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Abstract

Adhering to high ethical standards and being myralbright might sometimes be
incompatible with governing effectively. In somdusitions, politicians must decide
between adopting a utilitarian decision (a decidiogt, even if it contravenes moral
principles, leads to the optimal outcome and theimization of aggregate welfare) or a
deontological decision (a decision guided by treaithat there are moral standards that
should never be violated, even if violating themuldolead to a maximization of
aggregate welfare). In this paper | analyze ifwsy in which politicians react to this
type of dilemmas is consequential for how citizemaluate them. The empirical analyses
draw on a survey experiment based on a sacrific@hl dilemma applied to a political
crisis. The experiment was included in a surveynWiD00 respondents fielded in Spain.
Through this survey experiment | examine participamvaluations of a fictitious
politician that in the context of a terrorist threaakes either a utilitarian judgement and
decision (it is better to save 50 people, eveniifviolves sacrificing 10 innocent people)
or a deontological judgement and decision (purpdisesacrificing 10 innocent people
Is just morally wrong, even if it saves 50 peopld)e results of the experiment indicate
that politicians who adopt a deontological decisaom more trusted and better evaluated,
but the effect of adopting either a deontologigalitilitarian decision on the evaluations
of politicians is moderated by individuals’ lefght ideology.



Introduction

Many citizens expect political representatives éohonest, moral, and compassionate,
and they are likely to evaluate politicians accogdio these expectations (Allen et al.,
2016; Pancer et al., 1999). However, adheringdh bthical standards and being morally
upright might sometimes be incompatible with goodtbie most effective) government
(Walzer, 1973). Contravening well-established mauahciples will be, under certain
circumstances, the most effective way for politicido handle crises and achieve an

optimal outcome that maximizes aggregate welfare.

In some cases, politicians must decide betweeptedpa utilitarian decision—a
decision that, even if it might contravene morahgiples, leads to the maximization of
aggregate welfare—, or a deontological decision-eesibn guided by the idea that there
are moral standards that should never be violatedn if violating them leads to a
maximization of aggregate welfare—. Confronted wilibse situations politicians can
either adopt a utilitarian decision and achievedhemal outcome even if that implies
“dirtying their hands”, or they can adhere to mamadl ethical principles even if that will
lead to a suboptimal outcome. Since we expecipbliticians should be morally upright
and, at the same time, they should act for theipgbbd and maximize aggregate welfare
it is not clear how they should act in these situt. Should politicians get their “hands
dirty” in order to achieve the optical outcomeshbould they always adhere to the highest

moral and ethical standards?

Political theorists have written countless padesuathese problems or dilemmas
(see e.g. Bellamy, 2010; Hollis, 1982; Lukes, 200Byris, 2015; Walzer, 1973; Yemini,
2013). Unsurprisingly, they have not reached a eosiss about how politicians ought to
act in these situations. This paper does not interqtovide an answer to this probably

irresolvable dilemma, but to simply analyze howizeihs evaluate politicians that adopt



either a deontological or utilitarian decision whewing this type of moral dilemmas.
Combining insights from political theory, experint@npsychology and the extensive
literature on attitudes towards politicians, instipaper | assess whether utilitarian or
deontological politicians are better evaluated anate trusted. These analyses provide
further insights about the moral and ethical ptiesi of citizens, which complement
recent findings about how citizens judge the ethiedavior of political leaders (Allen

et al., 2016; Birch and Allen, 2015).

The empirical analyses of this paper are based @urvey experiment that
confronts deontological and utilitarian politicagéaisions following the classic trolley
problem (see below). Specifically, | examine pamaats’ perception of a politician that
in the context of a hypothetical terrorist attackkes either a deontological judgement
and decision or a utilitarian judgement and deois®espondents read a vignette about
an impending terrorist attack that would kill 5Gatent people. Respondents were told
that the mayor of the city could stop the attack prevent the death of 50 people, but
doing so would require sacrificing 10 other innddeystanders. Half of the respondents
read about a mayor that refused to stop the aftherkntological treatment) and the other

half read about a mayor that decided to stop tiaelatutilitarian treatment).

The results of the experiment reveal that the wawhich politicians react to
moral dilemmas is consequential for how citizenaleate them. Overall, the results
indicate that politicians who adopt a deontolog@@tision are more trusted and better
evaluated, but the effect of adopting either a tldogical or utilitarian decision on the

evaluations of politicians is moderated by indiati! left-right ideology.



Theoretical framework

One of the fundamental pieces of advice that Mamtlhieoffers to politicians (or princes)

is that they have to “learn how not to be good” &mbw when it is and when it is not
necessary to use this knowledge” (Machiavelli, 1982548). Since politics is a messy
business, and in the real-world adversaries arelikely to adhere to high ethical
standards, morality will be often difficult to rewgile with governing in an effective way.
This reasoning implies that politicians are likébybe good and morally upright in the
first place, but, at the same time, it also suggtsit they need to learn how to set aside
some of their moral principles to ensure that treater good prevails (Walzer, 1973).
Therefore, under certain circumstances, politiciaght have to do (or order others to
do) things that private citizens ought not to da for example lying, torturing, or killing

(see Bellamy, 2010; Hollis, 1982).

