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ABSTRACT

A system of values plays an important intermediary role in the human conceptual sys-
tem. An individual associates a value — an abstract valence and quantity — with a past,
present, or contemplated object or action in the environment, and uses values to help
determine what actions to take. Value can be categorized into a number of different
types, the most important of which for the purposes of the present article are afective
value (how good the action is jfor someone), normative value (how good the action is of
someone), and esteem (how good a reputation someone has). Normative value in turn
divides into several subdomains such as moral value, legality, etiquette, and religious
value. In addition, values can be divided along the orthogonal dimension of objective
(value tout court) versus subjective (value in the eyes of a particular person). Each type
of value plays its own characteristic role in affecting choice of action in interaction with
the others.

Given an explicit formulation of systems of value, it then becomes possible to work out
more precise accounts of value-laden systems of concepts. Two are explored here: fair-
ness and freely chosen reciprocity, the latter including retaliation, restitution, honoring,
shaming, and apologizing.

The overall hypothesis that emerges from the investigation is that the basic categories
of value and the inference rules built on them are human universals. Cultures’ value
systems differ primarily in (a) what actions and objects are assigned what values and (b)
the relative weighting of different sources of value in cases where they interact.
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1. Overview

The overall question to be addressed here is what a system of values is,
and what components make it up. The basic approach will not be to
ask what values “are in the real world.” They are not amything inde-
pendently of the people who conceptualize them. Rather, in consonance
with the goals of conceptualist semantics (Jackendoff 1983; 2002, chap-
ters 9-12), the question is how humans conceptualize values (especially
unconsciously!) and how values play a role in governing people’s judg-
ments and behavior. This question will be approached in part by using
linguistic expressions of value as clues for the structures we are seeking.
The inquiry will be validated by the extent that, by positing a relatively
constrained set of conceptual building blocks, we can describe a rich
variety of linguistic expressions and commonplace intuitions involving
value. Through understanding the conceptual structures in which values
are embedded, it is to be hoped that we are in a better position to
inquire into the evolutionary and cultural roots of systems of value.

One thing I will not aspire to here is to decide what value system
we should adopt, that is, to make value judgments over value systems.
Nevertheless, I concur with Greene 2003 that investigation of the pre-
sent sort can be useful in addressing such issues.

My overall hypothesis is that value is a conceptualized abstract prop-
erty attributed to (conceptualized) objects, persons, and actions. It is
abstract because it is not directly perceptible. The value of an entity
plays a role in various rules of inference which affect the way one rea-
sons about the entity. Thus value serves as an intermediary in a system
of logic — not logic in any standard propositional/formal sense, but in
the sense of a conceptual/heuristic logic, as it were a “folk logic”. The
rules of this logic form a sort of internal accounting system that helps
connect many sorts of disparate objects, actions, and persons. Cultures
vary in what value is conventionally assigned to what sort of entity and
in what context, but, according to my hypothesis, the basic parameters

! See Barth 1993 for discussion of how (in the present terms) conscious, verbalizable
values may be quite different from implicit (unconscious) values, which can be detected
through regularities of behavior.
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of the logic of value — that is, the internal accounting system — are to
some degree universal: these are the terms in which judgments of value
and inferences based on value are framed.

There are three basic elements to a system of values. First, in order
for objects, persons, and actions to have values, there must be princi-
ples that assign values to entities on various grounds, i.e. rules in which
value appears in the consequent of the rule (“If such-and-such takes
place, then such-and-such a value is assigned.”). These “input rules” are
the entryways into the value system. Second, just assigning values is of
little use unless values have some effect on behavior. So there must also
be principles that favor performing certain actions on the basis of val-
ues, Le. rules in which value appears in the antecedent of the rule —
the “outputs” of the value system (“If such-and-such an action has such-
and-such a value, then do it”). Third, in between input and output there
may be many inferences that involve values in both the antecedent and
consequent, that is, reasoning internal to the value system.

An example of such an internal accounting system may make the
idea clearer. Consider the conceptual status of points in a game (a case
discussed by Searle 1993). Such-and-such a physical action in the game
leads to the assignment of so-and-so many points to a player: this is the
input into the system. Within the system, points are totaled by addition
as they are assigned; this is an operation that has no physical counter-
part. The output of the system is the rule that says that the winner is
the player with the most points at the end (or, depending on the game,
the player with the least points, or the player to reach a prescribed total
first). The points therefore serve as an inferential intermediary between
the actions in the game and the outcome; without this intermediary, the
outcome could not be determined. The points have no significance except
within the context of the game: it is senseless to say, out of the blue,
“I have 35 points,” as if it were like “I have a new car.”

Values are more complex than points for a variety of reasons. First,
a value has two dimensions: a valence (good, 1.e. positive, or bad, i.e. neg-
ative) and a magnitude (better or worse). Except in the case of monetary
value, the magnitude is not a numerical quantity, but a relative quan-
tity, perhaps measured by the basic mammalian magnitude system (Dehaene
1997, Hauser 2000). Thus values can be compared and combined approx-
imately, but there is a lot of room for slop (Weber’s Law error).
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A second source of complexity in values is that there turn out to be
several different sorts of value, each of which pertains to different enti-
ties and plays its own role in rules of inference. My impression is that
crossdisciplinary discussions of value have often foundered because psy-
chology deals primarily with one sort, economics with another, and moral
philosophy with yet another, and ordinary language conflates them, call-
ing them all value. A third source of complexity is that most of these
sorts of value appear in two different versions, which I will call the ogjec-
tive and the subjective versions. In the objective version, the judger attrib-
utes value to something in his/her conceptualized world, e.g. X is of
value. In the subjective version, the judger attributes value to something
in his/her conceptualized world, relative to some observer (which may
be the judger him/herself): X s of value to ¥V/to me. A final difference
between values and points is that the rules of inference internal to the
value system admit many more possibilities than simple addition. In
working these rules out, I hope to establish that they are intuitively plau-
sible, since after all they are meant to capture basic generalizations about

how we reason with values.

2. Six kinds of value

This section will outline the dimensions of the value system, so as to set
a context for the more detailed discussion to follow.

2.1. Affective value. The first type of value might be called affective value (or
A-value). An event or situation has affective value for someone if it has
a positive or negative effect on them, if it yields pleasure or suffering,
a benefit or a cost. A simple expression of A-value is good/ bad for so-and-
so, as in (1).

(1) a. Eating your dinner will be good for you.
b. Being overweight is bad for Max.

