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Abstract (English) 
The normative moral code is considered to be such that it applies universally to all or at least to all who can 
understand and govern their behavior by it. All or almost all common folk think of and use their own moral 
codes as them being normative in that for example there simply seem to them to exist “oughts” that apply to all 
and that there simply, straightforwardly are “things” that are right and wrong, good and bad. Gert Bernard and 
Gert Joshua have written an article on the topic of defining morality, with the title of “The Definition of 
Morality”. The authors suggest that the terms ‘normative morality’ refer to a code of conduct that, given some 
specified conditions, would be put forward by all rational persons. The authors take this formulation as 
entailing true and important definitional features of what normative morality is, although the authors think of 
this basic definition, conception as not being complete and that some additional feature hence is lacking but that 
any such candidate addendum to the definitional basic schema that they surveyed within the article seemed to 
be controversial, contested.  

Normative morality seems apt to investigate by creating thought-experiments wherein the participants are for 
example, envisioned choosing to endorse, put forward or act in accordance with a moral code. Within this large 
investigative project into normative morality with the help of thought-experiments it seemed to me that there 
was an under-representation of thought-experiments exhibiting some worthwhile and relevant features and I felt 
that it was a warranted project to create a thought-experiment which concurrently exhibited these features. Such 
an experiment could be thought of as an unusual “puzzle-piece” which could be valuable in contributing to 
furthering the completion of the “puzzle”, i.e. what normative morality is and its moral code. These three 
features were: i) a high degree of aptness for investigating a major part of or the complete normative moral 
code and ii) a high degree of freedom pertaining to the participants, e.g. their actions, thoughts etc., as well as 
iii) a high degree of confidence or warrant concerning what the participants would do, think, feel etc. within the 
thought-experiment. A thought-experiment, the Normative Moral Codes Workshop (NMCW) was hence 
created, which was aimed at investigating normative morality and its code and which exhibited these features. It 
is a thought-experiment mimicking an actual empirical study wherein the participants are given the task to 
together put forward the moral code for them, that would apply to them and that would cover a major or 
complete part of what they consider their moral codes to entail. The participants employed within my run of the 
NMCW thought-experiment were all currently living adult persons who I knew well.  

The core or main aim of this essay was to investigate whether it would or would not be the case that most or all 
participants within my run of the thought-experiment the NMCW would decide to put forward the code 
together with the chosen formulation of the thesis being, that it would not be the case that most or all 
participants would put forward the code within my run of the NMCW thought-experiment. Part of the core aim 
was also to elucidate why the thesis was supported or not supported as well as how strong the support was for 
the outcome of the experiment, i.e. the outcome of a code being put forward or not. The essay also has some 
minor aims which radiate out from the core aim (see below). 

As the thought-experimenter, I then reported on the events that I envisioned as happening within my run the 
NMCW thought-experiment as my selected participants grappled with the task and their decision to put or not 
put forward the code together that would apply to them.  

The finding was that the thesis was supported and that the support was robust in that I could identify several 
reasons the participants had against putting forward the code and I found very little in terms of reasons among 
the participants for putting forward the code. The essay also had some minor aims to selectively discuss a few 
further relevant and interesting issues radiating out from the core aim. These minor aims revolved around 
discussing some selected salient features of the NMCW including how they could relate to the outcome. One 
such selected salient feature was the feature of the employed participant sample of my run of the NMCW. I for 
example, discussed the potential extension of it not being the case that most or all participants would decide to 
put forward the code, if the participant sample would have been modified but still employed currently living 



5 
 

adults and I ended up being of the opinion that pertaining to most potential samples a similar outcome as the 
one envisioned within my run of the NMCW would be expected. I also wanted to discuss some further selected 
salient features of the NMCW within the context of addressing whether the NMCW, given its features ought to 
be considered an unsound, inapt experiment for investigating normative morality, given Gert’s and Gert’s 
conception of normative morality,  since if this was the case the outcome of the experiment ought to be 
disregarded, given no weight. Although, I did find potential targets for criticism of the NMCW experimental 
design I did not find any reasons strong enough to disqualify the NMCW experiment as an experiment inapt, 
unsound for investigating normative morality, given the features of normative morality entailed within the 
suggested basic definition provided by Gert and Gert. Finally, I also aimed to selectively discuss some aspects 
of what it could mean pertaining to the conception of normative morality, according to Gert and Gert, that the 
thesis was supported. For example, given one interpretation the outcome could be taken to provide support for 
the non-existence of a normative moral code, but given another be taken to mean that addenda has to be 
identified and added to the basic conception of normative morality and that such addenda would be such that 
they would disqualify the NMCW (and its outcome) as a sound and apt thought-experiment to be employed in 
investigating normative morality. I also attempted to briefly illustrate how the NMCW thought-experiment 
could be used as a substratum facilitating the identification and clarification of such potential addenda to the 
basic conception of normative morality, suggested by Gert and Gert, and I also suggest some potential 
candidate features of the NMCW that further potential specifications added to the basic conception of morality 
ought to be able to disqualify, exclude as acceptable features of experiments aimed at investigating normative 
morality. In this way, an unusual, under-represented kind of thought-experiment, “puzzle-piece” when it comes 
to the large investigative project of employing experiments in order to acquire further insight into normative 
morality, i.e. “the puzzle”, can regardless of whether it seems to fit or does not seem to fit the “puzzle”, still be 
employed in such a way as to potentially provide further insight into “the puzzle”. This since even when a 
“puzzle-piece” does not seem to fit the “puzzle”, “seeing” and understanding how and why could provide us 
with information about the “puzzle”. 

Abstrakt (svenska) 

Den normativa moraliska koden anses vara sådan att den gäller universellt för alla eller åtminstone för alla som 
kan förstå den och reglera sitt beteende i enlighet med den. Alla eller nästan alla vanliga människor tänker och 
använder sig av sina moraliska koder som om dessa koder vore normativa, normerande genom att det t. ex. för 
dem helt enkelt verkar finnas ”måsten” som gäller alla och att det ”rakt upp och ner” verkar finnas ”saker” som 
helt enkelt är rätt och fel, gott och ont. Gert Bernard och Gert Joshua har skrivit en artikel kring ämnet hur man 
kan definiera moralen med titeln “The Definition of Morality” (sv. ”Moralens Definition”). Författarna föreslår 
att termen ’normativ moral’ (eller den ’normativa moralen’ i bestämd form) gäller en kod som reglerar hur man 
bör uppföra sig som givet vissa specificerade förhållanden är sådan att alla rationella personer skulle omfamna 
och förespråka den. Författarna anser att denna formulering innehåller viktiga och sanna egenskaper hos 
definitionen kring vad normativ moral är, även om författarna anser att denna basala, grundläggande definition, 
konception inte är fullständig och att därför vissa ytterligare definitions egenskaper, specifikationer saknas men 
att alla granskade kandidat-tillägg till denna basala definition som undersöktes inom artikeln verkade vara 
kontroversiella, enligt författarna.  

Normativ moral verkar lämplig för att undersökas genom att skapa tankeexperiment inom vilka deltagarna tex 
kan föreställas stödja, lägga fram eller agera i enlighet med en moralisk kod. Inom detta stora undersökande 
projekt av normativ moral med hjälp av tankeexperiment så verkade det enligt mig som om det fanns en under-
representation av tankeexperiment som uppvisade vissa värdefulla och relevanta egenskaper och jag ansåg att 
det var ett rättfärdigat projekt att skapa ett tankeexperiment som uppvisade dessa värdefulla och relevanta 
egenskaper. Ett dylikt experiment kunde anses vara en ovanlig ”pusselbit” som kunde vara ett värdefullt bidrag 
till slutförandet av ”pusslet”, dvs vad normativ moral är och dess kod. De tre under-representerade 
egenskaperna var i) en hög grad av lämplighet för att undersöka en stor del av den normativa moraliska koden 
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eller den kompletta koden och ii) en hög grad av deltagarfrihet, exempelvis avseende deltagarnas handlingar, 
tankar osv samt iii) en hög grad av förtroende eller rättfärdigande avseende vad deltagarna skulle göra, tänka, 
känna osv inom tankeexperimentet. Tankeexperimentet, den Normativa Moraliska Kods Workshoppen 
(NMKW) skapades därför med målsättningen att undersöka den normativa moralen, dess kod samt att 
experimentet då skulle uppvisa de ovan nämnda egenskaperna. Det är ett tankeexperiment som liknar, ”speglar” 
en riktig empirisk studie inom vilka deltagarna ges uppgiften att tillsammans stödja och lägga fram den 
moraliska kod som skulle gälla för dem, reglera deras uppförande och som till en stor del eller fullständigt 
skulle täcka, innehålla det som de ansåg att deras moraliska koder innehöll. Deltagarna som användes inom min 
körning av tankeexperimentet var alla nu levande vuxna person som jag ansåg att jag kände väl. 

Kärn- eller huvudmålsättningen med uppsatsen var att undersöka huruvida det skulle eller inte skulle vara fallet 
att de flesta eller alla deltagare inom min körning av NMKW tankeexperimentet skulle bestämma sig för att 
tillsammans lägga fram och stödja en kod, med den valda formuleringen för tesen enligt, det skulle inte vara 
fallet att de flesta eller alla deltagare skulle lägga fram och stödja koden inom min körning av NMKW 
experimentet. Som en del av kärnmålsättningen var det att utreda varför tesen var eller inte var stödd samt 
utreda hur starkt stödet var för utfallet av experimentet, dvs utfallet att en kod lades fram eller inte lades fram. 
Uppsatsen har även mindre eller bi-målsättningar som strålar ut från uppsatsens huvudmålsättning (se nedan). 

I min roll som tanke-experimenteraren så rapporterade jag sedan kring vilka händelser som jag föreställde mig, 
som jag ”såg” uppträda inom tanke-experimentet NMKW då mina valda deltagare tog sig an uppgiften som de 
ombads att utföra, dvs att tillsammans lägga fram och stödja den kod som skulle komma att gälla dom själva, 
att appliceras på dom själva. 

Fyndet var att tesen stöddes och att detta stöd var robust eftersom jag kunde identifiera flera skäl hos deltagarna 
mot att lägga fram koden medan jag fann mycket litet i form av skäl hos deltagarna för att lägga fram koden. 
Uppsatsen hade även en del mindre målsättningar att selektivt diskutera några ytterligare relevanta och 
intressanta spörsmål som strålade ut från uppsatsens huvud-målsättning. Dessa mindre målsättningar kretsade 
kring att diskutera vissa valda tydliga, centrala egenskaper hos NMKW experimentet samt hur dessa kunde 
tänkas vara relaterade till experimentets utfall. En sådan egenskap vara den specifika deltagargruppen som 
användes vid min körning av experimentet. Jag diskuterade till exempel, den potentiella extensionen av utfallet 
att det inte var fallet att de flesta eller alla deltagare valde att lägga fram koden, ifall deltagargruppen 
modifierades men fortfarande bestod enbart av nu levande vuxna människor och min värdering var att ett 
liknande utfall, som vid min körningen av NMKW, verkade troligt för de flesta potentiella grupper av 
deltagare. Jag ville också diskutera vissa valda tydliga, centrala egenskaper hos NMKW experimentet inom 
kontexten kring huruvida NMKW experimentet givet dessa egenskaper, borde anses vara ett osunt, olämpligt 
experiment för att undersöka den normativa moralen, givet Gerts och Gerts konception av denna. Detta, 
eftersom om detta vore fallet så borde utfallet av experimentet förkastas och inte ges någon vikt. Trots att jag 
hittade potentiella saker att kritisera hos den experimentella designen hos NMKW så hittade jag inte några 
tillräckligt starka skäl för att diskvalificera NMKW experimentet som ett olämpligt, osunt experiment för att 
undersöka den normativa moralen, givet den normativa moralens egenskaper beskrivna, täckta inom Gerts och 
Gerts föreslagna basala, grundläggande definition av denna. Slutligen så ville jag även selektivt diskutera vissa 
aspekter kring vad det kunde betyda för konceptionen av den normativa moralen, enligt Gert och Gert, att tesen 
stöddes. Exempelvis, så givet en tolkning så kunde utfallet ses som ett stöd för icke-existensen hos den 
normativa moraliska koden, medan givet en annan tolkning så kunde utfallet anses betyda att ytterligare 
addenda till den basala definitionen av den normativa moralen måste identifieras och adderas till definitionen 
och att dylika addenda skulle komma att vara sådana att de skulle diskvalificera NMKW experimentet och dess 
utfall som ett sunt och lämpligt experiment att användas för att studera den normativa moralen, nu med dess 
extenderade specifikation. Jag försökte sedan att illustrera hur NMKW tankeexperimentet kunde användas som 
ett substrat för att underlätta identifieringen och förtydligandet av dylika potentiella tillägg till den basala 
konceptionen av den normativa moralen enligt Gerts och Gerts förslag, och jag föreslog även vissa potentiella 
kandidat egenskaper hos NMKW experimentet som dylika ytterligare tillägg till den basala konceptionen borde 
kunna diskvalificera, exkludera som acceptabla egenskaper hos experiment designade för att undersöka den 
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normativa moralen. På detta sätt så kan en ovanlig, underrepresenterad typ av tankeexperiment, ”pusselbit” när 
det gäller det stora undersökningsprojektet som använder sig av experiment för att erhålla ytterligare insikter 
inom den normative moralen, dvs ”pusslet”, oberoende om det verkar passa eller inte passa in i ”pusslet”, ändå 
användas på ett sådant sätt så att det potentiellt kan leda till ytterligare insikter kring ”pusslet”. Detta eftersom 
även när en ”pusselbit” inte verkar passa in i ”pusslet” så kan ”seendet”, förtydligandet och förståelsen kring 
hur och varför, ändå potentiellt förse oss med information om ”pusslet”. 

Introduction  

In the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Gert Bernard and Gert Joshua have specifically written an article 
on the topic of defining morality, with the title of “The Definition of Morality” (1). Not surprisingly the authors 
early on make the reader aware of that there is no single consensus within moral philosophy as a whole, as to 
how morality should be defined. They write further that the term ‘morality’ seems to be used in two different 
senses, that there are two conceptions of morality, i.e. a descriptive and a normative sense or conception, and 
hence to think that one definition of morality could be applicable to all moral discussions seems mistaken (1). 
Descriptively the term ‘morality’ refers to some codes regulating conduct actually put forward, being accepted 
by a society, a group or an individual. The descriptive sense of morality is often employed for example by 
anthropologists reporting on the moralities of different societies they study (1). To take ‘morality’ to refer to or 
mean a code of conduct put forward by an existing society, group or individual, i.e. the descriptive sense of 
morality, seems to lead us to the denial that there exists a universal moral code, i.e. a normative moral code 
such that it applies to all humans, at least minimally whenever they fulfill some potential qualifications for 
moral codes applying such as for example them being able to understand the code, being able to govern their 
behavior by it, being a normally functioning adult human being or being a rational person etc. (1). Within this 
essay I will only be focusing on the normative sense of morality. 

The term ‘morality’ in the normative sense Gert and Gert take to “… refer to a code of conduct that, given 
specified conditions, would be put forward by all rational persons” (1p.1). Gert and Gert take this formulation 
to be a basic definition of normative morality, which entails true and important definitional features of what 
normative morality is. The authors think of this basic definition however, as not being fully complete and that 
some additional feature hence is lacking but they are of the opinion that any such candidate addenda that they 
could identify would be expected to controversial and contested by many and as such these potential addenda 
would result in few people being able to subscribe to such an extended definition of normative morality. I also 
think that even the view that moral codes are only concerned with codes of conduct lacks uniform support 
among “moral experts” (i.e. philosophers and for example others involved with moral issues in some 
professional role) and even more so among common folk in addition to the phrasing lacking in specificity and 
clarity but we will return to these types of issues later. The article also mentions that moral philosophers and 
normative moral theories disagree or differ for example with respect to what conceptions of rationality are the 
correct or relevant ones as well as what endorsing or putting forward a code amounts to, ought to amount to and 
so forth (1pp.6-10). Pertaining to these further specifications and commitments however, the authors think that 
their basic definition of normative morality is a good definitional platform to work from without any further 
specifications since “as one gives more substance and detail to the general notions of endorsement, rationality 
… under which rational people would endorse morality, one moves further from providing a definition of 
morality in the normative sense, and closer to providing an actual moral theory.” (1p.11). I also want to note 
that sometimes Gert and Gert exchange the terms of ‘specified conditions’ for the possibly somewhat more 
specific phrasing of ‘plausible specified conditions’ within the above mentioned definitional formulation (1). 
This essay will adopt this basic definition of normative morality, incomplete as it potentially may be, both with 
and without the addendum of ‘plausible’ to the phrase ‘specified conditions’. Some normative ethicists I am 
sure might disagree with the normative conception of morality provided by Gert and Gert, especially since the 
field of moral philosophy as a whole is characterized by disagreements. As an early limitation of the scope of 
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the current project however, this essay will focus on the normative conception of morality as suggested by Gert 
and Gert (1). 

It should also be mentioned that all common folk, or almost all as a more careful quantifier, think of and use 
their own moral codes as them being normative and consequently the normative sense of the term ‘morality’ is 
also the one used in everyday language and discourse (1). Philosophers concerned with ethics, morality (this 
essay will not make any distinctions between ethical, ethics versus moral, morality although this is sometimes 
done within philosophy) likewise in most instances use the term ‘morality’ normatively and most moral 
theories developed by philosophers are similarly normative moral theories (see below within the Background 
section). Philosophers involved in working with normative moral theories and who use the term ‘morality’ 
normatively would most naturally subscribe to some kind of realism with respect to the referent of the term 
‘morality’ it would seem, i.e. that there exists “something” that satisfies a correct or true description, definition 
of ‘morality’ in the normative sense and that this “something” actually applies universally minimally to all who 
fulfil some qualifications for the moral code applying. This belief though is not shared among all philosophers 
within the field of moral philosophy or more generally within philosophy as a whole (1). This essay however 
will be proceeding under the assumption that there is a referent of the term ‘morality’ (given a correct 
understanding) in the broadly normative sense, i.e. this essay will proceed under the assumption of moral 
realism of some kind. 

The normative conception of morality seems apt for investigation with the help of thought-experiments wherein 
participants can be envisioned as being given tasks or solely being put in different conditions without any 
explicit tasks being provided to the participants and then the participants are further envisioned as putting 
forward a moral code or as acting in accordance with some moral code or that the thought-experimenter 
himself, i.e. the person running the thought-experiment in his mind, asks himself what the participants ought to 
have done or what moral code they ought to have adopted and so on. There are numerous thought-experiments 
which have been created aimed at investigating the normative moral code and which putatively have 
contributed to the investigative project of employing experiments in elucidating the normative moral code, i.e. 
they can all be considered “pieces to the puzzle” which hopefully together have helped or can help in advancing 
a more complete view or understanding of the normative moral code, i.e. “the puzzle” (see below within the 
Background section). Additionally, as will be argued, not only thought-experiments but also “physical” or 
“empirical” experiments (henceforth such experiments will be denoted physical or empirical experiments 
without any quotation marks) as employed within experimental moral philosophy likewise seem apt to 
investigate the normative moral code and I will also provide the readers with some such examples below within 
the Background section. Hence, I include both thought-experiments and physical experiments directed at 
gaining more insight into normative morality as all belonging to this large investigate project of understanding 
normative morality through employing experiments. 

It seemed to be the case, according to me, that within this large normative moral code investigative project 
employing experiments that there was a lack of thought-experiments which exhibited three relevant and 
worthwhile features, properties (I will argue this below within the Background section) and in particular 
thought-experiments exhibiting the combination of all these three properties concurrently seemed under-
represented, i.e. there seemed to be a lack of certain kinds of “puzzle-pieces”, which seemed useful and of value 
in order to be able to hopefully contribute to the completion of the “puzzle”. I felt that it was a warranted 
project to create such a thought-experiment considering such an experiment as an uncommon or even a missing 
“puzzle-piece” which would be valuable regardless of whether in the end the newly created “puzzle-piece” 
turned out to furthering the completion of the “puzzle” in the sense that the thought-experiment could provide 
“positive” support for what normative morality is and entail. This since even if in the end the newly created 
“puzzle-piece” was deemed as not seemingly fitting “the puzzle”, information about the “puzzle” could still be 
gained if one tried to understand and analyze how and why the newly created “puzzle-piece” did not fit the 
“puzzle”, e.g. by attempting to figure out what normative morality is not. Getting to know (or gain support for) 
what something is not, is after all to actually get to know something about that something. The three features 
were, i) a high degree of aptness for investigating a major part of or the complete normative moral code and ii) 
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a high degree of freedom pertaining to the participants, e.g. their actions and thoughts etc. as well as iii) a high 
degree of confidence or warrant, from the perspective of the thought-experimenter, concerning what the 
participants would do, think and feel and so forth within the specified conditions of the thought-experiment. 

A thought-experiment, the Normative Moral Codes Workshop (the NMCW), was hence created exhibiting 
these three under-represented but relevant and worthwhile features concurrently, aimed at investigating 
normative morality and its moral code. There are obviously an indefinite number of different though 
experimental scenarios, which could satisfy the three under-represented features, but I have chosen to design a 
thought-experiment which mirrors or mimics an actual empirical experimental study within the field of 
experimental moral philosophy and below within the Background section I will provide some initial further 
reasoning as to why. In order to ensure that the thought-experiment would exhibit the under-represented 
properties to a high degree, the participants chosen were identified actual people that the thought-experimenter 
(me in this case) knew well prior to the thought-experiment and they were then “as they were within the actual 
world” put into the thought-experimental settings, conditions, e.g. without adding to them or subtracting from 
them beliefs, convictions, experiences, memories etc. except for those properties related to the spatiotemporal 
relocalisation of the subjects from the actual world into the environment of the thought-experiment. Within the 
thought-experiment the information the participants received (they received parts of the information at different 
stages of the experimental scenario, see below within the Background section) was that they were invited to 
take part in a workshop where they would be asked to together put forward a major part of or the complete 
moral code based on what they themselves consider their moral codes to entail and that such a put forward code 
would apply to them. It will also become clear below that the participants will be allowed a very high degree of 
freedom pertaining to their choices, actions and behaviors etc., such that a decision to participate within the 
workshop for example is not assumed and neither is a decision by the participants to put forward the moral code 
assumed. Generally speaking, the participants will be treated and respected within the thought-experimental 
setting the way they would be expected to be treated and respected in the actual world in a similar scenario as 
within the thought-experimental scenario. So to conclude, since the participants are actual persons the thought-
experimenter know well who are to take part in a thought-experiment resembling a combined workshop (from 
the more limited perspective of the participants) and an empirical study (from our perspective) in the actual 
world and that the participants are to be given the task of putting forward a major or complete moral code 
consisting of what they would consider their complete moral codes to entail and additionally that they are to be 
allowed a high degree of freedom pertaining to their actions, attitudes, choices etc., the NMCW is considered to 
exhibit high degrees of the three under-represented features concurrently briefly mentioned above (see the 
Background section for more information). 

This essay has one quite limited core major aim, thesis but the essay also has some minor aims which radiate 
out from this more limited core aim. I have decided to focus on one very fundamental question pertaining to the 
NMCW experiment and that is to address whether a moral code would be put forward together by all or most of 
the participants within my run of the thought-experiment, the NMCW. I will hence not investigate what the 
contents would be of a potentially put forward code, but investigate whether a code would or would not be put 
forward at all. The thesis could be formulated in at least two directions but I have chosen to adopt the direction 
and formulation stating that, it will not be the case that most or all participants together will put forward the 
code within the thought-experiment, the NMCW. In order to avoid any misunderstanding as to the extension of 
the thesis (and the testing of the thesis), the thesis pertains to my run of the NMCW experiment employing my 
participant sample, i.e. my run of the experiment, although I will touch upon other potential outcomes of other 
potential runs of the NMCW experiment. Part of this core or major aim I also hold to be me attempting to 
identify the potential reasons as to why it would not be or why it would be the case that most or all participants 
would put forward the code, i.e. evaluate why the thesis was supported or rejected. This will allow me to 
understand why the outcome was what it was as well as to evaluate how robust the outcome of there being a 
code or there not being a code put forward was and this is also part of my core investigation.  

Pertaining to the minor aims of the essay and with the point of departure being this core investigation, core aim 
as described above I also want to discuss some other select relevant and interesting issues. These minor aims 
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revolve around discussing some selected salient features of the NMCW, including how these features could 
relate to the outcome of the experiment. These minor aims include for example, discussing the potential 
extension of my finding pertaining to the outcome of the experiment, e.g. whether I think the outcome of my 
run of the thought-experiment would still had been similar had the sample of the participants been different as 
well as had some selected acceptable modifications (i.e. minor modifications which would still fit within the 
overall framework of the NMCW) been made to some salient features of the original NMCW design. I am also 
going to discuss some select salient features of the NMCW to address whether the NMCW thought-experiment 
should be considered a sound, apt experiment or whether there are reasons to believe that the experiment and 
hence its outcome is unsound, flawed and consequently ought not be given any weight or consideration within 
the larger investigative project of normative morality and its code employing experiments. Additionally, I aim 
to discuss some select aspects of what the NMCW and its outcome could be taken so say or mean concerning 
the normative conception of morality according to Gert and Gert. Finally, I finish off briefly with some future 
directions on how thought-experiments like the NMCW could be employed to advance the investigative project 
into normative morality employing experiments and what kind of philosophical work pertaining to investigating 
normative morality that I wish to see more of in the future.  

The essay will now proceed with the Background section, which could be thought of as consisting of three 
major parts. The first part of the Background contains relevant information about normative morality, 
limitations, clarifications and commitments of the essay as well as some information about the nature and use of 
experiments relevant for the project. I then proceed by covering the relationship between traditional philosophy 
and experimental philosophy, again relevant for the project, and finish off the first part by describing the three 
under-represented properties in thought-experiments, properties that I argue are worthwhile, of value 
incorporating into a thought-experiment aimed at studying normative morality. Overall, only what I consider 
necessary for the aim of the essay will be covered and only at the level of detail, complexity required, due to 
space limitations, and also because this project should be thought of as more of a “big picture” investigation 
and not a project with an extremely limited scope investigated at great depths. The second part of the 
Background will revolve around describing the NMCW thought-experiment that I have designed which 
concurrently exhibits the three under-represented properties to a high degree or so I claim. The third part of the 
Background consists of me reporting on all relevant “events”, all “data” from my envisioning of my run of the 
NMCW thought-experiment employing my elected participant sample. I then proceed in the Analysis and 
Discussion section to address the aims of the essay through investigating the reported “results”, “data” 
generated through my envisioning of the run of the NMCW and I end the essay with some final reflections, 
future directions and concluding remarks. 

Background 
Some information concerning normative moral theories and common-
sense morality  
So to briefly recapitulate Gert and Gert took the term ‘morality’ to refer to a code of conduct that, given 
specified or plausible specified conditions, would be put forward by all rational persons (1). The authors took 
the formulation to be a basic definition, a formulation which entails true and important definitional features of 
what normative morality is. This moral code additionally universally applies to all persons or given that some 
qualifications pertain, concerning which moral philosophers disagree but often entail that a person has to be 
rational, understand the code, know of the code or be able to govern his, her behavior by it etc. in order for the 
code to apply to a person. Although, not strictly necessary for the purposes of this essay in addition to stating 
that common folk and most moral philosophers think of and use their own moral codes normatively and use the 
term ‘morality’ in the normative sense, I have decided to mention very briefly a few examples and features of 
normative moral theories and common-sense morality (mainly the feature of moral codes or moral theories 
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being deontological or consequentialist) in order to provide just a little bit of flesh to the bones concerning what 
the text above within the Introduction section concerns.  

The last couple of centuries the two main branches of normative moral theories have been the consequentialist 
and deontological moral theories (2ch.1; 3pp.1-19). Very roughly, schematically the prior normative theories 
subscribe to a view that you ought to do what has the best consequences evaluated from an impersonal 
standpoint with the best consequences being those that maximize some value or unit of the good as stated by 
said theory. The latter type of theories on the other hand subscribe to a view that certain actions are wrong to 
perform (alternatively phrased should or ought not be performed) for certain stated reasons (differently stated 
due to some natural or supernatural property of an action) even if the consequences of those actions could be 
considered to result in the most good (2ch.1; 3pp.1-19). Normative theories which then for example fit the basic 
definitional schema according to Gert and Gert are Bentham’s and Mill’s utilitarianism and other 
consequentialist theories and deontological theories such as the theories developed by John Rawls, Thomas 
Hobbes and Immanuel Kant (4-9). Some normative moral theories aim to provide quite comprehensive or 
complete moral codes (i.e. the theories purport to entail most or all of the moral codes that exist in some sense) 
along with justifying those codes whereas other theories have a more limited scope such as for example John 
Rawls’ theory focusing mainly on the conception of justice as fairness along with some justice principles (6,7). 

The morality of common folk, “every-day morality” or common-sense morality is also a normative and more 
specifically a deontological moral code and consists of agent-relative constraints against (constraints described 
or phrased as prohibitions, obligations or requirements) lying, stealing, cheating and harming others given 
certain conditions obtain, as well as obligations to take care of one’s children and parents which all in certain 
circumstances from an impersonal or impartial standpoint (which is the standpoint of evaluation within 
consequentialist theories) could seem to not always lead to the best results (2ch.1,2; 3pp.1-19; 10p.87). 
Common-sense morality also entails agent-relative permissions such that we are allowed to “indulge” in our 
own life-projects instead of constantly maximizing some good as well as being allowed to favor one’s parents 
and friends over strangers (3pp.1-19). Ross W. David, Kant Immanuel and Österberg Jan are all also of the 
opinion that deontological theories have as their starting point and as their test to some extent common-sense 
morality and are all different attempts at systematizing and justifying common-sense morality (2ch.1,2; 9; 
11p.40). Brandt Richard also adds that the kinds of conduct regulated by the common-sense or the every-day 
moralities of different societies seems to concern the same domains of life and these are areas where clashes of 
interest seem inevitable such as “… sex and marriage, the family, property and income, the security of life and 
limb and reputation, contracts and promises, the care of the aged or sick and needy and so on.” (10p.87). 
Further, Alan Donagan’s deontological theory which he considers to be an exposition of what he variously calls 
“the Hebrew-Christian moral tradition”, “the traditional morality of the western world” or just “common 
morality” or “traditional morality” he similarly emphasizes the deontological nature of such a common or 
traditional moral code (12). 