This reasoning lies at the core of the “dirty hdna®blem, which is generally
based on scenarios in which the only way for poétis to achieve an optimal outcome
requires them to defy and violate some well-essablil moral rules. One of the most
common illustrations of the dirty hands problerbased on the “ticking bomb” scenario
originally proposed by Walzer (1973). In this hypetical scenario, a politician is asked
whether a rebel leader, who knows the locatioregégal bombs that are hidden in a city
and are set to go off in the next 24 hours, shbaltbrtured so that he reveals the location
of the bombs. Some argue that in this sort of 8dna it is often right for politicians to
dirty their hands, since politicians must, abovesarve the public interest, and doing so
implies that sometimes they cannot avoid acting aratty or in a way that good citizens
would not (see e.g. Bellamy, 2010; Hollis, 1982; Ix¢s 2004, 1973). This classic
formulation of the dirty hands problem implies thhere is a “disharmony between

ordinary morality—which is, as claimed, deontol@lie-and the demands of successful



political action—which are thought to be conseqiatist” (Tillyris, 2015, pp. 61-62; see

also Yemini, 2013, p. 169).

The alternatives available to a politician thatefma dirty hands type of situation
are, therefore, to either adopt a deontological isitet, or to adopt a
utilitarian/consequentialist decision. Hence, thegeations confront two well-known
and opposing perspectives on morality and ethicseontblogy and
utilitarianism/consequentialism. Consequentialisd atilitarian theories of ethics, like
those of Mill and Bentham, focus on the maximizatiof aggregate welfare, while
deontologist theories, like those of Kant, emphagie need to respect rights, duties and
obligations (Everett et al., 2016). Therefore, yhedstick to evaluate the adequacy of a
decision is different according to each of these @thical traditions. For utilitarians a
good decision is the one that produces the gréajgpiness (or good) for the maximum
number of people, while for deontologists the a@deguof a decision is judged by the
extent to which it respects rights, duties and maolpéigations. While from a utilitarian
point of view the end is likely to justify the mesafirom a deontological perspective there
might be some means, like for example harmingamitsz that should never be accepted
as a legitimate form of political action. Therefofer deontologists the main unit of
analysis to assess the adequacy of a decisiohaictions, and for utilitarians the unit

of analysis are the outcomes the decision prod{Rasels, 2008, p. 385)

While the most commonly discussed dirty hands cdsssit deontological and
utilitarian considerations against one anothemgpothetical, this type of dilemmas are
an inherent characteristic of contemporary politide (Lukes, 2006). For example,

during World War 1l Churchill adopted the utilitan decision of not warning and

! Note that Tillyris (2015) criticizes this charaxration of the dirty hands problem.



evacuating the inhabitants of an area of Londoh libaknew would be bombed by the
Luftwaffe because doing so would have revealedtti@British could decipher German
communications (Hollis, 1982). More recently, Geow. Bush also adopted a utilitarian
decision during 9/11, since he authorized the amjjito shoot down airliners that posed
a threat for the safety of those on the ground (Kaxad Hamilton, 2004). Similarly, in
2005 the German parliament passed a law that apdldbthe military to shoot down
hijacked airliners. The law sparked great contreyemong politicians and the public,
and was finally struck down by Germany’s Constdndél Court (Beltran de Felipe and
Santiago, 2007). Echoing characteristically deagiail arguments the Court ruled that
deliberately sacrificing those on board and usimmgpcent civilians as mere means for the
salvation of others was incompatible with the rigghhuman dignity and, therefore, it was
not possible to weigh between the lives of the @agesrs on board and the lives of those
on the ground (Beltran de Felipe and Santiago, ROYe Court ruling, as well as the
controversial character of the law, exemplifies téesions between deontological and

utilitarian arguments that dirty hand dilemmas niginerate

What makes these situations interesting from a réteal and empirical
standpoint is that, like the German law controvetsggests, there is no clear-cut answer
as to how politicians should react in these situeti Should politicians adopt a
deontological or a utilitarian decision when facmglirty hands type of dilemma? As |
indicate in the introduction, this paper does mdend to provide an answer to this
guestion. Instead, | analyze these dilemmas frampttint of view of the citizens. Do
citizens trust more a politician that adopts a delogical decision or one that adopts a
utilitarian decision? Do they consider that anyhafse political decisions is better or more
acceptable than the other? Does the type of decibiat a politician adopts signal

information about her character?



Citizens are likely to expect their politicians b® honest, morally upright,
rational, able to deal with unexpected events,abid to maximize their welfare (Birch
and Allen, 2015; Huddy and Terkildsen, 1993; Law]e&X04; Mondak, 1995; Pancer et
al., 1999). If these expectations are not fulfililedividuals will be less likely to trust their
representatives and will be less satisfied witlir therformance and decisions. However,
like the examples presented above indicate, thersituations in which politicians are
unlikely to be able to fulfill all these expectai® They cannot maximize aggregate
welfare and behave in a moral way at the same fReeent studies suggest that, in these
cases, citizens might have a preference for mouglhight politicians (Allen et al., 2016;
Allen and Birch, 2011; Birch and Allen, 2015). Allet al., (2016) show that when asked
to choose between the two characteristics, Europ@@#ens consistently prioritize
politicians who are honest over politicians who abée to deliver the goods. It therefore
appears that unethical behavior is something thatld always be avoided in politics.
However, other studies suggest that leadershipaiiahs are more likely to be based on
the substantive outcome of acts rather than onjinsification or morality, since corrupt
politicians are not punished at the polls if theirrupt actions lead to a short-term
increase in welfare (Fernandez-Vazquez et al., ROH@nce, the political science
literature does not provide a univocal answer aghether citizens will evaluate better a

utilitarian or deontological politician.

