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Abstract

Individuals often deliver rapid, automatic judgments of right and wrong, suggesting that there is
an implicit system of knowledge that may guide our moral judgments. Some authors have argued
that the principles guiding this system are universal, part of our human endowment. Tests of this
hypothesis require rich cross-cultural evidence which is presently limited. Here we extend the
current cross-cultural evidence by testing Russian subjects. We focus on three psychological
distinctions concerning the nature of permissible harm that, thus far, show a fair degree of
uniformity among several English-speaking countries (USA, UK, Canada): (1) action-based harms
are worse than omission-based harms; (2) means-based harms are worse than side-effects; and
(3) contact-based harms are worse than non-contact-based harms. Overall, Russian subjects’
judgments were mediated by these three distinctions. There were, however, some notable cross-
cultural differences: in contrast with the English-speaking countries, Russian subjects tended to
avoid extreme judgments favoring the middle of the scale anchored at permissible; however,
when they used the extremes, they were more likely to judge cases as forbidden, and rarely as
obligatory. We discuss these results in light of the role of biological constraints on cross-cultural
variation.
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Introduction

Moral norms and attitudes represent an ancient component of human culture
(de Waal, 1996, 2008; Waller, 1997; Wilson, 1998; Alexandrov and Alexandrova,
2007), providing both constraints on human action and safety. To some extent,
mature individuals in a given society are typically aware of the moral norms
that are operative, and recognize the consequences of transgressions. There
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are, nonetheless, massive differences between cultures, and within cultures
over certain periods of time, concerning the set of morally permissible or
forbidden actions (Nisbett and Cohen, 1996; Henrich et al., 2005). These dif-
ferences are coupled to other aspects of our moral psychology that appear uni-
versal, including especially some judgments of moral permissibility (Mikhail
et al.,, 1998; Dwyer, 1999, 2006; Hauser, 2006; Haidt, 2007; Mikhail, 2007; Rai
and Fiske, 2011). For example, helping an injured person is universally permis-
sible, even if some cultures believe that it is best to allow the aged or physically
disabled to die. Similarly, it is universally agreed that it is forbidden to torture
infants for fun, or to gratuitously and randomly kill anyone that is not liked.
This does not mean that societies cannot invent reasons to kill people they do
not like, but this is no longer random.

One way to understand what allows for and constrains variation in our moral
systems is to start by making a distinction between how we judge hypothetical
cases and how we act in real cases. Put simply, we might all like to think that
we would jump onto a train track with an oncoming train to save the life of a
child who has fallen onto the tracks, but faced with this situation, most would
surely admit to being more cowardly and selfish. It is presumably uncontro-
versial that throughout history, cultures differ in their moral behaviour. The
hypothesis we pursue here, building on recent theoretical and empirical find-
ings, is that there is far less variation in how cultures judge hypothetical cases.
Testing this hypothesis requires a rich cross-cultural data set.

Several studies reveal that people deliver rapid permissibility judgments
for unfamiliar hypothetical scenarios, suggesting that there is an implicit sys-
tem of knowledge that may guide our intuitive judgments of right and wrong.
Several explanations have been offered to account for both the relative auto-
maticity of these judgments, as well as the observation that subjects are often
incapable of justifying their judgments. For example, Haidt (2001, 2007) has
pointed to the importance of intuitions mediated by unconscious emotions.
Greene (2001, 2004) has pointed to a tension between a hot-emotional deon-
tological system focused on rules and a colder utilitarian system focused on
consequences. Others, including especially Dwyer, Mikhail and Hauser, have
pointed to an analogy with the Chomskyan approach to language, suggesting
that we are endowed with a moral faculty that operates over a set of universal
principles — a “universal moral grammar” (Rawls, 1971; Dwyer, 1999; Harman,
1999; Mikhail, 2000, 2011; Hauser, 2006). Our goal here is not to try and adju-
dicate between these hypotheses which, we note, are not mutually exclusive.
Rather, our point is to highlight the fact that each of these perspectives identi-
fiesmechanisms that could, in theory, constrain the range of potential variation
in moral judgments, generating a signature of both universality and cultural
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differences. Thus, for example, given the universality of human emotion, and
the commonality of many of our early experiences, it is possible that we have
all acquired similar associations between particular experiences and particu-
lar outcomes. By binding our emotions to these experiences, we derive a set of
common responses to some moral transgressions. Similarly, given the kinds of
universals that scholars such as Brown (1991) have pointed to, and that Pinker
(1997) has synthesized and extended (e.g., reciprocity, friendships, revenge), it
would also not be surprising if humans had largely universal comprehension of
particular rules of social interaction (see also Rai and Fiske, 2011).

