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“Trolley-style”
sacrificial

dilem
m

as
have

been
w

idely
used

in
m

oral
psychology

to
understand

utilitarian
and

non-utilitarian
m

odes
ofthinking.
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ILO
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ICAL) UTILITARIAN
ISM

There
are

at
least

tw
o

key
w

ays
that

utilitarianism
departs

from
com

m
on-

sense
m

oralintuitions.

The
first

is
decisions

about
instrum

ental
harm

,
w

here
utilitarianism

requires
acts

that
com

m
on-sense

m
orality

forbids
–

e.g.
decisions

about
w

hether
to

sacrifice
one

to
save

a
greaternum

ber.

The
second

is
that

utilitarianism
requires

acts
that

com
m

on-sense
m

orality
doesn’t.

This
is

the
m

ore
fundam

ental
positive

core
of

utilitarianism
,

w
hich

w
e

call
im

p
artial

b
eneficence:

the
idea

that
w

e
m

ust
im

partially
m

axim
ize

the
w

ell-being
ofallsentientbeings,often

athigh
costto

ourselves.

3. TH
E O

XFO
RD

 UTILITARIAN
ISM

 SCALE

The
O

xford
U

tilitarianism
Scale

(O
U

S)
helps

researchers
go

beyond
sim

ply
studying

sacrificialdilem
m

as.

W
e

started
w

ith
a

large
(90+

)
pool

of
item

s
based

on
a

thorough
analysis

of
the

relevant
literature

in
ethics

and
vetted

by
leading

professionalm
oralphilosophers,and

then
applied

rigorous
scale

developm
entprocedures.

This
allow

ed
us

to
ensure

the
finalscale

is
em

pirically
driven,

reflecting
clusters

of
m

oralevaluations
that

w
ere

statistically
robustin

large
sam

ples
taken

from
the

lay
population.

The
final

O
U

S
has

9
item

s
in

tw
o

sub-scales:
Instrum

ental
H

arm
and

Im
partialB

eneficence
(rated

on
1-7

Likertscale)
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O
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EN

SIO
N
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) M

O
D

EL

w
w

w.jim
aceverett.com

/publications/beyond-sacrificial-harm
/

Scan for:
§

Full Item
s

§
O

U
S Scoring instructions

§
Q

ualtrics im
port for scale 

§
R code for analysis
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e.g. “It is m
orally rig

ht to harm
 an 

innocent p
erson if harm

ing
 them

 is a 
necessary m

eans to help
ing

 several 
other innocent p

eop
le” 

e.g. “It is m
orally w

rong
 to keep

 m
oney 

that one d
oesn’t really need

 if one can 
d

onate it to causes that p
rovid

e 
effective help

 to those w
ho w

ill b
enefit 

a g
reat d

eal “
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W
inner of 2018

W
egner Theoretical 
Innovation Prize

Psychological Review
 (2018)

O
n

our
2D

m
odel,

utilitarian
m

oraldecision-m
aking

is
not

an
all-or-nothing

category
but

a
m

atter
of

degree,
and

involves
tw

o
largely

independent
‘positive’

and
‘negative’

dim
ensions.

In
order

to
understand

utilitarian
decision

m
aking

m
ore

generally,
it

is
critical

to
look

at
b

oth
instrum

ental
harm

and
im

partialbeneficence.

Previous
research

has
told

only
half

of
the

story
about

the
psychology

of
utilitarianism

and
-

because
im

partial
beneficence

is
the

philosophical
core

of
utilitarianism

thought-arguably
the

less
im

portanthalf.

The tw
o dim

ensions of 
utilitarianism

 are:
•

conceptually distinct
•

psychologically distinct
•

have different 
psychological correlates

•
likely even rely on 
different processes.
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U
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These
results

have
been

taken
to

shed
light

on
utilitarian

psychology
(and

philosophy!)
generally

–
but

sacrificial
dilem

m
as

are
just

one
exam

ple
w

here
the

tension
betw

een
utilitarianism

and
com

m
on-sense

(deontological)
m

oral
intuitions

is
seen.

C
an

sacrificialdilem
m

as
tellus

aboututilitarian
psychology

generally?


