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REVIEWER A

Review of Huff and Barnard’s prospectus for Taking moral action
The authors make a strong case for their proposed textbook on moral psychology. There appears to be a place for a textbook such as this, and perhaps most important of all, it brings together several literatures. Overall, I believe this proposed work has great promise.

Against this backdrop of support for this effort, I wish to offer some thoughts that I hope will be useful to the authors and strengthen their contribution. I certainly believe that a textbook such as this will be extremely informative and provide the reader with a great deal of knowledge. My central concern, however, is that the gain in knowledge will not be accompanied by an equivalent gain in understanding. That is, each of the proposed sections may well stand alone and the connections among the sections remain loose, and in fact, left to the reader.  While that may be a valuable exercise for students, I believe it is important for the authors to make a clear, strong statement that provides an overarching framework for the book and perhaps the field.
Along those lines, then, let me make some suggestions that I hope will stimulate their thinking about possibilities. First, I strongly encourage the authors to end the introductory section, not as it current stands with the first chapter concluding with an overview of the organization of the book and presentation their arguments, but with a second chapter that provides a conceptual framework that organizes the various sections. This would also, of course, provide a roadmap through the book and would provide a place where readers can return as they become immersed in the material.
Second, let me point to one possible framework, the “Antecedents – processes – outcomes” sequence, and note that this is for purposes of illustration.  Antecedents, for example, would include personality, integration of morality into the self, and moral ecology (from four influences) but also, it seems to me, philosophy , religion and evolution (from four contexts). My concern is that these sections remain compartmentalized and that important connections are left relatively unattended and unexplored.  To be more specific, it seems to me that a discussion of personality influences should include evolution and neuroscience, and “moral ecology influences” include philosophy and religion.  To be sure, the authors note connections but my concern is that a full and complete discussion of these connections may not take place.  Also, with respect to the section on three processes, are these processes of deciding, feeling and acting processes in the antecedent – process - outcome sense? Or are deciding, feeling acting the outcomes of some other process?  Or perhaps moral actions and moral decisions are the outcomes and feeling and something else (e.g., using existing moral skills and actions) the processes.

Let me reiterate that I am not advocating for this particular framework but rather I am advocating for some sort of framework that integrates all of the parts that will be on display in the current sections. In fact, the current organization of the book may not need to be changed once a strong conceptual chapter is introduced.

Lastly, I applaud the authors’ efforts here and wish them the best. 
REVIEWER B
Huff and Barnard Proposal

Oddly enough I have been looking at material on moral psychology recently for three reasons I will elaborate on in a minute, and gnashing my teeth with frustration over how little I could find of interest. Taking Moral Action looks as though it will be exactly what I have been vainly searching for, and I very much look forward to seeing it in print.
 

I am a philosopher; I work on 'virtue ethics' which is a modern, Aristotle-inspired way of thinking about morality and associated ideas. When I first started doing it, it was a rather obscure topic, generally thought to be of interest only to scholars and distinctly old-fashioned, But over the last ten of fifteen years it has become, to my surprised gratification, very fashionable indeed - I am constantly getting emails from people interested in it. 

The interest has three sources. One is a renewed interest in values education in schools in the form of 'character' (that is 'virtues') education.  The second is the growing study, amongst psychologists, of the cognitive dimensions of the emotions (which are strongly emphasized in virtue ethics) . The third is the new way of thinking about what evolutionary theory can tell us about ourselves as moral animals. The old idea was that we are fundamentally selfish. The new one is that, although, of course we are inclined to look after ourselves, we are also, as social animals, genetically set up to cooperate and feel for each other -  a point Aristotle made in relation to our being 'fitted by nature to receive the virtues' almost 2,500 years ago.

And it is because I have been supervising or advising people about virtue in relation to these three different areas recently that I have been trying to find good material in moral psychology. The Huff and Barnard book has several very unusual - and desirable - features which would make it ideal.