Independently of how universality might be generated, it is important to
explore the degree to which judgments of hypothetical cases reveal the signa-
ture of universality. That is, when subjects living in different cultures respond to
the same set of moral scenarios, to what extent are their judgments the same?
In the same way that different languages have words that fall into particular
syntactic categories, and every language has some shared syntactic operations
for organizing words into meaningful expressions, do different moral systems
have common or shared principles for organizing actions into morally permis-
sible or forbidden events? Though this question invokes the linguistic analogy,
testing for universality does not commit us to this view. That is, our interest
here is in the extent to which different cultures generate similar moral judg-
ments independently of the factors that contribute to universality.

In this paper, we focus on the nature of moral judgments and the extent to
which individuals living in different societies hold to different perceptions of
moral infractions, as well as to the factors guiding difficult moral decisions.
As noted above, there are massive cross-cultural differences in people’s beliefs
and actions regarding helping and harming others (Nisbett and Cohen, 1996;
Henrich et al., 2005). On the other hand, similarities observed across cultures
suggest the possibility of universal principles (Nisbett and Cohen, 1996; Gert,
2004; Henrich et al., 2005, 2006; Hauser, 2006; Haidt, 2007). For example, in two
studies involving thousands of subjects tested on the internet, Hauser and col-
leagues (Hauser et al., 2007; Banerjee et al., 2010) found that religion, education,
gender, political affiliation and age (among adults) played virtually no role in
the pattern of judgments, across a wide range of moral scenarios. These studies
suggest that certain aspects of our moral psychology may be relatively immune
to demographic and cultural factors. In a more targeted study, Cushman et al.
(2006) explored the role of three principled distinctions in the pattern of
judgments by English-speaking individuals from a set of Western countries
(USA, Canada and the United Kingdom). Results revealed a consistent pat-
tern of judgment, with the majority of subjects judging means-based harms
as worse than harms resulting as a side-effect, harmful actions as worse than
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omissions, and contact-based harms as worse than non-contact harms. The
action-omission distinction was also revealed, using the same methods and
materials, for a Dutch population (Hauser et al., 2009). Interestingly, in a study
of arural, largely uneducated Mayan population, Abarbanell and Hauser (2010)
found that subjects judged means-based harms as worse than side-effects, but
judged action-based harms as comparable to omissions. This difference in
judgments for the action-omission cases could be due to something particular
about Mayan culture, or alternatively, may reflect differences that characterize
all small-scale societies, or even differences in methodology (e.g., internet vs
pen-paper read scenarios).

The current study was designed to extend the cross-cultural evidence to date,
and in particular to do so in such a way as to allow for direct comparison across
studies. To this end, we focused on the aforementioned distinctions used by
Cushman et al. (2006), translating the same dilemmas into Russian. Russian cul-
ture is of particular interest because it is both large scale and developed like the
English-speaking societies that have been examined, and yet has distinctive fea-
tures that are typical of Eastern collectivism as opposed to Western individual-
ism. For example, Tower et al. (1997) showed that Russians are more collectivist
in their social orientation than the British and discuss the specific ways in which
Russian collectivism differs from British individualism; in the study by Matsu-
moto et al. (1998) Russian scores on three of the four social relationships (e.g.,
family, close friends, colleagues) were the most collectivistic, on the same level
with Koreans; other authors also point to Russian interdependent social orien-
tation (Varnum et al., 2009; Grossmann and Varnum, 2o11). In addition, Russian
culture developed under the strong influence of the Orthodox Church, while
the North of Europe and America were historically under influence of Protes-
tantism (Weber, 1930; Merton, 1957). Among a number of other properties of
Russian culture, it is also worth noting that aspects of its moral psychology enter
into a wide range of social representations that may vary cross-culturally. Thus,
for example, in contrast to Western countries where intelligence is considered
from a purely cognitive perspective, social representations of an intelligent
person in Russia include an ethical component (for a review see Alexandrov
and Alexandrova, 2007, 2009). Considering existing differences in social ori-
entations and cognitive characteristics observed between individuals living in
Eastern and Western types of culture (Nisbett et al., 2001; Varnum et al., 2009;
Grossmann and Varnum, 2o011) and peculiarities due to religion and history, the
comparison of moral intuitions made by English speaking Westerners studied
by Cushman and colleagues (2006) and people living in Russian culture can
bring deeper insights into understanding of the mechanisms underlying moral
judgments of unfamiliar hypothetical cases and their cultural specificity.
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In summary, we used the methodological approach of Cushman et al. (2006),
presenting Russian subjects with the same set of moral dilemmas targeting the
three principled distinctions involving harm. Our goal was to examine whether
Russian subjects judge action-based harms as worse than omission-based
harms (the action distinction), means-based harms as worse than side-effects
(the means distinction), and contact-based harms as worse than non-contact-
based harms (the contact distinction). Moreover, we aimed to test whether
moral judgments of Russian subjects differ from their Western counterparts,
and if so, in what ways.