Social psychologists have conducted a substantraber of experimental studies
confronting deontological and utilitarian consideras in moral dilemmas that bear close
resemblance to the dirty hand situations commordgugsed in political theory. While
these studies do not focus on politicians or gavemt administrators (c.f. Bartels,
2008), they can offer relevant clues about how viddials are likely to evaluate

politicians that adopt a deontological or utilitaridecision. In general terms, this research



strand indicates that the moral intuitions of tlatigipants in these experiments, which
are usually based on the footbridge and trollegrdihas, are more likely to align with
the deontological side of the dilemma (Everettlet2916)? Usually individuals do not

think that it is acceptable, adequate or necesgasacrifice the life of one innocent
bystander to save many others who will die if noghis done (see Edmonds, 2014;

Everett et al., 2016; Moore et al., 2008; Sheskith Baumard, 2016).

Independently of how individuals think one oughtéact when facing this type
of dilemmas, for the purposes of this paper itriscial to consider what politicians’
reactions might convey about their trustworthindsgerett et al., (2016) suggest that
individuals who make deontological judgments ancisiens are likely to be considered
more trustworthy. Upholding a moral principle (etgarming or sacrificing innocent
people is wrong) and acting in line with it, evéit will lead to a suboptimal outcome,
signals trustworthiness, because it provides aahaut the reliability of the moral
behavior of the actor (Everett et al., 2016). picditician conveys that she holds a certain
moral principle and she acts in line with it, ew@men she has clear incentives not to do
so, this is likely to signal that she is likelydot guided by her principles and values in
many different situations. Hence, acting in a delmgfical way is likely to make a
politician appear as a more authentic and sincersop. Recent studies support this

presumption since those individuals who make ddogtoal arguments are perceived to

2 |In both dilemmas, a runaway trolley hurtles towdids unaware workmen. In the footbridge dilemma
the only way to prevent the death of the five woekms to push a large stranger that is standing in
footbridge onto the track, where he will die anolpsthe runaway trolley. In the trolley dilemma thay
way to save the five workmen is to hit a switchtthdl divert the runaway trolley into an adjacdrack
where it will kill one person instead of five. SEdmonds (2014) for an illustration of these dilersraad
many of their variants.

% Note that while the deontological reaction is veoynmon in the case of the footbridge dilemma,eagr
number of people (in some cases even the majdatgr a utilitarian reaction in the case of thdlay
dilemma (Greene et al., 2001). In any case, asabell by Everett et al., (2016) a substantial nurobe
studies on this topic tend to favor the notion thatmoral intuitions of individuals have a tendgtwalign
with deontology, although the reasons why thisiesdase are still not clear.



have positive traits like, for example, being cornted (Kreps and Monin, 2014).
Conversely, utilitarian arguments are likely todssociated with negative features like,
for example, being selfish, superficial and lackempathy (Kreps and Monin, 2014,

Uhlmann et al., 2013).

The arguments just summarized, as well as citizenesérence for politicians who
are honest over politicians who are effective aar get the job done, lead me to the first

two hypotheses:

H1: Individuals will be more likely to trust a politan who, in the context of a dirty

hands dilemma, adopts a deontological decision.

H2: Compared to utilitarian decisions, individualsIviieé more likely to consider that
deontological decisions are a better and more adequolitical response to dirty hands

dilemmas.

Besides providing cues about their trustworthindss way in which politicians
react to dirty hands dilemmas is also likely tonsiginformation about their moral
character, ethical standards and rationality (Selendnn et al., 2013). Politicians should
desire to be perceived both as rational and ethitaks, and citizens are likely to expect
them to possess both traits. However, when facidgtg hands dilemma, politicians
might not be able to appear as rational and ethictars at the same time. Depending on
the decision she adopts a politician is more litelige perceived as either a rational actor
or as an actor who is morally upright and has hatfhical standards. The cost benefit
calculations performed by the pragmatic politiclho adopts a utilitarian decision
should signal that they she is a rational actarabthe same time a utilitarian decision is
also likely to be conducive to worse judgementsuaioe moral character and ethical

standards of the decision maker. Conversely, démgital decisions should signal that a



politician is person more likely to be guided by hwral and ethical principles. However,
at the same time, a deontological decision cousd @hcrease the likelihood that a
politician is considered somehow irrational, sinee decision, although well intentioned
or moral, will produce a negative (or worse) outeorin fact, some authors precisely
consider that deontological decisions are an exarapl‘ethical irrationality” (Weber

([1919] 1994) pp. 310-11 in Bellamy, 2010). Théssoretical arguments lead me to the

third hypothesis:

H3: Compared to politicians who adopt a utilitarian idem, politicians adopting a
deontological decision will be more likely to benstdered ethical persons and less likely

to be considered rational persons.

