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Introduction

Theories of moral relativism have long been metvekepticism.
The dominant view in philosophy is that moralityuisiversal, meaning that
moral statements follow from general moral prinegplthat apply to
everyone and apply everywhere. Put simply, whatreang for me here and
now is also wrong for you, and is likewise wrongrevdat to occur
somewhere else. Moral relativism, in contrast, rseidnat there are moral
principles that do not apply to everyone or evergieh

There are two lines of argument in favor of moraivarsalism.
First, according to analytic philosophers, moraig¥yy definitionuniversal.
As a consequence, if a rule is not universal theis not a moral rule.
Second, according to moral psychologists, moraityniversal because this
is how lay people think of the concept of moralifya rule is not universal,
lay people are not likely to think of it as a manalie.

Although these two lines of arguments may appeaetmdependent
from each other, upon closer inspection, it is emtdthat they are closely
intertwined. First, analytic philosophers build itheéheories on the
assumption that lay people do think of moralityussversal (see Section
[.1). This assumption is empirically testable ahdst depends on findings
from moral psychology. Indeed, psychological firginseem to undergird
this argument of analytic philosophers (see Sedtic3). However, moral
psychologists have londefined moral principles as rules that apply or
should apply universally, generally, or objectivelfey, in turn, referred to
major philosophical traditions in order to suppttrése definitions. To the
extent that these philosophical traditions agaliedeon assumptions about
individuals’ moral psychology, the main arguments favor of moral
universalism amounted to circular reasoning. Oney w@ break this
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circularity is to again investigate individuals’ nabpsychology, but without
a priori defining moral principles as rules thaplypuniversally.

In this paper, we give an overview of recent arguimeand new
empirical findings related to this moral universaiirelativism debate. In
the first section, below, we discuss moral univissa and analytic
philosophers’ arguments in favor of it. In the setcection we discuss
moral relativism and philosophers’ arguments agdainsin the first and
second sections we explain why empirical reseagatecessary in order to
advance the debate. In the third section, we exglaiv 20" century moral
psychologists have employed a restrictive notiometality, biasing their
results in favor of moral universalism. In the fibuisection we discuss
recent survey studies and present new findings rhige serious doubts
about arguments in favor of moral universalism.alfin we argue that in
order to advance the debate, we now need to supptephilosophical
reasoning and survey research with a broader rahgenpirical research
methods.

I. Moral universalism

Proponents of moral universalism often argue thatarsality is part
of the very meaning of morality. They start withetiquestion “What is
morality?” A very thin answer to this question wibudefine morality as a
set of evaluative statements, statements thatarabout how the world is,
but about the way it ought to be. Of course, tkinot enough: not all
evaluative statements are moral statements. Thera difference, for
instance, between things being morally wrong, gsoeed to merely bad or
unfortunate. If we tell someone to be more carefiién crossing the street,
we are evaluating his behavior in order to avoiébrtaonate accidents, but
we are not uttering a moral imperative. Somethingranis needed, and
universality has been a popular candidate for akémi description of
morality, especially among 20th century analytidlggophers. In this
section, we look at the arguments put forward bgséh analytic
philosophers.

[.1 Analytic philosophy

! B. Williams, Morality: An Introduction to Ethics Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press, 1972, p.4.
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Twentieth century analytic philosophers habituappealed to their
readers’ understanding and use of the word moraitgording to Hare, for
instance, moral evaluations apgy definitionuniversally, in other words,
universality is part of thetue meaningf morality’. The true meaning of a
word can be known to competent users of a languagea consequence,
when trying to find the meaning of a word, we cafer to usage and
understanding of the term by competent users df ldryuag@ Indeed,
Hare defends his view by referring to his readas® and understanding of
moral terms. He asks us, for instance, to imagigeraersation between a
Kantian (K) and an Existentialist (E)

E.: “You oughtn't to do that.”

K.: “So you think that one oughtn't to do that kiofcthing?”

E.."I think nothing of the kind; | say only that youghtn't to do
that.”

K.: “Don't you even imply that a person like medincumstances
of this kind oughtn't to do that kind of thing whehe other people
involved are the sort of people that they are?”

E.: “No; | say only that you oughtn't to do that.”

K.: “Are you making a moral judgment?”

E.: “Yes.”

K.: “In that case | fail to understand your useate word ‘moral’.”

Now Hare asserts that “most of us would be as édffis the ‘Kantian’; and
indeed we should be hard put to it to thinkaoly use of the word ‘ought’,
moral or non-moral, in which the °‘Existentialist'semarks would be
comprehensible™ Thus, according to Hare, we, his readers, thifik o
morality as universal, because this is how we bsentord in a way that we
find comprehensible. This is his argument in dedesfsmoral universalism.
Likewise, Taylor, defending the universality of rabrules, also

seems to refer to how his readers understand tiennaf a moral rule when
he speaks aboublr understanding of what it means to take the mavadtp

of view [...]"%. Other examples are Streifferand Lyon§ who oppose

2 R.M.Hare, “Universalisability”, inProceedings of the Aristotelian Sociey5, 1954,
p.306.

® G. Wallace, A.D.M. WalkerThe Definition of Morality London & Southampton, The
Camelot Press, 1970, p.5.

* R.M.Hare, “Universalisability”, inProceedings of the Aristotelian Socie§5, 1954,
pp.304-305.

> ibid., p.306.

® P.W. Taylor, “On taking the moral point of viewitj Midwest Studies in Philosoph$/1,
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certain theories of moral relativism due to theiouswter-intuitive
implications. When discussing conflicting moral tetaents (e.g., ‘X is
good’ versus ‘X is not good’, uttered by two di#et individuals), they
refer to “the conviction shared by laymen and polghers that only one of
these [assertions] could possibly be right,”

Thus, lay people’s speech acts — which we refastiolk morality -
are taken to constitute an argument for or agahestimeaning of the term
morality. We have two objections to this line o&sening. First, analytic
philosophers have never asked their readers ornangtse how they use
these words. Instead, they take their own intugtiabout how the folk use
and understand a specific word as a proxy for folkrality. As a
consequence, it is an open question whether folkality is indeed what
analytic philosophers think it is.

Second, philosophers themselves do not agree athisit folk
morality. Other philosophers defend moral relatividoy referring to
common intuitions, lay people’s speech acts, orroom understandings of
certain moral term&. Maclintyré?, for example, refers to notable cases such
as instances of personal moral dilemmas: he invge® think of Sartre’s
example of a pupil who had to decide between jgirifre fight against the
Nazis and caring for his sick motherin this case, the pupil’s feelings
would in the end determine what to do, and feelidigfer from person to
person. Thus, whatever the pupil would decide tavdald not necessarily
rest upon a universal rule, but it would still benaral decision, at least to
his readers; or so the argument goes.

In sum, philosophers appeal to the folk’'s undexditagn and use of
the word ‘morality’ in order to defend their view ifavor of moral
universalism and against moral relativism. Howeteere is no consensus

1978, pp.35, emphasis added.

" R. Streiffer, Moral relativism and reasons for actipiDepartment of Linguistics and
Philosophy Cambridge, Massachusetts Institute ofiffielogy. Doctor of Philosophy, 1999,
p.104.

® D. Lyons, “Ethical relativism and the problem otoherence”, ifMloral relativism - A
reader,New York/Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1976/200

%ibid., p.16.

19 e.g. B. Brogaard, “Moral Contextualism and Mora¢l&ivism”, in Philosophical
Quarterly, 58/232, 2008, pp.385-409; J. Beebe, “Moral Rekati in Context”, inNods,
44/4, 2010, pp.691-724; J. Prinhe emational construction of mora@xford, University
Press, 2007; G. Harman, “Moral relativism defendédThe Philosophical RevievB4/1,
1975, pp.3-22.

1 A. Maclintyre, “What Morality is Not”, inThe Definition of Morality London &
Southampton, The Camelot Press, 1957/1970.

12 3.P. Sartre,“L’Existentialisme est un Humanisni&46.
http://www.danielmartin.eu/Textes/Existentialisnieh
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among philosophers about what folk morality comsist. It is therefore

useful to empirically investigate how the folk umstand and use the word
morality. However, before sorting this out, we die®® have a clear
understanding of the meaning of moral relativisrd aharguments against
it.

1. Moral relativism
I. 1. What is moral relativism?

While moral universalism means that moral statemerdn be
inferred from general moral statements that applgveryone at all times
and places, moral relativism means that moral rstatés cannot be inferred
from or reduced to generally applicable statemenistead, moral
statements are relative, for instance to individutideir opinions, times and
places, conventions, or still something else.

Moral relativism can be construed as consistinghoée necessary
components. In general, moral relativism is a thmemged view such that:
X is relative to Y, where X is an aspect of the aigghenomenon and where
there is irrevocable variation in'¥ We explain each component below
with an example.

First, one can take moral relativism to mean tlmhes aspect of
moral statements (e.g., their truth, their referemt morally relevant acts
(e.g., their moral rightness) is relative to a nhéramework®. Consider the
following example, inspired by Lyofts Assume that pro-choice activists
endorse a moral framework that prioritizes the gatipersonal choice over
the value of the unborn life. According to somedsdrof moral relativism, a
pro-choice activist — say, Jane — can correctlyggudhat abortion is
permissible because it is in accordance with hemramdramework.
Nonetheless, if a pro-life activist — say, Claudiabhors abortion, Claudia’s
statement regarding the impermissibility of abarti® also true because it is
in accordance with Claudia’s moral framework thaonitizes the value of
the unborn life over personal choice.

13 K. Quintelier, D.T. Fessler, “Varying versions wioral relativism: the philosophy and
psychology of normative relativism”, Biology & Philosophy?27/1, 2012, pp.95-113

4 G. Harman, J. J. Thompsdvipral Relativism and Moral Objectivitylackwell, 1986.

> D, Lyons, “Ethical relativism and the problem atoherence”, ifMoral relativism - A
reader,New York/Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1976/200
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Second, moral relativism holds that there is vemmin these moral
frameworks. In our example, some people are procehand others are pro-
life. Some of their moral judgments will therefodiffer because their
respective moral frameworks differ.

Finally, this variation in moral frameworks cannbe entirely
eliminated. Assume that the truth of moral statemenrelative to the moral
framework one endorses, and that different indiaisuadhere to different
moral frameworks. If it is the case that a pro-cboframework is, for
example, epistemically better than a pro-life fraragk, then the statement
‘abortion is wrong’ becomes false no matter whoensttit. If moral
relativism would allow that all variation in mor&élameworks could be
eliminated, moral relativism would be compatiblettwi{most forms of)
moral universalism. This meaning of moral relatiwig/ould be too broad to
be useful. Thus, moral relativism is better takerntld that many moral
frameworks are epistemically or normatively equavel

[I. 2. How is moral relativism opposed to moral urérsalism?

It follows from the second component of the aboghesne that
moral relativism and moral universalism differ froeach other. Moral
relativism entails that there is irrevocable vaoiatin moral frameworks. As
a consequence, according to moral relativism, actgsmorally right for
some people in some contexts and morally wrongofber people or in
other contexts; moral statements are true for Soeople and false for other
people or in other contexts; moral concepts oughbe used in different
ways by different people or in different contexis. contrast, moral
universalism holds that acts are right or wrongstatements are true or
false, for everyone and in all contexts, or thatah@oncepts ought to be
used in the same way by everyone and in all cositext

Il. 3. Kinds of moral relativism

Before we discuss arguments against moral relativilsis important
to spell out that there are different kinds of nioeativism'®. Arguments
against moral relativism might be applicable topacific kind of moral
relativism only. This is especially the case forotdistinctions, namely,

' K. Quintelier, D.T. Fessler, “Varying versions wioral relativism: the philosophy and
psychology of normative relativism”, Biology & Philosophy27/1, 2012, pp.95-113.
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agent versus appraiser moral relativi§mand moderate versus extreme
moral relativism.

