tual arguments, but in an unusual case this standard account of virtue ethics was
criticized on empirical grounds using data from psychology. The philosopher Gil
Harman, pointing to empirical studies that highlighted the problem of explaining
behavior in terms of distinctive characteristics of an agent over relevant details of
the agent’s percelved situation, called the virtue ethicists’ appeal to moral char-
acter traits an example of a *fundamental attribution error” (Harman 1993-99,
329-30), Ethicist John Doris extended this critique, highlighting an experiment
from social psychologists Alice Isen and Paula Levin (1972) that showed how
helping behavior varied s a function of mood state—that is, of "feeling good”
in a situation. In their experiments, something as simple as finding a dime in the
coln return of a public phone led to a statlstically significant increase in helping
behavior. Doris cited this experiment as representative of the “situationist” tradi.

I constructions of personality, and he concluded,
like Harman, that it calls into question neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics based on
the Idea of steady character traits (Dorls 1958, 504). Such experiments suggest,
he argued, that guﬂ.::n:m_nw_ﬂuqn&ﬂ?nﬁum behavior based on traits such
as selfishness or compassion (as in his hypothetical example of subjects in the

dime study) and EE&H:!:HEREE:&EEL rsonali
s required that does not posit REE__BE.EEHE__E_” e
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pow* .Egpﬁﬁg.ggnﬁﬂiﬁgﬁﬁgsﬁ&n
%ﬁiﬁﬂ-“n@bﬁ%h&&ﬁmé%ﬁﬂﬁﬂiﬁ?ﬂﬁi:ﬁ.
QE&EMQ?E*,EE?&HEEEEEEEG%EEEE
(Fleming 20 g periods of time and thus “bias the evidence in avor of siua-
_na:nﬂnuh___,uﬁ-ﬁ 8-39). She also rightly pointed out that it was a fundamental mis-
tional i%_ﬁngﬁan.igi.aé
%Egﬁgﬁningwgﬁi:wﬂqam&&&é
factors? 226 %%E?&ai.a!ﬁgﬁﬁmﬁ.g:;

aE.u_EEn %nﬁ%&E»aEEEﬁinﬁnﬂaﬁi.EEu

- s that defended an account of virtue as “social intelligence”

wﬁowﬁ_m.muﬁ with extensive discussion of social science research to ground her
{Smow "

i i dermine the notion of
theory. Contrd arguments that situationist Eunauz._.ﬁﬁ
; haracter traits, she ?EEEE&& cocial science research showing how
E—.u i T

the situ-
also depend upon how they construe :
er dimension to meral behavior;

arise al
conversations that may ; .
ence. They also illustrate occasional potential conflits may be sarted out if
need not be inevitable; confusions and - docs et piemmo o

when considering what i ethical in ﬂﬂnﬂc_.n_.. .___«:__ o H....Bu
her idea of an ethics of care remaing _...._.E__,_,.__b
L :.wom_ﬁz on whether there is any psyc .n?
EE&:..%&:.EE#%H: men and wormnen wil
syt moral reasoning, but no maltier E__._..._
‘Eu._arﬁ”_vﬁ-g: tor balance justice and care in

sophical interest. Future
logical import to the sm
regard to care-based versus .
this turns out, ethicists could still argue
moral reasoning and decision-making.
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Situationists may be wrong in their specific challenge, or at least Premature ;,
their conclusions, but they could have been right, and there are other Mpiricy)
data that may be relevant. For instance, if moral psychology were 1o show thy,
human beings are psychologically incapable of being ,__.E.._n:uuawn_..ﬁ,mnn virty.
ously, then that would seriously reduce the viability of applying virtue ethicy
human morality. Metaethics correctly notes that ought implies can, which Means
that we at least need to be capable of virtue if it is to be recommended a the
correct moral account for human beings. It is extremely unlikely that we are in.
capable of virtue, but the same point holds for weaker possibilities. The general
point for us here is that the entire debate occurs because everyone agreed tha
for some important aspects of virtue ethics, the empirical data from social sl
ence is relevant. As Snow rightly noted, “Philosophers have much to learn from
studying the work of psychologists” (Snow 2010, 117).

