
LINKÖPINGS UNIVERSITET 2014 

 

Trollbridge 
Order effects, and moral dilemmas with three choice 

alternatives 
 

Marcus Johansson 

2014-06-03 

 

Handledare: Daniel Västfjäll 

Examinator: Arne Jönsson 
 

 

LIU-IDA/KOGVET-A--14/008--SE 

  

. 



 

 

 

  



 

Abstract  
Research about morality heavily relies on using questionnaires and moral dilemmas when answering different 

research questions. Despite this very little focus has been put on how the order of presentation alters 

response frequencies. A test was put forth to test if there is any effect based on order of presentation, and 

despite that it has been found before, no such effects were found. Why no order effects were found here are 

not clear, but it shows that it is something that needs to be controlled for in research on moral dilemmas. 

Secondly, in moral research a lot of focus is put on moral principles to use as explanation for whole groups of 

respondents, such as deontology, utilitarianism and the DDE. To see if these are strong indicators of what 

humans will do in these moral dilemmas, two versions of the trolley and footbridge dilemma was put 

together, where all three response alternatives were presented at once, that is push the stranger, pull the 

switch or do nothing. In one of these conditions one person are on the side tracks in the switch condition, and 

in the second three workers are on the side tracks. It was found that although individuals motivate their 

actions in line with utility and the DDE, less people decide to act when three alternatives are presented. This 

shows that people are not consistent with their moral evaluation, and that it might be hard to predict what 

one will do in these situations.  
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Introduction 
Every day we are faced with decisions that have to be made, and many of these decisions trigger the 

questions of “what is morally right” rather than “what is best for me”. Questions like “should you download a 

movie?” or “should you buy fair trade marked food?” are ones that we are faced with every day, but we also 

sometimes get faced with bigger questions such as “should abortion be legal?” or “should death penalty be 

given to severe criminals?”. It is often quite hard to answer what the correct response ought to be so how do 

people actually make these decisions? The discussion on moral decision making for a long time focused on 

morality as a controlled cognitive process (Kohlberg in J D Greene, Sommerville, Nystrom, Darley, & Cohen, 

2001; Gubbins & Byrne, 2014; Haidt, 2001). Haidt (2001) put forth the idea of a social-intuitionist model, 

where people make an intuitive decision based on their feelings toward the problem rather than to actually 

deliberate the issue (Haidt, 2001). The idea was that people make a fast judgment of the morality of an act, 

and based on these fast intuitions make decisions of whether an act is morally correct or not. This view went 

against the previous discussion of morality as mainly controlled cognitive processes (Haidt, 2001). There are 

many different moral dilemmas in the world, but for research, two of the most common in the literature is 

the Trolley and Footbridge dilemmas. First consider the Trolley dilemma: 

“You are in charge of a work crew who are doing repair work for the railways. In the distance you see a trolley 

and realise that the driver has lost control of it. If the trolley continues on it will end up running into five 

workers who are working on the tracks. On a secondary track there is one worker. 

You pull a lever on the interchange which will divert the trolley onto the secondary track. You know that it will 

run into and kill the worker, but the other workers will be unhurt.” (From now on this will be referred to as the 

switch dilemma). 

To this dilemma, a majority answer that it would be correct to pull the switch (J D Greene et al., 2001; Hauser, 

Cushman, Young, Jin, & Mikhail, 2007). However then consider the Footbridge dilemma, which is fairly similar: 

“You are crossing a bridge which passes over the railway line and you see a train moving on the track below. 

You notice that the driver has lost control and that the locomotive will continue its course and end up running 

into five men who are working on the adjacent tracks. On the bridge next to you is a person you do not know. 

You throw this person off the bridge in such a way that his body blocks the oncoming train. You know that his 

person will die, but the five workers will be unhurt.” (From now on this will be referred to as the Push 

dilemma). 

Most people answer that they would not push the stranger (Cushman, Murray, Gordan-McKeon, Wharton, & 

Greene, 2011; J D Greene et al., 2001; Hauser et al., 2007; Lotto, Manfrinati, & Sarlo, 2014). In a meta-analysis 

of 5000 observations of these dilemmas, it was shown that about 72 percent of the respondents were willing 

to go through with the action when they were given the option to pull a switch, whereas when given the 

option to push a stranger only 12 percent were willing to go through with the action (Hauser et al., 2007).  

Purpose 
There are reasons to believe that the order of presentation should not have any effect on how individuals 

answer these dilemmas, since each decision should be considered on its own. But anchoring and priming are 

two biases often encountered in human beings, and it could be argued that seeing one of these dilemmas 

would prime a decision strategy and anchor it for later decisions. Part one in this study aims to find out if 

there are indeed effects based on the order of presentation for moral dilemmas.  
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The resolutions to these dilemmas are often discussed in a way that makes it seem as if there are only a few 

different considerations one can make in respect to them, these are usually; utilitarian (that an act should try 

to save as many people as possible), deontological (that it is never ok to kill since life in itself is of too high 

value) and the Doctrine of Double Effect (That it is not ok to harm anyone for a greater good, unless it is a 

foreseen but unintended side effect). To research if these explanations to individuals’ actions truly hold, in 

part two of this study, an experiment with three simultaneously presented response alternatives was 

conducted, that is; you can either push the stranger, pull the switch, or you can decide to do nothing. Adding 

more alternatives to the decision might make more people choose to pull the switch as this will be in line with 

two of these three moral principles, and thus show that it is more things than moral principles underlying 

moral decision making.    

Earlier Research  
In moral research, most of the discussion is made in relation to dual process theories. This is made with two 

different distinctions between what is the difference between moral dilemmas, namely the personal and 

impersonal distinction, and the Instrumental and incidental distinction. These will be discussed separately, 

but an overlap is hard to avoid. Priming and anchoring will also be discussed, as these theories are an 

important theoretical framework for this study, and also prior findings on order effects in moral dilemmas will 

be presented.  

Personal and impersonal dilemmas 
The difference between switch and push is not utilitarian, which states that an action is morally correct and 

should be done if it saves as many lives as possible (J D Greene et al., 2001; Manfrinati, Lotto, Sarlo, 

Palomba, & Rumiati, 2013). They are equal if you only consider utilitarian aspects of the dilemmas. Greene et 

al. (2001) hypothesized that the difference between these two, and similar, dilemmas lies in that people use 

different systems, as in the dual process theory, to make moral decisions. According to dual process theory 

we use two systems when we make decisions: system one is a fast, intuitive and emotion driven system, 

whereas system two is a slow, deliberate and rational system (Kahneman, 2003). According to Greene et al. 

(2001) the switch dilemma is an “impersonal dilemma” whereas the push dilemma is a “personal dilemma”. 

An act is considered personal if it is likely (i) to cause harm, (ii) to a particular person (iii) in such a way that 

the harm does not result from the deflection of an existing threat towards a different party (J D Greene et 

al., 2001; Nakamura, 2013). Everything that does not fulfill all three criteria’s is considered impersonal. 

According to their theory, push and other personal dilemmas will engage people more emotionally and thus 

lead people to not go through with the action. In order to push the man, controlled cognitive processes need 

to override the initial emotional response. Switch, and other impersonal dilemmas, on the other hand will not 

engage the same emotional alarm bell response, resulting in a more rational evaluation of the dilemma which 

leads to more utilitarian decisions (Cushman, Young, & Greene, 2010; J D Greene et al., 2001; Joshua D. 

Greene, Morelli, Lowenberg, Nystrom, & Cohen, 2008).  

In their famous study which later has been widely referenced, Greene et al. (2001) studied people in an fMRI 

scanner while they answered a set of moral dilemmas. The results from the fMRI indicated that the personal 

immoral dilemmas engaged more emotional regions and that people used a longer time to respond to the 

personal dilemmas when accepting them, than when not accepting them as morally correct. This supports 

their hypothesis, that emotional engagement was stronger for the personal dilemmas, and that cognitive 

processes need to intervene in order to make a utilitarian decision (J D Greene et al., 2001). In 2008 Greene et 

al. further tested the claim that utilitarian judgment were driven by controlled cognitive processes while non-

utilitarian (typically deontological) decision were emotionally driven. Deontological decisions, as opposed to 
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utilitarian decisions, are based on the principle that all life is sacred, and that life itself is so valuable that it 

is never ok to kill for the greater good of the many (J D Greene et al., 2001; Manfrinati et al., 2013). Greene 

et al. (2008) let their participants answer moral dilemmas while half of the participants were submitted to a 

cognitive task, and they hypothesized that the cognitive load inflicted by the cognitive task would selectively 

interfere with the reaction time for utilitarian judgments and have no comparable increase in reaction time 

for non-utilitarian judgments. They found that the reaction time did indeed increase for utilitarian judgments 

while it did not do so at all for non-utilitarian judgments, supporting the hypothesis that for utilitarian 

judgments, controlled cognitive processes need to interfere with the initial affective response (Joshua D. 

Greene et al., 2008).  

Suter and Hertwig tested this hypothesis further in 2011 where they hypothesized that a shorter period of 

time to answer the dilemmas would lead to more deontological, and thus emotionally influenced, decisions 

(Suter & Hertwig, 2011). They made people answer moral dilemmas in two different conditions. In the first 

condition the participants in one group had eight seconds to respond and the other group had to deliberate 

over the dilemma for three minutes. In the other condition one group were nudged (Hansen & Jespersen, 

2013) to take more time and deliberate over the decisions while the other group was nudged to make fast 

decisions (Suter & Hertwig, 2011). They found that in both conditions, the group which made faster decisions 

also made more deontological responses (Suter & Hertwig, 2011). In a study were people were told to either 

think about their decision for 3 minutes, answer directly or after 3 minutes of distraction answer the push 

dilemma, it was found that people after subconscious processing of the dilemmas make more utilitarian 

decisions (Ham & van den Bos, 2010). They argued that we are better at processing complex information 

subconsciously, and therefore make a more rational decision than when deliberating on it consciously, and 

thus saving more people (Ham & van den Bos, 2010). 

Similar results have been shown when stress was induced to participants either by making them perform a 

speech (Youssef et al., 2012), or by announcing that they were to give a speech(Ludwig & Brand, 2012). When 

people made a speech before their judgment of moral dilemmas, they made less utilitarian decisions for 

personal dilemmas (Youssef et al., 2012) whereas when stress was induced by telling people they were to give 

a speech, less utilitarian choices were made for both personal and impersonal dilemmas (Ludwig & Brand, 

2012). It has also been shown that people experience a wide range of emotions for high-conflict dilemmas 

(dilemmas where you kill one to save many), and that the stronger emotions people feel, the more 

deontological responses they make (Szekely & Miu, 2014). More support for the dual process hypothesis 

come from studies showing that people with psychopathy give more utilitarian responses to moral dilemmas 

(Gao & Tang, 2013), and that people of higher class also seek to maximize the greater good for the many 

(Côté, Piff, & Willer, 2013). It has also been found that people more often justify their actions for personal 

dilemmas with an emotive reason for the action than they do for impersonal dilemmas (Gubbins & Byrne, 

2014). Impersonal dilemmas more often elicit a justification based on what was rationalized about the 

dilemma (Gubbins & Byrne, 2014). However this difference disappears when people are primed to focus on 

justifying their decision for impersonal dilemmas emotionally to a friend. The same was true for personal 

dilemmas, where people were primed (Meyer & Schvaneveldt, 1971) to make a justification based on what 

they thought about the dilemma at the time, and not how they felt, which further shows that the initial 

reaction to these dilemmas seem to differ in emotional valence (Gubbins & Byrne, 2014). Mental exhaustion 

have also been shown to have an effect on moral decision making, people that are mentally exhausted make 

more utilitarian decisions than people who are not mentally exhausted which also support the dual process 

hypothesis (Lemoine & Fredin, 2013).   
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Incidental and instrumental dilemmas 
It has also been argued that personal and impersonal might not be the best distinction of what differs 

between moral dilemmas like switch and push. The distinction is arbitrary and an impersonal dilemma might 

differ from a personal dilemma for many different reasons (Nakamura, 2013). Accordingly, an impersonal 

dilemma might be categorized as such for many reasons, and what it means that an impersonal dilemma 

engages emotional processing to a larger extent becomes unclear. Nakamura also points out  that the set 

used by Greene et al. (2001) were divided by two coders and might be shaped by them and not be universally 

accurate (Nakamura, 2013). It has also been shown that the reaction time from Greene et al. (2001) were 

driven by a subset of dilemmas, 8 personal and 1 impersonal, which had extremely fast reaction times, and 

could be seen as non-dilemmas since less than 5% of the participants endorsed the action (McGuire, Langdon, 

Coltheart, & Mackenzie, 2009). By using factor analysis for the different factors included in Greene’s 

distinction between personal and impersonal dilemmas, Nakamura (2013) found support for the distinction 

between personal and impersonal dilemmas However, they argue that push and switch like dilemmas do not 

differ in emotional processing, but rather in the extent to which they involve rational processing. “The Trolley 

(switch*) 1dilemma put more focus on how an action can save five people’s lives, while the Footbridge (push*) 

reflects the consideration of what the action would actually save” (Nakamura, 2013, p. 197). And even though 

the factor analysis gives some support to the division personal and impersonal, the distinction is arbitrary and 

the dilemmas can differ in many ways (Nakamura, 2013).Another distinction between the switch and push 

dilemmas has been proposed based on the Doctrine of Double Effect (DDE). According to the DDE it is not 

permissible to intentionally harm another person for a greater good, it is however permissible if someone is 

harmed as a foreseen but unintended side effect (Lotto et al., 2014). This principle, to judge harmful actions 

as worse than the failure to prevent harm, has also been called the omission effect (Cushman et al., 2011), 

and some support that this is an automatic rule which needs to be overridden by controlled cognitive 

processes in order to make a utilitarian judgment has been found (Cushman et al., 2011). Instead of making 

the distinction between moral dilemmas on the arbitrary personal and impersonal, Lotto et al. (2014) propose 

that moral dilemmas where one dies in order to save many differ in whether they are “incidental” or 

“instrumental”. A dilemma is incidental if killing someone in order to save others is a foreseen but 

unintended side effect of an action, and it is instrumental if the killing of one person is the means to save 

others. The distinction personal/impersonal and incidental/instrumental might seem similar, bet they differ in 

many respects (Lotto et al., 2014). Firstly instrumental/incidental is based on a clear philosophical principle, 

the DDE, whereas personal/impersonal is arbitrary and a lot of different dilemmas can go into both of them. 

