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The search for the neural correlates of moral judgment has been rapidly expanding in recent
years. Perhaps the best-known search technique is neuroimaging, but significant contributions have
also been made by fields including neuroendocrinology, neuropharmacology, neuropathology, and
neurogenetics. In addition to the value this multidisciplinary search holds for social, cognitive,
and affective neuroscience, it has far-reaching implications for philosophy (Greene, 2007), ethics
(Tabery, 2009), and law (Saks et al., 2014). While this search has yielded great advances in our
scientific understanding of moral judgment over the past decade and a half, one important fact has
been underappreciated by philosophers, ethicists, legal scholars, and even many neuroscientists.
This is the fact that the neural correlates of moral judgment may be just as diverse as the people
making those judgments.

It may not be surprising that people’s moral judgments track sociocultural background
(Sarkissian et al., 2010), individual differences (Holtzman, 2013), and other factors (Schwitzgebel,
2010). But much more interesting is the fact that the neurobiological resources recruited in the
service of moral judgments appear to vary along those same lines. Currently, much (though
certainly not all) research in the neuroscience of moral judgment seeks to understand “networks
of the so-called ‘moral brain™ (Avram et al., 2014). “The moral brain” typically refers to a theoretic
construct that is partly premised on the idea that by studying how some brains formulate moral
judgments, we can come to understand how brains in general do.

While a unified conception of “the moral brain” may be valuable to some extent, there is also
an extent to which a truly comprehensive, scientific, and morally and philosophically justifiable
conception of neuromoral processing must always keep in mind the nature and implications
of variability between persons—and between their moral neurophysiologies. This is especially
important in light of the fact that the overgeneralization of claims about the nature of moral
judgment can raise not only scientific concerns, but also ethical and philosophical worries. I review
evidence suggesting that there exists a wide variety of ways in which moral judgments may be
realizable in human neural architecture. From this point of departure, I address just a few of the
many implications that such neuromoral diversity—and the failure to fully appreciate neuromoral
diversity—may have in philosophical, ethical, and legal contexts.

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN THE NEUROSCIENCE OF MORAL
JUDGMENT

The involvement of some brain circuitry in moral processing varies depending on individual
difference factors. Consider the right temporoparietal junction (rTPJ), a region whose involvement
in moral judgment (Young et al., 2007, 2010; Young and Saxe, 2009) appears to be related to its
role in understanding others’ mental states (Saxe and Kanwisher, 2003; Saxe and Wexler, 2005).
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Yoder and Decety (2014) recently found that individual
differences in justice sensitivity predicted differences in activation
of the rTP] among participants viewing video of people
interacting in moral contexts. In addition to the differences
in activation they discovered, they also found that individual
differences in justice sensitivity predicted differences in crucial
(Miller et al., 2010) coupling between the rTPJ and other brain
regions.

This is not necessarily to say that individual differences in
justice sensitivity cause differences in rTP] activity; the arrow of
causation may point in the other direction, or there may be some
third variable at work. My point in highlighting these findings
is just that any sweeping description of the role of the rTP]
in moral judgment may entail oversimplifying the relationship
between neural structures like the rTPJ on the one hand, and
moral judgment on the other.

Findings like these also suggest that a shift toward research
that emphasizes individual differences could connect with and
enhance other ongoing paradigm shifts in the neuroscience
of moral judgment, and in neuroscience more generally. In
particular, such findings seem to bolster longstanding arguments
pertaining to the need to shift the focus of research away from
individual brain regions, and toward neural networks.

Yoder and Decety’s (2014) findings may also have important
implications for questions in philosophical ethics that, until
recently, have been approached almost entirely from the
armchair. For instance, Nagel (1976) introduced important
questions about the role of luck in moral standing. “Constitutive
moral luck,” as philosophers call it, concerns the external forces
that give individuals their unique “dispositions of morality”
(Williams, 1981). Seen through the lens of constitutive moral
luck, neuromoral diversity can contribute new, important
perspectives to longstanding debates about the extent to which
people can or should be held morally responsible for actions
that, in part, reflect unchosen differences in their neurobiological
makeup and the factors that may have shaped it.