Obviously, the same event may simultaneously be beneficial to one per-
son and harmful to another; for example the action of revealing the name
of the thief might be good for the victim and bad for the thief. Hence
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affective value arises not from the event per se but from its effect on
individual participants in it.

Affective value is the type of value most connected to biological
issues. Questions of preference, likes and dislikes, and approach and
avoidance can be couched in terms of the A-value of the situations and
actions involved. Thus this is the kind of value apparently of greatest
concern to psychologists, e.g. Herrnstein 1993 and Mandler 1993.

There are expressions of affective value which do not name a par-
ticipant, for instance (2).

(2) a. Drinking milk is good.
b. Being overweight is bad.

Here the affected participant is an implicit generic individual identified with
the subject of the generic subordinate clause: a close paraphrase is (3).

(3) a. Drinking milk is good for one/for people/for you.
b. Being overweight is bad for one/for people/for you
(where you is the generic personal pronoun, as in
You don’t see ads for DeSotos much anymore.)

When the implicit generic individual is implicit, as in (2), the assertion
of value presents itself as an objective property of the generic event or
situation.

I'll call examples like (1) expressions of subjective A-value, and those
like (2) expressions of objective A-value. Now comes an absolutely crucial
point: Objective A-value is still not value in the world, independent of observers.
You may think that it’s objectively good to drink milk, and I may not.
But each of us conceptualizes this value as a property of drinking milk.
What makes the value objective in the present sense is that we are in
disagreement about the value of drinking milk independent of any par-
ticular person. By contrast, if you think drinking milk is good for Bill,
and I think it’s not good for Harry, i.e. if we’re talking in terms of sub-
jective A-value, we have no disagreement. Importantly, judgments of
objective A-value do not rely on Theory of Mind, empathy, or identification
with the other, whereas judgments of subjective A-value do, or at least
purport to.
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2.2. Resource value. A second type of value is what I will call resource value
(or R-value). An object has a resource value if it is good for someone to
have, a simpler expression is just that the object is valuable. One reason
something may be good to have is that it offers the potential (or affordance)
for an event with affective value. For a simple case, food has R-value
because it offers the potential of being eaten, which is in turn an action
of A-value to the eater. Similarly, a house has R-value because it offers
the potential of being lived in. Another reason something may be good
to have is that it adds to the esteem of its owner, as in the R-value of
a famous painting. For another prominent case, money has R-value to
its holder because it offers the potential of being exchanged either for
other objects with R-value or for the performance of actions with A-
value to the holder. Economists, whose basic data are exchanges, are
therefore most concerned with resource values and those A-valued actions
for which exchanges for R-valued objects are possible, e.g. labor and
services (e.g. Scitovsky 1993 and Akerlof and Yellen 1993).

Resource value, like affective value, comes in subjective and objec-
tive varieties. All the examples so far are objective, in the sense that the
object has simply has R-value rather than R-value # so-and-so. The sub-
jective/objective contrast is hard to express using the word good, but it
turns up in expressions like (4).

(4) a. This piece of land is very valuable/worth a lot.
[objective]
b. This piece of land is very valuable/worth a lot to Harry.
[subjective]

In (4a) the sense is that anyone will value the land highly; (4b) leaves
the question open of whether it means anything to anyone else.

Resource value is defined in terms of its affordance for A-valued
actions. But there is a secondary interaction between R-value and A-
value. To the extent that having available resources reduces anxiety, the
situation of having things with resource value can itself be of affective
value: having stuff is good for yow; lacking stuff is bad for you. Of course, the
strength of this interaction varies from person to person.

2.3. Quality. An object or event can be valued in terms of its quality rel-
ative to other objects or events of the same type. I'll call this Q-value.
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(5) a. This is a good/terrible computer. [object]
b. That was an excellent/miserable back dive. [action]

Typically, when objects are rated for quality, it is in terms of a particu-
lar action for which the object is to be used.

(6) a. This spatula is good for frosting cakes with.
b. This book is good for learning about deconstructionist phonetics.

When the for-phrase is absent (a good spatula, a good book), there is still an
implicit purpose, as observed by Katz 1966 and Pustejovsky 1995. The
default interpretation is that the object in question has quality with
respect to performing its proper function — what the object is for (in the
sense of Millikan 1984, or the concept’s tlic quale in the sense of Pustejovsky
1995). A good spatula is one that is good for scraping and spreading
viscous materials (usually food-related), and a good book is one that is
good for reading.

The adjective excellent is natural in expressions of ()-value; by con-
trast, it is somewhat awkward in expressions of A-value:

(7)  a. This spatula is excellent for frosting cakes with.  [Q)-value]
b. ?? Drinking milk is excellent for you. [A-value]

An extension of ()-value concerns the use of some object for the func-
tion normally played by something else (Aronoff 1980). Expressions like
(8), in particular the . .. makes a good X construction, are characteristic of
this reading.

(8) a. This rock is/makes a good table.
b. This table is/*makes a good table.

Alternatively, the purpose may be inferred from conversational context:
one might for instance say THAT cloud’s good in the context of compar-
ing clouds for their resemblance to cows.

2.4. Prowess. Related to QQ-value, there is a type of value that rates qual-
ity of an individual’s performance, e.g. (9a). A second syntactic form,
(9b), parallels the attribution of Q)-value to artifacts (9¢). We might call
the sense in (9a,b) prowess or P-value. Note that like quality, prowess can
be expressed by using the adjective excellent.
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(9) a. Harry is good/excellent (at singing). [Prowess]
b. Harry is a good/excellent singer. [Prowess]
c. This is a good/excellent knife. [Quality]

And, with proper contextual support, there is yet another reading, in
which Harry is construed as a resource: ‘Harry is a good choice for the
job.” Like Q)-value, prowess is in effect an affordance for some task.

2.5. Normative value. A more complex kind of value is normative value (or
N-value), which concerns conformance to social norms. Among the sub-
varieties of N-value are moral/ethical value, religious value, and valua-
tion according to standards of etiquette (manners, politeness, etc.). Among
these, moral/ethical value is the main sort of value of interest to philoso-
phers, e.g. Stich 1993, Harman 2000. Unlike the previous sorts of value,
this is strongly situated in the social domain: it not only has to do with
people, but with people in the context of social interaction.

