
35 
 

PHILOSOPHY AS THE “BREAD” OF DECISION-MAKING: TOWARD A 

LAYERED, INTERDISCIPLINARY MODEL FOR ETHICAL AND PRACTICAL 

JUDGMENT 

Ekoh, L. A.1*; Anih, D. O.1; Nwafor, I. L.1 
1St Luke Business School, Peaceland University, Enugu 
*Corresponding Author, Email: la.ekoh@unizik.edu.ng 

 

ABSTRACT 

Philosophical reasoning serves as the ethical “bread” of decision-making, providing 

foundational guidance on values, rights, and moral principles. However, pure philosophy often 

struggles to address the empirical uncertainty, contextual complexity, and stakeholder 

variability inherent in real-world decisions. This paper proposes a synthesized, layered model 

that integrates normative philosophical principles as the foundational layer, empirical analysis 

as the middle layer, and context-sensitive judgment as the top layer. By bridging philosophical 

ethics with pragmatic and interdisciplinary approaches, the model offers a robust framework 

for navigating complex decision dilemmas in healthcare, public policy, AI governance, and 

global challenges. The paper emphasizes the necessity of training, collaborative research, and 

culturally adaptive decision-support tools to operationalize this model effectively. 

 

Keywords: Philosophical decision-making; Ethical frameworks; Layered model; Empirical 

pragmatism; Context-sensitive judgment; Interdisciplinary integration; Applied ethics; Moral 

reasoning 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background and context 

Decision-making is a fundamental 

aspect of human life, encompassing both 

personal choices and professional 

judgments in fields such as medicine, 

public policy, business, and artificial 

intelligence (Kahneman, 2011; Sunstein, 

2005). While empirical data and procedural 

heuristics often guide these decisions, 

philosophy provides the normative 

foundation upon which rational and ethical 

choices can be evaluated (Nussbaum, 1990; 

Beauchamp & Childress, 2019). 

Metaphorically, philosophy can be 

understood as the “bread” of decision-

making—a basic, essential sustenance that 

nourishes rational deliberation. Like bread 

in a diet, philosophical reasoning is 

necessary, forming the intellectual base, but 

not wholly sufficient on its own; it must be 

supplemented by empirical knowledge, 

contextual understanding, and practical 

judgment to address the complexity of real-

world scenarios (MacIntyre, 1981; Lakoff 

& Johnson, 2003). 

Philosophy equips decision-makers 

with critical tools such as ethical 

frameworks, logical reasoning, and 

reflective analysis. These tools provide 

moral clarity, methodological rigor, and 

normative guidance, helping individuals 

navigate ambiguity and conflicting values 

(Paul & Elder, 2014; Nagel, 1979). 

However, the abstract and universal nature 

of philosophical reasoning often faces 

limitations when confronted with empirical 

uncertainty, stakeholder complexity, or 

situational constraints (Floridi et al., 2018; 

Mills, 2005). Recognizing these limits has 

led to a growing emphasis on integrating 

philosophy with empirical pragmatism and 

context-sensitive decision-making 
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approaches (Dewey, 1938; Gigerenzer & 

Gaissmaier, 2011). 

1.2 Purpose of the Study 

This study aims to examine the role 

of philosophical reasoning in decision-

making and to propose a synthesized, 

layered model that combines normative 

foundations with empirical and contextual 

insights. By employing the “bread” 

metaphor, the paper emphasizes philosophy 

as a necessary substrate that ensures ethical 

integrity, while also highlighting the 

importance of interdisciplinary 

supplementation to achieve actionable and 

responsible decisions (Floridi et al., 2018; 

Jonsen & Toulmin, 1988). The study seeks 

to: 

1. Clarify the foundational 

contributions of philosophy to 

ethical and rational decision-

making. 

2. Identify the practical limitations of 

philosophy when applied to 

complex, real-world contexts. 

3. Explore the ways empirical data, 

behavioral insights, and contextual 

judgment can complement 

philosophical reasoning. 

4. Propose an integrated, layered 

decision-making framework that 

operationalizes both normative 

principles and empirical 

pragmatism. 

1.3 Significance of the study 

Understanding philosophy as the 

“bread” of decision-making highlights its 

indispensability in providing a coherent 

moral compass, ensuring that choices 

respect human dignity, fairness, and justice 

(Beauchamp & Childress, 2019; 

Nussbaum, 1990). At the same time, 

acknowledging the need for empirical and 

situational supplements encourages a more 

realistic, flexible approach to decision-

making, bridging the gap between abstract 

ethical theory and practical application 

(Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 2011; Kass, 

2001). By framing decision-making as a 

layered process—beginning with 

philosophical principles, integrating 

empirical analysis, and concluding with 

context-sensitive judgment—this study 

contributes to both theoretical 

understanding and practical guidance for 

complex ethical and strategic decisions 

across diverse domains. 