GENDER DIFFERENCES IN THE
NEUROSCIENCE OF MORAL JUDGMENT

Regions within the ventral prefrontal cortex, including the
ventromedial prefrontal cortex and the frontopolar cortex
(Bryant et al., 2016; Garrigan et al., 2016), have been widely
associated with certain kinds of moral judgment. Recently,
Fumagalli et al. (2010a,b) found positive electrical stimulation
of the ventral prefrontal cortex to increase women’s judgments
of moral permissibility for personal harms that increased
overall welfare. However, they found no such effect on men’s
judgments. Likewise, negative stimulation of the area decreased
permissibility ratings provided by women, but did not affect
ratings provided by men.

Similarly, Scheele et al. (2014) reported that intranasal
administration of oxytocin increased moral approbation among
men, but did not affect the moral judgments reported by
women (although cf. Walum et al, 2016). And Harenski
et al. (2008) found that in female subjects, severity of moral

judgment was modulated by posterior cingulate gyrus and insula
activity, whereas males showed a stronger relationship between
severity of moral judgment and inferior parietal activity. More
recently, Harenski et al. (2014) found that male psychopaths
exhibited normal rTP] activity when viewing pictures of moral
transgressions, but that rTP] activity among over 200 female
psychopaths was reduced during this task.

Collectively, these findings suggest that our gendered social
institutions and structures (Friedman, 1987), and the identities
they impose on individuals, may have profound implications
for the ways different people process moralistic situations at the
biological level. Non-essential physiological differences between
persons (namely, physiological differences developed in response
to social-environmental factors) may therefore have a major
impact on moralistic behaviors and responses. We need to
consider this deeply in deciding to what extent we hold persons
responsible for these behaviors and responses.

Critically, these studies also reveal how research pertaining
to gender differences in the neuroscience of moral judgment
may be at especially high risk for being misinterpreted or
misrepresented in ways that exacerbate previously-recognized
issues of “neurosexism” (Fine, 2010; Bluhm, 2013). For instance,
Harenski et al.’s contributions to our understanding of the
biological bases of moral judgment are interesting and important,
but one should be hesitant to repeat their assertion that female
participants showed “increased activity in regions associated with
care-based processing” (Harenski et al., 2008). Their use of the
term “care-based processing” was innocently borrowed from
research that was not concerned with gender (Robertson et al.,
2007), but the term has problematically gendered connotations,
and is nowhere else used in neuroscience literature.

CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN THE
NEUROSCIENCE OF MORAL JUDGMENT

A great deal of research on the neuroscience of moral judgment,
beginning with Greene et al. (2001), has studied differences in the
neural resources recruited in the judgment of “personal” moral
transgressions involving gratuitous physical harm to specific
persons, in contrast to “impersonal” transgressions that do
not involve this. In cross-cultural research, Han et al. (2014)
replicated Greene et al’s earlier (2001) finding that the medial
frontal gyrus is more strongly activated by “personal” than
“impersonal” moral vignettes among American participants, but
found this pattern to be absent among Korean participants.
The same cross-cultural patterns of difference were found in
the anterior cingulate cortex, for which Han et al. (2014) again
replicated Greene et al.’s (2001) findings among Americans, but
failed to replicate those findings among Korean participants. In
still other areas, Han et al. (2014) confirmed Greene et al.’s (2001,
2004) null findings among American participants, but found
significant effects among Korean participants. Other research
has found similar differences between Chinese and American
participants in not only the topology of neuromoral processing,
but also its time-course (Wang et al., 2014). Both long- and short-
term acculturative processes likely contribute to these differences.
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Differences in neuromoral processing that track religion
(Christensen et al., 2014) and other community values (Telzer
et al,, 2010) may sometimes emerge during the (relatively short)
period of individual lifetimes. In contrast, other variability in
moralistic behavior may have an evolutionary basis. Gelfand
et al. (2011) have amassed evidence suggesting that relatively
strict, tight (Pelto, 1968) adherence to norms may confer a
survival advantage among cultures facing significant ecological
threats. Considered alongside evidence that serotonin plays an
important role in maintaining normative moral behavior and
judgment (Crockett et al., 2008) by increasing harm aversion
(Crockett et al., 2010; cf. Crockett, 2014), this suggests that
allelic differences in the serotonin transporter gene (5-HTTLPR)
might partly mediate the relationship between cultural lineage
and tightness of moral judgment. Indeed, research exploring this
hypothesis is already being conducted (e.g., Mrazek et al., 2013).

