Our Moral Origins

Objects ¢ <
“@ Ga

Depth .. h \ Number

Geometry

Addition and subtraction by
human infants
Karen Wynn

Department of Psychology, University of Arizona, Tucson,
Arizona 85721, USA

HUMAN infants can discriminate between different small numbers
of items'™, and can determine numerical equivalence across per-
ceptual modalities®®. This may indicate the possession of true

i pts+7, Al purely perceptual discrimi-
nations may underlie these abilities® . This debate addresses the
nature of subitization, the lbilit{ to quantify small numbers of
items without counting'*"". may involve the
holistic ition of patterns that do not
reveal ordinal relationships between the numbers'Z, or may instead
be an iterative or ‘counting’ process that specifies these numerical
relationships*'®. Here I show that 5-month-old infants can calcu-
late the results of simple arithmetical operations on small numbers
of items. This indicates that infants possess true numerical con-
cepts, and suggests that humans are innately endowed with arith-
metical abilities. It also suggests that subitization is a process
that encodes ordinal infe not a patts ition process
yielding non-numerical percepts.
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Do 15-Month-Old Infants
Understand False Beliefs?
Kristine H. Onishi’* and Renée Baillargeon®
For more than two decades, researchers have argued that young children do

not understand mental states such as beliefs. Part of the evidence for this
claim comes from preschoolers' failure at verbal tasks that require the under-

standing that others may hol

task to examine 15-month-old infants’
the basis of her true or false belief about a toy’s hiding place. Resuits were
i i i 2 young age, children appeal to mental

positive, supporting the view that,

. Here, we used a novel nonverbal
ity to predict an actor’s behavior on

states—goals, perceptions, and beliefs—to explain the behavior of others.

Consider the following situation: A child who
has surreptitiously eaten the last cookies in
2 box sees her brother reach into the box. To
‘make sense of his behavior, she must under-
stand that he falsely believes the box stll
‘contains cookies. As adults, we readily under-
stand that others may hold and act on false
beliefs; this ability is widely held o be a cor-
nerstone of social competence, and its neu-

asked where the first character will look for
her toy, 4 year olds typically say she will look
in the first location and provide appropriate
justifications for their answers. In contrast,
most 3 year olds say she will look in the
second (actual) location, thus failing to dem-
onstrate an understanding that the first char-
acter will hold a false belief about the toy’s
Tocation.
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(Onishi & Baillargeon, 2005)
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Infants know that others have minds, and that
those minds can be different from their own!

“Believed” Location True Location

(Onishi & Baillargeon, 2005)

What kinds
of minds?




Social evaluation by preverbal infants

1. Kiley Hamlin', Karen Wynn' & Paul Bloom’

social world.

tions of the people around them, and make accurate decisions

about wha is friend and who is foe, who is an appropriate social
Indecd,

from the
capacity to ide ics that may help them,
and to distinguish these individuals from others that may harm
them. H i "

held distinct impre f the two characters on the basis of their
actions towards the climber (see Fig 2).

Our looking time measure replicated our previous studies asses-
sing 9- and 12-month-olds’ expectations about the climber's atti-
tudes 10 the helper and hinderer™*, and extended this question to

5 i hel

1b). y
(unsurprising) and the hinderer (a surprising action). Replicating

%, but the onto-
genetic origins and development of this capacity are not well
understood. Here we show that 6- and 10-month-old infants take
into account an individuaPs actions towards others in evaluating
that individual as appealing or aversive: infants prefer an indi-
vidual who helps anather to one who hinders another, prefer a
helping individual to a neutral individual, and prefer a neutral
individual to a hindering individual. These findings constitute

e, s

P ds looked longer at
(MENyjngerr = 4965, MeaNape = 3825 paired ttest, 1(15) =
2603, two-tailed P=0.02), indicating surprise when the climber
approached one who had previously hindered it. Six-month-olds,
however, looked equally to both cvents (meanae = 5.7, mean-
heper = 6.7 5 (11) = 0.80, P 0.44), suggesting that they did not

despite themselves preferring helper to hinderer in our choice mea

evidence that p on the basis of
their behaviour towards others. This capacity may serve as the
foundation for moral thought and action, and its carly develop-

al emergence supports the view that social evaluation is a
biological adaptation.

Before the sbity to nfr athers’ cvaluaions

Our claim—that young infants evaluate others based on their
social behaviour—entails that infants were responding to social,
not superficil perceptual, aspecs of our events. If infants of these:

Babies know “good” from “bad”
(and prefer good!)
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The native language of social cognition
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preferri
their own group and disfavoring others? Experiments with infants

sitons that emerge eary n [fe and depend, in part, on natural
Iang\ngn. Young infants prefer to look at a person who previously

In the first experiment, 5- to 6-month-old infants from American
English-speaking families (n = 22) viewed alternating sound films
of two adult women who both spoke to them in American English,

‘s played i revere (enoatual soec with o sina specralsad

spoke their native language. Older i Pt toy:

select native-language speakers as friends. Variations in accent are
sufficient to evoke these social preferences, which are observed in

by children even when they comprehend the foreign-accented
speech. Early-developing preferences for native-language speakers

rve as a foundation for later-developing preferences and
conflicts among social groups.

