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(Some) Questions: 
 
1. Do you find the criticisms that Joyce and Fiala make of the relevance of neuroimaging for 

moral reasoning persuasive? (If we put you in an fMRI machine, would we be able to tell 
why you find those arguments persuasive or not? If we could do that, would that cast doubt 
on the conclusions you reached after reading the articles?) 

2. How do you imagine that members of the public, including the media, lawmakers, and judges 
will react to the arguments about the relevance of neuroimaging for moral or related forms of 
reasoning? Will they all react in the same way? If they don’t—if there is disagreement about 
the relevance or normative importance of this work—do you have any guesses about the 
characteristics or identities of those will take one position or another, or when? 

3. Do you find the methodological critiques of the emerging work on neuroscience and 
decisionmaking persuasive? Are you satisfied by the replies? Do you anticipate that this 
argument will be resolved conclusively in the near future? The medium-term future? The 
long-term? 

4. How do you imagine that members of the public, including the media, lawmakers, and judges 
will react to the arguments about the methodological validity of the neuroimaging studies? 
Will they be able to evaluate the validity of the evidence and arguments being presented by 
both sides? Will they fall into line with the most persuasive position, if one emerges? Will 
they all form the same assessment? If not, who do you think will take what position and 
why? 