Some of the impersonal dilemmas, from Greene for example, do not involve human beings. Whereas in the 

distinction instrumental/incidental both categories involve the death of one or more people. Secondly, some 

of the impersonal dilemmas cannot be classified as incidental since the harm caused cannot be categorized as 

foreseen but unintended. In the personal and instrumental dilemmas, serious bodily harm is used as a means 

to an end. But in the instrumental dilemmas it is always used as a means to a greater good, which is not 

always the case for personal dilemmas (Lotto et al., 2014).  

After creating their new set of dilemmas, they were tested using two questions to the dilemma, one was “you 

do x” and one was “is it morally permissible to do x”. The participants were also asked to evaluate how they 

felt on a computerized version of Self-Assessment Manikin (Bradley & Lang, 1994), on which people assess 

valence and arousal. The results showed that people judge it more permissible to kill one in order to save 

others if it is an unintended consequence than an intended means to save others. Incidental killing also 

received more affirmative responses when participants were asked if they would go through with the action 

than did instrumental killings. Decision making in incidental dilemmas was slower and deemed more arousing 

                                                             
1 Words with a star are added by the author of this article. 
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than instrumental dilemmas, so when all dilemmas deal with peoples deaths and the language is equally 

emotive, both instrumental and incidental killing evoke emotions. In incidental dilemmas, where the harmful 

action complies with the DDE, focus might have been on cost benefit, and thus the decision making might 

have been more rational, in accordance with a dual process theory. The most interesting results in Lotto et al. 

(2014) might be that people judge it less morally acceptable to kill others in order to save oneself and other, 

yet when facing the decision of going through with the action more people answer that they would do it. This 

finding holds for incidental but not instrumental, and shows that there is a gap between actions and moral 

principles (Lotto et al., 2014). This has also been shown using text based dilemmas to allow people to judge if 

it is morally ok to go through with an action for impersonal dilemmas, and by showing a virtual reality movie 

of a similar situation to decide what action to make. Specifically, more people went through with the action 

after answering that it was not morally acceptable to go through with the action, however this was not true 

when the order of doing and judging was reversed (Patil, Cogoni, Zangrando, Chittaro, & Silani, 2014). 

However when the dilemma consists of cheating on a math test, people forecast that they will cheat to a 

greater extent than they actually do (Teper, Inzlicht, & Page-Gould, 2011). This gives some light to the fact 

that people might not be very good at predicting how their emotions will impact their decision in an actual 

situation, and it is still unclear when emotions make us do a more or less morally good decision than 

predicted. 

Manfrinati, Lotto, Sarlo, Palomba & Rumiati (2013) looked at dilemmas where participants were presented 

with one deontological and one utilitarian resolution of the problem, rather than answering yes or no to a 

statement about one action. This was done in order to see if there truly is a difference in reaction time 

between utilitarian and deontological decisions, and if either decision really elicit more emotions than the 

other (Manfrinati et al., 2013). In their study they found that for instrumental dilemmas less people gave a 

utilitarian response than for incidental dilemmas.Instrumental dilemmas were also answered with more 

deontological responses than the incidental dilemmas. The deontological decisions were also slower than 

utilitarian judgments for incidental dilemmas, which would give support for the Doctrine of Double Effect 

(DDE). They also found that both utilitarian and deontological resolutions elicit negative emotions, and that 

instrumental dilemmas are worse in this regard than incidental (Manfrinati et al., 2013).  How close one is 

socially connected to the people involved in the scenario does also influence the action one takes. Specifically, 

feeling socially connected to the people involved in the dilemma gives rise to more utilitarian judgments to 

problems where you must kill one to save many, as in the push dilemma (Lucas & Livingston, 2014). It has 

been shown before that the number of beneficiaries do not matter for moral decisions or judgments, but that 

how close one are to the victim, i.e. friend or brother, influence ones choice of action but not judgment of the 

morality of the same action (Tassy, Oullier, Mancini, & Wicker, 2013). Altering the language in the dilemmas 

to brothers, friends or strangers does also affect the decision making process, and people are more prone to 

make utilitarian decisions the closer connected to oneself the other involved actors are (Kurzban, DeScioli, & 

Fein, 2012). It has also been shown that there might be cultural differences in how people answer these 

dilemmas (Tännsjö & Ahlenius, 2012). In a survey with 3000 participants, it was shown that Chinese 

respondents give less utilitarian responses to these questions than do Russians and Americans; however the 

ranking of the alternatives are still in the same order. This gives rise to the question whether one can find 

neural correlates for moral judgment (Tännsjö & Ahlenius, 2012).The role of emotion and cognition in moral 

dilemmas is still under a lot of debate (Pastötter, Gleixner, Neuhauser, & Bäuml, 2013). Patstötter et al. (2013) 

induced a positive or negative mood in their participants by allowing them to recollect and write down a 

happy or sad memory, and after asked them to answer the switch and push dilemmas with a passive or active 

prime, i.e. “is it ok to be passive/active and (not) push the man/pull the switch”. They found that while in a 

positive mood, people tend to give more utilitarian responses in the active prime, and less utilitarian 

responses in the passive prime, than people in the neutral group. The opposite was shown to be true with the 
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negative prime. This goes to show that emotion and cognition is coupled in a close way, and that the 

emotions we feel while answering these questions have an impact on our overall response. It is thus not only 

the dilemma in itself that elicit emotions that cause us to either act or not (Pastötter et al., 2013).  

Anchoring, priming and the decoy effect 
An alternate, or perhaps complementing, theory to why people choose either a deontological or utilitarian 

solution to these problems is that they make different moral rules salient, specifically “do not kill” or “save 

lives” (Broeders, van den Bos, Müller, & Ham, 2011a). In a series of three experiments they tested this claim, 

and found that you can subliminally prime people to use one of the two rules to a greater extent than if they 

are not primed to use the rule. These rules are not necessarily the same as deontological or utilitarian, but 

when people were primed with “save lives”, they intervened more often in the push dilemma than if they 

were primed with “do not kill” or nothing at all. This suggests that people, at least to some extent, do not 

consciously know what rule they are applying when they make decisions in these dilemmas, and that 

subconscious processing is involved. The push dilemma might inherently point to the rule “do not kill” 

whereas the switch dilemma might not point to either of the rules, leaving people to more often maximize 

the good for the many in switch-like dilemmas (Broeders et al., 2011a). 

Given that it has been shown that priming can affect answering frequencies to moral dilemmas, and that 

these dilemmas might highlight different rules such as “save many” or “do not kill” (Broeders, van den Bos, 

Müller, & Ham, 2011b), or highlight “how to save many” against “what the action will actually save” 

(Nakamura, 2013), it is reasonable to believe that one dilemma might serve as an anchor (Tversky & 

Kahneman, 1974) to the next dilemma, and prime one of these rules or pathways in a way that will produce 

an order effect, thus this would produce an order effect between the dilemmas. This is also close to the 

ongoing debate about nudging, were small changes in the environment can leave big changes in human 

behavior (Hansen & Jespersen, 2013). 

Order effects 
When the collection of data for this study had already begun, a study was found that had already studied 

order effects (Wiegmann & Waldmann, 2014). They studied transfer effects between moral dilemmas, and 

focused on what in their view, makes them different. They point out that it has been shown that there exist 

transfer effects between dilemmas (Wiegmann, Okan, & Nagel, 2012), but that this effect only goes if you 

have seen the push dilemma first. Their explanation for this is based on the ambiguity of the dilemma. The 

switch dilemma is an ambiguous dilemma, because the causal path between the two actions are separated, 

either you act and 5 people live and one dies, or you do not act and 1 person live while 5 die. Push on the 

other hand is an unambiguous dilemma, the killing of one person to save five lies on the causal path. The 

transfer effect will not be shown from ambiguous to unambiguous dilemmas because there is no highlighted 

causal path, while in an unambiguous dilemma the highlighted path includes a dead person before saving the 

other five. From default evaluations of dilemmas of this sort, positive and negative dilemmas can be shown. A 

negative dilemma is one where most people do not act, whereas a positive dilemma is one where more 

people go through with the action. Analogical mapping can exist between both positive and negative 

dilemmas, however a requirement is that the second dilemma is an ambiguous dilemma and the first is 

unambiguous. They tested their hypothesis in 6 different experiments, and showed that this effect holds, the 

transfer appears when the first dilemma is unambiguous and the second is ambiguous, it holds for dilemmas 

that on the surface looks different but have the same underlying structure, ambiguous or unambiguous 

(Wiegmann & Waldmann, 2014). Two years earlier they had also tested order effects (Wiegmann et al., 2012). 

In this article they argued that only dilemmas that are deemed morally acceptable would be susceptible to 
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order effects, and only if they are preceded by a dilemma that is deemed morally unacceptable (Wiegmann et 

al., 2012).  

The decoy effect 
When deciding which alternative of two that people like more, it has been shown in other areas that adding a 

third choice alternative to a set of two alternatives can make people choose the target alternative more often 

than before. So for example if there exist two jackets, where one is expensive and good quality whereas the 

other is cheap and low quality, and most people buy the expensive one since this is better, adding a decoy 

that is as cheap as the cheaper one, but has even lower quality can boost the sales of the target product. Even 

though the new product is irrelevant to the other two products, it now puts up properties in the target 

product so that they seem more important than the qualities of the more expensive and better quality 

product (Huber, Payne, & Puto, 1982).  
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Research questions 
Given that anchoring and priming are biases often encountered in humans and our decision making process, it 

is plausible to believe that they will have an effect on answering frequencies based on what order the 

dilemmas are presented in. It had previously been suggested by reviewers for an article (Nakamura, 2013) 

that order effects might be present, and it seemed that it had not been extensively studied before. 

Surprisingly little attention was also given to the subject. Thus the first hypothesis was: 

Hypothesis 1: There will be a biasing effect dependent on what order the moral dilemmas are presented in.  

However, if this is the case, there might still be no difference in the overall answering frequencies between 

the first and second dilemma. For this the second hypothesis was set as: 

Hypothesis 2: There will be no overall difference in answering frequencies between choice one and choice 

two.  

Since much of the discussion in the literature is focused on whether it is a deontological or a utilitarian 

decision to pull the switch or push the stranger, and since some of the discussion is focused on the Doctrine of 

Double Effect (DDE), a test was set up which will see if moral principles are what people consider when 

making these decisions. For this, all three alternatives of the push and switch dilemma were presented at 

once, i.e. push, switch, or no action.   The switch alternative should now be even more popular, since it is in 

line with both utility, the DDE and these properties should be made more salient in accordance with the 

decoy effett.The following hypothesis was laid out:  

Hypothesis 3: When three alternatives are presented at once, people will be more inclined to pull the switch, 

since it will be both utilitarian and in accordance with the DDE. 

If the utilitarian considerations work together with the DDE to make more people act when three alternatives 

are presented, it will also be interesting to see what happens if the switch alternative get worse when 

utilitarian considerations are compared against the push alternative, but better than doing nothing. Will 

people still pull the switch as this is still a better alternative than doing nothing if utility is considered, but 

worse than pushing the stranger? 

Hypothesis 4 a: Those who use a strongly utilitarian strategy will push the stranger instead of pulling the 

switch when three workers are on the side tracks. 

Hypothesis 4 b: Those who use a strategy based on the DDE will pull the switch.  

If there indeed is an effect based on what order the questions are presented in, then this order effect might 

also be present in the conditions where there are three alternatives.  

Hypothesis 5: If there is an order effect between the first and second question, this will be present for three 

alternatives as well.  

In line with dual process theories, emotional and cognitive processing should interact differently for the push 

and the switch dilemma, after each dilemma short questions will be asked aimed at collecting data on these 

points. The following hypotheses were suggested.   