What these cases show is that there are interesting and substantive points of
contact between descriptive psychology and prescriptive virtue ethics where
each may reasonably influence the other. These and similar debates show that

social science and ethics are not entirely independent and that interesting things
may happen where the fields meet. There is much to talk about over the wall, in-
cluding questions about the wall’s proper placement.

When conflict arises between philosophical and social science perspectives,
it could easily turn into a war or at least a standoff if one thought that the issue
involves which side is more fundamental and gets to decide the answer. But this
is usually the wrong way to think about such cases, as the sides are maostly inker-
ested in different questions, as we saw, and conflicts are mostly the result of mis-
communication abeout their aims, Clarifying not just terms but methodological
assumptions can go a long way toward maintaining peaceful relationships at the
border. Eiwnﬁhﬁﬂﬂ,rc:!ﬁ._ba_&ﬂg&nﬁai be real points
of contact where some questions do touch substantively on both sides. In such
instances, neighborly relations require a more cooperative approach,

While it may offer data about moral development, social science is worth
EEEEE;E;EEEEEEEE:EEEEE“EE_E

E,Ensﬁiﬁsﬂﬁiﬁzﬁwg.ﬁuﬁﬂa,ﬂﬁngsnﬁ

investigate how to cultivate it as a moral trait. A study that
the difference between the philosophical notion of a chars
chological notion of a persanality trait is likely to confuse

failed to appreciate
cler trait and the psy-

father than enlighren,
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jon, when studies are appropriately relevant, ethicists must
In the n...,.:n_ “_mu“_ﬂn“ﬂh social science finds out about limits of human cthical
be const ther facts that bear upon one or another aspect of ethical thought
pehavior, OF @ such cases, data may make a real difference and could even play
pnnrnsh._.run _..u_ different ethical theories. For example, ih.._._.._n....n_.._._ﬂ claims
a role in uﬂﬁﬂan.ﬁﬁ ethical theories in that moral motivation is supposedly
Euh:ﬂhaﬂnﬂ 1t could turn out, however, that social science finds that eth-
puilt intd its c__.n_.w.u differently than theory mﬂ&nai.ﬁin?. mﬁ Enﬁn__
E._.EE_ : uﬁngﬁzuqr!ﬁqﬁngﬁmﬁws:i. .
G&n_ﬁm_aﬂﬂnm_&-n_:n. to moral action. Again, this is a hypothetical scenario, but
sm.—zoﬂn__ ﬂu__u substantiated that possibility, then it would be incumbent upon
mpirical ! R
T consider its E:%Hﬂﬂgﬁ_.rnnﬁhi ethicists and social
ethicists to examples where collaboration between s
e e be fruitful for both. We now return 10 our owm =t
her case where an interdisciplinary approach
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paths and life goals.’ The study adopted Berger and Luckman’s deye|
perspective (Berger and Luckman 1966), which minimizes genetic i
and ..._.mun_..,ﬁuq__,___uc.ﬁ children are blank slates that are shaped b n”M.nE_"_E_
and life course experiences. Language plays a central role in Enunm.b_ By
ality and the transmission of values. In this model, P
iirmd ot a child born in Anp 4
ch EE transported to Beljing within a few days of birth and raj b
?n___i.inn E_H would be expected to grow up speaking Mandarin and .,.“.& sl
fe E”:__n norms of his or her significant others (the adulis _____._._h_"_;.,nn__n_HH
iEEnEEn_.n ). Conversely, a child born in Beijing and transported _Eaa
Arbar first few days of life and raised by a midwestern .__5__“. ﬂ..E_
Hn:aﬂuiﬂnux:—. o e e e
. or her American significant others. -
,,.n__.____wu:__: m_mE,—EHR_P 5””"_“4 collected questionnaires and achievement e
. mﬁaﬂmﬁ:wﬁ nts several times each year and extensive ___Mu
OHEEH EEEE: o n_E_.“___...a EHH—. student’s science and mathematics Hu.“.ﬁ.
u!du_un_..n_u_. - interviewed by telephone each year durin m...ﬁ_
Esnﬁﬂn_.niﬁn_.g Eﬂggnngapﬂqﬁaﬂ_ EF..HEE%%&L
s Enﬁnﬂa er secondary school, the LSAY followed each student
2l : EE.___.HSn&._.___.i study, using a combination of mailed questionmaires
E«EESE_.E .EHEu.EnEg.&EwEEn&a_nEl
print p:ﬂ_gnn%mauﬂnxg were willing to respond online Laﬁ&
i e EWEH_HEHFE LSAY continues to ﬁ&u“t 5 HE
ofiginal & (the eligible sample who are still alive, zﬁwﬂ