Method

Subjects

We analysed responses of 303 subjects who completed the entire set of moral
scenarios and did not fail the control items (see below). Subjects’ mean age
was 27 years (SD=10) with a gender bias skewed toward females (74%). Sub-
jects were fluent Russian speakers and 95% listed Russian as their primary lan-
guage. Most (91%) subjects indicated they were born in Russia.

To provide a directly comparable data set with studies of English, Western
subjects, we used the scenarios and methods of Cushman et al. (2006). The
English speaking subjects (n=332) were, on average, 37 years old, with 42%
females, 88% listing English as their primary language and most were born in
the United States, Canada, or the United Kingdom.

Design and Procedure

Subjects voluntary logged onto the Russian version of the Moral Sense Test Web
site (http://www.serve.com/~harvardpcnl/MST/Russian/). We first translated
the English version of the dilemmas used by Cushman and colleagues (2006)
into Russian. Next, a second Russian-English bilingual speaker back-translated
these into English. Lastly, M.H. checked the original and back-translated
English versions to make sure that there were no substantive differences (see
Appendix A). To avoid cultural and linguistic incompatibility, we used Russian
names throughout, while maintaining the same gender associations.

After completing a demographic questionnaire, subjects received 32 moral
scenarios and two controls, as in Cushman et al. (2006); scenario presentation
was counter-balanced between subjects. For each scenario, subjects rated the
protagonist’s action or omission on a 7-point scale with 1 labelled as “Forbid-
den”, 4 as “Permissible” and 7 as “Obligatory”. We eliminated from the analyses
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all subjects who failed either of the two control scenarios (by judging permis-
sible the killing or allowed death of five people despite a costless alternative).

The test scenarios comprised 18 controlled pairs, six pairs for each of the
three principles or distinctions below:

o Action distinction: Harm caused by action is morally worse than equiva-
lent harm caused by omission.

o Means distinction: Harm intended as the means to a goal is morally worse
than equivalent harm foreseen as the side effect of a goal.

o Contact distinction: Using physical contact to cause harm is morally
worse than causing equivalent harm without using physical contact.

Each pair of scenarios was carefully controlled, using the same words, and
only changing whether the consequences were caused by action as opposed to
omission, means versus side-effect and contact versus non-contact.

To parallel the results from Cushman et al. (2006), we analyzed subjects’
responses with paired-sample ¢-tests, within subjects, for each of the 18 pairs
of scenarios. To analyse extreme judgments within samples, we used the
Wilcoxon matched pairs test. To compare Russian with English-speaking judg-
ments, we used the Chi-square test and the Mann-Whitney U-test. The effect
size for t-tests was calculated as Cohen’s d and as the degree of association (r)
for Wilcoxon and Mann—Whitney tests.

Results

Overall, Russian subjects consistently judged actions as worse than omissions,
means-based harms as worse than side-effects, and contact-based harms as
worse than non-contact. Statistically significant differences were observed
in 16 of 18 pairs of scenarios (Table 1). Of the two paired scenarios showing
no statistically significant differences, both contrasted actions and omissions.
We also observed significant correlations (Spearman rank R) between the
mean judgments of Russian and English-speaking samples for the means (0.94;
p<0.005) and contact (0.94; p<0.005) distinctions, but not for the action distinc-
tion (0.55; p=0.25).

