
StudyingScientificVirtuesBridgingPhilosophyandSocialScience*RobertT.PennockandJonD.Miller
StudyingtheScientificCharacterVirtuesPhilosophersofsciencehavetendedtofocusonphilosophicalissuesinvolving

Scientificconceptsinparticularfields,suchasphysicsorbiology,andscientificreasoningingeneral,suchasthenatureofscientificexplanationandthejustifi-cationofinductiveinference.Comparativelylittleattentionhasbeenpaidtothecharacterofthescientistandtheidentificationandinvestigationoftraitsthatmakeforexcellenceinscientificpractice,especiallywhentheseareconceptual-izedashavingamoralstructure.OnestrandofPennock?sphilosophyofscienceresearchhasfocusedonscientificmethodology,includingconfirmation,meth-odologicalnaturalism,andmodel-basedreasoning;asecondstrandofempiricalresearchconsiderstheevolutionofintelligentbehavior.Thesetwostrandshavebeenlinkedbyaninterestintherelationshipofepistemicandethicalvaluesinscience,whichledhimtoturntoquestionsaboutcharacterandthescientificmindsetandtodevelopanaccountofScientificexcellenceanditsdevelopmentthatcombinesAristotelianVirtueethicsandDarwinianevolution(e.g.,Pennock

2002,2015,2019).

WhenvirtueethicshasbeenappliedtosciencePreviously,i thasmostlybeen

intermsofh

erelevantinscience.Pennock?s

Purposeofdifferentvocations,For
thatthereareparticularvirtues,

skepticism,thatshouldbegiven
tificpracticeandScientificflourishi

Pennockhasdevelopedthisvi
applications(e.g.,Pennock1996,2001

»2018;Penno,

themostpart,i twouldhavebeenpossibletopursuewithaphilosophicalmethodology,butaddingaso

alwaysanenticingPossibility,
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iociologyofscience,anempiricalstudywouldpro-

fromthePoE fsciencethatcomplementedandextendedRobert

okinlen i c hhadfocusedoninstitutionalvalues,settingasidemore

Merton'swork,.aboutethicalperceptionandmotivationofscientiststhem-specificquestionthepointofviewofphilosophyofscienceandethics,suchaselves.A n dFromeadyo ftheethicalperceptionsofexemplaryscientistsh e l d<
interdiscipn?ti n gakindoftestofsomeaspectsofthisvirtuePhilosopv opromiseo fe eofinvestigationrequiredcollaborationwithasocialscientis.science.ThiskinarchpartnershipwithMillerandastudyofscientistsviewswhichledtother eetheitvocationthatisnowinitssixthyear.Int h i schapter,weaboutthevirtues0ofwhatwehavelearnedinattemptingtobridgethesetwo

disciplinesandtheorientificvirtue.Beforedescribingourownwork,however

howwhycollaborationbetweenphilosophyan

: icsuchasscie

cuttingtopic.

upleofcasestoswhatmightaccountforthegeneralseparation

?0

wepresent2COUP

socialscienceisinfrequentand

petweenthesedisciplines.

WhenPhilosophersandSocialScientistsCollaborate

theothersocialsciencesbeganasbranchesofphilosophy,

eother

iways,and

.theyhavegonetheirown

:id-nineteenthcentury;dentlyofone

butsincet h eesefieldsforthemostpartnowoperateindepeni sd i -P r aW h ,hilosophersandsocialscientistsd omeet,ordial,though
another.WhenPneighboringareasofresearch,relationsare¢ktogetheroncallyf o rs c h os sc a nsometimesmakei tdifficultforthem°a ehesuchdiffitheirdifference:?I tiscommonto;

::itiveways.:ia

interdisciplinarypro}e eacauageIndeed,intheirCanee en e

?ii nis!

culties? °aeerettconferencesthattheymightbothattend?ite e etermsbut
ciplinaryreseartalkingpasteachother.Sometimestheyusefusing,However,thatscholarsarewhiche a nmakeaconversationespeciallyShedsa n dpractices

indifferentways,.

t h e i rdiferencesarenotsolelyamatteroflanguage;theirm

istinctaswell.boutethicalnorms.

C oo c rt h eroleofdataintheirrespectiver e yo f tenappealtoethical

votthatethicistsrarelyspeakofdata;they¢o ftheseasdataand
Ieisnotjustheirarguments,buttheydonotusuallyth i ra kouldrecognize.I faeu s edatainawaythatsocialscientists.justpartofsomeonlyemnenneno fa nethicalargument,theyarem o sy?e eutilitarian

datadoappeara:takenforgranted,

emiseandsoareoutwhatis

backgroundsecondaryn ehilosophersareinterestedinfigurin"investigated

argument.Why?e ea n dthiskindofnormativequestion1s

properorapprop7

Psychologyand

a
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morecommonlybymeansofanalysisandconceptualargumentthanbyem,
e yl so t tthatsocialscientistsrarelytalkaboutvalues,

investigatesocialnorms,butnotintheevaluativewaythatphiloso

withwhattheycallnorms,Why?Becausesocialscientistsaremoreinterestedipdescribingvaluesthanevaluatingthem.MostsocialscientistsinsistUponbeingscrupulouslyneutralwithregardtodifferentvaluestheymaybedescribing?forexample,valuesfromdifferentcultures.I ti snottheirplaceorinteresttomake

judgmentsaboutthevaluesofthepeopletheystudy.