Some initial information pertaining to the form, commitments, 
limitations and clarifications of the essay 
Some commitments and limitations of the essay as well as clarifications seems necessary at this point. As stated 
already above, I will not make any distinctions between the ‘moral’ and the ‘ethical’. By the term ‘moral code’ 
I mean a set consisting of a single item or many items (being it moral principles or moral beliefs, moral 
convictions etc.) and by the plural form of ‘moral codes’ I then mean two or more separate sets of such items. 
Within this essay the ‘moral domain’ of a human person will be the total contents of what that human person 
would ascribe to it, if the person were given sufficient time to reflect upon the matter and were also helped 
through interviews and questions to try to formulate and describe his, her moral domain content according to 
him or her. I take it that persons generally would identify many different specific judgements, intuitions, rules 
and principles to belong to the moral domain if they are perceived to be or to be somehow part of or connected 
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to such things as permissions, obligations, requirements, duties, virtues, rights, wrongs or “oughts” etc. of 
different kinds. People in general are skilled in making these discernments and they can also for the most part 
discern mere etiquette and custom from the moral, although there certainly could be some “grey areas”. It is 
obvious that there is some vagueness involved here but some vagueness seems to be the rule if persons were 
given the task, with or without assistance, to try to describe and formulate the contents of their moral domains. 
‘The complete moral code of a human person’ then has to do with all his or her more “higher order”, more 
organizing moral beliefs (e.g. his, her moral principles, moral rules, central and important moral convictions) of 
all of the particular moral judgements and particular moral intuitions generated in her throughout her daily life 
upon being exposed to myriads of different particular situations and these particular non-organizing judgements 
and intuitions hence will not be considered as part of the person’s moral code. There is some vagueness here 
again, but some vagueness seems to be the rule if persons were given the task to try to describe and formulate 
the contents of their comprehensive moral codes. There will obviously be moral philosophers who would 
disagree with the view or the description of a person’s total moral domain and complete moral code above in 
addition to the associated method of getting at said moral domains and moral codes, but these will be the 
adopted views of the essay. Contributing reasons for the adopted views concerning persons’ moral domains and 
moral codes has partly to do with the NMCW’s commitment to a high degree of participant range of freedom 
concerning their actions and beliefs which speaks against for example a third party, e.g. a “moral expert”, such 
as a moral philosopher deciding on what the contents of the participants moral domains and moral codes consist 
of “over the heads of the participants” so to speak, and this will become clearer below within the Background 
sub-section providing more details on the NMCW thought-experiment. Additional potential reasons in favor of 
the adopted views and methods favoring assisted self-reporting over observer acquired information is that the 
method of acquiry is less susceptible to systematic skewing of the information due to biases, conscious or 
unconscious, of observers. These adopted views and methods are also supported by the privileged access that 
each one of us has to his, her own moral beliefs (in contrast to observers) even if there certainly are pitfalls and 
problems with us reporting on ourselves as well, with or without assistance from a third party, i.e. assisted or 
unassisted self-reporting (13). 

A methodology associated with the normative conception of morality 
Let us first start with asking what an ‘experiment’ is in the most general, basic sense. Experiments can look 
very different from each other but at its core can be thought of as a, to some extent, “controlled environment” in 
which one (or many) outcome is addressed or investigated. With a “controlled environment” I merely wish to 
hold that one or several variables (sometimes denoted dependent variables) are controlled in the sense that they 
fixed or varied in some sense, by the experimenter, and an outcome (sometimes denoted an independent 
variable) is investigated within such an environment. The methodology of interest for this essay are 
experiments designed for and aimed at addressing, investigating the normative moral code, i.e. a particular 
subgroup of experiments (14; 15ch2; 16; 17). 

It should be apparent from the definition of the normative conception of morality provided by Gert and Gert, 
that within the definition is also a description of a methodology or it has a methodology tied to it or the 
conception is particularly and naturally apt for a certain type of methodology when investigating said 
conception (It is not crucial for my project which one of these perspectives is the most warranted one, but we 
will return to these issues within the Analysis and Discussion section.). This since ‘morality’ refers to the moral 
code that would be put forward by all or most rational persons in some specified conditions (with or without the 
pre-fix ‘plausible’) and from the contents of this conception then, emanates the possibility of creating 
experiments apt for and aimed at investigating normative morality and the true moral code in the normative 
sense. The relevant type of such apt experiments include for example participants in some specified conditions, 
scenarios which ask moral questions directed at the participants (or which make certain moral questions 
relevant), questions such as which moral code if any that they would or ought to endorse given the situation 
they are now placed in. I also hope that it is obvious enough that when different normative moral theories rely 
on different thought-experiments with participants within those experiments with differing characteristics, both 
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qualitatively and quantitatively, being put in differing specified conditions that such differences exert or can 
exert an influence on the envisioned outcome of the thought-experiments in terms of what moral codes that 
appear the most justified, probable, reasonable, or correct and in terms of what moral codes are envisioned as 
being put forward or acted accordingly by the participants and so on. This issue will also be touched upon 
within the Analysis and Discussion section. 

As a side-note, to comment on the modus employed in describing the normative conception of morality, i.e. the 
moral code that would be put forward by rational persons in some specified conditions, I will also take it that it 
is possible for ‘morality’ to refer to the moral code that is put forward by rational persons in some specified 
conditions. The modus of would, also however means that it is possible that the true moral code is not being put 
forward by anyone currently and it might not even have been put forward by anyone ever thus far.  

Three different relevant variants or categories of experiments of this kind can be observed within philosophy 
with one i) being a philosopher creating relevant thought-experiments with specified participants in specified 
conditions and through employing these thought-experiments he or she among other things aim at or try to 
better “see” through reasoning, envisioning and intuiting, what the true moral code is, i.e. what code the 
participants would or ought to put forward, or the thought-experimenter could attempt to acquire more insight 
into the process of arriving at the true moral code. This process of performing philosophy can all be done sitting 
down in your armchair and is hence sometimes denoted traditional or armchair moral philosophy. ii): Another 
category of experiments would be when people other than the one philosopher in his armchair are being 
investigated and asked as to the outcomes of the thought-experiments within the first category. iii): A third 
variant would be to have actual humans as participants to take part in, to be placed in the specified settings of a 
physical experiment with relevance for or with the primary aim of investigating the normative morality. These 
two latter categories, ii) and iii), would belong to a field within philosophy called experimental philosophy 
within the subfield of experimental moral philosophy and this will be expounded upon below. 

Now I do not wish to make the claim that all normative ethicists or all normative moral theories rely on this 
methodology, these types of experiments when they perform moral philosophy and develop their normative 
moral theories, but only to claim that some philosophers have employed this methodology and that some 
normative moral theories are supported through work performed employing this methodology. Another 
limitation or focus of this study as it progresses will hence be that I will be focusing on moral philosophy that 
does make use of this type of methodology, these types of experiments. It should be recognized that there is 
certainly some vagueness involved in identifying and circumscribing where and when a method is being used 
instead of for example a similar but different method. I will try however, to exemplify some cases of what I 
mean but this methodology, these types of experiments being employed and I consider this to be sufficient for 
my project.  

The relationship between traditional and experimental philosophy as 
it pertains to the normative conception of morality 
Based off the three kinds of categories of experiments mentioned above it would seem pertinent to briefly 
expound on the relationships between traditional and experimental philosophy more generally as well as more 
specifically toward experimental moral philosophy as it pertains to the topic of this essay. First, what is 
experimental philosophy? One could describe it as a branch within philosophy which existed before but came 
into prominence roughly around 1990 and which makes use of collecting (or already collected) empirical data 
in a systematic fashion (experimental philosophy in a loose or broad sense) usually within an experimental 
design (experimental philosophy in a stricter, narrower sense) (18p.1). Of course philosophers performing more 
conventional philosophy can make use of observations as well, i.e. empirical data but these observations do not 
emulate the template of more systematic and controlled observations, for example seen initially within studies 
performed within the natural sciences and later on also within the social sciences, psychology and experimental 
philosophy. The role and relevance of experimental philosophy for philosophy as a whole have been hotly 
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debated and this also pertains to the field of moral philosophy (18; 19; 20). It does seem to me though as if 
experimental philosophy warrantedly could claim to be relevant as it pertains to moral philosophy and the 
normative conception of morality. This since the true moral code according to the normative conception of 
morality is being thought of as a moral code which is being universally put forward, endorsed, at least by all 
those who are qualified and in certain specified circumstances, and experimental moral philosophy is involved 
in studying the moral judgements and moral codes of people outside of the society of philosophers in different 
specified conditions. It does also seem as if traditional philosophers at times perform philosophy that implicitly 
or explicitly invokes empirical matters or seem to make assumptions pertaining to empirical matters or at the 
very least has implications for what is observable and hence there seems to be a potential role for experimental 
philosophy within philosophy at large that it could play (18p.2,3). For more information on the branch of 
experimental philosophy which is experimental moral philosophy, see the entry “Experimental Moral 
Philosophy” in the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (18). Other worthwhile reads pertaining this complex 
topic has been written by Frohlich Norman and Oppenheimer Joe who insightfully discuss the role of structured 
observations in ethics and argue for the value of carefully constructed experiments, including real physical 
ones, for the cumulative progress within different areas in ethics (19; 20). 

Some experimental philosophers have accused traditional philosophers in differing areas within philosophy that 
they assume implicitly or explicitly, without or with a low degree of warrant, that their intuitions and 
conclusions concerning different thought-experiments have universal or near universal support (20; 21). This 
provides the work and the theories the traditional philosophers propound, the experimental philosophers claim, 
with a false sense of warrant which seems pertinent for normative moral theories wherein the very conception 
of what morality is, is envisioned entailing unanimous (at least among those who fulfill some qualifications) 
support for the moral codes entailed within these normative moral theories (20; 21). Further, experimental 
philosophers wish for the traditional philosophers to get out of their armchairs to find out whether their 
positions and theories actually have the assumed universal support or not. Additionally, some experimental 
philosophers demand that if traditional philosophers do not consider systematic empirical studies necessary 
concerning these matters, then the traditional philosophers need to supplement their positions and theories with 
principled arguments as to why their judgements alone are sufficient without them showing that their 
judgements and beliefs concerning these matters are supported by all or most other people who would appear 
qualified or at the very least that other people who appear qualified also support their judgements (20; 21). 

To give an illustration of such a challenge or accusation from an experimental philosopher we can turn to the 
field of philosophy of language. The descriptivist and the causal-historical views of reference have been the two 
dominant schools during the twentieth century. It is commonly accepted in philosophy that Kripke Saul has 
refuted simple, traditional forms of descriptivist theories (e.g. Fregean descriptivism) through producing 
thought-experiments which result in intuitions and reasoning among most or all Western philosophers in 
support Kripke’s proposed view of reference, i.e the causal-historical view (22). Machery Edouard et al. suspect 
that philosophers within the field of philosophy of language, including Kripke, assume that the Kripkean 
judgments and conclusions are universal, with ‘universal’ presumably being understood as, among all 
competent speakers of English and that this assumption (implicit or explicit) provides Kripke’s proposed theory 
of reference with a false sense of warrant since neither Kripke nor any of his philosopher supporters have 
shown that his theory indeed has universal or near universal support among seemingly qualified people (21). 
Machery Edouard et al. polled competent English speakers studying at universities in Hong Kong (East Asians) 
and in the US (“Westerners”) and his study supports a significantly greater frequency of Westerners exhibiting 
Kripkean intuitions versus descriptivist ones compared with East Asians concerning some of Kripke’s 
important thought-experiments believed to support his causal-historical theory of reference, i.e. Gödel and 
“Gödel-like” cases (21; 22pp.83-92,161). Machery thinks that his findings of a cross-cultural divergence 
concerning intuitions about the reference of proper names, weakens the support for Kripke’s theory and if 
Kripke were to counter with claiming that his theory is not dependent for its warrant on any kind of universal 
support, Machery asks the further question as to why his intuitions and those of western philosophers are those 
that solely seem to matter (21). 
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Machery Edouard et al. only had the students choose whether a name referred to this or that person based on 
their judgements, intuitions of a few though experiments with very limited scope in relation to the whole of the 
issue of names referring. The authors for example, did not poll the students on many different types of relevant 
though experiments and neither did they ask questions or interview the students on when and how they believed 
that name referring worked and did not work. That is, the authors did not intend to investigate how the students 
thought about names referring in principled ways (21). Had the authors moved toward these more principled 
investigations their study would have exhibited an increased resemblance to for example studying major parts 
of the moral codes of people instead of simply having people “intuit or judge” (pertaining to supporting or not 
supporting some pre-selected alternatives) when exposed to one single thought-experiment seemingly apt or 
designed for investigating only very limited parts of the normative moral code. Similar to the Machery Edouard 
et al.’s philosophy of language study, divergent moral judgements or intuitions within moral experimental 
philosophy have been reported among people when asked to judge or intuit to different types of thought-
experiments with very limited investigative scopes and again by a limited moral scope I simply mean in 
comparison to the scope of what common folk would consider their moral codes to entail (2; 12). For example, 
Knobe Joshua asked people in a Manhattan public park to judge, blame and praise as well as intentionality 
when people within two pairs of thought-experiments decided to perform an action and connected to that action 
was a known, foreseeable bad or good “side-effect”, respectively. The results were doubly divergent to some 
extent, in that people judged, blame, praise and intentionality differently even when they had been assigned to 
for example the same thought-experimental scenario with let us say a bad “side-effect” to some degree and the 
divergence was even greater when comparisons between the judgements of participants assigned to thought-
experiments with good versus bad “side-effects” were made (23). Another example that one could mention is 
the different judgements that Chinese respondents have in comparison to Americans to the thought-experiment 
the “Magistrate and the Mob” scenario in which Chinese participants were more likely to judge it acceptable to 
frame an innocent man in order to prevent more deaths than Americans (24; 25). A third thought-experimental 
design that seems to elicit a great deal of divergence when people in general, outside of the society of 
philosophers, are asked to judge or intuit to them are different variants of the trolley cases. Without explaining 
the different types of thought-experiments employing the trolley case scenario, trolley case thought-
experiments have for example been used to investigate the normative status of the doctrine of double effect, i.e. 
the potential normative distinction between intending harm and merely foreseeing harm (26).  

There are also experimental studies within experimental moral philosophy however, that have been performed 
which seem even more relevant to our essay topic and investigation in that the investigators attempted to 
investigate the participants’ choices of moral codes directly. In a series of physical experiments performed by 
Frohlich Norman and Oppenheimer Joe who attempted to simulate the relevant conditions of the Original 
Position (OP) thought-experiment (at least some of the relevant aspect of the conditions of the OP) designed by 
Rawls John, a different set of justice principles were the most commonly selected for by the human actual 
participants (notice though that not all participants in unison selected this set of justice principles either) and not 
the justice principles claimed by Rawls to be selected by the all the participants within his thought-experiment 
(see the next paragraph for an explication of John Rawls’ thought-experiment, the OP) (19; 20). These 
experiments for some, raise questions for example as to the warrant of Rawls’ claim that his justice principles 
would be selected by the abstract non-human participants within his thought-experiment and it also raises 
questions as to the applicability, including the normativity of Rawls’ justice codes to us humans. These 
questions in turn lead to questions whether Rawls’ justice codes are part of the complete true normative moral 
code at all. 

From the above there certainly seems to be a contribution that can be made by experimental philosophy and 
specifically experimental moral philosophy when it comes to the topics of normative morality and the true 
normative moral code. Remember that this essay has assumed that there actually in some intelligible, warranted 
way actually exists a moral code which applies minimally to all qualified persons (and maximally to all 
persons) which would be endorsed by all or most said persons in certain circumstances and this is what I mean 
by terms such as the ‘true normative moral code’ or ‘the true moral code’ in the normative sense and other 
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variants of such expressions. I also think that the philosophy performed within experimental moral philosophy 
can be thought to provide legitimate criticism and potentially have a warrant decreasing effect upon true 
normative moral code claims made by traditional philosophers for example since experimental moral 
philosophy studies on many occasions show quite divergent intuitive responses between people to thought-
experiments as well as lack of unison support for particular moral codes, principles (19; 23; 24; 26). 

Three features that seem under-represented within experiments 
pertaining to moral philosophy and the normative conception of 
morality 
It is perhaps surprising to some, how divergent the views appear to be concerning what features, worthwhile 
and valuable experiments ought to have, that are directed at investigating the true moral code when one studies 
the different thought-experiments and how differently constructed they are (see the above referred to thought-
experiments but also look below for a description of two thought-experiments in more detail). But, looking at it 
from the perspective of how limited concrete and detailed agreement there is between moral philosophers of the 
normative bent, pertaining to what the true normative moral code is and its nature as illustrated by the rather 
vague and partly incomplete definition that Gert and Gert finally settled for, partly so that more moral 
philosophers and moral theories would not disagree or clash with the definitional basic schema, it is much less 
surprising. Gert and Gert opted to use the terms ‘specified conditions’ or ‘plausible specified conditions’ in 
which the persons would all endorse the moral code, with both phrases lacking in detail but the prior lacking 
even more. That the specified settings ought to be plausible is again a rather vague statement but could possibly 
be interpreted common-sensically to say that plausible conditions are those which are probable or possible from 
the perspective of our experience and our actual world. But, there are also philosophers who have very different 
views concerning what ‘plausible’ ought to amount to or they do not at all subscribe to the addendum of 
‘plausible’ to the term ‘specified conditions’ such that the conditions within thought-experiments can or ought 
to be fundamentally different from our actual world and experiences and that the participants can or ought to be 
placed in settings guaranteeing for example an impartial perspective by blinding them from knowledge about 
themselves and others that us humans normally possess (6; 7). There seems to be some agreement among some 
philosophers as to some minimal set of suitability properties of participants within an experiment about to put 
forward the moral code when the participants are humans such that if they do not even possess these 
characteristics they ought to be disqualified as persons suitable to put forward the moral code. Such properties 
could be that the human persons are at least minimally rational enough (being rational the way and to the 
degree a normally functioning adult human is for example), not being distracted, nor being “disturbed” or tired 
(entailing not being angered, vengeful, irritated, flustered, lacking in concentration etc.) and being normally 
functioning without disorders which could potentially affect their moral judgements (e.g. being psychotic, 
depressed, mentally retarded or being a psychopath etc.) (1; 2ch.7; 19; 20). There are however other 
philosophers who have suggested many more and differing requirements that ought to be fulfilled for 
participants to be considered qualified to put forward the code that all are much more demanding such as 
possessing knowledge of all relevant facts (not including knowing the facts about the true moral code itself 
though), being impartial, being maximally or ideally rational etc. with many of such properties not seemingly 
being fully compatible with how actual humans are and act (1; 3pp.1-19; 19; 20). 

Anyway, there is a rich multitude of different types of experiments which all have their special features, 
weaknesses, strengths and all potentially provide some data-points, insight into the normative conception of 
morality and what the true moral code could be and what it could not be. I have however found that there are 
three worthwhile and relevant features that seem to be under-represented thus far within the relevant set of 
experiments in existence, to the best of my knowledge, and I will briefly expound on them below. More 
specifically and more important my more central claim is somewhat more modest though, and it is the claim 
that there is a relative lack of or under-representation of experiments aimed at investigating normative morality 
that concurrently exhibit all these three features. I cannot here attempt to survey all experiments designed 
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within moral philosophy to demonstrate the correctness of this statement because such a task would be close to 
insurmountable and hopefully so for obvious reasons and hence I will have to leave it up to the reader to assess 
whether I am in the right or in the wrong concerning my stated perception, position. A starting point to evaluate 
my claim, position could be to study the experiments already covered above within this essay which I think 
could function as examples, illustrations of experiments lacking in one or several of these three features. I have 
also below decided to discuss in more detail some selected experiments and employ them to illustrate when I 
consider one or several of these under-represented features to be lacking within those experiments, which I 
hope can facilitate your evaluation, as the reader of this essay, of the under-represented features being present 
or absent also within other relevant experiments referred to as well as not referred to within this essay. 

The experiments have for the most part been designed to investigate what the correct moral code could be 
(focusing directly on the moral code or indirectly on moral judgments, intuitions from which one then can 
reason as to how well they would fit with different sets of moral codes) concerning only minor parts, patches of 
a potential complete moral code (6; 7; 19; 20; 23; 24; 26; 27). How can I know or support this, since I hardly 
know what the complete true normative moral code looks like? Well, I am taking the philosophers’ stated aims 
and words concerning their own designed thought-experiments and their investigative scope to support this and 
I also think that most common folk would agree that what they would consider their moral codes to cover, span 
many more moral areas, codes than what the thought-experiments individually considered seem directed at 
investigating (2ch.1-2; 6; 7; 12; 19; 20; 23; 24; 26; 27). A specific philosopher could of course be of the opinion 
that the complete moral code is only one single moral principle, for example a principle amounting to an 
obligation to maximize the good with some added idea of what the good is and how to calculate it but if you are 
interested in what all persons think about what morality entails, including all human persons, and your aim is to 
discover or construct the moral code that all persons would put forward (at least all qualified persons) given 
some specified settings then it would seem as a valid and worthwhile project approach to let human persons, 
other than the philosopher himself, herself, who are supposed to (or would be eligible to put forward the code) 
put forward the code, report on what they think the true moral code entails, what the moral code according to 
them actually covers. The under-represented property of the experiments (which comes in degrees) could be 
denoted ‘a very high degree of aptness for investigating the complete true moral code’ in the normative sense. I 
take this feature or property of a thought-experiment aimed at investigating the normative conception of 
morality and the true moral code as worthwhile, valuable simply based on such an experiment, such a “puzzle-
piece” being uncommon within the seemingly as yet not fully resolved and not fully completed investigative 
project or “puzzle” of investigating the normative conception of morality and the true moral code employing 
experiments. But, in addition to this line of reasoning, only employing experiments aimed at investigating 
smaller “patches” of the moral domain or the true moral code and not employing experiments aimed at 
investigating major parts of or the complete moral code results in the conundrum of knowing when all the 
“patch-investigations” are believed to cover the whole of the true moral code. Thirdly, experiments with very 
limited scopes pertaining to the normative moral code do not put the participants in situations where they could 
be envisioned or studied as having to take into account the complexity and completeness of the whole moral 
domain or the complete moral code which renders such experiments less suitable to address moral hierarchical 
structures (pertaining to for example attitudes, beliefs, principles etc.) as well as the degree of potential 
reducability of some moral beliefs or principles into other more fundamental ones. See also below within the 
Analysis and Discussion section where I will return to some of these issues. 

Many of the experiments also tend to have, according to me, a degree of restraint when it comes to actions and 
attitudes available to the participants within the experiments which can be reduced. The restraint can take the 
form of assuming that most or all participants have to choose a moral code in order for them to “play along” as 
participants or simply assuming that the participants will choose a shared code to put forward, without 
adequately investigating whether they would choose such as code and not taking the outcome of it not being the 
case that most or all participants would put forward a code seriously enough or that such an outcome is 
eliminated from the range of potential outcomes at the outset of the experiment (6; 7; 19; 20; 27). The restraint 
can also take the form of actually placing the participants in an experimental scenario where it is clear from the 
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experimental setting that they are forced to choose an action and where the choices are also clearly defined and 
very limited due to the experimental design (6; 7; 19; 20; 24; 26). The options available concerning the actions, 
attitudes or choices of the participants can also be restrained by having introduced into the experiments 
predefined lists of available actions and choices and such lists can be limited in a way which seems 
unwarranted or at least unnecessary (6; 7; 19; 20). Again I do not consider these features of experiments as 
grounds for discrediting the experiments but instead I wish to point out and identify a void to be filled by 
experiments that have an increased range of potential options for and behaviors of the participants. In 
experiments with a very high degree of freedom among the participants other events and more kinds of events 
can be envisioned as happening (i.e. in thought-experiments) or can be confirmed to happen (in physical 
experiments) as compared to in experiments where the range of freedom among the participants is much more 
restrained, controlled. This property again comes in degrees and the under-represented property in experiments 
could be denoted ‘a very high degree of participant range of freedom’. Again, I take this feature or property of 
a thought-experiment aimed at investigating the normative conception of morality and the true moral code as 
worthwhile, valuable simply based on such an experiment, such a “puzzle-piece” being uncommon within the 
seemingly as yet not fully resolved and not fully complete investigative project or “puzzle” of investigating 
normative morality and the true moral code employing experiments. It is hopefully quite obvious that if you 
want to envision or study participants and their actions and reactions when they have a high degree of freedom 
you should design experiments which places them in such environments, such experiments. The degree of 
freedom that the participants within the NMCW are allowed to have, exhibit is also a relevant degree of 
freedom in that the degree of freedom within the NMCW is designed to mimic the degree of freedom that us 
actual people have within the actual world and as such seems like a degree of freedom worthwhile to envision 
or study participants under. See also below within the Analysis and Discussion section where I will return to 
some of these issues. 

There are also thought-experiments employing non-human participants (understood common-sensically as 
participants who do not seem to be humans or more philosophically not possible humans) which to me would 
make it harder to judge what those participants would do within the specified conditions of a thought-
experiment, for example the participants employed by Rawls John in the OP which we will briefly go through 
below pertaining to what is relevant within the context of this essay (7pp.14-18,80-132). Oftentimes also when 
thought-experiments employ humans as participants, the thought-experimental design does not instruct you to 
envision as the participants, participants you all know well personally but instead they are specified either by 
the designer of the thought-experiment or you are instructed, explicitly or implicitly, to think of people and 
persons in a less specified manner (i.e. in a more general manner) than thinking about those persons that you 
personally know well (23; 24; 26; 27). Again, these features seem acceptable but would seem to come at the 
cost of a somewhat decreased warrantedness or confidence when it comes to judging what these participants 
would do, when compared to judging what persons you know well would do and this obviously also extends to 
the warrantedness or confidence in the experimental outcomes, outcomes such as whether a moral code would 
be put forward by all or most, what the code would look like and so forth. Also, although it is unclear or vague 
what is meant by the participants being in plausible specified conditions I still take it that the further removed 
the specified conditions are from our actual world and our actual experiences the harder it will be to envision or 
“see” with confidence or warrant what the participants would do in those conditions. The final major under-
represented property in experiments in moral philosophy, which comes in degrees, could be denoted ‘a very 
high degree of warrant or confidence in what the participants would do within the specified conditions of the 
experiment’. This property also has a relationship to the issue or property of whether a code put forward by the 
participants within an experiment ought to apply to us (‘us’ as in us actual people) and how confident we are 
that this is the case. It would seem that the further removed the specified conditions of a though experiment are 
from our actual world and our experiences and the less human the participants seem to us, the less confident 
many of us would be that a code put forward as the outcome of such an experiment ought to apply to us actual 
humans in our actual world. Again, I am not holding that there are not experiments which exhibit these under-
represented features, I am only saying that they seem under-represented to me, but in particular my more 
important claim is that experiments exhibiting all these three features above concurrently which are aimed at 
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investigating normative morality seem uncommon, under-represented. Pertaining to this last mentioned 
property for example, i.e. the property of an experiment exhibiting ‘a very high degree of warrant or confidence 
in what the participants would do in the specified settings of the experiment’, Godwin William’s thought-
experiment wherein you should envision yourself as having to rescue either an important Arch-bishop named 
Fenelon or your brother or your sister from a fire could possibly be considered to exhibit this feature (28). In 
this thought-experiment it would seem you could know two out of the three participants well, and certainly the 
most important, key participant well (yourself) and the specified setting of a rescue operation from a fire, 
although not being part of my experiental history is still something that happens in our actual world frequently 
and is something that I can envision, I think, and possibly also how I would react in such circumstances. But 
more importantly, this thought-experiment does not seem to possess the other two under-represented features 
mentioned above. Anyway again, I take this feature or property of a thought-experiment aimed at investigating 
the normative conception of morality and the true moral code as worthwhile, valuable simply based on such an 
experiment, such a “puzzle-piece” being uncommon within the seemingly as yet not fully resolved and not fully 
completed investigative project or “puzzle” of investigating the normative conception of morality and the true 
moral code employing experiments. Additionally, to have a very high degree of warrant or confidence 
pertaining to what the participants would do within the specified conditions of a thought-experiment ought to be 
an attractive and valuable feature of any thought-experiment within any area of philosophy since the opposite 
would mean that you would not be able to, with any warrant, confidence to envision what the participants 
would do within the experimental settings. This feature is a property which is mainly relevant for thought-
experiments and much less so for physical experiments where the aim and the results of the experiment mostly 
revolve around observing what the participants actually do and not what they would do. This is an 
oversimplification though, which I will still leave as such, but I felt it was pertinent to point out. See also below 
within the Analysis and Discussion section where I will return to some of these issues. 

To further illustrate and help the reader better understand what I mean by these three under-represented 
properties in experiments, especially considered concomitantly and to help the reader be able to better identify 
the absence of them in experiments, I have decided to go over two quite famous and reasonably well described 
and circumscribed thought-experiments in Rawls’ OP and in Dworkin’s CSA, both focused at providing insight 
into what justice entails (i.e. normative justice codes), where to place it within the moral domain and its nature 
(7pp.14-18,80-132; 27pp.356-363). Part of the reason for electing these two thought-experiments to serve as 
illustrations was also because of them exhibiting some shared similarities with my NMCW thought-experiment 
and these similarities will be discussed later on within the Analysis and Discussion section.  