Cross-cultural differences, such as those identified by Han
et al. (2014) and Wang et al. (2014), may have important
implications for both the neuroscience of moral judgment and
for philosophical ethics. From the perspective of neuroscience,
it may not be feasible to develop a unified picture of the neural
correlates of moral judgment if ecological pressures have led the
relevant neural structures to develop in a variety of different
ways. Furthermore, findings about “the moral brain” may in
many cases only be findings about specific cross-sections of the
Western, well-educated, wealthy brain (Henrich et al., 2010).
From a more philosophical perspective, we can see that it may
be both ethnocentric and factually inaccurate to characterize in
strong moral terms culturally engrained tendencies that may
reflect evolutionary pressures rather than individual scrupulosity
or laxness in moral character. If so, this exacerbates already-vexed
philosophical and practical questions about the extent to which
we can and should hold people responsible for acting on those
tendencies.

The potential for neurogenetic heritage to influence moral
behavior and judgment also raises important questions at
the intersection of ethics and law. Courtrooms around the
world have begun considering the admissibility of neurogenetic
evidence that, some defense teams have claimed, mitigates legal
culpability for violent crimes (Forzano et al., 2010). Evaluating
the legitimacy of such claims is inherently complicated, and
involves many kinds of research, including research in neurolaw
and neurobiology. But it becomes even more difficult once one
recognizes that neurogenetic variance in prosocial and antisocial

REFERENCES

Abend, G. (2013). What the science of morality doesn’t say about morality. Philos.
Soc. Sci. 43, 157-200. doi: 10.1177/0048393112440597

Avram, M., Hennig-Fast, K., Bao, Y., Poppel, E., Reiser, M., Blautzik, J., et al.
(2014). Neural correlates of moral judgments in first- and third-person
perspectives: implications for neuroethics and beyond. BMC Neurosci. 15:39.
doi: 10.1186/1471-2202-15-39

Bluhm, R.  (2013). Self-fulfilling  prophecies: the influence of
gender  stereotypes on  functional neuroimaging research  on
emotion.  Hypatia 28, 870-886.  doi:  10.1111/j.1527-2001.2012.
01311.x

behavior and judgment, which prima facie may not appear
to be ethically fraught, may be intimately related to cultural
differences closely associated with moral practice. Understanding
and accommodating such cultural differences in scientific but
non-essentialist ways is a difficult matter that raises a number of
ethical concerns related to ethnocentrism. This is yet one more
matter that scholars have yet to devote significant attention to,
but which we will very likely have to consider more fully in the
near future.

DISCUSSION

All of the findings discussed here add further complexity to a
picture of neuromoral processing that other research has already
suggested is extraordinarily complex. More researchers should
follow the trail blazed by the authors mentioned in this essay, and
consider what the neuroscience of moral judgment might look
like if we were to free ourselves from the idea that we should
be developing a unified picture of “the moral brain.” Such a
shift will also enable greater integration of important research
into the effects of situational factors (Avram et al., 2014) and of
factors that distinguish types of moral violations (Parkinson et al.,
2011; Abend, 2013) on neuromoral processing. We should pursue
the thought that moral judgment is a multifaceted and multiply
realizable affair, and that the neural circuitry underwriting such
judgment is also multifaceted, multiply realizable, and variable
across cultures, individuals, and situations. This is the only ethical
way forward, and it is also the path most likely to bear scientific
fruit.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

The author confirms that he is the sole contributor to this work,
and approved it for publication.