Thatethicistsandsocialscientists?interestsaremostlydifferentmeansthat
theyhavelittlereasontopayattentiontowhati shappeningintheother'sdo.main,Theirprofessionalliteraturerarelyhastheneedtociteworkfromtheother,sophilosophersaremostlyunfamiliarwiththesocialSciencejournalsandsocialsclentistsrarelydipintothephilosophicalliterature,Withtheireyesontheirownacreage,workersonbothsidesofthedisciplinarywallarethusoftenunawareofinternalconflictsgoingonintheneighboringfield.Ethicistsusually

havelittlereasontoconcernthemselves,forinstance,cognitiveschematheoristsandtraittheoristsorother

psychology,i ftheynoticethematallPsychologists,

havelittleknowledgeof,orinteresti n ,theprosandconsofvirtueethicsvis-Onefindsasimilarpatternasone

ences.Thisisnottosaythatsocial5

Phersdeat

withdifferencesbetweendevelopmentalcampsin
similarly,forthemostpart

debatesamongethicaltheoristsabout,say,

a-visdeontologyorconsequentialism.

movesfrompsychologytoothersocialsci-clentistshavebeenentirelyuninterestedin

ethics,Includingtheethicsofscient?cresearchitself,However,inlinewiththedifferencesalreadynoted,themostcommonsortofstudiesconductedhavebeenonesthatinvestigatescientificmisconductandattempttoascertainhowcommonvarlouskindsof.questionableresearchconductare(e,g,John,Loewenstein,andPrelec2012),Thisisstilladescriptivequestion,thoughinthiscaseapriorspec-ificationofwhatkindofbehaviorisunethicalinSciencei srequired,Forsuch?a p a°e to ftheground,socialscientistsmustworkwithethicists,atleasttaywhata e sthesimplestformofcollaboration?researchethicistsbusinessofae r eunethicalandsocialscientiststhencangetonwiththeirbationf r u i ttheincidenceofthatbehavior,Formanypurposes,thisdeatlyenedciplinarycollaborationismorethansufficient,asi tcanbe

conduct.Forthouttheprevalenceofvariousformsof

aboutthe}SOclalscientistsnethicaltheoryorTeasoningbehin,

a r es o m ew e l ldefinedbehaviortomeasure

furtherintoc h i ltheese!e ea c lSclentistsneedtoorcaretodelveethosofscienceisanotableTtMerton'sPioneeringworkonthe

Mertonpaidlittleattentionto

mis-

eednotconcernthemselves

dtheidentificationSolongasthey

exception,buteven
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iscussedthescientificethosbysimplyidentl-

phica-?2r tb e n .analyzingtheirutilityformaintainingsocialstitutions!r aalcompliance(Merton1938,1973).Onoccasion,ow-

éoono c hlarswhohaveembarkedonaninvestigationonthe

t n e6o n dthecurrentdivisionandbacktoaplacewherethe

thatween=commoninterests._
haeberhobroughtinvestigationofmoralsbackintopi eKOOexample(Kohlberg1969).UsingaPiagetianmodelias a gRogin

developtifiedsixstages(groupe

sues,andinhisdataheidenJopmentoftheirmoralreasoning.Intheearliest,

inthedeveoun,

vidualspasst ne lchildrenfirstreasonintermsofobedienceandP|

tion:

?pre-conven

:i

thinkin:iifollowedbyaself-interestor!
inkiavoidpunishment),on

ishmertoeinkingo re a n so f?whatisini tforme?andhowireceiverewara ees?tional?mor:

a a n5asecondlevelof?conven!2casoningBeginningao emphasisontryingtoconformtosocialexpectations l
develops,f ta eonda?mentalityintermsofsocietalc u t e ra

laterwitint4ntional?level,moreabstractre

aneeofsocklawsformoralbehaviorare

C Oofiialcontract,wherebylaws

ofsocialcontahen

A e ni e doenej o i n trocessfordecisionforthecommonB ea h sv e

Betew i nte rmso funiversalethicalprinciples,especiallyo!

inthesixthstage,in

Jopmenthas

seoklbers?smoralstagetheoryinthepsychologyo fm o ro v eopmeses

i iesentationemphasizc eod

o n es p a ts o m es aasproblematic.Thehighest,sixthstagese

othersinwa)

¢fmoralsasuniversal

iitifiedbyKant'?sviewo!toplacedeontologicalethics(exemeoreplacedease,t h estage.Carol

litarianethics,whichdistinctively

laws)o v e riferentVoice(1982)suggestedthati toverlookx en mshorty)

Gilligan'sInaévticisminab i tm

i.(Wewilllookatthatcritsintedoutby

imaoen et b i n dspotwithrespecttovirtueethics,aspieena

TherewascertainlyabPforthewholeKohlberg:

ittwasalltheworse500).

proach,e s pa aregardtoimplicationsformoraleducation(Carr

proach,especi:

fthese

ismodelinresponsetosome©:

tedandexpandedhismiaecomnes

s o ee no n eiresearchingatopicsuchasmoralpsychology.

joints.i

necessarytotalkwithone?sneighbors.sveychologizedmorality?partiallyin-
Inapaperabouttheirownworkon?psycho:cpaandDarca

bm ehiberg?sresearch,thepsychologistsDanieayecbetween

Narvaer?n e :nsomeoftheissuesthatariseforworkersaoeaddooychal_a n dethics(LapsleyandNarvaez2008).Weh i aetoSwet o teefulreflectionsforaslightlybroadernotionofsoSeat e e n

wledopttheiruseofthemetaphorofcollaborativelyrepairing

philoso!
fying

disciplines§Lawrence

chology:i soneno
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thesefieldsfromRobertFrost'spoem?MendingWall?(Frost1914)asgwaytoframetheissueofthenatureofinterdisciplinarycollaborationsofthisSort.Thereismuchthatcouldbesaidabouttherelationshipbetweenthesetwoneighbors,

butwewanttomakejustafewpointsabouttherelationshipbetween

dataang

valuesinsuchcollaborations.