The subvarieties of normative value share a great deal of their lin-
guistic expression and often apply in similar ways to similar situations,
but they can still be teased apart into separate subdomains. For exam-
ple, it is possible for a highly moral person to have bad manners; and
conversely, a person with exemplary manners may well still be deeply
immoral. Similarly, one can have a moral/ethical code independently of
religion (think of honor among thieves, and perhaps desert traditions of
hospitality); and many religious codes such as principles for performing
rituals hardly fall in the moral/ethical domain. A particular action may
have conflicting consequences in different normative domains. A classic
case is the evil landlord in the melodrama, who is foreclosing on the
poor widow in exercise of his contractual right, but who in so doing is
acting in violation of the moral code. In the other direction is nonvio-
lent civil disobedience along the lines of Gandhi and Martin Luther
King, which violates the legal code but is in conformance with what is
taken to be a higher moral code. More generally, my sense is that at
best, explicit legal and religious codes are intended as imperfect incar-
nations of a more inchoate sense of morality; at worst, of course, they
can be used to legitimate the raw exercise of power.’

? John Mikhail (2000) has stressed the way issues in legal codes mirror intuitive judg-
ments of morality.
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On the other hand, there are purposes for which it makes sense to
lump all these subvarieties of normative value together, rather than, say,
trying to isolate morality from “mere social convention.” For instance,
cultures differ in what they themselves consider to be morality as opposed
to social convention, particularly with respect to issues such as sexual
mores and slavery. Moreover, social convention and morality are inex-
tricably intertwined. Consider for instance the Ten Commandments,
where alongside the moral dictate “Thou shalt not kill” is what looks
like a social convention: “Keep the Sabbath”; nevertheless, according to
the Book of Exodus, violation of either one is punishable by death.®
Thus the system of norms as a whole seems a more ecologically appro-
priate object of study. For the purposes of this article, I will therefore
not distinguish the subdomains.

Characteristic expressions of normative value are shown in (10). Those
in (10a,b) might be called expressions of action-focused N-value; that in
(10c) is person-focused N-value. Here, unlike the other kinds of value, the
words right and wrong are available in addition to good and bad.

(10) a. It is good of Harry to wash the dishes without being asked.
[action-focused]
b. Taking cookies without asking is bad/wrong of Harry.
[action-focused]
c. Harry is good/right to wash the dishes without being asked.
[person-focused]

The attribution of N-value, as with A-value, is again focused on a rela-
tion between a person and an event. However, this time the event must
be something that the person does intentionally, as in (lla) — it cannot
be something that happens to the person, as in (11b,c), or that the per-
son does accidentally, as in (11d). By contrast, A-value can be ascribed
to such situations (I le-g).

(11) a. Washing the dishes is good of Harry.
b. *Being overweight isn’t good of Harry.
¢. *Being appointed chairman was good of Harry.
[except if this means he was good to alloww himself to be appointed
chairman, which is an intentional action on his part]

% Exodus XXI, 12 for murder, Exodus XXXI, 15 for working on the Sabbath.
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*Getting lost on the way home wasn’t good of Harry.
Being overweight isn’t good for Harry.
Being appointed chairman was good for Harry.

@ o oo

Getting lost on the way home wasn’t good for Harry.

There are two ways that attributions of N-value can be made more gen-
eral. One is to omit the person from an action-focused attribution of
N-value, as in (12). This implies that it would be good or bad of any-
one to perform the action.

(12) a. It is good to wash the dishes without being asked.
b. It is bad to kill people.

The difference between (10) and (12) is that (10) is a relation between
an actor and an act, while (12) is simply a valuation of a generic act.

The second way to bleach out the relational character of N-value is
to omit the action from a person-focused expression of N-value, so that
N-value is ascribed simply to a person, as in (13a). The sense is then
that the person’s generic actions, whatever they may be, are of N-value.
This manipulation is impossible with A-value: a paraphrase like (13b) in
terms of A-value makes no sense.

(13) a. Harry is good. [= ‘Harry does things of positive N-value’]
b. Harry is good. [# ‘things happen of positive A-value for Harry’]

(13) shows that gnod can be used for both A-value and N-value (as well
as Q-value). There is a parallel ambiguity with should. The “predictive”
sense (14a) does not have to do with values. But there are two readings
that do involve values: there is a “prudential” sense (14b), which expresses
affective value, and a “normative” sense (14c), which expresses norma-
tive value. The same possibilities exist with ought 1.

(14) a. The bus should/ought to arrive soon. [predictive]

b. You should/ought to take an umbrella in case it rains.
[prudential: ‘the A-value of taking an umbrella is positive’; ‘it
would be good for you to take an umbrella’]

¢. You should/ought to wash the dishes.

[normative: ‘the N-value of washing the dishes is positive’;
‘washing the dishes would be good of you’]
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There are interactions between N-value and A-value. For example,
actions that are good ¢f you (N-value) are often good jfor someone else
(A-value), e.g. acts of charity; conversely, gratuitous violence is bad of
the perpetrator and bad for the victim. Another interaction is that it may
Jeel good/bad (A-value) to do an act that's good/bad (N-value): that is,
performing an act with N-value may result an accompanying secondary
A-~value. In common language, we say that someone who experiences
this interaction “has a conscience.” In particular, when the value is neg-
ative, I think the secondary A-value is called guilt.

However, such synergy between N-value and A-value is not invari-
able. Consider for example the performance of religious rituals, which
are of positive N-value but don’t really benefit anyone directly. Similarly,
illicit sex may be of positive A-value but is definitely of negative N-value
(that’s why we call it illicit).

All the description of N-value so far has been in “objective” terms:
such-and-such an action is normatively good, such-and-such a person is
normatively good. There is also a subjective version, where other peo-
ple’s opinions are being compared with one’s own.

(15) To Joe, Harry’s a good guy (— but not to me).

This is tricky to express in English, requiring the prepositional phrase
to foe at the beginning of the sentence, because the most expedient gram-
matical expression, Harry is good to foe, is taken up by another meaning:
‘Harry acts in a manner that’s good for Joe (of positive A-value to Joe).

2.6. Lsteem. A final notion of value also pertains specifically to persons
and might be characterized as esteem (I'll call it E-value). Esteem seems
to be a composite of person-focused normative value, prowess, status in
the dominance hierarchy, wealth (accumulation of R-value) and perhaps
other factors such as simple personal attractiveness. Group membership
also plays a role: members of groups other than one’s own are by default
accorded less respect, as are members of generally low-status groups.
However, particular individuals of low-status groups who have other
highly respected qualities (wealth, prowess, leadership, etc.) may be
accorded greater respect than the default (e.g. Al Capone). This shows
the interactive, composite character of E-value.
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Objective and subjective versions of E-value appear in (16a,b)
respectively.