2.0 Theoretical foundations 

2.1 Philosophy as the Normative base of 

Decision-making 

Philosophy provides the essential 

normative substrate for decision-making, 

akin to the “bread” that sustains rational 

deliberation. Ethical theories, such as 

deontology, utilitarianism, and virtue 

ethics, establish fundamental principles that 

guide the evaluation of actions, outcomes, 

and intentions (Kant, 1996; Mill, 2001; 

Aristotle, 2004). These principles function 

as moral guardrails, ensuring that decisions 

respect human dignity, fairness, and justice, 

and prevent choices driven solely by 

expediency or personal preference 

(Beauchamp & Childress, 2019; 

Nussbaum, 1990). 

Normative reasoning also facilitates 

the identification and articulation of core 

values, enabling decision-makers to clarify 

assumptions and justify their choices in 

complex scenarios (Nagel, 1979; 

Blackburn, 2005). By providing criteria for 

evaluating the moral permissibility and 

social acceptability of decisions, 

philosophy underpins rational discourse 

and ethical accountability (Williams, 1985). 
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However, philosophical reasoning alone 

can encounter limitations, particularly 

when applied to empirically complex or 

context-sensitive situations where idealized 

assumptions may not hold (Mills, 2005; 

Sunstein, 2005). 

2.2 Empirical Pragmatism and Decision 

Theory 

Empirical pragmatism 

complements philosophy by emphasizing 

actionable knowledge derived from 

experience, observation, and data analysis 

(Dewey, 1938). While philosophy 

establishes the “compass,” empirical 

approaches provide the “map,” helping 

decision-makers navigate real-world 

uncertainty and variability (Gigerenzer & 

Gaissmaier, 2011). Decision science, 

including behavioral economics and 

heuristics research, highlights how 

individuals and institutions often rely on 

bounded rationality, probabilistic 

reasoning, and rule-of-thumb strategies to 

make effective decisions (Simon, 1955; 

Kahneman, 2011; Thaler & Sunstein, 

2008). 

This intersection of normative 

theory and empirical analysis is critical in 

applied domains such as public health, 

policy design, and AI governance. For 

instance, Kass (2001) proposed a 

framework for public health ethics that 

begins with normative principles but 

evaluates interventions through empirical 

data on effectiveness, risk distribution, and 

stakeholder impact. Similarly, Binns (2018) 

demonstrated how principles of fairness in 

machine learning can only be meaningfully 

applied when informed by empirical 

performance metrics and societal context. 

Such integrative approaches illustrate the 

importance of bridging philosophical 

reasoning with empirical evaluation to 

achieve decisions that are both principled 

and practicable (Floridi et al., 2018; Sen, 

2009). 

2.3 Situational and Context-sensitive 

judgment 

Even when grounded in ethical 

principles and informed by empirical 

evidence, decisions often require adaptation 

to specific contexts. This situational or 

context-sensitive judgment—rooted in the 

Aristotelian notion of phronesis—involves 

practical wisdom, moral sensitivity, and 

case-based reasoning (Aristotle, 2004; 

Jonsen & Toulmin, 1988). Context-

sensitive judgment allows decision-makers 

to navigate competing values, unforeseen 

constraints, and complex stakeholder 

interests while maintaining normative 

consistency (Montgomery, 2006; Jonsen et 

al., 2021). 

Case-based reasoning, or casuistry, 

demonstrates how analyzing analogous 

historical or contemporary cases can inform 

ethical deliberation in new situations. By 

reconciling abstract principles with 

empirical realities and situational nuances, 

context-sensitive judgment forms the 

adaptive “layer” that enables effective and 

ethically robust decisions (Aristotle, 2004; 

Sunstein, 2005). The combination of 

normative foundations, empirical 

pragmatism, and situational judgment 

forms the conceptual basis for the layered 

decision-making model proposed in this 

study, ensuring that philosophy’s “bread” 

supports both practical and morally 

coherent outcomes. 

2.4 Synthesis of Theoretical Perspectives 

The theoretical foundation for a 

synthesized model of decision-making rests 

on integrating three complementary 
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dimensions: normative ethics 

(philosophical principles), empirical 

pragmatism (data-informed analysis), and 

context-sensitive judgment (situational 

adaptation). Philosophy provides the 

ethical anchor, empirical research offers 

actionable insights, and practical wisdom 

reconciles these elements in real-world 

applications (Dewey, 1938; Gigerenzer & 

Gaissmaier, 2011; Aristotle, 2004). 