Theory:AttheDescriptive/PrescriptiveDivideAstandardtheoreticalreasonfortheseparationbetweenethicsandscienceinvolvestheproblematicconceptualgapthatphilosopherDavidHumeidenti-fiedbetweenfactsandvalues:thatsomethingi sthecasedoesnottellusthati toughttobe(Hume1739),ThephilosopherG,E.Moorecalledoneformofthisleapfromtheformertothelatter(inparticularthereductionofamoraltermsuchas?thegood?tosomenaturalpropertysuchasthepleasurable)the?natural-isticfallacy?(Moore1903).I tiseasytoseehowthisproblemappliestothesortofinterdisciplinaryresearchweareconsidering.Socialscienceinvestigatesfactualquestionsandprovidesdescriptiveinformation.Ethicalphilosophyinvestigatesvaluequestionsandprovidesprescriptiveevaluations,Bothsortsofinquiriesaresometimesreferredtoas?normative.?whichaddsconfusiontowhatisalreadyanotoriouslycomplexissue,butonebasicwaytoputthepointisasfollows:NomatterwhatadescriptivestudyfindsaboutcommunityC?sorsubjectS'sethicalbeliefs,ethicsmaystillproperlyaskwhetherCorSshouldorshouldnotholdthosebeliefs.Thinkingthatmerefactsaboutaculture?sorsubject'sviewsaresuf-ficienttodetermineethicsleadstotheconceptualincoherenceofculturalrela-tivismorsubjectivism.Thisi sPhilosophy101.Kohlbergtookthisissueseriouslyandwroteamajorarticleabouthowhisempiricalworkcouldavoidthepitfallsof

thenaturalisticfallacy(Kohlberg1971).

Thisdistinctionisthemostplausiblereasonwhyphilosophersandsocial

scientistsarehappytostayintheirrespectivefieldswithawallthatmarksadi-vidinglinebetweentheirareasofinterest.Butwhati sthenatureofthiswall?Ifitistakentobeanimpermeablebarrier,thenonemightwonderwhatuseinforma-tiongatheredfromsciencegenerallyandsocialscienceinparticularcouldeverhaveforethics,Ontheotherhand,ifiti stakentomarkastrictseparation,theni tmightserveasaregulativeprincipleforbothphilosophersandsocialscientists,makingi tclearwhenonehasimproperlytrespassedontheother?sproperty.Wemaygainsomeinsightintothenatureofthewallb ylookingatacoupleof

ccasionforbothfriendlyandmorestrained

interactionsbetweentheneighbors,

Anespeciallyinterestingbordercaseinvo!

: vedissuesraisedbyKohlberg?s

research.HisownworkonStagesofmoraldevelopmentbecameatopicof

philosophycourses,buti tdidnothavenearlytheimpactasthe

discussion=Gilligan,whobeganashisresearchassistantbutwhoseownre-worko ft h e rtoidentifywhatshepurportedwasadistinctivelydifferent,?fe-

searchle

nedintermsofcareforothersandpreservationof

male?moralvoicen e e.?male?focusonrightsandfairness.HereisacaserelationshiPso o tfromsocialscienceseemedtodirectlyinfluenceethicists.whereempiric4tosuggestionsforreappraisalofstandardsofethicaljudg-Gilligan'sworklefeministphilosophersandthenmorebroadly.Largelybecause

mentsaa n ee eherempiricalwork,i tbecameandremainscommontoin-

iue...

clude

illigan?kwholeheartedly,however.

ihersembracedGilliganswor!

Notallphilosop

i inherwork

wi fphilosophicaldangershesawin

iciFlanaganwarnedofp!

EthicistOwen

$aswel l ,€y [par t i1erar-

e3speciallw i t hegardt oclaimsaboutcularhe .

a n dKohlbr g

:tiontodisputesamongdifferent

chiesofmorala d ee eP e ee evcomplisedKohlberg?accountcthicain t h?influentialworkofethicistJohnRawls,butimportantasdrewheavilyf rom?andremains,i tseemedprematuretocrowni t snotionthattheyeer|wstifedthanutilitarianorotherethicalaccounts.Divisveofmorality*v a twhether?male?justiceor?female?careissuperiorPeash a l
argumentsb o w? ecalclaimscannegativelyaffectmoraldiscourse.a n e4aes e e dt h a tcussionofpossibledifferencesb Efreednethe

recomme?inascientific

menviewmorae a ls a g etheoresw eh i h e lteriuoussuiteof? ,e eo ye v e sand,especially,adequacyo tosophcala n dem-

unrf:0

PhilosopherDebraNailsw a se r ncalaciorndunreliable?(Nails1 3 8 .aa etermio le t

WaseSroble

butshealsodelvedintovarioso oaboutdif i ro eh iProcess,callinginoaestandoints.Subsequentempiricalworkorsandamaleandfemalea nwerenotabletoreplicateGilliganso evedcriticism.Otherresear.enderdifferencesinmoralorientaleoeeandmeta-analysisofresearchbetweencareandjusticeorientation?f ednetheatbestaweakrelationsNailsdidpointoutthatGilliganajescribedwasmen(JaffeeandHyde*joantVoicethatthedifferentvoicesheoatlostint he , eevedb y .e egender,butthati m paN a sc o ncludedwith

aracterize*ofthe.