Thought-experiment example one: In Rawls’ OP specified settings the participants all choose to endorse two 
justice principles which ought to regulate the interaction between the citizens in well-ordered societies during 
moderate scarcity in order to ensure fair and equal cooperation among them (7pp.5,14-17,39-52,80-132). To be 
sure, the justice principles are meant to regulate directly the basic structure of societies (e.g. state institutions, 
the institution of the family etc.) and only indirectly individual citizens, but still these justice principles ought to 
be endorsed by the citizens and in particular when it comes to their political convictions and choices (7pp.1-9). 
These justice principles are meant to cover citizens’ political, public social lives (their roles and functions as 
citizens) and are not justice principles meant to regulate more local or global justice (7pp.10-14). Hence the 
scope of the moral codes that Rawls aims to study through his thought-experiment, the OP, is not designed for 
nor aimed at investigating a comprehensive or a complete normative moral code and as such is an instance of a 
low degree of one of the under-represented properties discussed above, namely the property of ‘a very high 
degree of aptness for investigating the complete true moral code’, in the normative sense of morality. 

According to Rawls the OP with its specified settings and its participants is well suited for working as an 
appropriate selection-apparatus of principles of justice to be applied to citizens who are free and equal (7pp.14-
17,80-132). The participants in the OP are representatives of the citizens and it is the representatives who 
choose which justice principles ought to regulate the citizens’ social and political cooperation to ensure justice 
conceived as fairness. The representatives are not to know of for example the citizens’ social status, their 
bargaining position, different native endowments or the comprehensive moral doctrines that they subscribe to 
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(7pp.14-17,80-132). This reduction in information from the perspective that these principles must be chosen 
from, by the representatives is denoted “the veil of ignorance” (7pp.14-17,80-132). This according to Rawls 
makes an agreement made by the representatives in OP fair and legitimate, but in addition to stripping 
information about the citizens, Rawls goes further when he decides that the representatives are to not view 
those they represent as selfish or even self-interested (7pp.14-17,80-132). This property ascription to all citizens 
certainly seems like an “incorrect” or at least “relevance-reducing” property ascription if his idealized citizens 
are supposed to at least resemble possible or actual human citizens or if Rawls to some extent has his eyes set 
on these principles being applicable, applied to actual societies and actual humans, which he ultimately seem to 
have (7pp.1-9). Rawls also adds that the representatives are to be described as having “the necessary 
psychology”, such as being rational representatives who are moved to secure the goods of those they represent 
with the goods being the primary goods list provided by Rawls. He also states that the representatives are 
person, although they are artificial persons inhabiting his representation device, experiment (7p.83). Rawls goes 
on to add that the representatives are however not to be allowed to be described as having some psychological 
features commonly found among human persons for example, such as liabilities to possess envy, spite, being 
averse to risks and uncertainty as well as our propensity to want to acquire power over others. The 
representatives are additionally to be described as being in the possession of a lot of general information not 
filtered out by the “veil of ignorance” such as general information pertaining to presently accepted facts of 
social theory and the general circumstances of society, partly so they can take into account the consequences, 
the outcomes for the citizens of their opted for justice principles. Later he expands the information available to 
the representatives, to also include general beliefs and forms of reasoning found in common-sense and the 
methods and conclusions of science when not controversial and “common-sense facts” of human psychology 
and political sociology (7pp.89,90). The representatives are symmetrically situated and have equal rights in the 
decision-procedure when they are about to come to an agreement in OP and apparently all the representatives 
must agree in order for an agreement to have taken place, e.g. a majority vote will not do the job (7pp.14-17,80-
132). The representatives are also to select from a menu of potential principles and the list of principles 
according to Rawls is created and provided to the representatives by tapping into our “more important 
conceptions of political justice” found in our traditions, cultures and so on (7pp.14-17,80-132). Finally, the 
representatives are argued by Rawls to all choose his two justice principles to apply to and regulate the citizens 
and also at some stage to be endorsed by the citizens (7pp.1-9,39-77).  

From the above is should be clear that Rawls on multiple instances introduces restraints on the representatives 
(the participants of the thought-experiment) and hence is not allowing for ‘a very high degree of participant 
range of freedom’ which was the second property I claimed to be under-represented in experiments aimed at 
investigating normative morality. Restraints pertaining to the participants are introduced concerning their 
knowledge, motivations, principles to choose from (a justice principle list and a primary goods list are provided 
to the representatives to choose from) and additionally Rawls never discusses the possibilities that not all 
representatives might agree with all the other representatives as to which justice codes ought to be elected and 
some representatives might have chosen not to endorse any justice codes, for example due to the fact that the 
representatives find themselves in a rather strange and morally questionable position where they are asked to 
select justice principles that others must live by and additionally not even knowing these “others” particularly 
well or possibly not finding any moral principles provided on the list correct or satisfactory. Finally given the 
highly complex and rather different nature of the representatives in the OP in comparison to persons found in 
the actual world it would seem to me that I at least would not be very confident concerning what these 
participants would “do” or “choose” within the peculiar setting of the OP and consequently the OP seems to 
lack the third under-represented property discussed above in experiments in moral philosophy denoted ‘a very 
high degree of warrant or confidence in what the participants would do within the specified conditions of the 
experiment’. It additionally feels difficult to assess and be confident concerning why and how these put forward 
justice codes by the representatives would apply to the ideal citizens within Rawls’ justice project as well as to 
us actual people in our lives as citizens in our current or future societies. It is interesting to notice that in a 
series of physical experiments attempting to emulate the OP and “the veil of ignorance” employing actual 
human participants, the human participants consistently did not choose Rawls’ second justice principle as the 
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most just principle (more specifically the second part of the second justice principle, i.e. the difference 
principle) and it was neither the case that all participants in unison opted for some other single principle (the 
most commonly selected principle by a majority of the participants was a maximizing principle with a floor 
constraint) (19; 20). Although the actual humans employed within these physical experiments are not the 
abstract representatives in the OP and although the physical experiments obviously were not able to completely 
copy or mirror the conditions into which the representatives in the OP were placed, it still warrants the question 
as to how sure we are as well as how sure Rawls is that all the representatives would opt for Rawls’ second 
justice principle. Secondly, if humans consistently do not opt for Rawls’ second justice principle what does that 
mean as to the second justice principle’s normativity over or toward us actual human persons as well as persons 
more generally? 

Thought-experiment example 2: According to Ronald Dworkin a legitimate government ought to show equal 
concern for the fates of those citizens it governs as well as demonstrate full respect for their personal 
responsibility of their own lives and these two normative moral principles then must be interpreted so to avoid 
conflict and secure mutual respect between them (27pp.1-19, 203,204, 320-323,328-350,352-356). Within his 
thought-experiment the Clam Shell Auction (CSA) Dworkin tries to justify and illustrate justice as it pertains to 
resource distribution among the citizens by bringing concepts such as equality (in this example economic 
equality tapping into the principle of equal respect and concern) and liberty (construed as an obligation to show 
respect for each person’s responsibility for his own life and his right to decide what living well amounts to) 
together in the “right way” according to him, i.e. interpreting the two concepts so that they form a mutually 
supportive network (27pp.328-350,356-363).  

Dworkin envisions a thought-experimental scenario, which he thinks illustrates, fulfills and partly justifies the 
two principles. People are shipwrecked and swim ashore to an island with diverse resources. People then hold 
an auction with an equal amount of bidding chips (clam shells) for each and every one. This auction would 
carry on until it would satisfy an envy test such that no one would want to trade his bundle of resources for 
someone else’s. Dworkin sees the free market economy, albeit with some regulations as necessary for genuine 
equality. Presume then that a market is established after the auction then Dworkin believes that the envy test 
would start to fail since the distribution would start to reflect “choices they did not make” due to illness, lack of 
market-valuable talents or just responsible choices but “bad luck” was involved etc. (27pp.356-363). Now the 
question is, should the island governing body then intervene let us say on a monthly or yearly basis to ensure 
equal resources among its citizens as soon as the envy test is disqualified? Dworkin says no, because that would 
not respect personal responsibility, would kill off a lot of motivation of trying to acquire wealth and it would be 
impossible to fully be able to delineate what was due to choices and what was due to genetic luck, for example. 
Dworkin then proposes another type of auction additionally taking place at the island (27pp.356-363). Dworkin 
states that they can also at this initial stage (clam shells being equally distributed) buy insurance for different 
types of “bad luck”, e.g. low income or a health condition. The insurance coverage is proposed to be auctioned 
off in a situation where no one knew anything relevant concerning persons’ risks pertaining to what the 
insurance policies cover (27pp.356-363). Anyway, Dworkin then proposes that we in our actual societies 
should tax citizens and produce redistributive programs at a level of what people reasonably would be prepared 
to pay for full insurance coverage (27pp.356-363).  

The CSA thought-experiment is designed to investigate, illustrate and partly justify Dworkin’s view on 
redistributive justice pertaining to the citizens of our societies according to the two normative moral principles 
suggested by him. This to me would not be an instance of a thought-experiment aimed at nor apt for 
investigating a comprehensive or complete true normative moral code since the normative moral scope of the 
CSA investigation and illustration clearly is rather limited, localized. Dworkin also does not allow for a very 
high degree of participant range of freedom since the stranded islanders are simply all assumed to comply with 
the auction, with its rules and regulation underpinning it, without providing justification for why all or even any 
single stranded persons would comply with attending and taking part in the auction. In the second version of the 
auction Dworking also restrains what the participants are allowed to know (27pp.356-363). Since Dworkin 
employs human participants his CSA certainly has a much higher degree of warrant or confidence in what the 
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participants would do in the specified settings of the CSA as compared to Rawls’ experiment, although the 
degree of warrant or confidence concerning what the participants would do in the CSA settings are still not very 
high. To me, it would seem that the participants would not all do what Dworkin claims they would do since I 
am rather confident that many of us would believe or predict that not all of the stranded islanders would agree 
to take part in the auction according to the suggested rules by Dworkin. This since the human participants 
would subscribe to different moral codes and would have differing experiential life-histories which might very 
well guide their actions differently toward themselves and others. Also, just the mere physical facts about the 
islanders such as the case that some will be bigger (need more food and resources simply to thrive or survive 
than smaller subjects) stronger (can take what they want or can perform more work or better work), more 
talented or hardworking (they might feel they deserve a greater share of the resources) will probably preclude 
some or several from agreeing to having an equal amount of clam shells or simply from agreeing to perform the 
auction at all. So, it should be clear that the auction is assumed to go through due to the low degree of 
participant range of freedom and Dworkin does not appropriately and seriously consider and discuss the 
potential for dissidents of his CSA. Sure, you can argue that the participants ought to have participated within 
the CSA which Dworkin does not spend any time on trying to justify since he assumes their cooperation, but 
that is still very much different from the statement or view that all participants would have participated and 
agreed to the rules and principles governing, underlying said auction. 

Remember why we briefly went over the OP and the CSA. I did not mean to describe these creative and 
interesting thought-experiments in the detail and complexity that is required to give them justice or to provide a 
philosophical evaluation of what the two authors aim to illustrate and argue for. Instead I simply wanted to 
survey these two experimental designs, scenarios in order for me to illustrate the presence or lack of one, two or 
three of the under-represented properties mentioned above. It is for example easy to recognize that the OP and 
the CSA are very different thought-experiments. In the OP for example the participants are meant to choose 
normative principles whereas in the CSA the participants are not given the task to choose any normative codes 
but instead Dworkin envisions all participants as taking part (or that they ought to take part or that we are asked 
to envision them as taking part) in an auction which seem to rest on, be underpinned by some normative 
principles and it is unclear to what degree the auction participants are aware of and support the principled 
underpinnings of the auction. Also in Rawls OP the representatives choose the normative codes that the citizens 
are later on supposed to endorse in some other conditions other than the OP and in Dworkins thought-
experiment the CSA does not for sure take place in conditions that can be considered a society with an elected 
democratic government etc., but still both authors, to some extent, see citizens within the “right kind” of 
societies as persons that in their role as citizens being such that they endorse or ought to endorse the normative 
moral codes that they argue for.  

Hopefully, these two thought-experimental examples concerning normative moral principles regulating areas 
pertaining to justice are helpful in illustrating what I mean by the three under-represented properties within 
experiments in moral philosophy. Each of these properties can certainly be found individually or possibly in 
pairs in some experiments in moral philosophy but in particular there seems to be a shortage of, an under-
representation of experiments which satisfies the instantiation of the conjunction of these properties, i.e finding 
experiments where the combination of these three properties are exhibited. To try to support this claim further 
than what I have done above would only consist in me going through more experiments within moral 
philosophy investigating the presence or lack of these three properties within the experiments and not a whole 
lot would be gained in terms of support for my claim through this exercise since there are obviously an 
enormous number of experiments designed in moral philosophy and hence I would wish to invite the readers to 
also judge this issue for themselves based on their knowledge of different relevant thought-experiments. Also, I 
am only stating (mainly as a precaution on my behalf) that there is a shortage of such experiments within moral 
philosophy not that they do not exist at all because I am simply not confident enough that I have a good enough 
grasp of the total set of all experiments thus far created within moral philosophy in order to make such definite 
statements pertaining to the matter and hopefully the reader can appreciate the almost impossible effort and 
insight that would be required in order for one to be able to make such definite statements.  
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A brief recapitulation of the information provided thus far 
concerning my thought-experiment the NMCW 

I decided to create a thought-experiment with relevance for the normative conception of morality which 
exhibited the combination of all of the three under-represented properties described above, which by 
themselves were uncommon in relevant thought-experiments and in combination seemed even rarer. I consider 
these properties to be relevant and worthwhile incorporating into a thought-experiment investigating the 
normative conception of morality due to the observation that such thought-experiments seem to be lacking and 
additionally that there does not seem to exist any general easily identifiable up-front knock-down reasons 
disqualifying experiments exhibiting these features with any consensus support among moral philosophers, that 
I am aware of. I have also above touched upon further reasons as to why these features could be considered 
attractive features, strengths of an experiment within the larger investigative project of attempting to elucidate 
the true normative moral code employing experiments. I believe it is important and fruitful to investigate the 
whole range of relevant types of experiments to elucidate what they can bring to the understanding of the 
normative conception of morality and the true normative moral code. The thought-experimental design of the 
NMCW is basically a thought-experiment which is designed to resemble an actual experimental empirical study 
employing human subjects specifically within the field of experimental moral philosophy but the NMCW 
experiments also exhibits many shared similarities with other empirical studies more generally within the 
clinical sciences and psychology (15-20). This partly since I consider that experimental moral philosophy, in 
addition to traditional moral philosophy, has something to say about the normative conception of morality and 
the true moral code and that this “something” has not been given its due attention and more work within the 
field is warranted and desirable, according to me. Hence, I wanted to construct a thought-experiment which 
exhibited the three properties and additionally as a bonus could function as a bridge, or a middle ground 
between experimental and traditional moral philosophy and be apt for transforming into a physical experiment 
if there was an interest to take the investigation into that direction in the future.  

The participants within the thought-experiment will be adult humans that the thought-experimenter knows 
sufficiently well, i.e. they are actual people he knows in the physical world which he enters into the thought-
experiment and “he” in this particular run of the experiment is myself, undersigned. Within the thought-
experiment the information the participants will receive at some time-point is that they are to take part in a 
workshop where they will be asked to together put forward a major part of or the complete moral code 
pertaining to what they themselves consider their moral codes to entail and that such a put forward code will 
apply to them.  

Some further information pertaining to the form, commitments, 
limitations and clarifications of the essay 
This essay is a “big-picture” investigation and as such it spans several complex topics within a limited number 
of pages. Hence, I have a commitment to solely delve into details, complexities and nuances which my project 
would be dependent upon in a fundamental way and hence I will solely provide the degree of detail, 
specification necessary. Also, a certain degree of vagueness is acceptable even when vagueness is not an 
inherent feature of the matter explicated upon, but please also notice that many of the terms and phenomena 
under investigation seem to have vagueness built into them. Additionally terms, which are not defined or 
explicated upon specifically are to be understood common-sensically and not as being understood according to 
specific philosophical frameworks or theories. There are a couple of reasons as to this “common-sense-
directedness”. One central reason is that the investigation and in that sense also the essay is directed toward the 
morality of all people, i.e. mainly common folk, toward people generally and how they think and speak about 
their morality and what moralities they have and this will become clearer when the thought-experiment of this 
essay is described in detail below. This essay centers around the thought-experiment the NMCW and its 
participants are identified actual people I know well, put into the specified settings of the thought-experiment. 
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These persons I have no reason to think to be extraordinary, in contrast I consider most of them to be ordinary 
folk, i.e. common folk and what these persons are envisioned by me to believe, how they reason, act, feel and 
why within the thought-experiment, are the very data of this investigation. A second reason is that it is an 
attempt to at least to some extent in certain areas of the investigation allow for a greater degree of neutrality and 
freedom from having to subscribe or unsubscribe to specific moral philosophical frameworks. Within the essay 
where there are warranted reasons to employ theory-laden or framework-laden terms, perspectives or ways of 
reasoning I will try to make it clear that, that is what I am doing. Thirdly, the field of ethics is a complete 
minefield characterized by disagreements and allowing oneself to not focus on all the potential “mines” (e.g. 
how to in a very detailed way understand specific terms and definitions as well as which perspectives, theories 
to adopt and why etc.) I think will be a stance that will be conducive to the nature of present project.  

Also, since the thought-experiment which this essay revolves around is an attempt at mimicking an empirical 
study employing human subjects, when relevant I will in parallel with strictly philosophical matters also discuss 
and explicate on matters pertaining to empirical studies and empirical research. It is for example relevant for 
my project to provide some insight into how empirical studies are conducted, how studies adopting the 
scientific study template are performed and look like since one aim is to design a thought-experiment which 
resembles an empirical study. Empirical research employing human subjects is something I have a lot of 
experience in, since I have been performing experimental empirical studies now for over 2 decades (29, most of 
the research studies performed and published by me can be found by searching for “norrback kf” in the research 
database at www.pubmed.gov). I am an associate professor of experimental psychiatry which is a research field 
that has connections and similarities to experimental philosophy, including experimental moral philosophy, in 
many ways, e.g both in its methodological arsenal and studied subject matters (30, I have listed my homepage 
address at the Department of Clinical Sciences, Umeå University which contains descriptions of my current 
research fields, projects). I will employ references pertaining to issues relating to empirical research when 
relevant as one should do but still as a matter of transparency toward the reader, empirical research is what I do 
and have done for a living for a long time now.  

I also encourage the reader for himself, herself to judge what is being put forward, suggested by me through 
reflecting over his, her own knowledge, intuitions and experiences concerning the matters being dealt with as 
the project progresses further. 

Finally to avoid potential confusion, I am using the terms, phrases of a person’s ‘code of conduct’ ,‘moral 
code’, ‘morality’, ‘true morality’, ‘true moral code’ by default interchangeably unless I specifically discuss or 
question whether they mean or ought to mean the same thing and what is meant by these terms when they are 
used interchangeably has been described above already. Remember also, that a person’s ‘moral domain’ was 
the broader term, the more encompassing term which for example also include the myriad of particular moral 
judgements a person might have to particular situations throughout his, her days. Things I know about the 
participants which it might be beneficial to already at the outset communicate concerning their moral codes are 
that they do not believe their moral codes to be false, but to be true in the sense that they believe morality to be 
true however this is construed or thought of by them. They also believe of morality, including their own if they 
were asked (and perhaps additionally explained to what the issue concerns) that moral disputes between groups 
and cultures are meaningful and truth-evaluative in some sense and hence that there simply are things, actions 
that are wrong or right and that these “simply wrong or right things” apply to all persons in some sense. Also, 
none of the participants exhibit complete moral codes consisting only of a single important, “higher order” 
moral belief, principle if they are explained to, what we mean by a person’s moral code, according to this essay, 
and as stated previously the participants are the final judges themselves of what their complete moral codes 
entail.  
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Further detailed information concerning the thought-experimental 
design of NMCW 
Below I will in more detail expound upon the features of the thought-experiment the NMCW. The experiment 
will actually consist of one major variant together with a few minor variations and tweaks deviating slightly 
from the major set-up of the experiment. This is simply to retrieve more information as well as identify 
consistent and salient findings. Unless stated otherwise the major variant is the default, the referred to. It will be 
a thought-experiment performed by me without collecting any empirical data pre-experiment and in that sense I 
will be performing traditional arm-chair philosophy. I have chosen to employ as my participants within my run 
of the thought-experiment all actual adult persons who I know sufficiently well. ‘Sufficiently well’ meaning 
that I consider myself warranted in claiming to know what significant thoughts and actions the participants 
would exhibit concerning those thoughts and actions that would determine the outcome of the thought-
experiment under investigation. No properties have been added or removed from these actual persons and hence 
they keep all of their actual prior experiences, memories, beliefs and desires etc. upon entrance into the thought-
experiment, except for those properties related to the spatio-temporal relocalisation of the subjects from the 
actual world into the environment of the thought-experiment. I obviously do not know everything there is to 
know about these persons but I am committed to not eliminating something that I know about them, nor to add 
properties to them that it is not necessary to provide them with for the thought-experiment. Examples, of 
persons that I know sufficiently well (according to my own discernments) would be my sister, parents, 
relatives, friends, close working associates as well as other people that I happen to know well enough. I 
obviously also know myself well enough but I have decided to opt to not include myself within the participant 
sample to reduce the complexity of the experiment, of running the experiment. 

The design is aimed at mimicking an empirical experimental study and the basic protocol for conducting 
empirical studies of this nature will be adhered to within this thought-experiment, including well know 
international ethical guidelines such as the Helsinki declaration (16; 17; 20; 31). The lead investigator within 
the thought-experiment, i.e. the one performing the study would be a philosopher with some experience in 
performing empirical research or if he, she lacked said experience the philosopher could be supplemented with 
a research assistant who would assist the main investigator, i.e. the philosopher. The research assistant when the 
philosopher lacks experience in performing empirical research does not have an important, influential role 
within the NMCW thought-experiment but her, his role is simply to see to it that the philosopher is able to 
conduct his, her empirical study according to the practical and ethical guidelines regulating empirical research. 
So, the role of the assistant is only to make the scenario as realistic as possible in that an inexperienced 
philosopher when it comes to empirical research would still be able to perform an empirical study successfully 
such as the NMCW study when supported by the research assistant and hence there will be no further reference 
or mention of any research assistant below within this essay. You could here, as the thought-experimenter (me 
in this case), either choose a philosopher you know as the lead investigator, but many would not know a 
philosopher and would consequently have to think of a “possible philosopher” or a “philosopher in abstraction, 
in general” in order to run the thought-experiment. The lead investigator, the philosopher would preferably 
need to have some sufficient amount of knowledge of, insight into moral philosophy and normative morality 
more generally as well as the basic definitional schema of normative morality suggested by Gert and Gert (1). 
Additionally, for the sake of increasing the possibility that a code will be put forward, due to me wanting to 
have a charitable attitude toward the definitional schema suggested by Gert and Gert and also to ensure the 
most illuminating and interesting investigation (and experimental run), I also wish for the lead investigator to 
either exhibit the will or at least adopt an attitude of wanting to succeed with the study, in the sense that the 
philosopher will try his best to support the participants to together put forward a moral code (1). Additionally 
pertaining to the lead investigator, for the sake of increasing the possibility that a code will be put forward, due 
to me wanting to have a charitable attitude toward the definitional schema suggested by Gert and Gert and also 
to ensure the most illuminating and interesting investigation (and experimental run), I wish for the lead 
investigator to have the right to suggest to the participants ways of looking at their task, ways of looking at 
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normative morality and the moral code as well as ways of performing the workshop, with all suggestions aimed 
at potentially succeeding in getting the participants to put forward the code. All the suggestions and support 
described above by the lead investigator will however, have to respect the overall framework and restrictions of 
the NMCW experimental design and the conception of normative morality according to Gert and Gert and the 
will and the decisions of the participants, since they will always have the final say as to whether they would 
want or not want to go along with the suggestions of the investigator (1). To further clarify the role and function 
of the investigator here, the aim is not for the investigator to “run over” the participants, to manipulate them or 
“bully the participants into submission” by forcing the participants to “agree” with him but to expose the 
participants to different suggestions and ways of looking at things and doing things. One aim of the investigator 
is for example to expose the participants to different potential beliefs about morality and the moral code in 
order to help the participants figure out what they believe and what they ought to believe pertaining to the 
relevant issues for the task and the workshop at hand. The investigator would want and aim to provide 
suggestions to the participants such that the suggestions would facilitate, would increase the likelihood of the 
participants deciding to put forward the code, but doing this in a way that still would ensure that a decision to 
put or not to put forward the code would be a decision truly made by the participants themselves and the same 
would go for which code ultimately to put forward if the participants decided to put forward a code. To have 
such a will or an attitude of wanting the participants to put forward the code by the lead investigator would not 
be a reason for disqualifying him, her as an investigator since he, she will obviously still abide by the basic 
ethical guidelines governing empirical research and hence even though he, she wishes for the outcome of a code 
being put forward he, she will still perform the research diligently, appropriately and in accordance with all 
adopted ethical guidelines, including the professional and ethical attitudes and positions held toward the 
participants exemplified above (16; 17; 20; 31). I would even say that in most cases the investigators, 
researchers of empirical studies have preferred outcomes of their studies, but that would not, except on very 
rare occasions, result in them not performing research appropriately and correctly. For the sake of transparency, 
in my run of the NMCW experiment I have opted to include an identified philosopher I know (know 
sufficiently well in order for me to be able envision him functioning in the role of the lead investigator within 
my run of the NMCW experiment) who has sufficient knowledge generally, broadly of moral philosophy, 
including normative morality. Before he is envisioned as functioning in the role of the lead investigator 
however, I would need to ascribe to him the properties of him having read up on the design of the NMCW 
experiment and the suggested basic definition of normative morality according to Gert and Gert (1). He would 
also have to exhibit naturally the will to get the participants to put forward the code or he will have to adopt an 
attitude of wanting a code to be put forward. From now on the lead investigator will be referred to as a ‘he’ 
since my opted for philosopher is a man. 

Moving on, the investigator would first have to identify the sample of participants to enroll into his study, 
which in this case will be all persons I know sufficiently well. The subjects would then be invited and along 
with the invitation they would be provided with some introductory information concerning what the study is 
about, why the study is important and why it is important that the invited persons accept the invitation to 
participate. The participants would be informed that they will be working with putting forward a moral code for 
them (most likely leaving out the information that the participants will be asked to put forward a shared code 
together since that could result in fewer subjects accepting participation already at this invitational stage) using 
language which is a little bit more ordinary and less philosophical or technical. The overarching aim of the 
study is to investigate whether the participants together, will put forward a substantial moral code or not, but 
this information will not be revealed to the study participants. It is not uncommon in empirical experimental 
studies that the thesis or theses tested are not revealed to the participants when taking part within studies that 
are not considered harmful to the participants and the thesis tested is considered worthwhile. Studies including 
their designs all need approval from an ethical review board, which takes all these issues into consideration (16; 
17; 20; 31). 

Additional information would also be provided already during the invitational stage pertaining to the rights of 
the participants and regulations as to how research must be conducted, regulated. This would include 
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information that taking part is voluntary and that the participants have the right at any moment during the study 
to end their participation based off any reason that the participants might have for ending their participation. 
Also, information concerning their identities as well as any individual data will be coded and protected from 
third parties. Basically, all empirical recognized research projects performed anywhere in the world today 
employing human subjects all abide by the guidelines provided by The Helsinki Declaration or declarations and 
policies that amount to the same or very similar (16; 17; 20; 26; 31). 

My sample ended up consisting of 65 persons from different walks of life who I consider knowing well enough 
(the major default run of the experiment). But, the experiment could be re-run in my mind including only those 
few persons I know extremely well (18 persons) which would allow me to feel an even greater degree of 
confidence in my envisioning of the events taking place within the thought-experiment, including its outcome. 
Some of my 65 identified persons exhibited shared moral beliefs and world-views whereas others exhibited 
quite different moralities and worldviews. There were also variations among the participants concerning 
variables which could be expected to be associated to some extent to the thinking and doing of the participants 
within the experiment such as differing intelligence levels, educational levels, age and differing life experiences 
and so on. 

The total sample of the participants (n. = 65) will be denoted ‘the invited participants’ and not for example 
potential participants because simply by me identifying them, inserting them into the thought-experiment and 
by the lead investigator inviting them to take part within the workshop do they qualify as participants within the 
thought-experiment. The participants would be treated as actual people would have within the actual world and 
the participants will have the same range of freedom concerning their actions, reactions and thoughts etc. as 
they would have within the actual world. This includes them thinking that they have the same degree of 
freedom within the thought-experiment as they would think they would have in an empirical study in the actual 
world and acting accordingly. The lead investigator on the other hand has a professional role to fulfill and as 
such would have his range of actions, reactions and attitudes limited to the same extent any professional lead 
investigator of empirical studies employing human subjects would have in the actual world (see above where I 
expounded briefly on such limits). 

Concerning further details of the specified conditions of the thought-experiment, the investigator and the 
participants could be thought of as coming together to perform this combined workshop and study at a single 
location. The location in this thought-experiment is an island which is uninhabited, removed from civilization; 
“off the grid” so to speak and the participants cannot interact with anyone except interacting between 
themselves and the investigator. Although the focus concerning my envisioning of what will happen within the 
thought-experiment will only concentrate on the persons on the island the total contents of the thought-
experiment, “the thought-experimental world” mirrors our actual world except that the participants and the 
philosopher have been moved from their usual, every-day-life actual locations to the island for this current 
study. I have an actual island in mind during my run of the thought-experiment although any island qualifying 
the description provided by me will do. The participants will be invited to the study and hence to the island by 
the lead investigator. Let us say that free transport and decent lodging is supplied as part of the study protocol 
so that there are no monetary costs attached to participating and vice versa no great monetary or other great 
values gained for taking part, which could be considered as potential bribes in research. 