the United States, and
' mentally and 4
H_.-_ﬂ.xﬁgn. strand D—En%ﬂfﬁ-.—”._..ﬁn”.-ﬂwq able to E—.—.—H__Hnnﬂ mﬁnu_ﬁ_.gﬂum._.-nu.

that measuse patterns of adult issue jny forty.yea time series of adult studies

citizen partici

Eggﬁqﬁﬂﬂ:ﬁvﬁa level of jssye 4 on

electing representatives, A #S.”“_ in voting and i, E:EH ”E.n::n sufficient
$ 20 of value jgpye pe ng or Pressuring
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decades is that it is possible to see patterns of differentiation among
EE&&:n_u and groups. Miller's work has focused attention on the growing dis-
parity In educational opportunity and aainment in the United States and its
consequences for employment, health, and quality of life. Here the distinction
petween description and prescription does apply, as the data do not by them-
selves prescribe specific solution or even a precise definition of a problem,
However, they do provide a common ground for discussion.

Both strands of this social sclence research were relevant to collaborating on
- interdisciplinary investigation of scientific character virtues and values. We
began our study in 2012 with pilot interviews to develop our survey instrument
and kicked off the full national study in 2014, Drawing a random sample from
Hon of m_...._n...._.n_nEE»___ exemplary scientists (e-g. elected fellows of
tific societies) and a population of early-career scientists, we then
canducted phone interviews, which averaged forty-five minutes.
Subjects who did not want to do an interview could provide written answers. By
3018 we had data from more than 1,100 scientists.

There are many things that one could say about the nature of this collabora-
vion, but this is not the place to discuss the details of the protocol or the results.

Here we just want to highlight three points about our study that are illustrative
that we think are of intezest for

of some of the methodological Hnﬂ:ﬂﬁ..ﬂ
vuﬁaaum.ﬂﬂmpun_ S.&Eﬂ_n:uhui_ﬁ walk the wall at the border between their

fields.
First, the core of our survey s not about what virtues scientists have but what
%ﬁaﬂu:nﬁﬁﬁnqqgﬂugﬁ;n&
i entists door do not

traits were important (i.e. valuable) for science.
their evaluative, ethical judg-

a H_ﬁlh_&. _um.

the popula

exhibit: rather, we asked what
This is asking for their normative assessment (l.e.

ment) of possible traits.

In this way, our survey has a prescriptive focus on what scientists think they
should aspire to, rather than a descriptive focus on what traits they may or may
not display. It would be a very different kind of study to investigate how scientists
are actually behaving, That kind of descriptive information is useful for other
purposes, of course. Other studies have tried to investigate how widespread sci-
entific misconduct (for instance, fabricating data) I but for us the question of
how many scientists depart from the virtue of honesty is secondary to the ques-
tion of how important they think that value Is to science in the first place. For
many social scientists, this may not be a distinction that makes much differ-
ence for their purposes—it is just one measure of attitude among any number of
others. But for philosophers, ideals and aspirations are normative in more than
a descriptive sense, as they take us into the realm of the asking and giving of
reasons. This is grist for the philosophical mill
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There are other aspects of our study, however, that are familiar | , whether there are patterns of weights that practitioners of different
scientists but will seem foreign to most ethicists. We turn now 10 _.in._a 50| one ¢ “nntﬁ 1o different virtues. Pennock's vocational virtue account predicts
examples, relateq vocations ought 10 be such differences, depending in large part on what is the