thebooka c eieo ts u ba laclectatseawithoutanchor,andno

awarning:?Thistype

oneisoutofdanger?(Nails1983,6 6 4 ) .anewhere

Nowweturntoasecondexample?

wn

otherdirection.Thiscaseinvolveswhatiskno

thechallengecomesfromt h easthe?situationistcritiqueo f
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virtueethics,Wehavealreadymentionedthedebatebetweenvirtue

thicgand

theoriesofdeontologyandutilitarianismasanexampleofaninternaltopieninterestamongethicists.Virtueethics,whichderivesfromAristotle,e5pecially

hisNicomacheanEthics,andhasseenaresurgenceofinterestinrecenfocusesonthenotionofmoralcharacter.Ratherthandealingprimari}moralityofactionsandeventsasdeontologicalandutilitarianethics

ethicsdealsfirstwithagentsandstatesofagents.InanAristotelianframework,virtueethicistsanalyzehowthedevelopmentofmoralcharacterleadstohumanflourishing,I fapersoniscourageous,forinstance,thattraitmaybeexpectedtomotivateappropriatelycourageousbehaviorwhencircumstanceswarrantit,Similarly,havingthevirtueofgenerosityoughttoleadonetoactgenerouslyinappropriatesituations.Aristotledescribedvariouswaysthatvirtuescanbede-veloped,suchasbylearningfromotherindividualswhohaveacquiredpractical

wisdom.

Deliberationaboutthejustificationofethicaltheorymostlyinvolvesconcep-
tualarguments,butinanunusualcasethisstandardaccountofVirtueethicswascriticizedonempiricalgroundsusingdatafrompsychology.ThephilosopherGilHarman,pointingtoempiricalstudiesthathighlightedtheproblemofexplainingbehaviorintermsofdistinctivecharacteristicsofanagentoverrelevantdetailsoftheagent'sperceivedsituation,calledthevirtueethicists?appealtomoralchar-actertraitsanexampleofa?fundamentalattributionerror?(Harman1998-99,329-30).EthicistJohnDorisextendedthiscritique,highlightinganexperimentfromsocialpsychologistsAliceIsenandPaulaLevin(1972)thatshowedhowhelpingbehaviorvariedasafunctionofmoodstate?thatis,of?feelinggood?inasituation,Intheirexperiments,somethingassimpleasfindingadimeinthecoinreturnofapublicphoneledtoaStatisticallysignificantincreaseinhelping

behavior.Doriscitedthisexperimentasrepresentativeofthe?situationist?tradi-tioninsocialandpersonalitypsychology,whichrejectsexplanationsofbehaviorintermsofstandardtheoreticalconstructionsofpersonality,andheconcluded,likeHarman,thati tcallsintoquestionneo-Aristotelianvirtueethicsbasedontheideaofsteadycharactertraits(Doris1998,504),Suchexperimentssuggest,heargued,thatonecannotreliablypredicthelpingbehaviorbasedontraitssuch

tdecades,Ywiththedo,Virtue

i srequiredthatdoesnotpositreliablemoraldispositions,

Thedescriptive/normativedividenotwithstanding,thissituationistchallenge

wasrecognizedbyethicistsasarealissueforneo-Aristotelianvirtueethics,Onemayofcoursesay,asDorishimselfacknowledged,thatShowingthedescriptiveinadequacyofanethicaltheoryisnotsufficientforshowingthatitisnormativelyinadequate,butthedescriptivedatadobearuponitsplausibility,whichledtoa

livelydebateintheliterature.Wementionjustacoupleofexamples,

gsty
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nfrontedthesituationistchallengefrombothsides,questioning

pianaF l:o n c eanditsrelevance.ExperimentssuchasIsenandLevin's,she
theempiricale v i?poorlysuitedtodetectingtheexistenceorinfluenceoftraits?

pointedout,ar38),astheyfocusonparticularsituationsratherthanbehavioral(Fleming2006,longperiodsoftimeandthus?biastheevidenceinfavorofsitua-consistencyO r38-39).Shealsorightlypointedoutthati twasafundamentalmis-tionalfactors(charactertraitsshouldoperate?withoutregardtoenvironmentaltaket0thinkt h a tedthatoncethisisacknowledged,i tiseasytoseethatvirtue

factors;andsheveptualresourcestobuildin?situationsensitive?traits(41)._

ethicshasthecondedtothesituationistchallengeinevengreaterdetailinaNancySnowSPh a tdefendedanaccountofvirtueas?socialintelligencebookleaooeaeatensivediscussionofsocialscienceresearchtogroundh e r
(now2argumentsthatsituationistexperimentsunderminethenotion

theory.Con

eta nghow

charactertraitsshepointedtoothersocialscienceresearchshowinh o s

:strue-

sabsonsestosituationsalsodependuponhowtheycon

>sp

agentsre:

dthemselvesin.Thisaddsanotherdimensiontomoralbehaves

:imn.

