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Introduction

	Individuals of many animal species exploit the experience and hard work of others by learning things from them socially. When individuals socially learn to the degree that different populations of a species develop different ways of doing things, biologists now speak of culture. In this very broad perspective, many animal species live in culturally distinct groups, including a variety of species of birds, marine mammals, and primates. 

	Humans, of course, are the paradigmatic cultural species. Unlike their nearest great-ape relatives, who all live in Africa or Asia in the general vicinity of the equator, humans have spread out all over the globe. Everywhere they go, they invent new artifacts and behavioral practices for dealing with the exigencies of the local environment. In the Arctic, indigenous populations build igloos and hunt whales in kayaks, whereas in the Tropics they build straw huts and hunt terrestrial mammals with bows and arrows. For humans such artifacts and behavioral practices are not niceties but necessities. Few humans could survive in either the tundra or a tropical rainforest in the absence of a cultural group possessed of relevant, preexisting artifacts and behavioral practices. In terms of the number of things an individual human must socially learn (including linguistic conventions in order to communicate), human culture, as compared with that of other animal species, is quantitatively unique. 

	But there are two clearly observable characteristics of human culture that mark it as qualitatively unique as well. The first is what has been called cumulative cultural evolution. Human artifacts and behavioral practices often become more complex over time (they have a “history”). An individual invents an artifact or way of doing things that is adequate to the task, and others quickly learn it. But then if another individual makes some improvement, everyone, including developing children, tends to learn the new and improved version. This produces a kind of cultural ratchet, as each version of the practice stays solidly in the group's repertoire until someone comes up with something even newer and more improved.1 This means that just as individual humans biologically inherit genes that have been adaptive in the past, they also culturally inherit artifacts and behavioral practices that represent something like the collective wisdom of their forebears.2 To date, no animal species other than humans has been observed to have cultural behaviors that accumulate modifications and so ratchet up in complexity over time. 

	The second clearly observable feature of human culture that marks it as unique is the creation of social institutions. Social institutions are sets of behavioral practices governed by various kinds of mutually recognized norms and rules. For example, all human cultures engage in mating and marriage in the context of their own rules. If one violates these rules, one is sanctioned in some way, perhaps even ostracized totally. As a part of the process, humans actually create new culturally defined entities, for example, husbands and wives (and parents), who have culturally defined rights and obligations (the philosopher John Searle refers to this process as the creation of new “status functions”3). As a different example, all human cultures have rules and norms for sharing or possibly trading food and other valuable objects. In the process of exchange, some objects may be accorded the cultural status of money (e.g., specially marked paper), which gives them a certain, culturally backed role. Other sets of rules and norms create leaders of the group, such as chiefs and presidents, who have special rights and obligations to make decisions, or even create new rules, for the group. As for the cultural ratchet, so for social institutions: no animal species other than humans has been observed to have anything even vaguely resembling the latter. 

	Underlying these two singular characteristics of human culture—cumulative artifacts and social institutions—are a set of species-unique skills and motivations for cooperation. This seems especially obvious in the case of social institutions. Social institutions represent cooperatively organized and agreed-upon ways of interacting, including rules of enforcement for noncooperators. Status functions represent cooperative agreements that such entities as husbands, parents, money, and chiefs exist, and have the rights and obligations that they do. Drawing on the work of philosophers of action such as Michael Bratman, Margaret Gilbert, Searle, and Raimo Tuomela,4 we may refer to the underlying psychological processes that make these unique forms of cooperation possible as “shared intentionality.” Shared intentionality involves, most basically, the ability to create with others joint intentions and joint commitments in cooperative endeavors. These joint intentions and commitments are structured by processes of joint attention and mutual knowledge, all underlain by the cooperative motives to help and to share with others.5 

	Although less obvious, humans' ultra-cooperative tendencies also play a crucial role in the cultural ratchet. It is true that the most basic process involved is imitative learning (which humans seem to employ with great fidelity of transmission), and imitative learning is not inherently cooperative but rather exploitive. But, in addition, two fundamentally cooperative processes are critical for the human cultural ratchet as well. 

	First, humans actively teach one another things, and they do not reserve their lessons for kin. Teaching is a form of altruism, founded on a motive to help, in which individuals donate information to others for their use. Although a few nonhuman species engage in something like teaching (mostly for single behaviors and with offspring), there are no systematic, replicated reports of active instruction in nonhuman primates. 