Once at the island the investigator would then provide the participants with more details concerning their task, 
their workshop. This would include the further information that the lead investigator wishes that the participants 
together would put forward a complete moral code or at least a major part of the code that they consider their 
moral codes to entail, which would then also apply to them. There will be possibility for continuous discourse 
between the participants and the investigator since it would seem normal and expected that the participants 
would have questions for the lead investigator and certainly they would then also have the right to ask them to 
the one in charge of the workshop, study. I will allow and assume as default, continuous interaction between the 
participants as well as between the participants and the lead investigator but it is easy to run variants of the 
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experiment within which interactions between the participants as well as between the participants and the lead 
investigator are allowed to a much lesser extent. 

Each participant (and the philosopher) will be and act the way I envision them being and acting within the 
specified conditions of the thought-experiment based on my knowledge of them individually. When the 
participants interact with each other and the lead investigator my envisioning of these interactions will take into 
account the participants “individualities”. I have decided to report on everything I envision happening, all 
events within the workshop including thoughts, spoken words, emotions, attitudes, reactions and actions of the 
participants (and to some extent also concerning the lead investigator) if considered broadly relevant. For sure, I 
will feel more confident, warranted in my envisioning of some events, happenings more so than others, but 
remember that it is in a way only those events, happenings that ultimately determine whether a code will be put 
forward or not that are crucial for being able to fulfill the aim of the current essay. During the run of the 
experiment below and my reporting of what I envision as happening within the experiment, I will not attempt to 
attach to each of my envisionings some degree of warrant or confidence that I consider myself as having with 
respect to each of my envisioned events, happenings, but I will return to this issue within the Analysis and 
Discussion section. Moving on, I will envision what is being expressed by, what is happening to each 
individual, but I will report on what is happening within the experiment both individually and at a group (and 
sub-group) level varyingly as I see fit in order to make the reporting manageable (remember there were 65 
individual participants invited to the workshop and hence reporting on what is happening to each individual will 
simply take up too much space). Also, I will truthfully try to report on for example the contents of what is being 
said and how by the participants individually and at a group level, but my reporting will often be adapted to or 
translated (without providing the reader with the raw “raw data”) into the terms and nomenclature employed 
within this essay so the reader can more easily track what the relevancy of what is being expressed by the 
participants is as it pertains to the essay topic. Hence the reporting will not rely on quoting the participants but 
instead attempting to truthfully communicate the contents of what is being said by the participants and the same 
goes for the lead investigator. Since the participants and the lead investigator in this case all come from the 
same region of the world (with all of them speaking Swedish at a native level) it will be assumed that the 
participants do understand well enough what they all mean by key terms to be able to tackle the task at hand or 
that they can through discussions resolve potential misunderstandings well enough. The whole discourse then 
between the participants themselves as well as between the participants and the lead investigator will actually 
take place in Swedish, but all of what I envision as happening and being said as well as all of my additional 
reporting and commenting will all be in English. The investigator will also be allowed to suggest ways of 
thinking about different relevant terms and conceptions pertaining to the workshop as stated previously, but the 
final judges of such matters will always be in the hands of the individual participants. It should be admitted that 
there might be at least minor variations as to what my participants might think some relevant terms mean and 
the participants will mostly also vary concerning their ability to explain and articulate for the investigator and 
for themselves as well as to other participants what some terms mean to them and what their beliefs and 
attitudes are pertaining to all matters that could come up during this workshop and study. Knowing my 
participants however, I find this acceptable because I am confident that these participants for the most part will 
share and embrace common-sense conceptions concerning terms relevant for the subject matter under study. 
Common-sense conceptions are often not narrow, but just sufficiently well circumscribed “to do the job” and 
often exhibit some degree of vagueness. Remember also my brief description of common-sense morality above 
within the Background section and what common folk tend to support pertaining to their morality and the 
associated terminology (See above and 2ch.1,2). The above description included that common folk tend to 
support (consciously or sub-consciously) that there are moral truths, that moral beliefs are truth-evaluable and 
that there are straightforwardly some rights and wrongs even after they have been asked to adopt a global 
perspective. People are also quite good at identifying the moral domain “proper” from for example mere 
custom, etiquette or fashion. I assume that people do not ordinarily decide to accept, endorse moral codes if 
they think they are false or do not actually support the codes. Having a code apply to them, they would interpret 
to mean that they ought to live or ought at least to try to live by that code.  
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Finally, when I comment on or evaluate the discourse among the participants and the lead investigator and 
hence not aim to report the discourse I am obviously more free to think and write the way I do and doing so in 
ways which might differ from the ways the participants and the lead investigator expresses themselves. My 
hope is that it will be clear enough for the reader when I am attempting to report on what is happening within 
the thought-experiment and when I am commenting on, interpreting, analyzing and assessing what is happening 
within the thought-experiment. Most of the comments, interpretations and analyses will of course be allocated 
to the Analysis and Discussion section, but when relevant and pertinent they will also occur below within my 
run of the experiment (i.e. within the Background section). 

Running the NMCW experiment 

Briefly expounding on the form of my reporting of what is taking place within the NMCW experiment 

As stated within the previous section, the “data” of the thought-experiment consist of everything envisioned as happening, 
all events but with a focus on the dialogue (the words spoken) taking place between the lead investigator and the 
participants as well as between the participants themselves. What is being said will however be supplemented with, 
enriched by associated attitudes, reactions, emotions, judgements, beliefs and the like. This is done so as to allow for the 
reader to get a decent and rich enough insight into what is happening within the experiment, i.e. to ensure a sufficient 
degree of transparency. Also, since I wished to stay true enough to the content of the dialogue and the interactions taking 
place, including attempting to truthfully describe how the different participants thought, reasoned and spoke, this resulted 
in my reporting on what is taking place becoming rather “talkative”. This also resulted in a rather lengthy, perhaps even a 
tedious read but the goal is to provide the reader with good insight into the “data” that ultimately will determine whether 
the thesis of the essay will be supported or not. This methodological commitment I hope will provide the reader with 
enough insight into why and how the thesis was or was not supported. Additionally, since the NMCW is aimed at 
mimicking a real physical experiment, based off the template found within experimental moral philosophy, the natural 
sciences and psychology, I will throughout this essay comment on how studies of this kind would be performed and how 
the research would be regulated, conducted. 

Starting the NMCW experiment 

Before we start the run of the NMCW experiment I wish to remind the readers of the core aim of running the experiment. 
The core aim of the investigation of the essay is to address whether it would be the case that most or all participants 
would put forward a moral code together (a code that would be a complete code or a code covering the major part of what 
the participants considered their individual moral codes to entail) within the NMCW or not, and expressed in the form of 
a thesis (in one direction), the thesis is that it would not be the case that most or all participants would put forward a code 
together within the NMCW.  

Now proceeding with the run of the NMCW experiment, the participants would be invited by the lead investigator to take 
part within the NMCW through E-mail, ordinary mail or for example by phoning them or a combination of these. They 
would then be informed of what the study is about, why the study is important and why their individual contribution is 
important. They would also be provided with some information pertaining to the ethics regulating empirical research 
which the investigator would state, he and the study as a whole adhere to. Usually at this invitational stage limited and 
more general information are only provided.  

How many of the invited participants that would accept taking part within the workshop would mainly depend on how 
attractive participation would seem. How attractive are you then as the investigator allowed to make participation within a 
study? Well, it is generally not considered sound research practice to offer gifts of any significant value to subjects for 
their participation. Small gifts and symbolic actions as signs of gratitude or appreciation is however, not considered 
inappropriate. Exceptions exist however for studies that are considered painful or dangerous. This project however does 
not seem to fall within these categories. Perhaps if the expected effort on behalf of the participants is of a long time 
duration, the loss of time or income could warrant monetary compensation which corresponds to the effort and time 
needed to take part within the study and this is something which could be applicable to the current study. I also think that 
being allowed free transportation to and decent lodging at the island in order to be able to perform the study are within 
research guidelines, even if the island was very beautiful and suitable for a vacation, as long as a reasonable amount of 
time each day on the island is spent putting in an effort within the NMCW workshop. 
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There are a couple of reasons as to why compensation for participation can completely undermine or diminish the quality 
of the research being performed. One reason being that you would introduce a bias into your sample since if there is 
significant compensation for participation, persons who either are in great need or otherwise want what you are offering 
will be more likely to accept enrolling into the study as compared others. Your enrolled participants will then in most 
cases end up being less representative of the population of the participants which were invited as well as being less 
representative toward for example the general population at large that you as an investigator might want your participant 
sample to resemble. This means that you have a reason for distrusting that you can extrapolate the findings within your 
enrolled sample to these other groups. This is something researchers are interested in concerning most but not all studies. 
Also, if the participants are in great need of the compensation the researchers are offering the researchers would gain an 
inappropriate amount of power over such persons and the voluntariness of the participation is undermined which goes 
against ethical guidelines for performing research (16; 17; 31). Additionally, if what is being studied requires or assumes 
to study voluntary behavior of persons then the data collected from such experiments would be invalid and of very little 
value. Finally, taking part in a research project for gaining compensations seems insincere in that the motivation is not 
one of helping out or trying to discover the truth of the matter and so forth. The current project is very much a study 
which relies heavily on the participants being truthful, sincere and taking part on a voluntary basis without having 
significant ulterior motivations other than those motives communicated by the investigator and a general will to be helpful 
and contribute.  

Regardless of whether the investigator campaigns hard for participation (multiple mails and phone calls or visits to the 
invited participants’ homes explaining the importance of the study etc.) within his study I roughly estimate the fraction 
which will accept further participation to maximally range from 50-75%. I base my estimate on over 20 years of 
performing empirical research in Sweden and the participants who are being invited are Swedes, but I concede that it 
would be difficult to support this estimation through references to the participation rates of very similar empirical studies 
performed since I do not know of any very similar studies which have been performed in Sweden so I will have to ask the 
readers to also envision what kind of participation rates that they would envision, predict. Anyway, this fraction of 
persons positive toward further participation is assuming that all invited participants have nothing scheduled the time the 
workshop is expected to take place. This assumption could be made more likely, reasonable by allowing the invited 
participants to together decide (possibly by all logging into a common webpage for the study containing a calendar where 
they could suggest launch dates of the study until a consensus could be finalized) on a date to perform the study, a date 
which could be so far into the future that very few or no one of the invited participants would have anything scheduled yet 
for that time period.  

The main reason why some will decide not to participate despite how important their individual contribution would be to 
the study according to the investigator, beyond the reason of the study being a minor practical inconvenience, is simply 
that they would think that they have the right to reject participation. This reason though, might not be consciously directly 
accessible to everyone. Most likely if the participants are asked to participate they would not go via the route of thinking 
in terms of ‘rights’ but simply think that this study and how well it succeeds etc. is the investigator’s headache and not 
theirs and that they have other issues and concerns of theirs to worry about. Hence if the invited participants were to take 
part in an experiment which require that they put in an effort, spend time or simply share information with the investigator 
they would do so based on their own wills to take part, i.e. if they felt like taking part. 

Gathering at the workshop location 

The thought-experiment participants who accepted coming out to the island with the aim of taking part in the study would 
be expected to have generated new questions at this time from the time they accepted the invitation. At this stage the lead 
investigator usually also provide the participants with more detailed information pertaining to the study as well as ask 
actively for further questions that the participants might have. He would at this stage provide more “flesh to the bones” to 
his initially requested effort of the participants at the invitational stage and now ask of them to together put forward a 
moral code that would be a true moral code for them and that would apply to them which would cover the whole or a 
major part of the contents of what they consider their moral codes to entail. The investigator’s wording would obviously 
have to be different when he communicates this to the participants and some back and forth dialogue would need to take 
place before the participants would understand fully what the investigator is asking them to do. He would most likely 
have to clarify that this is not a “drill”, not something hypothetical but that their decisions and the consequences of those 
decisions within the workshop are very real, as real as can be. 

I am confident that different kinds of judgments, reactions and ways of reasoning will be exhibited among the participants 
who agreed to come to the study location after having received this more detailed information as to the aim of the 
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workshop. One reaction would be to ask the lead investigator what gives him the right to try to bring it about that we 
should decide on what true morality is and then that this code would then actually apply to us? Some participants might 
generate questions as to what gives us the participants the right to put forward a code which would then be the true 
morality for us participants? The participants would also surely inform the investigator of the fact that they already have 
moralities which they are happy with, such that these moralities seem to be working for them and they believe them to be 
true. Hence, if the moral code is to actually apply to them, then the investigator must have gotten it all wrong since they 
neither have any need nor want for this new moral code. Other questions of the participants would pertain to their abilities 
in relation to this project. What would make you (the lead investigator) think we would be able to put forward a true 
moral code for us in the first place and even if we did, how would we know we have succeeded? Who are these other 
people who is about to take part in this workshop the participants would also ponder (they have just met each other on the 
island and most of them would be completely unknown to each other). Why were these participants selected for this task 
and what are their merits or legitimizing reasons for taking part within this seemingly megalomaniac project some might 
wonder. Many of the participants would also worry about the consequences. What are they about to get involved in? Are 
we actually going to be held accountable for putting this code forward and the consequences of such a code applying to 
us? If we were to put a code forward that applies to us, could we ever get out of it applying to us, “un-apply it” or is it 
binding in some sense, some participants would wonder. There would most likely also however, be some participants who 
would be more carefree concerning going through with the workshop and who would be optimistic concerning the 
possibility of succeeding with the provided workshop task. 

Potential approaches by the lead investigator to keep the workshop progressing and the minimalist 
approach 

The investigator wish for the study to “succeed” (or at least have adopted an attitude of wanting the study to “succeed”) 
and succeeding in this case entails all or most of the 65 invited participants taking part within his study and going through 
with the workshop, with going through with the workshop meaning that they decided to together put a code forward. 
Remember though, that 25-50% of the participants (according to my estimations at least) already have denied showing up 
at the study location if I am envisioning things correctly and hence the investigator would most likely have to adopt an 
attitude that a “success”, concerning the circumstances, would be to be able to carry through the workshop in one form or 
another with as many participants as possible deciding to put forward the code. Remember that the lead investigator is 
allowed to suggest for the participants different ways of looking at their task, different ways of looking at normative 
morality and the moral code as well as different ways of potentially performing the task as long as such suggestions 
respected the overall framework of the NMCW design, the normative conception of morality, according to Gert and Gert, 
and the guidelines regulating empirical research. Just to recapitulate, threatening, bullying, imposing his will, lying to (not 
providing all information with respect to the study and its specific thesis is not considered lying within this context) and 
manipulating the participants would not be to abide by such research guidelines, for example. Remember also that the 
participants are to have the final say as to what suggestions they will decide to go along with if any. The investigator 
could hence allow for the participants to decide to some extent, with the help of his suggestions, under which conditions 
they would be willing to work to put a code forward, including for example how they ought to work together and so forth. 
Anyway, he could in order to avoid a complete revolt against his project and attempt to diffuse the situation at least 
somewhat and win over the participants, try to employ a couple of identifiable approaches or types, categories of 
suggestions. I envision that most events, happenings within my run of this experiment as hence having to do with, 
revolving around the investigator coming up with suggestions and different ways to view the task and the workshop in 
order to support and “push for” the progression of the workshop and how the participants react and reason pertaining to 
these suggestions as well as what they ultimately end up deciding to do in the context of the investigator’s suggestions 
and the discussions among themselves. 

One way to try to keep the workshop progressing with as many participants as possible would be for the investigator to 
try a minimalist approach. By the lead investigator suggesting to the participants that the moral code only concerns a code 
for conduct and that such a code does not have to be that extensive and cover that many things, areas at all, it is possible 
that if such a suggestion would be received well that such a suggestion could increase the likelihood of the participants 
deciding to put forward the code together. This, since the task of putting forward the code then possibly might seem to the 
participants less extensive and also possibly it would seem to them as if less was “at stake” since the code would only 
regulate a limited area of the their lives. Another way to possibly minimize the task of putting forward the code even 
further could be for the lead investigator to try to further narrow, specify what kind of conduct the moral code ought to 
cover. The investigator could for example suggest that what the true moral code is concerned with is only to describe the 
“oughts” pertaining to how we ought to act in order for us to be able to live together, to co-exist the best way possible, i.e. 



32 
 

how we ought to act toward each other. Such a code of conduct would only be concerned with how we ought to interact 
with others, with one another and would hence exclude for example self-regarding actions. Again to recapitulate, one aim 
of the investigator was for example to expose the participants to different potential beliefs about morality and the moral 
code in order to help the participants figure out what they believe and what they ought to believe pertaining to the relevant 
issues for the task and the workshop at hand. The investigator would want and aim to provide suggestions to the 
participants such that the suggestions would facilitate, would increase the likelihood of the participants deciding to put 
forward the code, but doing this in a way that still would ensure that a decision to put or not to put forward the code 
would be a decision truly made by the participants themselves and the same would go for which code ultimately to put 
forward if the participants decided to put forward a code. 

Well, I do think the lead investigator would have a discussion with the participants concerning what morality and its code 
is concerned with, covers. I also think he would suggest that the moral code covers less areas of life, fewer types of 
actions relative to what most participants would hold to be the case now when they are confronted with thinking about 
these things and from that perspective I denote the suggestions made by the investigator, the minimalist approach to 
getting the workshop to progress successfully, i.e. to getting as many participants as possible to decide to together put 
forward the code. So, how do I see the participants receiving, reacting and reasoning pertaining to the suggestions made 
by the investigator? I think that some or many of the participants would be surprised by what the investigator holds 
morality only to be concerned with. I do think that some participants might be able to envision what the task of the 
workshop would be, to some extent, if the workshop was about formulating for example some code as to how to live 
together in a good way, how to get along and treat each other, whereas formulating the true moral code for them would 
seem to many beyond their capabilities. So what does morality, the moral code consist of according to ordinary common 
people, since I consider my participant sample to consist of ordinary folk, if they are asked to reflect upon the matter, 
possibly with the help of someone asking relevant questions, suggesting things and otherwise helping them figure out 
what their own answers are to that question? One issue that I envision as surfacing among some of the participants quite 
early is whether the code of conduct is supposed to only describe what moral and immoral conduct is or whether the 
moral code ought to also entail the justifications, explanations for why said conduct is moral and immoral. I think most of 
the participants at the end of their discussions would end up thinking that the moral code is much more extensive than any 
“minimalist” suggestions made by the lead investigator and there are several reasons as to why I believe so. Many of the 
participants I think will end up disagreeing with the position that the moral code only ought to entail listing or describing 
what actions are or what types of actions are moral, immoral, prescribed, obligated, permissive and so on. This, since I 
believe that people generally, common folk (especially when given time to reflect over the issue with some assistance 
provided by other participants and the investigator) would be of the opinion that “higher order” organizing or principled 
beliefs such as those beliefs that justify and explain why we ought to conduct ourselves certain ways, why we ought to act 
in certain ways also belong to their complete moral codes, i.e. belong to their moral codes. Having a moral code that only 
describes moral and immoral conduct would seem like a rather impotent and enigmatic moral code to many people. You 
could say that a more extensive moral code entailing the justificatory, explanatory basis for moral conduct, action would 
(at least potentially) be able to regulate conduct among people whereas the lesser, more limited solely descriptive code 
would only list or describe moral conduct. It would seem for example very convincing and natural to common folk, that 
the moral code ought to entail, have incorporated into it, the dimension of motives and intents of performing morally 
relevant actions. Perhaps, the more reflective participants would need to verbalize these convictions to others in order for 
them to realize that, that is how they also see things. The investigator could claim that all of their moral codes is reducible 
in the end to a couple of principles and hence their moral codes are actually very limited, but again not very many 
ordinary people, who my participants are, have “seen” or could “see” that to be the case and most likely would not begin 
to “see” that during this workshop nor post-workshop. I doubt for example, that most or all participants would agree that 
morality only covers for example codes as to how we ought to best act in order to get along or how we ought to treat each 
other, since for example common-sense morality seems to cover very many different domains of life and in addition many 
of the participants also subscribe to other moral codes not part of some common-sense moral core-code at all (2ch.1,2; 
12). I also doubt that very many would be open to a potential suggestion by the investigator that maybe they have gotten it 
wrong concerning the matter of the extension of the moral domain and as a consequence their moral codes regulating 
those domains. This, since many of the beliefs the participants would consider to be part of their moral codes, are among 
the most important convictions that these persons hold. These beliefs are many times core convictions, directing and 
driving the life projects of the participants and core moral beliefs are strongly tied to the identity of a person such that 
without these convictions essential parts of the person’s identity would be lost. If these central beliefs and convictions are 
no longer to be considered part of the moral code, having no longer to do with prescribing and describing obligations, 
duties, permissions, the good, the bad, the wrong and the right for them according to the lead investigator, what are these 
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convictions and central beliefs then, and how are these convictions and beliefs different from the “true moral code” 
according to the lead investigator? Have these central convictions and beliefs now “lost their prescriptive power” in their 
lives? This might be an unimportant issue for the investigator who might only consider this an issue of how to categorize 
and denote things the “right” way, but I do not think this attitude will be shared by most participants. Finally, regardless 
of whether the participants have gotten the extension of morality and its code wrong according to the lead investigator, I 
do not think that very many of the participants would be capable of changing their minds even if they wanted to, into 
believing what the investigator is suggesting to them to be the case, true. This last reason for rejecting the minimalist 
suggestions by the investigator, i.e. not even being able to believe something, not being able to change their beliefs 
pertaining to some issues even if they wanted to, is obviously a peculiar, special kind of reason and I will comment on 
this issue below within the Analysis and Discussion section. 

To summarize, I envision most participants ending up holding that the moral code is more extensive than the lead 
investigator would suggest, due to many different reasons and hence that the task of together putting forward the true 
moral code for them would seem extensive, overwhelming, difficult and that a whole lot would seem to be at “stake” for 
the participants since if this extensive code potentially would be put forward by them the code would then apply to them 
and regulate large areas, domains of their lives. So, I did not envision these suggestions and discussions leading to most or 
all participants who accepted the invitation, deciding to progress with the workshop and put forward the code. 

The moral error ascription approach 

Another suggestion (or approach) I envision the lead investigator as bringing up in order to rally for participation within 
the workshop and the task that the participants have been asked to work toward fulfilling, would be for the investigator to 
suggest that what the participants conceive morality to entail could to large parts be false or have nothing or little to do 
with the true moral code. I have denoted this suggestion or approach by the lead investigator the moral error ascription 
approach. The investigator could then argue that, since you participants have been so far off the mark pertaining to what 
morality is about or what the true moral code actually ought to entail it is no wonder why you have difficulties currently 
going forward to together work toward putting forward the true moral code for yourselves. Consequently perhaps you 
participants should instead take a “step back” from your old moralities and have more of an open-mind pertaining to this 
workshop and sort of take this workshop as a unique possibility to “start from scratch” and truly reflect over what the true 
moral code ought to entail and also after you have done this why not put in the effort of constructing and putting forward 
the moral code together that seem the most true to you all, the investigator could suggest to the participants. The 
investigator could also for example, suggest that most moral codes of, or at least part of those codes of, previously and 
currently existing different societies seem to lack so many features of true morality that those societies could be said to 
lack true morality altogether or at least that those societies exhibit (or exhibited) partly false or defective moral codes. 
These moral codes would not for example, be such that they would be supported by most or all rational humans under 
some specified conditions it would seem, the investigator could argue while at the same time possibly arguing for the 
normative conception of morality as well, according to Gert and Gert. And, if the participants agree that there certainly 
seems to exist “oughts” which they think ought to apply to all or most humans then should there not exist a universal 
moral code such that all actual societies and most or all actual humans should endorse it, the investigator could ask the 
participants. Also, should it not be clear to most people that such a universal code is not embraced or endorsed by all 
societies and individuals and should that not convince you participants that most or all of them are in the wrong somehow 
concerning what morality ought to look like and does not that realization provide you participants with a reason to 
consider this workshop as potentially a good way or method of getting at such a true normative moral code, the 
investigator could suggest. Here I think that many participants would concur in that they do believe in some “oughts” or 
rights and wrongs such that they think they apply to all humans. They would also think that moral beliefs are truth 
evaluable and that moral beliefs and actions of persons can be moral or immoral and that this holds for everyone. Many 
might also agree that clearly some societies and individuals are wrong concerning what they believe is true pertaining to 
the content of the moral code. This should be evident by observing the varied moral beliefs that exist between different 
cultures and individuals globally, with many of them even clearly being contradictory such that two different cultures or 
individuals cannot both be correct concerning some moral issue at the same time and there is also the possibility that none 
of them are. But, below is where the investigator and at least some participants start to disagree. The most reflective 
participants I believe are capable of realizing that even if people have different and even contradictory beliefs concerning 
what is morally right, obligated and permitted does not show that they are not warranted in their moral beliefs, in their 
moral codes and hence they would need some other type of reason which would warrant “shedding their old moralities” in 
favor of this new moral code to be put forward . More common among the participants would perhaps be an attitude or 
less clearly spelled out beliefs which would nevertheless correspond with or point in the same direction as the explicit and 
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conscious reasoning above exhibited by only a few participants. Also, pointing to the variability of moral beliefs of 
humans globally by the investigator is a double-edged sword in a way, since the more variability pertaining to our moral 
convictions there seems to be, the less reasonable and attainable the aim of the workshop would seem; i.e. that the 
participants together would be able to put forward a true moral code that would be accepted and endorsed by most or all 
of them and that would apply to them.  

Additionally, the few participants who decide they should give up or suspend belief in their “old moralities” would very 
unlikely be convinced that them putting forward a moral code within this workshop would result in a moral code which 
would be true for them. It would seem that, they would hardly be able to feel warranted in believing that by performing a 
workshop of this kind together with some other persons that they would then arrive at true morality somehow. 

Limiting what is at stake approach 

I also envision the lead investigator as well as some of the participants realizing that how appetizing deciding to take part 
within the workshop and putting forward the code is, has to some extent also to do with what the potential associated 
“costs” might be for putting forward the code. Hence the lead investigator could discuss different ways of reducing such 
potential “costs”, reducing what is potentially “at stake” in order to support the workshop progressing with as many 
participants as possible deciding to follow through with the workshop. With “costs” attached to going through with the 
workshop I think potential benefits ought to be taken into account as well, hence by “costs” I mean “net-cost” or the 
“cost-benefit balance”. This approach or these types of suggestions by the lead investigator I have denoted the limiting 
what is at stake approach, but some other denotation could perhaps have been more descriptive of the contents of this 
approach. One reason as to why some participants might feel uncomfortable with taking part and putting forward a moral 
code would certainly seem to be that the code in the end actually would apply to them. One concern might also be if some 
of the participants decided to put forward a code is it clear then that the code is only meant to apply to those who went 
through with the workshop and put forward a code and not to the other invited participants who rejected putting forward a 
code? Some other participants might worry about whether there are some plans for the put forward code to apply to 
persons even outside of the study participant group or whether this is not planned but could happen. I would think that the 
participants would prefer some assurances from the investigator that the code would only apply to those who decided to 
put forward the code. The reasons are at least twofold. One reason being that those who put forward a code would not 
think they had the right to dictate what moral codes would apply to those who did not take part in putting forward the 
code. Also, if the code were to apply to others outside of those who put forward the code, those who ended up putting 
forward the code would then feel and be seen by others as responsible (or partly responsible) for the effects of the code 
applying to these other persons. The investigator could therefore perhaps agree that the applicability of the code will only 
be toward those invited participants who in the end went through with the whole workshop and put forward a code. The 
potential “drawback” of this outcome, decision could be that to some participants (a small minority though, I believe) it 
would seem to them that they would then be taking part in a workshop only for themselves and not for any greater good 
outside of the study, if their efforts of putting forward the true moral code for them is never meant to influence anything 
or anybody outside of the workshop. This probably might seem a little peculiar to some participants. Then again, other 
participants would only feel relief that their put forward code and its applicability and influence “stops with them”, 
although I am not sure everybody can or will fully trust the investigator’s assurance if he were to give such an assurance. 
It is however possible to have study designs of this type where the outcome of the study, if it is beneficial at all, would 
mainly seem to be beneficial to the participants who take part in the study. Also, even if the code would not apply to 
anyone else outside of those putting forward the code the investigator could perhaps still try to communicate to the 
participants that it is valuable for him to be able to study the process of this participant group putting forward the code, 
i.e. gaining insight into this process is itself valuable and something useful to know without studying the specifics of the 
code that was put forward (I do not consider such a statement being a lie either). The investigator could also legitimately 
reason I think with the participants that if the outcome of the participants putting forward the code was evaluated as 
something valuable, positive after some time had passed post-workshop by the participants then that could be taken as 
support for the value of this type of workshop for other participants in the future which might result in the lead 
investigator for example acquiring funding for several new NMCW workshop runs being offered to others outside of the 
current participants sample.  