ationsmjustondispositionsandenvironmentsbutalsoonco!I e

tponeo deffectstudiessuchasthoseofIsenandLevin,Snow

additiontomood-arangeofothers

::the

iPrisonExperimentand

iing

theinfamousStanfordiment

:e euhorityexperiments,concludingt h a tt hh a v e

v ef ee l eandthatsubjects?moralbehaviorsmustbejudge

eaningforp

a rianSanteaeitakeastandonthespecificsof

I ti snotourintentiontogetintothedetailsor

:ialsci-

hilosophyandsoci

. iseattheborderbetweenpfhthat

conversationst h a tmayariseionalconflictbetweenthesepartles,thouget

ence.Theyalsoillustrateoccasinflictsmaybesorte

inevitable;ionsandpotentialcooe

achado sI ne r ttotheconversationanddoesnotpres

eachsidebringsits

discountthatoftheother.

Kohlbergmayhaveneglected

vi

Carrinthinkingthatanysu

ofauniversalmoralitysureydoesa kriseHOW10cecomplexvalues

iepra

thegoaloflearningfrom

nthoughthe

hatisethicalinparticularcases.Moreover,eve:

whenconsideringw|

'thicalvoiceseems

:istinctivelyfemaleenilo-

:?5claimofadistinfremainsofphilo

tohavebeenmostlyundearchmayshedlightonwhetherther

rese

dwomenwith

sophicalinterest.t h e aallempiricaldifferencesbetweeni nwlogicalimporttothesSaasoralreasoning,
DUTatero w

n eturnaee lv e r av e i largueabouthowtobalancejustice

thisturnsout,ethicistsco

moralreasoninganddecision-making.

virtuotaspessimisticas
irtueethics,butwearencaswisincompatiblewithvirtueetniesT e e?aprecludetheplaceofmoraljudgm
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Situationistsmaybewrongintheirspecificchallenge,oratleastprema

theirconclusions,buttheycouldhavebeenright,andthereareotherempiticaldatathatmayberelevant.Forinstance,i fmoralpsychologyweretoshowthathumanbeingsarepsychologicallyincapableofbeingvirtuousorbehavingvirtu.ously,thenthatwouldseriouslyreducetheviabilityofapplyingvirtueethicstohumanmorality.Metaethicscorrectlynotesthatoughtimpliescan,whichMeansthatweatleastneedtobecapableofvirtuei fi tistoberecommendedasthecorrectmoralaccountforhumanbeings.I tisextremelyunlikelythatwearein-capableofvirtue,butthesamepointholdsforweakerpossibilities.Thegeneralpointforushereisthattheentiredebateoccursbecauseeveryoneagreedthatforsomeimportantaspectsofvirtueethics,theempiricaldatafromsocialsci-enceisrelevant.AsSnowrightlynoted,?Philosophershavemuchtolearnfrom

studyingtheworkofpsychologists?(Snow2010,117).

Whatthesecasesshowisthatthereareinterestingandsubstantivepointsof
contactbetweendescriptivepsychologyandprescriptivevirtueethicswhereeachmayreasonablyinfluencetheother.Theseandsimilardebatesshowthatsocialscienceandethicsarenotentirelyindependentandthatinterestingthingsmayhappenwherethefieldsmeet.Thereismuchtotalkaboutoverthewall,in-

cludingquestionsaboutthewall?sproperplacement,

Whenconflictarisesbetweenphilosophicalandsocialscienceperspectives,i tcouldeasilyturnintoawaroratleastastandoffi fonethoughtthattheissueinvolveswhichsideismorefundamentalandgetstodecidetheanswer,Butthis

isusuallythewrongwaytothinkaboutsuchcases,

estedindifferentquestions,aswesaw,

turein

asthesidesaremostlyinter-

andconflictsaremostlytheresultofmis-

communicationabouttheiraims,Clarifyingnotjusttermsbutmethodological
assumptionscangoalongwaytowardmaintainingpeacefulrelationshipsattheborder.Aswehavealsoseen,however,inothercasestheremayberealpointsofcontactwheresomequestionsdotouchsubstantivelyonbothsides.Insuch

instances,neighborlyrelationsrequireamorecooperativeapproach,

Whilei tmayofferdataaboutmoraldevelopment,socialscienceisworth

takingseriouslyonlyi fithasconstructedi

dthepsy-

toconfuseratherthanenlighten,
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ienstudiesareappropriatelyrelevant,ethicistsmust

Intheotherdirectionr lsciencef indso u taboutlimitsofhumanethical
beconstrainedP Yfactsthatbearupononeoranotheraspectofethicalthoughtpehavior,o r°suchcases,datamaymakearealdifferenceandcouldevenplayandbehavioredifferentethicaltheories.Forexample,virtueethicsclaimsaroleinassessingotherethicaltheoriesinthatmoralmotivationissupposedlyanadvantageoverI tcouldturnout,however,thatsocialsciencefindsthateth-puiltintoi t sview.ksdifferentlythantheorypredicts?perhaps,f o rinstance,icalmotivationw basedtheoryactuallyisbetterthantraininginavirtue-basedtraininginarights-tomoralaction.Again,thisisahypotheticalscenario,but:

approachats e awiatedthatpossibility,theni twouldbeincumbentupo
empiricaldataa1itsimplicationsandrethinktheirviews.social

ethiciststoconsicexampleswherecollaborationbetweenethicistsanoe
Thesearejustafewebefruitfulforboth.Wenowreturnt oourowncoa b

oration,M nt h ningaboutsomeoldquestions.