To go beyond the average responses, and explore the extent to which there
might be cross-cultural differences in the use of the extreme ends of the scale,
we calculated the percentage of extreme judgments for each of thirty test
scenarios. Extreme judgments were those on the borders of the scale, that is,
1“Forbidden” and 7 “Obligatory”. This analysis showed that the overall percent-
age of extreme judgments was larger in the English-speaking sample compared
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Table1
Differences in Permissibility for Pairs of Moral Scenarios in the Russian Sample
Scenario pair Mean SD t Effect p
difference (302) size (d) (two-tailed)
Action distinction
Boxcar 1.00 1.77 9.89 0.56 <0.001
Pond 1.51 1.83 14.36 0.83 <0.001
Ship 0.11 2.80 0.72 0.04 0.473
Car 0.74 1.70 7.54 0.44 <0.001
Boat 0.35 2.03 2.80 0.17 <0.004
Switch 0.11 1.86 1.02 0.06 0.307

Means distinction

Speedboat 0.50 1.43 6.01 0.35 <0.001
Burning 1.29 1.82 12.38 0.71 <0.001
Boxcar 0.85 1.68 8.86 0.51 <0.001
Switch 0.28 1.51 3.25 0.19 <0.002
Chemical 0.25 1.58 2.72 0.16 <0.007
Shark 0.47 1.49 5.49 0.32 <0.001

Contact distinction

Speedboat 0.87 1.52 9.93 0.57 <0.001
Intended burning 0.46 1.63 4.87 0.28 <0.001
Boxcar 0.74 1.40 9.16 0.53 <0.001
Foreseen burning 0.62 1.66 6.48 0.37 <0.001
Aquarium 0.20 1.37 2.55 0.15 <0.01
Rubble 0.17 1.36 2.20 0.13 <0.03

All t-tests were performed within subjects.

to the Russian sample among all the test scenarios (Chi-square test p<o.001,
Fig.1).

When Russian subjects answered with extreme judgments, they were sig-
nificantly more often “forbidden” compared to the English-speaking sample,
across all scenarios (Fig. 2A, Mann—Whitney U-test p<o.01, r = 0.15). In contrast,
when English-speaking subjects answered with extreme judgments, they were
significantly more often “obligatory” compared to the Russian subjects (Fig. 2B,
Mann-Whitney U-test p<o0.001, 7 = 0.14).

In the Russian sample, the percentage of “forbidden” judgments was greater
than the percentage of “obligatory” judgments (Fig. 3A, Mann-Whitney U-test
p<0.000, r = 0.27). In the English sample, there was no statistically significant



262 K. R. Arutyunova et al. / Journal of Cognition and Culture 13 (2013) 255285

35

% Extreme (1+7) Judgments

Action Means Contract

Figure 1. The percentage of extreme judgments within the three principles of
harm in Russian and English-speaking samples. Dark bars indicate the Russian
sample, light bars indicate the English-speaking sample.

A. Forbidden B. Obligatory

% Judgments

Russian English Russian English

Figure 2. The percentage of “forbidden” and “obligatory” judgments in Rus-

sian and English-speaking subjects. Medians and quartiles are shown for all 30

test scenarios. Dark bars indicate the Russian sample, light bars the English-

speaking sample. (A) Russian extreme judgments are significantly more often

“forbidden” compare to the English-speaking sample; (B) Extreme judgments

made by English-speaking subjects are more often “obligatory” compare to
ones made by Russian subjects.
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Figure 3. The percentage ratio of extreme judgments (“forbidden” and “obliga-
tory”) in Russian (A) and English-speaking samples (B). Medians and quartiles
are shown.

difference in the percentage of “forbidden” and “obligatory” judgments (Fig. 3B,
Wilcoxon matched pairs test, p>0.7, 7 = 0.02).

Discussion

The goal of this study was to explore the universality of three principles of
moral harm by testing a Russian population. Overall, results provide further
evidence that like English speaking Westerners, Russian judgments are medi-
ated by these three principles. At a more micro-level of analysis, however,
we also found that Russians tended to use less extreme judgments than their
Western counterparts. We turn next to a critical discussion of these findings
and their implications for current theories of moral psychology.