The most unusual is the fact that three of the 'four examples' are of people actually acting well. and the fourth at least about their trying to. It is a mark of the prevalence of the illusion that it is 'unscientific' to regard moral action as a genuine phenomenon that it should be so unusual, but it is is, and it will make the book unusually informative and also, I think, very attractive. True, it is quite amusing to read books purporting to show that various altruistic acts in everyday life are really selfish strategies for survival, but it is more inspiring and, in a way, reassuring, to read about people who really have acted well; the 'positive psychology' books certainly seem to find an audience.

A second particularly commendable feature is the combination of breadth.(the discussions of influences, processes and contexts) with details (the four -very varied - examples). A third is the way this combination to be achieved - by the ingenious variety of the ways in which the available literature is to be reviewed. These two features make It look to me as though it will be attractive to both the educated layman and academics in a variety of disciplines. Choosing just one or two of the four examples and skipping through the discussions will make it a really good read. The four examples very good read for the educated non-academic, and a usefully flexible textbook for academics who can pick and choose which bits of the reviewed literature they want to follow up. 

You may infer from the above that, in my view, there are no desirable omissions or deletions I would identify, I don't think it has any weak features, and that I don't think there is anything published that competes with it at all. 
REVIEWER C
Review of:

Taking Moral Action

Chuck Huff and Laura Barnard

SPSSI Series on “Contemporary Social Issues”

Questionnaire for Evaluating Proposals
1.
For whom do you think this book would be appropriate? How do you envision its use?  Would this proposed book be suitable for courses?  If so, please describe.
The proposed book is envisioned as a textbook for use in applied ethics, moral psychology and philosophy courses. I certainly concur with this vision.  The book is a remarkable synthesis of many literatures, and this is where I see “moral psychology” (broadly defined) heading.  I teach advanced senior level seminars in moral psychology, and it is hard finding suitable material that is not dated, and in one place.  This proposed book fills a huge need.   I do want to add, though, that this is no ‘mere” textbook.  The far-reaching integrative synthesis attempted here is also a significant contribution to the scholarly literature. It will command attention of a whole field, and, indeed, possibly reorient it.  I suspect that it will be on the bookshelf of many researchers—psychologists of every stripe, ethicists, neuroscientists and educators.

2.
Please provide an overall statement that gives us your distilled evaluation of the proposal.  Kindly comment on the author’s goals, stated trends, and market.

The authors have indeed staked out an entirely new approach to studying moral psychology.  The “new synthesis” envisioned by the authors synthesizes heretofore unconnected literatures and aims toward an interdisciplinary approach to moral psychology that sheds light on 4 areas of moral action (ethical excellence in science/engineering, volunteerism, courageous resistance, criminal rehabilitation).  No other book, no other research program of which I am aware, takes on these 4 areas of moral action.  There is plenty of work on volunteerism, indeed, and much current reflection on professional ethics, courageous resistance and criminal rehabilitation.  But these are taken on by different fields-and-disciplines, in literatures that are not shared, using theories that are barely on speaking terms.  That the authors attempt to synthesis this into a coherent account is a breathtaking but field-expanding ambition. 


But that is not all.  Look at the review of the 4 influences on these domains of moral action: personality, the moral self, moral ecology and moral skills-and-knowledge.  This review alone is worth the price of the book.   All of these topics are on the cutting edge of current work in moral psychology.  

But organizing the field by way of “influences” on moral action is not the only option.  One could also organize the literature by reference to processes that underlie deciding (judgment and decision-making), feeling (empathy/guilt, moral intuitions) and action (personality architecture as a complex, dynamic system).  One notes that each of these processes originate in a very different literature.  Again, the authors promise a richly informative narrative that is deeply integrative.

Of course, moral action is not simply the concern of psychologists.  The book moves the deep integrations of moral psychology achieved earlier in the book to a consideration of philosophical questions, the expression of religious claims, the evolutionary basis of morality and the prospect of interventions in ethics and professional education.

In sum, then, the book outlines 4 influences and 3 processes on 4 kinds of moral action, and shows how it all works in 4 context (philosophy, religion, neuroscience and evolution).

