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ABSTRACT
We provide evidence that children sensibly integrate the judgments of different people who disagree according to their confidence.
We asked children (ages 5–10 years, N = 92) to make judgments about what happened during unobserved events by relying on
two informants who sometimes disagreed. Children integrated the reports of informants and formed novel beliefs endorsed by
neither party by 8 years old when the informants reported equal confidence—for example, they selected a monster with six spots
when one informant reported seeing one with four spots and another reported seeing one with eight. Unequal confidence across
the informants biased children toward the judgment of the more confident party. That children can integrate social confidence
judgments with conflicting information—considering and weighing the relative confidence of others to make up their ownminds
about what is most likely—represents a previously unappreciated mechanism of learning that is crucial to children’s development
as independent social agents. It allows children to become independent thinkers who can form beliefs that build on the knowledge
of others without relying on identical belief adoption of one social agent over another.

1 Introduction

The ability of humans to share information with one another
enables greater breadth of knowledge, more efficient discovery,
and better decision-making (Henrich and Muthukrishna 2023;
Legare and Nielsen 2015). Yet, disagreements are common for
many reasons, including differences in individuals’ expectations
and attentional priorities in the moment (Sterzer et al. 2010;
Summerfield and Egner 2009)—even for straightforward visual
events. These differing opinions pose a challenge when someone
must ascertain the truth. Children may need to rely on the words
of others more often than adults due to their more limited ability
to act directly on the world and their limited experience. Thus,

even young humanswho learn fromhumans needways to resolve
disagreements.

One strategy to resolve disagreements is to trust opinions with
higher perceived reliability (e.g., Koenig and Harris 2005). If one
informant has been previously accurate or is highly confident but
the other informant is not, for instance, it might be reasonable to
infer that they are correct in this instance as well. Children are
sensitive to the uncertainty of others in certain contexts. When
asked to choose between two answers provided by disagreeing
informants (in what is known as the “Selective Social Learning
paradigm”), young children aremore likely to trust answers given
with high confidence than answers given with low confidence
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Summary
∙ Children endorsed confident informants over hesitant
ones when faced with conflicting testimony.

∙ By age 8, children also integrated beliefs into new,
unendorsed conclusions when informants were equally
confident.

∙ Informants’ relative confidence was an essential cue for
children to determine whether to imitate or generate new
knowledge.

∙ Belief integration in middle childhood supports children’s
development as independent, rational social agents.

(Birch et al. 2010, 2020; Poulin-Dubois and Brosseau-Liard 2016).
Children also endorse answers given by informants who were
previously accurate, well-informed, and knowledgeable among
many other traits that signal high reliability (Harris and Cor-
riveau 2011; Koenig and Harris 2005; Lane et al. 2013; Sabbagh
and Baldwin 2001; for review, see Mills 2013).

But this strategy ignores the possibility that neither informant
is correct; the truth might lie in the unexplored middle ground.
For humans to uncover truth and generate new ideas, it is
necessary to also consider new answers by integrating beliefs (i.e.,
answers notmentioned by either informant). Accordingly, amore
sophisticated approach is to integrate information in proportion
to its uncertainty (Toelch and Dolan 2015). The intuition behind
this approach is that a belief held by someone with high certainty
should more greatly influence a judgment than a differing belief
held by someone else with low certainty, but that both views
should still be influential. Imagine we are estimating marbles in
a jar, for instance. If person A gives a very confident guess of 45
marbles and person B gives an uncertain guess of 25 marbles,
we could integrate those two guesses to reach a final guess of
40 marbles, which is closer to the high confidence guess of
45. We know that adults engage in this type of uncertainty-
weighted information integration. Adults integrate information
across their own senses proportional to the uncertainty of each
modality (Alais andBurr 2004; Ernst andBanks 2002; Knill 2007).
They also integrate inconsistent information across individuals
proportional to those individuals’ expressed confidence (Bahrami
et al. 2010; Bang et al. 2021; Mahmoodi et al. 2015). This approach
is effective at helping people find previously unexplored truths:
People who share and integrate different perspectives with one
another are more likely to reach the correct conclusion (Bahrami
et al. 2010; Surowiecki 2005).

Existing literature shows that children can integrate multiple
information sources from some domains in an approximately
rational fashion. For example, children integrate across sources
when learning about causal events (Schulz et al. 2008; Sobel
et al. 2004) and language (Xu and Tenenbaum 2007; see Gopnik
and Bonawitz 2015). Children thus might be capable of similarly
sensible integration of others’ confidence judgments—but this
remains an untested possibility up until now.