Universality of the Three Principles of Harm

The results of this study showed that Russian participants judged action-based
harms as worse than omission-based harms, means-based harms as worse
than side-effects and contact-based harms as worse than non-contact. These
data conform to the effects shown in the English-speaking sample of Cush-
man and colleagues (2006), and to the data on the action-omission distinction
for a Dutch sample (Hauser et al., 2009). These results are therefore consis-
tent with the view that such principles or distinctions cut across significant
cultural variation in expressed moral behavior and formal laws. They are also
consistent with a variety of hypotheses that point to the constraining role of
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biology in our moral psychology, an endowment that leads to universal pat-
terns of judgments.

Support for the action-omission distinction, though statistically significant
for four out of the six scenarios, was more variable than in the English Western
sample, in which all six scenarios showed statistically significant differences.
In one of the action-omission cases (“Switch”) showing no statistically signifi-
cant difference in the Russian sample, the effect size for the Western sample
was by far the lowest (0.13 versus a range from 0.34-0.84) in the overall set;
the other scenario that failed to reach statistical significance in the Russian
sample (“Ship”) also showed a relatively low effect size (0.41, which was the
third lowest in the set). It is thus possible that these scenarios presented
weaker differences between action and omission, and that some translated
words further weakened the difference in Russian. At present, it is not possible
to distinguish between noise and a more significant psychological difference
for the action-omission distinction.

The Specificity of Russian Moral Judgments

Accompanying the significant evidence of universality, there was some evi-
dence of cross-cultural variation. This is consistent with a variety of proposals
in which our underlying biology constrains the range of variation, including
the idea that cultural expressions enrich and customize those aspects that are
fundamental to all human societies.

As noted above, the only cultural difference observed at the level of each of
the primary principled distinctions concerned the robustness of the action-
omission distinction. This observation could reflect cultural differences, perhaps
due to aspects of perceived responsibility. As stressed above, Russian culture
has important features of the Eastern collectivist type of cultures (Tower et al.,
1997; Matsumoto et al., 1998; Varnum et al., 2009; Alexandrov and Alexandrova,
2009; Grossmann and Varnum, 2o11). Eastern cultures are characterized by col-
lectivist interdependent social orientation (the orientation for group interests
rather than personal) as opposed to Western societies which are characterised
by individualist independent orientation (orientation for personal interests)
(Nisbett et al., 2001; Varnum et al., 2009; Grossmann and Varnum, 2011). One
aspect of this description worth noting is that East-West differences in social
orientation for interdependency are associated with such cognitive styles
as holistic as opposed to analytic, and dialectic as opposed to formal logic
(Nisbett et al., 2001; Varnum et al., 2009). Another aspect of interdependent
orientation is the emphasis on interconnectivity, obligations and responsibil-
ity in social interaction between members of such societies. In independently
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oriented cultures individuals tend to view themselves as separate from social
others, whereas in interdependently oriented cultures individuals tend to view
themselves as interconnected and as encompassing important relationships
(Markus and Kitayama, 1991; Varnum et al., 2009). Studies show that Russians
are more interdependent than Americans (Matsumoto et al., 1998; Varnum
et al., 2009) and Germans (Naumov, 1996). Thus, it is possible that when
Russian subjects judged our moral dilemmas, they considered the protagonist’s
action in the context of a wide interrelated social network where the moral dif-
ference between harmful actions and omissions was reduced under the pres-
sure of perceived responsibility towards the members of society.

Second, our less pronounced effects within the action principle might arise
from the peculiarities of the certain pairs of scenarios — as noted — or may link
back to issues of responsibility. To perceive omissions of harm as comparable
to harmful actions, one must see omitters as responsible. This attitude is con-
sistent with a collectivist perspective, in which ones actions are more closely
linked to others. In this light, it is also interesting to note both experimental
evidence and cross-cultural work suggesting that unlike the other two prin-
ciples of harm, the action-omission distinction appears more plastic, more
open to cultural influences. Thus, for example, Haidt and Baron (1996) showed
that they could eliminate or reduce the robustness of the action-omission dis-
tinction by manipulating aspects of the protagonist’s social relationship to the
victim: the closer the relationship (e.g., family member, close friend), the less
subjects judged actions as worse than omissions. Similarly, Abarbanell and
Hauser (2010) found that a rural Mayan population judged means-based harms
as worse than side-effects, but perceived no difference between actions and
omissions. One explanation of these results is that like other small scale societ-
ies, this Mayan population lives in an environment in which everyone knows
everyone else and, thus, can hold individuals responsible for their omissions;
this is simply not possible in a large scale society. Further research is necessary
to determine whether the early exposure to Russian culture sets up a norm of
responsibility for others, despite the large scale nature of the society.