For one set of questions in our instrument we asked subjects to givea that mﬂ“:.&nm purpose of the practice. If exemplary practitioners of different
titative rating of a list of virtues. For each virtue, we asked them to asses g central all gave the same weights to the same set of virtues, then that would be
portance in science by rating how essential the trait was 1o being an exe o, ﬁnﬁrﬂaﬂuﬁaﬁh the account is wrong,
scientist on a scale of 0 to 10, with 0 being not at all essential and 19 51.5 : f ri&&nnﬁﬂuﬂii::ﬁi&ﬁnﬁﬁ&uﬁnﬁauin
that it is very essential. This is not the sort of thing that ethicists i.u:__ns_,.._hﬁm o &%E.Eﬁ imformation. We asked scientists to explain the reasoning for
care or think to ask. Quantitative assessments do come into pritie Ea___“_Eh”___w ahawnwﬁrnuuﬂ_ﬁrin asked them to describe examples of how these appeared
asguments, where doing the right thing (Le., that which produces the greay... th " We asked them how they leamed about these values and how they
good for the greatest number of people) requires that we assess the nan_.“ﬂ__.h ﬁnn—amﬁﬂﬁﬂi on Egggﬂﬁinﬁ&nﬁsugﬁﬁﬂﬁniﬁ.
happiness (or pleasure) that different choices would have. In reality, howeses 1 Euﬁaﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁa&anﬁaﬁﬂa?iaﬁ@&iﬁﬁa
ts more likely 10 be economists who actually collect and analyze such ,..__”._.__HE“.:E mhui& be interesting and useful for understanding the nuances of these views
EEnEEaE.rE_EESQE%EEE.EEQR_E%E&H“:.. Eminnﬂiﬁm%gﬂiﬂu_; ﬁﬂuq%aﬁrsﬁ.ﬂuﬂaﬂﬁ
vy, mn. _".Raﬂ. ides that, what possible philosophical value is there in asking f; 5 paﬂniﬁnﬁﬁ_ﬂbﬂ E&Eﬂ:ﬂqﬁaﬂuﬂﬁgnﬂigﬂ*ﬂ& i
quantitative assessment of the importance of some value/virtue? ora e : even a hypothetical case—can provide fod En_..m_._
Esiﬂaﬁi ,_.w_HmﬂMEE thi s 0 consider the aternative, For instance, take tended reflection, iscussion, and debete ﬁ_.“mn&._ﬁ E.ﬂ Hﬁ“ﬂms o

- one could likely find a way that it : when one is trying to work out howo :
%mﬁg P#&Rnﬂﬁaﬁu.é?nﬂ:ﬁ&b_n M” “_._E...Ea cat ﬁ:ﬁ HHH.R do in difficult ethical dilemmas, s it may not matter whether the Mm
: ' or concoct a case where it would behoove scientists to be Eiﬁ&gqﬂﬂﬁnqﬂrfﬂcﬂniz.n_ philosophers
gﬁéaéﬁ;&ﬁ: the only question were whether Hﬂ.&n&ﬁ. butter of much philosophical deibeation, spirieal ﬁ:iﬁa it is
wivios : Enﬁﬂ@ﬂﬁﬂnﬁ.?ﬁgmaﬂun%isg_&#gﬁ _ ,.,E_Eﬁﬂﬂnﬁn_.ﬂﬂgﬂ_iua:inﬁwg_ . osophical analysis that
interesting & toruna survey. But thisis where data can be revealing: it would be EE:EEE#EEEEEEEGaEﬁ».EaﬁEE%FE
b HEEEAEEEEEUEEEWWE. E%ﬁﬂbﬁﬂ%%ﬂi—:ﬁhﬁi ok uHuH...-n...mn..ﬁ_ﬂT
E.Heﬁ.awaﬁ for sclentists (or that some uncommon virtue does). We may cer- 5&&62%%35&:&&%&%&& )
i ovmerg nghgﬂﬁnnﬂqgg%g EEE&G&O-.Q:P:E!T&%W.—?E!& : u&ﬂ&-&.ﬂaﬂ*.g::m
r i applied !Eﬂiggﬂﬂgg atkier Confirmatory _u-n—bqﬂﬂu_—u.nﬁﬁﬁm?.uﬁnnﬂnugﬁ.mnn of a phil
Ea.sﬁﬁ.gsisi_.&gwgﬁnﬁ compared to _“.EEEE_@&;EEE&:EEEE:EE&%M&&E_.
tional E&_.Ha_a?asﬁ from exemplary scientists (or some other voca- osophical investigation. The collection of the iEﬁjwﬂaﬂ._. they cluster
auganrgguﬁhmﬂ—‘? c : %Eﬂﬁgﬂa%gt—! e :
researchers—those who presumably have dgments of practiced eral virtues provides a edure uses the variance or covariance
their experience. This kind of data i acquired some practical wisdom from or are likely to be associated. A CFA procect ¢ of each virtue) and asks
claims of virtue ethics, and it is w..n”n ”—_“._-H._._nﬂ__hn.__n.___.n.ﬂ to .,._.._bu.___nnnm.ﬂhﬂ- of the Eﬂ#uﬂn&m%—nﬁaﬁaﬂﬂﬁaﬂﬁﬁngﬁnﬂ;iﬂnﬁr.._unﬂun_..uﬁu.._ a
one or a few ethicists, r Than & simple appeal to the intuitions of :isn&&?aﬁia::%ﬂnﬁ:ﬂ&f selected together by exem
Moreover, such quantitative distinctively more important and scientists pay atie
patterns of emphasis, It could _EEWEE_Ha nh..”.q Lq ﬂ_a”na... whether there are plary scientists. In drawing descriptive Mﬂﬁnhr mﬁia science about
of other vocations all agree that everything on exemplary practitioners tion to critical methodological principles [0 % B/ _ 14 o is one way 0
deed virtues (ie, that it is general 1wm3nm._.__"—= .u"..n—.-—“h___. or some other, were in- Ehtuﬁaqﬁﬂnnamn-&_awﬁ ?.ﬂn.._._nﬂu_uniun::
and 50 on, or generous, caring, and chaste), which 1 H R o do this for certainkinds Of MOdELs o) chuser or covary 332161
“E““.E-E:ﬂ_vn.#n end of the matter. If one asked E——wi”—-—”“uhﬂn“_”_? but We sec this %ﬁﬂhﬁﬂﬁnﬂ”ﬂn <cientists’ values. 1f we start ___...___.“.._.F.nn__”“
B :
1ol one might have to leave i at tha, ut quantitative EEE._H_H w_au_.ﬁw“- HH.M ___u_“ ﬂﬂﬁrﬁ included in our final questioRNAIre (which w
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selected through pilot testing of a much larger number of prospectj