We already know that children can use the confidence judgments
of themselves and others to inform their own opinions—making

it plausible that they can integrate opinions across multiple social
agents. For example, 4- to 5-year-old children override their own
judgments under conditions of uncertainty when an independent
and knowledgeable informant disagrees (Bridgers et al. 2016;
Langenhoff et al. 2023, 2024; Schleihauf et al. 2022). Children
who saw a toy activate a machine 100% of the time did not
change their belief about how the machine worked when given
a conflicting account by any informant (Bridgers et al. 2016). In
contrast, children who saw a toy activate the machine 66% of
the time were more likely to endorse a conflicting account by a
knowledgeable informant than a naive one.

Children in Bridgers et al.’s (2016) study were restricted to choose
one of the two conflicting answers—with no option to integrate
the two answers and uncover new knowledge. Another study pro-
vided children with such an opportunity, but found that children
were biased to rely more strongly on their own beliefs (Miosga
et al. 2020). In the study, 4- to 6-year-old children indicated
the location of a marker along a line viewed through either a
clear or blurry screen. When an informant gave a conflicting
response, children only adjusted their estimate of the marker’s
location if their own screen was blurry and therefore less certain.
The quality of the informant’s viewpoint did not influence how
much they adjusted their estimates. Children appear to overweigh
their own beliefs, which makes it challenging to detect whether
they can rationally integrate the conflicting beliefs (for similar
findings, see Baer and Odic 2022; Blake et al. 2014; Selmeczy and
Ghetti 2019).

One recent study bypasses this preference for one’s own answers
by asking children to integrate answers from two other informants
(as is more typical in the Selective Social Learning design),
without seeing any direct evidence themselves (Amemiya et al.
2021). This design is commonly used to remove the possibility
of children over-weighing their own perspective, and typically
results in success at younger ages (see Blake et al. 2014). Children
first saw two informants describe a hidden image (e.g., “it was
orange” and “it was pink”). Then they were asked to select which
one from a set of images was behind the screen. Somewhat
surprisingly, only children over 9 years old reliably selected
the item in the set that represented an integrated perspective
(e.g., a beige item). This late-emerging success at integrating the
beliefs of others strongly contrasts with the research reviewed
above demonstrating an ability in 4- to 6-year-old children to
rationally compare beliefs from disagreeing social agents. It may
be that integrating socially communicated beliefs is challenging
and therefore late-developing as a learning strategy (see also
Amemiya et al. 2024).

When considering the balance of evidence, we believe that
younger children should be capable of integrating conflicting
beliefs to form new knowledge, and that they will deploy this
strategy when rational based on cues to uncertainty. Here,
we test whether children will rationally integrate beliefs in a
simplified context where they can choose to adopt an expressed
belief or form a novel, integrated one. Specifically, a rational
response to multiple opinions would show three characteristics:
(1) adopting the beliefs of a high-confidence informant over a
low-confidence one, (2) integrating beliefs into a new, middle-
ground belief when informants are equally confident, and (3)
endorsing a consensus belief (as a control, given that even
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FIGURE 1 A sample trial featuring a high confidence witness on the left and a low confidence witness on the right (Different Answer Different
Confidence condition).

preschool children are known to follow a consensus; Corriveau
and Harris 2010). We test all three predictions in a single
paradigm.

We employed a conflicting testimonymethod similar to that used
by Amemiya et al. (2021) to test these predictions. In our design,
two informants provide testimony about a matter of high social
relevance: identifying a monster criminal. Children must infer
the objective truth by selecting one of several possibilities that
span a continuum—with both the informants’ judgments and
intermediate judgments included in the range. This contrasts
with the traditional Selective Social Learning design described
above where children are forced to choose one of two answers,
giving them the additional option to select an unendorsed
middle ground. This way, children can demonstrate that they will
integrate beliefs to create new knowledge.

In our study, children must infer the truth about continuous
magnitudes such as a monster’s ear size or its number of spots.
Size and number are readily discriminable by young children
(Odic 2018), and are popularly used in belief integration work
with adults (Bahrami et al. 2010; Sella et al. 2018), potentially
making these easier domains for children to integrate than the
abstract ones used byAmemiya et al. (2021). Children hear cues to
each informants’ uncertainty to test whether their integration fol-
lows the principles of rational cue combination. Children should
endorse a confident belief more strongly when one informant is
more confident than the other (Different Answer Different Con-
fidence condition). When the informants are equally confident,
children should integrate the beliefs and choose the midpoint
between them (Different Answer Same Confidence condition).
Andwhen both informants share the same belief, children should
adopt that belief (Same Answer condition).