For some participants the workshop could also still seem justified if it would seem to them that they themselves truly 
needed or could benefit from this new moral code. But, if the outcome of the workshop does not seem straightforwardly 
to have the potential to result in for example new insights or offer help to anyone outside of the participants putting 
forward the code, those doing the putting forward who do not really think they need any new moral code could still 
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question the value of them putting forward the code. What concrete and apparent justifying reasons are there for carrying 
this workshop through then, other than that the investigator seem to want us to do it, some might wonder. For others with 
a more suspicious nature, they would still ponder what this workshop or study of the workshop by the investigator is all 
about and what the results will or could be used for in the end. I do not think it has to be out of the question to reveal the 
research aim of the study to the participants, i.e. whether a substantial code would or would not be put forward, but it 
would seem better if such information could be left out and it would be much more preferable for example to simply 
communicate to the participants that the lead investigator simply wants to be involved in or study the participants 
performing the provided task because he finds these types of tasks and processes interesting and so forth. This because, it 
would introduce an unnecessary confounder since it could affect the degree of “naturalness” of the actions and behaviors 
of the participants if they were aware of this information that the workshop is a study of them assessing whether there 
would be a code put forward or not. It would hence be better for the investigator to just say that he is interested in or just 
want to see what happens when people together work to put forward a moral code that would apply to them and this 
information might very well be perceived by the participants to suffice. But, another way to justify the workshop and the 
efforts of the participants could be for the investigator to suggest that, if they wished, perhaps the code put forward could 
also potentially apply to all persons outside of the participants who put the code forward, if or when such persons who did 
not put forward the code become aware of the code and they wished to accept and endorse the code, with or without 
adding to the NMCW project a plan to try to actively disseminate the code. From the horizon of those putting forward the 
code this could amount to a lot of persons with time. This would mean that participating within the workshop might after 
all not only concern themselves, i.e. be of value beyond the potential value that they themselves ascribed to them taking 
part within the workshop and if the application of the code rested on these other persons (who did not put forward the 
code) wishing themselves to accept and endorse the code then such a scenario might seem somewhat acceptable or even 
attractive. It would seem though that regardless of which direction that the investigator went concerning to whom and 
how the put forward code of the NMCW would apply, he would still lose some participants who would wish to abort 
further participation. This because some participants might consider the issue of what the code would be used for a 
potentially dangerous, “negative thing”, i.e. that the code simply existing or applying to anyone could end up having 
negative consequences and this type of reasoning for aborting the workshop among these participants I do not envision 
being counter-balanced by any strong enough positive reasons for going through with the workshop. 

Another potential approach to limit what is at stake or the cost of going through with the NMCW, that would still respect 
the overall design, framework of the NMCW experiment and the normative conception of morality and its code, 
according to Gert and Gert, and the guidelines regulating empirical resarch, would be for the investigator to discuss with 
the participants what kind of “apply” when it comes the potential code to be put forward that would seem agreeable to the 
participants. What does it exactly mean that the code put forward will apply to those who took part in putting forward the 
code? Does it mean they are not allowed to have any other moral codes than the one put forward or can they have other 
moral codes as long as they realize that the true moral code put forward by them trumps their other “old” moral codes if 
they clash or should the new code and the old codes be given equal status? I think the investigator based off the wishes of 
the participants could be flexible here pertaining to these options and still remain “true enough” to the conception of 
normative morality, as suggested by Gert and Gert and the overall framework of the NMCW experimental design (1p.1). 
Then there is the question of whether not acting according to the new put forward code means that one is to be 
blameworthy or not, whether some punishment ought to follow from transgressing against the put forward code. Also, 
will they be allowed, once they finally have decided to put forward a particular code, to change their mind such that they 
can individually at any moment reject the put forward code and not have it apply anymore? I think that it would be 
demanded by some participants to even consider putting forward any code that the code would apply only in certain ways. 
This would include that they could completely on an individual basis disavow the code at any time and not simply for 
example, only have the right to together change the code on a later occasion. Of course, they would also need to know if 
the code is transgressed against by someone what the exact blameworthiness would result in, if some sort of blame or 
punishment is “in play”, e.g. a bad conscience or some type of punishment from “external sources” and the like. I think 
the investigator could be allowed to be quite flexible concerning this issue as well, but the put forward code need to apply 
to those putting forward the code in some valid way, the way moral codes of people who have them seem to apply to 
them. This, because putting forward a code which do not even apply to you in some familiar, recognizable and significant 
fashion would not seem like a moral code that you actually accept and endorse and instead would resemble a “drill”, more 
than actually putting forward a code and this workshop is not meant to be a “drill”, it is not meant to only resemble or 
mimic people putting forward a code. 

Limiting what is at stake, the cost post-workshop is also something that the investigator would consider discussing with 
the participants. There is a certain type of cost which is inevitably attached to putting forward a moral code for the 
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participants within the workshop upon their return to their lives post-workshop. If the participants now within the NMCW 
put forward a new moral code which they embrace and endorse they would most likely be expected to suffer some 
anxiety and tension within themselves due to the abandonment of their “old moralities” or if those “old moralities” were 
left “intact”, due to some expected tension or sorting out to do between the new and the old moral codes. Additionally, 
how will they be able to get along with all the other people not invited to the workshop who have not adopted any new 
moralities lately, when they return to their normal lives? Also in what way should their code to be put forward take into 
account how they ought to relate to and act toward those who do not believe in their newly put forward moral code? It 
would seem as if they would have strong reasons to put a code forward which would share many if not most core features 
of the moral codes of the people they are about to interact with upon their return from the island to their everyday lives. 
Also, should such considerations be weighted toward the persons within the participants close social context versus those 
in the periphery or outside of their social context? But this adaptation toward other moralities exhibited by other non-
invited people they will interact with upon the return of the participants post-workshop to their everyday lives, somehow 
seems illegitimate in that, then other people “would decide or influence” what the code ought to be. Should not the central 
(or perhaps the only) motivation for putting a code forward be that us as the participants actually believe the moral code is 
true and that the code is true should have a lot of weight or all the weight when considering putting forward the code, 
some of the more reflective participants would reason within these discussions. This since, the task given by the lead 
investigator to us was for us to together put forward the true moral code for us that would apply to us they would further 
remind the other participants. If some participants decided otherwise and they decided to push within the workshop for 
putting forward a code based on its adaptability or compatibility toward others’ codes outside of the workshop, then I am 
no longer sure whether they would be working within or respecting the “spirit” of the normative conception of morality 
suggested by Gert and Gert (1). This, since the participants would not really be motivated or moved by them believing in 
the truth of the moral code but rather putting a code forward because it solves anticipated practical problems. This is 
something that some of the most reflective participants might bring to the attention of the other participants and it is 
possible that the lead investigator would also have something to say about such an attitude toward his given task to the 
participants. Maybe you as the reader might be of the opinion that the latter motivation is fully acceptable and compatible 
with the normative conception of morality as suggested by Gert and Gert, but this procedure and attitude of the 
participants within the NMCW hardly seems like a promising route toward putting forward a universal moral code since 
the code would just be a reflection of who you as the participant are anticipating “having to” interact with upon your 
return post-workshop. 

There is another perspective other than the cost-oriented one, which I also think some participants would consider. This 
would be the issue of whether I as a participant consider it to be within my rights to formulate a new moral code for me, 
which will be the code I put forward, accept and endorse. Is such a decision unilaterally within my rights as a participant 
and is such a decision by me a morally good one, such that no one around me, outside of the participants of the workshop, 
would reckon this undertaking along with its effects for me and especially others, blameworthy or immoral somehow and 
would they be justified in their verdict of my decision? Would people consider such behavior irresponsible, selfish, 
inconsiderate or as evidence for lacking integrity or lacking a fully matured sincere personality? Am I not bound by 
promises and contracts (both explicit and implicit ones) I have made prior to my visit to the island some participants 
might wonder. Am I not bound by some special obligations with respect to God or my close relationships such as my 
parents, spouse and children who additionally in all likelihood will not share (not fully share at least) my newly adopted 
moral code? Do I have some obligations to show respect in some way to the moral heritage I have been given by my 
parents and others, are further issues some participants would ponder. Sure some of these issues could be taken into 
account when deciding on which new moral code to put forward but there is still tension here concerning how and how 
much the participants ought to consider their histories, their general worldviews and their “old moralities”. 

At this stage of the discussion between the participants and the investigator let us together entertain some possible 
(possible in the sense that it could be or could become the case in the actual world or a world similar to the actual world) 
further added feature, scenario of the NMCW experimental design that was not part of the original design and description 
of the NMCW above, but that could potentially even further mitigate the effects of the participants having to return back 
home to their prior social contexts, with the following clashes that most likely would occur to some degree between the 
participants, now with their new moral codes, and all other persons back home with their moralities unchanged. Such an 
added scenario to the NMCW that could potentially be able to mitigate some of these effects would be if for example 
within the thought-experiment it happened to be the case that the United Nations or an eccentric billionaire could provide 
the participants with the option of starting their own sovereign state in the form of a “new-moral-island-nation”, if they 
did not wish to return back home to their everyday lives. But, this scenario would have other costs attached to it such that 
the participants would feel unrooted, not being able to meet their near and dear as often and so on. Also, even a new 
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sovereign state with its own island, would have to take the moralities of the rest of the world into account, to some extent, 
due to the realities of international laws and conventions which all nations that are to be accepted “globally” have to 
somehow relate to, take into account. The establishment of a “new-moral-island-nation” would certainly however, 
simplify the lives of the participants when it comes to them being able to live in accordance with their newly adopted 
moral code, post-workshop. 

Making participation more agreeable through modifying the process of putting forward the code 
approach 

What further measures, suggestions are available to the investigator other than the minimalist, the error-ascription and 
the limiting what is at stake approaches would make participation seem more palatable, agreeable to the participants? 
Again to comment on an aspect of the situation, the investigator would certainly be within his rights to suggest, explain 
and even argue for how he preferably would want to shape the workshop, but since the code to be put forward by the 
participants applies to the participants I think the participants themselves would want to and would feel they would have 
the right to decide under what terms that they would consider taking part within the workshop, also keeping in mind that 
this combined study and workshop rests solely on voluntary contributions by the participants according to the guidelines 
regulating empirical research (31). Finally, the variations, modifications of the workshop that can be considered 
acceptable also need to be compatible with the normative conception of morality, according to Gert and Gert, and the 
overall framework of the NMCW experimental design (1). If the investigator tried to simply decide how the workshop 
ought to progress and these decisions would not seem agreeable to the participants, they could simply abort further 
participation which would mean that the study had failed completely from the perspective of the investigator who wants 
that the participants ultimately would agree to put forward the true moral code for them that would apply to them.  

Certainly it would seem that the procedure of putting forward the code could for example be varied, with some variants 
predicted to be more agreeable than others to the participants. This I envision the lead investigator as realizing and hence 
being able to bring different types of suggestions relating to this issue up for discussion with the participants. These types 
of potential suggestions obviously also has to some extent to do with reducing the potential costs of going through with 
the workshop for the participants as the approach above was focused around, but I will still cover these types of 
suggestions separately here. Simply voting on what the code ought to be, with the majority decision determining what 
code ought to be put forward, would seem unacceptable to most participants due to the importance of the matter, since if 
you did not vote according to the majority you would have a moral code you do not support applying to you. It would also 
seem as if this procedure at its heart even if all participants were to agree to the majority vote procedure is not a procedure 
of putting forward the code which seems completely to be in line with the normative conception of morality, at the very 
least it would seem to be in tension with the “spirit” of said conception (1). This procedure could end up with a large 
fraction of the participants, although a minority fraction, having to “endorse” a moral code that they might not really 
agree with in the end, do not really believe to be true in the end and hence in a sense do not really endorse sincerely, “in 
their hearts”. They simply have to accept the code being applied to them after having agreed to the majority vote 
procedure and with the possibility of feeling regret depending on how the vote and the code turned out to be and I do 
believe that some participant would bring up these issues in one form or another. Instead of simply introducing voting as 
part of this process, discussions and negotiations could certainly facilitate understanding between the participants and 
increase the likelihood of the participants being able to agree on the code to be put forward together. Within these 
discussions and negotiations they could for example individually formulate and communicate elements within the code 
that they could not possibly accept under any circumstances as well as elements they could endorse unconditionally or 
under certain conditions as well as moral code elements that they found as necessary or essential to be present within any 
code to be considered worthy of even contemplating to put forward and so forth.  

Although the participants would have a great deal of experience in deciding on matters via negotiations and voting, most 
participants I believe would think or somehow feel that moral truths are not something which can or should be decided on 
through these types of procedures. The investigator could suggest and argue to the contrary, that this is exactly how 
morality comes to be, by us constructing it, by us deciding what is moral and immoral. But, then this workshop would 
seem superfluous to some reflective participants since, if that is how moral codes come to be then this process of 
constructing moral codes has already taken place throughout the history of mankind. So, why should we re-invent the 
wheel or construct even more moral codes than those that already have been constructed, some participants might ask. 
Further questions would also arise among those who are the most reflective. Why did the lead investigator suggest that 
there is one universal true moral code if all that it takes is that people decide upon, through voting or negotiations, what is 
morally true or false? And finally, why is the varied and sometimes contradictory moralities exhibited by humans globally 
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taken as support for some or all humans exhibiting false or deficient moralities as the lead investigator suggested (see 
above) without providing the necessary evidence that their moralities were not produced through voting or negotiations or 
people otherwise constructing those codes?  

Many common folk, as my participants are for the most part, think that some moral beliefs do not become morally true 
just by us reflecting over or deciding or agreeing on the matter. Then anything could be made “moral” or “immoral” it 
would seem to some participants, which would seem to be completely preposterous. The investigator could however 
counter with the suggestion that, voting or deciding that obviously evil and perverted activities would become moral 
instead if immoral activities, would empirically not take place and if they took place then the voters or decision makers 
would not be apt to put forward moral codes (at least not in those specified conditions). Well, I think the highly reflective 
participants would not be convinced by such assertions and hold that the empirical claim is partly or completely wrong 
when surveying all moralities that have been exhibited by mankind throughout history, if we assume those moralities 
came about through the members of those societies constructing those moralities via voting and negotiations. Perhaps the 
investigator could suggest that such moralities did either not arise from acceptable procedures or were put forward by 
influential individuals of those societies who were not apt to put forward moral codes or, and very politically incorrect, 
that most or all members of those societies were not apt for putting forward moral codes. This is certainly a possibility 
that the investigator could point to, but I think good evidence to support the opinion empirically (and this is an empirical 
claim) except in a few cases, where the relevant evidence might be attainable, will be largely a very difficult and daunting 
research task and not something the lead investigator could show the participants to be the case as things stand currently 
when we are running the NMCW. The investigator could possibly argue that humans throughout the history of mankind 
never or too seldom have been in the right type of specified conditions conducive to putting forward the true moral code, 
but that this workshop is such an instance of the right kind of conducive specified conditions. This would most likely 
however, sound kind of incredible to some participants. Again, the position or attitude of common people, including many 
of my participants, pertaining to moral truths and falsehoods, although perhaps mostly at a subconscious level, appears to 
be that moral truths or falsehoods are at least partly out of their hands. They do not consider themselves as constructing 
true morality, instead it is either discovered, communicated to them or perceived by them, through something other or 
partly in addition to themselves, e.g. God, the grand nature or reality and the like. Hence according to me, there will not 
be any negotiations or voting taking place by most or all of the participants (among those who decided to accept the 
invitation to the island), since many will not support the use of negotiations and voting as means to putting forward a code 
which will be the true morality for them. Some of the readers might think that my evaluation pertaining to this matter is 
incorrect, “too pessimistic”, but I mostly think this would reflect such readers having another and different participant 
sample in mind when running the NMCW, which is an issue I will return to within the Analysis and Discussion section. 

But, for the sake of completeness I would still like to briefly mention other possible variations concerning the procedure 
of putting forward the code that the investigator could offer to implement to make participation more palatable. One could 
vary how different individually proposed codes could relate to the one moral code to be put forward together, such that 
only the common denominator of the proposed codes would become the code put forward. There might exist or might not 
exist a common core within all suggested codes if this procedure is carried through. I lean toward there being a common 
denominator code, but the common core code might not cover the whole nor the major parts of the contents of the 
participants’ individual complete moral codes, at least pertaining to some of the participants’ individual complete moral 
codes and as such would not satisfy the aim of the NMCW. There are additional alternatives however, such that the least 
demanding code that the participants could accept could become the put forward code. Which code is the least demanding 
among those suggested by the individual participants might not be an issue that the participants will be able to agree upon 
however, or even attempt to decide upon. Also, simply choosing the least demanding suggested code does not seem to be 
an appropriate policy or method for putting forward the true moral code for the participants and additionally again, this 
least demanding code might not cover the major part of the contents of their individual complete moral codes. I am sure 
there are more available procedural variations that could be considered, but I will end this part of the investigation here. 

Applying a filter to include those participants who are apt to put forward the code approach 

A reason for the meager success thus far with getting most or all participants to agree to put forward the true moral code 
for them could for example be due to a portion of the subjects simply not being apt for putting forward the code. This is 
something I also envision the investigator being able to recognize as a possibility and hence is something he could suggest 
to and discuss with the participants. This section will investigate the possibility of varying the participant sample in order 
to get a code put forward by the participants and such potential modifications concerning how to proceed with the 
workshop seem acceptable in that they respect the overall NMCW experimental design and the normative conception of 
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morality, as suggested by Gert and Gert, and the guidelines regulating empirical research (1; 31). The investigator could 
hence suggest to the participants that a filter consisting of some inclusion criteria (criteria which must be fulfilled for 
being allowed to put forward the code) or exclusion criteria (criteria which must not be fulfilled in order to be allowed to 
put forward the code) ought to be applied such that only those fulfilling the requirements for putting forward the code 
ought to be allowed to put forward the code. Criteria of different kinds are commonly applied to subjects in order for 
them to be allowed to participate within different specific research studies. 

I am quite confident that the investigator could argue successfully for the warrantedness of applying some kind of filter in 
order to identify those who are more suitable for the “job” of putting forward the code. For example, I think the 
participants would agree that it would seem reasonable to think that a person is not apt for the job of putting forward the 
true moral code for them if the person for example is psychotic, is severely depressed, suffers from mental retardation or 
is currently influenced by drugs affecting the brain. But, there are many other candidate criteria that could be suggested, 
that the participants might not agree on as well as what they amount to, what they concern as well as criteria which it 
would seem to be very difficult to ascertain whether they are fulfilled or not. Such candidate criteria could for example 
be, being intelligent, being rational, being impartial, being knowledgeable about all relevant facts (non-moral facts say), 
not being emotionally perturbed, not having certain attitudes such as being bitter, cynical and so forth. Again, since the 
code will apply to the participants I think most of the participants would want to and demand to get to decide on what the 
criteria ought to be, whereas suggestions from the investigator would be acceptable and perhaps even appreciated by 
them. 

A tricky situation has now appeared if the participants want to apply a filter to themselves. Because, who among those 
who want to take part in creating this filter should get to decide on the filter-criteria? I envision that those participants 
who would like to put forward the code and having the code apply to them as being interested in also getting to have the 
final say on this matter. If all participants who wanted to take part within the workshop would be allowed to all participate 
in creating the filter then there could be participants who took part in producing the filter-criteria who were not apt for 
producing the filter-criteria perhaps and hence ought not to have been allowed to decide on the matter. Perhaps this could 
be resolved to some degree by re-iterating the process but this also seems to have the potential to result in a vicious cycle. 
Regardless, I doubt that the participants would be able to all agree on which filter to apply. Again, sure there are some 
criteria which could seem reasonable to include into the filter for most or all of the participants which additionally the 
participants might be able to discern whether they are fulfilled or not with respect to themselves, but there might also be 
criteria which they would be much less confident in saying they know they should be part of the filter as well as criteria 
which it is very difficult to evaluate whether they are fulfilled or not for all or some of the participants. 

Well, moving on, we still have one further complication which seems unescapable which I believe potentially only a 
couple of my participants would realize in some form, more or less well articulated. This is the fact that one criteria or 
property will always be fulfilled among all the participants who want to proceed with the workshop and the development 
of filters, i.e. the property ‘wanting to participate’. The reasons as to why a person want to take part within the workshop 
could be manifold and be of a nature such that they certainly could influence what code is to be put forward. There might 
for example be some positive selection for traits and beliefs to the effect that those who wanted to participate and actually 
wanted to go through with putting forward the code on average in comparison to those who did not want to proceed with 
the workshop were more confident, “take charge personalities” as well as being persons who ascribe above average 
amounts of positive, attractive traits to themselves given the task that is to be performed with this workshop. There would 
also most likely be an enrichment for individuals who feel less rooted in their pre-workshop moralities and the reason for 
this “less-rootedness” (alternatively expressed “openness to new things”) likewise could potentially emanate out of 
multiple different reasons which also could influence what moral code would seem correct and attractive to those 
participants who want to go through with the workshop. Others of the participants positive toward progressing the 
workshop might have reacted with heightened feelings of validation or responsibility when they were given this important 
task by the lead investigator in comparison to those less positive toward progressing the workshop. Some might due to 
their submissive nature attempt to fulfill the felt expectations, wishes or hopes of the investigator. Finally, there could also 
be an enrichment for persons among those wanting to progress the workshop who were inpatient or generally not 
reflective enough to realize what is stake here in putting forward a code which then would apply to them. I leave it up to 
the reader to consider how the above potential enrichment of properties within the sub-sample which eventually might 
decide to go through with the workshop could affect what moral code is to be put forward as the true moral code for them 
as well as to consider whether some of these properties might not be properties conducive to putting forward the true 
moral code in the normative sense.  
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Assuming that they all would agree on what the criteria ought to be for creating the filter and for putting forward the code 
there are still obstacles concerning how they would know who actually fulfill the criteria. It would even seem as if there 
are very strong candidate criteria for putting forward the code that would only be accessible through introspection. These 
could be properties such as ‘wanting to participate within the workshop for some inappropriate reason’, ‘not being fully 
sincere’ and ‘not being fully truthful’ and so forth. The worst case scenario is that some of these properties to some 
degree in addition to not being accessible to observers neither are fully accessible by the person in question herself, 
himself for example through introspection. There are since long established “problems” or “pitfalls" with for example 
research relying on self-report data since many of us have tendencies to have an embellished view of ourselved and we 
often report on our ideal-selves that do not always match up with our actual selves and some people simply do not know 
themselves well at all (13). I am confident that some participants would at least raise the issue or problem with potential 
candidate criteria, properties being such that they can only be tapped through introspection and hence would not be such 
that they could be verified by third parties, by the other participants and that they would then simply have to take him or 
her “word for it” when a participant made claims pertaining to them possessing or not possessing one of these properties. 

The problems discussed above, sometimes from a more practical standpoint, fails to actually capture the depth of the 
problem of aptness for the tasks at hand for our participants. This, since they do not seem to know which criteria to select 
for in order to end up with these qualified individuals who are apt to put forward the filters for participation concerning 
the process of putting forward the filters as well as the process of putting forward the true moral code for them. This, 
since agreeing on some criteria hardly amounts to knowing that these criteria are the correct criteria if there are correct 
criteria at all that ought to be applied to the participant sample before the participants can be considered apt for the task of 
the workshop. I think that the majority of the participants would make these types of assessments above with only a few 
to none of the participants considering themselves in possession of the above mentioned required knowledge in order to 
be able to proceed with the workshop. Neither would the participants be able to see how they could acquire this 
knowledge if they were of the opinion they lacked it. 

Also, would those few who were tempted to think they knew what the criteria ought to be for these tasks (and they also 
thought they knew they belonged to the apt sub-populations in question) really feel warranted enough in their beliefs such 
that they would go ahead and put a code forward that they would then think they knew was the true moral code that would 
apply to them? If they would not feel warranted enough concerning these issues however, ought they not then abstain 
from putting forward any code some of these confident participants might still wonder. The investigator is of course 
allowed to continuously provide input on all these matters and he has obviously been exposed to these types of questions 
and issues before, but I do not see his suggestions and input as being able to counter-act what I have envisioned as 
happening among the participants above. 

 

Analysis and Discussion 
Answering some initial anticipated more general questions from the 
readers of the essay and recapitulating on the reasons for creating the 
NMCW 
During the read-through of this essay I predict that certain questions would have arisen among the readers of it, 
that I find it is better to discuss within this initial section before going into the specifics of what happened 
within my run of the thought-experiment and into the specific features of the NMCW as well as how those 
features potentially relate to the outcome. Firstly, some might wonder as to what the point is of performing a 
thought-experiment aimed at mimicking a real experiment or study within experimental moral philosophy 
investigating the normative conception of morality when you could instead just perform the actual experiment, 
create and perform the “real thing” itself instead of something mimicking that “real thing”. I will get back to 
this issue later below. Secondly, did you not also envision other things happening within the run of the 
experiment, other than those described some reader might wonder? Sure, but I chose to report on those events 
that I found the most interesting, relevant and significant pertaining to the outcome of the NMCW. Also, I am 
very much open to the possibility that if other thought-experimenters choose to run the NMCW with their well-
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known participants included, then they might envision very different events taking place from mine. I have 
chosen to not attempt to predict what those differing events might look like within other runs of the NMCW 
experiment but I will below discuss whether I believe whether these other runs (run by me and other thought-
experimenters) of the NMCW experiment with differing participant samples would or would not be predicted 
or envisioned as ending up in a similar outcome with respect to there being a code put forward or not. There is a 
very high degree of expected variability between each run of the NMCW experiment partly as a result of the 
high degree of freedom of the participants (and also the relatively high degree of freedom of the lead 
investigator) allowed and the fact that the participants are invited to a workshop and given a task and from there 
on the thought-experimenter have to ask himself what the participants would think and do in the circumstances 
of the NMCW, including the envisioned interactions between themselves as well as between the participants 
and the lead investigator. The NMCW experiment hence has a scenario or “story” with quite a definite starting-
point (the selection of the participant sample, the invitation and the task given) which is easily envisioned but 
from there on the developments within that scenario or “story” can grow in many different directions and 
shapes depending on what the though-experimenter is able to envision as happening. This could be contrasted 
with a thought-experimental scenario wherein the participants simply have to choose alternative action A or B 
and that is then the outcome of the experiment. As a consequence, this also means that to run the NMCW 
experiment, the thought-experimenter have to put in a lot of work, effort in order to carry through the 
experiment. I even hold that the NMCW thought-experiment probably is so demanding that there most likely 
are people who simply might not be able to perform the “envisionative” work necessary to run the NMCW 
scenario through in their minds which I agree could be thought of as a negative, unattractive feature of the 
NMCW. In addition to having to be able to envision what all individual participants (and the lead investigator 
to some extent) would do and think within the NMCW as it pertains to actions and beliefs relevant for the 
outcome, the thought-experimenter would have to have some sufficient amount of knowledge of moral 
philosophy generally and the normative conception of morality as suggested by Gert and Gert and this would 
further limit who could run the NMCW thought-experiment (1). Finally, very few would know of an actual 
suitable philosopher who they could insert as the lead investigator and hence even fewer would be able to run 
the specific version of the NMCW that I have run (with an identified actual philosopher as the lead investigator) 
and those candidate thought-experimenters who wish to run the NMCW experiment themselves and who do not 
know of an actual suitable philosopher would hence have to think of a moral philosopher as the lead 
investigator in “general or in the abstract”. Loosely related to these issues are also how sure I am in my 
envisionings of all the events and happenings that I have described within my run of the experiment above. I 
simply reported on what I saw, envisioned as happening without trying to attach to each specific envisioned 
event, happening my degree of warrantedness (employing systematically some warrantedness-scale throughout 
the experimental run) as to those specific events happening. But, for sure there were differences pertaining to 
the events taking place such that some events, happening I am very confident would have taken place within the 
NMCW given my participants (and my lead investigator), whereas concerning other events I think they would 
have happened and finally pertaining to some described events I lean toward them happening. I have to some 
extent tried to convey these differences in the degree of confidence, warrantedness I have in different events 
happening by the language used when I described and reported on those different events. Now regardless of 
whether there are described events above within my run of the NMCW lacking an attached description 
concerning how confident, warranted I am in my envisioning of those events as taking place, I do not think that 
such a level of detail in my envisioning nor in my description and reporting of those envisionings are crucial, 
necessary as it relates to the outcome of the experimental run and hopefully this will become clear enough 
within the evaluation concerning whether the thesis was supported or not below. Most of these questions and 
issues above that I anticipated potential readers as wanting to bring up, discuss will be touched upon within 
different segments of the Analysis and Discussion section proper below, but I still think this leading, initial 
section of the Analysis and Discussion devoted to bringing up and commenting on some potentially “urgent” or 
“frustrating” issues, questions by the readers is worthwhile. 

Another question that certainly some readers might also have by now, concerns whether it is not obvious that 
you would not get a code put forward by most or all participants when you simply gather up actual people you 
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know into a workshop within a thought-experiment and give them the joint mission of putting a moral code 
forward together? This question is related to the question of why not just do the physical experiment to find out 
what actually would have happened instead of performing a thought-experiment since both types of 
questioning, criticism sort of revolve around an attitude, instinct or claim that this project and the NMCW do 
not seem meaningful, but rather pointless. But, is it really that obvious that most or all participants would 
choose to not put forward a code together? It is not like it is an occurring everyday event in our physical, actual 
world that people decide to get together in workshop-like settings to discuss and consider whether they should 
put forward the true moral code for them together or not and based on having observed such events we now 
know that these groups of people that get together never opt to put a code forward. Another source of evidence 
pertaining to this issue could have been the existence of multiple physical and thought-experimental runs which 
all were very similar to my NMCW and they all convincingly supported that no code were (the physical 
experiments) or would (the thought-experiments) have been put forward, but this is not the case. Another type 
of criticism not focused on the claim that we already “knew” what would happen within the NMCW prior to 
running it, is that actual normal people simply are not apt to put forward the code. This, since for example 
employing known actual people without stripping them of some of their experiences or beliefs (see for example 
the “veil of ignorance” employed by Rawls in the OP) means that the participants simply are not impartial 
enough or that actual people simply are not rational enough for them to be able to put the true normative moral 
code forward. We will discuss such features of the NMCW below and how they could be perceived as 
strengths, weaknesses or trade-offs of the experiment as well as how they relate to the outcome of the NMCW. 
Currently however, it suffices to say that the conception of normative morality, according to Gert and Gert, 
does not entail such views and it is not for example at all obvious and a settled matter, without further 
supplementary evidence or arguments, that the true normative moral code could not or should not entail partial 
elements (agent relative elements) and that the normative moral code could not be put forward by actual people 
even though I agree that actual people cannot be said to exhibit ideal, maximal impartiality or ideal, maximal 
rationality (depending though on how you construe what rationality amounts to etc.) (1). But, this type of 
criticism seems based on a too narrow interpretation concerning what this project is about, since not only did I 
intend to evaluate whether a code would or would not be put forward within the NMCW, but I also wanted to 
investigate some important reasons as to why the outcome was what it was within an experiment with several 
relevant and under-represented features (see also below). 