Individuals should trust more a politician who ptioa deontological decision
(H1), and they should also consider that a deogicédd political decision is superior and
more acceptable than a utilitarian decision (H2pwiver, some individual-level
characteristics are likely to moderate the effeftadopting either a deontological or
utilitarian decision in a dirty hands dilemma. Astlicate above, citizens in different
European countries prioritize politicians who areratly upright over politicians who are
able to deliver the goods. However, there are ddfarences in these expectations about
how politicians ought to behave depending on theright ideology of individuals.
While some individuals are more likely to alwaysmdand morally upright politicians,
others might tolerate immoral political actionshibse lead to superior outcomes (Allen
et al., 2016). Those with a left-wing ideology arere likely to adopt the former position,
while those on the right are more likely to toleratorality breaches if that is the best
way for politicians to “get the job done” (Allen at., 2016). These clear ideological

differences with regard to the expectations aldmeiethical behavior of politicians should

10



be consequential for individuals’ evaluations oé tholiticians and of their political

decisions adopted to confront moral dilemmas.

The differences between left- and right-wing @tig with regards to the impact
of utilitarian and deontological decisions on poléns’ evaluations should be even more
relevant in the specific case of dirty hands dilemanirhese dilemmas usually involve a
decision as hard as hurting or sacrificing someasiis to save others (or promote a greater
interest, like in the case of Churchill’s decisioHence, to get the job done politicians
might have to hurt (or order others to hurt) soneedrhis is likely to be consequential
for the moderating role of ideology because peuwjile left- and right-wing ideology are
likely to rely on a different set of moral foundais to evaluate if a decision is right or
wrong (Graham et al., 2009). In order to judge Whet decision is right or wrong those
on the left are more likely to consider whether some was hurt or if the rights and
liberties of an individual were violated as a résiflthe decision (Graham et al., 2009).
That is, those on the left should be more avergmlitical decisions involving harm or
that violate basic rights (like the right to humdignity). The greater opposition to
torture—independently of its effectiveness—amongséhon the left exemplifies their
greater aversion to political actions involving magCrandall et al., 2009)Moreover,
research on right-wing authoritarianism suggesas tfhose on the right might be more
likely to accept and morally justify harm towardthers, as long as such harm is

sanctioned by established authorities (Benjamir2@6; Jackson and Gaertner, 2010)
These theoretical considerations lead me to thelfand final hypothesis:

H4: Compared to those on the rightdividuals with a left-wing ideology will be more

likely to trust a politician who adopts a deontatzd decision and will be more likely to

4 According to Crandall et al., (2009) conservatiees more likely to support, justify and acceptttha
authorities use torture.

11



consider that deontological decisions are a battdrmore adequate political response to

dirty hands dilemmas

Data and methods

To test the hypotheses about individuals’ evaluatiof a politician who adopts either a
deontological or utilitarian decision in a dirtyrfts type of dilemma the empirical
analyses draw on a survey experiment. Following dk&nsive literature on social
psychology that analyzes individuals’ reactionstmral dilemmas the survey experiment
adopts the basic structure of a trolley dilemma &&monds, 2014). The trolley dilemma,
and its multiple variants, is considered an idestrument to confront deontological and
utilitarian considerations and study individualsactions (see e.g. Everett et al., 2016).
Moreover, these dilemmas have the added advartagéhey bear a close resemblance

to the most common dirty hands problems analyzgmbiiical theory.

The survey experiment was designed as a betwdgeessi design in which
respondents read about a hypothetical mayor of van tohat makes either a
characteristically utilitarian judgement and demsi (utilitarian treatment) or a
characteristically deontological judgement and sieais (deontological treatmeft).
Specifically, participants read a vignette abouirapending terrorist attack that would
kill 50 innocent people that had gathered in a joudduare. Respondents were told that
the mayor of the city could stop the attack, bunhdgoso would require that 10 other
innocent bystanders traveling in a tramcar neasthare dié.Half of the respondents

read about a mayor that refused to stop the af@@bntological treatment). The other

5> Besides the mayor’s decision | also manipulatex gander of the mayor (male/female). The results
indicate that the gender of the mayor does notawotewith the deontological/utilitarian treatmeat finy

of the outcomes analyzed. Therefore, in the rensaird the paper | do not distinguish the treatment
conditions depending on the gender of the mayor.

61 choose a proportion of 5 to 1 following the mostmmonly used proportion of lives saved againgsli
sacrificed in trolley and footbridge dilemmas.
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half read about a mayor that decided to stop tiaelkafutilitarian treatment). The wording
of each of the treatment conditions is reprodunedble 1’ To facilitate the interpretation

of the vignettes the text was accompanied by aigictketching the situatidn.
<Table 1 here>

After reading the vignette participants were askealv much they trusted the mayor
described in the vignette (0 = no trust at all, @mplete trust); whether the mayor acted
correctly (0 = no, 1 = yes); and to evaluate thegona decision (0 = extremely bad, 10
= extremely good). Moreover, participants were enésd with two additional questions
that asked them to indicate whether the phrasdstiaes rational” and “he/she is ethical”

described the mayor quite well (=1) or not too weD)®°

The experiment was included in a survey fieldeSpain in February 2017, which
was completed by 1,019 respondents and was adergisby NETQUEST. The survey
was administered online and it included four addil experiments unrelated to the one
analyzed in this papéf. Before the experiments, participants were askéfrdnt
sociodemographic questions as well as questionst gdmditical attitudes (e.g. ideology
or political interest). Quotas for age, genderjorgand level of education were applied
to ensure the representativeness of the sampleavidrage age in the sample is 44 years
(minimum 18 years, maximum 85 years). The leveledtication in the sample is
distributed as follows: 30.2 percent of respondemith some college education (or
equivalent), 50.54 percent with secondary educatiod 19.23 with primary education

or less.