(16) a. Harry is prestigious/well-respected. Harry has a good reputation.
[objective]
b. Joe respects Harry. [subjective]

Unlike prowess, esteem is clearly a socially rooted value. In fact, esteem
or reputation is an important locus where the values system outputs to
behavior. As IFehr and Fischbacher 2004 suggest, performing norma-
tively good actions is one way to enhance esteem. And an individual
who is esteemed or respected is sought out by others for cooperative
interactions of mutual benefit. Hence esteem might be thought of as a sort
of personal resource value: respect/a good reputation is (A-)good to have.

Table 1 sums this all up. The rest of the article deals mostly with
A-value, R-value, N-value, and E-value.

3. Some inference rules: A route through the system

Let’s now be a bit more specific about the principles behind some of
the relations among different kinds of value. For a first step, we need
an entry into the system, an inference rule whose antecedent is not about
values but whose consequent is.

(17) Input rule:
An event E which affects person Y positively/negatively is of
positive/negative A-value to Y.

E can just be an event that Y experiences, such as a delicious meal
(positive) or the onset of a disease (negative). However, the more inter-
esting case is when E is an action on someone else’s part, in which case
Y is a beneficiary (positive) or patient (negative) of the action: it’s A-good
to be helped and A-bad to be victimized. This is one input route into
the value system.
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Now let us look at some rules that manipulate values within the system —
the parallels to adding up points in a game. An intuition that emerged
in the previous section can be codified a little more precisely as (18).

(18) If X acts in a way that is A-good/bad for Y, then that action is
N-good/bad of X.

More colloquially, it’s (N-)good to be nice to people, and (N-)bad to be
mean to people.

Next comes an interesting step. The basic intuition is that if you do
something N-good, you’re an N-good person; if you do something
N-bad, you’re an N-bad person. This principle relates action-focused
N-value to person-focused N-value. It is a rather peculiar principle,
but, strikingly, it conforms to intuition.

(19) If X has performed some action that is N-good/bad, then X is
N-good/bad.

A slightly more sophisticated version of this rule might say that good
acts add to your total “goodness”, and bad acts subtract from it.

(20) If X has performed some action that is N-good/bad, then X is
N-better/worse for having done so.

As a result of (20), a person’s normative value at any moment is related
to his or her history of performing normatively valued actions. However,
the result is not necessarily a sort of mathematical sum, in that the con-
tribution of any particular action is subject to certain wild-card effects.
We intuitively recognize these effects with statements such as: “I have
now performed so-and-so many good actions. Is that enough to make
up for all the bad things I’'ve done?” “Even though what you just did
was horrible, I'm not going to hold it against you”; “That one horrible
thing you just did has wiped out my whole good opinion of you” (this
one has the flavor of contamination, along the lines of Nemeroff and
Rozin’s (2000) proposals on contamination: a speck of bad stuff, say a
cockroach leg, contaminates a whole lot of food). Such common state-
ments show that rule (20) can be applied in highly subjective fashion;
exactly what determines its outcome under different circumstances is a
question far beyond the scope of the present exploration.
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Just another reminder: rules (19-20) are not meant to treat X’s nor-
mative value as a free-standing thing unto itself. We are not describing
how X acquires “real” normative value, but rather how the judger con-
ceptualizes X acquiring “objective” normative value. Lest this should
seem a problematic stance on normative value, it should be recalled that
this is the very same stance taken in studying vision, where perception
is described in terms of the perceiver developing a conceptualization of

<

the objective “world out there”, in response to certain inputs to the per-
ceptual system. In both cases we are concerned with the individual’s
sense of what is real. And from this point of view, goodness is as real
as color.

The contribution of normative value to esteem might be encoded as

follows:

(21)  X’s E-value (value as a person) is a function of X’s N-value, X’s
P-value, X’s wealth (accumulated R-value), X’s dominance, X’s
attractiveness, and. . ..

The ratio of importance among these factors may be highly variable and
context-dependent. (Being notorious is having a high E-value despite a
negative N-value.) Moreover, since we are dealing with the analog mag-
nitude system in measuring values, the idea of mathematical exactness
in measuring E-value is far too specific.

One of the factors in rule (21) is commonly expressed by “You’re
known by the company you keep”: people adjust an individual’s esteem
in terms of the esteem of the people he or she associates with (“Oh,
my! YOU know Noam Chomsky?” — which may express a positive or
negative effect on the addressee’s esteem, depending on the speaker’s
opinion of Chomsky). This factor too is related to Nemeroff and Rozin’s

b 1Y

(2000) notion of contamination: a person’s good or bad “essence” “rubs
off” on people he or she is associated with. As mentioned in section 2.6,
group membership is also one of the factors in rule (21): by default one
accords members of one’s own group higher esteem than members of
other groups, and one accords members of high-status groups (whatever

their other qualities) default higher status.
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As pointed out in section 2.6, being esteemed isn’t enough: it has
to do you some good. Here is a somewhat more formal statement of
the intuition in question.

(22) If Y is of high/low E-value (to X), it’s A-good/bad (for X) to
associate with Y.

One particular consequence of (22) concerns the esteem derived from
group membership: people prefer to associate with and do business with
members of their own group and with members of high-status groups,
all things being equal. This seems just the right result.

Rules (18)-(22) are all inside the value system; they are the coun-
terpart of adding up points in a game. In order for all this to impact
on behavior, we also need an “output” rule in which the value system
affects action. About the simplest possibility is that one should prefer to
do actions that are better for one; that is, the A-value of a potential
action affects its preferability. In order to affect one’s action, this rule
has to be stated in terms of the relative value of one’s contemplated
actions. The outcome of the rule has to be procedural, the making of
a choice.

(23)  “Do what’s better for you™:
Faced with a choice between two or more actions, do the one
with highest A-value.

(23) compares objective A-values of actions and leads to a choice. The
subjective version is more reflective. You can’t decide on someone else’s
action. The best you can do is infer what they’ll choose. (24) relativizes
(23) to any actor: it is the Theory of Mind’s description of what’s going
on in other people (and oneself) when their action is determined by (23).

(24)  “People decide to do what’s better for them”
Faced with a choice between two or more actions, X will do the
one that is A-best for X.