Returning already at this stage to the first type of questioning, criticism above to the effect that is seems 
pointless to create a thought-experiment that mimics a physical experiment within the field of experimental 
moral philosophy, since you could simply bypass creating and running any thought-experiments and instead 
straight away create and perform the physical experiment. Well firstly, when you initially design a physical 
experiment with the aim of carrying it through at a later stage, you kind of create in your mind something that 
already resembles or at least has many features similar to a thought-experiment. Secondly, the process of 
creating a thought-experiment allows you to reflect over and create the ideal experiment, only restricted by 
limitations you see as warranted (ideal limitations) and this allows for the creation of a thought-experiment that 
it often times would be impossible to mirror in a physical experiment even if you wanted to. This also means 
that the thought-experiment can function as a formulated ideal for the physical study. Hence I think that it is 
very natural within experimental moral philosophy to initially design a thought-experiment and then at a later 
stage, if it is warranted, carry out the physical experiment aiming to mimic central parts of the thought-
experiment according to what is possible from a practical standpoint (resource limitations etc.). Currently from 
this practical standpoint perspective, I for example lack the required research resources (e.g. money, personnel, 
ethical approvals etc.) necessary to perform a physical experiment mimicking the NMCW. This project 
however is also different from simply performing the mirrored physical experiment of the NMCW thought-
experiment and these differences will provide the reader with other “valuables” and “goods”. Firstly, this essay 
consciously attempts to provide insight into the inner workings of physical experiments of this kind, e.g. its 
ethical regulatory framework, detailed descriptions of the different phases of the experiment and attempts are 
also made to both describe the situations and the roles of the investigator and the participants in a way that a 
written article describing a physical experiment published in an empirical research journal would not. Secondly, 
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the thought-experimental design and its detailed description within this essay will hopefully allow for the reader 
himself to run the NMCW thought-experiment and envision what the outcome would be concerning his run of 
the experiment, whereas had I run a physical experiment mimicking the NMCW it might not have been the case 
that such a physical experiment would have ended up becoming the type of experiment that could be easily 
translated into a mirrored thought-experiment that the reader equally well could have run in his, her mind. 
Thirdly, the physical experiment would only have had one participant sample and one outcome and if you wish 
to reiterate the experiment to acquire more evidence, support for a code being put forward or not then you 
would need to perform another physical experiment, which would require a lot of time and additional resources. 
Finally, I see the thought-experiment the NMCW and any future potential physical mirrored experiments of the 
NMCW as having a corroborative and complementary role toward each other and I hence do not think of them 
as being in some competitive mutually exclusive relationship to each other. 

I also thought before we start to discuss the results of the NMCW run, that it would be pertinent to briefly 
recapitulate early on within the Analysis and Discussion section why I created the thought-experiment that I 
did. The inspiration and motivation to create the NMCW came from several sources. Firstly, I found Gert’s and 
Gert’s basic definitional schema of the normative conception of morality as highly interesting and important 
within the field of moral philosophy (1). Secondly, throughout my philosophy studies I have been exposed to 
different thought-experiments concerned with normative morality aimed at investigating the true moral code 
and I had identified three, according to me, under-represented properties and especially so the combination of 
the three properties within these types of thought-experiments, which according to me appeared worthwhile and 
attractive features of experiments aimed at investigating the normative conception of morality. I hence wanted 
to create a thought-experiment which exhibited these properties concurrently to a very high degree. These three 
features were: i) a high degree of aptness for investigating a major part of or the complete normative moral 
code and ii) a high degree of freedom pertaining to the participants, e.g. their actions, thoughts etc., as well as 
iii) a high degree of confidence or warrant concerning what the participants would do, think, feel etc. within the 
thought-experiment. In order to feel confident, warranted in the instantiation of the second and the third 
properties I opted to choose actual persons I know well as my participants and let them have the range of 
freedom they would be expected to have in the actual world (which I consider a high degree of freedom) when I 
put them into specified conditions which very much resemble our actual world, i.e. in this case into a combined 
workshop (workshop from the perspective of the participants) and empirical study (study from the lead 
investigator’s and our perspectives). This allowed me a high degree of warrant and confidence when it came to 
me envisioning what the participants would do in the specified setting while at the same time not introducing a 
high degree of restraint upon the participants’ range of freedom. Part of the reason as to why I ended up 
deciding creating the specified settings mimicking an empirical study within the field of moral experimental 
philosophy was my conviction that experimental moral philosophy, according to me, has an important function 
to fill within moral philosophy generally as well as within philosophical work pertaining to the normative 
conception of morality specifically and the fact that I have professional experience in performing empirical 
research employing adult human subjects (29; 30). Additionally I wanted my thought-experiment to mimic a 
physical study to sort of create a bridge between the fields of more conventional moral philosophy and 
experimental moral philosophy and by doing so create a foundation for follow up studies flowing from more 
conventional moral philosophy into experimental moral philosophy. I also hold that the designed thought-
experimental framework of the NMCW is reasonably charitable toward the normative conception of morality as 
suggested by Gert and Gert (1). For example, I tried to create an experimental design which inside of the 
framework of the experiment (i.e. for example employing actual persons within a combined workshop and 
study resembling workshops and studies in the actual world) did not seem to contain arbitrary and unnecessary 
hinders for the participants to put forward a code and additionally seemed even to in some sense exhibit 
positive factors which could function to facilitate of a code being put forward. This, since actual people do not 
appear to by their own accord, spontaneously to engage in getting together and considering putting forward the 
true normative moral code for them whereas the NMCW experiment actively asks people to do just that. I also 
employed as the investigator of the workshop a normative ethicist who wanted to succeed (or had adopted an 
attitude of wanting to succeed) with getting a code put forward and I allowed him the freedom to continuously 
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communicate with the participants, including providing the participants with different types of suggestions 
aimed at supporting the participants progressing with the workshop and ending up putting forward a code 
together that would apply to them. This as long as those suggestions made by the investigator respected the 
overall framework of the NMCW experimental design, the normative conception as suggested by Gert and 
Gert, the guidelines regulating empirical research and finally that the final individual participants’ decisions 
were final and always trumped the will of the lead investigator in the end (1; 31). In my run of the NMCW 
experiment the lead investigator was a philosopher I know. 

Was the thesis supported and if so how robust was the support? 
If the thesis was supported then it was not the case within my run of the NMCW experiment that most or all of 
the invited participants together put forward the true moral code for them that would apply to them, which was 
such that it covered the major part or the whole part of what the participants themselves considered their moral 
codes to entail. Important elements of what ‘my run of the NMCW experiments’ means is that it had to do with 
me envisioning all adult persons I knew well (n. = 65) becoming the invited participants of the NMCW 
workshop and them grappling with the invitation and the task to together put forward the code as well as my 
employment of a philosopher I know as the lead investigator of the NMCW. Later, below I will discuss whether 
I think the outcome of my run of the NMCW could extend also toward other potential participant samples and 
differing specific settings of the NMCW in comparison to my run of the experiment. I will hence discuss how 
different specific features of the NMCW could be related to or could have influenced the outcome, but now this 
current section only concerns evaluating the support for the thesis within my run of the NMCW experiment. 

I think the investigation convincingly showed that it is not the case that most or all participants would put 
forward a shared moral code that would apply to them. Hence, the thesis of this essay is supported. I did not 
attempt to count exactly how many of the participants that would have rejected going through with the 
workshop and I did not attempt to describe which reason, reasons that would have been the determinants for the 
decision to abort or go through with the workshop for each individual. For a few participants (but only for a 
few) I also admit that I did not feel completely secure in my verdicts of whether they would chose to abort or go 
through with the workshop. But, for the testing of the thesis such a level of detail was not necessary since the 
support for the thesis turned out to be very robust and hence did not hinge on me being able to confidently, 
warrantedly and correctly ascribe to each single participant whether they would have aborted going through 
with the workshop or not. Overall the result that the thesis was supported was however considered robust by 
me, both in the numerical sense that most participants were envisioned as rejecting to put forward the code and 
most of those participants were envisioned by me as being sure, unwavering in their decision to do so and I was 
confident in my envisioning of these participants rejecting going through with the workshop. 

The reasons behind the outcome to abort participation might not even have been completely clear for all of the 
participants themselves and was probably mainly the result of a negative reaction, attitude toward going 
through with the workshop for some participants more so than any determinant explicit reason. That the finding 
that the thesis was supported is robust is supported by the observation that despite the fact that the investigator 
was allowed to try to support and suggest ways for the participants to progress with the workshop and to put 
forward the code it was still the case that the thesis was supported. This as long as the suggestions by the 
investigator respected the overall design of the NMCW experiment, the normative conception as suggested by 
Gert and Gert, the guidelines regulating empirical research and that the participants’ will and decisions always 
would be final and not the investigator’s (1; 31). The first requirement simply relates to the investigator not 
being allowed to create an experiment, which would be so different it would seem to be a new, another 
experiment and not the NMCW. The second requirement is in place because this essay is an investigation into 
and also given (except for parts of the essay where I specifically question, discuss the conception of normative 
morality as suggested by Gert and Gert) the conception of normative morality according to Gert and Gert (1). 
The third and the fourth requirements are partly interconnected and it has to do with the NMCW experiment 
being aimed at mimicking an empirical study (31). The two last requirements also has to do with the NMCW 
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experimental design being aimed at exhibiting a very high degree of participant range of freedom and the fact 
that the ethical guidelines of empirical studies for example include voluntary participation (31). Also any 
involuntary putting forward of a code by the participants which would apply to them, would not seem 
particularly conducive to putting forward, i.e. endorsing and embracing the true moral code for them. In 
addition, forcing the participants to put forward the code, I believe, goes against the “spirit” of the normative 
conception of morality according to Gert and Gert (1). Just looking at the situation from a common-sense, 
layman perspective it would seem to most people, I predict, that since the code would apply to the participants 
that they themselves in the end ought to be the final judges of whether they wanted to put forward the code or 
not as well as how they ought to view that code (including its nature) and what that code ought to entail. 

Below will follow a condensed overview together with some commentary of the reasons identified for putting 
forward the code as well as the reasons for not putting forward the code, with the aim of demonstrating, just 
how robust the conclusion is that it was not the case that most or all of the invited participants decided to put 
forward the code. Initially, I envisioned that a substantial portion of the participants within the thought-
experiment who were asked to take part within the workshop would have rejected the invitation straight away 
(i.e. rejected further participation at the invitational stage of the NMCW workshop) simply out of lack of 
interest or they felt they just wanted to go about their business as usual or that this was not something for them 
and the like. Just to clarify, these persons who rejected coming to the island to take further part in the workshop 
are still considered as participants within the NMCW thought-experiment and as such are part of the relevant 
sample of participants who decided whether the thesis was supported or not. By me simply introducing them as 
participants into the thought-experiment these individuals are equally as much part of the participant sample of 
the NMCW thought-experiment as those individuals who accepted coming to the island. I also envisioned that 
the participants who arrived at the island after receiving more detailed information about the workshop and 
having been asked to put forward the true moral code for them which would apply to them, would commonly 
have responded that they felt happy with their pre-workshop moralities and in addition felt that their moral 
convictions for the most part also seemed warranted to them and hence had no need nor any interest to follow 
through with the workshop. An equally important and common reason as to why participants chose not to go 
through with the workshop would be the lack of any perceived important positive reason for going through with 
the workshop. Some participants would also hold that according to their morality it is not within their rights or 
powers, capabilities to simply make a joint decision together with the other participants on what the true moral 
code is for them. Hence, they could not see any significant reasons for taking part within the workshop and 
would have several reasons for not taking part and since the participation rested on voluntariness they not have 
chosen to go through with the workshop. The above description captures in general the “early on” positions and 
attitudes of most of the participants included within the thought-experiment. 

The strengths or robustness of these early reasons against going through with the workshop (i.e. reasons against 
putting forward the code) exhibited by the participants were then according to the experimental design allowed 
to be tested, challenged by allowing the investigator to formulate a number of different approaches, types of 
suggestions aimed at supporting, or “gently nudging” the participants to decide to go through with the 
workshop. These suggestions would however only have been received, listened to by the participants who had 
not already decided to extract themselves from the workshop, from the situation and hence were still open to 
listening to more of what the investigator had to say. Through the continuous discourse that ensued between the 
investigator and the participants as well as between the participants themselves, the participants also became 
aware of or acquired further reasons which weighed in on whether they should put forward the code or not, with 
most of those reasons further supporting aborting the workshop, resulting in even more participants deciding 
not to put forward the code.  

The approaches by the lead investigator mainly consisted of two kinds, with one kind consisting of attempting 
to influence how the participants thought about their moralities and the code to be put forward and with the 
second type of approaches consisting in modulating the NMCW to make it more palatable and easier for the 
participants to carry it through. Remember also that none of these approaches would have been able to exert an 
influence on those participants who did not even wish to accept the invitation to the workshop at the island 
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since these discussions between the lead investigator and the participants would simply not have taken place at 
the invitational stage of an empirical study and neither was this the case within my run of the NMCW. 
Discounting this fact however, I do not think the approaches by the investigator would have been particularly 
effective in trying to sway those participants who did not even wish to accept the invitation to come to the 
island, to decide to put forward the code. Anyway, let us recapitulate on the approaches by the lead investigator 
and the outcomes of those suggestions as they relate to the thesis. The below will mainly consist of providing 
the reader brief reminders concerning what these approaches concerned and I refer to the run of the experiment 
within the Background section for the complete exposition and explanation what these approaches entailed and 
how the investigator constructed and communicated his suggestions to the participants. The first approach of 
the investigator was the minimalist approach where the investigator suggested that morality only had a rather 
limited extension, so let us not make such a big deal out of putting forward this true moral code since the code 
would only regulate a rather limited area of our lives, the investigator could argue. Many participants however, 
I envisioned disagreeing with this limited extension concerning their moral codes and that most participants 
additionally thought that they had a “pretty good idea” of what morality concerns, is about. Sure, as a 
philosopher, the investigator could still think those participants are simply mistaken concerning the extension of 
morality but the participants within the NMCW will be the ones having the final say on what for example the 
terms ‘morality’ and the ‘moral code’ concern, extend to and I have previously covered the reasons as to why. 
Secondly, I envisioned another approach by the investigator being the moral error ascription approach 
suggesting that most likely what the participants conceive morality to be about as well as the moral codes that 
people generally subscribe to are largely false or have little to nothing to do with true morality (I also 
considered my participant sample to mainly consist of “common” or “people in general” individuals). The 
investigator then pointed out the lack of universality and the degree of variability that exist among the 
moralities of different societies and individuals globally with many moral convictions most likely being 
contradictory. But, then if we know that our “old moralities” are mostly false or misguided concerning what 
true morality entails, then what do you as participants have to lose by putting the code forward and additionally 
you could through this opportunity even gain a much “better and truer” new moral code the lead investigator 
could suggest to the participants. Most participants, among those still at the workshop, would have agreed after 
discussing the investigators suggestions that there exist universal “oughts” which they thought applied to 
everybody and that there seem to be a lack of universality within the moralities of different societies and a 
rather high degree of moral code variability such that some persons and societies seem to subscribe to false 
moral codes.  These observations did not however provide them with strong enough reasons for them to think 
that they are no longer warranted in their moralities. Ways of making the participants consider putting forward 
the code more attractive, would be for the investigator to suggest ways to modify the workshop somewhat in 
order to decrease any potential costs of taking part. This group of suggestions by the investigator was denoted 
the limiting what is at stake approach. This included the investigator agreeing to assure the participants that the 
code would only apply to those among the participants who decided to put forward the code and that the 
application of the code would not be irrevocable by nature and additionally that those who put forward the code 
would be allowed to also individually subscribe to pre-workshop moral convictions, codes as long as they did 
not contradict the code put forward or they could trump the put forward code. There were anticipated costs 
associated with putting forward the code. For example, some participants would be anticipated to question their 
rights to unilaterally just adopt a new set of moral codes. Some induced anxiety and stress if the participants 
were to put forward the code would also be anticipated due to potential tensions between their old moral 
identity and codes and the newly put forward code. In addition, there would most likely be some difficulties 
upon returning to their pre-workshop social contexts in the form of morally based clashes between the 
participants and their new moralities and the people they commonly interact with, with their unchanged 
moralities. I also entertained the possibility, although not a possibility part of the NMCW design proper, that 
the investigator could at least offer them the opportunity of becoming the citizens of the “new-moral-island-
nation” with the help of funding from an eccentric billionaire or the United Nations. This offer from the lead 
investigator was not really something I envisioned as taking place within the NMCW since the resources 
needed to make such offers to participants do not normally come with performing empirical research, but 
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instead I merely entertained this possibility as a “counterfactual envisioning”, as a way to envision what could 
potentially be done to decrease the cost of putting forward the code that additionally cannot be said to be a 
complete impossibility in the actual world or in a world resembling the actual world, i.e. the establishment of a  
“new-moral-island-nation” as described above is not an impossibility in our actual world as I see things. 
Choosing to become a citizen for the participants of this new nation, society subscribing to their put forward 
moral code and living in that new nation was however associated with other costs in turn. All of these cost-
reducing efforts on behalf of the investigator were however envisioned to fail to convince most participants to 
reconsider participation simply because they did not provide the participants with any strong positive reasons as 
to why they should put forward the code, but simply attempted to decrease the strengths of the reasons which 
supported abandoning the workshop. It should be pointed out though that the NMCW thought-experiment could 
not be made completely “cost-free” for those participants who were considering to decide to put forward the 
code and that some of the costs associated with putting forward the code emanate from the specified settings of 
the NMCW experimental design and as such there is at least one reason against putting forward the code which 
to some extent could be claimed to be “built in” into the specified settings of the NMCW. It should however 
also be clear enough, that this single reason against putting forward the code is not on its own the reason for the 
thesis being supported such that if the cost-reason was or could be subtracted from the reasons for and against 
putting forward the code considered by the participants then the thesis would have been rejected. This, 
especially since the participants seemed to lack any strong positive reasons to put the code forward. The 
investigator could also make participation potentially more palatable by suggesting ways to modify the process 
by which the participants would be putting forward the code, an approach denoted the making participation 
more agreeable through modifying the process of putting forward the code approach. Opting for discussions 
and negotiations between the participants when deciding on which code to put forward would for example, 
definitely seem more agreeable to the participants compared to simply having a majority vote settle what code 
that ought to be put forward. They could also pay attention to what moral code each individual participant 
wished would be put forward and look for a common denominator code or the least demanding code etc. as part 
of the process by which to get to a code that would have increased support by more participants. I still 
envisioned many participants being of the conviction (consciously or subconsciously) that morality is not solely 
constructed and made true by them simply deciding on the matter and this code within the current workshop 
would become their true morality through such a process it would seem to many. Some participants would also 
point out that although identifying and putting forward common-denominator or least demanding codes 
possibly would be apt procedures in order arrive at the outcome of putting forward a code, it could seem as if 
these procedures were less apt or inappropriate for putting forward the true moral code (see the run of the 
experiment within the Background section for more details as to why). Additionally, such codes would for 
many participants likely not cover the major or the whole part of what the participants would consider their 
individual moral codes to cover which was a requirement that needed to be satisfied for putting forward the 
code. Another reason as to why the participants did not feel confident and attracted toward putting forward the 
code could very well be due to the fact that not all invited participants were apt individuals for putting forward 
the code. This was also suggested by the investigator and I envisioned many participants in principle agreeing 
with him. It turned out that the participants needed to decide on the qualifying criteria of the participants to put 
forward the criteria for being allowed to put forward the code in addition to the criteria for being allowed to put 
forward the code, i.e. they needed to decide on the criteria entailed within two sets of qualifications or filters 
(the criteria of the two filters could be identical but might not be and this issue was left out of the investigation 
due to space limitations). Although, this suggestion seemed warranted by the participants many of them were 
envisioned as considering all or most of the participants either qualified or disqualified for these tasks since 
they would have considered most or all participants as rather similar to each other, in the sense that most or all 
participants would by most or all other participants be seen as normal, reasonable, relatively intelligent adults. I 
also leaned toward envisioning that most participants would in the end consider most of the participants as 
being disqualified for this task rather than them considering most of the participants being qualified for the task. 
Regardless, in the end most of the few remaining participants who still were open to putting forward the code 
would not have felt warranted enough in their beliefs that they had identified the right criteria and that they 
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additionally would have been able to identify the participants who would have fulfilled those criteria, to provide 
them with enough warrant in their beliefs that the truly apt individuals would be putting forward the code and 
that this code would be the true moral code for them, in order for them to decide to go through with this 
workshop. Since taking part in putting forward the code rested on a voluntary basis, some highly reflective 
participants also realized and pointed out that all participants who ultimately would decide to put forward the 
code would all exhibit the property of ‘wanting to participate’, which very well could end up functioning as a 
confounder of the process of putting forward the true moral code (see the run of the experiment within the 
Background section above concerning how and why), which would give those who wanted to put forward a 
code a reason to distrust the aptness for the task of the sub-sample which wanted to put forward the code, 
including themselves. 

I am hoping the above will show convincingly to the readers of this essay that my conclusion that the thesis is 
supported is indeed a warranted one. Hence, it was clearly not the case that most or all participants decided to 
together put forward the code within my run of the NMCW experiment. 

Discussing some selected salient features of the NMCW including how 
they could relate the outcome of the experiment 
The core aim of this essay have now been fulfilled above in that I have analyzed and the discussed my run of the NMCW 
experiment and found that it was not the case that most or all of the participants decided to put forward the code, i.e. the 
thesis was supported. This analysis included me identifying reasons as to why the thesis was supported and not only me 
concluding that the thesis was supported. I also evaluated the strength of the support for the conclusion that the thesis was 
supported and I found the support robust. Below I will now proceed with attempting to fulfill the stated minor aims of the 
essay, which radiate out of the core aim. Since the NMCW is a newly designed thought-experiment it would seem 
warranted to not only address the outcome of the experiment and its robustness but also to take a closer look at some 
select salient features of the experimental design including how such features could relate to the outcome of the 
experiment. These minor aims include for example, discussing the potential extension of my finding pertaining to the 
outcome of the experiment, e.g. whether I think the outcome of my run of the thought-experiment would still had been the 
same (or similar) had the sample of the participants been different as well as had some selected acceptable modifications 
(i.e. minor modifications which would still fit within the overall framework of the NMCW) been made to some salient 
features of the original NMCW design. I am also going to discuss some select salient features of the NMCW to address 
whether the NMCW thought-experiment should be considered a sound and apt experiment or whether there are reasons to 
believe that the experiment and hence its outcome is unsound, flawed and consequently ought not be given any weight or 
consideration within the larger investigative project of the normative moral code employing experiments. I want to 
emphasize that I only aim to discuss some selected salient candidate features of the NMCW here, since the list of 
potential features that could have been discussed below could have be made very extensive. I will additionally only 
selectively discuss some interesting aspect of those features that I elect to discuss. Hence concerning the below analysis 
and discussion under this heading, concerning this broad topic I make no claims to be systematic nor complete, but rather 
I attempt to point to examples of features of the NMCW worthy of scrutiny and discussion. Below, I have elected to 
discuss some interesting and relevant aspect of seven salient features, including the three under-represented features (or so 
I claimed) of the NMCW under seven separate sub-headings. 

After these seven salient features of the NMCW have been discussed I will finish off this essay with the final section of 
the Analysis and Discussion entailing some final reflections, future directions and concluding remarks. This final section 
will be devoted to discussing some select aspects of what the NMCW and its outcome could be taken so say or mean 
concerning the normative conception of morality according to Gert and Gert (1). This discussion was also listed as one of 
the minor aims of the essay. This final section also contains some future directions on how thought-experiments like the 
NMCW could be used to advance the investigative project into normative morality employing experiments and what kind 
of philosophical work pertaining to investigating normative morality that I wish to see more of in the future. Finally, the 
last paragraph of this essay will be devoted to briefly recapitulating on some select aspects and conclusions of this whole 
project, i.e. some “recapitulatory” concluding remarks. 
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The salient feature of the NMCW concerning which sample of participants that ought to be included 
when running the experiment 

This feature pertains narrowly, specifically to the properties of my participants sample within my run of the NMCW and 
more broadly, generally the selection criteria of the participant sample entailed within the NMCW experimental design 
when anyone aims to run the NMCW experiment. This since the selection criteria within the design of the NMCW 
influences the properties of the participant sample in general, in every case. The inclusion criteria for selecting the 
participant sample for those who have forgotten it, were (all) adult actual humans that the thought-experimenter knew 
well. An interesting question associated with this salient feature of the NMCW experimental design pertaining to the 
outcome of my run of the NMCW is whether the finding that it was not the case that most or all participants would put 
forward the code within my sample also could be expected or predicted to extend to other samples consisting of other 
actual adult persons of the human kind? When discussing this issue I have decided to entertain both employing known as 
well as unknown samples of adult actual humans from the perspective of the thought-experimenter, in order to allow for a 
greater degree of participant sample variation, but just keep in mind that whether the samples are known or unknown will 
affect the experimenter’s degree of warrant in his claim as to the outcome of the thought-experiment, i.e. a code being put 
forward by the participants or not. Also, remember, that allowing for unknown participants into the participant sample I 
consider to be an unacceptable modification of the NMCW experiment, since it does not respect or keep in line with one 
rather central commitment of the NMCW, i.e. that of designing an experiment which exhibited the property of having a 
very high degree of warrant from the thought-experimenter’s perspective pertaining to what the participants would do 
within the experimental setting. Well to start off, I have no convincing reason to believe that my invited participants are 
extraordinary concerning properties that could potentially significantly affect the outcome of the NMCW. One could even 
argue that since all participants were Swedes, that they could be expected to exhibit more frequently shared moral 
convictions which could potentially be conducive toward putting forward a code together, in comparison to a participant 
sample being selected from very different cultures and areas of the world. Also, the robustness of the outcome pertaining 
to my employed sample of participants as described above, i.e. it being the case that I was not even “close” (neither 
‘numerically’ as the fraction of participants being envisioned for or against putting forward the code or as a measure of 
the weight of the reasons and motivations for or against putting forward the code intra-individually for each participant) 
whether most or all of the participants would or would not put forward the code together, could be taken to support that 
the outcome would very likely be the same or similar also when varying the participant samples. You would as the reader 
be right however to point out that my way of selecting the sample, i.e. selecting the persons that I happened to know 
sufficiently well, would not be the best way to try to ensure maximal representativity toward the general population from 
which the sample was selected (15; 16; 17; 32). The best way to ensure a high degree of representativity of a sample 
would be to randomly select persons belonging to the relevant general population, for example through the population 
registry combined with a randomization procedure in place. There are no one fixed number of randomly selected study 
participants that would be a sufficient number for all kinds of study designs to ensure, guarantee a sufficient degree of 
representativity of a sample toward the relevant general population that one wishes to be able to extrapolate to, but 30 or 
more subjects is commonly used a rule of thumb for having a sufficiently (or minimally sufficiently) large sample of 
participants and this rule of thumb is tied to something called the central limit theorem which I will not however expound 
upon within this essay (15pp.84,85; 32pp.72,73). Remember that I considered knowing well 65 subjects and knowing 18 
subjects very well which were two participant samples that I employed within my runs of the NMCW experiment (I ran 
different versions of the NMCW, see the Background section) with the larger participant sample being the default, 
standard sample which was employed within the run of the NMCW experiment that I have described above under the 
heading of “running the NMCW experiment” within the Background section. But, even if I did employ way more subjects 
(n. = 65) than the cut-off often used of including 30 or more participants, this is a cut-off in order to try to secure 
representativity that only has relevancy (“that only works”) if the selection was random, and again my selection procedure 
of the participants was not random. Using this procedure however (a random selection procedure) you would not know all 
of these subjects well enough (most likely not at all) to be warranted to a very high degree in your beliefs concerning 
what these participants would do within the thought-experiment. You might be warranted to some extent as to how you 
envision these most likely unknown subjects thinking and acting within the NMCW, but you would not be warranted to 
the degree that the NMCW design aims to secure. The random selection procedure to ensure a very high degree of 
representativity could however perhaps be added together with some empirical research such that after the random 
selection procedure we could ask those selected if we could get to know them well enough so that when we include them 
into our thought-experiment, the NMCW, we would have a very high degree of warrant concerning what the participants 
would do within the thought-experimental setting. This combined procedure could allow for a greater degree of 
representativity toward the general population from where the sample was extracted as well as ensure a high degree of 
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warrant concerning what we envision those participants as doing with the NMCW thought-experiment. Another approach, 
which however is quite different, would be to ask the randomly selected participants to imagine what they would do in a 
setting like the NMCW. These two latter approaches would hence combine traditional armchair philosophy with an 
empirical research component in possibly a fruitful way, but again the present project was purely a thought-experimental 
approach without any empirical research components. 