Hypothesis 6 a: Push dilemmas will be deemed harder to answer than switch dilemmas.  

Hypothesis 6 b: Push dilemmas will be deemed more emotionally demanding than switch dilemmas.  
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Hypothesis 6 c: Acting will be deemed to be a harder decision than not acting. 

Hypothesis 6 d: Acting will be deemed more emotionally demanding than not acting. 
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Method 
Below follows a description of the method in this project, with a brief presentation of the participants, 

questionnaires, the pilot study and procedure. A total of four orders of the switch and push dilemma was 

presented, with “switch/switch”, “push/push”, “switch/push” and “push/switch” as the order. The three 

choice dilemmas were also presented in different orders, so that one worker on the side tracks and three 

workers on the side tracks was presented first for half of the participants respectively.  

Participants 
Participants were recruited via e-mail, through their student mail at Linköping’s University, where a link to the 

test was included. In the e-mail they were informed that all data would be treated anonymously and that they 

were free to participate if they wanted, information about approximate time to answer the questionnaire was 

also included. They were also informed that they would be rewarded with either a trisslott or a ticket to the 

cinema, that they could collect at one of several occasions. A total of 421 answers were collected, 166 men 

and 255 women with a mean age of 24.2 years (SD 6.22) participated in the study.  A total of 119 participants 

had answered similar dilemmas before.  

Questionnaires 
Eight different questionnaires were created, and the administration of these was randomized using an html5 

script. The reason that eight questionnaires were created was because of the design of the experiments. Four 

different questionnaires were needed in order to test order effects with all conditions. And the second part, 

were all three alternatives were presented at once, also had two conditions: one with one person on the side 

tracks for the switch condition (from now on TrollbridgeSwitch1), and one with three persons on the side 

track for the switch condition (from now on TrollbridgeSwitch3), and in order to present them in both orders, 

half the participants answered TrollbridgeSwitch1 first and half answered TrollbridgeSwitch3 first. Hence, a 

total of eight questionnaires had to be created (Appendix 1).  

Pilot 
Before the questionnaires were sent out, a total of four people answered the questionnaires as part of a pilot 

study. This was done both to see how long time it would take to answer them, and also to make sure that 

they were clear and easy to understand. No big changes were made after the pilot study, one translated 

question in DERS (Dan-Glauser & Scherer, 2013) was subject to a small change of wording, and one page in 

the questionnaires was moved so it would be answered last for all participants. Also in TrollbridgeSwitch3, in 

the description of the problem “worker” was not written in plural, this was also edited.  

Design 
To see whether an order effect could be shown with moral dilemmas, a test was administered with four 

different conditions. The switch dilemma and the push dilemma were used since they are the most studied 

dilemmas of this kind, and they are present in both Greene et al. (2001, 2008) and Lotto et al. (2014). They 

can be classified as both personal/impersonal, according to the classification from Greene et al. (2001), and as 

instrumental/incidental, according to the classification from Lotto et al. (2014). These two dilemmas were 

also used twice in order to be able to use the first occurrence as a control question for the second occurrence, 

in order to see if the overall frequency would change. The test was administered in four different orders; 

switch/push, push/switch, switch/switch and push/push, this can be seen in table 1. All questions were asked 

as “would you..”, since people are more inclined to go through with the action than they are to answer that it 

is morally acceptable to do so (Lotto et al., 2014; Tassy et al., 2013). The questions were answered binary, as 

either yes or no.    

  



13 
 

Table 1 the order in which the dilemmas were administered. Foot followed by switch or foot, or switch followed by switch or push.  

 Switch Push 

Push  1 2 

Switch 3 4 

 

In order not to prime the participants with too many questions between the different dilemmas, only two 

questions were asked in between; “I found it hard to make this decision” and “I found it emotionally 

demanding to make this decision”. After the second push or switch dilemma had been answered, additional 

questions were asked, the participants were asked: 

(1) if they felt that they had made the correct decision,  

(2) if they felt influenced by their first decision, and also  

(3) write down if they had any comments about their decision.  

In the second part of this experiment, a combination of the switch and push dilemma was put together, in 

order to see how answering frequencies differ if all alternatives are presented at once. The alternatives were 

(see Table 2);  

(1) you can pull the switch, one person on the sidetrack will die but the five on the main tracks and the 

stranger on bridge will live 

(2) you can push the stranger on the bridge, he will die but the five on the tracks plus the one on the 

sidetrack will live 

(3) or you do nothing and the five on the main tracks die while the person on the sidetrack and the 

person on the bridge will live.  

Based on utilitarianism, deontology and the DDE, it was hypothesized that most people would pull the switch, 

since this is in accordance with the DDE and also give the best utilitarian outcome.  

A second version of this dilemma with three alternatives was created, TrollbridgeSwitch3. In this case three 

people are on the sidetracks in the switch condition, all else equal. This was made to see what would happen 

when the switch alternative become worse for utility than the push alternative, but is still better than doing 

nothing and in compliance with the DDE, and doing nothing is still in accordance with deontological 

considerations.  

Table 2 all choice alternatives presented in TrollbridgeSwitch1 and TrollbrisgeSwitch3. 

Switch, one worker on 
side tracks 

Push stranger Do nothing 

Switch, three workers on 
side track 

Push stranger Do nothing 

 

Two standardized questionnaires followed the presented dilemmas; a shortened version of Need For 

Cognition (NFC) (Cacioppo, Petty, & Kao, 1984) and a shortened version of (DERS) (Dan-Glauser & Scherer, 

2013). NFC is meant to measure to what extent people enjoy participating in activities which requires them to 

think analytically about a subject, whereas DERS is meant to measure how well people can regulate their 

negative emotions. Both of these had been translated into Swedish and proof read by two native Swedish and 

fluent English speaking readers to make sure that the translation and the original questions captured the 

same features.  
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As a final questionnaire people answered some general question about themselves, such as if they had done 

similar experiments before and if they wanted to collect their reward for participating they had to fill in their 

e-mail address in order for us to know that they had done the experiment.  
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Results 
In this section the results of this study will be presented, first the results from order effects will be presented, 

the results from the dilemmas with three alternatives, how hard and emotionally demanding it was to answer 

the question, and last a section with an analysis concerning the comments left about some of the decisions.  

Regression analysis was calculated to exclude the possibility of underlying variables influencing the results. 

Variables controlled for included gender, age and if the participant had answered similar dilemmas before. 

For the switch dilemma, the only effect found was that women were less likely to pull the switch (62 %) than 

men (78 %) in the switch dilemma with an odds ratio of 0.48, p < 0.01, which means that women have 48% of 

the odds of men to pull the switch. For push, an effect was found between action and age, with an odds ratio 

of 1.06, p<0.05, where older participants have 106% of the odds of younger people to push the stranger. This 

result disappears when participants with a standard deviation of 5 or higher is excluded, indicating that a 

small set of outliers are the driving factor for the results obtained with effect of push and age. 

For TrollbridgeSwitch1 an effect was seen where women have an odds ratio of 0.59, p<0.05 to act in 

TrollbridgeSwitch1, which means that women have 59% of the odds of men to act. In TrollbridgeSwitch1 no 

effect for age or answered similar dilemmas before was found. For TrollbridgeSwitch3 a multinomial logistic 

regression was made since it was an equal amount who push and pull the switch, using no action as reference 

against which push and pull switch are analyzed.  Women are less likely than men to push the stranger, odds 

ratio 0.28, p<0.05, which means that women have 28% of the odds of men to push the stranger compared to 

not acting. Age was a predictor for pushing the stranger, with an odds ratio of 1.06, p<0.01, where older 

people have 106% of the odds of younger people to push the stranger compared to not acting. Again these 

differences disappear when participants with more than 5 standard deviations for age are excluded.  

Order effects 
In table 3 descriptive statistics over the different answering frequencies for the switch dilemma are listed. To 

see whether there was an order effect between dilemmas such as the switch and push dilemma, Fisher’s 

exact test was used between the different groups. No significant difference between the groups was found, 

SwitchFirst against SwitchSwitch, p=0.89, SwitchFirst against PushSwitch, p=0.59, and SwichSwitch against 

PushSwitch, p=0.75.  

Table 2 Descriptive statistics for answering frequencies from the switch dilemma when presented first (SwitchFirst), after switch 
(SwicthSwitch) and after push (PushSwitch). 

Switch dilemma Pull 
switch 

Do nothing N 

First (SwitchFirst) 141 (67 
%) 

69 (33 %) 210 

After Switch 
(SwitchSwitch) 

71 (68 %) 33 (32 %) 104 

After Push (PushSwitch) 66 (71 %) 27 (29 %) 93 

 

Descriptive statistics for the push dilemmas can be found in table 4. The same results as for switch was found 

for the push dilemmas, there were no significant difference between any manipulation of push first 

(PushFirst), after the switch dilemma (SwitchPush) or after the push dilemma again (PushPush). The results 

from Fisher’s exact test between PushFirst and SwitchPush, p=0.23, between PushFirst and PushPush, p=1.0, 

and between SwitchPush and PushPush, p=0.31. All this indicates that the order of presentation does not 

have any influence on answering frequencies for these dilemmas.   
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics for answering frequencies from the push dilemma when presented first, after switch and after push. 

Push Push stranger Do nothing N 

First (PushFirst) 34 (18 %) 158 (82 %) 192 
After switch 
(SwitchPush) 

12 (12 %) 88 (88 %) 100 

After push (PushPush) 16 (17 %) 76 (83 %) 92 

 

Trollbridge dilemmas  
For the dilemmas where three alternatives were presented, the first analysis was to use a chi-square test to 

look for order effects between them. This was to see if there was any difference between whether 

TrollbridgeSwitch1 was presented first or last (table 5). No such effect were found using a, TrollbridgeS1first 

against TrollbridgeSwitch1second, p=0.47 which led to a combination of the TrollbridgeSwitch1 dilemma into 

one bigger answering frequency instead of two smaller ones (Table 5).  

Table 4 Descriptive statistics for answering frequencies from TrollbridgeSwitch1, where one person are on the sidetracks in the 
switch condition. 

 Pull switch 
1 

Push 
stranger 

Do 
nothing 

N 

Trollbridge S1 1st 93 (53 %) 5 (3 %) 78 (44 %) 176 
Trollbridge S1 
2nd 

83 (54 %) 8 (5 %) 62 (41 %) 153 

Trollbridge S1 
total 

176 (53 %) 13 (4 %) 140 (43 
%) 

329 

 

The same was found for TrollbridgeSwitch3, no order effects was present and thus they where combined into 

one bigger set (Table 6), TrollbridgeSwitch3first and TrollbridgeSwitch3second, p=0.66.  

Table 5 Descriptive statistics for answering frequencies from the Trollbridge dilemma with three people on the side tracks in the 
switch condition. 

 Pull switch 
3 

Push 
stranger 

Do 
nothing 

N 

Trollbridge S3 1st 38 (24 %) 32 (20 %) 88 (56 %) 158 
Trollbridge S3 2nd 34 (20 %) 33 (20 %) 101 (60 

%) 
168 

Trollbridge S3 total 72 (22 %) 65 (20 %) 189 (58 
%) 

326 

 

Since there was also no order effect present between the push or switch dilemmas, these were also combined 

into two bigger sets, using the first time anyone answered the dilemma. For the switch dilemma, all those 

who answered the switch dilemma first was included, and those who answered it after the push dilemma. 

This made sure that no one was counted for twice, and the same was done for the push dilemma, descriptive 

statistics can be found in table 7. In order to be able to compare these dilemmas with each other, a 

simplification of the Trollbridge dilemmas were made so that both pushing someone and pulling the switch 

was counted as an action rather than two separate actions.  
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Table 6 Descriptive statistics with any participant that answered the switch, push and Trollbridge dilemmas. 

 Action Inaction N 

Switch (All) 207 (68 %) 96 (32 %) 303 
Push (All) 46 (16 %) 246 (84 %) 292 
Trollbridge switch 
1 

189 (57 %) 140 (43 %) 329 

Trollbridge switch 
3 

137 (42 %) 189 (58 %) 326 

In the descriptive statistics it can be seen that less people act in both Trollbridge dilemmas than in the switch 

dilemma, and using Fisher’s exact test this effect was confirmed to be significant, Switch against 

TrollbridgeSwitch1, p<0.01, and Switch against TrollgridgeSwitch3, p<0.01. The opposite effect can be seen to 

hold for the push dilemma, more people act when presented with three alternatives, Push against 

TrollbridgeSwitch1, p<0.01, and Push against TrollbridgeSwitch3, p<0.01. The effect between 

TrollbridgeSwitch1 and TrollbridgeSwitch3 was also investigated, and Fisher’s exact test showed that more 

people act in TrollbridgeSwitch1 than in TrollbridgeSwitch3, p<0.01. 