First, consider agent and appraiser moral relativiEhe example in
Section II.1. relativizes the truth of the moraltetment to the appraiser, this
is, the person uttering a moral statement. It &dfore a form of appraiser
(meta-ethical) moral relativism. However, importgntacts are usually
performed by agents and they often have an impasecond parties other
than the appraisers. What would happen if we inicedagents and their
moral frameworks?

An example can illustrate this complication. Boths&n, a pro-
choice activist, and Helen, a pro-life activiste draving an abortion. They
are agents performing an act. Claudia (the proditvist) and Jane (pro-
choice activist) again contemplate these actionlspaiapare their respective
judgments. In the previous example, the truth agheral statement was
contingent upon its accordance with the appraig@kiudia and Jane’s)
moral frameworks. Now, if we introduce agents arkirt moral
frameworks, whose moral framework constitutes thprapriate frame of
reference? Should we assign truth values basedeomoral frameworks of
the agents performing the act, this being SusanHaien, or based on the
moral frameworks of the appraisers judging the #is, being Claudia and
Jane? Or could any moral framework be an appraphiatme of reference?

According to an agent moral relativist, the agentsral framework
is the appropriate frame of reference. In this eplapit would be true that it
is permissible for Susan to have an abortion (bez&usan is a pro-choice
activist) while it would be false that it is permiisle for Helen to have an
abortion (because Helen is a pro-life activist) e agent moral relativist,
it does not matter who is appraising the act. B2ldudia and Jane would be
correct if they admonished Helen’s abortion andnpied Susan’s. In
Section 1.3 we explain how previous arguments regfamoral relativism
apply to either appraiser relativism or to agetdtrgsm.

Second, the distinction between moderate and egtrenoral
relativism is also important. Extreme moral relatin holds that no moral
judgment is universally true or false, that no nhac is universally right or
wrong, and so on. This is also the kind of relativithat holds that anything
is right or wrong, that any moral statement is trared that Hitler was right.
Moderate moral relativism holds that some moragjudnts are universally

7). Beebe, “Moral Relativism in Context”, NpQs 44/4, 2010, pp.691-724.
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true or false while others are relatively true atsé€® Thus, it can be
compatible with moral relativism that ‘murder isomg’ is a universally true
moral statement. This can, for instance, be thes amken there is no
epistemologically or normatively acceptable morakanfework that
legitimates murder.

Most relativist scholars defend moderate moraltiretan. At the
same time, criticism against moral relativism isigmlly aimed at extreme
moral relativism. Nonetheless, certain philosophbeve also opposed
moderate moral relativism. An exemplary argumenleiscribed below.

[I. 3. What arguments are there against moderate malorelativism?

Rusé? argues that we evolved to think of morality asectijely true
in the service of motivating us to act upon ourueal As a consequence,
people are innately objectivist about morality —ewtthey judge something
right or wrong they have strong inclinations tonthiof this judgment as
having a basis that is independent of their beliedsrespondingly, they are
also inclined to believe that the judgment shoudtt tuniversally. Another
consequence is that, should one manage to thirkjudigment as relative,
then one necessarily would no longer think of iaasoral judgment. Thus,
according to Ruse, people cannot think of moradisyrelative. Now, we
have seen in Section I.1 that certain analytic gsophers refer to how
people do think of morality, and take this as aguarent for or against a
specific moral theory. If we follow the argumentst forward by analytic
philosophers, the alleged fact that people cannahd-therefore do not -
think of any moral act, rule or statement as reéationstitutes an argument
against moderate moral relativisth.

Another argument against (moderate and extremealmelativism
is that it has counterintuitive implicaticiis According to appraiser moral
relativism, two conflicting moral statement can tbdite true at the same
time. Philosophers have argued that this is hardetmncile with how

18 Adapted from: P.K. Moser, T. L. Carsdvipral relativism - a readerNew York/Oxford,
University Press, 2001, p.3.

9 M. Ruse,Taking Darwin Seriously. A Naturalistic ApproachRbilosophy Oxford/New
York, Basil Blackwell, 1986.

2 According to Ruse, this is not an argument in fasfomoral universalism. Instead, Ruse
is a proponent of error theory in ethics: we aihkhof morality as objectively true;
however, this is merely an illusion foisted upon g our evolved nature. As a
consequence, all moral statements are false.

1 B. Williams, Morality: An Introduction to Ethics Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press, 1972.
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people use moral concefitsFor instance, according to appraiser moral
relativism, one appraiser cannot reasonably sayatltanflicting statement,
made by another appraiser, is wrong. However, mesple allegedly do
admonish others when they utter moral statemerais appear to conflict
with their own. Thus, the moral speech acts of npesiple do not appear to
be in line with moral relativism. In order to knafathis argument is correct,
we need to investigate if lay people have apprais@ral relativist
intuitions.

In contrast, according to agent moral relativisnacle moral
statement about a specific act performed by a Bpegent is either true or
false, irrespective of who is appraising the acks A consequence,
conflicting moral statements are not both truenatdame time, and it is not
unreasonable for discussants to admonish thoseuttdioconflicting moral
statements. Thus, findings that speak against eg@prenoral relativism do
not refute agent moral relativism. However, Ha@’gument against moral
relativism is an argument against moral agentixésan (see Section I.1). In
order to know if his argument against moral relativis correct, we need to
investigate if lay people have agent moral relatiintuitions.

In sum, those who reject moral relativism becausisaivergence
from everyday moral language should clarify whatdkof moral relativism
they have in mind: appraiser moral relativism migtall be at odds with
folk morality in ways that agent moral relativiss mot, and agent moral
relativism might run against the folks’ use of macancepts in ways that
appraiser moral relativism does not. Of courseetivr the folk do use
moral language in line with agent or in line witppaaiser relativism needs
to be tested.

In order to assess the above arguments in favormofal
universalism and against moral relativism, we Wit provide an overview
of pioneering studies that might shed light on foikrality. In section 1V,
we turn to more recent findings.

[11. Previousresearch in moral psychology

[ll. 1. Bias against moral relativism

22 R. Streiffer,Moral relativism and reasons for actipDepartment of Linguistics and
Philosophy Cambridge, Massachusetts Institute ohiielogy, 1999.
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The folk’s morality has been extensively investighby 28 century
moral psychologists. At first glance, their findsngappear to provide
overwhelming support for the claim that human bgingre moral
universalists.

In the field of moral development, Lawrence Kohtif&insisted that
all moral principles are universal. He famously ket up such claims with
empirical data indicating that moral developmentigracterized by six
stages of increasing universality. When reachirggdixth and final stage,
lay people think of moral rules as being correctvisfue of their universal
applicability.

In the same research tradition, Elliot Tuffelproposed that
individuals come to perceive moral rules as difiéréfom conventional
rules: while the latter are perceived to apply oy specific social
situations, depending on the prevailing conventioaral rules are intended
to be universally justified. Thus Turiel arguedtthaoral prescriptions [...]
are universally applicablein that they apply to everyone in similar
circumstances. They ammpersonalin that they are not based on individual
preferences or personal inclinatiofis"This view is again supported by an
impressive amount of empirical d&ta

Despite the large volume of material in the Kohtp@nd Turiel
traditions, these findings need to be examinedfullyethey are based on
research that defined morality a priori as congjstiof universalist
principles, by referring to universalist moral thes. Kohlberg, for
instance, built on Kant’'s universalist moral thedFpis can limit the scope
of empirical investigations and guide the interatien of data. Specifically,
if a given research participant thinks of a certaihe as relative, the
interpretation would be that the research partiies not reached the final
stage of moral development yet, or that the rulaasa moral rule. This
would simply be a consequence of the definitiomairality; it would not
matter whether the research participant thouglth®fule as a moral rule or

23 . Kohlberg, “A reply to Owen Flanagan and somenatents on the Puka-Goodpaster
exchange”, irEthics 92/3, 1982, pp.513-528.

24 E. Turiel, The development of social knowledge. Morality aodiad convention
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1983.

“ibid., p.36.

% L.P. Nucci, E. Turiel, “Social interactions andve®pment of social concepts in
preschool-children”, inChild Development49/2, 1978, pp.400-407; C.L. Wainryb, M.
Shaw, Langley, K. Cottam, R. Lewis, “Children’srtking about diversity of belief in the
early school years: Judgments of relativism, toleea and disagreeing persons”,Ghild
Development74, 2004, pp.687-703; J.G. Smetana, “Preschoitdren’s conceptions of
moral and social rules”, i€hild Development2/4, 1981, 1333-1336.
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not. It is possible that, had another definitionnobrality been used, the
same data could have been interpreted as evidbatenbrality is relative.
Thus, the a priori universalist definition of maralguided the scope of
research and the interpretation of research firgliag a consequence, folk
moral universalism was supported.

Of course, every empirical researcher needs to dteamorality in
order to know what to investigate. However, thismdecation can be
minimal at the outset of research, allowing moreeflom in the
experimental design and the subsequent interpoatafithe results.

This bias towards moral universalism is also veignpnent in the
literature defending the existence of a moral/cotieeal distinction.
Because this research tradition is still very iafitial, it is important to
examine its arguments in more detalil.

I1l. 2. The moral/conventional distinction

Theorists defending the moral/conventional distor® hold that
most individuals develop the capacity to distingutsvo kinds of social
interactions. One cluster of interactions is pameeias belonging to the
moral domain and triggers associated mental cortipota The other
cluster is perceived as belonging to the conveatiglomain and triggers
different, convention-specific mental computations.

According to the research tradition that defends @kistence of a
moral/conventional distinction, moral transgressiomre defined as
transgressions that involve a victim who is harnveldipse rights have been
violated, or who has been subjected to an injustwben asked why a
moral transgression is wrong, people accordinglyerreto these
justifications. A conventional transgression, oe tther hand, is wrong
because there are implicit or explicit social $tries ruling against it, such
as laws, sanctions, or prevailing opinions or pcast Because these are the
defining criteria distinguishing moral from conviemial transgressions, and
in order to avoid confusion arising from associagiovith the word ‘moral’,
it is better to speak of ‘transgressions that imeahflicting harm, injustice,
or violating rights’ versus ‘transgressions agaiosnvention’. In what

2T E. Turiel, The development of social knowledge. Morality andiad convention
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1983; Jr@et8na, “Social-Cognitive Domain
Theory: Consistencies and Variations in ChildreiMeral and Social Judgments”, in
Handbook of Moral DevelopmeniMahwah, New Jersey / London, Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, 1981, pp.119 — 153; R.A. Shweder, “&iebse of Moral Realism: Reply to
Gabennesch”, i€hild Development61/6, 1990, pp. 2060-2067.

221



Klesis — Revue philosophique2? : 2013 — Philosophie expérimentale

follows, we abbreviate this to ‘HIJR transgressioasid ‘conventional
transgressions’.

What, then, are those domain-specific mental coatfmuris? In the
context of the relativism-universalism debate, gfe@eralizability criterion
is most relevant. HIR transgressions are allegeeltgeived by lay people
as generalizably wrong. This means that they amngvin every social
system, independent of convention, while convestitransgressions might
not be wrong in a different social systém

At first sight, an impressive corpus of empiricalveéstigations
employing this conceptual framework supports thectgsion that people
think of HJR transgressions as generalizably wromglependent of
conventioR®. This makes the moral/conventional distinctioroasclaim in
defense of universalism and against relatiifsraven though this was not
the primary aim of moral/conventional defenders.e®jxally, the
moral/conventional distinction holds that the wrpoags of HJR
transgressions is not relative to convention, arliR Hransgressions are
moral transgressions. However, we argue that théhade used in these
studies inherently preclude the accrual of evidewicthe existence of folk
moral relativism.