But, what if the sample you employed within the thought-experiment happened to subscribe to the same moral code such 
that at least the major part of what they considered their moral codes to entail were the same over all participants (or at 
least over most of the participants)? Would these subjects then not together put forward the true moral code for them? 
Before I address this interesting question I want to make the reader aware of that my included sample of participants did 
not seem to have such a high degree of their moral codes overlapping such that this situation could have emerged. Moving 
on, well, as I claimed the investigation showed that the participants would still lack strong positive reasons to put the code 
forward and would still have some reasons to abort participation even if they happened to have moral codes with a very 
high degree of overlap, most likely resulting in it not being the case that most or all participants would decide to put 
forward the code. But, let us entertain the possibility that in deed in this case a code is put forward within this sample with 
a very high degree of moral code overlap and if then the determinant factor for putting the code forward was their high 
degree of overlap in their moralities then the opposite outcome would be predicted or envisioned as soon as the thought-
experimental sample happened not to show this very high degree of moral code overlap within the NMCW. Then if that is 
the case, when the participant samples employed within the NMCW experimental runs would become large, the 
variability concerning the participants’ moral codes would most likely increase and the overlap in the moral codes 
between the participants would most likely decrease and the likelihood of there being a code put forward would decrease 
if the determinant factor for getting a code put forward would be a very high degree of moral code overlap among the 
participants within the NMCW. The variability among the participants’ moral codes within the NMCW would also be 
expected to increase if the sample consisted of persons from different cultures and from different regions of the world. 
The reasoning above should be taken as an empirical prediction only, and not as some logical conclusion, and rests on me 
perceiving it to be the case that a sample consisting for example of all adult actual persons currently living globally would 
seem to exhibit a high degree of moral code variability if as within the NMCW setting the degree of moral code 
variability is a function of all participants individually being the final arbiters of what their moral codes entail and is not 
to be determined by some observing third party “moral expert”. As a natural first step though, to assess whether the 
outcome of my sample and my run of the thought-experiment extends to other samples or not, I would like the readers 
themselves to run the thought-experiment and employ those persons they think they know well enough as the participant 
sample. Another reflection pertaining to the issue of varying the participant sample would be that it could potentially have 
been a deterring reason for putting forward the code that my sample consisted of so few individuals since the task of 
putting forward the true moral code for them could possibly have felt a little bit overwhelming given that they were only a 
couple of Swedes on an island and this feeling among the participants could potentially have been diminished among the 
participants had the sample consisted of for example the “whole of humanity”, in this case all actual adults currently in 
existence. This since, if the “whole of humanity” had attended the NMCW it is possible that the group as a whole would 
have felt more confidence in the abilities of the collective as well as possibly a greater sense of legitimacy with respect to 
the task given by the investigator as compared to how my participants felt about it. But again, since the putting forward of 
the code also for these participants (the sample of the “whole of humanity”) would have rested on voluntariness and I still 
predict most participants would have less strong reasons to put forward the code than reasons for aborting participation 
with the additional complication of the predicted increased moral code variability between the participants. Consequently, 
I hold it would not be the case that the whole or most of humanity would together put forward the code that would apply 
to it. Remember again, that a large portion of humanity most likely would not even accept the invitation to the island and 
I predicted or envisioned a loss of 25-50% of my Swedish participant sample already at this invitational stage. One could 
however possibly contend that the realization among some invited participants that the “whole of humanity” had been 
invited to the NMCW could provide some of them with an increased motivation to accept to attend the workshop, but you 
could easily also argue for the case that such a big potential gathering of people would render some with reasons for not 
wanting to attend. 

Above, I have discussed the potential extension of my finding within my run of the NMCW that is was not the case that 
most or all participants decided to put forward the code together by entertaining other potential samples of participants 
who were known as well as unknown actual adult humans from the perspective of the thought-experimenter. These types 
of investigations, discussion could me made very extensive and the above only serves as an illustration of such a 
discussion since I have not for example discussed potential samples enriched for different kinds of potentially relevant 
characteristics such as being highly intelligent, being a very “moral” person or being some kind of “moral expert” (e.g. 
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people who work in areas involving moral decision making, evaluations) etc. and neither have I entertained the possibility 
of employing non-human persons as participants as well as how such participant samples could potentially affect, 
influence the outcome of a code being or not being put forward. Below, I will however comment on some of these 
characteristics as it pertains to participants within experiments aimed at investigating the normative moral code. Further, 
one apparent weakness of the NMCW experiment as it pertains to the participant inclusion criteria is that if you hardly 
know anyone well, then you might not be able to run the thought-experiment. I also highlighted the fact that the 
somewhat unusual inclusion criterion that the thought-experimenters had to know the participants well enough before 
entering them into the NMCW experiment meant that one has to accept a potentially decreased degree of representativity 
toward the general population from where the sample was extracted in comparison to randomly selecting subjects form 
said general population. This is something that I was aware of and thought of as an acceptable trade-off, if you wish, since 
the inclusion criterion is connected to securing that the NMCW exhibited the under-represented feature of the thought-
experimenter having a very high degree of warrant in his envisioning concerning what the participants would do and think 
within the experiment. Finally, I do not see how this salient feature of the NMCW, i.e. the selection criteria of the 
participant sample entailed within the NMCW design nor the specific properties of my participant sample ought to render 
the NMCW experiment inapt or unsound as an experiment aimed at investigating normative morality according to Gert’s 
and Gert’s basic definitional schema, in any apparent and straightforward fashion, but we will return to these types of 
issues later within the Analysis and Discussion below (1). 

The salient feature of asking the participants to put forward a moral code such that it covers a major or 
complete part of what they consider their moral codes to entail 

One of three features according to me under-represented in thought-experiments investigating the moral code, 
normatively speaking, that I wanted to incorporate into the thought-experiment, the NMCW, was that of a thought-
experiment directed toward or apt for investigating a major part of or the complete moral code, instead of designing a 
thought-experiment with a very narrow moral scope, e.g. a thought-experiment aimed to investigate one single moral 
principle or one higher order moral belief. But, could it be argued that it is somehow problematic to ask of the participants 
to put forward together a code which covered a major part of what they considered their moral codes to entail? Perhaps I 
have required too much from them, the task simply felt overwhelming to them or it was simply too difficult for them? 
Well, as I have discussed above most participants would still have had several other reasons to abort putting forward the 
code and most participants would have had no strong positive reasons to go through with the workshop. Also, this more 
detailed information concerning the putting forward of the code would not have been shared with the participants at the 
invitational stage due to the commitment of the NMCW to mimic an empirical study as much as possible and hence many 
would have aborted the workshop prior to receiving this potentially burdensome information which they would have 
received when they would had arrived at the island (see the Background section). Removing this requirement and 
allowing the participants, for example to put forward any minimal or obscure moral code together would be a cost-
reducing modification of the workshop in case the task felt burdensome or difficult to perform but would still not provide 
the participants with any significant positive reason to go through with the workshop. Below, within a specific sub-section 
I discuss potential costs of going through with the workshop and I argue when it comes to the issue of costs pertaining to 
the workshop, that naturally occurring costs or obstacles associated with putting forward the code ought not to be 
artificially excisioned out of a thought-experiment which is committed to a high degree of realism (i.e. resembling the 
actual world) such as the NMCW, since it employs actual people in circumstances close to our actual world and 
experiences and is supposed to mimic an actual empirical study. Also, I do not see the outcome of the NMCW as 
changing by for example enabling the participants to stay and work at the island as long as they needed to, with 
appropriate compensations (i.e. not to a level which could be considered bribery but for example the investigator at the 
very least helping out with any impracticalities and compensating for loss of income etc.) in order secure whatever 
practical resources that seems necessary for the task at hand, i.e. for the participants to be able to decide to put or not put 
forward a specific moral code covering minimally a major part of what they consider their moral codes to entail. Neither, 
do I see the outcome changing by modifying the workshop such that they would be allowed to have multiple meet-ups 
over an extended period of time to be able to work through any and all issues they felt they needed to work through within 
the workshop. Above, I also discussed the outcome of the experiment in relation to varying the participant samples and I 
even entertained for example inviting the “whole of humanity”, i.e. all currently living adults. This I envisioned could 
have resulted in the participants possibly feeling less overwhelmed and feeling a higher degree of legitimization with 
respect to the task, but inviting the “whole of humanity” according to my envisioning would still have resulted in the 
thesis being supported. Finally, the normative conception of morality according to Gert and Gert, does not entail or 
provide us with information to the effect that it would be unacceptable to ask of normal persons (who would be expected 
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to exhibit normal degrees of rationality and reasonableness) to together put forward the true moral code for them which 
would cover more than a minor portion of what they consider their moral codes to entail. I actually lean toward the 
opposite view that you would need some further reason in order to justify that the participants should only be concerned 
with and allowed to consider some defined limited part of what they consider morality to entail when they are to be 
envisioned in for example different thought-experimental settings. Anyway, there are still many types of criticisms that 
could be brought up concerning the NMCW and the envisioned outcome of the workshop, e.g. the participants were not 
apt to put forward the code for some reason, the conditions within the NMCW were not plausible or conducive enough for 
putting forward the code and so forth. This section only discussed whether the salient feature of asking the participants to 
together put forward a moral code that minimally covered the major part of what they considered their moral codes to 
entail was an acceptable feature of the NMCW or not and how that feature could have been related to the outcome of the 
workshop. In conclusion, I do not see how this salient feature of the NMCW ought to render the NMCW experiment inapt 
or unsound as an experiment aimed at investigating normative morality according to Gert’s and Gert’s basic definitional 
schema, but I am open to the criticism that the task might have been perceived as challenging and as one that would have 
been perceived as requiring efforts on the participants’ behalves. Removing or significantly modifying this salient feature 
of the NMCW would not be an option regardless, since the experiment was specifically designed to exhibit this features 
as it was one of the three under-represented features that I wanted my experiment to exhibit to a high degree. 

The salient feature of a very high degree of participant range of freedom within the NMCW 

Another of the three features according to me under-represented in thought-experiments investigating the moral code, 
normatively speaking, that I wanted to incorporate into the thought-experiment was to provide the participants with a very 
high degree of freedom, i.e. range of freedom pertaining to their thinking, actions behavior, feelings and so on. More 
specifically, the range of freedom that actual persons would expect to have and be allowed to have within the setting, the 
scenario of the thought-experiment, i.e. the range of freedom of participants in actual empirical studies. The scenario of 
the NMCW workshop lends it well toward allowing for a multitude of different attitudes, reactions, actions and ways of 
thinking on behalf of the participants. This, could be contrasted to thought-experimental scenarios in moral philosophy 
which oftentimes are of the form that the participants have to perform, choose between action x or y or the participants are 
simply expected, assumed to perform an action without allowing them to consider not doing the action in question and the 
like (7; 23; 24; 25; 26; 27; 28). Within this sub-section I have also decided to comment on the quite free role of the lead 
investigator, the philosopher envisioned as being in charge of the NMCW although he is strictly speaking not considered 
as a participant of the workshop, of the NMCW. 

So in order to truly be able to envision a wide range of actions, behaviors and ways of reasoning among the participants 
the thought-experiment must have a low degree of action-restraining requirements placed upon the participants and the 
scenario should be allowing for a wide array of relevant actions and behaviors. I think the NMCW exhibited a very high 
degree of freedom pertaining to the participants and this was one of the goals of the experimental design. A thought-
experiment such as the NMCW with a commitment to a high degree of realism, i.e. employing actual persons in settings 
close to our actual world and our experiences, ought to exhibit a range of freedom pertaining to the participants which 
likewise is realistic and is not decreased by introducing seemingly artificial or unrealistic restraints on the participants 
range of freedom once they are “inserted” into the thought-experiment. Again as a contrast, in Rawls’ OP the 
representatives of the citizens seem to be assumed to all want to or have to put forward some normative moral code 
concerning how the citizens should interact and cooperate fairly in society (7pp.14-17,80-132). The representatives are 
also assumed to all agree to choose the normative principles that they do from a list of principles (provided to them by the 
thought-experimenter) or at least Rawls omits seriously discussing and justifying why the representatives would or would 
have to choose some principles at all and to some extent also why they would all agree to opt for the same principles 
(7pp.14-17,80-132). Is it not obvious then that the outcome of the thought-experiment the OP would be such that there 
would be a code put forward together by all participants? I have at least tried within the NMCW to seriously consider 
both that a code would be put forward and that it might be that, that would not be the case. Similarly in Dworkin’s CSA 
experiment, all stranded islanders are simply assumed to all agree or have to agree to attend the auction with clam-shells 
as the buying chips and hence support, accept the rules of the auction introduced already by the designer of the thought-
experiment and the auction rules are not seen as or considered as created and opted for by the participants themselves and 
additionally they all together agree on the outcome of the auction (27pp.356-363). It is no wonder then why there is an 
outcome endorsed by all participants also within Dworkin’s thought-experiment. Before, you as the reader attack my 
potentially rather simplistic and uncharitable analyses of these aspects of Rawls’ and Dworkin’s thought-experiments, I 
am not saying that Rawls and Dworkin have created faulty, deficient experiments. This, since they could very well defend 
themselves by claiming that they merely created the experiments to illustrate why the moral codes they support ought to 
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have been chosen by the participants or that the thought-experiments only serve the purposes of illustrations or “intuition-
pumps” and so on. My aim and position is not at all to try to invalidate Rawls’ and Dworkin’s thought-experiments, but I 
employ their famous thought-experiments to illustrate that the degree of freedom of actions, attitudes and reactions etc. 
that the participants are allowed to have within an experimental setting could influence whether the participants together 
would decide to put forward a moral code or not or whether they would or would not decide to act in accordance with 
some underlying moral principles or not. The difference in the degrees of freedom of my participants as compared to the 
ranges of freedom of the participants included within Rawls’ and Dworkin’s thought-experiments could very well be a 
significant factor as to why I envision within the NMCW that it would not be the case that all or most participants 
together would put forward a moral code. Had I decided that the participants within the NMCW had to put forward the 
code, the outcome would obviously have been that they would have put forward a code but such a modification of the 
experimental design would not have be an acceptable modification of the NMCW since the salient feature of the 
participants’ having a very high degree of the participant range of freedom was one of the under-represented features that 
I had set out to build into the NMCW experiment. These differences between the NMCW versus the OP and the CSA I 
think is an illustration as to why it is worthwhile to design a multitude of different types of thought-experiments. Some 
readers might doubt though that my participants were that “free” after all. This since, I employed identified actual people 
without stripping them of any features prior to “entering them” into the thought-experiment, for example not subtracting 
from them some of their experiences, memories and moral beliefs and that this “introduces” some form of “restraint” 
upon the participants within the NMCW and this feature of the thought-experiment will be discussed within the next 
paragraph below. To conclude this sub-section however, I do not see how this salient feature of the NMCW ought to 
render the NMCW experiment inapt or unsound as an experiment aimed at investigating normative morality according to 
Gert’s and Gert’s basic definitional schema in any apparent and straightforward fashion (1). So I am of the opinion that 
the NMCW experiment ought not to be considered an experiment that is fundamentally flawed based on it exhibiting this 
under-represented feature, but the feature of the participants having a very high degree of range of freedom certainly 
seems to come at a “cost”. A trade-off has to be made it would seem, in that by allowing the participants such high degree 
of freedom one also has to allow for a great degree of variability concerning what different thought-experimenters 
envision as happening when they run their respective NMCW experiments.  

Also the lead investigator, the moral philosopher (whether an identified actual philosopher or a philosopher in “general, in 
the abstract”) was given quite a high degree of range of freedom within the NMCW experimental design such that he, she 
was allowed to suggest to the participants ways of thinking and performing the workshop supporting or “gently nudging” 
the participants to ultimately decide to put forward the code. Remember that the reason why the lead investigator was 
allowed to make suggestions as to how to potentially proceed toward putting forward the code was to design an 
experiment which was charitable toward a code being put forward. It was also in the same vein decided that the lead 
investigator was not only allowed to make suggestions to the participants supporting getting a code put forward, since 
additionally he had to either want to get a code put forward or decide to adopt an attitude of wanting to get a code put 
forward, all while him still being aware of and respecting the conception of normative morality and its code according to 
Gert and Gert (1). The lead investigator also had to respect that the participants had the final say concerning his 
suggestions. The lead investigator’s range of freedom was also somewhat restricted in that he additionally had to abide by 
the ethical guidelines of empirical research and act according to his professional role generally and his suggestion to the 
participants finally also had to respect the overall central frame-work of the NMCW experimental design (see the 
Background section for further detail concerning the freedoms and restrictions of the lead investigator). Still, I consider 
the lead investigator’s range of freedom to be high within the NMCW design, since he could for example only had been 
allowed to deliver and possibly also explain the task of the workshop to the participants, where after he would have to 
extract himself from further communication with the participants.  

All in all, this high degree of range of freedom pertaining to the participants but also the quite free role of the lead 
investigator could very well mean that when other thought-experimenters run the NMCW experiment they might not 
envision any or hardly any of the events that I envisioned as taking place. This degree of expected variability pertaining to 
what is envisioned as happening between different thought-experimenters when running the experiment could be 
interpreted as a weakness of the NMCW. I still think however, that given the settings of the experiment that still exist 
which provide a framework that all the variability must be contained within (that the variability must “respect”) such that 
there is a specified task provided to a specified set of participants and that the outcome to be elucidated simply is whether 
most or all would decide to together put forward a code or not that would apply to them, that this expected degree of 
variability between different runs of the experiment is an acceptable one and a trade-off that simply seems to be necessary 
if you wish to design thought-experiments with a very high degree of participants range of freedom. I do admit this degree 
of participants’ range of freedom is unusual within experiments in moral philosophy and experimental moral philosophy, 
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but that is sort of the point, that this is an under-represented feature of experiments aimed at investigating normative 
morality. Regardless, one obvious way to modify the NMCW experimental design which would decrease the expected 
variability significantly would be for the lead investigator to simply deliver the task to the participants and explain the 
task once they had arrived at the island and then he, she would have to extract himself, herself from the workshop and 
leave the participants to their own devices. This variant of the NMCW experimental design would very likely be less 
demanding to envision, to run by the thought-experimenter as it would be a much less complex thought-experiment, 
which is a plus. This experimental variant would also most likely exhibit much less variability between different runs of 
the thought-experiment between different thought-experimenters, but it would be less charitable toward getting a code put 
forward and less charitable toward Gert’s and Gert’s conception of normative morality and hence this variant was not run, 
entertained by me within this project, essay (1). Anyway, the variant of the NMCW that I ran within this essay, allowed 
for the very high degree of range of freedom for the participants as well as the quite free role of the lead investigator and 
one way to address and study this expected high degree of variability between different runs of the NMCW experiment 
could be to have multiple thought-experimenters perform the NMCW experiment and then “compare notes” in order to 
attempt to establish significant patterns pertaining to the outcome in particular but also pertaining to all the envisioned 
events resulting in the outcome. I also think that the many “moving parts” and the complexity involved in running the 
NMCW experiment means that the experimental design could be criticized as potentially being a difficult, a challenging 
thought-experiment to perform when it comes to envisioning all the specific events that would take place within the run of 
the experiment, even though possibly the overall experimental framework, scenario and the outcome of the experiment 
would seem more readily accessible to our envisionings as thought-experimenters. The least “user-friendly” feature of the 
NMCW experiment concerning the discussed topic above I think is not envisioning what the participants would do but 
rather what the lead investigator, the moral philosopher would and could suggest to the participants in order to aid the 
workshop to progress toward the goal of getting a code put forward that would stay true to and respects the restraints 
imposed upon the lead investigator, such as adhering to the normative conception of morality as suggested by Gert and 
Gert, the framework of the NMCW experimental design and the guidelines regulating empirical research including how 
the researchers ought to act in their professional roles (1). The dynamic role allowed for the lead investigator might very 
well render the NMCW an experiment such that the thought-experimenter might need to have some philosophical 
schooling, background in order for him to be able to run the experiment correctly or at least well and this feature of the 
NMCW could certainly be thought of as a weakness of the experimental design. It would for example seem that if the 
thought-experimenter had knowledge about moral philosophy more generally (which I consider myself to do), outside of 
the conception of normative morality suggested by Gert and Gert, that the thought-experimenter could envision the lead 
investigator being able to come up with more types of suggestions to help the participants progress the workshop that 
would still respect the restraints of the lead investigator described above, i.e. he would be able run the NMCW experiment 
better than a person lacking said knowledge about moral philosophy (1). Again, this demanding feature of the NMCW 
design from the perspective of the thought-experimenter could be subtracted from the NMCW experimental design if the 
lead investigator was only allowed to explain the task provided to the participants at the island where after he, she had to 
extract himself, herself from the workshop and leave the participants to their own devices. As a final comments pertaining 
to high degree of freedom of the participants and also to some extent the investigator exhibited by the NMCW, I also 
think that NMCW experimental runs employing an identified actual philosopher, such as my run of the NMCW, versus 
experimental runs employing a non-identified (and most likely non-actual) philosopher “in general, in the abstract” most 
likely will turn out to exhibit some important differences, but due to space limitations I cannot go into discussing what 
these differences might look like.  

To recapitulate, I do not consider that this salient feature of the NMCW ought to render the NMCW experiment inapt or 
unsound as an experiment aimed at investigating normative morality according to Gert’s and Gert’s basic definitional 
schema, but I do think that this feature of the experiment has some associated “costs” or trade-offs that seem necessarily 
to some extent tied to it (1). Removing this salient feature of the NMCW experimental design would not be an option 
regardless, since the experiment was specifically designed to exhibit this features as it was one of the three under-
represented features that I wanted my experiment to exhibit to a very high degree. 

The salient feature of having a high degree of confidence or warrant concerning what the participants 
would do within the NMCW 

The feature of having a high degree of warrant, confidence concerning what the participants would do and think etc., 
within the specified settings of the thought-experiment was one of the three under-represented features that I aimed to 
design into the NMCW. The salient feature of having a high degree of confidence or warrant concerning what the 
participants would do within the NMCW is ensured or underpinned by a couple of different sub-features of the NMCW 
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having to do with the participants and the environment, the specified condition wherein they are put. I decided to employ 
only actual people I knew well without stripping them of any features such as their experiences, memories and beliefs, 
including their moral convictions, prior to me putting them in a scenario which is close to our actual world experiences, 
i.e. a scenario mimicking a workshop (from the perspective of the participants) and an empirical study (from our and the 
lead investigator’s perspective) in the actual world within the field of experimental moral philosophy. This is a setting 
which I feel I might be especially familiar with due to my professional background as a researcher, but I do consider that 
many adults after reading this essay would be able to imagine, envision the NMCW experimental conditions and the 
participants put into those conditions, due to its “actual world resemblance”, which could be contrasted to thought-
experiments employing for example non-human participants or participants in unrealistic situations (e.g. 7; 27). 
Additionally, the participants were treated the way they would be expected to be treated had they found themselves in the 
actual world in a similar scenario to the NMCW and they were likewise allowed to act and react within the NMCW the 
way they would have been allowed to act and react had they found themselves in the actual world in a similar scenario to 
the NMCW. The NMCW is hence associated with a high degree of realism and together these realism-directed sub-
features of the specified conditions and the participants of the NMCW contribute to me having a high degree of 
confidence, warrant concerning what the participants would do and think within the thought-experiment, or so I claim at 
least. As stated already within the first section of the Analysis and Discussion, it was still surely the case that I felt a 
whole lot more confident, warranted in my envisionings of some events, happenings over others. Also, there is most 
likely a “natural” asymmetry here in that it would seem as if it is easier to envision with confidence what events would 
not take place within the NMCW, in comparison to being warranted in what events, happening that would take place. But 
again to recapitulate on what is most important, I did feel a high degree of confidence, warrant during my run of the 
NMCW pertaining to those events, happenings that determined the outcome of the NMCW and these events, happenings 
are those most relevant for the testing of the current thesis. 

It should be obvious why it is an attractive feature of a thought-experiment that you can be confident in what would 
happen within it, what the participants would do within the experimental setting and especially so for the outcome of 
interest of the experiment. But, the way to try to design into a thought-experiment this feature, the sub-features under-
pinning this attractive feature could very well be vulnerable to criticism and this is something a wish to briefly discuss. 
Firstly, as discussed above already, since I employed only people I know well there is a trade-off made here such that I 
hence could not employ a random selection procedure which is the preferred procedure if one wants to acquire the 
greatest degree of representativity of one’s participant sample back toward the general population from which the sample 
was selected (15; 16; 17; 32). Secondly, some might also have the instinct that you simply cannot employ actual people in 
thought-experiments investigating the true normative moral code because none of them can be apt to put forward the 
code. Such criticism could come from for example claims to the effect that the participants need to be impartial which 
ordinary people tend not to be or that ordinary people are not rational enough and so forth. Others may think that my 
actual participants have gotten their moral convictions and moral intuitions inculcated into them by their “mothers’ milk” 
and due to this they will remain loyal to their moral codes in the face of good arguments, evidence against the truths of 
such codes and they could not even suspend or disbelieve their moral convictions even if they wanted to and had good 
reasons to do so. Well, the normative conception of morality as defined by Gert and Gert merely states that the true moral 
code is such that it would be endorsed by all rational persons, including all rational human persons presumably, in some 
specified conditions or alternatively in some plausible specified conditions (1). The basic definition of normative morality 
however, does not have anything to say about other properties of the persons endorsing, putting forward the normative 
moral code except them being persons and them being rational. Below, I have decided to only briefly discuss whether my 
participants ought to be considered rational persons since those are the only two features ascribed to the subjects putting 
forward the code entailed within the basic definition of normative morality, according to Gert and Gert (1). Well, the 
participants were obviously persons and I will not further argue the case. To me it would seem as if my participants 
fulfilled these two criteria, properties since I know the sample consisted of what I consider to be rational ( and 
reasonable) persons. As a critic of my selected sample and its properties one could still hold that the reason why most or 
all participants did not put forward the code was because a large portion of my participants within my run of the NMCW 
experiment happened not be rational, at least not rational enough and also hold at the same time that there are certainly 
rational or rational enough actual human persons, but I failed to create a sample consisting of those apt actual persons for 
the NMCW task of putting forward the code. It would also seems as if a critic of my sample of participants could be of 
the opinion that the reason why the thesis was supported within the NMCW was because humans are simply never 
rational enough to put the true code forward and that the correct definition of normative morality needs to be explicitly 
narrowed down to say that the true normative moral code would be endorsed by all rational persons in plausible specified 
conditions but that such beings, persons need to be more rational than humans and hence human beings ought not be 
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employed as participants in thought-experiments aimed at investigating normative morality. Just to briefly comment on 
these two critical positions above, both of these critical positions seem to need some further justification and 
specifications in order to be able to show or support that my sample of participants were inapt for the task that was given 
to them. Also both these positions, but to differing degrees, seem to come at the cost of having a lower degree of 
confidence, warrant pertaining to what the participants would do and think within the circumstances of the NMCW. This, 
since I apparently do not seem to know well enough, many or any persons who are rational enough and hence I have 
limited to no experience in knowing what such persons are like and how they think and act and this would be especially 
true for the critical position holding that only non-human persons can be rational enough to put the code forward. Another 
potential cost would be that, since both positions advocate that only very rational humans or only beings with supra-
human rationality ought to put forward the code, some of us ordinary folk might wonder why such a put forward code 
applies or ought to also apply to us ordinary humans since we could potentially be significantly different from these apt 
participants in many ways and additionally it might be very difficult for us ordinary folk to be able to “see” or realize the 
truthfulness of the code put forward by these much more rational persons than us. It would also seem as if similar types of 
criticisms could be launched against other critical positions for example holding that my participants ought to have been 
much more impartial or much less morally brainwashed throughout their infancy and childhood and so forth. 

Moving on from the participants to the specified conditions of the NMCW wherein the participants were placed which as 
discussed above certainly seem conducive to us having a high degree of warrant pertaining to what the participants would 
do within specified conditions, but there might still be questions that could be raised concerning whether the specified 
conditions of the NMCW ought to be considered acceptable for putting forward the true moral code in. Well, the 
normative conception of morality as defined by Gert and Gert certainly does not seem to provide us with any reason as to 
why we ought to consider the specified conditions of NMCW unacceptable, but the authors did admit that the basic 
definitional schema suggested for the normative moral code although seemingly correct concerning the features the 
authors did propose, did not seem to them to be fully complete, i.e. potentially in need of some further addenda, 
specifications (1). Hence, questions could still potentially be raised as to whether the specified conditions of the NMCW 
ought to be considered conducive, charitable or otherwise acceptable enough for putting forward the code, also taking into 
account the participants employed who were put into those conditions in order for the NMCW to be considered an apt and 
sound experiment aimed at investigating normative morality. Well the conditions of the NMCW certainly seemed 
plausible enough, which was an addendum sometimes used by Gert and Gert to the terms ‘specified conditions’ (1). I 
attempted to create a thought-experiment which exhibited certain relevant but under-represented features and additionally 
I also tried to create a thought-experiment which I felt was charitable and conducive enough pertaining to the putting 
forward of a code. One of the ways I tried to create an experiment charitable toward putting forward the code was to 
introduce a lead investigator who wanted to see the workshop end up in a code being put forward and giving him, her the 
right to suggest ways of thinking and doing things, to the participants in order to facilitate the progression of the 
workshop toward that goal. Those who nevertheless are not convinced that this thought-experiment with its participant 
sample and surrounding conditions is an apt and sound experiment investigating the normative moral code, I predict 
would criticize and oppose some elements of the NMCW which are linked in one or several ways to the NMCW’s very 
high degree of realism. As discussed above such critical positions might entail that we simply should not employ ordinary 
actual human participants because they are simply not rational enough, impartial enough or too brainwashed by their 
“mother’s milk” moral convictions and the like. Others might argue that we need to introduce rationality or impartiality 
“booster-elements” of some kind such as “veil of ignorance” conditions etc., if we use ordinary folk as participants or 
even if we employ “moral experts” only (7pp.14-17,80-132; 27pp.356-363). I do not at all dismiss that you could 
construct arguments supporting that experiments which take such criticisms into account when designing them could be 
the best, the most apt types of thought-experiments and as such are the types of experiments that we ought to employ 
when investigating the normative moral code and not the type exemplified by the NMCW. I cannot however, within this 
essay delve into the necessary level of detail in order to properly evaluate the strength and validity of all these types of 
criticisms and suggested improvements. It might very well also turn out to be the case that the feature of having a very 
high degree of warrant concerning what the participants would do and think in the specified settings of a thought-
experiment is connected to its degree of closeness to our actual world, i.e. its degree of realism and hence on many 
occasions it might also be the case that a trade-off must be accepted. This means that the NMCW experiment might “have 
to be” vulnerable to these types of criticisms, suggestions in order for the experiment to exhibit the feature of having such 
a high degree of warrant pertaining to what the participants would do and think within the NMCW experimental setting.  