Who switched side? 
After seeing that less people act in the Trollbridge dilemmas than in the switch dilemma, and that more 

people act in the Trollbridge dilemmas than in the push dilemma, it is interesting to see where these changes 

lie. Therefore a couple of cross tables were created in order to have descriptive statistics over which 

participants change their answers from previous dilemmas. Table 8 is a cross table between the switch 

dilemma and TrollbridgeSwitch1.   

Table 7 Cross table for the switch dilemma and TrollbrisgeSwitch1 describing who changed their decision. 

 Pull swith 1 Push stranger Do nothing N 

Switch action 130 10 34 174 
Switch inaction 9 0 71 80 
N 139 10 105 254 

 

As can be seen, 34 people who choose to act in the switch dilemma decide to not act when faced with the 

same decision and the alternative to push a stranger on the tracks. Ten people who act in the switch dilemma 

also decide to push a stranger rather than to pull the switch, and 9 goes from inaction to action when faced 

with three alternatives. In table 9 a cross table between switch and TrollbridgeSwitch3 can be found.  

Table 8 Cross table for the switch dilemma and TrollbrisgeSwitch3 describing who change their decision. 

 Pull swith 3 Push stranger Do nothing N 

Switch action 51 53 70 174 
Switch inaction 3 2 75 80 
N 54 55 145 254 

 

When more people die if you pull the switch, 53 of those who act in the switch dilemma decide to push the 

stranger. About as many participants stay with pulling the switch and 70 participants who acted in the switch 

dilemma decide to do nothing. The same thing was done for the push dilemmas, a cross table between push 

and TrollbridgeSwitch1 can be found in table 10.  
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Table 9 Cross table for the push dilemma and TrollbrisgeSwitch1 describing who change their decision. 

 Pull swith 1 Push 
stranger 

Do 
nothing 

N 

Push action 25 7 4 36 
Push inaction 101 2 102 205 
N 126 9 106 241 

  

As can be seen in table 10, half of those who do not act when faced with the push dilemma decide to act 

when faced with TrollbridgeSwitch1. 25 of those who act in the push dilemma switch from pushing to pulling 

the switch and nine people push the stranger even though they have the possibility to pull the switch. A cross 

table was also done between push and TrollbridgeSwitch3 (Table 11).  

 

Table 10 Cross table for the push dilemma and TrollbrisgeSwitch1 describing who change their decision. 

 Pull swith 3 Push 
stranger 

Do 
nothing 

N 

Push action 3 31 2 36 
Push inaction 49 15 141 205 
N 52 46 143 241 

 

There is no big difference amongst those who push in the push dilemma and who push when presented 

TrollbridgeSwitch3. 49 go from inaction in the push dilemma to pulling the switch, and yet another 15 decide 

to push the stranger given three alternatives. Using regression analysis these results were compared with the 

scoring on DERS and NFC, to see if this could explain any of the variance, no such effects were found.  

Free text data 
It is interesting to try to understand why people switch side, and for those who changed their mind, free text 

responses to whether they felt the decision to be correct were analyzed. This was done using content 

analysis, with a few predefined categories based on previous literature, namely; utilitarian, deontological and 

DDE. After comments were analyzed into these categories, the remaining data was analyzed for other themes 

that was occurring throughout the responses, some of these were; “not a criminal act” and “not my 

responsibility” (Appendix 2-6). This was done for; those who pull the switch in the switch dilemma and then 

choose not to act in TrollbridgeSwitch1; Those who pull the switch in the switch dilemma and then choose not 

to act in TrollbridgeSwitch3; Those who do not push the stranger in the push dilemma and choose to push in 

TrollbridgeSwitch1; Those who do not push in the push dilemma and choose to push in TrollbridgeSwitch3; 

and those who pull the switch in the switch dilemma and choose to push the stranger in TrollbridgeSwitch3. 

The results in full can be found in (Appendix 2-6). In this part, quotes will be translated, in appendix they are 

in Swedish as they were collected.  

In the group that acted in the switch dilemma and changed their mind into doing nothing in the 

TrollbridgeSwitch1, three participants who thought they made the right decision fell into the category of 

saying that the five workers death was not their responsibility with responses such as; “I do not want to be 

responsible for someone’s death” and “sure people die, but I do not risk to ruin my own life”. Four 

participants said that doing nothing is not a criminal act with comments such as “I avoid getting convicted for 

murder” and I have not done anything to break the law”. Those who were not happy with their decision most 
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often gave a utilitarian reason such as; “more families died” and “more people would die”, even though they 

for some reason would not act (Appendix 1).  

Ten of those who acted in the switch dilemma and did not act in TrollbridgeSwitch3 gave answers that can be 

deemed as deontological, such as “I cannot justify choosing who will live and who will die” and that “it feels 

best to not choose who will die”. But all these also fall into some sort of egoistic deontological view, as the 

comments does not seem to actually reflect life in itself being more valuable than the greater good, but 

rather that actually killing someone does not seem to be the correct action in these situations. Eight 

respondents said things along the lines of them having less responsibility if they did not act such as “less 

responsible for the death” and “I have not made an active decision on who will live or die”. Four answered 

that doing nothing is not a criminal act such as “I avoid the risk of getting convicted for murder” (Appendix 2).  

Those who pulled the switch in the switch dilemma and then pushed the stranger in TrollbridgeSwitch3 all 

gave utilitarian responses and felt that they had made the right decision (Appendix 3). The same goes for 

those who after doing nothing in the push dilemma choose to push in TrollbridgeSwitch3 (Appendix 4).  

Many who did not act in the push dilemma decided to act in TrollbridgeSwitch1, and most of those who acted 

decided to pull the switch. 26 of those who were happy with their decision gave a utilitarian reason for this, 

such as “Less die” and “if I have to choose to participate in murder I choose the action with least deaths”. 20 

gave a response in line with the DDE, such as “pulling a switch to save five feels more morally right than to 

actively push a person and watch him die” and “pulling a switch is easier than to push someone”. Out of 

these, 12 fell into both categories, thus giving a response that fit in with both utilitarianism and the DDE. Two 

who gave utilitarian responses combined it with saying that all workers are there on equal terms such as “the 

workers are there on equal terms and should be attentive to these types of situations” and “The stranger is 

not down on the tracks so he should not have to die”, which does not mention the worker but in a way states 

that if you are on the tracks it is not an as severe act (Appendix 5)   

How the decision felt 
After each question the participants were asked how hard and how emotionally demanding they found the 

decision. This was answered on a 7 grade Likert scale. Descriptive statistics for the push and switch dilemmas 

when presented first can be found in table 12.  

Table 11 Descriptive statistics of how hard and how emotionally demanding the participants found their first decision. 

 How hard was 
the decision to 
make?  
Mean (SD) 

How emotionally 
demanding was the 
decision to make? 
Mean (SD) 

 
 
N 

Switch first 4.6 (2.0) 4.9 (1.9) 206 
Push first 3.8 (2.0) 4.4 (2.0) 192 

Switch action 4.4 (1.9) 4.8 (1.9) 138 
Switch 
inaction 

4.8 (1.9) 5.0 (1.8) 68 

Push action 4.6 (2.2) 4.9 (2.0) 34 
Push inaction 3.6 (1.9) 4.3 (2.0) 157 

 

An independent t-test between the switch and push dilemmas showed that the switch dilemma was both 

harder to answer, t(396)=3.8, p<0.01, and more emotionally demanding, t(396)=2.4, p<0.05. An independent 

t-test between those who answered that they would pull the switch against those who said they would not 
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pull the switch did not show any differences for either how hard the decision was to make, t(204)=-1.4, 

p=0.16, or how emotionally demanding the decision was to make, t(204)=-0.7, p=0.48. For the push dilemma 

it was significantly harder to make the decision to push the stranger, t(189)=2.6, p<0.05, but it was not 

significantly more emotionally demanding, t(189)=1.7, p=0.09.  
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Table 12 Descriptive statistics of how hard and how emotionally demanding the participants found their second decision based on 
first decision. 

 How hard was 
the decision to 
make?  
Mean (SD) 

How emotionally 
demanding was the 
decision to make?  
Mean (SD) 

 
 
N 

SwitchPush 4.0 (2.1) 4.4 (2.0) 96 
PushPush 3.4 (2.0) 4.0 (2.0) 71 
Push 2nd action 4.6 (2.1) 5.0 (2.1) 21 
Push 2nd inaction 3.6 (2.0) 4.1 (2.0) 146 

SwitchSwitch 4.2 (2.0) 4.7 (1.9) 85 
SwitchPush 4.3 (2.1) 4.8 (1.9) 90 
Switch 2nd action 4.2 (2.1) 4.7 (1.9) 120 
Switch 2nd 
inaction 

4.5 (2.0) 4.8 (1.9) 55 

 

At the second decision, there was no significant difference between how hard, t(165)=1.7, p=0.08, or how 

emotionally demanding, t(165)=1.0, p=0.3, the decision was to make for the push dilemmas based on what 

had been seen before. It was harder to push the stranger than not, t(165) =2.1, p<0.05, but it was not 

significantly more emotionally demanding, t(165)=1.9, p=0.057. For the switch dilemmas there were no 

difference in how hard the decision was to make, t(173)=-0.45, p=0.67, or how emotionally  demanding the 

decision was to make, t(173)=-0.5, p=0.6, based on what dilemma had been seen before. The same was true 

based on what action was made both for how hard the decision was to make, t(173)=-1, p=0.29, and how 

emotionally demanding the decision was to make, t(173)=-0.3, p=0.7.  

Table 13 Descriptive statistics of how hard and how emotionally demanding the participants found the different decisions for the 
Trollbridge dilemmas. 

 How hard was 
the decision to 
make?  
Mean (SD) 

How emotionally 
demanding was the 
decision to make? 
Mean (SD) 

 
 
N 

TrollbridgeSwitch1 
first 

4.5 (1.9) 4.8 (1.9) 172 

TrollbridgeSwitch1 
second 

4.1 (2.1) 4.5 (2.0) 150 

TrollbridgeSwitch3first 4.4 (2.1) 4.7 (2.0) 154 
TrollbridgeSwitch3 
second 

4.7 (1.9) 4.8 (1.9) 165 

 

For TrollbrisgeSwitch1 there were no differences for when it was presented for either how hard it was, 

t(320)=1.8, p=0.07, or how emotionally demanding it was, t(320)=1.5, p=0.11. A one way ANOVA also showed 

that there were no difference in how hard, F(2, 319)=2.2, p=0.11, or emotionally demanding, F(2, 319)=0.05, 

p=0.9, the decision was based on what decision the participant made for TrollbridgeSwitch1. For 

TrollbridgeSwitch3 no significant difference for how hard the decision was to make, t(317)=1.16, p=0.246, or 

how emotionally demanding the decision was to make, t(317)=0.45, p=0.65, was found depending on order of 

presentation. A one way ANOVA shows that there were differences between the groups based on what 

decision was made for TrollbridgeSwitch3, F(2,316)=5.5, p<0.01.  An LSD post-hoc test show that it is 
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significantly harder to both pull the switch, p<0.05, and to push the stranger, p<0.05, than doing nothing for 

TrollbridgeSwitch3. 
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Method discussion 
To use questionnaires administered via mail has a lot of benefits. Since more people can answer the 

questionnaire at a time of their pleasing, and more people can be exposed to it, the study can get a higher 

power, which means that there is a higher chance that results found in the study are correct and actually can 

be generalized to a larger population. However, administering questionnaires on the internet also means that 

it is harder to control that people do not answer the questionnaire many times, or if some participants quit 

the questionnaire to later just restart it. That people has answered the questionnaire seems unlikely though 

since they have nothing to gain from it themselves. And to test order effects, there is a higher chance of 

accepting H0, that there is no difference dependent on order of presentation, than any other hypothesis. This 

is because if there is an order effect and people start over, this should be present when they answer dilemma 

one in the new questionnaire and thus eliminate the possibility to wrongfully discard H0.  

An alternative to collecting data via internet could have been to collect it by looking for people by going by 

their classroom, and ask anyone interested in participating to stay after class and answer the questionnaire. It 

could also have been done by recruiting people to come and answer the questionnaire at a given time in a 

classroom at the university. However this could mean that people who would be willing to answer did not 

have the time for it, and all data would have had to be put in for analysis manually, so for the purposes of this 

study it was a better option to do it via an online questionnaire.  

For this study, a choice was made to use only one formulation of the resolution to the moral dilemmas, 

namely “would you”. It could have been good to also ask if our participants thought it was morally acceptable, 

as it has been shown to produces different answering frequencies (Lotto et al., 2014; Tassy et al., 2013). 

However, since more people are likely to go through with an action they deem immoral than the other way 

around, a choice was made to only use this alternative (Lotto et al., 2014). It could have been better to ask 

both, in order to see whether an order effect might be present for actions but not for what is deemed morally 

correct, or vice versa, but if there is order effects from how the questions are presented, then asking more 

questions might put in a bias in the data that would not be there otherwise (Patil et al., 2014).   