I agree completely with the authors’ claim that there is no book---none---that is quite like this one.  Moreover, I think the authors’ are “catching-a-wave”  in that moral psychology is, indeed, moving towards more integrative perspectives.  Ethics is embracing naturalism, moral cognition is approaching neuroscience; moral development is fleshing out with personality, the self is underwriting action, the boundaries between moral psychology and moral philosophy are being reset.  Hence, in my opinion, the present work is at the leading edge of all of this.

3.
Please comment on the table of contents and coverage.  Are any topics or concepts omitted?  Should any be deleted?

The table of contents is rich, interesting, broad, integrative.  It covers many fields (philosophy, emotion, cognition, neuroscience, personality).  I have no suggestions to make with respect to coverage of topics, indeed, it all seems to be here. I am interested particularly with how the authors’ deal with certain of the 4 contexts, such as religion, or evolution.  This is a minefield, and there is lots to say here, but I also think this section makes the book lively and relevant and of keen interest to students, scholars and interested lay readers.

4.
What are the strongest features of the proposed book?

The strongest features of the book are these:  1) it reviews cutting edge topics from many fields, 2) integrates them into a coherent analysis and 3) applies them to examples and contexts that reveal the psychological basis of moral action and the moral basis of human life 4) in a way that speaks to education and intervention.

5.
What are the weakest features of the proposed work?

The prospectus does not reveal any obvious weakness in the text.  I will not fault “vaulting ambition.”

6.
How does this proposed book compare to the competition?


This is easy to answer: there is no competition.  I agree with the authors’ assessment of “competing titles.”

7.
Based on this proposal, would you recommend Blackwell offer a contract for this project?


I recommend this project with enthusiasm.  Indeed, I am confident that the editor(s) of this prestigious series, and Blackwell, will look back to this text with justifiable pride. 
REVIEWER D

Review of book proposal:

Taking Moral Action

Chuck Huff, St. Olaf College <huff@stolaf.edu>

Laura Barnard, Duke University <laura.barnard@duke.edu>

Questionnaire for Evaluating Proposals

1. For whom do you think this book would be appropriate? How do you envision its use? Would this proposed book be suitable for courses? If so, please describe.

I think the book could be used with upper level undergraduate courses and graduate courses. It will be of interest to researchers in moral psychology and perhaps lay people as well. It covers a wide range of topics and can draw in a large audience.

2. Please provide an overall statement that gives us your distilled evaluation of the proposal. Kindly comment on the author's goals, stated trends, and market.

This book is a refreshing look at the field of moral psychology. It offers a bridge from thought to action, emotion to behavior. It is integrative and provocative. I love its systematic framing of the various components. It is reframing moral psychology while at the same time drawing on literatures from across psychology. It is unusually creative and daring. 
4. Please comment on the table of contents and coverage. Are any topics or concepts omitted? Should any be deleted? Please explain.

The prospectus presents a vision that seems complete for its purpose, providing a taste of the field in terms of specific ethical issues in particular domains using a theoretical framing, an empirical analysis and application. It provides a marvelous model for a re-look at psychological literatures and what they can offer ethical education. It is a wonderful translational type of work.

5. What are the strongest features of the proposed book? Are there any features not found in the existing textbooks?

The interdisciplinary focus at several levels is breathtaking. The particular topics chosen is not found elsewhere nor the layers of analysis provided. There is no competition.

6. What are the weakest features of the proposed work?

I suppose that it doesn’t cover the universe of the field, but no book can. 

7. How does this proposed book compare to the competition? What are its advantages and disadvantages?

There is no competition for such a creative synthesis of the fields that contribute to our knowledge of moral psychology.

8. Based on this proposal, would you recommend Blackwell offer a contract for this project? Request more material? Decline the project?
Absolutely, I recommend acceptance of the proposal.

REVIEWER E
Questionnaire for Evaluating Proposals

1. For whom do you think this book would be appropriate? How do you envision its use? Would this proposed book be suitable for courses? If so, please describe.