Like Kohlberg, Turiet' premises his approach on a narrow
conception of ‘morality’, drawing on a selection gphilosophical theories
that support universal accounts of mor&fityMorality is defined— prior to
empirical research — as “analytically independehtsystems of social
organization that coordinate interactiof$, This definition is manifest in
Turiel's conception of HJR transgressions: Moralhti and wrong are

2 E. Turiel, The development of social knowledge. Morality aodiad convention
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1983; seeudsion in D. Kelly, S. Stich, K.
Haley, S. Eng, D.M.T. Fessler, “Harm, affect, am@& tmoral/conventional distinction”,
Mind & Language22/2, 2007, pp.117-131.

%9 e.g. C. Wainryb, L. Shaw, M. Langley, K. Cottam, [Rwis, “Children’s thinking about
diversity of belief in the early school years: Jodmts of relativism, tolerance, and
disagreeing persons”, i@hild Development74, 2004, pp.687-703; E. Turiel, M. Killen, C.
Helwig, “Morality. Its structure, functions and \aies”, inThe emergence of morality in
young children Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1987.

% See also: G.P. Goodwin, J. M. Darley, “The Pemei®bjectivity of Ethical Beliefs:
Psychological Findings and Implications for Pubiiclicy”, in Review of Philosophy and
Psychology1/2, 2010, pp.161-188.

3L E. Turiel, The development of social knowledge. Morality aodiad convention
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1983.

%2 ). SearleSpeech acts: An essay in the philosophy of langu@genbridge, England,
Cambridge University, 1969.

% E. Turiel, The development of social knowledge. Morality amdiad convention
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1983, p.39.
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determined by, and justified byniversalvalues of justice, rights, and ‘do
no harm.” As a consequence, what is morally wramgmiorally wrong
everywhere, and its wrongness is justified by thaseersal values. In this
conception, by definition, relativistic rules cante moral rules.

These definitional premises profoundly shape theiecal findings
of research on the moral/conventional distinctidn. these studi€§
participants are confronted with transgressions llaae been selected by
and categorized by researchers or independentsjurased on the prior
definitions of ‘moral’ and ‘conventional.’ It is dfe likely that there exists a
substantial class of transgressions that many pe@muld intuitively
classify as ‘moral’ but that are not ‘moral’ accmgl to the researchers’
definitions, and are therefore not regularly inelddvhen researchers intend
to show the widespread existence of the moral/autveal distinction.
Moreover, most studies do not ask participants kdrethey think of the
transgression as moral or conventional — the dstin is made by the
researchers themselves.

That such an a priori conception of the domain ofatity creates a
bias is neatly illustrated by the studies of Wrjgbullum, and Schwaband
Wright, Grandjean and McWhite They presented participants with a broad
range of issues and asked them to classify themoaal or conventional. It
turned out that there was no consensus among iparits for almost all
issues: many of them were considered moral by oaeicgpant and
conventional by another participant; some of thiesees — such as firing a
gun into a crowd - would have been classified asahaxcording to Turiel’s
criteria®’, while other issues — such as calling a teachehigyor her first
name - would have been classified as conventidssles that are classified
as ‘conventional’ by moral/conventional researchame generally seen as
variably right or wrong. However, it is possibleattsuch a ‘conventional’
issue is considered to be a ‘moral’ issue by soarigipants, while it is

% L.P. Nucci, E. Turiel, “Social interactions andve®pment of social concepts in
preschool-children”, irChild Development49/2, 1978, pp.400-407; E. Turiel, M. Killen,
C. Helwig, “Morality. Its structure, functions anégaries”, inThe emergence of morality
in young children Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1987; INBcci, M. S. Nucci,
“Children's responses and social conventional g@ssions in free-play settings”, Ghild
Development35/5, 1982, pp.1337-1342.

% J.C. Wright, J., Cullum, and N. Schwab, “The Cdtigri and Affective Dimensions of
Moral Conviction: Implications for Attitudinal anBehavioral Measures of Interpersonal
Tolerance”, inPersonality and Social Psychology Bulletd4/11, 2008, pp.1461-1476.

% J.C. Wright, P.T. Grandjean, C.B. McWhite, “Thetasethical grounding of our moral
beliefs: Evidence for meta-ethical pluralism” Rhilosophical Psychologyorthcoming.

8" E. Turiel, The development of social knowledge. Morality amdiad convention
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1983.
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also seen as variably right or wrong by these @pents. Thus, individuals
might think of moral issues as variably right orowg — a possibility
masked by the methods employed.

Critics sometimes point out that Turiel acknowledigke existence
of so-called non-prototypical cases that do notlitao be HJIR
transgressions but nonetheless trigger univetdgies of reasoning. For
instance, in a study by Turiel, Hildebrandt and ®gi*®, participants
judged that consensual adult incest (a taboo-bmgaket harmless act)
should be illegal, that it is universally morallyamg and would remain so
even if an authority would say that the act is psesible. But the
recognition that there are cases of non-HJR trassgns that evoke moral
(i.e. universalist) reasoning does not satisfy a@s amgument against
moderate moral relativism. For moderate moral netah to be an accurate
description of our moral psychology, it is suffisiehatsomemoral issues
trigger relativist reasoning.

Moreover, clear cultural differences have been toumthe response
patterns in regard to HJR or conventional transives®. Moreover,
participants have typically been asked to rate aallsmumber of
transgressions. This leaves open the possibiliéy garticipants’ answers
were specific to the transgressions considerednando morality per $8
Finally, studies that include a wider range of sc@s and do not have
inclusion or characterization criteria based onidlig classification do not
find this clear-cut conceptual distinctfdn- thus calling into question the
reasonableness of a priori classifications.

In addition to the above considerations, thereadge problems with
the questions that investigators have used to prde issue of
generalizability. In order to test if an act is Ihpavrong independent of

% E. Turiel, C. Hildebrandt, C. Wainryb, “Judging c&@l issues: difficulties,
inconsistencies, and consistencies”,Monographs of the Society for Research in Child
Development56/2, 1991, pp.1-103.

%9 J.G. Miller, D. M. Bersoffet al, “Perceptions of social responsibilities in Indiad the
United States: Moral imperatives or personal denis?”, inJournal of Personality and
Social Psychology58/1, 1990, pp.33-47; J. Haidthe Righteous Mind. Why Good People
are Divided by Politics and ReligipiNew York: Vintage Books, 2012.

40.J.C. Wright, J. Cullum, N. Schwab, “The Cognitied Affective Dimensions of Moral
Conviction: Implications for Attitudinal and Behaval Measures of Interpersonal
Tolerance”, inPersonality and Social Psychology Bulletd4:11, 2008, pp.1461-1476.

“l e.g. B. Huebner, J. J. Leet, al., “The Moral-Conventional Distinction in Mature Mdra
Competence”, inJournal of Cognition and Culturel0, 2010, pp.1-26; S. Nichols, “After
objectivity: an empirical study of moral judgmenity Philosophical Psychologyl7/1,
2004, pp.3-26; D. Kelly, S. Stich, K. Haley, S.gE.M.T. Fessler, “Harm, affect, and the
moral/conventional distinction”, iMind & Language 22/2, 2007, pp.117-131.
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whether or not it is in accord with prevailing cemtion, researchers should
ask whether a HIR transgression is morally wrongnat place and time
where it isagainstconvention, and whether the same HJR transgression
also morally wrong somewhere else where itergtirely in line with
prevailing convention. Only by varying the conventlity of the act can
one investigate the extent to which the act is dmkmrong independent of
convention. However, in posing the generalizabifityestion, researchers
used to vary one single aspect of convention,ihgai to the imagination
of the participant what other aspects of conventimuld vary or stay the
same. For example, Smet&hasks if it would it be OK if there were no rule
about a certain act such as hitting a child for. #8at participants can argue
that, even if there is no rule against it, it vatlll be against convention in
the sense that everyone disapproves of the pradtoebner, Lee and
Hausef® ask if the act would still be wrong if X lived semhere where
everyone else did this. But in this case, therehinigp a conventional rule
against it, even if everyone does it. In generakneif a transgression is
concordant with one aspect of convention (e.g.,nathere is no rule against
it), it can still be discordant with convention birtue of any of its other
aspects (social norms, consensus, behavioral amtfgretc.).

Because of the above limitation, existing moralie@ntional studies
do not effectively test whether HIR transgressameswrong independent of
convention. To be effective, the generalizabilitplpe must explicitly vary
every aspect, or at least as many aspects as lgpssfbthe prevailing
‘convention’. Only such a design can test whetlgrgeople relativize the
wrongness of HJR transgressions to prevailing aothwmes. Following this
logic, Quintelier, Fessler and De Shfeherefore examined the effects of
varying multiple aspects of convention on particiiga judgments of the
wrongness of HJR transgressions. Indeed, they faiatl participants
assessed a hypothetical moral (i.e. HIR) trandgress less wrong when
several aspects of convention explicitly permitieel behavior, compared to
when the conventionality of the act was made éagdicit.

In sum, results from the large body of research the
moral/conventional distinction does not convincingteclude the existence
of folk moral relativism. But are there studiesttheovide evidence in favor

42 ).G. Smetana, “Preschool children’s conceptionsnofal and social rules”, ihild
Development52/4, 1981, pp.1333-1336.

43 B. Huebner, J. J. Leet al., “The Moral-Conventional Distinction in Mature Mdra
Competence”, inJournal of Cognition and Culturel 0, 2010, pp.1-26.

* K. Quintelier, D. De Smet, D.M.T. Fessler, “Agemioral relativism reappraised: an
exploratory study”, submitted manuscript.
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of folk moral relativism?
[11.3 Arguments in favor of folk moral relativism

Sarkissian et &° were able to manipulate participants’ agreement
with a moral statement either in the direction dfjeativism or in the
direction of relativism. They presented particigamiith a short scenario
about a man Kkilling his son because he found himy weattractive.
Participants were then told about two appraiseme @ppraiser was a
classmate, and another appraiser could be anddssntate, someone from
a different culture, or an extraterrestrial. In gwenario, the first appraiser,
the one who was always a classmate, thought thevimhvas wrong while
the other appraiser thought it was right. Participahen had to indicate
how much they agreed with the statement that adtlene of the appraisers
must be wrong'. As they had predicted, Sarkissi@h@lleagues found that
participants were more likely to disagree with thigtement when the other
appraiser was from another culture, and they weust riikely to disagree
when the other appraiser was from a different glahige authors concluded
that, while people do have objectivist intuitionsrious psychological
processes are at work, leading to objectivist fitng in some cases and
relativist intuitions in other cases. These findirgearly nuance the long-
held conviction that the folk are universalistgegard to all moral concepts.

The above results are in accord with those froninaastigation of
moral objectivism by Goodwin and Darf8yAlthough these authors did not
test folk moral relativism, their findings are infioative. Goodwin and
Darley presented participants with a range of statds (some factual,
some taste, some conventional and some HJR sta®na asked them
for each statement whether there could be a coaremter to the question
of whether this statement was true. Participangsewfurther asked to
indicate how they interpreted the information thabther person disagreed
with them; here, the response options were: (1) dtreer was surely
mistaken, (2) it is possible that neither you rim bther person is mistaken,
(3) it could be that you are mistaken, and the rogfe¥son is correct, (4)
other. Even though Goodwin and Darley were intecksin moral
objectivism, we can interpret certain answer pagiexs in accordance with

%5 H. Sarkissian, J. Park, D. Tien, J.C. Wright, doKe, “Folk Moral Relativism”, iMind
and Language26/4, 2011,pp. 482-505.