By situating decision-making 

within this integrated framework, the model 

addresses the limitations inherent in single-

perspective approaches. Purely 

philosophical models risk idealization and 

underdetermination, empirical-only models 

may overlook moral imperatives, and 

context-free approaches can fail to 

accommodate situational complexity 

(Mills, 2005; Kahneman, 2011). The 

layered model therefore ensures normative 

coherence, empirical adequacy, and 

adaptive flexibility, forming a robust 

foundation for ethically and practically 

sound decision-making in complex 

domains such as healthcare, AI ethics, 

policy-making, and global governance 

(Floridi et al., 2018; Sen, 2009; Jonsen et 

al., 2021). 

3.0 Philosophy as Foundational: the 

‘Bread’ analogy 

3.1 Philosophy as the Ethical “Bread” of 

Decision-making 

Philosophy serves as the ethical 

“bread” of decision-making, providing the 

normative substance that undergirds 

rational deliberation and moral reasoning. 

Just as bread forms the staple of a meal, 

philosophy offers the foundational 

principles that nourish all subsequent 

evaluative and practical processes 

(Williams, 1985; Beauchamp & Childress, 

2019). These principles—derived from 

ethical traditions such as deontology, 

utilitarianism, and virtue ethics—establish 

the core criteria by which decisions can be 

morally assessed, including fairness, 

justice, rights, and human dignity (Kant, 

1996; Mill, 2001; Aristotle, 2004). 

Without this foundational layer, 

decision-making risks being ad hoc, 

reactive, or morally unanchored (Nagel, 

1979; Nussbaum, 1990). Philosophy 

ensures that decisions are evaluated not 

solely on immediate outcomes or empirical 

efficiency, but on their adherence to 

enduring ethical commitments. In this 

sense, the “bread” metaphor highlights 

philosophy’s indispensable role as the 

structural and sustaining element in any 

robust decision-making framework 

(Blackburn, 2005; Williams, 1985). 

3.2 Philosophical Traditions and 

Decision-making models 

Different philosophical traditions 

contribute distinct dimensions to the 

foundational layer of decision-making. 

Deontological frameworks, following 

Kantian ethics, prioritize duties and 

universalizable principles, ensuring that 

decisions respect moral law and human 

dignity regardless of consequences (Kant, 

1996; Beauchamp & Childress, 2019). In 

contrast, utilitarian approaches emphasize 

the maximization of overall good, 

providing guidance on balancing 

competing interests and optimizing 

outcomes (Mill, 2001; Singer, 2011). Virtue 

ethics, as articulated by Aristotle, focuses 

on character and practical wisdom 

(phronesis), emphasizing the development 

of moral sensibilities and judgment over 

time (Aristotle, 2004; MacIntyre, 1981). 
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These traditions collectively inform 

the ethical “bread” by establishing a 

multidimensional normative base that can 

guide both abstract deliberation and applied 

decision-making. For example, in 

healthcare, clinicians integrate duties to 

patients with considerations of overall well-

being and professional virtue to reach 

ethically sound judgments (Jonsen et al., 

2021; Montgomery, 2006). Similarly, in AI 

ethics, the combination of fairness, 

consequentialist reasoning, and virtue-

informed stewardship supports the design 

and deployment of responsible 

technologies (Floridi et al., 2018; Binns, 

2018). 

3.3 Philosophy’s role in layered and 

interdisciplinary Decision-making 

While philosophy provides 

essential normative grounding, it is not 

sufficient in isolation. Complex, real-world 

decision contexts demand integration with 

empirical knowledge and context-sensitive 

judgment (Dewey, 1938; Gigerenzer & 

Gaissmaier, 2011). In the layered model 

proposed in this study, philosophy 

constitutes the base layer—the ethical 

“bread”—which supports the empirical 

middle layer and the context-sensitive top 

layer. By offering non-negotiable moral 

orientation, philosophy guides the 

selection, interpretation, and prioritization 

of empirical data while framing practical 

judgment within ethically defensible 

boundaries (Sunstein, 2005; Kass, 2001). 

Moreover, philosophy’s 

foundational role enables interdisciplinary 

collaboration by providing a shared ethical 

vocabulary that bridges diverse fields. For 

instance, economists, psychologists, 

technologists, and clinicians can align their 

empirical insights and professional 

heuristics around common normative 

principles, ensuring coherence in multi-

stakeholder decision-making processes 

(Sen, 2009; Floridi et al., 2018; Jonsen et 

al., 2021). In this way, philosophy as the 

“bread” not only sustains moral reasoning 

but also facilitates integration across 

disciplinary and methodological 

boundaries. 