2 Methods

2.1 Participants

We tested 92 children aged 5–10 (M = 8;0 years; months, range
= 5;0–10;11, 45 girls), a large age range anchored by studies of
belief revision which show adaptation to confidence around 5
years and selecting a midpoint around 10 years (Amemiya et al.

2021; Bridgers et al. 2016; Miosga et al. 2020). Children were
individually tested at community settings in the San Francisco
Bay Area, including zoos, museums, and elementary schools.
The population is predominantly White and/or Asian, and
upper-middle class (U.S. Census Bureau n.d.), though specific
demographic data were not collected. Sample size and study
design were preregistered at https://osf.io/3th8q/.

2.2 Materials and Procedures

Children completed a 15-min task on a laptop computer guided by
a researcher. The task was created using PsychoPy Builder (Peirce
et al. 2019). The program is available at https://osf.io/7kbdm.

Children helped a monster detective figure out who broke the
monster rules. They saw a lineup of four potential suspects
and heard two witness monsters provide their testimony about
the perpetrator (see Figure 1). Following the testimony, children
indicated which of the four suspects “did it.”

Lineups always featured the samemonster but with one property
that varied across the four suspects. For instance, the four
monsters could have had different numbers of spots on their
stomachs: 9, 10, 11, or 12. Items that varied by number always
increased by 1 or 2. Items that varied by size always increased
by 10 or 20 pixels. Domain (number or size) was manipulated
within-subjects, and was not expected to have a major influence
on children’s responses. Monsters were always presented in
ascending order from left to right to make it easier for children
to track the differences, and this was briefly highlighted by the
experimenter to help children notice this ordering.

Witnessmonsters appeared one at a time underneath themonster
they endorsed to ensure children linked the testimony with the
correct suspect. Testimony was given through an audio clip with
either high or low confidence conveyed through several linguistic
and paralinguistic cues. For a trial which varied the number of
spots, a highly confident witness said “I remember! A monster
with this many spots did it. Yeah, I’m really sure. A monster
with this many spots did it.” The rate of speech was fairly fast,
the volume fairly loud, with descending prosody at the end of
sentences (Goupil et al. 2021). An unconfident witness on the
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same trial said “Hmm, I don’t remember. Maybe a monster
with this many spots did it? Hmm, I’m not very sure. I guess a
monster with this many spots did it?” The rate of speech was
slower, the volume quieter, and with raising prosody at the end
of sentences. All recordings were completed by a single voice
actor.

Each child completed 12 trials featuring different suspect and
witness monsters in a randomized order, including 4 trials each
from the following 3 conditions.

Different Answer Same Confidence: The two witnesses had
the same level of confidence (both high or both low). Witnesses
always provided testimony about the first and third suspects, or
the second and fourth suspects. This always left one suspect as
themidpoint (the second suspect if testimonywas given about the
first and third), and one suspect that was irrelevant (the fourth).
We predicted that children would select the midpoint in this trial
type.

Different Answer Different Confidence: One witness had
high confidence and the other had low confidence. As with
Different Answer Same Confidence trials, there was always a
midpoint and irrelevant suspect. We predicted that children
would select the suspect identified by the highly confident
witness.

Same Answer: Both witnesses identified the same suspect.
Witnesses had all confidence combinations (high/high, low/low,
high/low, and low/high). We predicted that children would select
the consensus suspect.

We created two sets of trials to counterbalance the trials’ proper-
ties (side of the irrelevant answer, whether the high confidence
answer was on the left or right, whether the left or right witness
spoke first, and location of the consensus answer).

2.3 Predictions

High confidence evidence carries less uncertainty than low
confidence evidence. If children weigh each piece of evidence
proportionally to its uncertainty, the resulting distribution should
be unimodal: closer to the high-confidence answer when confi-
dence differs and centered on the midpoint when confidence is
equal.