6 G.P. Goodwin, J. M. Darley, “The psychology of methics: Exploring objectivism”, in
Cognition 106/3, 2008, pp.1339-1366.
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(meta-ethical) moral relativism: if the participantlicates that the statement
can have a truth value (i.e., the participants sheceither response option
‘true’ or response option ‘false’), and the papamt indicates that neither
(s)he nor a disagreeing person is mistaken abautstatement, then the
participants’ answers are in accordance with mdaktivism: two logically
incompatible moral statements can both be truegmidipg on the appraiser.
In a first experiment 11% (11 out of 100) of pagants and in a second
experiment 8% (12 out of 152) of participants confed to this pattern.
Hence, in each experiment, a small but consistenonity of participants
used moral terms in accordance with moral relatividgain, these findings
nuance the prevalence of folk moral universalisimese studies contradict
assumptions that lay people cannot think of moralg relative. However,
they do not provide evidence against argumentsrttwatl relativism is at
odds with more specific aspects of folk moralityotdbly, most of the
discussed studies mainly probe whether variatiotheé appraisers causes
participants to adjust their evaluations of thetsgesents, neglecting the
possibility that the background of agents will ughce participants’
evaluations. This means that we might also findtiabt moral speech acts
if we explicitly vary the backgrounds of the agem#e therefore conducted
a range of studies that inform us about the extgtesf folk moral agent
relativism. Moreover, moral relativists in aboveidies might simply have
been confused. It would be useful to know if mardhtivism is a stable
intuition that guides moral speech acts concerréngange of moral
concepts. In order to see if moral relativism &b, we asked participants
to evaluate moral permissibility as well as morath. The results of these
studies are reported in the next section.

V. Folk moral agent relativism

We developed scenarios in which we explicitly vahe moral
frameworks of agents. Probing whether agent maaaltivism is a stable
intuition, we asked participants both to judge pleemissibility of the act as
well as to assess the truth of another appraiseogl judgment of this
particular act. If agent relativism is a stablaiitibn, participants who make
a relativist moral judgment should also make atiretd judgment as to the
truth assessment of a moral judgment made by anafipeaiser.

IV. 1. Experiment 1
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IV.1.1. Hypothesis and research question

We predict that changing the moral framework ofragevill have an
effect on lay people’s moral speech acts. We askcgents aboutheir
own moral judgmentabout moral scenarios featuring agents who hold
various moral frameworks. We also ask participaatsissesshe truth of
moral judgmentsabout these specific scenarios. We explore whether
individuals who are moral agent relativists in nefygp moral judgments are
more likely to be moral agent relativists abouttirthan is typical of the
overall sample.

IV.1.2. Participants

From December 2010 to January 2011 we recruiteticfemts
using Amazon.com's Mechanical Turk web-based empémy system
(hereafter MTurk). This is a crowdsourcing webghat allows people to
perform short tasks, including surveys, for smaibants of money. Anyone
over 18 may use the site. This study was certibgdmpt from UCLAs
Institutional Review Board.

IV.1.3. Methods

In order to test participants’ own moral judgmerp@rticipants were
presented with two scenarios describing the sameoae in which the act
wasconcordantwith the agents’ moral framework and one in whicé act
was discordant with the agents’ moral framework. Nationality of
protagonists was made explicit in order to redustemial confounds. To
ensure that participants would not condemn thefacbeing illegal, the
scenarios specified that the relevant acts weia.leg

After each scenario, we asked participants aboeir timoral
judgment of the act. Pilot testing revealed thanhe@articipants made a
distinction between two kinds of wrongness: desi@wrongness and
moral wrongness. For instance, some explainedithveds OK legally, or
that it was not against the rules described insttenario, but that it was
nonetheless ‘morally’ or ‘ethically’ wrong accordito themselves. We were
not interested in participants’ descriptive statetae(e.g., the act is OK
according to the law or according to the protagdnimstead, we were
interested in participants’ own evaluations of #ue (e.g., the act is morally
wrong). In order to accommodate participants whaugt that an act was
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morally right but also wanted to indicate that thépught the act was
descriptively impermissible, we provided three &mtachoice answer
options: 1 = ‘morally permissible,” 2 = ‘morally prissible but wrong for
reasons that have nothing to do with morality (atgnight be unlawful),’

and 3 = ‘morally wrong.’

In order to test participants’ truth assessmentmofal statements,
we presented them with two additional scenarioscieing the same kind
of act but including moral judgments by other apgmes. Participants were
then asked to assess the truth of these appraiseral statements.

The order of presentation of the two manipulatiadgment versus
truth) was randomized between subjects. Within eachnipulation
(concordant versus discordant), the order of stemhavas also randomized
between subjects. This yielded eight different sde which participants
were randomly assigned. The moral judgment scesiabot not the truth
scenarios, were also used as part of a previody $Quintelier, Fessler, &
De Smet, forthcoming).

Below, underlined sections highlight the relevaatiation for the
purposes of this exposition; scenarios were noedmed when presented
to participants.

Scenario 1: Agent-discordant moral judgment scemari

Mr. Johnson is an officer on a cargo ship in 26H0rying goods
along the Atlantic coastline. All the crew membare American but the
ship is mostly in international waters. When a stspin international
waters, it has to follow the law of the state whilag it sails under and
each ship can sail under only one flag. This stlupsdnot sail under the
U.S. flag. The law of this ship’s flag state allotasth whipping and food
deprivation as a punishment.

On this ship, food deprivation is always used tcigline sailors
who disobey orders or who are drunk on duty; asresegquence everyone
on this ship has come to think that food deprivatis an appropriate
punishment. Whipping however is never used to plige sailors and no
one on this ship thinks whipping is an approprjaiaishment.

One night, while the ship is in international watekr. Johnson
finds a sailor drunk at a time when the sailor $thdwave been on watch.
After the sailor sobers up, Mr. Johnson punishesstilor by giving him 5
lashes with a whip. This does not go against theolsthe flag state.

Is it morally permissible for Mr. Johnson to whigetsailor{moral
judgment question)
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1. Yes, it is morally permissible

2. Yes, it is morally permissible but it is wrongr freasons that
have nothing to do with morality (e.g., it might lnelawful)

3. No, it is morally wrong (whether it is right @rong in other
ways or not)

Scenario 2: Agent-concordant moral judgment scenari

Mr. Williams is an officer on another cargo ship2010, carrying
goods along the Atlantic coastline. All the crewmteers are American but
the ship is mostly in international waters. Whesh# is in international
waters, it has to follow the law of the state whilag it sails under and
each ship can sail under only one flag. This stlupsdnot sail under the
U.S. flag. The law of this ship’s flag state allotasth whipping and food
deprivation as a punishment.

On this ship, whipping is always used to disciplsalors who
disobey orders or who are drunk on duty; as a cuesge everyone on
this ship has come to think that whipping is anrappate punishment.
Food deprivation however is never used to disogpéiailors and no one on
this ship thinks food deprivation is an appropriag@ishment.

One night, while the ship is in international wate¥ir. Williams
finds a sailor drunk at a time when the sailor &thdnave been on watch.
After the sailor sobers up, Mr. Williams punishies sailor by giving him 5
lashes with a whip. This does not go against theoathe flag state.

Participants again answered the moral judgmenttipues

They were then led to another screen with scendeasuring
appraisers and their moral statements, or to aiefgly page if they had
seen the two appraisers scenarios first.

As noted above, we wanted to explore whether iddiais who are
agent relativists about moral judgments are alsoentikely to be moral
agent relativists about truth. We therefore intictl appraisers in the
scenarios, who stated that what Mr. Williams or Mehnson did was
morally permissible.

However, we wanted to be certain that participaviie appeared to
be agent relativists about moral judgments wereatsd more likely to be
appraiserrelativists about truth. This would mean that lagrai relativists
do not consistently, across a range of terms,ivedatto agents. For this
reason, we also specified the moral frameworks loé @ppraisers.
Furthermore, we varied the moral frameworks of #ppraisers in the
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opposite direction: appraisers either evaluatedarhat was in accordance
with their own moral framework but in discordancéghathe agents’ moral
framework, or the other way around. This allowed tos distinguish
individuals who were moral agent relativists abtuth from individuals
who were moral appraiser relativists about truth.

Below, relevant differences in the scenarios adedimed; scenarios
were not underlined when presented to participants.

Scenario 3: Agent-discordant, appraiser-concordauth scenario

Marc and Eric are sailors on Mr. Williams’ ship. éyhboth know
that on Mr. Johnson’s ship whipping is never piasiand that no one on
Mr. Johnson’s ship thinks that whipping is an appiate punishment.
They also know that food deprivation is always ficed on Mr. Johnson’s
ship and that everyone on Mr. Johnson’s ship hasedwo think that food
deprivation is an appropriate punishment.

Of course, on their own ship, it is just the otlemy around:
everybody on Marc’s and Eric’s ship thinks that pging is an appropriate
punishment.

Hence, even though Marc and Eric are sailors onWlHiams’
ship, they are both fully informed about the diffetr practices and
sensibilities on Mr. Johnson’s ship. They have diefiat Mr. Johnson
whipped a sailor on his ship.

Marc says to Eric: What Mr. Johnson did was morpéymissible.

Is what Marc says true or fals@futh question)

1 True
2 False
3 Neither

Scenario 4: Agent-concordant, appraiser-discordamth scenario

Peter and Steve are sailors on Mr. Johnson’s $higy both know
that on Mr. Williams’ ship food deprivation is neveracticed and that no
one on Mr. Williams’ ship thinks that food deprivat is an appropriate
punishment. They also know that whipping is alwayacticed on Mr.
Williams’ ship and that everyone on Mr. Williamgiip has come to think
that whipping is an appropriate punishment.

Of course, on their own ship, it is just the othvary around: no one
on Peter's and Steve’'s ship thinks that whippingais appropriate
punishment.

Hence, even though Peter and Steve are sailorsroddiinson’s
ship, they are both fully informed about the diffet practices and

231



Klesis — Revue philosophique2? : 2013 — Philosophie expérimentale

sensibilities on Mr. Williams’ ship. They have héathat Mr. Williams
whipped a sailor on his ship.
Peter says to Steve: What Mr. Williams did was ripra

permissible.

Participants again answered the truth question.
IV.1.4. Analysis

We analysed data from 991 participants (46% womklgan age
was 30.36 yearsSD = 10.055), ranging from 18 to 81 years old.
Participants were mostly from the U.S. (47.3%) andia (39.9%). The
remaining participants (12.8%) were from variousurdaes, such as:
Canada (13 individuals), United Kingdom (9), Ronaafir), Pakistan (6),
Serbia (6), Germany (5), The Philippines (5), Aaislr (4), Macedonia (4),
Portugal (4), Spain (3), other European countrig (individuals per
represented country), and other Asian countrie® (ihdividuals per
represented country).

In order to evaluate whether the agents’ moral éaork had an
effect on whether participants consider an actetmbrally permissible, we
pooled answer options 1 and 2 of the moral judgmeestion, constructing
a dichotomous variable indicating whether the aets wudged morally
permissible or not (Judgment-Agent-Discordant fdnpping when not in
accordance with the agents’ moral framework, Judgmgent-Concordant
for whipping when concordant with the agents’ mdramework). In order
to evaluate whether the agents’ moral framework dragffect on whether
participants consider a moral statement to bedrualse, we constructed a
dichotomous variable indicating whether the statanveas assessed to be
true or false, thus excluding participants who ared ‘neither’ (Truth-
Agent-Discordant for ‘whipping is permissible’ wherot in accordance
with the agents’ moral framework but in accordamgth the appraiser’s
moral framework; Truth-Agent-Concordant for ‘whipgi is permissible’
when concordant with the agents’ moral frameworkdiscordant with the
appraiser’s moral framework). The distribution @rfcipants’ answers is
presented in Table 1.
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Variables Permissible? / True? Total
Yes No
Judgment-Agent-Discor dant 454 (45.8) 530 (53.5) 984
Judgment-Agent-Concor dant 607 (61.3) 382(38.5) 989
Truth-Agent-Discordant 401 (40.5) 310(31.3) 711
Truth-Agent-Concor dant 533(53.8) 296 (29.9) 829

Table 1. Experiment 1: Distribution of Participants’ Answéos the
Relevant Variables

We categorized participants based on their answersthe
permissibility questions, creating an additionaliafale Judgment-Category.
If participants answered that whipping was perrbissin both scenarios,
their answers are categorized as ‘permissivistthéy answered that it is
wrong in both scenarios, their answer falls untlerdategory ‘universalist.’
Their answers were classified as ‘relativist’ whiay deemed whipping to
be wrong when against agents’ moral frameworkspeumissible when in
accord with agents’ moral framework. The remaindere classified as
‘unexpected,” as we do not have a ready explandionthese answer
patterns beyond the possibility of participant emndn. The distribution of
participants’ answers is presented in Table 2.