3.4 Summary 

The “bread” metaphor underscores 

philosophy’s foundational importance in 

decision-making. By supplying enduring 

ethical principles, philosophical reasoning 

ensures that decisions remain morally 

coherent, justifiable, and attuned to human 

dignity. When combined with empirical 

pragmatism and situational judgment, this 

foundational layer enables the development 

of a layered, interdisciplinary decision-

making model capable of navigating 

complex real-world challenges (Dewey, 

1938; Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 2011; 

Aristotle, 2004). Philosophy thus remains 

the indispensable base—the bread—that 

sustains both the integrity and practicality 

of decisions across diverse domains. 

4.0 The practical limits of Philosophical 

Reasoning 

4.1 Recognizing the boundaries of 

Normative abstraction 

While philosophy provides the 

ethical “bread” of decision-making, it has 

intrinsic limitations when applied to 

complex, real-world contexts. Purely 

normative reasoning often relies on 

idealized assumptions that may not hold in 

practice, resulting in underdetermination—

situations where multiple equally justified 

decisions emerge (Mills, 2005; Sunstein, 

2005). For instance, deontological or 

utilitarian frameworks may offer 
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conflicting prescriptions in morally 

ambiguous scenarios, leaving practitioners 

without clear guidance (Beauchamp & 

Childress, 2019; Nagel, 1979). 

Philosophy excels at clarifying 

values, uncovering hidden assumptions, 

and providing moral justification 

(Nussbaum, 1990), but it typically lacks the 

tools to account for empirical variability, 

institutional constraints, and stakeholder 

complexity inherent in applied settings 

(Floridi et al., 2018; Jonsen & Toulmin, 

1988). In this sense, philosophy establishes 

the ethical structure but cannot, on its own, 

navigate the nuances and contingencies that 

influence decision outcomes. 

4.2 Challenges of Ideal Theory vs. Real-

World practice 

Normative theories often 

presuppose conditions of ideal rationality, 

complete information, or morally uniform 

agents, assumptions rarely satisfied outside 

theoretical discourse (Mills, 2005; 

Valentini, 2012). For example, Rawlsian 

principles of distributive justice provide a 

rigorous moral benchmark but may not 

fully capture the complexities of policy 

implementation under economic, political, 

or cultural constraints (Rawls, 1999; 

Sunstein, 2005). Similarly, utilitarian 

reasoning may struggle to reconcile short-

term sacrifices with long-term collective 

benefits when empirical data are 

incomplete or uncertain (Mill, 2001; 

Singer, 2011). 

These discrepancies highlight the 

practical limits of philosophy: while it 

establishes normative guardrails, it cannot 

prescribe precise actions in the face of 

empirical ambiguity, competing 

stakeholder interests, or unforeseen 

contingencies (Kass, 2001; Montgomery, 

2006). Without integration with empirical 

analysis and situational judgment, 

philosophical reasoning risks producing 

either paralysis or decisions that are 

ethically consistent but practically 

unviable. 

4.3 Philosophy in Interdisciplinary 

Decision-making 

Recognizing these limits does not 

diminish philosophy’s foundational role; 

rather, it underscores the necessity of 

layered decision-making. In complex 

domains—such as public health, climate 

policy, or AI governance—decision-makers 

must integrate philosophical reasoning with 

empirical evidence, risk assessment, and 

contextual judgment (Dewey, 1938; Floridi 

et al., 2018; Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 

2011). Philosophy provides the moral 

compass, guiding which outcomes are 

ethically permissible and framing trade-

offs, while empirical and contextual layers 

inform feasibility, probability, and practical 

implementation (Jonsen et al., 2021; 

Sunstein, 2005). 

For example, in healthcare ethics, 

clinicians may rely on principled 

commitments to patient autonomy and 

justice but must adapt their decisions based 

on clinical evidence, institutional resources, 

and patient-specific circumstances (Kass, 

2001; Montgomery, 2006). In AI ethics, 

philosophical frameworks establish 

fairness and human dignity as non-

negotiable values, but empirical data and 

stakeholder analysis determine algorithmic 

design, impact mitigation, and practical 

governance (Floridi et al., 2018; Binns, 

2018). 

4.4 Summary 

Philosophy remains the 

indispensable bread of decision-making, 
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providing the ethical structure and moral 

guidance necessary for justified actions. 

However, its practical limits necessitate 

supplementation with empirical analysis 

and context-sensitive judgment to ensure 

actionable, responsible decisions (Dewey, 

1938; Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 2011). 