Different moral dilemmas were taken into consideration for this study in order for the test to not be so 

repetitive. Using versions of the switch and footbridge dilemma several times, instead of using different 

dilemmas, can have a negative impact on how people answer these dilemmas, or it might get easier to 

answer the dilemmas over time. The reason to use switch and footbridge was because these two dilemmas 

are often used in studies like these and they capture two different sides of moral dilemmas; one is a 

personal/instrumental dilemma, the other is an impersonal/incidental dilemma. Both dilemmas are also used 

in both Greene et al. (2001) and Lotto et al. (2014). Using the same dilemmas several times also allow for 

analysis of differences over time in the data, so that the Trollbridge dilemmas can be compared to switch and 

push separately for example.  

For the data collection a Swedish translation of the push and switch dilemmas were used. In these dilemmas, 

the formulation of the stranger on the bridge was that the stranger was “unusually large”, which seems to be 

an ok description that would not invoke unnecessary emotive language into the dilemmas, as this has been 

shown to have a biasing effect on how people answer these dilemmas (Lotto et al., 2014). There was however 

a few participants that commented on this formulation, and said that it made the dilemma seem sterile, and 

not as real as it could have felt without this formulation, yet others stated that this description made the 

stranger on the bridge seem more real than the worker on the side tracks. This is a hard part of the dilemma 

to get correct, as it has to be a person bigger than yourself and it is the fact that he is bigger than you that will 

make it possible to stop the train, otherwise the dilemma might feel as if you could jump yourself to stop the 

train, leaving a parameter of uncertainty in how participants answer the push dilemma. How this should be 
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resolved is not clear, but it is something that needs to be taken into consideration when studying moral 

dilemmas.  

A general note on this way of studying morality is that in the dilemmas, people are usually put forth a world 

that is quite clearly defined, and already know the result for all actions before they are done, which is not 

often the case in reality. It has also been shown that people think they will act worse than they actually do 

(Teper et al., 2011). Thus these dilemmas undoubtedly do not capture everything there is about morality, and 

it might be argued that they actually capture less than what is given credit to them. The dilemmas also do not 

have any real consequences for the participants, since all they actually do is reflect on the issue. It might be 

an idea to start studying morality a lot more often in ways where people are put in front of more familiar 

decisions to act or not to act, than the superficial ones that are a big part of moral research today. However, a 

lot of things have been uncovered about human morality using these dilemmas, showing that they are indeed 

useful. Using these dilemmas is also an efficient way to get many participants in a study, allowing for bigger 

sets of data. Coming up with new ways to study morality is still something I think will be needed in order to 

move forward with the explanatory value of these studies.     
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Results discussion 
In this study a general tendency of women being less likely to act than men was found. This means that men 

to a larger extent seem to use utilitarian decision strategies when considering these dilemmas. No effects 

were found for age or if participants had answered similar dilemmas before, and despite several reminders to 

collect their reward, there was a substantial portion of subjects who made the test that did not come and 

collect their lottery tickets. Why they choose not to collect their tickets is hard to say, but it gives an 

indication that at least some participants did the experiment not for the reward, but to help out with the 

research. If this has any impact on the results is hard to say.  

Hypothesis 1: There will be a biasing effect dependent on what order the moral dilemmas are presented in.  

No tendencies of order effects were found in this study. This was true for all four manipulations in the first 

part of this study, and also between the Trollbridge dilemmas. Before this study a hypothesis was made that 

anchoring and priming would have an impact on decision making for moral dilemmas, however the results in 

this study seem to indicate that it does not matter what order the dilemmas are presented in. These results 

go against what has been found previously in the literature (Wiegmann et al., 2012; Wiegmann & Waldmann, 

2014), and why these effects have been shown before but not here is not clear. However it might be because 

in previous studies, participants have been asked to rank the statement on a scale from 1-6 instead of as in 

this study, answered on a binary scale of yes or no. At least in (Wiegmann & Waldmann, 2014) the effect 

between  switch and footbridge that is found does not seem to make their participants shift between yes or 

no, but they just agree less on the switch dilemma than before when shown push first. However this is not the 

case for (Wiegmann et al., 2012), where there is a clear distinction between the agreeability of the switch and 

footbridge dilemma even if they handle the data as binary (1-3=yes and 4-6=no). A more plausible explanation 

might be that in their data, the questions have been asked as “should Karl do the action” (Wiegmann et al., 

2012)and “should the action be carried out” (Wiegmann & Waldmann, 2014), while in this study the question 

was asked as “would you do the action”. That there is a discrepancy between carrying out the action and 

judging it as morally acceptable has been shown before, specifically that people are more likely to go through 

with actions than judging them morally acceptable (Lotto et al., 2014; Tassy et al., 2013). That there are not 

even slight tendencies to an effect might of course also be to a combination of these two differences from 

earlier research on the subject, that a binary choice and actions rather than permissibility together makes 

people think about the dilemmas in a different way than they otherwise would. It could also be argued that it 

was demographic differences or cultural differences which have been shown before(Tännsjö & Ahlenius, 

2012), but all three studies are done on western citizens and that seem to make this an unlikely cause for the 

lack of effects in this study. It is also important to note that the results obtained in this study are in line with a 

collection of 5000 respondents (Hauser et al., 2007), which suggests that the results obtained here are not 

unreasonable. Taken together, the lack of order effect here is most likely due to the fact that the participants 

were asked if they would go through with the action.  

Hypothesis 2: There will be no overall difference in answering frequencies between choice one and choice 

two.  

Given that there was no order effect present, it goes without saying that the frequencies stayed the same. 

That there are no order effects in this study seems to show that the dilemmas are seen as independent, and it 

also suggests that there are, at least when the question is asked in a certain way, no problems with showing 

these types of dilemmas after each other. This raises the question of how morality should be studied, that 

there is a difference in what people deem morally acceptable and what actions they think they would go 

through with was known before (Lotto et al., 2014; Tassy et al., 2013), but if this can make order effects go 

away, there might for some purposes be a better idea to ask the question as “would you” than “is it morally 
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acceptable to”. A careful consideration before the study is made needs to be done, since this study shed more 

light on the differences between what people deem morally acceptable and what they think they would go 

through with. It could otherwise be that, since the time it took for participants to answer the dilemmas was 

not logged, that participants in this study have processed the dilemmas longer than in previous studies and 

thus overridden their initial response (Ham & van den Bos, 2010; Suter & Hertwig, 2011), but this seems 

implausible since there were no time constraints in the other studies that have shown order effects between 

these types of dilemmas (Wiegmann et al., 2012; Wiegmann & Waldmann, 2014).   

It could be that some participants answered these dilemmas more than once and because of this had their 

mind made up already for the first decision they made, however no effects were found between participants 

who answered that they had answered similar dilemmas before and those who answered they had not. Over 

300 exclusive email addresses were also collected indicating that most participants are unique individuals. 

One could also only collect the reward for the study once, which should be at least in part a reason why one 

chooses to answer these dilemmas. It is also an even distribution of the answers for both dilemmas, and they 

fit well with earlier research, indicating that those individuals for one reason or another who answered these 

dilemmas twice does not matter for the overall results.  

Hypothesis 5: If there is an order effect between the first and second question, this might be present for three 

alternatives as well.  

This further strengthen the point that it does not seem to be because some participants answered the 

dilemmas more than once that no order effects are found, as those who answered some dilemmas twice 

would probably have come from participants who could not finish the study at one place and then started 

over in another place from the beginning. That no order effect was present for the Trollbridge dilemmas also 

allowed for them to be analyzed together.  

Hypothesis 3: When three alternatives are presented at once, people will be more inclined to pull the switch, 

since it will be both utilitarian and in accordance with the DDE. 

When presented with one more option than in the original switch dilemma, less people decided to pull the 

switch, or act at all. This seems contrary, especially since the added alternative was a “worse” alternative than 

pulling the switch. This also goes against the decoy effect. It could be that the push alternative did act as a 

decoy, but made salient the properties that are bad with the switch alternative, and then primed a rule such 

as “do not kill” (Broeders et al., 2011a). The argument for the added alternative to push the stranger for being 

worse than pulling the switch is that it is considered both personal (J D Greene et al., 2001) and instrumental 

(Lotto et al., 2014), and has in previous studies shown to have less agreeing responses than the switch 

dilemma (J D Greene et al., 2001; Hauser et al., 2007; Lotto et al., 2014). According to Lotto et al. (2014), the 

DDE is a strong moral principle that is present in all human beings, and it has been shown to hold for 

dilemmas not concerned with morality (Cushman et al., 2010). The only alternative of doing nothing, pulling 

the switch and pushing the man that is in accordance with the DDE is to pull the switch. Both the push and the 

switch alternatives are utilitarian in that they save the most humans possible. Given that the switch dilemma 

is in accordance with both utilitarian considerations and the DDE, it was reasonable to assume that this 

alternative would be chosen more when presented with three alternatives. Some possible explanations for 

this behavior can be found in the general discussion.  
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Hypothesis 4 a: Those who use a strongly utilitarian strategy will push the stranger instead of pulling the 

switch when three workers are on the side tracks. 

Hypothesis 4 b: Those who use a strategy based on the DDE will pull the switch.  

In TrollbridgeSwitch3 significantly less people decided to act than in TrollbridgeSwitch1. This goes to show 

that the number of beneficiaries from an action makes a difference to people when choosing whether to act 

or not. If looked at not as action or inaction, but as the actual action, an equal amount of participants choose 

to pull the switch and push the stranger in TrollbridgeSwitch3. This shows that some people truly make 

utilitarian decisions, and push the stranger as this benefits the most people. But when presented with 

TrollbridgeSwitch1 most of those who are purely utilitarian also see the switch alternative as better than 

pushing a stranger, showing that the DDE interacts with the utilitarian considerations. The results from 

TrollbridgeSwitch3 also shows that some people want to make a utilitarian act, but they are not going to push 

the stranger, and thus find the DDE to be stronger than purely utilitarian considerations. 

To look closer at what actually happens in both Trollbridge dilemmas from previous decisions four cross tables 

were made (results section). In these the distribution of people who act in the push and switch dilemmas 

compared to the three different actions in each Trollbridge dilemmas can be seen. About ten percent of those 

who did not act before now decide to push the stranger which might be that they have thought about the 

decision and just changed to a utilitarian strategy. 5 percent went from pulling the switch to pushing the 

stranger which might just indicate that these don’t care what action is taken as long as the most people are 

saved; about the same amount of people answer that they would push the stranger after seeing push before 

as well indicating this is the same for the whole population. After acting in the switch dilemma, about 20 

percent choose not to act when presented with the same choice together with the option to push a stranger 

(TrollbridgeSwitch1). Four of these motivated their new action with statements of the sort that doing nothing 

is not a criminal act. This is something that usually does not get discussed in the literature. But the fact that 

something is a criminal act might explain some of the variance in the push and switch dilemmas, rather than a 

purely deontological viewpoint. Three other stated something along the line of not acting would free them 

from responsibility, which is close to not seeing it as a criminal act. These show egoistic goals with actions 

rather than reflecting a deontological morality.  

When seeing push before TrollbridgeSwitch1 half of those who did not act decided to act, and almost all of 

them pull the switch. This shows that people want to make a difference and act in these situations, but that 

the action to actually push someone might be too strong. Of these respondents many who felt they made the 

right decision gave a utilitarian response, indicating that the greater good is something that the participants 

are trying to achieve, just not at any cost. Almost as many gave a response which is in accord with the DDE, 

that it is ok if the worker dies as a side effect, but not to push the stranger since this is an ends to a means. 

About half of the responses giving these reasons gave a version of both to motivate why they were happy 

with their decision, this shows that at least for some, the hypothesis that the two theories will interact, 

actually has support. In the TrollbridgeSwitch3 condition compared to just switch, 40 percent of the 

participants who earlier pulled the switch decided not to act. Many of the comments had levels of deontology 

in them that it is wrong to kill, although most of these responses actually state that it would feel bad for them 

to be the actual killer. This might be some sort of selfish deontological view, but it also goes to show that 

people who before acted now motivate their decision with it feeling worse, although no such effect can be 

seen in how they responded to that question in the questionnaire. Again many motivate it with them having 

less responsibility when not acting and that not acting is not criminal, which shows that when not acting, 

many give rather selfish reasons as to why not. When previously acting in the switch dilemma, 30 percent of 

the participants decided to push the stranger, reflecting a utilitarian view, an interpretation well in line with 
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the respondent’s comments. And although three workers are on the side tracks, 30 percent of the 

participants decided to act if they had pulled the switch before, showing that even though people want to 

interfere, 70 percent does not want to do so if too little is saved. After acting in the push dilemma, almost all 

stayed with the action of pushing the stranger. This indicates that the individuals that do push the stranger in 

the first dilemma use a strongly utilitarian strategy to answer these dilemmas. From those who did not act 

before in the push dilemma, 7 percent decided to now push the stranger. All these respondents now felt they 

had made the right decision and gave a utilitarian response as to why they had pushed the stranger, 

indicating a change in strategy used to respond to the dilemmas. Additionally of those who did not act in the 

push dilemmas, 25 percent choose to pull the switch in TrollbridgeSwitch3 indicating that they want to act, 

but that if the act is instrumental/personal, they do not want to do it.     