This gives us a whole loop in and out of the system: you observe X
doing something nice for somebody (17), you infer that this is good of
X (18), and therefore that X is good (19/20). From this you gain respect
for X (21), and so you infer that it is good for you to associate with X
(22). Therefore you choose to associate with X (23). There are many
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other routes through the system. For instance, in addition to rule (18)
(“It’s good to be nice to people”), there are many culture-specific attri-
butions of normative values to actions, which serve as input rules to the
value system: “It’s normatively bad to dress such-and-such a way”, “It’s
normatively bad to eat such-and-such”, “It’s normatively bad to show
attraction to people of the same sex”, and so on. These contribute to
normative judgments of people who engage in these acts. On the out-
put end, the system eventually has to ground out in action, perhaps
always through a judgment of A-value that leads to rule (23), “Do what’s
better for you.”

It’s also worth mentioning that judgments of relative A-value are
highly context-dependent. For instance, “giving in to temptation” is valu-
ing an immediate gratification (an action with positive A-value) in pref-
erence to a potentially greater A-value to be realized over a longer
time-span. (See Stevens and Hauser 2004 for discussion of this issue of
“temporal discounting.”)

4. Moving between subjective and objective

In an important sense, “subjective” value is more true to life. Being of
value is fundamentally a relation between an object and a perceiver:
there is no value without valuers. Yet experientially, “objective” value is
every bit as valid: we take certain actions to be morally repulsive and
certain people to be of high esteem, and this is not a fact about one’s
perception of them. In fact, an important fact about moral systems is
that they are conceived of as objective, universal, and timeless (Berger
and Luckmann 1966), which is why the term “moral relativism” is taken
by many to be self-contradictory or tantamount to “amoral.” Moreover,
values are usually taught in their objective form: “This is what we (the
group) do; this is good; that is bad.”

Two obvious questions are: Why should we have distinct subjec-
tive and objective systems in cognition? And what does one have to do
with the other? Part of the answer came up already in section 2.1. On
one hand, value is experienced as a property of an action, just as objec-
tive as its duration or loudness. One’s own contribution to the judgment
of value is completely transparent, just like one’s own contribution to
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the judgment of duration or loudness. On the other hand, it is impor-
tant to be able to account for individual differences in values, and this
is what the subjective system allows us to do: this object is worthless to
you and valuable to me, this action is good for you and of no import
to me. However, it takes Theory of Mind (including of my own mind)
to recognize these differences — always a cognitive stretch. Still, we may
be rightly suspicious of the seeming redundancy, with identical predi-
cates in the two systems, differing only in whether they have an expe-
riencer argument.

In practical reasoning, we jump readily between the two systems.
Something like (25) seems to be the appropriate rule of inference.

(25)  Objectification and Subjectification
Object or event Y is A-good/bad for X iffjpu Y 18 A-good/bad.

First let us read the rule from left to right, using myself as X: If I like
Y, or Y is good for me or valuable to me, then Y is objectively good
or valuable. That is, my own judgments by default warrant a judgment
of objective value. Alternatively, suppose I don’t know anything about
Y and I find out that you like it, or it’s good for you or valuable to
you. Then, using you as X in (25), I can conclude by default that Y is
objectively good or valuable. In other words, from left to right, (25) rep-
resents the objectification of value.

Why should it be important to arrive at an objective value? The
reason is that then the rule can be read from right to left to predict
someone else’s reactions to Y. If it’s good or valuable, then it’s reason-
able to believe it will be good or valuable for you and me and anyone
else. However, subjective values are necessary when I want to deal with
the discovery that you and I react differently to an object. In general,
I can’t predict the object’s subjective value to you without evidence about
your reactions. My own reactions are of no relevance on this plane.
Without such evidence, I fall back on (25) to predict your reaction.

So in practice, we slip between the two systems as convenient. We
strongly prefer the more predictive objective system when possible, but
we can easily drop into the subjective system when we have evidence of
difference. This is hardly logical reasoning. But it’s what we do.

The plot thickens, because there is a value judgment that arises from
a conflict between the objective and subjective systems. Another instan-
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tiation of the contrast is 1 is the case (objective) versus X believes ¥ (sub-
jective). And there is a pernicious inference rule along the lines of (26).

(26) “It’s bad to be wrong”
If Y is the case and X believes NOT Y, then X’s E-value goes
down.

(26) raises a difficult practical problem: when I disagree with you, the
question arises as to who has control of objective value and truth. One
possibility is that I trust your judgment, say because you’re an author-
ity figure. Then (26) leads to the conclusion that there is something
wrong with me, and my self-esteem goes down. The more standard sit-
uation, though, is when / am “in possession of objective truth and val-
ues”, and I thereby think less of you. This is typically the case when
two cultures encounter one another and each characterizes the other as
uncultured, savage and lacking in values. There is no need to recount
the unpleasant consequences, between generations, between religions,
between religion and science, between the sciences and the humanities,
even between subcultures of a discipline. The only way for dialogue to
take place is if both protagonists are capable of switching into the sub-
jective system for their own judgments as well as for the other’s.

5. Fairness

The notion of A-value makes it straightforward to state a version of fair-
ness: an action is fair if it is equally good or bad for everyone, i.e. if its
A-value (positive or negative) to each of the individuals it affects is the
same.

(27) Y acts fairly toward X, ..., Xy
For all X, X|, the A-value of Y’s act to X equals the A-value of
Y’s act to X

This can be played out in various ways: Y’s act may be a single action
that impinges on everyone at once. Or it may be a composite of mul-
tiple sub-actions at different times, each impinging on a different indi-
vidual: if you do such-and-such to X, this time, you’d better do the
same thing to X, the next time.
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A further layer of objectivity vs. subjectivity emerges in the appli-
cation of (27). Consider for example an action where Y is distributing
resources to the group. In the simpler (objective) construal, each person
in the group receives the same amount of resources. In the more sen-
sitive, subjective construal, the differing needs of individuals are taken
into account, that is, the subjectivity of A-value is taken seriously. Similarly
when the action is collecting resources from the group: the simpler con-
strual is a uniform tax, and the more sensitive construal is a progres-
sive tax. (Which counts as “fair”? It depends how you frame the issue.)
More generally, principle (27) undergirds the notion of “equality under
the law”, where what’s often at issue is who counts as an X: everybody,
members of one’s own group, only men, only white men, only white
men who own property, and so on.

Another prevalent pattern is distribution by rank: an action fits this
pattern if the higher your rank, the better treatment you get.

(28) Y acts according to distribution by rank among X, .. . X
For all X;, X;: If X; outranks X, then the A-value of Y’s act to
X, is greater than the A-value of Y’s act to X.