OurScientificVirtuesSurveyCollaboration

vocationalvirtueholdsp r a

Pennock?sphilosophicaltheoryof°ustifiedinrelationtoitscentral,

rizeadisciplinearejirtuesin-

mee,a ae ea n de n e rhumanvalues,andthattheChara"varonee ras t hvcllenceandintegrityofvoencewhichaimstodis-volvedintheurish.Withregardtoscience,Which22

ii ttofloIdsthatscientistsoug,

oughttocultivateforithetheorythusholt i s t sovghe

turalworld,-drelatedvirtues;thes

covertruthsaboutthenatur?W Or y ,objectivity,andrelatedish

icity,curiosity,: ingscienceflourish.

(Ovcae t eo e .eatitethescientific? r ee e e1990sPennock

ein

w o evatedealsscientiststhemselvesactuallyhelfinformalinterviews

?0seewi

ies0.

jonnaireandbegan4Ser!i twasn't

createdapreliminaryaoei e danecdotalsupportfortheaccount,but

iitasystem-

vithntN o .t h a ti h eopportunityarosetodevelopandmountas y

untiltheearly2010stha!

: ionwithMiller.

atic,formal,nationalstudyincollaborationscriptions
Miller?sworkhasfocusedono iincludingoccupati

lifeplansandgoals,ievevari

scvaieulono f ,v a l se n dinformationneededtoavevinecte

sanae e s3000,2010).Thislifecourseapproa

Miller1983,,:

.dyofAme:

9 8 7 ,M i l elaunchedtheLongitudinalS Ysence

tostudyt h edevelopmentofstudenteng%¥ncesonthese

erie

andtheimpacto ftheseearlylearning¢xP

ofadolescentandadultonalobjectivesandthe

ouslifegoalseB»
dintwomajor

ricanYouth(LSAY)

andmathematics
lectionofcareer
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pathsandlifegoals.'ThestudyadoptedBergerandLuckman?sdeye|

ve

perspective(BergerandLuckman1966),whichminimizesgeneticOpmenta}andarguesthatnewbornchildrenareblankslatesthatareshapedb ytrenton

andlifecourseexperiences.Languagepl

| .playsacentralroleinth
alityandthetransmissionofvalues.Inthismodel,achildb o ngationOfteMichigan,andtransportedtoBeijingwithinafewdaysofbirthandeaer eneseian lywouldY epectedtogrowupspeakingMandarina n dd

normsofhisorhersignificantothae

ann ers(theadult:

ain©r eo e )ConverselyachildborninBeijingandtransport

familywouldm o nn tfewa yoflifeandraisedbyamidwesternA m eaw a eTow upspeakingAmericanEnglishandwouldad?laeeaormsofhisorherAmericansignificantothers mMopethevalues

pplyingthis

oeo e°n e etheLSAYcollectedquestionnairesandachievem

onen e sstudentsseveraltimeseachyearandextensi omeOneparatofahn tfromeachstudent?sscienceandmathematic: teacherso n ddwasinterviewedbyteleph the

aryschool.Extensiveschoolandt ycontextinfSuringsec

communitycontextinformationwasadded

t oeachstudent'sTecord .Aftersecondaryschool,t h eLSAYfollowede a c hstudent

andtelephoneinterviews,In2007

e db y a

articipation,whichiml i e sal eve lo fi s s u

€w u

relevantjud

judgmentsinVotingandincanderstandingsufficient

Ntatives,A5n
socialdisparitieecondsetofmain,orpressuring

©educational

and

ste;

n tMeasurementover

utvalueissue,

?Ociety.Oneoftheresultsofcone
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odofdecadesisthati tispossibletoseepatternsofdifferentiationamong

individualsandgroups.Miller'sworkhasfocusedattentiononthegrowingdis-parityi neducationalopportunityandattainmentintheUnitedStatesanditsconsequencesforemployment,health,andqualityoflife.Herethedistinctionbetweendescriptionandprescriptiondoesapply,asthedatadonotbythem-gelvesprescribeaspecificsolutionorevenaprecisedefinitionofaproblem.

deacommongroundfordiscussion.

However,theydoprovi

Bothstrandsofthissocialscienceresearchwererelevanttocollaboratingon
aninterdisciplinaryinvestigationofscientificcharactervirtuesandvalues.Webeganourstudyin2012withpilotinterviewstodevelopoursurveyinstrumentandkickedoffthefullnationalstudyin2014.Drawingarandomsamplefromthepopulationofpeer-identifiedexemplaryscientists(e.g.,electedfellowsofmajorscientificsocieties)andapopulationofearly-careerscientists,wethensolicitedandconductedphoneinterviews,whichaveragedforty-fiveminutes.

odidnotwanttodoaninterviewcouldprovidewrittenanswers.By

Subjectswh

2018wehaddatafrommorethan1,100scientists.

?Therearemanythingsthatonecouldsayaboutthenatureofthiscollabora-

scussthedetailsoftheprotocolortheresults.

Herewejustwanttohighlightthreepointsaboutourstudythatareillustrativeofsomeofthemethodologicalandotherissuesthatwethinkareofinterestforphilosophersandsocialscientistswhowalkthewallattheborderbetweentheir

tion,butthisisnottheplacetod i

fields.