are equally likely to occur in a final cluster of virtues, then we ..s___nn.__,." )
EEAE high) set of factor loadings. But we found that o 5P
“__n“_..__.____"”.ﬁ___ﬂ we asked about in the final questionnaire formed a na__-__“ﬂ“_mr__zzx
two did not, We would characterize this finding as disco ?ﬂ.__n Sha
RM.H M_nﬂ-u_.:: two virtues that did not load on the common n.waq i
.mﬁn._n_ Nﬂ?ﬂ“ﬂsﬁﬁn. the two virtues that did not Jogd on the
Eﬁsﬁﬁaﬂﬁ g exemplary H._nnuE would not load on a sigy,.
i) b umﬂﬁnﬂ____na, scientists or for similar samples of
E&:&F.Ear? ; Eanﬂu tonals. Neither does it mean that these virnye

ﬁrﬁ&ﬂfﬁ.ﬁﬂ.ﬂ:ﬂrﬂ iy other way or for a subset of research, For instan
virtue of being collaborative did not load together inﬁm_.._

ih_ﬁ_.sn..:ﬂtn_.n scientist mostly working independently,
3 ?ﬁi#ﬁﬁ E“hﬁﬂuﬂ; are disconfirmed in a number of examination;
wlmicphe: E-_H..”_M.E:Eh.-hnan conclude that the virtues in
belong acore set of virtues. Ethicists should
' take heed
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we have aleo identified a few ways in which each neighbor’s interest may
¢ with the other's; where data and values may meet; and where

m—.n_uni_;.:ﬁnmnn :
rjoners on both sides may find their perspectives broadened by interac-
___.-n”_..,_i the other. In such cases, philosophers and soclal scientists may collab-
s for their mutual benefit. Putting the point poetically, we may conclude that
Ll nding walls between fields of apples and pine, it is perhaps worth consid-
in hﬂnn.__n value of leaving 2 Bap. perhaps with a gate, that will allow a way for the
erlaB nﬁauﬁn?iﬁﬁnimfu&ﬁ.aﬁinﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁw

peighbors 10 €T0ss
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