This prospectus describes a book that is far-reaching in its goals and the territory it seeks to cover. As such, it makes sense as a book for graduate students or possibly advanced undergraduates who have had a decent amount of breadth in their previous studies. My concern is that there will be too many disparate areas covered without sufficient detail to allow for enough depth in some areas or to generate adequate discussion in students without the proper background. As a sourcebook for professionals, again, it is unclear whether there would be enough here that interests philosophers, ethicists, and computing professionals, although presumably social psychologists would find enough to chew on (provided that there is room to cover advanced issues).

2. Please provide an overall statement that gives us your distilled evaluation of the proposal. Kindly comment on the author's goals, stated trends, and market.

I think this is a well-structured expansive look at an important area (longterm committed moral action by adults) that has not yet been given a book-length treatment, as the authors suggest. However, it isn’t clear that the book would sit well in a philosophy course where moral psychology seems to have its primary home and the topics selected as examples for in-depth treatment may vary in their interest level to social psychologists (with computing ethics perhaps being the least interesting, despite this being the first author’s strong suit). To say that this is an ambitious proposal is probably an understatement, as the book hopes to cover every growing area of psychology from neuroscience to personality to organizational psychology, and at every level of analysis (affect, cognition, behavior). Take-up of the book would probably depend on the real growth of this particular area in psychology and the willingness of social psychologists to assign a text rather than a series of hand-chosen articles (which might focus students on different areas or go into greater depth than this text may).
4. Please comment on the table of contents and coverage. Are any topics or concepts omitted? Should any be deleted? Please explain.

With 17 chapters, I feel the book probably seeks to cover too much terrain for the objectives set out by the SPSSI Series editor. That is, the mission statement suggests 220 pages, but this book is planned for 250 to 350 pages. With figures and tables (proposed), there will be less space to tackle some of the more complicated issues here (the “four contexts” in particular). Nevertheless, I admire the structure with which the authors have organized the book and I feel that it would provide a useful frame for studying the issue (and indeed many issues) for social psychology students. The introduction and postscript alone could generate a lot of discussion. However, I am uncertain how each of the four examples (criminal rehabilitation, etc.) will be carried through the subsequent chapters and whether this will quickly become monotonous or repetitive (and, if so, can the chapters be read out of sequence or without reading all of the early chapters?).  If I were to suggest ways of reducing the content to be covered (to make the book fit within the Series’ scope), I would be tempted to eliminate all of the four examples, thereby elevating the book to a different level (examining influences, processes, and contexts only) without four somewhat idiosyncratically chosen literature reviews thrown in. These areas could, of course, be covered less formally in each chapter, along with other relevant examples from the literature.
5. What are the strongest features of the proposed book? Are there any features not found in the existing textbooks?

My reading of the prospectus suggests that the section called “Four Influences” probably contains the most interesting material, laying out the authors’ model for understanding moral action and integrating the literatures on persons and situations  in a useful and potentially productive way. As the authors suggest, there are probably no other texts that take this kind of focus, although there are a number of books (particularly edited volumes) that would be relevant to prosocial behavior and positive psychology.
6. What are the weakest features of the proposed work?

As mentioned, my fear is that too much ground will be covered in insufficient depth. Also, that the specific examples might be idiosyncratic and not clearly representative of different principles or challenges for moral psychology (e.g., with what logic were they chosen, beyond having accrued enough research attention?).

7. How does this proposed book compare to the competition? What are its advantages and disadvantages?

I am not sure there is much competition currently for a book such as this – and, for that reason, I’m not sure what kind of audience it would have. Certainly, a course focused on prosocial behavior in social psychology would find this an odd fit.  I am not sure how philosophy departments would see it either.  But if there is growth in the new merger between philosophy and psychology that this book represents and if those drawn to positive psychology see this in keeping with their interests, then it may find a home.  Those focused on computing ethics or volunteerism, for example, might find that there is too little here for them, although of that I cannot be sure.

8. Based on this proposal, would you recommend Blackwell offer a contract for this project? Request more material? Decline the project?
If I were Blackwell, I might ask for a revised version of the prospectus that fits within the narrower scope intended for these volumes (my reading) and which more adequately judges the amount of detail that would be possible.