FUNDING

This research was funded by a grant from The Cogito
Foundation.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I wish to thank Elisabeth Hildt and Christopher Chabris for
valuable comments on earlier drafts of this manuscript.

Bryant, D. J., Deardeuff, K., Zoccoli, E., and Nam, C. S. (2016). The neural
correlates of moral thinking: a meta-analysis. Int. J. Comput. Neural Eng. 3,
28-39. doi: 10.19070/2572-7389-160005

Christensen, J. F., Flexas, A., de Miguel, P., Cela-Conde, C. ., and Munar, E. (2014).
Roman Catholic beliefs produce characteristic neural responses to moral
dilemmas. Soc. Cogn. Affect. Neurosci. 9, 240-249. doi: 10.1093/scan/nss121

Crockett, M. J. (2014). Moral bioenhancement: a neuroscientific perspective. J.
Med. Ethics 40, 370-371. doi: 10.1136/medethics-2012-101096

Crockett, M. J., Clark, L., Hauser, M. D., and Robbins, T. W. (2010).
Serotonin selectively influences moral judgment and behavior through
effects on harm aversion. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. US.A. 107, 17433-17438.
doi: 10.1073/pnas.1009396107

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience | www.frontiersin.org

October 2017 | Volume 11 | Article 501


https://doi.org/10.1177/0048393112440597
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2202-15-39
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1527-2001.2012.01311.x
https://doi.org/10.19070/2572-7389-160005
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nss121
https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2012-101096
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1009396107
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-neuroscience
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-neuroscience#articles

Holtzman

Neuromoral Diversity

Crockett, M. J., Clark, L., Tabibnia, G., Lieberman, M. D., and Robbins, T. W.
(2008). Serotonin modulates behavioral reactions to unfairness. Science 320:
1739. doi: 10.1126/science.1155577

Fine, C. (2010). Delusions of Gender: How Our Minds, Society, and Neurosexism
Create Difference. New York, NY: W.W. Norton & Company.

Forzano, F., Borry, P., Cambon-thomsen, A., Hodgson, S. V, Tibben, A., de Vries,
P, et al. (2010). Italian appeal court: a genetic predisposition to commit
murder? Eur. J. Hum. Genet. 18, 519-521. doi: 10.1038/ejhg.2010.31

Friedman, M. (1987). Beyond caring: the de-moralization of gender. Can. J. Philos.
17, 87-110. doi: 10.1080/00455091.1987.10715931

Fumagalli, M., Ferrucci, R., Mameli, F., Marceglia, S., Mrakic-Sposta, S., Zago, S.,
etal. (2010a). Gender-related differences in moral judgments. Cogn. Process. 11,
219-226. doi: 10.1007/s10339-009-0335-2

Fumagalli, M., Vergari, M., Pasqualetti, P., Marceglia, S., Mameli, F., Ferrucci,
R, et al. (2010b). Brain switches utilitarian behavior: Does gender make the
difference? PLoS ONE 5:e8865. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0008865

Garrigan, B., Adlam, A. L., and Langdon, P. E. (2016). The neural correlates
of moral decision-making: a systematic review and meta-analysis of moral
evaluations and response decision judgements. Brain Cogn. 108, 88-97.
doi: 10.1016/j.bandc.2016.07.007

Gelfand, M. J., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M., Lun, J., Lim, B. C., et al. (2011).
Differences between tight and loose cultures: a 33-nation study. Science 332,
1100-1104. doi: 10.1126/science.1197754

Greene, J. D. (2007). “The secret joke of Kant's soul,” in Moral Psychology: Historical
and Contemporary Readings, ed W. Sinnott-Armstrong (Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press), 359-372.