First,thecoreofoursurveyisnotaboutwhatvirtuesscientistshavebutwhat

onestheymostvalue.Thishelpedusgetatthequestionsthatareofphilosophicalinterest.Wedidnotaskaboutwhatcharactervirtues/traitsscientistsdoordonotexhibit;rather,weaskedwhattraitswereimportant(i.e.,valuable)forscience.Thisisaskingfortheirnormativeassessment(i.¢.,theirevaluative,ethicaljudg-

ment)ofpossibletraits.

Inthisway,oursurveyhasapre
shouldaspireto,ratherthanadescriptive

notdisplay.I twouldbeaverydifferentkindofstudytoinvestigatehowscientists

criptiveinformationisusefulforother

areactuallybehaving.Thatkindofdes

purposes,ofcourse.Otherstudieshavetriedtoinvestigatehowwidespreadsci-entificmisconduct(forinstance,fabricatingdata)is,butforusthequestiono fhowmanyscientistsdepartfromthevirtueofhonestyissecondarytotheques-

valueistoscienceinthefirstplace.For

tlonofhowimportanttheythinkthat

manysocialscientists,thismaynotbeadistinctionthatmakesmuchdiffer-encefortheirpurposes?itisjustonemeasureofattitudeamonganynumberofothers.Butforphilosophers,idealsandaspirationsarenormativeinmorethanadescriptivesense,astheytakeusintotherealmoftheaskingandgivingo f

reasons.Thisisgristforthephilosophicalmill.

scriptivefocusonwhatscientiststhinkthey

focusonwhattraitstheymayormay
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Thereareotheraspectso fourstudy,however,thatarefamiliartoSocial
scientistsbutwillseemforeigntomostethicists.Weturnnowtotwoelated

Foronesetofquestionsinourinstrumentweaskedsubjectstogiveaquan.

titativeratingofalistofvirtues.Foreachvirtue,weaskedthemtoassessitsim-

portanceinsciencebyratinghowessentialthetraitwastobeing

a nexemplary

Scientistonascaleo f0to10,with0beingnotatallessentialand10meaningthati tisveryessential.Thisi snotthesortofthingthatethicistswouldtypicallycareorthinktoask.Quantitativeassessmentsdocomeintoplayinutilitarianarguments,wheredoingtherightthing(ie.,thatwhichproducesthegreatestgoodforthegreatestnumberofpeople)Tequiresthatweassesstheeffectsonhappiness(orpleasure)thatdifferentchoiceswouldhave.Inreality,however,i tismorelikelytobeeconomistswhoactuallycollectandanalyzesuchdata;utili-tarianethicistsworkoutthetheorybutdonotusuallythemselvesapplyi tinthisway.So,besidesthat,whatpossiblephilosophicalvalueisthereinaskingfora

quantitativeassessmentoftheimportanceofsomevalue/virtue?

Onewaytobegintoanswerthisi stoconsiderthealternative,Forinstance,take
anyrandomvirtueandonecouldlikelyfindawaythati tcouldbeusefulinsomeParticularscientificinvestigation.Takegenerosity,forexample.Anadvocateforthis

virtuecouldeasilyfindorconcoctacasewherei

i twouldbehoovescientiststobe

generous?inthesharingofsamples,forinstance.Iftheonlyquestionwerewhetheravirtuecouldberelevantforascientist,onecouldcomeupwithpossiblescenarioswithouttroublingtorunasurvey,Butthisi swheredatacanberevealing:i twouldbeinterestingt ofindthatgenerosity(orsomeothercommonvirtue)doesnotregisterasveryimportantforscientists(orthatsomeuncommonvirtuedoes).Wemaycer-tainlyadmitthatgenerosityisageneralvirtueforhumansocietywithoutthinkingthati tshouldbeappliedwithequalforceinallhumanvocationscomparedtoother

virtues.Thisiswhymoraljudgmenti simportantafterall,

Quantitativeinformationfromexemplaryscientists(orsomeothervoca-

tionalpractitioners)providesabroadmeasureofthejudgmentsofpracticed

quiredsomepracticalwisdomfrom

theirexperience.Thiskindofdataissurelyrelevanttotheassessmentoftheclaimsofvirtueethics,andi tisbetterthanasimpleappealtotheintuitionsof

oneorafewethicists,

Moreover,suchquantitativedataallowson

¢toascertainwhetherthereare

patternsofemphasis,I tcouldturnout,fore

exemplarypractitioners

ofothervocationsallagreethateverythingonourlist,orsomeother,werein-deedvirtues(ie.,thatitisgenerallyagoodthingtobehonest,curious,objective,andsoon,orgenerous,caring,andchaste),whichisbynomeanscertain,but

thatwouldnotbetheendofthematter,I fone

askedonlywhethersomethingwas

avirtueornot,onemighthavetoleavei tatthat,butquantitativeratingsallow
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hethertherearepatternsofweightsthatpractitionerso fdifferent

one10$66.todifferentvirtues.Pennock?svocationalvirtueaccountpredictsyocationsgivettobesuchdifferences,dependinginlargepartonwhatisthethatthereoughurposeofthepractice.I fexemplarypractitionersofdiferentcentrale e ethesameweightstothesamesetofvirtues,thenthatwouldbe

ionsicountiswro

agoodindicationo es t o pwithcnmericalratings;wealsocollectedawide

w einformation.Weaskedscientiststoexplainthereasoningfor
ore?W easkedthemtodescribeexamplesofhowtheseP yihthesevaluesandhowthe:

kedthemhowtheylearnedaboutndhowey

its.Weaskedthemaboutscien!vic

triedoe?a n ds o r it h e t ,illustratedtheirviews.Suchquale
Weaskedfoestidusefulforunderstandingthenuancesofthesevi