7 See the appendix for original treatments wordingspanish)

8 See the appendix

® The wording of all the questions used in this stodly be found in the appendix.

10 Although the different experiments included in th@rvey were completely unrelated, the order of
presentation of the experiments was randomized ofdher in which the experiment analyzed in thisgrap
was presented does not alter any of the resulsepted below.
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After reading the vignettes and answering the dgomestabout the evaluation of
the mayor, respondents were asked about the detieanayor described in the vignette
had adopted. 70 percent of respondents answereectigrto this manipulation check,
15.9 percent admitted that they did not know wiidehision the mayor had adopted, and
14.1 chose the incorrect decision. In the analyisasfollow the sample is restricted to

the 709 respondents that passed this manipulatieckc

Results

Table 2 summarizes the differences in the perceiwetworthiness of the mayor and in
the acceptability and evaluation of her decisiotwken the two treatment conditions.
Beginning with the perceived trustworthiness of thayor, the results indicate that
mayors who make a characteristically deontologuedgment and decision tend to be
more trusted than mayors who adopt a utilitarianisien. While these differences
between the deontological and utilitarian treatngeatips are of reduced magnitude, they
are statistically significant at conventional le¢<0.001)! These results are in line
with the findings of Everett et al., (2016), whdkea citizens how much they trusted
another fellow citizen who adopted a deontologaralitilitarian decision in the classic
trolley and footbridge problems. These results supithe presumption that upholding a
moral principle (believing that hurting innocentopée is wrong) and acting in line with
it—even if it will lead to a suboptimal outcome—sais trustworthiness. Hence, even in
this type of dirty hands cases, for which someli&edy to argue that politicians should
adopt a utilitarian decision (see e.g. Bellamy,®04adopting such a decision is likely to

reduce the trust in the politician who decidesdblger hands dirty.

1 A Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test leads to the same conclusion as the two-sample t-test (p=0.00).
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<Table 2 here>

When it comes to the assessment of the correctidbe mayor’s behavior, however,
there are no observable differences between thetalegical and utilitarian treatment
groups. It appears that in both treatment conditedvout half of the participants think the
mayor acted correctly and the other half think th@yor did not act correctly. As a

consequence, the differences between the two grmepsot statistically significart.

In contrast with the results about the correctridshe mayor’'s behavior, when
specifically asked to evaluate the decision adoptethe mayor, participants evaluate
better the decision adopted by the mayor who makeisaracteristically deontological
judgment and decision. In line with the second lilgpsis, individuals tend to think that
when facing this type of dilemma deontological demis are a better and more adequate
political response. In this case, the differencevben the deontological and utilitarian
treatment conditions is statistically significantcanventional levels (p<0.05%j.While
the difference between the deontological and atiah treatments might appear to be
small, it is important to note that this differensealmost equivalent to a one standard

deviation change in the dependent variable (stahdeviation = 0.49).
<Figure 1 here>

Turning now to the traits individuals associatehwa mayor who adopts a
utilitarian or deontological decision, figure 1 swmarizes the proportion of respondents
believing that the mayor is a rational and ethipatson in each of the treatment
conditions!* The results summarized in the figure indicate haiticians who act in a

utilitarian way are more likely to be considerediamal while those who adopt a

12 A Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test leads to the same conclusion as the two-sample t-test (p = 0.71).
13 A Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test leads to the same conclusion as the two-sample t-test (p = 0.04).
14 Marginal effects plots were generated with Stata marhis command (Hernandez, 2016)
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deontological decision tend to be considered mtriea. In both cases the differences
between the two treatment conditions are statistisggnificant at p<0.001. However,

the differences between the deontological and taiéin treatment conditions are

substantially larger regarding the ethical or maradracter of the mayor. This difference
between the two traits is related to the fact thatubstantial number of respondents
believe that a mayor who acts in a deontological wan still be considered a rational
person, but much fewer respondents believe thatynwho adopts a utilitarian decision

is an ethical person.

Overall, the results just summarized indicate thdividuals favor deontological
solutions to dirty hand dilemmas. They tend to ttrmre a mayor who adopts a
deontological decision and they consider that sudécision is a better political response
to these dilemmas. However, these results mightkns@asne heterogeneity, since
depending on their ideology individuals are likébyexpect a different behavior from
politicians and they are likely to rely on a diet set of moral foundations to evaluate a
political decision. To test this hypothesis (H4fjitla series of multivariate models in
which | interact the treatment indicator (O = téfian treatment, 1 = deontological
treatment) with a variable measuring the ideoldgtacement of respondents on the left-
right scale (0 = extreme left, 10 = extreme riglit)ese models also include a series of
control variables that could be related to the ddpat variables and to individuals’
ideology such as their external political efficatgeir education, their age and their

gendert®

Before analyzing the interaction between the treatnindicator and ideology |

analyze how each of the three dependent variabtdsded in table 1 are related to the