Greene, J. D., Nystrom, L. E,, Engell, A. D., Darley, J. M., and Cohen, J. D. (2004).
The neural bases of cognitive conflict and control in moral judgment. Neuron
44, 389-400. doi: 10.1016/j.neuron.2004.09.027

Greene, J. D., Sommerville, R. B, Nystrom, L. E., Darley, J. M., and Cohen, J. D.
(2001). An fMRI investigation of emotional engagement in moral judgment.
Science 293, 2105-2108. doi: 10.1126/science.1062872

Han, H., Glover, G. H., and Jeong, C. (2014). Cultural influences on the neural
correlate of moral decision making processes. Behav. Brain Res. 259, 215-228.
doi: 10.1016/j.bbr.2013.11.012

Harenski, C. L., Antonenko, O., Shane, M. S., and Kiehl, K. A. (2008). Gender
differences in neural mechanisms underlying moral sensitivity. Soc. Cogn.
Affect. Neurosci. 3, 313-321. doi: 10.1093/scan/nsn026

Harenski, C. L., Edwards, B. G., Harenski, K. A., and Kiehl, K. A. (2014). Neural
correlates of moral and non-moral emotion in female psychopathy. Front.
Hum. Neurosci. 8:741. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2014.00741

Henrich, J., Heine, S. ], and Norenzayan, A. (2010). The weirdest
people in the world? Behav. Brain Sci. 33, 61-83; discussion: 83-135.
doi: 10.1017/S0140525X0999152X

Holtzman, G. S. (2013). Do personality effects mean philosophy is intrinsically
subjective? J. Conscious. Stud. 20, 27-42.

Miller, M. B., Sinnott-Armstrong, W., Young, L., King, D., Paggi, A,
Fabri, M., et al. (2010). reasoning in complete
and partial callosotomy patients. Neuropsychologia 48, 2215-2220.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.02.021

Mrazek, A. J., Chiao, J. Y., Blizinsky, K. D., Lun, J., and Gelfand, M. J. (2013). The
role of culture-gene coevolution in morality judgment: examining the interplay
between tightness-looseness and allelic variation of the serotonin transporter
gene. Cult. Brain 1, 100-117. doi: 10.1007/540167-013-0009-x

Nagel, T. (1976). Moral luck. Proc. Aristotelian Soc. 50, 137-155.

Parkinson, C., Sinnott-Armstrong, W., Koralus, P. E., Mendelovici, A., McGeer,
V., and Wheatley, T. (2011). Is morality unified? Evidence that distinct neural
systems underlie moral judgments of harm, dishonesty, and disgust. J. Cogn.
Neurosci. 23, 3162-3180. doi: 10.1162/jocn_a_00017

Pelto, P. J. (1968). The differences between “tight” and “loose” societies. Trans.
Action 5, 37-40. doi: 10.1007/BF03180447

Abnormal moral

Robertson, D., Snarey, J., Ousley, O., Harenski, K., DuBois Bowman,
F., Gilkey, R. et al. (2007). The neural processing of moral
sensitivity to issues of justice and care. Neuropsychologia 45, 755-766.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2006.08.014

Saks, M. J., Schweitzer, N. J., Aharoni, E., and Kiehl, K. A. (2014). The impact of
neuroimages in the sentencing phase of capital trials. . Empir. Leg. Stud. 11,
105-131. doi: 10.1111/jels.12036

Sarkissian, H., Chatterjee, A., De, F., Knobe, J., Nichols, S., and Sirker, S.
(2010). Is belief in free will a cultural universal? Mind Lang. 25, 346-358.
doi: 10.1111/j.1468-0017.2010.01393.x

Saxe, R., and Kanwisher, N. (2003). People thinking about thinking people: the
role of the temporo-parietal junction in “theory of mind.” Neuroimage 19,
1835-1842. doi: 10.1016/S1053-8119(03)00230-1