The order.
the peirngs. uf faces. o Ianguagc conditions were cnumemal:nmd
e face or
oo A Trtargason i saen speaker, the two women were
presented side by side, smiling but no longer speaking (Fig. 1a).
Infant i

during the speaking familiarization trials, ensuring equal exposure
10 the two faces before the test trial. During the silent-test tral, in
trast,
g
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Differentiating Diversities:
Moral Diversity Is Not Like Other Kinds!

JONATHAN HAIDT,2 EVAN ROSENBERG, AND HOLLY HOM
University of Virginia

Diversity is widely celebrated in American society. But from a social psychological point
of view, diversity ought to cause a number of problems, such as divisiveness and conflict.
A resolution of this paradox is proposed: There are several kinds of diversity, with differ-
ent profiles of costs and benefits. In particular, moral diversity is identified as being prob-
lematic and even self-contradictory. Three studies of attitudes and desires for interaction
among college students confirmed that moral diversity reduces desires for interaction
more than does demographic diversity, and that both kinds of diversity are valued more in
a classroom than in other social settings. These findings have important implications for

i ions of diversity, i i ive action, identity politics, and immi-
gration policy.

What is morality
even about!?




Greg Johnson

(of Texas vs. Johnson)

is it wrong to sleep with your sister
is it wrong to masturbate

Moral Foundations

Harm
Fairness
Group Loyalty
Authority
Purity




Moral Foundations

Harm
Fairness
Group Loyalty
Authority
Purity

Moral Foundations

T M, il
Group Loyalty
Authority

“independent-minded “extremely loyal to its home
and relates to its owner and family, and doesn’t warm
as a friend and equal” up quickly to strangers”

OK
or
NOT OK?




et ATTITUDES AND SOCIAL COGNITION

Affect, Culture, and Morality, or Is It Wrong to Eat Your Dog?

Jonathan Haidt, Silvia Helena Koller, and Maria G. Dias

Stories about victimless yet offensive actions (such as cleaning one’s toilet with a flag) were pre-

sented to Brazilian and US. adults and children of high and low socioeconomic status (N = 360)

Results show that college students at elitc universitics judged these stories 10 be matters of social

convention or of personal preference. Most other Ss, especially in Brazil, took a moralizing stance

toward these actions. For these later Ss, moral judgments were better predicted by affective reac-

tions than by appraisals of harmfulness. Results support the claims of cultural psychology (R. A.
that cultural

impact on the domain of morality and the process of moral judgment. Suggestions are made for
building cross-culturally valid models of moral judgment.

OK
or
NOT OK?

Can there be “victimless crimes’’?

A woman is cleaning out her closet, and she finds
her old American flag. She doesn't want the flag
anymore, so she cuts it up into pieces and uses the
rags to clean her bathroom.
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Can there be “victimless crimes’’?

A woman was dying, and on her deathbed she
asked her son to promise that he would visit her
grave every week.The son loved his mother very
much, so he promised to visit her grave every
week. But after the mother died, the son didn't
keep his promise, because he was very busy.
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oK Not OK Haidt et al. (1993)

Can there be “victimless crimes’?

|

OK  Not OK

100

R

A family's dog was killed by a car in front of their
house.They had heard that dog meat was delicious,
so they cut up the dog's body and cooked it and
ate it for dinner.

Haidt et al. (1993)

Can there be “victimless crimes’’?

A brother and sister like to kiss each other on the
mouth.When nobody is around, they find a secret
hiding place and kiss each other on the mouth,
passionately.
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Emotion vs. Reason

The trolley problem

OK or not OK?

A.OK
B. Not OK

Emotion vs. Reason

The trolley problem




OK or not ?

deontology

rules and obligations

utilitarianism

“the greatest good for
the greatest number”

An fMRI Investigation of
Emotional Engagement in Moral
Judgment

Joshua D. Greene,’?* R. Brian Sommerville, Leigh E. Nystrom,™*
John M. Darley,” Jonathan D. Cohen’>*

of reason in moral judgment. A more recent trend places increased emphasis
on emotion. Although both reason and emotion are likely to play important
roles in moral judgment, relatively litle is known about their neural correlates,
the nature of their interaction, and the factors that modulate their respective
behavioral influences in the context of moral judgment. In two functional
apply the methods of cognitive neuroscience to the study of moral judgment.
We argue that moral dilemmas vary systematically in the extent to which they
engage emotional processing and that these variations in emotional engage-
dgment. Some puzzling
patterns in moral judgment observed by contemporary philosophers.