15 The question wording and operationalization cafobed in the appendix.
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treatment conditions in this multivariate analydedels 1, 3 and 5 of table 3 summarize,
respectively, the results for trust in the maydnether the mayor acted correctly, and for
the evaluation of the mayor’'s decision. Given thigerent nature of each of these
dependent variables, model 1 is estimated throngbr@ered logistic regression, model
2 through a logistic regression, and model 3 thioaig OLS regressiof?. The results of
the multivariate analysis are in line with the fesobtained by comparing the means of
the two treatment conditions for each of theseetliependent variables. A deontological
decision increases the perceived trustworthinesshefmayor (model 1), and it is
considered a better decision than a utilitarianisiee (model 5). In both cases the
differences between the two treatment conditions safatistically significant at
conventional levels. However, there are no stat@ii significant differences with

regards to the correctness of the behavior of thgom(model 3).
<Table 3 here>

Turning now to the analysis of the interaction bestw the responses to the moral
dilemma and ideology, model 3 reveals that thetpesimpact of adopting a utilitarian
decision on the perceived trustworthiness of thganaveakens as one moves towards
the right of the ideological dimension. Figure 2nsparizes the result of this interaction
for each of the 4 possible outcomes of the variai#asuring the trustworthiness of the
mayor. In the two upper panes we can find the tategories that reflect a positive
assessment of the trustworthiness of the mayost(tompletely and trust somewhat).
The results indicate that the positive impact déantological treatment on the likelihood
of completely trusting or somewhat trusting the orag restricted to those respondents

who are located at the center or towards the fafi@ideological scale. As indicated by

18 In the case of the ordered logistic regressiond@t®ol and 2) a Brant test of the parallel regogssi
assumption indicates that this assumption is ralaied.
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the negative coefficient of the interaction theifppes impact of adopting a deontological
decision weakens as one becomes more right-winfgctnfor those located at the most
extreme right-wing positions (values 7 or highelppting a deontological decision has a
negative impact on the likelihood of completely ssmewhat trusting the mayor.
However, in these cases the effect of the treatmeidator is not statistically significant
at conventional levels. The lower panes, which sanme the impact of a deontological
decision on the likelihood of not trusting the mayery much or not trusting her at all,
reflect the opposite pattern. Adopting a deontaabdecision reduces the likelihood of
negatively assessing the trustworthiness of theomdmut this negative effect weakens as
one moves towards the right of the ideological spet, and it even becomes positive,
albeit not statistically significant, for those #&ed at the right-wing extreme of the

ideological scale.

<Figure 2 here>

In the case of the assessment of whether the naayed in a correct way or not,
model 4 also reveals some significant variatiothefimpact of the decision adopted by
the mayor depending on the ideology of the respaindde results of this interaction are
summarized in figure 3. The figure indicates thigtology clearly moderates the impact
of adopting a deontological decision on the liketil of respondents considering that the
mayor acted in a correct way. For those locatedhenextreme left of the ideological
spectrum a deontological decision significantlyr@ases the likelihood of considering
that the mayor acted in a correct way. Convergehthose located on the extreme right
of the ideological spectrum a deontological decisiecreases the likelihood of
considering that the mayor acted in a correct Way.those citizens who adopt a more
centrist position, though, a deontological decismes not have any statistically

significant effect.

18



<Figure 3 here>

A very similar pattern is revealed for the evaloatof the decision adopted by the
mayor. The interaction between the deontologicahttnent and ideology for this
dependent variable can be found in model 6 aredlstimmarized in figure 4. The results
again reveal that those on the left-hand side efideological spectrum are likely to
evaluate better a deontological decision, whileséhon the right will provide a negative
assessment of such a decision. However, in thestbaseffect of a deontological decision

is barely statistically significant for those ore textreme right.

<Figure 4 here>

Conclusion

Dirty hands dilemmas are present in contemporalitiqad life (Lukes, 2006). However,
while these types of political dilemmas have beesgdently discussed by political
theorists, there is no clear answer as to howigialits ought to react in these situations.
This paper has studied these dilemmas from theeetise of the citizens by analyzing
how individuals evaluate politicians and their demms when they either adopt a
deontological or utilitarian decision to solve aylhands dilemma. These analyses were
based on a survey experiment conducted in Spaiithwiresented participants with a
hypothetical dirty hands case about a terrorishclitt The experiment manipulated
whether the mayor of a city made a characterisyicddontological judgement and
decision or a characteristically utilitarian judgemh and decision in order to solve the

dirty hands problem.

Overall, the results indicate that the way in whjmoliticians react to moral
dilemmas is consequential for how citizens evaluhtsn, and citizens tend to favor

deontological solutions to dirty hands problems.ild/lon average, participants did not
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consider that a deontological or utilitarian demisivas more acceptable than the other,
they tended to trust more the politician that addp deontological decision and they
also evaluated better her decision. These resuttgide further insights about the
priorities of citizens with regard to the ethicaldamoral behavior of politicians. These
results are in line with the public opinion datalgmed by Allen et al., (2016), who
found that in different European countries indivatiuprioritize honesty and morality
over effectiveness when asked to think about tlleial politician. The findings of this
paper also complement recent studies on the fiedd@al psychology which found that
individuals are more likely to trust individuals whct in a deontological way (Everett et
al., 2016). It seems that even actors like poditisi who sometimes might be supposed
to set aside their moral principles to adopt aslenithat maximizes aggregate welfife,
are not likely to be trusted if they adopt a wilian decision. Adopting such a decision
might signal that a politician is more likely tasdégard her moral principles in other type
of situations and, therefore, her behavior is pgsslictable and she is less worth of trust.
Moreover, in line with the findings of Uhlmann (Z)1for other type of actors,
politicians’ decision to dirty hand dilemmas algpaar to signal information about their
character, since those who adopt a utilitariangieciare considered more rational and

those who adopts a deontological decision are dersil more ethical persons.