Recognizing these boundaries enables a 

more realistic and effective decision-

making framework, one in which 

philosophy establishes the normative base 

while interdisciplinary layers address 

feasibility, uncertainty, and situational 

complexity (Sunstein, 2005; Jonsen et al., 

2021). 

5.0 Interdisciplinary supplements to 

Philosophical Decision-making 

5.1 Rationale for interdisciplinary 

integration 

While philosophy provides the 

ethical “bread” foundational to decision-

making, addressing complex real-world 

challenges often requires supplementation 

from other disciplines. Purely normative 

reasoning cannot fully account for 

empirical uncertainty, behavioral 

tendencies, or institutional constraints 

(Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 2011; Sunstein, 

2005). Interdisciplinary integration allows 

decision-makers to combine the moral 

compass of philosophy with empirical 

insights, probabilistic reasoning, and 

contextual analysis, forming a more robust 

and actionable framework (Dewey, 1938; 

Floridi et al., 2018). 

For instance, in public health ethics, 

integrating epidemiology and behavioral 

science with normative frameworks ensures 

that interventions are not only ethically 

justified but also effective and 

implementable (Kass, 2001; Sunstein, 

2005). Similarly, in AI governance, 

combining philosophical principles of 

fairness and human dignity with data 

science, machine learning, and risk 

assessment provides a structured pathway 

for responsible algorithmic design (Binns, 

2018; Floridi et al., 2018). 

5.2 Contributions from Social and 

Behavioral Sciences 

Social and behavioral sciences offer 

empirical tools to understand human 

cognition, motivation, and social 

interaction, which are critical for predicting 

the consequences of decisions (Kahneman, 

2011; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Behavioral 

economics, for example, reveals systematic 

cognitive biases and heuristics that can 

influence choices, allowing philosophical 

principles to be applied with practical 

awareness (Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 

2011). 

Case studies in clinical medicine 

illustrate this synergy: normative 

commitments to patient autonomy and 

beneficence are complemented by 

empirical data on patient adherence, risk 

probabilities, and behavioral responses, 

enhancing both ethical integrity and 

practical efficacy (Montgomery, 2006; 

Jonsen et al., 2021). Similarly, in 

environmental policy, combining 

philosophical concepts of intergenerational 

justice with empirical modeling of climate 

risk enables ethically guided yet realistic 

interventions (Gardiner, 2011). 

5.3 Contributions from Natural and 

Computational Sciences 

Natural and computational sciences 

further enhance decision-making by 

providing predictive modeling, risk 

assessment, and simulation-based evidence 

(Von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944; 

Hausman, 2012). For example, 
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probabilistic models in economics and 

epidemiology can quantify potential 

outcomes, informing ethically grounded 

choices without replacing normative 

guidance (Anderson, 2001; Savage, 1954). 

In AI and technological ethics, 

computational modeling identifies 

unintended consequences of algorithmic 

decisions, allowing philosophical 

principles such as fairness and non-

maleficence to be operationalized in 

practice (Floridi et al., 2018; Binns, 2018). 

Such interdisciplinary collaboration 

ensures that ethical commitments are 

actionable, feasible, and sensitive to real-

world constraints. 

5.4 Integrated Decision-making in 

practice 

The synthesis of philosophy with 

empirical and computational disciplines 

forms a layered approach to decision-

making. Philosophy provides the normative 

base, social and behavioral sciences 

provide empirical insights into human and 

institutional behavior, and computational 

modeling informs feasibility and predictive 

accuracy (Dewey, 1938; Gigerenzer & 

Gaissmaier, 2011). 

Practical examples highlight this 

integration: 

• In healthcare, ethical principles 

guide patient care decisions while 

clinical data and behavioral 

insights optimize outcomes (Kass, 

2001; Montgomery, 2006). 

• In AI policy, fairness and dignity 

principles shape design priorities, 

while data-driven simulations and 

risk analytics ensure compliance 

with ethical and practical standards 

(Floridi et al., 2018; Binns, 2018). 

• In climate policy, normative 

commitments to justice are 

operationalized using empirical 

risk models and social behavior 

analyses, producing actionable 

strategies that are both ethically 

robust and contextually grounded 

(Gardiner, 2011; Sunstein, 2005). 

This interdisciplinary supplementation 

addresses the practical limits of philosophy 

identified in Section 4, enabling decision-

makers to navigate complexity, uncertainty, 

and competing stakeholder demands while 

remaining ethically grounded. 