Hypothesis 6 a: Push dilemmas will be deemed harder to answer than switch dilemmas.  

Hypothesis 6 b: Push dilemmas will be deemed more emotionally demanding than switch dilemmas. 

The opposite of this held true, it was deemed harder and more emotionally demanding to answer the switch 

dilemma than the push dilemma. According to Greene et al. (2001) dual process theory, people less often act 

in the push dilemmas because it elicit stronger negative emotions and they have to use controlled cognitive 

processes to override their initial response. The results found in this study seem to be in line with this, even if 

the switch dilemma is deemed both harder to answer and more emotional, the results in 6 c and d suggest 

that it was a lot easier to not act than to act in the push dilemma, bringing down the mean for the whole 

group as most decide not to act. It is not obvious that it has to be an initial emotive response that makes 

people not act in the push dilemma though, as a big difference between the two dilemmas also is the way in 

which one incriminates oneself as also seen in some of the comments. When pushing someone, it is outright 

murder whereas when pulling the switch it is at most manslaughter. But this could be combined with a 

stronger emotional response, and the laws might of course be as they are for the same reason, it does seem 

clear that push dilemmas are easier to answer and this is at least in part because people strongly disagree 

with acting.  

Hypothesis 6 c: Acting will be deemed to be a harder decision than not acting. 

This was true for push dilemmas but not for switch dilemmas. This too seems to be in line with Greene et al. 

(2001), who suggest that controlled cognitive processes must override the initial emotional response for 

personal dilemmas such as the push, whereas the impersonal dilemmas would not elicit the same emotional 

response and thus need to be reflected on no matter what decision one makes. When presented with 

TrollbridgeSwitch3, both pushing the stranger and pulling the switch was deemed harder than doing nothing, 

suggesting that, in line with dual process theories, when the stakes go up in the switch condition it takes more 

effort to pull the switch.  

Hypothesis 6 d: Acting will be deemed more emotionally demanding than not acting. 

No such effects were found in the data, although there were tendencies for the push dilemmas indicating 

push to be more emotionally demanding than not acting. This too is in line with dual process theories, and 

adds to the support for these theories.  

Taken together, the results obtained for how hard the decisions was to make, and how emotionally 

demanding they was, seems to give support for dual process theories of moral processing. In line with earlier 

research, it is deemed harder to go through with actions in the push dilemmas, but not in the switch 

dilemmas. But the data also tells a story of two dilemmas that are hard to respond to and that elicit emotions. 
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This gives rise to another question, how much must a dilemma elicit negative emotions in a person for them 

to straight away reject the action, and where is the line for when people stop to reflect over their actions and 

just move forward with their gut feeling?  
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General discussion 
Why people choose to act or not to act in these dilemmas are still up for a lot of debate, and yet it has been 

studied intensely for more than a decade. In this study, an attempt was made to see if the decisions can be 

labeled as clear cut as it is often made to be in the literature, that people either make deontological or 

utilitarian decision, and why people change their mind. 

That no order effects were found in this study is puzzling. Since order effects have been found in other studies 

(Wiegmann et al., 2012; Wiegmann & Waldmann, 2014), and plausible explanations for them have been put 

forth, such as that they depend on the fact that the switch dilemma is an unambiguous dilemma and the push 

dilemma is ambiguous (Wiegmann & Waldmann, 2014). It has also been proposed that the push dilemma 

highlights the right of a single victim whereas the switch does not, but that in order to be consistent one then 

would choose not to pull the switch to a larger extent (Wiegmann & Waldmann, 2014). It has also been 

argued that for the push dilemma, we tend to need to justify why we would not go through with the action, 

just as we must justify prohibitions to ourselves and others, whereas justifications usually does not need to be 

justified in the same way. This justification would then be stuck in our head for a while, for example “it is 

wrong to kill”, and thus this would transfer to other dilemmas too (Wiegmann et al., 2012). However in this 

study no tendencies to such effects where found, and it is still a rather large population present. The data is 

not skewed in a unpredictable way for other parts, as for example the results are in line with Hauser et al. 

(2007). It does also not seem likely that it is because this study used binary answer frequencies, as the study 

conducted in Wiegmann et al. (2012) did show that, counted as binary answers, their results still holds. The 

most plausible explanation is probably that when faced with the question if it is a morally acceptable action, 

transfer effects are likely to occur, while when asked if one would go through with the action transfer effects 

are not likely to occur, this explanation fits with the findings that there is differences between actions and 

moral judgment (Lotto et al., 2014; Tassy et al., 2013). When asked if it is morally acceptable, you do not 

endanger yourself based on your answer, whereas if you would push the man for example, this is a criminal 

act no matter how good the intentions. When pulling the switch you can always claim unaccountability, 

whereas when pushing the stranger this is not an option. However it is still puzzling why not even tendencies 

to order effects are present in this study, as it is still likely that since more people would deem the action 

morally wrong, they would also think they could not go through with the action.  

Another explanation might be that the participants in this study actually got primed between the first and 

second question by the questions regarding if the decision was hard to answer and if it was emotionally 

demanding to answer the questions. Before the study this was a discussion that was discussed several times, 

and a decision was made that in order to get reliable data for these questions they needed to be asked right 

after the question they referred to. This might have resulted in a biasing effect so that more individuals try to 

“not make an emotional decision” and in a way override the initial effect from the first question. Asking these 

sort of questions have been done between the dilemmas in several other studies (Lotto et al., 2014; 

Manfrinati et al., 2013), and it has not been discussed as a factor in other studies, but it is not unlikely that, 

since transfer effects have been shown in the literature, that questions like these might skew the results in an 

unpredictable way. But again, the results are in line with Hauser et al. (2007). But if it is the case that 

questions between the dilemmas skew the results I would suggest that more research is done in order to 

examine this closer.  

What this study has shown is that people does not get more prone to act when faced with more alternatives, 

rather the other way around, they get less prone to act. Even when they are faced with the same alternatives 

as before and one that is worse; they choose the one that is furthest away from the “decoy”. What is it that 
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makes people choose to do nothing when faced with three alternatives, why does not the DDE and the utility 

of an action work to lift up the new decision?  

The starting theory for using all three alternatives at once was that more people would choose to pull the 

switch since this would be in line with the most prevalent theories of moral judgment. This would be in line 

with the Doctrine of Double Effect (DDE) and it would take into account the expected utility of the decision. 

This would have also been in line with the decoy effect (Huber et al., 1982), which has shown to work in a 

similar fashion. Basically if two products compete about sales, adding a decoy product which is similar to one 

of the products on one axis (for instance price) but not close to the competitor on another axis (for instance 

quality) and slightly worse than the target,  people tend to increase their liking of the target product although 

the new alternative is rather irrelevant. This is because the new decoy product makes salient certain 

properties of the products, and makes them seem more important for the decision than they actually are 

(Huber et al., 1982). Analogously to this, the push dilemma can be seen as a decoy in TrollbridgeSwitch1, 

which should increase the likeliness of the switch dilemma to be chosen, however a different pattern 

emerged in this study, less people decide to pull the switch, or even act, when presented with three 

alternatives than with two.     

It might be that people fail to reflect on the fact that an omission can be a cause as is argued in McGrath 

(2005) in a convincing way. To see that the failure to act can have causal properties in the world, we must 

start out by defining what is a normally occurring event. A normally occurring event is any event that under 

normal circumstances would occur, so for example if I water the plants every Wednesday, this would after a 

while become a normal event. It would also be considered a normal event for the plants to get water on 

Wednesday if a friend of mine promised to water the plants while I was gone for a trip. This then holds for any 

event that usually happens and the lack of this event is something that is not normal. If for example I don’t 

water my plants on Wednesday for some reason, or if the friend I asked forget or for any other reason do not 

water the plants and they die, this might be considered the cause, even though the actual cause of them to 

die would be lack of water. In the same way, for these dilemmas the actual cause of the train running over the 

five workers is that someone else has lost control over it, but faced with the opportunity to act, the choice not 

to act can be seen as a cause of the workers death. To say that it should be a normally occurring event to be 

utilitarian and push the stranger or pull the switch might still be a bit of a stretch, as there are other 

considerations to make as well. For example some participants argued after acting in the switch dilemma and 

then not in the TrollbridgeSwitch1, that they would not act since acting would incriminate them, whereas 

allowing the train to just run its course would not. This reflects the view that acting is not reflected on as an 

action that gives rise to causes, but that the world is just running it’s course if we do not act. This view does 

not take into account deontological valuations that all life is of equal value, it only takes into account that 

acting is not a cause, and if I act it is a cause that can incriminate me, which for me will be much worse than 

not acting.  

Or maybe decision avoidance (Anderson, 2003) can shed some light to why less people tend to act when 

faced with more alternatives. Decision avoidance is when an individual “seek to avoid responsibility of making 

a decision by delaying or choosing options they perceive to be nondecisions” (Anderson, 2003, p. 1). It is a 

way to shelter oneself from change in some sense. Instead of systematically consider the alternatives of 

different courses of action, individuals choose to accept the status quo without reflection. It is also an 

assumption that feelings play a role in decisions, and that people tend to make actions that will minimize 

negative emotions. It is not necessarily how we feel now that will influence the decision but it might be how 

we think we will feel in the future. This is well in line with many of the comments given as motivation for not 

acting, that I rather do not act to not have responsibility or incriminate myself. It has been shown that people 

tend to favor options that either keep things as they are or does not require them to act (Anderson, 2003). 
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One negative feeling would be regret, and so people might choose not to act since they might regret the 

action. This could however be canceled out by the positive feelings one would feel after the change, thus it 

seems as if the potential regret are stronger than the potential happiness one would feel after the action. 

Thus, if two alternatives are fairly alike in how they make us anticipate our feelings towards the outcome; the 

level of regret would be greater if one acts than if one does not (Anderson, 2003). Greene et al. (2001) argue 

that the more emotionally salient the decision is, the less likely we are to act, and this seems to be well in line 

with the theory of decision avoidance. For the Push dilemmas it can also be seen that it is more emotive to 

act than to not act, maybe indicating that the participants who do not act are trying to minimize the negative 

emotions felt in the present or projected in the future.    

It could also be that when faced with the Trollbridge dilemmas, the choice is not only to either save five by 

letting others die, but you must also to a greater extent decide who will die than when only presented with 

two alternatives. Since two alternatives to a greater extent compete over what will be the stop for the train, 

less people might decide to act in order to not have to choose who of the two alternatives will live and who 

will die.  
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Conclusion  
This study shows that, even though order effects have been shown to exist in different places in the literature, 

it is not something that always is present. What the factors are that create or counteract order effects are not 

clear, and this is something that needs to be controlled for in future research concerning morality if moral 

dilemmas are used. It was also shown that when motivating ones action to pull the switch in 

TrollbridgeSwitch1, many say that a combination of utility and the DDE were the reason to act. This group also 

gets split up in TrollbridgeSwitch3, where some go to push the stranger showing a strong utilitarian strategy, 

whereas others pull the switch showing a decision strategy more in line with the DDE. It was also shown that 

people are less prone to act when presented with more alternatives than if presented with the trolley 

alternative alone, and that people who acted before now decide not to act, indicating that it is not only 

deontological considerations that are relevant for individuals when they decide not to act in moral dilemmas.    
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Appendix 1 

Moraldilemman 1 
 

 
 

Sida 1 
 

Hej och tack för att du är med i den här studien. Denna studie är en del av ett större forskningsprojekt med handledning av Daniel 

Västfjäll. 

Att delta är frivilligt och du kan närsomhelst avbryta, men om du avbryter kan vi tyvärr inte lämna ut någon belöning. All data som 

samlas in i studien kommer att vara anonym och hanteras anonymt. 

 
Du kommer att presenteras med fyra moraldilemman och frågor kopplade till dessa direkt efter varje dilemma. Läs frågan noga 

innan du tar ett beslut. 

 
Lycka till! 

 

 
 

Sida 2 
 

Kön * 
 

välj 
 

 
Ålder? * 

 

 
 
 

Utbildning/Yrke? * 

 
 
 
 
 

Sida 3 
 

Tänk dig att en skenande järnvägsvagn är på väg mot fem järnvägsarbetare som befinner sig på spåret. Du är vid järnvägsväxeln bredvid 

järnvägsspåret. Det enda sättet att hindra att järnvägsvagnen kör över och dödar de fem järnvägsarbetarna är att dra i spaken och växla över 

tåget till ett sidospår. På sidospåret befinner sig en ensam järnvägsarbetare. Den ensamma järnvägsarbetaren kommer att dö om du drar i 

spaken, men de fem järnvägsarbetarna kommer att räddas. Skulle du dra i spaken och växla över tåget på sidospåret för att undvika att de fem 

järnvägsarbetarna dör? * 

 

ja 
 

nej 

 
 
 

Sida 4 
 

Bedöm på skalorna nedan hur beslutet kändes, där 1 är mycket lätt/inte jobbigt alls och 7 är mycket svårt/mycket jobbigt. * 
 

1 

Inte alls                   2                        3                        4                        5                        6 

 

7 

Mycket 
 

Hur svårt tycker du att 

beslutet var att fatta? 
 