Some contrasting accounts are also possible. Children could be
choosing uniformly between the four options, a sign that they
are not thinking strategically about this task. A similar prediction
is that children could rely on a simple heuristic like “choose
the most recent answer” (Sumner et al. 2019). Children could
also be choosing randomly between the two endorsed suspects,
ignoring the midpoint as a valid option. This would result in a
bimodal distribution, rather than a unimodal one. Childrenmight
also adopt a fairness approach, choosing the middle option on
all trials, regardless of confidence. Because all studies to date
asking children to compare answers from confident and hesitant
informants have limited their options to only the expressed
answers, we do not know how children will react to an available
midpoint.

We test these predictions in two ways (note that these analyses
are not preregistered, but we provide all data and code for those
interested, https://osf.io/qsjyn). First, we examine the qualitative
patterns of the distributions of children’s answers, looking for
evidence of a normal distribution, rather than a uniform or
bimodal one. Then, we focus exclusively on children’s choice of
themidpoint/consensus suspect and the high-confidence answer,
comparing these proportions to one another and against chance.

3 Results

3.1 What Were the Distributions of Children’s
Choices?

We looked for a specific qualitative distribution of children’s
choices (e.g., Knill 2007; Toelch and Dolan 2015). Answers
should be symmetrically distributed around the midpoint on
Same Answer and Different Answer Same Confidence trials, and
favor the high confidence answer on Different Answer Different
Confidence trials.

We generated histograms of children’s choices, centered on the
midpoint (or consensus) to permit direct comparison no matter
the counterbalanced placement of themidpoint within the lineup
(see Figure 2). If children resolved the conflict by endorsing
one of the two disagreeing opinions, we should see bimodal
response patterns on all trials, but we do not. Likewise, if children
resolved the conflict by simply averaging judgments regardless
of informants’ confidence, children should select the midpoint
on all trials—but they do not. Instead, children’s responses were
generally centered around the midpoint on Different Answer
Same Confidence and Same Answer trials (more clearly for
older children than younger children), and favored the higher
confidence answer on Different Answer Different Confidence
trials. Children were also more likely to choose answers on the
right side (59% of trials, SD = 17%, above chance of 50%, t(91)
= 5.30, p < 0.001, d = 0.55, BF > 17,329. These distributions
match the qualitative patterns predicted if children weighed the
relative uncertainty of each answer to integrate the conflicting
perspectives.

3.2 When Did Children Choose the Midpoint,
Consensus, and High Confidence Options?

We next examined whether children’s tendency to choose the
midpoint (or consensus) varied by Condition (dummy-coded:
Same Answer and Different Answer Different Confidence with
Different Answer Same Confidence as the reference) or Age
(continuous, scaled) in a factorial logistic regressionwith random
intercepts for Participant and Trial. We also computed Bayes Fac-
tors for the inclusion of each term using the bayestestR package
(Makowski et al. 2024). We additionally report an omnibus test
including Gender and Domain in the Supporting Information.

Children were more likely to choose the midpoint in the Differ-
ent Answer Same Confidence trials compared to the Different
Answer Different Confidence trials, b = −0.76, SE = 0.18, p <

0.001, BF < 51,200, and more likely to choose the midpoint in
the Same Answer trials compared to the Different Answer Same
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FIGURE 2 Histograms of children’s choices. Choices are centered on themidpoint (or consensus answer). OnDifferent Answer Same Confidence,
older children’s choices (b) were centered on the midpoint, while younger children’s choices (a) were more uniform. All children’s choices on Different
Answer Different Confidence trials favored the high confidence answer, and the consensus answer on Same Answer trials. Note that children only saw
four options in an individual trial, though due to counterbalancing which side options were presented on, there are more than four options presented
above.

Confidence trials, b = 0.96, SE = 0.16, p < 0.001, BF < 10,700,000.
Older children were more likely to choose the midpoint overall,
b = 0.83, SE = 0.14, p < 0.001, BF < 427,000. There was also
an interaction between Age and Condition, such that the effect
of Age was strongest in the Different Answer Same Confidence
condition relative to both the Same Answer, b = −0.50, SE
= 0.17, p = 0.003, BF = 5.71, and Different Answer Different
Confidence conditions, b = −0.43, SE = 0.19, p = 0.022, BF =
15.99. We follow up on comparisons of interest below, and see
Figure 3.