6.0 Toward a Synthesized model of 

Decision-making 

6.1 Integrating Philosophy with 

empirical Pragmatism 

While philosophy provides the 

ethical “bread” foundational to decision-

making, its practical application often 

requires supplementation from empirical 

and context-sensitive approaches 

(Beauchamp & Childress, 2019; Nagel, 

1979). Normative commitments—such as 

respect for autonomy, fairness, justice, and 

human dignity—establish moral guardrails 

that define the boundaries of legitimate 

action (Rawls, 1999; Nussbaum, 1990). 

However, these principles alone 

may lack the tools to navigate real-world 

uncertainty, variability, and complexity 

(Mills, 2005; Sunstein, 2005). Empirical 

pragmatism complements philosophical 

foundations by emphasizing knowledge as 

action-oriented and contextually validated 

(Dewey, 1938). Decision-making, 

therefore, benefits from a dynamic 

interaction between normative principles 

and empirical evidence, enabling ethical 

guidance to be both principled and 
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implementable (Kass, 2001; Gigerenzer & 

Gaissmaier, 2011). 

For example, in public health, 

ethical principles such as beneficence and 

justice guide intervention priorities, but 

empirical data on effectiveness, risk 

distribution, and stakeholder impact ensure 

that interventions are feasible and socially 

responsible (Floridi et al., 2018; Kass, 

2001). Similarly, in AI ethics, principles of 

fairness and non-maleficence can be 

operationalized through predictive 

modeling and risk assessment (Binns, 2018; 

Floridi et al., 2018). In this integrated 

approach, philosophy remains the compass, 

while empirical pragmatism provides the 

map and terrain awareness necessary for 

navigating complex decision landscapes. 

6.2 Proposals for a layered Decision 

model 

Building on the integration of 

normative and empirical considerations, a 

layered model provides a structured 

framework for ethically and practically 

sound decision-making. This model can be 

conceptualized as comprising three tiers: 

6.2.1 Base layer: Philosophical 

principles 

The foundational layer consists of 

core ethical commitments, including 

respect for persons, fairness, utility, rights, 

and obligations (Nagel, 1979; Beauchamp 

& Childress, 2019). These principles 

function as moral guardrails, ensuring that 

decisions maintain ethical integrity even 

before empirical or situational factors are 

considered. They are not applied 

mechanically but serve to guide 

deliberation and prevent arbitrary or 

harmful choices (Nussbaum, 1990; Foot, 

1978). 

6.2.2 Middle layer: Empirical analysis 

The second layer incorporates 

systematic data collection and 

interpretation from social, behavioral, and 

natural sciences (Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 

2011; Kahneman, 2011). This layer informs 

decision-makers about the likely outcomes, 

risks, and trade-offs associated with various 

courses of action. Interdisciplinary 

collaboration—including economists, 

psychologists, clinicians, and 

technologists—ensures that normative 

principles are grounded in empirical reality 

(Sunstein, 2005; Montgomery, 2006). 

For example, a policy grounded in 

distributive justice (Rawls, 1999) may be 

evaluated for feasibility, effectiveness, and 

unintended consequences through cost-

benefit analysis, risk assessment, or 

predictive modeling (Hausman, 2012; Von 

Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944). By 

combining normative guidance with 

empirical insight, this layer reduces the risk 

of impractical or harmful decisions. 

6.2.3 Top layer: Context-sensitive 

judgment 

The top layer consists of practical 

wisdom (phronesis), allowing decision-

makers to balance competing values, 

stakeholder interests, and situational 

constraints (Aristotle, trans. 2004; Jonsen & 

Toulmin, 1988). This layer integrates case-

based reasoning, moral sensitivity, and 

intuition, recognizing that no amount of 

principle or data alone can fully resolve 

real-world complexities (Montgomery, 

2006; Jonsen et al., 2021). 

Context-sensitive judgment ensures 

that the decision-making process is 

adaptive, bridging the gap between 

idealized ethical principles and empirical 

realities. It also allows for the incorporation 

of cultural and situational factors that may 
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influence the ethical evaluation of choices 

(Nussbaum, 1990; Fan, 1997). 

6.3 Advantages of the Layered model 

This synthesized, layered approach 

avoids the pitfalls of rigid idealism and 

empirical reductionism. By layering ethical 

principles, empirical evidence, and 

practical judgment, it provides a flexible 

architecture capable of addressing diverse 

domains, including healthcare, AI 

governance, climate policy, and 

organizational decision-making (Jonsen et 

al., 2021; Beauchamp & Childress, 2019; 

Floridi et al., 2018; Binns, 2018; 

Gigerenzer & Gaissmaier, 2011; Sen, 2009; 

Mills, 2005; Sunstein, 2005; Rawls, 1999; 

Fan, 1997; Nussbaum, 1990; Jonsen & 

Toulmin, 1988; Nagel, 1979; Dewey, 

1938). 