We also categorized participants based on theivenssto the truth
questions (i.e. their evaluations of the appraisemal judgments), thus
creating an additional variable Truth-Categorypdfticipants answered that
it was true that whipping was permissible in botkererios, their answers
are categorized as ‘permissivist.’ If they answearedoth scenarios that it is
false that whipping is permissible, their answdtsfainder the category
‘universalist.” Their answers were classified agefat relativist’ when they
deemed ‘whipping is permissible’ to be true whenaiccordance with
agents’ moral frameworks but false when not in edaonce with agents’
moral framework. Their answers were classified agptaiser relativist’
when they deemed ‘whipping is permissible’ to heetwhen in accordance
with the appraiser’'s moral framework but false whehin accordance with
the appraiser’'s moral framework. The remainderwansg ‘neither’ to one
or both of the truth questions, were classifiedaler,” as we were not
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Judgment-Category

Unexp. Agent Perm. Univ. TOTAL
Count 4 13 34 21 72
Appr. % within Judgment-Category 23,5 9,0 9,1 6,6 84
Adj. resid. 2,3 2 ,6 -1,5
Count 1 55 40 23 119
Agent % within Judgment-Category 5,9 37,9 10,7 7,2 140
Adj. resid. -1,0 9,1 -2,4 -4,4
Count 8 28 239 31 306
Truth-Category Perm. 9% within Judgment-Category 47,1 19,3 64,1 9,7 35,9
Adj. resid. 1,0 -4,6 15,1 -12,3
Count 2 15 10 148 175
Univ. % within Judgment-Category 11,8 10,3 2,7 46,5 20,5
Adj. resid. -9 -3,3 -11,4 145
Other Count 2 34 50 95 181
% within Judgment-Category 11,8 23,4 13,4 299 21,2
Adj. resid. -1,0 7 -4,9 4,8
Count 17 145 373 318 853
TOTAL % of Total 2,0 170 43,7 37,3 100,0

Note.The total distribution of agent and appraisertiékits for each variable is highlighted in boldthe marginal rows and column.

Table 2. Experiment 1: Contingency Table for the Frequengtribution and Adjusted Residuals (Judgment-CatgdoT ruth-Category)
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interested in participants who did not assign trutiues to the moral
statements. The distribution of participants’ ansage presented in Table 2.

IV.1.5. Results

There were no order effects across the eight congifor any of the
relevant variables (Judgment-Agent-Concordaf(7,948) = 8.329,p =
.304; Judgment-Agent-Discordant?(7,943) = 8.079,p = .326; Truth-
Agent-Concordanty?(7,794) = 8.582p = .284; Truth-Agent-Discordant:
x?(7,685) = 13.414p = .063; Judgment-Categon?(21,943) = 23.338p =
.326; Truth-Categoryy?(42,829) = 44.681p = .360). We therefore pooled
data across all orders.

To determine whether participants are more likedy donsider
whipping permissible when it is in accordance witie agent’s moral
framework, we conducted a within-subject test. iBipdnts were indeed
more likely to hold that the ‘agent concordant’ ping was morally
permissible than that the ‘agent discordant’ whigpiwas morally
permissible (602 vs. 454 of 984 participants, Mcldertest,,%(1,984) =
114.08p < .0001).

To determine whether participants were more likelyold that the
statement ‘whipping is permissible’ was true whemipping was in
accordance with the agent’s moral framework thaemwvhipping was not
in accordance with the agent’s moral framework, again conducted a
within-subject test. This was indeed the case (429 382 of 677
participants, McNemar teg3(1,677)=11.565p < .01).

We found that 17% of participants relativized thaioral judgments
to the agent’s moral framework; 14% of participargkativized their truth
assessments to the agent’'s moral framework, whiléo&elativized their
truth assessments to the appraiser’s moral frame(gee Table 3).

Finally, we asked whether participants who weree(@gelativists
about moral judgments were more likely to also d&ativists about truth,
and more specifically, whether participants who evéagent) relativists
about moral judgments were more likely to also gena relativists about
truth. A chi-square test revealed that Judgmeng@eatl and Truth-Category
were significantly related to each othey?(12,853) = 428.395p < .001).
The adjusted residuals (Haberman 1973) suggestah#tep < .05 level,
agent relativists about moral judgments are sigaifily more likely than
average (14%) to be moral agent relativists abautht (37.9%),
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significantly less likely than average (35.9%) te moral permissivists
about truth (19.3%), and significantly less likéiyan average (20.5%) to be
moral universalists about truth (10.3%). Thereassignificant relationship
with appraiser relativism about truth. Table 2hie tontingency table for the
relation between Judgment-Category and Truth-Cayegacluding the
adjusted residualt.

IV.1.6. Discussion

We investigated whether some lay people’s moraluati@ns are in
accordance with agent relativism. We found that laf%participants were
agent relativists about moral judgments. We fourcbmparable frequency
of agent relativists about truth (14%), and a lodvequency of appraiser
relativists about truth (8.4%). Moreover, indivillawho are agent
relativists about moral judgments are more likélsit average to be moral
agent relativists about truth; there is no relafop between moral agent
relativism about judgments and moral appraisetivesan about truth. Thus,
an underlying stable (agent) relativist intuitiorght be at work.

It may be argued that our permissibility questiarese ambiguous.
We intended to ask participants about their ownluateon of the act.
However, asking if it was morally permissible forr.MJohnson/ Mr.
Williams to whip the sailor could induce a desdxptreading: participants
answering that it was morally permissibly might éaatended to convey
the observation that whipping was morally permigsiiccording to Mr.
Johnson/ Mr. Williamsrather than, as we intended, conveying the juggme
that whipping was morally permissiblaccording to the participant
him/herself We therefore developed a follow-up study emplgysuperior
permissibility probes.

In Experiment 1, we manipulated agents’ and apersismoral
frameworks by stating that, according to the protasts, the whipping/food
deprivation wasappropriate While this perceived appropriateness can be

*” One reviewer asked whether our effects might Hasen driven by differences in the
distribution of answer option 1 (morally permissipand 2 (morally permissible but wrong
for other reasons), as a function of agents’ ménaheworks. We repeated all relevant
analyses excluding participants who checked angpton 2. Our results were the same:
There was an effect of agent’'s moral framework emnpssibility (395 vs. 276 of 766

participants, McNemar tesi?(1, 766)=100.43p <.001) and agent relativists about truth
were more likely to be agent relativists about rhqualgments (42.1%) than average
(12.9%).
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interpreted as a moral sentiment, it may be udefllle more explicit about
the moral values of the protagonists.

In Experiment 1, we examined assessments of ordykord of act,
namely whipping as a punishment. But the extentagfpeople’s moral
relativism may depend on the kind of act or the atibgl of the moral
statement. We therefore developed two additionahados, one about
murder by extraterrestrials, adapted from the stbhgySarkissian et al.
(2012), and one about moral duty.

Finally, the likelihood of being a moral relativistight depend on
characteristics of participants’ own moral framekgorin Experiment 2, we
therefore also asked participants about their owraihwvalues pertaining to
the context of the story they read, or their mgualgments about the act
presented in the scenario in an everyday situation.

IV. 2. Experiment 2
IV.2.1. Hypothesis and research question

We again predict that manipulating the moral framdwof agents
will have an impact on lay people’s moral speeds.ad/e ask participants
to give their moral judgmentsabout the permissibility of an act and to
assesshe truth of moral statemenédout the same acdditionally, we ask
participants about their own moral frameworks. his texperiment, we e
explore if being an agent relativist about one’snomoral judgments is
related to being a moral agent relativist abouhtrtor three different kinds
of acts, and how this relates to participant’s amoral frameworks.

IV.2.2. Participants

From January 2012 to February 2012 we recruiteticgzants using
MTurk. In order to minimize the potential complicey factor of cultural
differences, we recruited only participants regidin the U.S. We only
allowed individuals to participate if they had matrticipated in Experiment
1. This study was certified exempt from UCLAs ihgional Review
Board.

IV.2.3. Methods
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We developed three stories. The first story wagdified version of
the whipping scenario in Experiment 1. The secdidyswvas a modified
version of the murder story from Sarkissian et(2012). The third story
was about taking care of one’s aging parents a®mlnduty. Participants
were randomly assigned to one of three storiesrder to avoid participant
fatigue, we presented each participant with twaades (pertaining to the
same story) instead of four, and we asked partitgpto indicate their truth
assessments and moral judgments after each sceBadause participants
now were provided with much more information, weded a schematic
drawing after each scenario to assist participantkeeping track of the
actors and their actions. The order of the two ades, within each story,
was also randomized between participants. Thislgtekix different orders
to which participants were randomly assigned.

Below is a schematic representation of the scemamu questions.
Full scenarios, questions and all drawings carobad in the Appendix.

STORY 1: WHIPPING

On Mr. Johnson’s ship, everyone believes food &efign, but not
whipping, is morally permissible. Mr. Johnson whipgssailor for being
drunk on duty.

On Mr. Williams’ ship, everyone believes that whimpg but not
food deprivation, is morally permissible. Mr. Wains whips a sailor for
being drunk on duty.

Mark and Eric are sailors on Mr. Williams’ ship.dd) they believe
that whipping, but not food deprivation, is morgbgrmissible.

Peter and Steve are sailors on Mr. Johnson’s dfips, they
believe that food deprivation, but not whippingmisrally permissible.

Scenario 1: Agent discordant, appraiser concordant

Mark says to Eric: “What Mr. Johnson did was mgrall
permissible.”

Here is a schematic drawing of what happened:
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Mr. Johnson

Mr. Johnson's ship
Food deprivation is always used and this
crew thinks it is permissible
Whipping is never used and this
crew thinks It Is wrong

P .

/" WhatMr. Johnson did
\ was morally permissible /_).- Mark Eric

Mr. Williams' ship
Whipping Is always used and this crew
thinks it is permissible
Food deprivation Is never used and
this crew thinks it is wrong

Figure 1. Experiment 2, Story 1. Agent-discordant, Appraisancordant

According to you, is what Mark says true or fal§&fith question)

1. True
2. False

According to you, is Mr. Johnson’s whipping of ts&lor morally
permissible?Moral judgment question, dichotomous)

1. Yes
2. No

How morally wrong do you think Mr. Johnson’s belwavis?
(Moral judgment question, ordina[Not wrong at all — slightly wrong
moderately wrong — very wrong]

Scenario 2: Agent concordant, appraiser discordant
Peter says to Steve: “What Mr. Williams did was afigr

permissible.”

Here is a schematic drawing of what happened:
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o N
{ What pr. williams did was
morally permissible

a ﬂ
//

Mr. Johnsen's ship \ Mr. Williams’ ship

Food deprivation is always used and

this crew thinks it is permissible
Whipping is never used and this
crew thinks it 1s wrong

Whipping is always used and this crew
thinks it is permissible
Food deprivation is never used and
this crew thinks It 1s wrong

Figure 2. Experiment 2, Story 1: Agent-concordant, Appraiser-
discordant

Participants were again asked the truth questidrttatwo moral judgment
questions.
Then, all participants were asked about their ovenainframeworks:

Imagine that your colleague is drunk at work. Toawbxtent do
you agree with the following statements? [not btalightly — moderately
—very]

It is morally permissible to punish your colleagoe giving him
five lashes with a whip.