We next examined whether children’s choice of the mid-
point/consensus in each condition (averaged per participant
across the 4 trials per condition) differed from chance of 25%.
Bayes Factors were computed using the BayesFactor package in
R (Morey et al. 2024). We performed these tests separately for
younger (5–7 years) and older children (8–10 years) because of the
significant effect of age in our main model. Tests against chance
for all ages combined are presented in Table S1. We also gener-
ated predicted probabilities of selecting the midpoint/consensus
answer at each age with a logistic regression model including
random effects for Participant and Trial. We used this model
to pinpoint the age at which children’s performance exceeded
chance levels (where the 95% confidence interval did not include
25%).

When both witnesses agreed (Same Answer), children largely
chose the consensus answer above chance across the four trials:
8- to 10-year-olds chose the consensus answer on 63% (SD = 29%)
of trials, t(44) = 8.74, p = < 0.001, d = 1.30, BF > 266 million, as
did 49% (SD = 29%) of 5- to 7-year-olds, t(46) = 5.57, p < 0.001, d
= 0.81, BF > 13,181. The model of predicted probabilities reflected
above-chance performance at all ages (see Figure 4).

When witnesses disagreed with equal confidence (Different
Answer Same Confidence), 8- to 10-year-olds chose the midpoint
on 48% (SD = 39%) of trials, above chance of 25%, t(44) = 4.06, p
< 0.001, d = 0.60, BF = 125.33. However, 5- to 7-year-olds chose
the midpoint on only 23% (SD = 25%) of trials, not different from
chance, t(46)=−0.44, p= 0.660, d= 0.06, BF= 0.17. Performance
was above chance by 8.4 years (see Figure 4).

When witnesses disagreed with unequal confidence (Different
Answer Different Confidence), children of all ages selected the
midpoint infrequently. Eight-to-10-year-olds chose the midpoint
on 26% (SD = 33%) of these trials, not different from chance,
t(44) = 0.11, p = 0.911, d = 0.02, BF = 0.16, and significantly
different from the Different Answer Same Confidence condition,
t(44) = −3.98, p < 0.001, d = 0.63, BF = 101.64. Five-to-7-year-
olds chose the midpoint on 16% (SD = 20%) of these trials,
significantly below chance, t(46) = −3.13, p = 0.003, d = 0.46, BF
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FIGURE 3 Choice of the midpoint (/consensus) option by condi-
tion. Age group is graphed using a median split. Error bars represent 1
standard error.

= 0.17, and not significantly different from the Different Answer
Same Confidence condition, t(46) = −1.71, p = 0.095, d = 0.33,
BF = 0.61. The model of predicted probabilities never reflected
above-chance selection of the midpoint in this condition.

Instead, children of all ages selected the answer with higher
confidence in the Different Answer Different Confidence con-
dition, consistent with the prediction that children should place
more weight on reliable (confident) testimony. Eight-to-10-year-
olds chose the high confidence answer on 60% (SD = 36%) of
these trials, well above chance, t(44) = 6.61, p < 0.001, d = 0.99,
BF > 300,000, as did 5- to 7-year-olds on 54% (SD = 35%) of
trials, t(46) = 5.57, p < 0.001, d = 0.81, BF > 13,000. The model
of predicted probabilities reflected above-chance selection of the
high-confidence answer at all ages.

4 Discussion

Children need ways to resolve disagreements to uncover the
truth. Here, we find that children integrate beliefs by weighing
information relative to their uncertainty.When beliefs were given
with different levels of confidence, children endorsed a belief
communicated with high confidence over one with low confi-
dence. When beliefs were given with equal levels of confidence,
children older than 8 years instead endorsed a midpoint between
them, integrating the two beliefs into a new one. Children
can go beyond the evidence presented to them and transform
conflicting perspectives into new beliefs. Taken together, our
results suggest that children by age 8 use confidence as a
proxy for uncertainty when integrating conflicting beliefs, con-
sistent with rational models of decision-making (e.g., Toelch and
Dolan 2015).

FIGURE 4 Probability of choosing the target monster in (a) the
Same Answer and Different Answer Same Confidence trials (the consen-
sus/midpoint answer), and (b) theDifferent AnswerDifferent Confidence
trials (the high confidence and midpoint answers). Gray bars represent
95% confidence intervals. The vertical line in (a) represents the age at
which the confidence interval did not include chance (25%), depicted by
the horizontal dark gray line.