In turn, “outrank” stands in for an inequality of value — either prowess
(P-value), dominance, virtue (N-value), or general esteem (E-value). This
mode of distribution is appropriate for awarding honors and prizes (see
the next section). But it’s of far broader social application: the top dog
receives the best chair, the best mate, the most food, the plum work
assignment, and (if he transgresses) the most lenient punishment; those
on the lowest rungs get the fewest resources, the most unpleasant work,
the most severe punishment, and so on. And of course this principle is
amply attested in social animals.

In turn, the action patterns described in (27)-(28) can be accorded
N-values: under such-and-such circumstances, distributing fairly has a
positive N-value; under such-and-such other circumstances, distribution
according to rank has a positive N-value. Fiske 1991 argues that a great
many cultural differences fall under such normative values: what is the
right way to divide up resources and responsibility, depending on the task
and the participants?
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6. Reciprocity

6.1. Reciprocation, retaliation, and restitution. Next let us consider the relation
between two actions expressed by a certain use of the preposition for in
English.

(29) a. Susan praised her son Sam for behaving nicely.
b. Fred cooked Lois dinner for fixing his computer.
¢. Susan insulted Sam for behaving badly toward her.

d. Lois slashed Ired’s tires for insulting her sister.

These sentences describe situations in which someone does something
“in return” for someone else’s action. Those in (29a,b) describe actions
with positive values; those in (29c¢,d) describe actions with negative val-
ues. Such acts of reciprocity can felicitously take place only with another
person, an entity that can be regarded as having values and responsi-
bility. One cannot sanely punish one’s car for getting a flat tire.

If we switch around the actions among the examples in (29) we get
sentences that sound odd or perhaps ironic.

(30) a. #Susan insulted Sam for behaving nicely.
b. #Lois slashed Fred’s tires for fixing her computer.

This shows that we expect a positively valued action in return for a pos-
itively valued action, and a negatively valued action in return for a neg-
atively valued one. Reciprocity is furthermore sensitive to the (analog)
magnitude of values as well: we find it odd if the two actions related
by for do not match in quantity. The sentences in (31) convey some of
this oddness:

(31) a. #Ired cooked Lois dinner for saying hello to him.
b. #I'red cooked Lois dinner for rescuing all his relatives from
certain death.
c. #l'red slashed Lois’s tires for eating too little at dinner.
d. #l'red slashed Lois’s tires for murdering his entire family.

In (31la) and (3lc), we sense Fred as overreacting, as doing something
unwarranted in return for Lois’s action; in (31b) and (31d), we sense
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him as underreacting, as doing something that is not nearly enough to
recognize the significance of Lois’s action.

The intuition, then, is that a reciprocal action calls for rough equiv-
alence of value between the two actions. Crucially, a particular action
may be of different value to the participants: you may not even know
that your action helped or harmed me. Thus the principle of recipro-
cation must be stated in terms of the particular person the action affects,
L.e. subjective A-value. (32) is a first approximation. For the moment,
we take the relevant notion of value to be affective value. Like many
inferences with value, this one is defeasible.

(32) If Y acts in return for X’s acting, Y’s act is (defeasibly) as
A-good/bad for X as X’s was for Y.

The logic of reciprocity expressed by (32) is a cognitive elaboration of
reciprocal altruism: “I’ll scratch your back because you scratched mine.”*
I leave open how much of its detail can be attributed to nonhuman pri-
mates (not to mention elephants and bats).” What strikes me as partic-
ularly human, in any event, is the broad generality of the actions available
for reciprocation.

Because (32) is neutral as to whether the value in question is posi-
tive or negative, it serves not only to express reciprocal altruism but also
retaliation (or retribution). In this case, the equivalence of values amounts
to a more or less formal statement of “the punishment fits the crime™:
this helps guide what responses are appropriate in retaliation for harm-
tul actions.

There is another kind of reciprocation for negative actions, illus-
trated in (33).

(33) a. Fred cooked Lois dinner (to make up) for having embarrassed
her in public.

* 1 use this slightly nontraditional phrasing deliberately. The usual phrasing, “T’ll
scratch your back and you scratch mine” (e.g. Dawkins 1976) suggests an explicit agree-
ment on a joint action (in the sense of Bratman 199x, Searle 1995, and Clark 1996).
An agreed-upon joint action has different inferences from reciprocal altruism: it is nzce
to reciprocate, but one is obligated to perform one’s role in a joint action.

> See Stevens and Hauser 2004 for arguments that reciprocal altruism is much less
common among nonhumans than usually thought.
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b. Ired brought Lois flowers (to make up) for forgetting her birth-
day.

Here the perpetrator of the negative action is performing a positive
action in restitution, righting the balance. Again there has to be a rough
equivalence of value: notice the weirdness of (34).

(34) a. #l'red gave Lois his vast fortune (to make up) for forgetting
her birthday.
(overreaction)
b. #Ired brought Lois flowers (to make up) for killing her whole
family.
(underreaction)

Thus the rule for restitution might be stated as (35). Unlike reciprocity
(32), it is not neutral to the valence of the original action: there is no
counterpart that sanctions doing someone ill because you have been nice
to them. Thus the principle must explicitly encode the valence of the

original action.

(35) If X acts in restitution for having done something bad for Y, the
restitutive act is (defeasibly) as good for Y as the original act was
bad for Y.

Notice that if X does something harmful to Y, one sort of retribution
for Y is to force X to perform restitution, perhaps through the inter-
vention of the authority of the group. However, this sort of retribution
is not equivalent to raw retaliation. For one extreme case, “Nothing you
can make the murderer do will bring my son back,” that is, restitution
is impossible, even though retaliation might be (e.g. killing the murderer’s
son).®

Finally, (31) and (35) are stated as inferences from reciprocation to
the value of the actions in question. However, this is not enough: one
should reciprocate actions that benefit one and one should perform resti-
tution for having harmed others, that is, there is a normative value

¢ The distinction between these two in conceptual development is noted by Piaget
1932; he claims the notion of restitution is established later than that of retribution.
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attached to these actions. How this value plays out — what actions should
be reciprocated and restituted, and what counts as appropriate recipro-
cation and restitution — is variable among cultures and subcultures. But
the overall principle seems universal. (36) is one way to state these prin-
ciples. They are special cases of rule (18), “It’s (N-)good to be nice to
people.”

(36) a. If X does something of positive A-value to Y, then it’s N-good
of Y to reciprocate.
b. ‘If X does something of negative A-value to Y, then it’s
N-good of X to perform restitution.