The results of this paper, however, also indithét not all individuals react in
the same way when asked to evaluate a politiciam adopts either a deontological or
utilitarian decision. Depending on their left-rigdeology individuals appear to favor a
different solution to dirty hands problems. Thosetlte left are aligned with the general

trend since they consider that a politician whopsl@ deontological decision is more

17 See Bellamy (2010) for an overview of this argument and see also Uhlmann et al. (2013) for a similar
argument applied to other actors like, for example, hospital administrators.
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trustworthy, and they consider that deontologicadisions are a more acceptable and
better solution to dirty hands problems. This isthe case for those on the right side of
the ideological spectrum, since they are lessyikebelieve that politicians who adopt a
deontological decision are acting correctly andyttend to think that, compared to
utilitarian decisions, deontological decisions aeworse solution to dirty hands
dilemmas. These results provide additional evidencsupport of the argument that
depending on their ideology individuals are likidyrely on different standards and moral
foundations to evaluate the appropriateness ofliigab decision (see Graham et al.,

2009).

While the findings about the moderating role @atbgy are consistent across the
different dependent variables used in this papes; &re also subject to certain limitations
that should be addressed in future research (dritee&tions of this paper). First of all,
in the absence of any information about the iddokigleaning of the hypothetical
politicians described in the experiments, partintpamight be inferring that those who
adopt a utilitarian decision are more likely to @avright-wing ideology and those who
adopt a deontological decision are more likelydwéha left-wing ideology. If this is the
case, the moderating effect of ideology might re@thkven by individuals with a certain
ideology reacting differently to utilitarian andateological decision, but by participants
favorable evaluations of politicians who might bermaligned with their ideological
preferences. To address this limitation future asde should evaluate to what extent
deontological and utilitarian decisions provide £@about the ideology of the decision
maker. Moreover, to disentangle the mechanism girauhich ideology moderates the
impact of utilitarian and deontological decisiohgure research should evaluate whether
these differences are related to the greater hamersian of left-wing individuals or

simply to their more general preferences regardimg ideal ethical behavior of
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politicians. To address this question and disem¢atice mechanism one could rely on
less common dirty hand dilemmas that do not invélaem, or one could also measure

individuals’ preferences about the ideal ethicdddor of politicians beforehand.
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Table 1: Experiment vignettes

Deontological treatment

Utilitarian treatment

A car bomb is headed towards the square

city. The car will explode when the it reaches

pfAacar bomb is headed towards the square

thaity. The car will explode when the it reaches

of a
he

square and, as result, 50 people gathered thegeiare and, as result, 50 people gathered there

will die. The only way to prevent the attack is
block the street leading to the square with a tr

As shown in the image, the tram is stopped at As shown in the image, the tram is stopped a

intersection between the street leading to
square and the tram-track. The mayor of the
can order the tram to cross the intersection

before the arrival of the car bomb. If he iss

titersection between the street leading to
cisguare and the tram-track. The mayor of the

justn order the tram to cross the intersection

dmefore the arrival of the car bomb. If he iss

tavill die. The only way to prevent the attack is

atviock the street leading to the square with a tr

to

am.
t an
the
city

just

es

this order, the car bomb will crash with the trarthis order, the car bomb will crash with the tram

and it will stop. However, as a result of the cr

the 10 passengers of the tram will diee mayor

refuses to order the tram to cross the intersec
just before the arrival of the car bomb argui
that “sacrificing 10 innocent people is wron

even if doing so saves 50 other innocent peo

s#nd it will stop. However, as a result of the cr

iammders the tram to cross the intersection |

g,it is better to save 50 innocent people, eve

people”

the 10 passengers of the tram will diee mayor

hdpefore the arrival of the car bomb arguing th

hldbing so requires sacrificing 10 other innocg

sh

st

at

nt
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Table 2: Mayor evaluations

Average Average

Variable Range . e .
deontological utilitarian

Difference

. Minimum (0): No trust at all
Trust in mayor . 1.45 1.19 0.26%**
Maximum (3): Complete trust

Minimum (0): No
Mayor acted correctly . 0.46 0.47 0.01
Maximum (1): Yes

. . o Minimum (0): Extremely bad
Evaluation mayor's decision . 4.84 4.39 0.45%*
Maximum (10): Extremely good

Note: N = 709. Statistical significance of differences (t-tests, two tailed) *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Figure 1: Proportion of respondents who believe thenayor is rational and ethical
by treatment

Proportion believing mayor is rational and ethical
N

Mayor is rational Mayor is ethical

Il Utilitarian treatment Deontological treatment

Note: 95% confidence intervals around the mean
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Table 3: Multivariate analysis

(1)

()

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

Trust Trust Acted Acted Evaluation Evaluation
VARIABLES correctly correctly decision decision
Deontological treatment 0.553*** 1.543*** -0.043 0.796** 0.480** 1.930***
(0.146) (0.365) (0.158) (0.396) (0.224) (0.551)
Ideology -0.052 0.056 -0.104** -0.014 -0.083 0.077
(0.040) (0.054) (0.043) (0.058) (0.061) (0.082)
Deontological treatment*Ideology -0.229*** -0.194** -0.334***
(0.077) (0.084) (0.116)
Sociodemographic and attitudinal controls v v v v v v
Constant cut 1 -1.540*** -1.086***
(0.375) (0.402)
Constant cut 2 0.231 0.700*
(0.370) (0.400)
Constant cut 3 2.783%** 3.277***
(0.397) (0.429)
Constant -0.172 -0.572 4,191*%** 3.485%**
(0.401) (0.437) (0.567) (0.615)
Observations 661 661 661 661 661 661

Standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Note: Models 1 and 2 ordered logistic regression; models 3 and 4 logistic regression; models 5 and 6 OLS regression
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Figure 2: Average marginal effect of deontologicalreatment on trust in the mayor across the left-rignt ideology scale
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Figure 3: Average marginal effect of deontologicalreatment on the probability of
considering that the mayor acted correctly acrossie left-right ideology scale
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Figure 4: Effect of deontological treatment on theevaluation of the mayor’s decision
across the left-right ideology scale
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APPENDIX

Original treatment materials and wording

Deontological treatment vignette

Ahora lee con atencion la siguiente situacion hipotética, después te haremos algunas
preguntas sobre ella

Un coche bomba se dirige hacia la plaza de una ciudad. El coche explotaraal llegar a la plazay
las 50 personas que se encuentran alli moriran. La Unica forma de evitar el atentado es
bloquear la calle que lleva a la plaza con un tranvia. Como muestra la imagen, el tranvia esta
detenido en una intersecciOn entre la via del tranvia y la calle que lleva a la plaza. El alcalde
de la ciudad puede ordenar que el tranvia cruce la interseccion justo antes de la llegada del
coche bomba. Si da esta orden, el coche bomba chocara con el tranvia y se detendra Sin
embargo, a consecuencia de la colision los 10 pasajeros del tranvia moriran. El alcalde rechaza
ordenar que el tranvia cruce la interseccion antes de la llegada del coche bomba argumentado
que “sacrificar a 10 personas inocentes estamal, incluso si con ello se logra salvar a otras 50
personas inocentes”
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Utilitarian treatment vignette

Ahora lee con atencion la siguiente situacion hipotética, después te haremos algunas
preguntas sobre ella

Un coche bomba se dirige hacia la plaza de una ciudad. El coche explotaraal llegar a la plazay
las 50 personas que se encuentran alli moriran. La Unica forma de evitar el atentado es
bloquear la calle que lleva a la plaza con un tranvia. Como muestra la imagen, el tranvia esta
detenido en una intersecciOn entre la via del tranvia y la calle que lleva a la plaza. El alcalde
de la ciudad puede ordenar que el tranvia cruce la interseccion justo antes de la llegada del
coche bomba. Si da esta orden, el coche bomba chocara con el tranvia y se detendra Sin
embargo, a consecuencia de la colisidn los 10 pasajeros del tranvia moriran. El alcalde ordena
que el tranvia cruce la interseccion antes de la llegada del coche bomba argumentado que “es
mejor salvar a 50 personas inocentes, incluso si para ello es necesario sacrificar a otras 10
personas inocentes”
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Question wording and operationalization of variable

Variable

Wording / Coding

Dependent variables

- Trust in mayor

- Mayor acted correctly

- Evaluation mayor’s decision

- Mayor is rational

- Mayor is ethical

- El alcalde descrito en el texto que acabas de leer, éte inspira
personalmente, mucha confianza, bastante confianza, poca o ninguna
confianza?
0. Ninguna confianza / Do not trust at all
1. Poca confianza / Do not trust very much
2. Bastante confianza / Trust somewhat
3. Mucha confianza / Trust completely
- éCrees que el alcalde descrito en el texto ha actuado correctamente?
0. No/No
1. Si/Yes
- Ahora indica qué valoracidon te merece la actuacién del alcalde. Puntuala
de 0 a 10, sabiendo que 0 significa que la valoras “muy mal” y 10 que la
valoras “muy bien”.
(0-10 response scale with 0 meaning that the respondent thinks the
mayor decision was extremely bad and 10 meaning that the
respondent thinks the mayor decision was extremely good)

A continuacion vas a leer una serie de expresiones que la gente puede usar
para describir a un politico. Indica si cada expresion describe “bastante
bien” o “bastante mal” al alcalde del texto que acabas de leer. La expresion
“es racional” describe al alcalde

0. Bastante mal / Not too well

1. Bastante bien / Quite well
A continuacion vas a leer una serie de expresiones que la gente puede usar
para describir a un politico. Indica si cada expresion describe “bastante
bien” o “bastante mal” al alcalde del texto que acabas de leer. La expresidn
“es ético” describe al alcalde

0. Bastante mal / Not too well

1. Bastante bien / Quite well

Independent variables

- Deontological treatment

- ldeology

- Education

- Gender
- Age
- External political efficacy

- Variable that takes the value 1 for those exposed to the deontological
treatment and the value 0 for those exposed to the utilitarian treatment
- Cuando se habla de politica se utilizan normalmente las expresiones
izquierda y derecha. ¢Podrias indicar, por favor, donde te colocarias en
una escala de 0 a 10, en la que el O significa “extrema izquierda” y el 10
“extrema derecha”?

0-10 response scale with 0 indicating extreme left and 10 indicating

extreme right

Coded 0 for those with primary education or less, 1 for those with

secondary education, and 2 for those with some university education

- Coded 0 for men and 1 for women

- Age in years

- ¢En qué medida dirias que a los politicos les importa lo que piensan las

personas como tu?
0-10 response scale with 0 indicating that politicians do not care at all
about what people like me think and 10 indicating that politicians
completely care about what people like me think
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