Saxe, R., and Wexler, A. (2005). Making sense of another mind: the role
of the right temporo-parietal junction. Neuropsychologia 43, 1391-1399.
doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2005.02.013

Scheele, D, Striepens, N., Kendrick, K. M., Schwering, C., Noelle, J., Wille, A., et al.
(2014). Opposing effects of oxytocin on moral judgment in males and females.
Hum. Brain Mapp. 35, 6067-6076. doi: 10.1002/hbm.22605

Schwitzgebel, E. (2010). Expertise in moral reasoning ? order effects on moral
judgment in professional philosophers and non- philosophers. Mind Lang. 27,
135-153.

Tabery, J. (2009). From a genetic predisposition to an interactive predisposition:
rethinking the ethical implications of screening for gene-environment
interactions. J. Med. Philos. 34, 27-48. doi: 10.1093/jmp/jhn039

Telzer, E. H., Masten, C. L., Berkman, E. T., Lieberman, M. D., and Fuligni
A. J. (2010). Gaining while giving: an fMRI study of the rewards of
family assistance among white and Latino youth. Soc. Neurosci. 5, 508-518.
doi: 10.1080/17470911003687913

Walum, H., Waldman, I. D., and Young, L. J. (2016). Statistical and methodological
considerations for the interpretation of intranasal oxytocin studies. Biol.
Psychiatry, 79, 251-257. doi: 10.1016/j.biopsych.2015.06.016

Wang, Y., Deng, Y., Sui, D., and Tang, Y. Y. (2014). Neural correlates of
cultural differences in moral decision making. Neuroreport 25, 110-116.
doi: 10.1097/WNR.0000000000000077

Williams, B. (1981). Moral Luck. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Yoder, K. J., and Decety, J. (2014). The Good, the bad, and the
just: justice sensitivity predicts neural response during moral
evaluation of actions performed by others. J. Neurosci. 34, 4161-4166.
doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4648-13.2014

Young, L., and Saxe, R. (2009). An FMRI investigation of spontaneous mental
state inference for moral judgment. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 21, 1396-1405.
doi: 10.1162/jocn.2009.21137

Young, L., Camprodon, J. A., Hauser, M., Pascual-Leone, A., and Saxe, R. (2010).
Disruption of the right temporoparietal junction with transcranial magnetic
stimulation reduces the role of beliefs in moral judgments. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. U.S.A. 107, 6753-6758. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0914826107

Young, L., Cushman, F., Hauser, M., and Saxe, R. (2007). The neural basis of the
interaction between theory of mind and moral judgment. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci.
U.S.A. 104, 8235-8240. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0701408104

Conflict of Interest Statement: The author declares that the research was
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2017 Holtzman. This is an open-access article distributed under the
terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or
reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor
are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance
with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted
which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Human Neuroscience | www.frontiersin.org

October 2017 | Volume 11 | Article 501


https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1155577
https://doi.org/10.1038/ejhg.2010.31
https://doi.org/10.1080/00455091.1987.10715931
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10339-009-0335-2
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0008865
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2016.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2004.09.027
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1062872
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2013.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsn026
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00741
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.02.021
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40167-013-0009-x
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00017
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03180447
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2006.08.014
https://doi.org/10.1111/jels.12036
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0017.2010.01393.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-8119(03)00230-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2005.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22605
https://doi.org/10.1093/jmp/jhn039
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470911003687913
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2015.06.016
https://doi.org/10.1097/WNR.0000000000000077
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4648-13.2014
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2009.21137
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0914826107
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0701408104
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-neuroscience
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-neuroscience#articles

	Neuromoral Diversity: Individual, Gender, and Cultural Differences in the Ethical Brain
	Individual Differences in the Neuroscience of Moral Judgment
	Gender Differences in the Neuroscience of Moral Judgment
	Cultural Differences in the Neuroscience of Moral Judgment
	Discussion
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	References