Depending on the circumstance, there are three possible negative coun-
terparts of (36a). One is “you should retaliate”, generalizing the left-
hand side of (36a) to negative valence, as in (37a). A second is “it’s all
right to retaliate”, which differs from (37a) only in that the normative
value, instead of being positive, is neutral. The third is “you should turn
the other cheek”, in which case the right-hand side places a negative
N-value on retaliation, as in (37c).

(37) a. If X does something of negative A-value to Y, it’s N-good of
Y to retaliate.
b. If X does something of negative A-value to Y, it’s N-neutral
of Y to retaliate.
c. “Turn the other cheek”
If X does something of negative A-value to Y, it’s N-bad of Y
to retaliate.

Not only do these principles conflict with each other, but in addition
(37a) conflicts with rule (18), while (37c) does not. Again, a lot of cul-
tural variation arises from how these rules are understood to apply in
practice. I suspect that it’s partly in the service of negotiating such
conflicts that more explicit moral and legal codes arise.

There are a number of ways for slippage to be introduced into rec-
iprocation. Perhaps the most pernicious arises from a general cognitive
bias toward overestimating harm to oneself and underestimating harm
to others. Hence, if I retaliate against you, you judge the harm done to
you to be greater than the harm you originally did to me. You are
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therefore motivated to even the scores by retaliating further, leading to
escalating cycles of violence.

6.2. Honoring and shaming. The rules of reciprocation so far have been
stated in terms of the A-value of actions to their participants. Another
application of reciprocal for, involving normative value and prowess,
appears in the examples in (38).

(38) a. Joe praised Sue for saving the drowning child.
b. The club honored Sue for her service to the community.
c. Sue was awarded a prize for winning the race.
d. The fans cheered Sue for hitting a grand slam in the ninth
inning.

In these cases, Sue has done nothing to benefit the individual or orga-
nization that is acting reciprocally. Rather, she has done something that
has raised her normative value (38a,b) or that has demonstrated prowess
(38c,d), both of which contribute to the esteem in which she is to be
held (by rule (21)). In particular, the reciprocal acts in (38b,c,d) are per-
formative actions of esteem-creation (honoring, thanking), which have
the effect of making the esteem public (and ostensibly objective). Such
statements of esteem are naturally of positive A-value to Sue as well;
and the resource value of increased esteem is a further benefit.

The negative counterpart of (38) is shaming: humiliation and com-
munity-sanctioned punishment for normative transgressions — even for
moral transgressions that do not directly harm anyone else. Two exam-
ples of this counterpart are in (39).

(39) a. Sue scolded Bill for losing his wallet.
b. The fans booed Foulke for giving up a grand slam in the ninth
inning.
A different negative counterpart is apology: restitution for harm done

by offering expressions of self-humiliation before the injured party.

(40) is an attempt at stating these sorts of reciprocation, involving a
very particular type of reciprocal action, expressing (or otherwise demon-
strating) esteem.
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(40) a. If X does something that increases X’s N-value or P-value, it’s
N-good to express one’s respect for X’s E-value.
b. If X does something of negative A-value to Y, it’s N-good
of X to express negative self-esteem to Y (i.e. apologize) in
restitution.

In these cases of reciprocation, it is hard to know what counts as equiv-
alence in value between the original act and the reciprocal act. Perhaps
the best one can do is context-dependent proportionality: first prize ought
to be more valuable than second prize; greater praise should be accorded
to someone who saves 80 lives than to someone who stops on the high-
way to help you fix your car; a bigger faux pas calls for more fervent
contrition.

Note that etiquette (a type of N-value) demands that the recipient
of one of the reciprocal actions in (38) respond “I don’t deserve it; what
I did was nothing.” Why is this the case? The immediate cause seems
to be a principle to the effect that you shouldn’t think too highly of
yourself. (41) gives two possible versions of this principle.

(41) a. “Don’t have too high an opinion of yourself”
It’s N-bad of X to have a subjective E-value much greater than
zero.
b. “You shouldn’t rate your esteem higher than it really is”
It’s N-bad of X to have a subjective E-value higher than his
objective E-value.

(41b) is related to (26), “It’s E-bad to be wrong”; perhaps (4la) results
from “playing it safe” in avoiding violation of (41b).

6.3. Deserving. Now we come to some very peculiar but pervasive rea-
soning about values. (42a) repeats the normative principle for recipro-
cation; (42b) is a different phrasing. In both cases the normative principle
applies to the person Y helped by X’s original action. However, the sit-
uation can also be construed in a stronger sense: not only would it be
good for Y to reciprocate, Y has a sort of “moral obligation” to recip-
rocate, expressed perhaps as (42c¢). Now. looking at this situation from
the point of view of X, we might express it as (42d,e).
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(42)  (Reciprocation)
If X does something of positive A-value to Y,
a. then it is N-good of Y to reciprocate. (= (36a))
then Y should reciprocate/reward X.
then Y owes it to X to reciprocate.
then X should be rewarded by Y.
then X deserves to be rewarded by Y. (“One good turn deserves

o an o

another”)
A counterpart for restitution is (43).

(43)  (Restitution)
If X does something of negative A-value to Y,
a. then it is N-good of X to perform restitution. (= (36b))
then X should provide restitution.
then X owes it to Y to provide restitution.
then Y should be compensated by X.
then Y deserves compensation from X.

o a0 o

If the normative system condones retaliation, then the counterpart for
retaliation is (44).

(44) (Retaliation)
If X does something of negative A-value to Y,
a. then it is N-good/N-neutral of Y to retaliate. (= (37a,b))
then Y should/may retaliate.
then Y is entitled to retaliate.
then X should be punished by Y.
then X deserves to be punished by Y.

o a0 o

I'm not going to try to formalize these inferences (or whatever they are)
here. I bring them up, however, because they are so common in our
reasoning, and they serve as a steppingstone to further normative
conclusions that we typically draw, whether or not there is logical war-
rant for them. Taking the perspective of (42-44 d,e), the individual who
deserves something, it is natural to drop the other individual out of the
picture: it does not matter any more exactly who owes the moral debt.
(45) illustrates.
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(45) a. Deserved reciprocation:

If X does something A-good for Y, then X deserves to be
rewarded.

b. Deserved restitution:
If X does something A-bad to Y, then Y deserves to be com-
pensated.

¢. Deserved retaliation:
If X does something A-bad to Y, then X deserves to be punished.

In the consequent clauses of (45), the reciprocal act need no longer be
performed by the other character. Rather it may be performed by any-
one — a generic actor will do.