Hur känslomässigt 

jobbigt upplevde du 

beslutet? 



Sida 5  

2 
 

 

Tänk dig att en skenande järnvägsvagn är på väg mot fem järnvägsarbetare. Du är på en bro över järnvägsspåret. Bredvid dig på bron står en 

främling som är ovanligt storväxt. Det enda sättet att stoppa järnvägsvagnen, och hindra de fem järnvägsarbetarna att dö, är att knuffa ner 

främlingen från bron på spåret så att han stoppar järnvägsvagnen. Främlingen kommer att dö om du gör det, men de fem järnvägsarbetarna 

kommer att räddas. Skulle du knuffa ner främlingen från bron för att rädda de fem järnvägsarbetarna? * 

 

ja 
 

nej 

 
 
 

Sida 6 
 

Bedöm på skalorna nedan hur beslutet kändes, där 1 är mycket lätt/inte jobbigt alls och 7 är mycket svårt/mycket jobbigt. * 
 

1 

Inte alls                   2                        3                        4                        5                        6 

 

7 

Mycket 
 

Hur svårt tycker du att 

beslutet var att fatta? 
 

Hur känslomässigt 

jobbigt upplevde du 

beslutet? 
 

 
Influerades du till ditt beslut av ditt tidigare beslut? * 

 
ja 
 

nej 
 

 
Ändrade du dig från föregående beslut? * 

 
ja 
 

nej 
 

 
Tycker du att du tog rätt beslut i fråga 1? * 

 
ja 
 

nej 

 
 

Varför? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Tycker du att du tog rätt beslut i fråga 2? * 

 
ja 
 

nej 

 
 

Varför? 



Sida 7  

3 
 

 

Tänk dig att en skenande järnvägsvagn är på väg mot fem järnvägsarbetare som befinner sig på spåret. Du är på en bro över järnvägsspåret 

bredvid järnvägsväxeln. Bredvid dig på bron står en främling som är ovanligt storväxt. Det finns två sätt att hindra att järnvägsvagnen kör över 

och dödar de fem järnvägsarbetarna, dra i spaken och växla över tåget till ett sidospår eller att knuffa ner främlingen från bron på spåret så att 

denne stoppar järnvägsvagnen. På sidospåret befinner sig en ensam järnvägsarbetare. * 

 
 

Du drar i spaken. Den ensamma 

järnvägsarbetaren kommer att dö, men de fem 

järnvägsarbetarna kommer att räddas. 

 
 
Du puttar främlingen. 
Främlingen kommer att dö, 
men de fem 
järnvägsarbetarna kommer 
att räddas. 

 
 

Du gör ingenting. De fem 

arbetarna dör, men arbetaren på 

sidospåret och främlingen på bron 

överlever. 
 

 
 

Sida 8 
 

Bedöm på skalorna nedan hur beslutet kändes, där 1 är mycket lätt/inte jobbigt alls och 7 är mycket svårt/mycket jobbigt. * 
 

1 
Inte alls                   2                        3                        4                        5                        6 

 

7 
Mycket 

 

Hur svårt tycker du att 

beslutet var att fatta? 
 

Hur känslomässigt 

jobbigt upplevde du 

beslutet? 
 

 
Tycker du att du tog rätt beslut? * 

 
ja 
 

nej 

 
 

Varför? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Influerades du till ditt beslut av dina tidigare beslut? * 

 
ja 
 

nej 

 
 

Om ja, vilket? 
 
 
 
 
 

Sida 9 
 

Tänk dig att en skenande järnvägsvagn är på väg mot fem järnvägsarbetare som befinner sig på spåret. Du är på en bro över järnvägsspåret 

bredvid järnvägsväxeln. Bredvid dig på bron står en främling som är ovanligt storväxt. Det finns två sätt att hindra att järnvägsvagnen kör över 

och dödar de fem järnvägsarbetarna, dra i spaken och växla över tåget till ett sidospår eller att knuffa ner främlingen från bron på spåret så att 

denne stoppar järnvägsvagnen. På sidospåret befinner sig tre järnvägsarbetare. * 

 
 

 

 

Du drar i spaken. De tre järnvägsarbetarna på 

sidospåret kommer att dö, men de fem 

järnvägsarbetarna på huvudspåret kommer att 

räddas. 

 
 

 

 

Du puttar främlingen. 

Främlingen kommer att dö, 

men de fem 

järnvägsarbetarna kommer 

att räddas. 

 
 

 

 

Du gör ingenting. De fem 

arbetarna dör, men de tre 

arbetarna på sidospåret och 

främlingen på bron överlever. 



Sida 
1010 

 

10 
 

 

Bedöm på skalorna nedan hur beslutet kändes, där 1 är mycket lätt/inte jobbigt alls och 7 är mycket svårt/mycket jobbigt. * 
 

1 

Inte alls                   2                        3                        4                        5                        6 

 

7 

Mycket 
 

 

Hur svårt tycker du att 

beslutet var att fatta? 
 

Hur känslomässigt 

jobbigt upplevde du 

beslutet? 
 

 
Tycker du att du tog rätt beslut? * 

 
ja 
 

nej 

 
 

Varför? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Influerades du till ditt beslut av dina tidigare beslut? * 

 
ja 
 

nej 

 
 

Om ja, vilket? 
 

 
 
 

Ändrade du dig från föregående beslut? * 

 
ja 
 

nej 



Sida 
1111 

 

11 
 

 

Bedöm nedan hur du tycker att påståendet passar in på dig. * 
 

1 

Nästan aldrig (0- 
10%) 

 

 
2 

Ibland (11-35%) 

 

3 

Ungefär hälften av 

tiden (36-65%) 

 

 
4 

Oftast (66 – 90%) 

 

5 

Nästan alltid (91- 
100%) 

 
Det är klart för mig vilka 

känslor jag känner. 
 

Jag är uppmärksam på hur 

jag känner mig. 
 

Jag upplever mina känslor 

som överväldigande och 

okontrollerbara 
 

Jag vet inte hur jag mår. 
 

Jag har svårt att förstå 

mina känslor. 
 

Jag är uppmärksam på 

mina känslor. 
 

Jag vet precis hur jag mår. 
 

Jag bryr mig om hur jag 

mår. 
 

Jag är förvirrad över hur 

jag mår. 
 

När jag är upprörd har jag 

svårt att få saker gjort. 
 

När jag är upprörd tappar jag 

kontrollen. 
 

När jag är upprörd tror jag att 

det kommer hålla I sig en 

lång stund. 
 

När jag är upprörd tror jag att 

jag efteråt kommer vara 

nere/ledsen. 
 

När jag är upprörd tycker jag 

att mina känslor är 

rättfärdigade och viktiga. 
 

När jag blir upprörd har jag 

svårt att fokusera på andra 

saker. 
 

När jag är upprörd känner jag 

att jag inte har kontroll. 
 

 
 

Sida 12 
 

Bedöm nedan hur väl påståendet passar in på dig. 

1 betyder att det inte beskriver dig alls medan 5 betyder att det beskriver dig mycket. * 
 

1 
Beskriver inte alls                     2                                 3                                 4 

 

5 
Beskriver mycket 

 

Jag löser hellre komplexa 

problem än enkla problem. 
 

Jag tycker om att ha ansvar 

över hanteringen av 

situationer som kräver 

mycket tänkande. 
 

 

Uppgifter som kräver 

tänkande är inte särskilt 

roliga. 
 

Jag gör hellre någonting som 

inte kräver så mycket 

tänkande mot något som 

garanterat kommer 

utmana mitt tänkande. 
 

Jag försöker förutse och 



Sida 
1212  

12 
 

undvika situationer där det 



 

13 
 

är troligt att jag kommer 

behöva analysera 

någonting på djupet. 
 

Jag känner tillfredsställelse 

över att analysera någonting i 

flera timmar. 
 

Jag tänker bara så mycket 

som behövs. 
 

Jag tycker om att tänka på 

mindre, vardagliga, projekt än 

projekt som håller på över lång 

tid. 
 

Jag tycker om uppgifter som 

inte kräver så mycket tanke 

när man väl lärt sig dem. 
 

 

Att vara beroende av mitt 

tänkande för att ta mig till 

toppen är en attraktiv tanke. 
 

 

Jag tycker om uppgifter som 

handlar om att hitta på nya 

lösningar till problem 
 

 

Att lära mig nya sätt att 

tänka är inte särskilt 

spännande. 
 

Jag tycker om när mitt liv är 

fullt av vardagspusslande. 
 

 

Abstrakt tänkande tilltalar 

mig. 
 

 

Jag föredrar ett uppdrag som 

är intellektuellt, svårt och 

viktigt mot en uppgift som är 

viktig men inte kräver så 

mycket tanke. 
 

Jag känner mig lättad 

snarare än nöjd när jag 

avslutat en uppgift som 

krävt mycket tänkande. 
 

För mig räcker det att 

någonting får jobbet gjort 

snarare än hur det fungerar. 
 

 

Jag brukar ofta analysera 

saker även om de inte 

påverkar mig personligen. 



   

 

Sida 13 
 
 
 

 
Har du svarat på liknande dilemman förut? * 

 
ja 
 

nej 

 
 

E-post adress. För att vi ska kunna ge dig ersättning måste vi ha din e-postadress, då ersättning lämnas ut till dig 

personligen. 
 

 
 
 

Jag är ok med att ni skickar mail med liknande studier till mig i framtiden. 

 
ja 
 

nej 

 
 
 

Sida 14 
 

Tack för att du var med i denna studie. 

Belöning lämnas ut till dig personligen vid ett av 4 tillfällen, om du angett din mail kommer du att få ett meddelande om när 

dessa tillfällen är så att du inte missar det. 

 
Om du har några övriga kommentarer om studien kan du lämna dem här, annars ett stort tack för att du var med! 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

» Redirection to final page of WebbEnkäter (ändra) 
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Appendix 2 

CA TrolleyActionTrippel1inaction 

     

 
Happy with decision 

    

 
Not my responsibility 

    1 1. Bättre att låta saken ha sin gång, jag vill inte vara ansvarig för att någon dör 

2 visst dör andra men mitt liv riskerar inte att gå åt skogen. 

 

 

i detta fall är det ett enklare beslut då fler vittnen finns och jag delar ansvaret med någon annan. 

        

 

Not a criminal act 

     1 jag undviker risken att bli dömd för mord. 
  2 Jag har inte gjort något för att bryta en lag eller 

  3 Gör mig i värsta fall skyldig till dråp/mord 
  4 för jag börjar bli delaktig i mord om jag ändrar spaken inser jag nu... 

        

 
Other 

      1 Nu känner jag bara att jag håller fast vid min tanke om att slippa göra ett val 

2 
Granskar man sig själv noga, har jag svårt att se mig själv knuffa en oskyldig som också dör, trots att de 
andra människor överlever. 

3 Åter igen, jag vågar inte hoppa själv och putta ner någon har jag inte mage nog till att göra. 

        

 
Not happy with decision 

    

 
Utilitarian 

     1 För att fler familjer drabbas 
    2 3. Jag tycker fortfarande att fem liv är värda mer än ett  

 
3 

4. Det är ju egentligen väldigt egoistiska argument eftersom jag egentligen tycker att fem personer är 
mer värda än en person. 

4 För flera skulle dö 

     

        

 
Other 

      1 3. men i det här fallet när jag måste väga ett liv mot ett annat blir det mycket svårare. 

2 
4. Nej Jag tror att det hade varit svårt att själv vara orsaken till någons död. En aktiv handling som 
leder till någons död. 

3 (har) inte tillräckligt med tid! (för att hinna agera) 
   

  



   
 

2 
 

Appendix 3 

CA Trolleyaction - Trippel3inaction 

 
Deontological  

1 3. För att jag inte kan rättfärdiga mitt val av vilka som dör/lever. 

2 2. Är hellre passiv och låter fem personer dö än att delta aktivt och "döda" fyra personer 

3 
4. svårt att säga med säkerhet att jag gör rätt beslut, men att inte göra något så har jag inget liv offrat 
på mina händer... 5. även att jag ser när de andra omkommer... hmm.. 

4 
5. Det som ska ske kommer att ske och då känns det bäst att inte behöva bestämma vem som dör, 
även om jag indirekt gör det 

5 
Jag skulle aldrig kunna knuffa ner främlingen, och det andra valet är inte heller något jag skulle kunna ha på mitt 
samvete. 

6 Jag skulle nog inte kunna leva med att jag drar i en spak och dödar 3 st. 

7 
Det är egentligen bättre att rädda fem personer och offra tre än tvärtom, men jag skulle inte klara av att dra i 
spaken som dödar tre personer 

8 
att aktivt dra i en spak och döda 3 personer känns oerhört svårt. Att fysiskt putta ner en främling, helt enkelt 
vara den sista som rör personen i liv, för att rädda andra främlingar känns oerhört hemskt. 

9 
Jag anser att det på något sätt är skillnad mellan att 1 vs 5 individer dör. På något sätt känns det bättre 
och mer "rätt" att göra. Men att orsaka 3 människors död känns mer fel. 

