cive cantrod are more active during these
reasening and Nsa"h"c\;"hn's the upshot of all chis? People

langer IMCs .

mtm uw_“ moral judgments in Switch and in Pyzh

;nd o !:: : u;’ ¥ different cognitive processes to arrive at cheir
canse T

jadgments i the twa cases. ‘
G n:":k.o caperimented with hypothedical conflices
bnbml;:r one response from some subjeces, and the oppo.
thar ¢

sonse from an approximately equal number of other

f::;w':: He compared brain activity in respondents who made

npe sm:' judgmenss. Consider this terrible moral conflict, called
“Crving Baby™

Crying Babv: Vou and several others are hiding from eneoy sol-
lat;v tohea your baby stasts to cry. If the baby is allpsocd 1o ory
the neise will alert the enemies, who will kell all of you, inciwding
yeair baby. Should you smother your baly if this s the sxly way 2o
-;x';‘n:a d\' baby and avoid alerting the enempes?

In this case, the emotional response—a powerful negarive
respanse to the thought of smothering your babyv—competes wich
the reasoned judgment that there's no benefit to not smothering,
since the baby will still die. Greene and his colleagues found thar
the brain areas associated with reasoning, with conflict, and with
cognitve control are more active in subjects who give a verdicr
that it’s appropriate to smother the baby than in those who give
the opposite verdict,” Later experimentation involved giving some
subjects an unrelated cognitive task to do—tha is, purting them
under cognitive load—while they made their judgment about the
conflict. In subjecrs whe approved of smothering the crying baby,

- mag &
T ®aaag :up-:,,.'“'“. 5

limited) that leads vo 4y ultimare deciginn €0 smother the baby

and an emotional. intyitive Process (which

tive load) that leads 1o 4 decis; is unaffecred by copni-

judgment feels different from making a s
basis of a consequentialise process su:}? as :o‘::nbe,‘:ﬁfm . ;fl'
proposes metaphors for these cwq differeg ook analysis. He

ments are like alarm belf;, while the emor;
values and disvalues thar cap be traded off ;
are like currency. These two kinds of emotin
Alarm-bell emotions issue non-negotiable mmmnds—-"Dm;';
do it!" or ‘Must do el " ¢hae automatically wrigger 4 certsin
behavior. These commands *cap be averridden,” bue *3pe designed
to dominate the decision racher than merely influence it {n con.
trast, currency emotions tell you whar's valuable. and how valn-
able, so that they can influence 4 decision. but only in proportion
to their value. That is, chey arc well wuited for being weighed {for
inseance, in a cost-benefit analysis), and potentially ourweighed.
There's clearly a difference berween artiving at 2 moral judg-
ment through an intuitive process and arriving at it though a rea-
soning process, particularly when che feasoming process consists of
calculations of costs and benefits, The tact thar there's this differ-
ence suggests a possible way of understanding the different experi-
cnces of judging a moral requirement to be either non-negotiable
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or wbk Rerpember-——ceen it a moral requirement is non-

cpotiable, thece may <l be situations in which the best thing
: ; ; ireraent, {1 two non-negotiable
other. you'll hawe no ber-
rex oprion than © Golate ane of them. S0 the difference 4 not a
Jiffcrence of which one gev heeded and which enc docsn't. Buz
{f 2 moral RUITEHICAT i$ noa-negottable. it cannot be negotiated
azeary, and this means chat if you do decide override it in your

E deciman about what o do, itx being averridden doesn't climinare
2

mocal tequi

i, so vou'll reecessarily violate it
Alarm-bell cmotions may be whar are behind ar lezet some

of the judgments that something {5 mogally required in & non-
4 tion COEReTy alarm-bxell emo-

acgoriable way. Thar s f a sinua :
cions for you. thea you'll have the sensc that if you choose not

tr heed the alarm, you'll be in violation of 2 moral requirement
thar remains very much in cffect. The acrion that an alarm-bell
emogion tedls you is forbidden will feed wrong as long as you still
have the alanm-bell emorion. and regardless of your reasons for
vialating the prohibition against the action. If you see a vulner-
able person in danget, for instance, and this immediately provokes
an *] musc protect!” alarm bell. then you'll experience the moral
requireracnt indicated by this *I must” as noa-negotiable. 1f you
don's heed it (auppose vou're phgsically restrained, or thar there are
several peaple in danger so that yoo can't protect them all), you'll
hase the expericnce of acxing in violation of 1t and this violation
will make irself known through even Jouder alarm bells.

OFf coursc. sometimes 3 situarion will fail 1o ngger an alarm-
bell caation. For instance, if the person in danger is someanc
whom yus unconscioudy—perhaps through something like racial

Mt on
i wa
‘. .°.¢~ )..'.‘.
Ehory

bias—regard as expendable,
el emotion or fodge ,.,.,,,:: ::f‘ % Clperiencs ssmy alirsn
help. S0 the peint 1 0ot the Aotreaia '
leads us to judge there oo be 3 nog. deh
The potnt s that if a svation u’imwmm .
s wil kel lead s 0 make vhie kg g s Dl mton e
When we looksd it the aptidtog T
as long a3 you assume thar "oughr hpﬁaw w¢ saw thay
provess doesn't lead vou to the conclssion x the Mh;
sorething impossible. The principle dha * You oaght wde
insertd irself into the reasoning process in :f" implies can®
Now. however, we know thar there sre teg &:‘: mlha
processes for ceaching a moral judgment, and (ssea mpu::
ps}-cholu.glm like Haidr are tight) that the nmuuim: , :
process is actually how most moral judgments are made. Thas.
we should further explore the question of whether and how we
might make an mzaitise judgment that we ought to do wase-
thing impossible. Maybe the principie that “ooght impbes can’
is unable to nsert itself into an auromatic, intaitive process,
where it would prevent us from ceaching the vendict that we're
impossibly required. Then we could pedge that we're reqaired to
do the impossible. ‘
One quick nor, howeves, aboat what we hase and haven't

focused on the question of how
ments, and the next chapeer %
keep in mand, howover. thar whatever we 3y
make moral judgments wi
we can say about how people

illconiinucwdodﬂs‘&‘:mst
about how people 4o



TR Pens Doing @i Aighe Thing & imposmible

gw.&nawmthmdvhﬂamn}mﬂ,*
menss should be taken as right o troe or asshoricative. You meighy
already kmmmdwmmnym,w

even when I'm using the needle to ery o get @ splinser owe. Tnthar

case. | should neither heed the slarm nor regard mysclf 35 comanie.
ting any wrongdoing by not heeding the slarm. Laser mn the boek
wr'll come back to this problem. First. we'll try to understand o
ber more about the process of auvomatically rsdging versciwes so be
mocally required, and so'll do thes by examandng the sore of sape-
rezmer-we may have of making this kind of padgment.
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