It is morally permissible to punish your colleadnedepriving him
of food.

Finally, we added a control question intended tasnee attentiveness:

Why was the sailor punished?

1. He burned the flag
2. He was drunk when he should have been on watch
3. He had used violence

STORY 2: MURDER

Horace is a Rococar, an extraterrestrial. Rocoeasign great
moral value to life but they do not value beautyatit Rococars believe
that murder is morally wrong. Horace finds his ygest child so extremely
ugly that he decides to kill him.

Barocar and Ornatar are two other Rococars. They, talue life
but they do not value beauty.
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Symetor is a Pentar, an extraterrerstrial on amgitemet than the
Rococars. Pentars assign great moral value to yobatitthey do not care
about life at all. Pentars believe that murder isrally permissible.
Symetor finds his youngest child so extremely ublt he decides to kill
him.

Equilateror and Quinten are two other Pentars. Tthey value
beauty but they do not value life.

Scenario 1: Agent discordant, appraiser concordant
Quinten says to Equilateror: “What Horace did wasratly
permissible.”

Scenario 2: Agent concordant, appraiser discordant
Barocar says to Ornatar: “What Symetor did was ihora
permissible.”

After each scenario, participants were asked attmit truth assessment of
the moral statement, whether they thought it wasaityopermissible that
Horace/Symetor killed his newborn, how morally wgothey thought
Horace’s/Symetor's behavior was, and how much tadigypant valued
beauty and life. For each question, the answeppgtivere the same as in
the first story. As a control question, we aske@ WMorace killed his child.

STORY 3: DUTY

In Kim’s country, it is considered one’s moral ditdyhouse one’s
parents and take care of them in one’'s own homenwhey are old.
However, Kim decides to put his parents in an egpenhigh-quality old-
age home where others will take good care of them.

Lin and Min also live in Kim’s country.

In Yan's country, it is considered one’s moral diwyput one’s
parents in an expensive high-quality old-age horhere others will take
good care of them when they are old. Yan decidgaitdhis parents in an
expensive high-quality old-age home where othetstake good care of
them.

Lan and San also live in Yan’s country.

Scenario 1: Agent discordant, appraiser concordant
Lan says to San: “Kim did his duty.”

Scenario 2: Agent concordant, appraiser discordant
Lin says to Min: “Yan did his duty.”
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After each scenario, we asked participants abait truth assessments of
the moral statement, whether they thought Kim/Yad kis duty, how
morally wrong they thought Kim’s/Yan’s behavior wasd to what extent
the participant thought it was their own duty tdher, take care of their
own parents in their own home or find a high-qyabtd-age home. For
each question, the answer options were the sarnreths first and second
story. As a control question, we asked why Kim Igittuhis parents to an
old-age home.

IV.2.4. Analysis

We removed participants who did not answer the robmuestion
correctly. We analysed data from 653 participad®4% women). Mean
age was 34.3 yearSD = 12.35), ranging from 19 to 83 years old.

As in Experiment 1, we categorized participantsedasn their
answers to the moral judgment question (JudgmeenADiscordant and
Judgment-Agent- Concordant) and based on their ensswo the truth
question (Truth-Agent-Discordant and Truth-Agenta€Cardant) (Table 3),
thus creating additional variables Judgment-Categnd Truth-Category.

For Judgment-Category, if participants answered wapping was
permissible in both scenarios, their answers argéegoaized as
‘permissivist.” If they answered that it was wromgboth scenarios, their
answer falls under the category ‘universalist.’ if la@swers were classified
as ‘relativist’ when they deemed whipping to be mgavhen against agents’
moral frameworks but permissible when in accordhwatgents’ moral
framework. The remainder were classified as ‘unetquk’ as we do not
have a ready explanation for these answer patbaysnd the possibility of
participant confusion. The distribution of partiaigs’ answers can be found
in Tables 6, 7 and 8.

For Truth-Category, if participants answered thatvas true that
whipping was permissible in both scenarios, thegvweers are categorized as
‘permissivist.’ If they answered that it was fatkat whipping is permissible
in both scenarios, their answer falls under thegmty ‘universalist.” Their
answers were classified as ‘agent relativist’ wttery deemed ‘whipping is
permissible’ to be true when in accordance withnégjenoral frameworks
but false when not in accordance with agents’ méramework. Their
answers are classified as ‘appraiser relativisemthey deemed ‘whipping
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is permissible’ to be true when in accordance wité appraiser’s moral
framework but false when not in accordance with dippraiser’s moral
framework. The distribution of participants’ answean be found in Tables
4,5 and 6.

We also calculated the variable Agent-Degree, basetthe question
‘How morally wrong do you think Mr. Johnson’s / MWilliams’ behavior
was?’ (or analogous questions for stories 2 andTBg answer to this
question was scored on a scale from 1 to 4. Waattbt the score on the
question in the agent-concordant scenario fronstioge on the question in
the agent-discordant scenario. The degree to wahmdrticipant thought that
an act, concordant with an agent’s framework, wagenpermissible than an
act that is discordant with an agent’'s framewoska imeasure of the degree
of agent relativism for moral judgments. Indeedjghuent-Category had an
effect on Agent-Degree (whippind(3,153)=18.781p < .001; murder:
F(2,235)=78.198p <.001; dutyF(2,228) = 20.138p < .001). Post hoc tests
with Bonferroni correction revealed that, in eatbryg agent relativists for
moral judgments had significantly higher scores Agent-Degree
(whipping: M = 0.97,SD = 1.33; murderM = 1.66,SD = 1.20; duty:M =
1.12,SD =0.93) than both moral judgment permissivists (whigpM = -
0.08,SD=0.37,p < .001; murderM = 0.00,SD=0.74,p < .001; dutyM =
0.36,SD =0.74,p < .001) and moral judgment universalists (whippivig=
0.11,SD=0.57,p < .001; murderM = 0.09,SD= 0.62,p < .001; dutyM =
0.33,SD = 0.82,p < .001). Agent-Degree is therefore a straightfadva
alternative measure of moral agent relativism alboartal judgments.

IV.2.5. Results

Order had an effect on Truth-Agent-Discordant i Whipping story
(x3(1,157)=3.975p < .05) and on Judgment-Agent-Discordant in thedaur
story (3(1,252)=9.844p < .01). Order did not have an effect on Truth-
Category or Agent-Degree. We therefore pooled e orders for most
variables and scenarios, except for Truth-Agent@ndant in the whipping
story and Judgment-Agent-Discordant in the murttays

To determine whether participants are more likelgdnsider the act
to be permissible, or to constitute one’s duty, mitas in accordance with
the agents’ framework, we conducted a within-sultiest. Participants were
significantly more likely to hold that the agentacordant whipping was
morally permissible than that the agent-discordahipping was morally
permissible (McNemar test, 68 vs. 36 of 157 padats, y3(1, 157) =
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30.12,p < .001); they were also significantly more likety hold that the
agent-concordant child-killing was morally permidsi than the agent-
discordant child-killing in the murder story both the first order of
presentation (McNemar test, 38 vs. 4 of 135 paaicis,y?(1,135) = 30.42,
p < .001) and in the second order of presentatiooN&mar test, 27 vs. 16
of 117 participantsy?(1,117) = 5.26p < .05). Likewise, participants were
significantly more likely to hold that the act ofifging one’s parents to an
old-age home constitutes one’s duty when it is fagencordant than when
it is agent-discordant (McNemar test, 205 vs. 582d8 participants,
x4(1,243) = 139.41p < .001).

Sory

Variables Permissible? / True? Total

Yes (%) No (%)

Judgment-Agent-Discordant 36 (22.9) 121 (71837

Judgment-Agent-Concordant 68 (43.3) 89 (56.7) 157

Truth-Agent-Discordant 81 (51.6) 76 (48.4) 157

Truth-Agent-Concordant 94 (59.9) 63(40.1) 157

Judgment-Agent-Discordant 20 (7.9) 232 (92582

Judgment-Agent-Concordant 65 (25.8) 187 (722

Truth-Agent-Discordant 117 (46.4) 135 (53292

Truth-Agent-Concordant 105 (41.246 (57.9)251

Judgment-Agent-Discordant 58 (23.9) 185 (7@43

Judgment-Agent-Concordant 205 (8438 (15.6) 243

Truth-Agent-Discordant 82 (33.7) 161 (6623)3

Truth-Agent-Concordant 229 (94.24 (5.8) 243

Table 3. Experiment 2: Distribution of Participants’ Answéos the

Relevant Variables for each story

To determine whether participants were more likelyold that the
moral statement was true when in accordance with abgents’ moral
framework than when it was not in accordance witk agents’ moral
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framework, we again conducted a within-subject. tagents’ frameworks

had an effect on truth assessments in the dutyascerparticipants were
significantly more likely to answer that the mopatigment was true when
the judgment was in accordance with the agent'samfpamework than

when it was not in accordance with the agent’s ifoaaework (McNemar

test, 229 vs. 82 of 243 participans(1,243) = 130.96 p < .001). There

were no effects of the agent’s framework on truseasments in the
whipping or in the murder story.

In the whipping, murder, and duty stories, respetyi 21%, 21.1%
and 62.1% of participants relativized their moradlgments to the agents’
moral frameworks. We found comparable frequenciement relativists for
the truth of moral statements, namely 20.4%, 22.23¥d 64.2% for,
respectively, whipping, murder, and duty. A smallpercentage of
participants relativized their truth assessmentsthi® appraisers’ moral
frameworks for whipping and duty, respectively 23.4nd 3.7%. However,
27% of participants were appraiser relativists abowth in the murder
story. These percentages are presented in Tabfeard 6.

As in experiment 1, we tested whether there waelationship
between Judgment-Category and Truth-Category. The® a significant
relationship in each story (whipping?(9,157)=42.672p < .001; murder:
x4(9,55.153) = 55.153p < .001; duty:»%(9,243)=68.785% < .001 ). The
adjusted residuals reveal that, in the whippingnade, agent relativists
about truth are more likely to be agent relativst®ut judgment (40.6%)
than average (21%); the same holds in the dutyasme(V9.5% vs. 62.1%).
In the murder scenario, however, only appraiseatinests about truth are
more likely to be agent relativists about judgméz®.4%) than average
(21.1%). Tables 6, 7 and 8 are the contingencyegalfbr the relation
between Judgment-Category and Truth-Category, dinodu the adjusted
residuals.

To determine whether being an agent relativist abmral judgment
was related to being an agent or an appraiseivistaibout truth even after
controlling for participants’ own moral frameworksye conducted a
between-subjects ANOVA for the effect of Truth-Gaigy on Agent-Degree
controlling for participants’ moral frameworkS.Truth-Category had an

“8 Whereas testing the relationship between Judg@ategory and Truth-Category with a
chi-square test does not allow us to control fatipi@ants’ moral frameworks, testing the
effect of Truth-Category on Judgment-Category veithANOVA does allow us to control

for participants’ moral frameworks. In that casepast-hoc analysis can inform us if the
effect is driven by a pattern wherein moral agestativists about truth score differently
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effect on Agent-Degree, and these effects remawmleen controlling for
participants’ own moral frameworks (whipping(3,153) = 3.419p < .05,77
=.067; murdeir(3,217) = 5.434p < .01, = .073; duty:F(3,228) = 9.235,
p <.001,7=.19). Post-hoc tests with Bonferroni correctiemaaled that, in
the whipping story, moral agent relativists abouitht had marginally
significantly higher Agent-Degree scorebl (= 0.65, SD = 1.11) than
universalists M = 0.136,SD = 0.55,p = .056), and significantly higher
Agent-Degree scores than permissividts< 0.14,SD = 0.83,p < .05). In
the murder story, moral agent relativists abouhthad significantly higher
Agent-Degree score$/(= 0.66,SD = 1.29) than universalistd/(= 0.0141,
SD=0.43,p < .01); however, moral appraiser relativists aldouth also had
significantly higher Agent-Degree scoredl & 0.488,SD = 1.077) than
universalists § < .01). In the duty story, moral agent relativiatsout truth
had higher Agent-Degree scoréd € 1.169,SD = 0.93) than both moral
universalists M = 0.232,SD = 0.645,p < .001) and moral appraiser
relativists M = 0.00, SD = 0.926,p < .01). A full breakdown of the
significance levels and effect sizes for each starry be found in Tables 6, 7
and 8.