10 Kan inte döda någon genom handlingen att bara knuffa nes någon 

  

 
Less responsibility 

1 Mindre ansvarig för att personen dör 

2 Jag har inte tagit ett aktivt beslut om vilka som ska leva eller inte. 

3 2. Är hellre passiv och låter fem personer dö än att delta aktivt och "döda" fyra personer 

4 
1. Av samma skäl som jag angav tidigare, i detta fall är det ett enklare beslut då fler vittnen finns och 
jag delar ansvaret med någon annan. 

5 Jag vill inte vara inblandad i olikan. Det är för mycket ansvar som man ska ta åt sig i en sådan situation. 

6 

3. Kanske hade de tre arbetarena på sidospåret förhandlat sig till ett säkrare spår, kanske hade makter 
som jag inte känner till eller ens erkänner existerar styrt tågot mot de fem, vilket skulle göra ett val av 
att döda dom 3 istället för dom 5 till ett orättvist val som inte skulle vara upp till mig att fatta. 

7 
4. svårt att säga med säkerhet att jag gör rätt beslut, men att inte göra något så har jag inget liv offrat 
på mina händer 

8 
5. Det som ska ske kommer att ske och då känns det bäst att inte behöva bestämma vem som dör, 
även om jag indirekt gör det 

  

 

Not a criminal act 

1 jag undviker risken att bli dömd för mord 

2 Återigen, det skulle vara mord om jag knuffar personen i fråna, detsamma om jag drar i spaken 

3 
1. jag har inte utrymme till att förneka en medveten handling att sätta ett människoliv före de andras och gör 
mig därmed i värsta fall skyldig till mord/dråp. 

4 Jag vill inte mörsa någon för att rädda liv. 

  

 
Övrigt 

1 
Även fast en person mer dör av detta val är detta enklare då man... jag vette fan egentligen, det kändes som rätt 
beslut iallafall. 

2 Tror det skulle bli lättast att inte göra något. 

3 Jag tror att de flesta blirhandlingsförlamade och rädda vid en sådan här situation. 

4 
Jag är för feg för att hoppa själv och har inte mage nog att putta ner en annan människa sådär. Han 
hade ju själv kunnat dö på kuppen. 
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Appendix 4 

 

CA PullSwitchPushin3 

 
Utilitär 

1 
Har fått tid till att tänka och använder mig av strategin att rädda så många som möjligt och offra så få liv som 
möjligt varav de liv jag offrar skall tillhöra människor jag har så liten relation till som möjligt. 

2 Flest räddades 

3 ssom mina tidigare svar och varför är alla frågor så lika 

4 Rädda så många liv som möjligt 

5 I det här beslutet offrades minst liv även om jag själv behövde knuffa ned någon. 

6 Minst dödande. 

7 Räddade fler personer. 

8 Bättre att döda en än att döda tre eller fem, allt annat lika. 

9 För det handlade om så många liv nu att en persons liv var tvungen att offras 

10 

Om situationen och resultatet var givna, att någon måste dö, så tycker jag att det är bättre om än dör än om tre 
eller fem dör. Samtidigt är främlingen oskyldigare i den meningen att järnvägsarbetarna vet att de har en farlig 
arbetsplats. 

11 Det är fortfarande så att främlingen har inte där att göra. 

12 
Pga KONSEKVENSERNA. Men det var underligt nog ännu självklarare än tidigare, när bara alternativet att 
välta mannen fanns. Jag gillar det. 

13 räddar flera 

14 1 av 9 personer omkommer. Den minst dåliga lösningen. 

15 Fler överlevde 

16 5 liv är bättre än ett o 

17 
Väldigt osäker eftersom att putta ner någon känns som en större och elakare handling än att koppla om 
tåget men i anseende till liv så räddas flest om främlingen dör. 

18 
OM det enda jag kan göra är att "döda en istället för fem"... Så känns det mer logiskt att en person får 
dö istället för fem eller tre 

19 Fler överlever. 

20 1 person istället för 5 

21 
Med hänseende till alternativkostnaden av mina val så har jag maximerat det människovärdesdilemma 
jag ställdes inför. 

22 
Eftersom jag vet utfallen ifrån början så är det inte speciellt svåra beslut på det viset. Däremot hade jag 
hellre sett att den stora personen och jag hann prata lite om det… 

 

  



   
 

4 
 

Appendix 5 

 

CA FootInaction-Trippel3Push 

    

 
Utilitär 

      1 På grund av att hellre rädda 5 än 1. 

   2 Offra en för att rädda åtta. Dock är det fortfarande svårt att se mig utföra en sådan handling. 

3 
Fem liv räddas, ett förloras. Eftersom jag har möjlighet att göra något är det enda rätta att göra det, trots att 
det är ett väldigt jobbigt beslut. 

4 
Teoretiskt tycker jag det eftersom fler flest personer räddas, men jag tror inte att jag verkligen skulle göra så 
om jag på riktigt måste välja. 

5 Nu räddar jag flest liv genom att knuffa ner den storväxte mannen, det var lite jobbigt. 

6 
I detta fall var det väldigt många som fler som överlever om man puttar så det kändes lite lättare att ta det 
beslutet. Jag vet dock inte om jag verkligen skulle förmå mig... 

7 

För att någon måste dö. Kommer man kunna leva med sig själv vetandes att man har puttat ner en person på 
ett tågräls så att denne dör? Även om man har räddat 8 personer, så tror jag skulden blir för stor för att bära 
över att veta att man har dödat någon annan. 
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Appendix 6 

CA FootInaction - Trollbridge1action 

 

 
 

   

 
Utilitarian 

  1 Ja Jag räddar fler 

  2 1. Det är ändå ett liv det handlar om om man förutsätter att jag vill rädda så många som möjligt,  

3 
2. Som sagt, teoretiskt sett måste antalet räddade liv vara det viktiga här, men jag skulle inte ha 
mage nog att kasta ned någon på spåret.  

4 3. Bäst för flest. 6 personer överlever  

5 10. Färre dör 

  6 Färre dör! 

  7 4. Mindre skada av att döda en och inte fem 

8 5. Säger emot mig själv lite i tidigare fråga, men en är bättre än fem 

9 11. men ändå dör färre personer än om jag inte gjort nåt alls 

10 12. För då räddar jag flest liv 
 

11 

6. Om jag trots allt ser den ensamma järnvägsarbetaren tror jag att jag kommer att välja att rädda så 
många liv som möjligt, för att jag är under illusionen att ju fler som överlever desto bättre. Eller så 
blir jag helt paralyserad och gör inget. Hursomhelst kommer jag att må hemskt efteråt. 

12 7 .Men nu kändes de där fem som väldigt många. 

13 8. Om jag nu måste välja att delta i mord kommer jag att välja att minst antal personer dör.  

14 9. Bättre att 1 "dör" istället för 5. 

15 
Att aktivt eller inaktivt orsaka någons död ställdes mot att låta en eller flera dö, och det sistnämnda 
blev i det här fallet den bidragande orsaken till det beslut jag fattade. 

16 
Egentligen vet jag inte om jag fattade rätt beslut. Jag tänkte att jag kanske lät fler få behålla sina 
anhöriga genom att rädda 5 istället för 1, men samtidigt känner jag att jag nu aktivt dödat någon. 

17 13. Bättre om 1 dör än 5. 

 
18 

I likhet med dilemmat mellan fem och en arbetare anser jag att skillnaden i antal är så pass stor att 
detta ger bäst konsekvenser. 

19 14. Lika många skulle dö i vilket fall, 

20 Att rädda fem framför en känns rätt. 

21 15. Ännu mer ekonomiskt rationellt än det föregående. nu står 5 mot 1, 

22 Färre dör 

   23 I förhållandet 1-5 känns det mer rätt att välja att de fem ska överleva. 

24 Därför att jag lyckades rädda flest människor, trots att jag fick offra en människa. 

25 Så få som möjligt dör 
 26 16. Men det är mer fördelaktigt att rädda fem liv istället för tre. 

     

 
DDE 

   
1 

1. att dra i en spak för att rädda fem personer känns mer moraliskt rätt än att aktivt putta ner en 
person och se denne dö på spåret för att rädda de fem.  

2 2. Att dra i spaken distanserar mig mer från den persons död jag orsakar.  

3 
3. och jag får något bättre samvete eftersom jag inte är den direkta dödsorsaken för den som 
"offras". 

4 10. och jag mördar ingen "aktivt" 

5 5. I detta fall behöver jag inte aktivt knuffa ut en person framför tåget¨ 

6 
7. Här går jag emot mig själv lite. Men jag tror att jag känner att dra i spaken inte är lika aktivt som 
att puta ner någon. Även fast det självklart är det. 



   
 

6 
 

7 8. Hellre att dra i en spak än att knuffa någon. 

8 känns minder ansvarig (att dra i spaken*) 

9 
Vet inte, finns en dubbelmoral i det hela men att inte direkt och fysiskt offra en annans liv känns som 
ett tillräckligt bra alternativ. Alltså att indirekt genom spaken växla spår är inte lika allvarligt. 

10 13. och att växla spår känns inte värre än att låta tåget fortsätta.  

11 

En man vs en man är likgiltigt men jag tänker mig att det är lättare att dra i en spak än att knuffa 
någon. Kanske kan man resonera att den tjocka mannen kanske lever kortare tid iaf och att en 
vägarbetare gör nytta men det är så mycket man inte vet om personerna i fråga så jag tänker att det 
är ganska likgiltigt mellan dem. 

12 

Jag tänker att man inte medvetet försöker döda den ensamma arbetaren utan den är olyckligt där 
gentemot att putta ner den storväxta mannen då man vet vad som kommer att hända honom. Det 
blir lättare att leva med sig själv då 

13 Dra i en spak är lättare än att putta någon 

14 15. och jag behöver inte ens agera explicit. 

15 11. Jag skulle inte kunna knuffa 

16 12. utan att direkt knuffa ner den storväxta mannen 

18 Dra i järnvägsspak känns okej för att rädda folk, knuffa någon mindre så. 

19 14. jag valde det som skulle vara enklast för mig 

20 Vill inte avgöra någons öde öga mot öga. 

     

 

Worker has risky job 

 1 Arbetaren har valt ett sådant yrke som inkluderar riskerna 

2 Främlingen har inget med saken att göra 

3 
4. Främlingen befinner sig inte på järnvägen & jag ser inte det som ett alt att han då ska behöva 
sätta livet till. 

4 

16. Som sagt tidigare så är rälsarbetarna där på samma villkor och bör vara medvetna och 
uppmärksamma på den här typen av situationer. Det ingår i deras jobb som de förhoppningsvis är 
där frivilliga på. Killen på bron är inte det.  

     

 
Övrigt 

   1 1. Dessutom känns det som att putta ner den feta framför tåget kan ses som någon slags dråp. 

2 Det är känslomässigt jobbigare att vara nära den man puttar ner och ser dennes ögon i fallet 

3 

Ja, för att de fem järnvägsarbetarna kanske skulle kunna ha varnat den ensamma arbetaren, 
chansen att han skulle hinna hoppa undan järnvägsvagnen skulle vara betydligt högre jämfört med 
de fem andra arbetarna. 

4 6. Jag tror att mitt fokus kommer att vara framåt och att försöka väja är instinktivt. 

5 9. Ej lika personligt som föregående frågor 

6 När man drar i spaken så gör man iaf något 

7 
När jag drar i spaken gör jag mitt jobb,även om det kommer sluta olyckligt, jag skulle aldrig kunna 
knuffa nån mot döden 

8 

Jag la till att man blir inte oskyldig bara för man inte gör något i mitt resonemang. Och dessutom tog 
jag samma beslut som innan och då försöker jag väl skydda mig från att ha tagit fel beslut två 
gånger, hence jag tycker att det är bra. 

9 Jag gjore nått 

  

     

 

Inte nöjd 

   

 
 

   

 

Deoutilitarian 

  



   
 

7 
 

1 
jag kände inte att jag tog rätt beslut då oavsett vad jag gör så kommer någon att dö. Och antagligen 
har alla familj som de lämnar efter. 

2 
Någon dog, men fler räddades. Det måste finnas en lösning som innebär att ingen behöver dö. Ser 
inte dessa människor den skenande vagnen? 

3 För att oavsett vilket val jag gjorde så skulle någon dö. 

     

 
Inget rätt 

   

1 

Jag upplever att inget av svaren är "rätt". I det här fallet - i motsats till förra - värderade jag fem 
personers liv mer värt än en persons - den ensamma järnvägsarbetarens. Hur det kommer sig att jag 
väjer att offra honom, men inte främlingen vet jag inte.. 

2 
Det finns inget rätt beslut, bara ett antal mycket dåliga beslut. På så sätt gäller det att välja det minst 
dåliga. Teoretiskt sett är det två fall där en person dör och ett där fem dör. 

     

 
Övrigt 

   1 Det känns fel att bestämma vem som ska överleva och inte. 

2 Nu ändrade jag mig, helt plötsligt var det ok att döda en för att rädda andra.. 
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