.i ingan:tionin

datawillbei areecinndthem.Philosophersrarelycollectsuche eh e e.

andtheT eashion:theirmethodreliesmoreonconceptualanalysis,

asystematica s?

idderforex-

sometimesevenahypotheticalcase?canprovideeo ee e

nedreeciondiscoorke ew i n kaboutwhatweoughtoreloistryingtoworko u thowt othinkorasrealonesv ediffeulethicaldilemmas,soi tmaynotmatterv et h e e

o ecravenfromlifeornot.Becausephilosophicalthough

amplewas

::iberation,manyphilosopher

chphilosophicaldelil-ver,itis

willhavea eM slandhowtoincorporatei tintophilosop

freasoning.This

. inkingo ftheirusualmodes©sfc,

tech-

willrequiremoresignificantrethinkingerestthatinvolvesaspecific,te

.7t

bringsustoathirdpoin

ofmethodologicalinto d .

itativereasoningthatweused.ces,buti tis

Confirmatoryfactorimethatitfsev-

.u rstuatceo feacho fse

probablyfairto?eyaT h ecollectionoftherelativee a evhethettheyclusterosophicalinvestigateefulempiricalbasisfora evanceorcovariance

virtuesprovidesaus'evarl

o el ike lytbeassociat

virtue)andasks

.thersomeare

amongasetofvariables( o ve eareofequalimportanceOFwhe

togetherbyexem-

e bimportantandmorelikelytobeselectedt o g

distinctivelymore

ialscientistspayatten

ipticlusions,socialscien?bout

.descriptivecomhyofscience@

plaryscientists.Inoesslogicalprinciplesfromthee eFAisonewayto

tiontocriticalm yectinghypothesestorigoroustests

theimportanceofsub)odelsasatest

i..terorcovary

dothisforcertalns a en a twhetheritems(virtues)e sI fwestartwiththe

Weseethisexaminat s.

fscientisichwere

ofoneaspectofthehypothesized!e e di nourfinalquestionnaire(whi

virtues

premiset h a ta l lo ft h e

eofque ehighestsco!inpractice.Weas
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selectedthroughpilottestingofamuchlargernumberofprospect;

areequallylikelytooccurinafinalclusterofvirtues,thenw e na eVirtues)
formlystrong(orhigh)setoffactorloadings.Butwefoundthatsd&xPectaunitenvirtuesweaskedaboutinthefinalquestionnaireformedo n y. Bhtoftheandthattwodidnot.Wewouldcharacterizethisfindingasdi acohesiveclusterc n rw eo fthetwovirtuesthatdidnotloadonthecommonfacengofthe

comme,n eaa meanthatthetwovirtuesthatdidn o tloado
latfactorforanothersample? exemplaryscientistswouldnotloadonn Ntheengineers,bankers,oroth pleoexemplaryscientistsorforsimilarsamp]s amaynotbeimporete terprofessionals,Neitherdoesi tmeanthatthesePieso fwehypothesizethatthesomeotherwayorforasubsetofresearch,Forinstar:e stheothersbecausesubjectm eo fbeingcollaborativedidnotloadtogetherw i t h

weretheworkofascientistmnostytofsignificantcaseso fexemplaryscienceth
hypotheoccnistmostlyworkingindependentlya t

ofthiskind,sclewtet ionsaredisconfirmedinanumberofexaminati

questiondonotbelon andsocialscientistswouldconcludethattheviNene

igasapartofacoresetofvirtues,Ethicistsshouldtakei

ee

aswell,forthismaybereveali

scopeofenneealingofsomeunrecognizedfeatureofthemoralland-

Aswehave

:seen,philosoph

i nersf
terestsandthesedifferen. andsocialsei

Pastoneanother,asj

P »a sisoftenthecag,

?Owever,manysuchproblemscanb e
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alsoidentifiedafewwaysinwhicheachneighbor'sinterestmay

theother?s;wheredataandvaluesmaymeet;andwhere

ctitionersOnpothsidesmayfindtheirperspectivesbroadenedbyinterac-

?an

withtheother.Insuchcases,philosophersandsocialscientistsmaycollab-ratefortheirmutualbenefit.Puttingthepointpoetically,wemayconcludethat°mendingwallsbetweenfieldsofapplesandpine,i tisperhapsworthconsid-

i n gthevalueofleaving@gap,perhapswithagate,thatwillallowawayforthe
crossoverandbewideenoughsothat?eventwocanpassabreast.?

wehave:

intersectwith

Notes
*?Thismaterialisbaseduponworksupportedbygrantsto

JohnTempletonFoundationunderCooperativeAgreementNos.36630and42023,andtoPennockbytheNationalScienceFoundationunderCooperativeAgreementNo,DBI-0939454.Anyopinions,findings,andconclusionsorrecommendations

thismaterialarethoseoftheauthorsanddonotnecessarilyreflectthe

hnTempletonFoundationortheNationalScienceFoundation.

theNSFfortwentyyears,thestudyisnowfundedbytheNational
dhasbeenrenamedtheLongitudinalStudyofAmericanLife.
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