We tend to go still further. Consider first reciprocation (45a). The
fact that it is specifically Y that X is doing something good for is in a
sense irrelevant to what X deserves. We can eliminate Y from the story
by remembering that if X does something that is A-good for Y, it is
N-good of X to do it (rule (18)). So instead of characterizing X’s act in
terms of its A-goodness for Y, we can characterize it simply in terms of
its N-goodness, in which Y plays no essential role. This yields (46a). The
counterpart for retaliation is (46b).

(46)  a. Deserved reward:
If X does something N-good, X deserves to be rewarded for it.
b. Deserved punishment:
If X does something N-bad, X deserves to be punished for it.

The case of restitution is slightly different. In (45b), the person who
deserves restitution is Y, the person affected by the original action. So
what has to drop out of the left-hand side of the equation is X, the
actor of the original action. What is left is some event in which Y is
adversely affected, i.e. something A-bad fhappens to Y. Thus (47) is an
appropriate form.

(47)  Deserved restitution:
If something A-bad happens to Y, Y deserves to be compensated
for it.

Since one’s personal normative value is a cumulative function of the
normative value of one’s actions (rule (20)), one further shifty step applied
to (46) akes us to (48).
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(48) a. Good people deserve to be rewarded.
b. Bad people deserve to be punished.

Now it’s not as though the steps leading to (46)-(48) follow from any
sort of formal reasoning. But intuitively they’re entirely seductive. And
of course (46)-(48) are massively counterexemplified in the world: bad
things happen to people all the time with no hope of compensation,
wicked people frequently do very well indeed, and all too often “Nice
guys finish last.” Here is the existential “problem of evil.” How is it to
be resolved? Different traditions have different ways. Christianity’s solu-
tion is to put off reward and punishment until the afterlife, conveniently
linking up with the strongly held belief in the survival of the soul after
death. Judaism tends to take the view that if something bad is happen-
ing to me now, it must be punishment for something bad I (or even my
ancestors) did in the past. Hence the comedians’ version of Jewish guilt:
I must have done something wrong, and I’'m sorry — but what was it?’
Yet another solution is “virtue is its own reward” (i.e. it’s A-good for
you to behave in N-valued fashion), which gives up on reward coming
from outside, and so in a way negates the spirit that leads to (48).

But who is going to carry out the acts of reward and punishment?
The anticipated reciprocal acts can’t depend on people, since they are
intended precisely as the way of circumventing people’s injustice in the
real world. Enter gods: animate moral beings who lie outside the human
sphere and who take care of righting the moral scales. This puts gods
in the role of protectors, beings whom one can plead for justice and to
whom one can express gratitude. Moreover, the rules of normative value
dictate that one had better be nice to the gods as well, because if any-
one is in a position to reward or retaliate, it’s the gods. Thus the rea-
soning in this section leads to one of the important groundings for
religion, one that is not as thoroughly explored as I think it deserves
[sic] in recent work such as Boyer 2001 and Atran 2002 (though it is
mentioned by Nemeroff and Rozin 2000).

7 This also explains why many Jews lost faith during the Holocaust: nothing they or
their ancestors had done could be bad enough to justify #zs.
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7. What does this all mean?

To sum up the treatment here, the value system can be seen as an
abstract calculating system that helps govern action. The calculations
assign values to actions or anticipated actions, and use these values even-
tually to determine the value of individuals performing these actions. In
turn, the value of these individuals is crucial in determining how to inter-
act with them. The value system is multidimensional, in that there are
at least six kinds of value, each with objective and subjective versions;
and each type plays a different role in the system of inferences built on
value.

Crucial to the present approach is that values are being approached
in terms of a cognitive system: every individual capable of social inter-
action commands this system. What is necessary in learning a culture is
acquiring the special rules that assign values to particular sorts of action,
e.g. what it’s good to do and what it’s bad to do, which actions fall
under moral prescription and which under (mere) manners.

Still, I can imagine the reader asking what the point is. Why trans-
late lots of moral truisms into a relatively arcane system? I can offer
three reasons.

The first reason is that it reveals the complexity of our value judg-
ments and our reasoning about values. By attempting to express these
judgments in systematic terms, with a relatively limited vocabulary, we
can see the rich interrelationships among different notions of value. An
important virtue of the present approach is that it acknowledges different
kinds of value, each participating in the system in a different way. My
impression is that previous approaches have been limited because they
insist on a unitary notion of value, and because In many cases (espe-
cially in moral philosophy), they discount subjective value altogether.

Within the present approach, value is revealed as a complex con-
ceptual system, rich in hierarchical abstract structure. In the context of
how other cognitive systems are now understood — especially language —
this should not be too surprising. This outcome is not undermined by
the fact that value judgments are often quick and intuitive. In language,
judgments of grammaticality and meaningfulness are quick and intuitive:
the computational reasons for these judgments are deeply unconscious.
In vision, judgments of spatial configuration and motion are intuitive
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and present themselves to awareness as “what is the case in the world.”
Thus value judgments are of a piece with the rest of cognition. However,
unlike linguistic and visual judgements, aspects of them are available to
awareness as well — they lie on the borderline between intuitive and
conscious reasoning.

A second reason that these explorations are valuable has to do with
the connection between the value system and its linguistic expression.
Part of the job of linguistic semantics is to explicate the meanings of
words and phrases. In the domain of spatial language, linguistic seman-
tics has benefitted from the attempt to develop formal analyses of the
conceptualization of space, motion, force, and agency in terms of a lim-
ited conceptual vocabulary and combinatorial system, and large portions
of language have been subsumed under such analyses. The present explo-
ration has begun a similar undertaking with the parts of the vocabulary
whose meanings incorporate notions of value.

A third reason for taking this approach seriously is that it offers the
possibility of making many longstanding questions more precise. At the
scale of the individual lifespan: What is the course of development of
value systems in humans (a la Piaget 1932, Kohlberg 1981/84, Turiel
1983, Macnamara 1990, Premack and Premack 1994, Bloom 2004)?
Opver historical time: To what extent are value systems a functional out-
come of what it takes to make a society work well (and interact well
with other societies) (Fiske 1991, Jacobs 1994)? Over evolutionary time
(Hauser 2000, deWaal 1996): How much of the basis of human value
systems is innate? Of that, how much is part of our primate heritage,
and how much is unique to humans? By attempting a comprehensive
overview of the entire system, it’s possible to pose these questions in a
more ecologically sound context.
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