Children at all ages attended to confidence, a social signal meant
to communicate subjective uncertainty (Baer andKidd 2022), and
used it as ametric to compare the relative likelihood of the beliefs.
Adults and children use confidence to compare beliefs across
diverse cognitive domains (e.g., vision and audition, Baer and
Odic 2020; De Gardelle et al. 2016). Adults also use confidence
to both compare and integrate beliefs across people (Bahrami
et al. 2010). The present study provides the first evidence that
this selective integration emerges inmiddle childhood. In a single
paradigm, children endorse high confidence over low confidence
answers and endorse a midpoint, selectively deploying these
strategies depending on the informants’ relative confidence lev-
els. This flexible pattern rules out the possibility that children
indiscriminately resolve conflict by picking a midpoint (when
such an option is available), which could explain prior findings
(e.g., Amemiya et al. 2021). Instead, children’s belief integration
is proportional to uncertainty. Future studies should investigate
whether children’s belief integration follows even more nuanced
Bayesian principles (as is hypothesized about adults; Toelch and
Dolan 2015) by using multiple midpoints or more than two
perspectives.
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Another avenue for further exploration is in the “weights”
assigned to high and low confidence. In Bayesian cue com-
bination accounts, uncertainty is critical in determining the
underlying distribution of a belief (Alais and Burr 2019). As an
analogy, we can think about confidence as conveying a standard
deviation around an estimate. High confidence would have a
smaller standard deviation than low confidence. One interesting
possibility that falls out of this analogy is that two answers
given with low confidence would very likely have overlapping
standard deviations, making the midpoint plausible under both
distributions. Two answers given with higher confidence might
not, which could lead children to randomly choose between the
answers. Theweights assigned to high and low confidencemay be
an individual, contextual, or developmental difference. We leave
this open for future research as we do not have prior data about
howchildren select theseweights to use for confirmatory analyses
here.

Confidence conveys information about uncertainty, but it is not
the only cue. Information about prior accuracy or expertise are
also informative about uncertainty (Brosseau-Liard et al. 2014;
Koenig and Harris 2005; Lane et al. 2013; Mills 2013; Vander-
Borght and Jaswal 2009). Our results could therefore also apply to
other cues to uncertainty beyond confidence. As a counterpoint
though, confidence appears to be a high priority cue for both
children and adults. Informants who are confident but not
always accurate are trusted over informants who are consistently
accurate but hesitant (Birch et al. 2020; Brosseau-Liard et al. 2014;
Sella et al. 2018).

The choice to integrate perspectives and select a midpoint
was clearly present by 8 years old in our sample, earlier than
previously reported (Amemiya et al. 2021, and see Amemiya
et al. 2024). This earlier success may stem from differences
in task demands, highlighting potential context sensitivities for
belief integration. The current design, which used a socially
engaging crime scenario and perceptually salient magnitude
differences, may have facilitated belief integration by increasing
motivation or decreasing cognitive demands. Even so, children’s
reasoning follows rational principles at much younger ages in
other domains (Gopnik and Bonawitz 2015), and with simpler
forced-choice paradigms (Bridgers et al. 2016; Langenhoff et al.
2023; Schleihauf et al. 2022). This may point to two possibilities.
First, children may require additional competencies to endorse a
midpoint, including the ability to recognize multiple viewpoints
as valid, a competency that develops between 4 and 7 years of age
(Beck et al. 2011). Or second, younger children might be capable
of rational integration, but fail to demonstrate this competency
even in the current paradigm. For instance, children may have
overinterpreted the pragmatic demands of the task, assuming that
they had to endorse one of the two presented answers. This could
mean both that removing or reducing these pragmatic demands
could more accurately measure children’s competency, but also
that children’s rational choices factor in pragmatic cues (e.g.,
Bonawitz et al. 2011, 2020).

These results highlight an important milestone in children’s
development as independent thinkers. Innovation and imitation
in tandem are considered hallmarks of human cultural evolution
(Henrich and Muthukrishna 2023; Legare and Nielsen 2015).
Children have long been thought of as learners, but considerable

recent work also demonstrates their aptitude as creators (for
review, see Lew-Levy and Amir 2024). An essential development
is the transition between “learner” and “creator,” and recognizing
when each role is best applied. Our work demonstrates that a
simple rational strategy of comparing relative confidence could
help children determine which role to adopt.

Our findings point to a rational strategy for uncovering truth
in contexts of disagreement. Children not only compare the
uncertainty of conflicting beliefs (Baer and Odic 2020; Mills
2013), they can use that uncertainty to strategically integrate those
beliefs into new knowledge. This reveals a fundamental piece
of human nature that allows us to go beyond individual expe-
riences to make rational use of diverse perspectives to uncover
truth.
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