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BACKGROUND & AIM
* Autonomous vehicles turn humans from active moral agents into passive monitors
» Will their moral judgment and neural decision-making change?
* Moral (vs. non-moral) dilemmas: greater cognitive load, emotion processing, and conflict resolution
* Reflected in ERP (P300, N200, LPP) and frontal theta (Greene et al., 2001, 2004; Jiang et al., 2022; Yoder & Decety, 2014;
Cavanagh & Frank, 2014).
* Being observed increases self-monitoring, social desirability and utilitarianism (Zajonc, 1965; Kundu & Cummins, 2013).
* Humans attribute different moral norms and less "intent" to machines than humans (Malle et al., 2015).
* We compare neural signatures of moral agency under active/passive driving with/without being observed.
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L Pre & Post Experiment Questionnaires J

* Demographics questionnaire

\ To Next Trial 4)
* Edinburgh Handedness Inventory (Oldfield, 1971).

* Oxford Utilitarianism Scale (Kahane et al., 2018). “How morally acceptable do you find your own action/ self-
* Brief Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (Leary, 1983). driving car’s action/ human driver’s action?”

e Scale of Trust in Automated Systems (Jian, Bisantz, & Drury, 2000). From inappropriate to appropriate (5-point Likert scale)
* Scale of Trust in Humans (adapted from STAS). L PProp pprop P

* Experiment Awareness Questionnaire (self-developed).

Hypotheses & Expected Results
* Participants will judge their own decisions as more appropriate than self-driving car’s decisions.

Active decision-making will elicit stronger neural engagement than observing Al. Let's keep in touch!

» Being observed will shift decisions toward socially desirable/utilitarian choices and increase neural  Ps:1amlooking for PhD
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markers of self-monitoring.

 Purely utilitarian actions by a human driver will be judged less acceptable than those by Al (purely
utilitarian). Observing a human driver will evoke stronger social cognitive neural responses.

» Behavioral and neural responses will vary depending on role (active decision making vs. passive
observation), agent type (human vs. self-driving car), and dilemma type.
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