IV.2.6. Discussion

In the second experiment, we found that 21%, 2148d,62.1% of
participants relativized their moral judgments tbe tagents’ moral
frameworks. For moral agent relativists about trwtle found comparable
frequencies (20.4%, 22.3%, and 64.2%). We foundefofsequencies of
moral appraiser relativists about truth, except floe murder scenario
(12.1%, 27%, and 3.7%).

Agent relativists about moral judgments are sigatfitly more likely
than average to be moral agent relativists abauh tin two out of three
stories, and they have higher scores on our medsuragent relativism
about judgment (Agent-Degree) in all three storiEsis suggests that an
underlying intuition is at work.

than other Truth-Categories. However, this stileslanot inform us as to whether moral
agent relativists about truth are more or lesslyjike be agent relativists about moral
judgments — we would merely know that they are mardess likely to have a different
distribution within Judgment-Category, without kriag in what category of Judgment-
Category they are more or less represented. THUANDVA with Agent-Degree as the
dependent variable is the most reasonable angiygimedure.
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Judgment-Category

Unexp. Agent Perm. Univ. TOTAL
Truth- Appr. Count 1 4 3 11 19
Category % within Judgment-Category 100.0 12.1 8.6 12.5 121
Adj.resd. 2.7 .0 -7 2
Agent Count 0 13 6 13 32
% within Judgment-Category .0 394 17.1 14.8 204
Adj.resd. -5 3.1 -5 -2.0
Perm. Count 0 14 23 25 62
% within Judgment-Category .0 42.4 65.7 28.4 39.5
Adj.resd. -.8 4 3.6 -3.2
Univ. Count 0 2 3 39 44
% within Judgment-Category .0 6.1 8.6 44.3 28.0
Adj.resd. -.6 -3.2 -2.9 5.1
TOTAL Count 1 33 35 88 157
% of Total .6 21.0 22.3 56.1 100.0

Note.The total distribution of agent and appraisertigkts for each variable is highlighted in boldtive marginal rows and column.

Table 4. Experiment 2, story 1: Contingency Table for thederency Distribution and Adjusted Residuals (Judgr@ategory X Truth-

Category)
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Judgment-Category
Unexp. Agent Perm. Univ. TOTAL

Truth- Appr. Count 3 20 2 43 68
Category % within Judgment-Category 375 37.7 16.7 24.2 27.1
Adj.resd. 7 2.0 -.8 -1.6
Agent Count 2 16 0 38 56
% within Judgment-Category 25.0 30.2 .0 21.3 22.3
Adj.resid. 2 1.6 -1.9 -.6
Perm. Count 3 14 9 23 49
% within Judgment-Category 37.5 26.4 75.0 12.9 19.5
Adj.resid. 1.3 14 5.0 4.1
Univ. Count 0 3 1 74 78
% within Judgment-Category .0 5.7 8.3 41.6 31.1
Adj.resid. -1.9 -4.5 -1.7 5.6
TOTAL Count 8 53 12 178 251
% of Total 3.2 21.1 4.8 70.9 100

Note.The total distribution of agent and appraisertiékts for each variable is highlighted in boldtire marginal rows and column.

Table 5. Experiment 2, story 2: Contingency Table for thecferency Distribution and Adjusted Residuals (Judgr@ategory X Truth-
Category)
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Judgment-Category

Unexp. Agent Perm. Univ. TOTAL
Truth- Appr. Count 1 3 0 5 9
Category % within Judgment-Category 25.0 2.0 .0 9.3 37
Adj.resid. 2.3 -1.8 -1.2 2.5
Agent Count 1 124 16 15 156
% within Judgment-Category 25.0 82.1 47.1 278 64.2
Adj. resd. -1.6 7.5 -2.2 -6.3
Perm. Count 0 3 1 1 5
% within Judgment-Category .0 2.0 29 1.9 2.1
Adj. resd. -3 -1 A4 -1
Univ. Count 2 21 17 33 73
% within Judgment-Category 50.0 13.9 50.0 61.1 30.0
Adj. resd. 9 -7.0 2.7 5.6
TOTAL Count 4 151 34 54 243
% of Total 1.6 62.1 14.0 22.2 100.0

Note.The total distribution of agent and appraisertiékts for each variable is highlighted in boldtire marginal rows and column.

Table 6. Experiment 2, story 3: Contingency Table for thederency Distribution and Adjusted Residuals (Judgr@ategory X Truth-
Category)
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However, in the murder story, moral appraiser ngkts about truth,
but not moral agent relativists about truth, weignificantly more likely
than average to be agent relativists about modgiments. In line with this,
appraiser relativists about truth had higher agelativism scores for moral
judgments (Agent-Degree). A possible explanatiartlics result is that, for
the second story, participants who were classifie@dgent relativists about
moral judgments were not actually relativizing thaioral judgments to the
agents’ moral frameworks. Instead, they might hiaalativized their moral
judgments to the appraisers’ moral frameworks. fmdenstand how this is
possible, it is important to see that agents pmiifiog an act are also
potential appraisers of that same act. Thus, wieking if Horace was
permitted to kill his child, we do not need to thiof Horace as the agent.
We can also think of Horace as the individual whib fmow, or later) judge
his own act. Thus, Horace is also an appraiseiticRamts might have
reasoned that the murder was permissible becausgcéiovould say it is
permissible, and they think that this is true farate. In this account, when
other appraisers come to the fore, participantsespondingly relativize
their truth assessments to the new appraisers. tNateif this explanation
applies, we do not know if the moral relativistsrav@rdeed agent relativists
about moral judgments. We can only suspect thisume they are moral
agent relativists about truth.

Nevertheless, it seems that in all stories, attleame people are
moral relativists and their moral relativism is airfiy stable intuition.
However, we cannot we cannot conclude that agemtlmelativism or
appraiser moral relativism is a stable intuitiontbat either is the more
prevailing kind of folk moral relativism.

V. Summary and implicationsfor moral philosophy

We provided an overview of the recent debate reggranoral
relativism and moral universalism. We argued thaalygic philosophers
refer to the folk’s use of moral concepts in ortteback up their claim that
morality is universal (Section I) and not relati¢®&ection II). However, in
the existing philosophical literature, there isaomsensus as to the nature of
folk morality, a pattern stemming from the fact tthmior authors have
generally relied on their own intuitions as to wtia folk think — intuitions
that vary across authors — rather than employirgrésults of empirical
studies of folk morality. In order to evaluate Ipsbphers’ intuitions about
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folk morality, it is important to make folk morafiitself the subject of direct
empirical investigation.

Although a large corpus of psychological researgplares lay
people’s moral psychology, most of this work shkttle light on the extent
to which the folk are moral relativists or univdrsis. Moral psychologists’
prior definitions of morality shaped their methodsd definitions in a
manner that profoundly biased their findings in diav of folk moral
universalism. To accurately map the distributionmadral universalism and
relativism, we must take up a broader conceptionpassibly morally
relevant acts. As Casebeer has aptly obsernv@teh that the domain of
what constitutes a moral judgment is itself in eoion, we would be best
served bycasting our nets widely, narrowing them approplyades the [...]
psychological and normative [...] aspects of moratityevolve™.

Recent findings from survey studies did show thatfolk use moral
concepts in line with moderate moral relativist aties. Moreover, our
results suggest that folk moral relativism is abkaintuition. In two
experiments, we found across all scenarios thaahnelativists about moral
judgments were also more likely to be moral relatssabout truth. Thus,
folk moral relativism probably exists and cannot &tributed to mere
confusion.

How should these results be interpreted in theecardf the moral
relativism-universalism debate? We documented-intdividual differences
in moral outlooks. Such variation is in line withepious suggestionthat
different individuals employ quite divergent mor@nguage, and it is
similarly in accord with previous studies that imfous about folk moral
relativisnt’. Likewise, Beebe and Sackfidound that younger participants
were more relativistic than older participants. Bwrer, they also found
substantial intra-individual variation: participahtelativism differed across
moral issues. Such intra-individual variation wiewise found by Covd
and by Goodwin and Darl&¥ who suggested that participants’ relativism is

“9W.D. Casebeer, “Moral cognition and its neuralstinents”, inNature 4, 2003, p.842.
¥ e.g. M. Gill, “Indeterminacy and Variability in Me-Ethic”, in Philosophical Studies
145(2), 2009, pp.215-234; W. Sinnott-Armstrong, Xetl-up meta-ethics”, in
Philosophical Issugsl9(1), 2009, pp.235-256.

L H. Sarkissian, J. Park., D. Tien, J.C. Wrightdobe, “Folk Moral Relativism”, irMind
and Language26(4), 2011, pp.482-505.

2. Beebe, D. Sackris, “Moral objectivism acrosslifespan”, manuscript under review.
3 F. Cova, J. Ravat, “Sens commun et objectivismeamp objectivisme "global" ou
objectivisme "local" ? Une introduction par I'exde@ la philosophie expérimentale”, in
Klesis 9, 2008, pp.180-202.

* G.P. Goodwin, J. M. Darley, “The Perceived Objattiof Ethical Beliefs: Psychological
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sensitive to the kind of moral act that is at stakewever, in contrast to this
inter- and intra-individual variation, philosophers the analytic tradition
have often implicitly assumed that there is only dalk morality as they
relied on a “handful of commonsense judgmeRtso back up their
arguments. Thus, the substantial variation in folkrality supports Gill's
position that philosophical theories that appealato people’s speech acts
cannot rely on a small set of examples of moralespeacts, as such
arguments fail to reflect the actual distributidmuoral reasoning in the folk
world.

In sum, recent findings from surveys exploring follorality raise
serious concerns about prevailing methods in aieghytilosophy, and these
recent findings defuse arguments that morality yisdbfinition universal.
But can we adduce survey findings in order to f#rtlevaluate moral
theories? It seems that, given the variation inahspeech acts, we cannot
infer from a uniform folk morality which moral theg universalism or
relativism, is correct. We cannot employ the arguoiribat, given the way
individuals use moral concepts, morality is eitlmelative or universal,
because there is no uniform folk intuition at wardaowever, we can adduce
other arguments for or against moral universalisih moral relativism and
evaluate these arguments on their empirical acgui@onsider, as a final
note, the following suggestions for further resharc

Certain philosopher§ defend moral relativism because it allegedly
leads to tolerance while oth&fscriticize moral relativism because
endorsing it would lead to nihilism. We can thusleate moral relativism
based on the desirability of its consequences.réteroto know if moral
relativism increases tolerance, nihilism, or baths necessary to measure
the folk’s morality, for instance by using vignettas in previous studies.
We can then supplement these vignettes with questices probing for
individuals’ attitudes towards tolerance and n#mili Such an approach
would inform us whether there is a correlation lesw folk moral
relativism and tolerance or nihilism. Subsequergeaech should then

Findings and Implications for Public Policy”, Review of Philosophy and Psycholpgy
2010, 1/2, pp.161-188; G.P. Goodwin, J.M. Darl&y/hy are some moral beliefs perceived
to be more objective than others?”, Journal of Experimental Social PsychologiB,
2012, pp.250-56.

® M. Gill, “Indeterminacy and Variability in Meta-Bics”, in Philosophical Studies
145(2), 2009, p. 217.

% e.g. D.B. Wong,Natural Moralities: A Defense of Pluralistic Rekim Oxford
University Press, 2006.