The results at the level of individual judgments showed that Russian sub-
jects tended toward the middle of the response scale, avoiding the extreme
judgments relative to Western, English-speaking subjects; and, when selecting
the extremes, they tended to answer “forbidden” more often than “obligatory”.
As stated above, we consider Russian culture as fairly representative of Eastern
cultures. In place of logic, which is usually appealed to solve problems and to
make judgments in Western thought, Eastern cultures use a dialectic which
involves reconciling, transcending, and even accepting apparent contradic-
tions (Nisbett et al., 2001; Nisbett and Masuda, 2003). Dialectic thinking allows
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two contradictory judgments to be true to some extent. In contrast with formal
logic which makes a clear distinction between two alternatives A and not-A, a
dialectic mode of thought tends to compromises. Thus, although “forbidden”
and “obligatory” represent mutually exclusive and equally available options
from a formal point of view, they pose a dilemma that must be resolved from a
dialectic perspective, one that may have pushed our Russian subjects toward
the center of the scale anchored at “permissible.” This tendency has also been
observed in studies of moral judgments concerning abortion, in which Rus-
sians tended to avoid expressing clear and distinct judgments relative to Amer-
icans (Znakov, 2010).

In summary, this study expands the cross-cultural evidence for universality
for three principles of moral harm, adding a Russian population that is typical
of other Eastern collectivist cultures. These results are consistent with previous
studies in other cultures and support the view that at least some aspects of our
moral psychology operate over a set of universal mechanisms. These universal
processes do not, however, eliminate cultural variation. Rather, they allow for
a limited range of variation. In the present study, Russian culture shows its
distinctive signature by expressing a less pronounced action-omission distinc-
tion, a more frequent use of the middle of the scale representing compromise
between extremes, and the preference to assess protagonists’ actions as “for-
bidden” more often than “obligatory”. These tendencies are most likely medi-
ated by exposure to a collectivist culture, one that nurtures, interdependency
and dialectic thinking.

Acknowledgements

KR.A. and Y.IA. are supported by RFH (No. 12-36-01392a) and The Grants
Council of the President of the Russian Federation for the Major Scientific
Schools of Russia (No. 3010.2012.6), and M.D.H. by an NSF-HSD grant.

References

Abarbanell, L. and Hauser, M.D. (2010). Mayan morality: An exploration of permissible harms.
Cognition 115, 207-224.

Alexandrov, Yu. I. and Alexandrova, N.L. (2007). Subjective experience and culture. Structure and
dynamics. Social sciences, Quarterly Journal of the Russian Academy of Sciences 38, 109-125.

—— . (2009). Subjective experience, culture and social representations. Institute of Psychology
RAS, Moscow (in Russian).

Banerjee, K., Huebner, B. and Hauser, M. (2010). Intuitive moral judgments are robust across
demographic variation in gender, education, politics, and religion: A largescale web-based
study. Journal of Cognition and Culture 10, 253-281.



K. R. Arutyunova et al. / Journal of Cognition and Culture 13 (2013) 255-285 267

Baron, J. and Ritov, L. (2004). Omission bias, individual differences, and normality. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes 94, 74-85.

Brown, D.E. (1991). Human Universals. Temple University Press, Ambler, PA.

Connolly, T. and Reb, J. (2003). Omission bias in vaccination decisions: Where’s the “omission”?
Where’s the “bias”? Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 91,186-202.

Cushman, F., Young, L. and Hauser, M. (2006). The role of conscious reasoning and intuition in
moral judgment: Testing three principles of harm. Psychological Science 17,1082-1089.

de Waal, F. (1996). Good Natured. The Origins of Right and Wrong in Humans and Other Animals.
Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

——. (2008). Putting the altruism back into altruism: The evolution of empathy. Annual Review
of Psychology 59, 279-300.