In conclusion, I do not see how this salient feature of the NMCW ought to render the NMCW experiment inapt or 
unsound as an experiment aimed at investigating normative morality according to how Gert’s and Gert’s basic 
definitional schema stands currently without further addenda, specifications (1). I have also within this sub-section tried 



57 
 

to illustrate that the sub-features underpinning this salient feature could be vulnerable to criticisms and additionally I have 
suggested that it could be the case that attempts to modify the NMCW in order to take into account such criticisms could 
be connected to decreasing the degree of warrant that we would have concerning what the participants would do and think 
within the experimental setting, i.e. such potential modifications of the NMCW could very likely go against my aim to 
specifically design an experiment that exhibited this feature to a very high degree. 

The salient feature of potential costs for the participants of putting forward the code within the NMCW 

This issue of potential costs for the participants of putting forward the code has already been discussed within the 
Analysis and Discussion section above in the context of whether such costs could have been the determinant reason for 
the outcome of the NMCW with the evaluation denying this to be a likely possibility. The lead investigator was 
envisioned as suggesting a number of different ways to potentially reduce the costs of going through with the workshop to 
the participants, but it was concluded that all these cost reducing efforts would fail to convince most participants to 
reconsider going through with the workshop, simply because those suggestions did not provide the participants with any 
strong positive reasons as to why they should put forward the code, but were simply attempts at decreasing the strengths 
of some reasons which supported abandoning the workshop. Additionally, to recapitulate, prior to the issue of potential 
costs with going through with the workshop even becoming a relevant issue, many participants for example would 
already have aborted participation, for example already at the invitational stage of the workshop. But, there is also the 
other issue of whether costs are acceptable or even desirable elements of thought-experiments aimed at investigating the 
true moral code, normatively speaking. I think within thought-experiments aiming for a high degree of realism, such as 
the NMCW, that the envisioned occurring obstacles (i.e. costs), in this case for putting forward the code, ought not to be 
“artificially” removed by the thought-experimenter but should be allowed to weigh in naturally on the outcome in order to 
preserve the integrity of the thought-experiment and in order to stay committed to the adopted realism of such thought-
experiments. But, you could be of the opinion or have the intuition that thought-experiments aimed at investigating the 
normative conception of morality and the normative moral code which have adopted a high degree of realism, such as the 
NMCW, simply are not apt for such investigations. This raises highly interesting and complex issues which will be 
discussed to some degree within the last section of the Analysis and Discussion section below but will be left for now. It 
seems clear though, that even if there might be interesting criticisms directed at the high degree of realism of some 
thought-experiments aimed at investigating normative morality, the feature of exhibiting a high degree of realism does not 
seem to render such thought-experiments inapt or unsound given Gert’s and Gert’s basic definitional schema of normative 
morality (1). So, here I only argue that the NMCW thought-experiment which has adopted a high degree of realism 
pertaining to the participants and the specified conditions wherein they are placed, due to its aim to manifest the three 
identified under-represented properties, ought not have an experimental design such that it supports unnecessarily 
artificially and arbitrarily “incisioning out” any occurring events that are envisioned within the experimental run, 
including costs, obstacles for the participants. So to conclude, I do not see how this salient feature of the NMCW, i.e. the 
potential costs of putting forward the code for the participants, ought to render the NMCW experiment inapt or unsound 
as an experiment aimed at investigating normative morality according to how Gert’s and Gert’s basic definitional schema 
stands currently without further addenda, specifications (1). 

The salient feature of the NMCW mimicking an empirical study within the field of experimental moral 
philosophy 

The feature that the NMCW mimics an empirical study, more specifically one conducted within the field of experimental 
moral philosophy and as such, also abides by the ethics regulating such research, with perhaps the most prominent aspect 
being that all participation rests on voluntariness, could be claimed to be a weakness or an unnecessary feature making the 
NMCW thought-experiment more complex. This since when a thought-experiment truly mimics an empirical study, the 
mimicking will entail incorporating ethical commitments which regulate empirical research into its experimental design 
(31). To some this could be thought of as creating a biased, non-neutral or “ethically poisoned” experimental setting 
wherein the participants are to be put. Others might be of the opinion that the attempt to create a thought-experiment 
which attempts to be transparent and explicit concerning its potentially incorporated “ethical elements” is something 
laudable and not a weakness of the experimental design. Concerning the NMCW experimental design it would seem very 
difficult to avoid this feature (i.e. the feature of incorporated “ethical elements” into its settings) and even if attempts were 
made to try to excise this feature out of the experiment such modifications, which would not be deemed to collide with 
the overall framework and central commitments of the NMCW experiment, would not be expected to result in significant 
“improvements” of the NMCW experiment, according to me. Take for example, the incorporated ethical assumption into 
the NMCW design that participation ought to rest on voluntariness as stated in guidelines regulating empirical research 
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(31). Attempting to excise such an important “ethical element” out of the NMCW design would not be an available 
option, since one of the central commitments or aims of the NMCW experimental design was that it would exhibit a very 
high degree of range of freedom concerning the participants and as such forcing the participants to act in certain ways 
would not allow for a very high degree of range of actions among the participants. Also, since I am employing identified 
actual persons, I know that they would demand to be treated roughly in line with these research ethical guidelines 
regardless of whether they were explicitly adopted into the thought-experiment or not and my participants would 
definitely have demanded to only contribute to the workshop if they decided so themselves, i.e. on a voluntary basis. 
Additionally as stated previously, forcing participants to put forward the code which would apply to them does not seem 
to be in the “spirit” of the normative conception of morality since they would truly have to endorse and embrace the code 
they would put forward and I am not sure this would be feasible, realistic in a forced scenario. Finally, a thought-
experimental scenario in which participants would be forced to put a code forward that would then apply to them would 
to many seem unethical, including myself. The feature of the NMCW of mimicking an actual empirical study is obviously 
also connected to the more general feature of being a thought-experiment committed to a high degree of realism, which 
was an important sub-feature underpinning the feature of ensuring that the thought-experimenter would have a high 
degree of warranted, confidence pertaining to what the participants would do and think within the experimental 
conditions. But, since I have already above discussed potential criticisms of thought-experiments exhibiting a high degree 
of realism I will not recapitulate that discussion here. To conclude then, I am of a similar opinion pertaining also to this 
salient feature of the NMCW, i.e. the feature of the NMCW mimicking an empirical study, that the feature ought not 
render the NMCW experiment inapt or unsound as an experiment aimed at investigating normative morality according to 
how Gert’s and Gert’s basic definitional schema stands currently without further addenda (1). Lastly, to point to what I 
considered to be a strength of a thought-experiment mimicking an actual empirical study. As stated previously one of the 
minor or bonus reasons for me choosing the scenario of a combined workshop and an empirical study was to create a 
thought-experiment, which would be apt to combine with empirical efforts as well as to completely transform into an 
actual empirical study. Such, off-shoot projects could provide significant and interesting contributions to the larger 
investigative projects employing experiments aimed at investigating normative morality, according to me. I will return to 
this issue briefly within the final reflections, future directions and concluding remarks section below when I discuss some 
potential future fruitful directions with this essay as the point of departure. 

The salient feature of the NMCW having a central collectivistic procedural element  

Above I have discussed some of the more salient features of the thought-experiment, the NMCW, and I have also 
considered whether these features could be vulnerable to criticism, i.e. could be thought of as design weaknesses. 
Although, I would certainly consider some of the criticism as pointing toward potential design weaknesses, most or all 
such potential weaknesses seem to me to be connected to the aims of the experimental design, e.g. designing an 
experiment exhibiting the three under-represented features to a high degree and as such these potential weaknesses might 
have to be considered as trade-offs, as acceptable sub-optimal features. I did not however, find that any of those criticisms 
were of the kind that they rendered the NMCW experiment inapt or unsound as an experiment aimed at investigating 
normative morality as defined by Gert and Gert (1). The final salient feature that will be discussed within this essay is the 
feature of the NMCW having a central collectivistic procedural element and this feature is for example shared by the OP 
and the CSA thought-experiments (7pp.14-18,80-132; 27pp.356-363). This feature, is the feature of envisioning many 
participants within a thought-experimental setting and them coming or being together and together agreeing on, or 
otherwise being all involved in some shared collective procedure. This is a feature which seems biased toward or at least 
seems to emanate out of the view that persons construct the normative moral code rather than discover it, become aware 
of it or realize the truth of it and the normative conception of morality according to Gert and Gert does not seem to be 
committed to this constructivist view nor to some specific shared collective procedural element through which the code is 
to be or has to be endorsed (1). This, since the conception only states that in some specified conditions all rational persons 
would endorse the normative moral code and this could be interpreted to mean that all rational persons would accept, 
embrace, endorse the moral code in some specified conditions all by themselves for example, as individuals without any 
collectivistic or procedural means to get at the true moral code or to somehow legitimize the code. Other possible 
interpretations could even be that the normative conception of morality, according to Gert and Gert, ought to be 
understood as supporting (or being compatible with) that all rational persons individually would endorse, accept or come 
to see as true the same moral code but without the requirement that they all have to come to endorse, come to see that the 
code is true in the same specified conditions. This could mean that all rational persons would indeed come to put forward, 
endorse the same moral code, but it might be that the specified conditions optimally conducive for each individual person 
to put that same code forward might differ individually. Consequently, experiments such as mine and those of Rawls’ and 
Dworkin’s could be such that they potentially miss the mark somewhat, are not the most apt types of experiments if the 
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aim is to investigate the true normative moral code. This, since I, Rawls and Dworkin perhaps have read into the 
normative conception of morality elements that never were there or ought not to be part of the true or correct 
understanding of the normative conception of morality. This would also mean that the normative conception of morality 
would to some extent be isolated from or immune from the outcome of my thought-experiment, the NMCW, since my 
thought-experiment would not be apt enough or apt at all to investigate the normative moral code and hence the lack of 
any code being put forward would not mean anything for or would not have anything to say about the true normative 
moral code nor the normative conception of morality itself (see below within the last section of the Analysis and 
Discussion where I discuss what the outcome of the thesis being supported within my run of the NMCW could mean.) If 
this line of thinking is “correct” (remember that this essay has accepted moral realism in general, but feel free as the 
reader to also entertain your own views, positions as to how morality and moral codes are true, correct in relation to the 
current subject matter) this could also mean then that the OP and the CSA thought-experimental outcomes, despite both 
philosophers envisioning (or simply assuming) that all of their participants agreed to take part within the collectivistic, 
procedural elements of their experiments, might have very little to say about the true normative moral code. Although, I 
am aware that this line of thinking is controversial and hardly mainstream within moral philosophy I do find it interesting 
that the human participants within the CSA experiment are simply assumed to agree to participate in the auction and 
without this unjustified assumption, according to me, I do see Dworkin’s experiment ending up the same way as mine, i.e. 
without all or even most participants agreeing to the CSA and the rules underpinning it. When it comes to Rawls’ OP the 
representatives of the citizens are also seen by him (or assumed by him) as agreeing to take part within the procedure of 
selecting principles regulating fair and equal cooperation among the citizens and that all representatives together opt for 
exactly the same justice principles. But, to me, this result of the OP seems to come out of some implicit assumption that 
the representatives just have to “play along” and do not have the option to abort participation since Rawls do not even try 
justify why all representatives would agree to participate (and to opt for the same set of justice principles) instead of some 
of them aborting participation all together. It might not however, be the case that Dworkin and Rawls envision, predict 
their participants as agreeing to cooperate concerning the collectivistic activities taking place within their experiments and 
they simply employ their experiments to illustrate what the participants ought to have agreed to do or that the scenarios 
and the participants simply are meant as illustrations working as “intuition-pumps” for us and hence the results of and the 
events, happenings within the OP and the CSA might not be about, concern what Rawls and Dworkin envision, predict 
what the participants would do, would have done in those specified conditions (the events, happenings described within 
my run of NMCW are as clearly stated previously my envisionings, predictions of what the participants would do within 
the settings of the NMCW). But regardless, I still think something important is left out of the experimental design when 
the philosophers do not decide to describe whether participation for example rests on voluntarism or not as well as do not 
attempt, if the participants are free to reject taking part in the collectivist activities, to justify that all the participants 
would have chosen to freely take part in said activities. Also, to be honest, I have no to a very low degree of confidence or 
warrant concerning what the representatives would do in the circumstances of the OP, but if I had to guess and 
participation rested on voluntariness, I lean toward it not being the case that all or even most would put forward the same 
code together. So, if taking part is founded on voluntariness, it could very well be that many thought-experimenters, such 
as you and me, would support the view that in none of these three thought-experiments would it be the case that all or 
even most participants would agree to take part in the suggested collectivistic procedural activities which seem to play a 
role in constructing or legitimizing the outcome of the experiments.  

To summarize, I do not see how this salient feature of the NMCW, i.e. the feature of having a central collectivistic 
procedural element as part of the experimental design ought to render the NMCW experiment inapt or unsound as an 
experiment aimed at investigating normative morality as Gert’s and Gert’s basic definitional schema currently stands 
without further addenda, specifications (1). But, even though the basic definition of normative morality, according to Gert 
and Gert, might be compatible with thought-experiments aimed at investigating normative morality exhibiting this salient 
feature as the basic definition currently stands, the definitional schema does not seem to be committed to or does not seem 
to explicitly support collectivist procedural elements as the appropriate or correct way to arrive at the true normative 
moral code within a thought-experimental setting either (1). Personally, I am of the opinion that further scrutiny and 
critical thinking concerning these types of collectivistic procedural elements within thought-experiments aimed at 
investigating normative morality are very much warranted. I am especially critical of thought-experiments entailing these 
types of elements which do not seem to take the issue of voluntary participation seriously enough. I could very well also 
see this scrutiny resulting in valid arguments in support of addenda to the basic definition of normative morality, 
according to Gert and Gert, such that the new extended definition would render thought-experiments entailing these 
collectivistic procedural elements inapt or unsound as experiments aimed at investigating normative morality generally or 
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more narrowly at least experiments entailing these elements without participation resting on voluntariness or justified 
involuntariness. I will briefly return to these issues within the next and final section of the Analysis and Discussion. 

Some final reflections, future directions and concluding remarks 
What could these findings within my run of the NMCW experiment mean for the normative conception of 
morality and its code according to Gert and Gert (1)?  Again, due to space limitations I will have to select only 
some of the more important and interesting issues to discuss below. These questions, issues are highly complex 
and also lead into very tricky areas such as the ontology of morality. So, within this section I will mainly point 
to some topics, areas that are implicated by my finding within the NMCW experiment that it was not the case 
that most or all participants decided to put forward the code together as well as suggest briefly ways to think 
about those topics. But, I will not be expounding on what exactly is meant by all of my sentences in for 
example ontological terms, i.e. I will not be committing myself to any specific ontological views pertaining to 
morality and neither will I discuss what is meant given this or that ontological view on morality. The reader will 
nevertheless I am convinced, be able to follow this sort of “laying out the landscape” approach below and if 
deemed desirable can infuse his, her preferred moral ontology into the discussion. As stated within the 
Background section of the essay this project has progressed given, under the assumption of moral realism of 
some kind as the default position, but I have not argued within this essay for its truth. 

Again, to recapitulate the normative conception of morality, as described by Gert and Gert, is that morality 
refers to the code of conduct (the “oughts”) that given some specified conditions (alternatively some plausible 
specified conditions) would be put forward by all rational persons which would include all rational human 
persons it would seem (1). The adopted quantifiers of the thesis, that it would not be the case that most or all 
participants would decide to put forward the code should be understood as me attempting to have a charitable 
attitude towards Gert’s and Gert’s suggested basic definition of normative morality.  

Below I will try to outline what my finding that thesis was supported within my run of the NMCW experiment 
could mean, i.e. what my finding that it was not the case that most or all of the participants decided to put 
forward a code, could mean and what could be implicated. Now, as someone who has been performing physical 
experiments for a very long time, it does seem to be the case that experiments vary in how well they are 
designed and as such the outcomes of different experiments have or ought to have different weights when their 
respective results, outcomes are considered pertaining to some study matter that the experiments are claimed to 
investigate. I think it would be reasonable to assume that the same can hold for different thought-experiments. 
Hence, you as the reader could be of the conviction that the NMCW experiment is an unsound, invalid 
experiment and consequently the outcome of the NMCW has nothing to say about the normative moral code 
and the normative conception of morality. Although, I could not above within the Analysis and Discussion 
section identify any straightforward knock-down reasons as to why the NMCW ought to be disqualified as an 
experiment sound and apt to investigate normative morality as suggested by Gert and Gert, there certainly 
seems to be room to try to develop arguments as to why the NMCW is an unsound and inapt experiment aimed 
at investigating normative morality (1). This, since even Gert and Gert considered their suggested basic 
definitional schema of normative morality as a conception that was incomplete and in need of further 
specifications, addenda (1). This criticism of NMCW as being a flawed experiment and hence not apt to study 
the normative moral code could facilitate the identification of such further elements to be added to the basic 
definitional schema of the normative conception of morality. Such elements would then explain why the 
NMCW is not apt to investigate the normative conception of morality and the true moral code and then the 
more complete definitional schema would be able to exclude the NMCW as an acceptable experiment for the 
investigation of the normative moral code. I have above suggested many targets around which one might be 
able to develop more clearly articulated arguments as to why the NMCW is an unsound and inapt experiment 
for investigating normative morality. I thought above that one of the more promising targets would be to argue 
against employing any actual people as participants in thought-experiments aimed at investigating normative 
morality, since all actual people could potentially to be considered for example too irrational, too partial or too 
brainwashed by their mothers’ early moral “inculcations”. Hence one could be of the opinion that none of the 
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participants employed within my run of the NMCW ought to qualify as members of a suitable, appropriate 
participant sample. If one were to hold the position that humans are never apt for the task of putting forward the 
code and that only non-human participants, persons ought to put forward the code in different thought-
experiments, such a position would seem to come at the cost of potentially many people in general feeling that 
for example any such put forward code might not actually apply to them at all, since they might consider 
themselves different in significant ways to these non-human participants who were envisioned as putting 
forward the code. This, could be considered acceptable by some philosophers and unacceptable by other 
philosophers, I predict. The most promising and interesting target of criticism of the NMCW however, I 
personally considered to be the presence of a central collectivistic and procedural element within the NMCW 
which an extended definition of normative morality could render unacceptable and this is something I will 
comment on below. 

A more moderate position, attitude than to claim that the overall NMCW experimental design is fundamentally 
unsound and unacceptable as the one described above, would be to claim that the experimental design is simply 
not conducive enough for putting forward the code among its participants. Perhaps in order for all or most of 
the participants within the thought-experiment to be able to “see” or “realize” what code they ought to put 
forward and that they ought to put it forward, either the participants and or the specified conditions they are put 
in need some changes, i.e. “conduciveness improvements”. Hence, the overall NMCW design framework does 
not need to be completely discarded but needs to be improved, tweaked in some ways. Such less fundamental 
modifications could be to accept including actual people into the sample of participants but only “moral 
experts” or only highly reflective, educated or “moral” people would be allowed to get invited to the workshop 
or that all potential costs associated with putting forward the code must be able to be fully eliminated within the 
experimental scenario or that perhaps participation based on complete voluntariness ought to be questioned as 
justified or optimal and so forth. I consider this type of criticism as well as the arguments that need to be 
developed to justify the criticism, in the same way as above, as potentially being able to facilitate the 
identification of candidate elements to add to the incomplete basic definitional schema proposed by Gert and 
Gert pertaining to the conception normative morality (1). 

But, what if the NMCW experiment seems to be a generally sound experiment and seemingly conducive, 
charitable enough for getting a code put forward, but when one runs the experiment the outcome is such that 
there is no code being put forward. What would that mean? This is a very tricky and complex issue but one 
could interpret such a situation and outcome as providing support against the existence of a normative moral 
code, given that Gert and Gert is right about the basic definitional features of normative morality, since despite 
having conducted an apt experiment for getting a code put forward by most or all participants there did not 
seem to exist any such code to be put forward by the qualified enough participants in conducive enough 
specified conditions for putting forward the putative code (1). Again, as stated within the Background section 
you would have to have adopted some kind of realist assumption pertaining to normative morality and its code 
in order for such statements to be fully interesting and relevant. Anyway, my run of NMCW with its specific 
sample of participants and the outcome envisioned by me, could be thought of as becoming a “data point” 
which is not in support of there being a normative moral code, given the suggested features of the moral code 
according to Gert and Gert (1). The above potential way of reasoning pertaining to the outcome of the NMCW 
only holds though as long as there are no further adopted addenda to the basic definition of morality that would 
render the NMCW experiment an unacceptable experiment for investigating normative morality. The reasoning 
being that if what is to be studied, investigated is changed or further clarified (depending on how you look at 
the situation) through adding new specifications to what is to be studied, this could very well introduce new 
requirements to be fulfilled by any sound and apt experiment aimed at investigating this now further specified 
“thing”, “something”. It should be noted again however, that while my sample of participants within the 
NMCW did not put forward a code, both Rawls’ and Dworkin’s participants within the OP and the CSA 
respectively, together all supported the same shared normative moral codes through them all seemingly 
agreeing to take part in and going through with the collective and procedural activities within their respective 
experiments (7pp.14-18,80-132; 27pp.356-363). Hence, these two latter thought-experiments when run by 
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Rawls and Dworkin respectively, seem according to them at least to provide data-points for the existence of a 
normative moral code and as such speak against the possible support for the non-existence of a normative moral 
code, as described by Gert and Gert, that my run of the NMCW could be interpreted as supporting (1; 7pp.14-
18,80-132; 27pp.356-363). But as discussed previously, would the outcomes of these two experiments (the OP 
and the CSA), which both entailed collectivistic and procedural elements been the same, had agreeing to take 
part within these collective activities by the participants not simply been assumed but rested on voluntariness? 
More generally, should not participation within these kinds of experimental scenarios rest on a voluntary basis? 
Above, I have suggested the possibility of developing criticism in order to disqualify experiments aimed at 
investigating normative morality, which entail central collectivistic, procedural elements such as those found 
within the NMCW, the OP and the CSA (7pp.14-18,80-132; 27pp.356-363). If correspondingly, addenda to the 
conception of normative morality were developed capturing this criticism if considered valid, then all of these 
three experiments would be rendered inapt for investigating normative morality and the three apparently 
divergent “data-points” would no longer be considered (relevant) “data-points” and the “data” divergence 
would hence be dissolved. Other possible results of this type of criticism is that it could end in the acceptance 
of central collectivistic procedural elements within thought-experiments aimed at investigating normative 
morality but only in the cases where participation rested on voluntariness (or the involuntariness could at least 
be successfully justified). This could mean for example that if one end up holding the position that central 
collectivistic procedural elements within these types of experiments are only acceptable when participation 
rests on voluntariness, and this is arguably not the case within Rawls’ and Dworkin’s experiments, then 
similarly the divergence concerning the outcomes as to whether codes were put forward or not within the 
NMCW, the OP and the CSA would be dissolved, since the latter two experimental outcomes would be deemed 
invalid, unacceptable. 

Another reason for being cautious pertaining to the outcome of NMCW experiment, other than other 
experiments supporting the existence of a normative moral code, would be that my run of the NMCW 
experiment with my participant sample might not generalize to other runs of the experiment with other samples 
as discussed above and hence more runs of the experiment by other thought-experimenters employing other 
participant sampels are necessary in order to evaluate the replicability of my finding that the participants did not 
choose to put forward a code. It should also be pointed out that neither should one draw the conclusion that my 
finding would generalize to other “sibling” or “similar” thought-experiments, with respect to some of the 
exhibited central, salient properties of the NMCW, yet to be created, employing for example human participants 
placed in different scenarios as compared to the one found within the NMCW but which would in a similar 
fashion be aimed at mimicking or resembling our actual world, i.e. thought-experiments with to a “high degree 
of realism”. Hence, from the above I think that it is necessary and warranted to create and investigate many 
more thought-experiments which would exhibit for example the three under-represented features focused on 
within this essay, but which would be varied in terms of other variables including the scenarios the participants 
are put into, to try to create more “data-points” and elucidate some patterns between the thought-experimental 
designs, the participant samples and the outcomes of those experiments such as there being a code put forward 
or not. Additionally, also pertaining to future directions, more work and thinking about what these types of 
thought-experiments with a “high degree of realism”, such as the NMCW experiment, say or can say about 
normative morality and how these types of thought-experiments relate to other types of thought-experiments 
with relevance for investigating the normative conception of morality are also necessary and warranted. Finally, 
I would like to see follow-ups in the form of performing mirrored physical experiments of well-designed 
thought-experiments of the kind that I have attempted to create here, which are apt for transforming and 
adapting into physical experiments, since I am of the conviction that experimental moral philosophy has an 
important role to fill pertaining to performing philosophy within this subject matter (see the Background 
section). Looking more specifically into future developments pertaining to the NMCW experiment, which I find 
interesting and worthwhile, the readers themselves could start by performing the same thought-experiment as I 
have currently conducted within this essay, to find out whether they also agree that when they run the NMCW 
employing their selected participant sample, those participants similarly were not envisioned as all or most 
deciding to put forward the code. There are also a number of other ways to investigate and hopefully acquire a 
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more fleshed out insight into the potential reasons as to why it is not the case that most or all actual adult 
humans would put forward the code within the NMCW. One project could for example be to perform the 
thought-experiment above but afterward add a part where you interview all participants (and also inform them 
about the NMCW experimental design to relevant parts) included within your thought-experimental run in 
order to try provide feedback and hopefully acquire corroborating and supplementing evidence concerning your 
ascribed thoughts and actions to the individual subjects you included into your run of the NMCW experiment. 
You could also allow for some empirical research to be performed prior to your NMCW thought-experimental 
run, such that you would be allowed to acquire knowledge about more persons or more detailed knowledge 
about the persons prior to entering them as participants into the thought-experiment. This could for example 
enable one to vary which participants one could include into the thought-experiment beyond those persons who 
one currently considers knowing well enough to be able to enter into the thought-experiment and still have a 
high degree of confidence concerning what the participants would do and think within the thought-experiment, 
the NMCW. This set-up could allow you to randomly select out a participants sample from the general 
population, that you would then proceed to get to know very well before entering them as participants into your 
thought-experiment with the benefit that this participant sample would then exhibit a high degree of 
representativity toward the general population and hence the outcome of the run of the experiment could be 
extrapolated back to the general population (15; 16; 17; 32). Finally, a very interesting approach would be to 
actually perform the physical experiment, an empirical study with the same or similar design as the NMCW. 
Please for example, look up Frohlich’s and Oppenheimer’s interesting attempts at mimicking important aspects 
of the OP in physical experiments (7; 19). Remember that one minor or bonus reason for me designing a 
thought-experiment that would mimic an actual empirical study was the potential for later on combining it with 
empirical approaches as well as the potential to partly or completely transforming it into an actual empirical 
study within the field of experimental moral philosophy. Since I am of the opinion that experimental moral 
philosophy has a role to play in the project of the investigating normative morality through the employment to 
experiments, I consider NMCW’s adaptability to different types of empirical approaches, as described above, a 
significant strength of the experimental design of the NMCW. 

So, I thought I should end off this essay with a brief recapitulation of this project. An important starting point of 
said project was that, according to Gert and Gert, normative morality is such that all rational persons would put 
it forward, endorse it in some specified conditions and philosophers have designed a multitude of different 
thought-experiments varying the participants and the specified conditions wherein they are put in order to 
attempt to gain further insight into normative morality and its code (1). To me there was a lack investigative 
efforts with respect to some worthwhile participant and specified condition combinations aimed at studying 
normative morality, i.e. there seemed to be a lack of certain kinds of thought-experiments within this large 
investigative project which employs experiments in order to acquire further insight into normative morality. I 
have now designed and run such a worthwhile and unusual kind of thought-experiment which to me seemed to 
be under-represented, with the main aim of elucidating whether the participants within the specific settings of 
the NMCW would or would not decide to put forward the code as well as identifying the reasons as to the 
outcome. This was the main aim of the essay. The outcome was that it was not the case that most or all 
participants decided to put forward the code and this outcome was evaluated to be robust. I then proceeded to 
selectively, as minor aims of the essay, to discuss the potential extension of the outcome related to some 
potential variations of the experiment as well as selectively discuss the degree of soundness and aptness of the 
NMCW given what the experiment was designed, aimed to study, i.e. normative morality as suggested by 
Gert’s and Gert’s basic definitional schema (1). Finally, I ended up discussing the complex and tricky topic of 
what it could mean that it was not the case that the participants decided to put forward the code and this 
discussion was also a minor aim of this essay. I attempted to do this within the context of varying how sound 
and apt we considered the NMCW thought-experiment to be for investigating the normative moral code. I have 
also attempted to illustrate that regardless of whether the NMCW experiment seems in the end to be a “puzzle-
piece” that fit or does not seem to fit the “puzzle” according to you as the reader, the newly designed 
experiment can still awaken questions and be employed in such a way as to potentially provide further insight 
into “the puzzle”. This since even when a “puzzle-piece” does not seem to fit the “puzzle”, “seeing” and 
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understanding how and why could provide us with information about the “puzzle”. The NMCW thought-
experiment could for example, be used as a substratum facilitating potential identification and justification of 
further addenda to the basic conception of normative morality, which according to Gert and Gert is still 
incomplete, and those further addenda could for example render the NMCW experiment and its outcome 
disqualified (1). This, since the NMCW experiment might be inapt to investigate this further specified 
conception of normative morality and its code. This could then be interpreted to dissolve the “divergence-issue” 
of why my run of the NMCW experiment did not result in a code being put forward whereas many other 
experiments seem to support the outcome that the participants would support a code being put forward or 
support the outcome that a code would be endorsed by the participants some other way. Looking beyond the 
NMCW thought-experiment, I am hopeful that this project could provide inspiration and some degree of 
justification for the value and usefulness of creating many more novel experiments aimed at investigating 
normative morality. 
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