The model ensures that philosophy 

remains central as the foundational “bread”, 

while interdisciplinary integration 

enhances its applicability in complex and 

uncertain contexts. It reconciles normative 

consistency with empirical pragmatism and 

situational nuance, offering a 

comprehensive framework for ethically and 

practically sound decision-making. 

7.0 Conclusion 

This study affirms that philosophy 

is necessary but not sufficient for robust 

decision-making. Philosophical 

principles—embodying fairness, 

autonomy, justice, and human dignity—

serve as the moral bread, anchoring 

decisions with ethical integrity. Yet, 

empirical data, contextual nuances, and 

practical constraints frequently challenge 

purely normative reasoning. 

The proposed layered model 

synthesizes normative ethics, empirical 

evidence, and practical judgment, 

providing a structured yet flexible approach 

to decision-making. The base layer secures 

ethical consistency, the middle layer 

grounds decisions in data-driven analysis, 

and the top layer enables situational 

adaptability and moral sensitivity. This 

integrated framework ensures that 

philosophy guides, rather than constrains, 

action in complex and dynamic 

environments. 

Ultimately, bridging philosophy 

with interdisciplinary insights enhances the 

practical relevance and ethical robustness 

of decision-making. Future research should 

focus on cross-cultural validation, 

empirical testing, and the development of 

decision-support tools that reflect this 

multi-layered approach. By embedding 

philosophical foundations within an 

empirically informed and context-sensitive 

framework, decision-makers can navigate 

modern ethical challenges with both clarity 

and flexibility. 

8.0 Recommendations 

1. Integrate Philosophical ethics with 

empirical approaches: Decision-

making frameworks should 

combine normative guidance with 

evidence-based heuristics to 

navigate uncertainty, risk, and 

stakeholder diversity effectively. 

2. Develop Interdisciplinary training 

programs: Institutions should 

design curricula that cultivate skills 

in ethical reasoning, empirical 

analysis, and situational judgment, 

fostering competence in applying 

layered decision-making models 

across domains such as medicine, 

AI governance, and public policy. 

3. Promote collaborative research: 

Scholars should establish cross-
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sector partnerships that integrate 

philosophy, behavioral sciences, 

and decision theory to refine 

normative models and assess their 

applicability across cultural and 

institutional contexts. 

4. Design Context-Sensitive Decision 

Tools: Emerging technologies, 

including AI-based decision aids, 

should operationalize ethical 

principles alongside empirical data, 

enabling adaptive, context-aware 

decisions that retain moral integrity. 

5. Address Cultural Pluralism: 

Decision-making frameworks 

should respect diverse values and 

practices, avoiding a one-size-fits-

all normative approach and 

ensuring global ethical relevance. 

6. Empirically Validate Layered 

Models: Future studies should 

assess the effectiveness of 

synthesized models in real-world 

decision-making scenarios, 

identifying strengths, limitations, 

and best practices for 

implementation. 

 

Reference 

Anderson, E. (2001). Unstrapping the 

straightjacket of 'preference': A 

comment on Amartya Sen’s internal 

critique of the rational actor model. 

Economics and Philosophy, 17(1), 

21–38. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S026626710

0000201 

Aristotle. (2004). Nicomachean ethics (R. 

Crisp, Trans.). Cambridge University 

Press. (Original work published ca. 

350 BCE) 

Beauchamp, T. L., & Childress, J. F. 

(2019). Principles of biomedical 

ethics (8th ed.). Oxford University 

Press. 

Binns, R. (2018). Fairness in machine 

learning: Lessons from political 

philosophy. Proceedings of the 2018 

Conference on Fairness, 

Accountability and Transparency, 

149–159. 

https://doi.org/10.1145/3287560.328

7583 

Blackburn, S. (2005). Think: A compelling 

introduction to philosophy. Oxford 

University Press. 

Dewey, J. (1938). Logic: The theory of 

inquiry. Henry Holt and Company. 

Fan, R. (1997). Self-determination vs. 

family-determination: Two 

incommensurable principles of 

autonomy. Bioethics, 11(3–4), 309–

322. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-

8519.00065 

Floridi, L., Cowls, J., Beltrametti, M., 

Chatila, R., Chazerand, P., Dignum, 

V., Luetge, C., Madelin, R., Pagallo, 

U., Rossi, F., Schafer, B., Valcke, P., 

Vayena, E. (2018). AI4People-An 

Ethical Framework for a Good AI 

Society: Opportunities, Risks, 

Principles, and Recommendations. 

