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Social neurosciences have acquired a broad technical and scientific rationality over the last decade (Farah,
2011). After more than fifteen years of the birth of neuroethics, is required an analysis on how the
attempts of «fundamental neuroethics» (Evers, 2010; Levy, 2007) and even «neuroscience of ethics»
(Roskies, 2002) have been studied theoretically. In many cases, the objectives of fundamental neuroethics
have been misinterpreted (Northoff, 2009). Both the attempts to substantiate an ethics in the brain and
the attempts to naturalize ethics from evolutionary psychology and biology do not provide, in my
opinion, a fruitful framework for a relationship between ethics and neurosciences. The objective of this
study is to analyze critically the rationality that exists behind the attempts to establish a fundamental
neuroethics. In this way, this study will be divided into three parts.

Firstly, we will try to define the term «neurorationality», understood as the frames of thought and
paradigms of relationship that exist at the intersection between neurosciences and social sciences —and
that shape the way of thinking about neuroethics in this case. Secondly, some proposals on the
naturalization of ethics will be studied, specifically three: (a) studies of the behavior of animals in response
to emotions (Cela-Conde, 2005, Flack & de Wall, 2000); (b) relationships at the neural level -examined
by means of neuroimaging techniques- that exist between decision-making and morality (Smendeferi &
Damasio, 2000); (c) the application of drugs or hormones to human beings to measure the degree of
reciprocity (Kosfeld et al, 2005). Thirdly, we analyse the disadvantages that this rationality presents for a
necessarily interdisciplinary and dialogical relationship between neuroscience and ethics (Cortina, 2011).
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