" M. Ruse,Taking Darwin Seriously. A Naturalistic ApproachRbilosophy Oxford/New
York, Basil Blackwell, 1986.
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induce moral relativist intuitions in order to teétmoral relativism also
causes an increase in tolerance or nihilism. Magastudies need to make
use of behavioral experiments instead of relyingseli-reports. Thus, the
next step for experimental philosophy is to emptbe full range of
empirical methods if one wants to evaluate philbscgd theories on their
merits.
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Appendix: Survey questionsfor order 1
Story 1: Whipping
Scenario 1: Agent-discordant, Appraiser-concordant

Mr. Johnson is an officer on a cargo ship in 2@H2rying goods along the
Atlantic coastline. All of the crew members are Aioan, but the ship
mostly sails in international waters. When a shipiinternational waters, it
has to follow the law of the state whose flag itssander, and each ship can
sail under only one flag. This ship does not sadar the U.S. flag. The law
of this ship’s flag state allows both whipping afabd deprivation as
punishments.

On this ship, food deprivation is always used tscigiline sailors
who disobey orders or who are drunk on duty; asresequence, everyone
on this ship believes that using food deprivatisragunishment is morally
permissible. Whipping, however, is never used tecigiine sailors, and
everyone believes that using whipping as a punisiimisenorally wrong.

One night, while the ship is in international wateMr. Johnson
finds a sailor drunk at a time when the sailor $tidhave been on watch.
After the sailor sobers up, Mr. Johnson punishesstilor by giving him 5
lashes with a whip. This does not go against theotthe flag state.

Mr. Williams is an officer on another cargo ship4@12, carrying
goods along the Atlantic coastline. Everything bars tship is exactly the
same as on Mr. Johnson’s ship — as in the firg, abkof the crew members
are American, but the ship mostly sails in inteoral waters; it has to
follow the law of the state whose flag it sails andand the law of this
ship’s flag state allows both whipping and food rileggion as a
punishment.

However, there is one difference: On Mr. Williansiip, whipping
is always used to discipline sailors who disobedeos or who are drunk on
duty; as a consequence, everyone on this shipvieslighat using whipping
as a punishment is morally permissible. Food degion, however, is never
used to discipline sailors, and everyone belielias wsing food deprivation
as a punishment is morally wrong.

Mark and Eric are sailors on Mr. Williams’ ship. dd) they believe
that whipping is morally permissible, and they bedi that food deprivation
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is morally wrong. They both know that on Mr. Johmisoship, the other
ship, it is the other way around: They know tharé) everyone believes
that whipping is morally wrong and that food deption is morally
permissible.
Mark and Eric have heard that Mr. Johnson whippedir on his
ship. Mark says to Eric: “What Mr. Johnson did wiagrally permissible.”
Here is a schematic drawing of what happened:

{ What Mr. Johnson did .‘.
Mr. Johnsen \ Was rnura\lypermlsslble ),

Mark Eric
Sailor % i %
Mr. Jehnson's ship Mr. Williams' ship
Food deprivation is always used and this . Whipping Is always used and this crew
crew thinks it is permissible thinks it is permissible
Whipping is never used and this Food deprivation Is never used and

crew thinks It Is wrong this crew thinks it is wrong

According to you, is what Mark says true or false?
1. True
2. False

According to you, is Mr. Johnson’s whipping of tsailor morally
permissible?

1. Yes

2. No

How morally wrong do you think Mr. Johnson’s belmvis? (not wrong at
all — slightly wrong — moderately wrong — very wgyn

Scenario 2: Agent-concordant, Appraiser-discordant

Remember that on Mr. Willilams’ ship, whipping iswals used to
discipline sailors who disobey orders or who arenédron duty; as a
consequence, everyone on this ship believes thag ushipping as a
punishment is morally permissible. Food deprivatibowever, is never
used to discipline sailors, and everyone belielias wsing food deprivation
as a punishment is morally wrong.
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One night, while the ship is in international wateMr. Williams
finds a sailor drunk at a time when the sailor $thdwave been on watch.
After the sailor sobers up, Mr. Williams punishike sailor by giving him 5
lashes with a whip. This does not go against theotfthe flag state.

Peter and Steve are sailors on Mr. Johnson’s shiqus, like
everyone else on Mr. Johnson’s ship, they belibag wsing whipping as a
punishment is morally wrong, and they believe tising food deprivation
as a punishment is morally permissible. They botiovk that on Mr.
Williams’ ship, the other ship, it is the other wasound: They know that
there everyone believes that whipping is morallgnpssible, and that food
deprivation is morally wrong.

Peter and Steve have heard that Mr. Williams whdpgpsailor on his
ship. Peter says to Steve: “What Mr. Williams didasw morally
permissible.”

Here is a schematic drawing of what happened.

P -x_\\
£ What Mr. Williams did was =~

morally permissible /
N\ ¥ P / Mr. Williams
e T Sailor

a ﬂ
y

Mr. Johnson's ship \ Mr. Williams' ship
Food deprivation is always used and
this crew thinks it is permissible

Whipping is always used and this crew
thinks it is permissible

Whipping is never used and this Food deprivation is never used and
crew thinks it Is wrong this crew thinks It Is wrong

According to you, is what Peter says true or false?
1. True
2. False

According to you, was Mr. Williams’ whipping of theailor morally
permissible?

1. Yes

2. No

How morally wrong do you think Mr. Williams’ behaoriis? (not wrong at
all — slightly wrong — moderately wrong — very wgyn
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Imagine that your colleague is drunk at work. Taatvextent do you agree
with the following statements? (not at all — slight moderately — very)

It is morally permissible to punish your colleaguegiving him five
lashes with a whip.

It is morally permissible to punish your colleaguedepriving him
of food.

Why was the sailor punished?
1. He burned the flag
2. He was drunk when he should have been on watch
3. He had used violence

Story 2: Murder
Scenario 1: Agent-discordant, Appraiser-concordant

Horace is a Rococar, an extraterrestrial. Rocdtave a very different sort
of psychology from human beings. They are not &timtierested in
friendship or love and their main goal is simplyinorease the total number
of asymmetrical Rococars in the universe. Theygasgreat moral value to
life but they do not value beauty at all. Rocochetieve that murder is
morally wrong.

Most newborn Rococars are ugly, but they do noe about the
ugliness. Newborn Rococars are well cared for exaew life is valued.
Horace’s youngest child, though, is uglier than &ogcocar ever born. He
finds his youngest child so extremely ugly thatleeides to kill him.

Pentars are extraterrestrials living on a planerimethe Rococars’
planet. Pentars also have a very different soqsytchology from human
beings. They are not at all interested in friengsti love and their main
goal is simply to increase the total number of swtrioal Pentars in the
universe.

However, there are some differences between Pemmar&kococars:
Pentars assign great moral value to beauty butdbeyot care about life at
all. Pentars believe that murder is morally peribles

Most newborn Pentars are beautiful, but they docao¢ about the
new life. Newborn Pentars are well cared for beeanesv beauty is valued.

Equilateror and Quinten are two other Pentars. Ty value
beauty but they do not value life in itself. Theglibve that murder is
morally permissible. They both know that for Roasgat is just the other
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way around: They know that Rococars value life #rat Rococars do not
value beauty. They also know that Rococars belipae murder is morally
wrong.

Equilateror and Quinten have heard that HoraceRibeocar killed
his youngest child.Quinten says to Equilateror: ‘&Whdorace did was
morally permissible.”

Here is a schematic drawing of what happened:

¢ et

What Horace did was .
morally permissible Quinten

ugly child

Equilateror

Horace

Pentars value beauty

Rococars. Pentars do not value life

Rococars value life
Rococars do not value beauty

‘Pentars.

According to you, is what Quinten says true ordals
1. True
2. False

According to you, is it morally permissible that tdoe killed his newborn?
1. Yes
2. No

How morally wrong do you think Horaces behavior (88t wrong at all —
slightly wrong — moderately wrong —very wrong)

Scenario 2: Agent-concordant, Appraiser-discordant
Remember that the Pentars value beauty but theytwaalue life in itself.
The Pentars believe that murder is morally peribigsSymetor is a Pentar.

Symetor’s youngest child is uglier than any Pewtgr born. He finds his
youngest child so extremely ugly that he deciddsitdim.
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Barocar and Ornatar are two Rococars. Thus, thiex Ve but they
do not value beauty. Rococars believe that muislenarally wrong. They
both know that for Pentars, it is just the otheywaound: They know that
Pentars value beauty and that Pentars do not li&dum itself. They also
know that Pentars believe that murder is morallymssible.

They have heard that Symetor the Pentar killedybisgest child.
Barocar says to Ornatar: What Symetor did was ryoparmissible.

Here is a schematic drawing of what happened:

/ What Symetordid was
‘. morally permissible

ﬁw Pentars value beauty
Rococars. Pentars do nat value life

Racocars valua life
Rococars do not value beauty

According to you, is what Barocar says true orgals
1. True
2. False

According to you, is it morally permissible that rsgtor killed his
newborn?

1. Yes

2. No

How morally wrong do you think Symetors behavi& (sot wrong at all —
slightly wrong — moderately wrong — very wrong)

How much do you value the following? (not at aklightly — moderately —
very)

Beauty

Life
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Why did Horace kill his child?
1. It was an accident
2. It was ugly
3. He did not kill his child

Story 3: Duty
Scenario 1: Agent-discordant, Appraiser-concordant

In Kim’s country, it is considered one’s moral dutyhouse one’s parents
and take care of them in one’s own home when theyhl. However, so
that he does not have to take care of them himisati, decides to put his
parents in an expensive high-quality old-age horhere others will take
good care of them. His parents are not surprisedthey think that he has
not done his duty.

In Yan’s country, it is considered one’s moral duady put one’s
parents in an expensive high-quality old-age horhere others will take
good care of them when they are old. --Lan and &aa live in Yan’s
country. Thus, they think it is one’s moral dutyfdot one’s parents in an
expensive high-quality old-age home. They both knthat in Kim’s
country, it is just the other way around: They knthat there, it is one’s
moral duty to house one’s parents oneself anddake of them oneself.

Lan and San have heard that Kim nonetheless pytarents in an
expensive high-quality old-age home.Lan says ta 3@m did his duty.”

Here is a schematic drawing of what happened :
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According to you, is what Lan says true or false?
1. True
2. False

According to you, is it Kim’s duty to find a highuglity old-age home for
his elderly parents?

1. Yes

2. No

How morally wrong do you think Kims behavior is?o{rwrong at all —
slightly wrong — moderately wrong — very wrong)

Scenario 2: Agent-concordant, Appraiser-discordant

Remember that in Yan’s country, it is considereé’®moral duty to put
one’s parents in an expensive high-quality old-agme where others will
take good care of them when they are old. Yan @scid put his parents in
an expensive high-quality old-age home where otivdtgake good care of
them. His parents are not surprised, and they ttiakhe has done his duty.

Lin and Min live in Kim’'s country. In Kim’s countryit is
considered one’s moral duty to house one’s pammself and take care of
them oneself. Lin and Min know that in Yan’s coyntit is just the other
way around: They know that in Yan’s country, ittisnsidered one’s moral
duty to put one’s parents in an expensive highituald-age home where
others will take good care of them when they ade ol

They have heard that Yan put his parents in an restpe high-
quality old-age home. Lin says to Min: “Yan did kiisty.”

Here is a schematic drawing of what happened :
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| Yan did his duty |

According to you, is what Lin says true or false?
1. True
2. False

According to you, is it Yan’'s duty to find a highwgjity old-age home for
his elderly parents

1. Yes

2. No

How morally wrong do you think Yan's behavior is®t wrong at all —
slightly wrong — moderately wrong — very wrong)

Why did Kim bring his parents to an old-age Home?
1. He wanted to show them the architecture of thedmgl
2. They were old and needed to be taken care of.
3. To visit an acquaintance.
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