Minds Mach (Dordr), 28(4): 689-

707. https://doi.org.10.1007/s11023-

018-9482-5. PMID: 30930541; 

PMCID: PMC6404626. 

Foot, P. (1978). Virtues and vices and 

other essays in moral philosophy. 

University of California Press. 

Gardiner, S. M. (2011). A perfect moral 

storm: The ethical tragedy of climate 

change. Oxford University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266267100000201
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266267100000201
https://doi.org/10.1145/3287560.3287583
https://doi.org/10.1145/3287560.3287583
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8519.00065
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8519.00065
https://doi.org.10.1007/s11023-018-9482-5
https://doi.org.10.1007/s11023-018-9482-5


 
Ekoh et al – Philosophy, decision-making and interdisciplinary ethical judgement model Technoscience Review, 17(1), 2026 

 
 

 

  46 

 

Gigerenzer, G., & Gaissmaier, W. (2011). 

Heuristic decision making. Annual 

Review of Psychology, 62, 451–482. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-

psych-120709-145346 

Hausman, D. M. (2012). Preference, value, 

choice, and welfare. Cambridge 

University Press. 

Jonsen, A. R., & Toulmin, S. (1988). The 

abuse of casuistry: A history of 

moral reasoning. University of 

California Press. 

Jonsen, A. R., Siegler, M., & Winslade, W. 

J. (2021). Clinical ethics: A practical 

approach to ethical decisions in 

clinical medicine (9th ed.). McGraw-

Hill Education. 

Kahneman, D. (2011). Thinking, fast and 

slow. Farrar, Straus and Giroux. 

Kant, I. (1996). Groundwork of the 

metaphysics of morals (M. Gregor, 

Trans.). Cambridge University Press. 

(Original work published 1785) 

Kass, N. E. (2001). An ethics framework 

for public health. American Journal 

of Public Health, 91(11), 1776–

1782. 

https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.91.11.

1776 

Lakoff, G., & Johnson, M. (2003). 

Metaphors we live by (2nd ed.). 

University of Chicago Press. 

MacIntyre, A. (1981). After virtue: A study 

in moral theory. University of Notre 

Dame Press. 

Mill, J. S. (2001). Utilitarianism (G. Sher, 

Ed.). Hackett Publishing Company. 

(Original work published 1863) 

Mills, C. W. (2005). "Ideal theory" as 

ideology. Hypatia, 20(3), 165–184. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1527-

2001.2005.tb00493.x 

Montgomery, K. (2006). How doctors 

think: Clinical judgment and the 

practice of medicine. Oxford 

University Press. 

Nagel, T. (1979). Mortal questions. 

Cambridge University Press. 

Nussbaum, M. C. (1990). Love’s 

knowledge: Essays on philosophy 

and literature. Oxford University 

Press. 

Paul, R., & Elder, L. (2014). The miniature 

guide to critical thinking concepts 

and tools (7th ed.). Foundation for 

Critical Thinking. 

Rawls, J. (1999). A theory of justice (Rev. 

ed.). Harvard University Press. 

Savage, L. J. (1954). The foundations of 

statistics. Wiley. 

Sen, A. (2009). The idea of justice. 

Harvard University Press. 

Simon, H. A. (1955). A behavioral model 

of rational choice. Quarterly Journal 

of Economics, 69(1), 99–118. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/1884852 

Singer, P. (2011). Practical ethics (3rd 

ed.). Cambridge University Press. 

Sunstein, C. R. (2005). Laws of fear: 

Beyond the precautionary principle. 

Cambridge University Press. 

Thaler, R. H., & Sunstein, C. R. (2008). 

Nudge: Improving decisions about 

health, wealth, and happiness. Yale 

University Press. 

Valentini, L. (2012). Ideal vs. non-ideal 

theory: A conceptual map. 

Philosophy Compass, 7(9), 654–664. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-

9991.2012.00500.x 

Von Neumann, J., & Morgenstern, O. 

(1944). Theory of games and 

economic behavior. Princeton 

University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120709-145346
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120709-145346
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.91.11.1776
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.91.11.1776
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1527-2001.2005.tb00493.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1527-2001.2005.tb00493.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1884852
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-9991.2012.00500.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-9991.2012.00500.x


 
Ekoh et al – Philosophy, decision-making and interdisciplinary ethical judgement model Technoscience Review, 17(1), 2026 

 
 

 

  47 

 

Williams, B. (1985). Ethics and the limits 

of philosophy. Harvard University 

Press. 

 

 