	Second, humans also have a tendency to imitate others in the group simply in order to be like them, that is, to conform (perhaps as an indicator of group identity). Moreover, they sometimes even invoke cooperatively agreed-upon social norms of conformity on others in the group, and their appeals to conformity are backed by various potential punishments or sanctions for those who resist. To our knowledge, no other primates collectively create and enforce group norms of conformity. Both teaching and norms of conformity contribute to cumulative culture by conserving innovations in the group until some further innovation comes along. 

	And so, whereas the “cultures” of other animal species are based almost exclusively on imitation and other exploitive processes, the cultures of human beings are based not only on exploitation, but on fundamentally cooperative processes as well. To an unprecedented degree, homo sapiens are adapted for acting and thinking cooperatively in cultural groups, and indeed all of humans' most impressive cognitive achievements—from complex technologies to linguistic and mathematical symbols to intricate social institutions—are the products not of individuals acting alone, but of individuals interacting.6 As they grow, human children are equipped to participate in this cooperative groupthink through a special kind of cultural intelligence, comprising species-unique social-cognitive skills and motivations for collaboration, communication, social learning, and other forms of shared intentionality.7 These special skills arose from processes of cultural niche construction and gene-culture coevolution; that is to say, they arose as adaptations that enabled humans to function effectively in any one of their many different self-built cultural worlds. 

	To explain human cooperation and culture—to explain everything from donating to charity, to linguistic and mathematical symbols, to social institutions—multiple approaches are needed. In the contemporary arena, human cooperation and culture are studied by evolutionary biologists; experimental economists; game theorists; sociologists; cultural and biological anthropologists; cognitive, social, and evolutionary psychologists; and many others. In my own research group, we have chosen to approach these problems via comparative studies of human children and their nearest primate relatives, especially chimpanzees. The hope is that in these somewhat simpler cases we may see things more clearly than is possible in the myriad complexities of adult human behavior and societies. And, of course, child-chimpanzee comparisons may enlighten us about the origins of human cooperation in both phylogeny and ontogeny. 

	Our empirical research on cooperation in children and chimpanzees focuses on two basic phenomena: 

	(1) Altruism: one individual sacrificing in some way for another; and 

	(2) Collaboration: multiple individuals working together for mutual benefit. 

	In the first chapter, I summarize our recent research on the altruism of human children, focusing especially on its emergence in early ontogeny but also reporting some surprising observations of spontaneous helping in chimpanzees as evolutionary foundation. The basic question here is whether altruism emerges “naturally” in young children or whether, alternatively, it is somehow imparted by culture (or whether culture perhaps plays some other role). In the second chapter, I summarize our recent research on collaborative problem solving in children and chimpanzees. The basic question here is how best to characterize differences in the ways that humans and great apes engage with conspecifics—members of their same species—collaboratively. Where might these differences have come from evolutionarily, and how might they have resulted in such complex cooperative products as social norms and institutions? 

	I

	Why We Cooperate 

	1

	Born (and Bred) to Help 

	A prince must learn how not to be good. 

	—Niccolò Machiavelli 

	One of the great debates in Western civilization is whether humans are born cooperative and helpful and society later corrupts them (e.g., Rousseau), or whether they are born selfish and unhelpful and society teaches them better (e.g., Hobbes). As with all great debates, both arguments undoubtedly have some truth on their side. Here I defend a thesis that mainly sides with Rousseau's take on things, but which adds some critical complexities. I will call this thesis, in deference to two of this book's contributors, the Early Spelke, Later Dweck hypothesis. Specifically, I will argue and present evidence that from around their first birthdays—when they first begin to walk and talk and become truly cultural beings—human children are already cooperative and helpful in many, though obviously not all, situations. And they do not learn this from adults; it comes naturally. (That is the Spelke part.) But later in ontogeny, children's relatively indiscriminate cooperativeness becomes mediated by such influences as their judgments of likely reciprocity and their concern for how others in the group judge them, which were instrumental in the evolution of humans' natural cooperativeness in the first place. And they begin to internalize many culturally specific social norms for how we do things, how one ought to do things if one is to be a member of this group. (That is the Dweck part.) 

	For parents who think that their child must have skipped the naturally cooperative stage, let me quickly note that we are talking here about a behavior measured in relation to other primates. All viable organisms must have a selfish streak; they must be concerned about their own survival
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