Dwyer, S. (1999). Moral competence. In Murasugi, K. and Stainton, R. (Eds.) Philosophy and Lin-
guistics, pp. 169-190. Westview Press, Boulder, CO.

.(2006). How good is the linguistic analogy? In Carruthers, P., Laurence, S. and Stich, S. (Eds.)
The Innate Mind: Culture and Cognition, pp. 237-256. Oxford University Press, New York, NY.

Gert, B. (2004). Common Morality. Oxford University Press, New York, NY.

Greene, ].D., Sommerville, R.B., Nystrom, L.E., Darley, ].M. and Cohen, ].D. (2001). An fMRI inves-
tigation of emotional engagement in moral judgment. Science 293, 2105-2108.

——, Nystrom, L.E., Engell, A.D., Darley, ].M. and Cohen, ].D. (2004). The neural bases of cognitive
conflict and control in moral judgment. Neuron 44, 389-400.

Grossmann, L., and Varnum, M.E. W. (2011). Social class, culture, and cognition. Social Psychologi-
cal and Personality Science 2, 81-89.

Haidyt, J. (2001). The emotional dog and its rational tail: a social intuitionist approach to moral
judgment. Psychological Review 108, 814-834.

. (2007). The new synthesis in moral psychology. Science 316, 998-1002.

—— and Baron, J. (1996). Social roles and the moral judgment of actions and omissions. Euro-
pean Journal of Social Psychology 26, 201-218.

Harman, G. (1999). Moral philosophy and linguistics. In Brinkmann, K. (Ed.) Proceedings of the
20th World Congress of Philosophy, Vol. 1, Ethics, pp. 107-115. Philosophy Documentation Center:
Bowling Green, OH.

Hauser, M.D. (2006). Moral Minds. How Nature Designed Our Universal Sense of Right and Wrong.
Ecco (Harper Collins), New York, NY.

——, Cushman, F.A,, Young, L., Jin, RK.X. and Mikhail, . (2007). A dissociation between moral
judgments and justifications. Mind and Language 22, 1-21.

——, Tonnaer, F. and Cima, M. (2009). When moral intuitions are immune to the law: a case
study of euthanasia and the act-omission distinction in the Netherlands. Journal of Cognition
and Culture 9,149-169.

Markus, H.R. and Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion,
and motivation. Psychological Review 98, 224-253.

Matsumoto, D., Takeuchi, S., Andayani, S., Kouznetsova, N. and Krupp, D. (1998). The contribu-
tion of individualism vs. collectivism to cross-national differences in display rules. Asian Jour-
nal of Social Psychology 1,147-165.

Merton, R.K. (1957). Social Theory and Social Structure. Free Press, Glencoe, IL.

Mikhail, J. (2000). Rawls’ Linguistic Analogy: A Study of the ‘Generative Grammar’ Model of Moral
Theory Described by John Rawls in ‘A theory of justice’. PhD Thesis, Cornell University, Ithaca,
NY.

——. (2007). Universal Moral Grammar: Theory, evidence and the future. Trends in Cognitive
Science 11,143-152.

——. (20mn1). Elements of Moral Cognition: Rawls’ Linguistic Analogy and the Cognitive Science of
Moral and Legal Judgment. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.




268 K. R. Arutyunova et al. / Journal of Cognition and Culture 13 (2013) 255-285

——, Sorentino, C., and Spelke, E. (1998). Towards a universal moral grammar. In Gernsbacher,
M. and Derry, S. (Eds.) Proceedings, Twentieth Annual Conference of the Cognitive Science Soci-
ety, p.1250. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Mahwah, NJ.

Naumov, A.L (1996). Hofstede’s measurement of Russia: The influence of national cultures on
business management. Management, 1(3):70-103.

Nisbett, R.E. and Cohen, D. (1996). Culture of honor: The psychology of violence in the south. West-
view Press, Boulder, CO.

and Masuda, T. (2003). Culture and point of view. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the United States of America 100, 11163-11170.

——, Peng, K, Choi, I. and Norenzayan, A. (2001). Culture and systems of thought: holistic versus
analytic cognition. Psychological Review 108, 291-310.

Pinker, S. (1997). How the Mind Works. W.W. Norton Press, New York, NY.

Rai, T.S. and Fiske, A.P. (2011). Moral psychology is relationship regulation: Moral motives for
unity, hierarchy, equality, and proportionality. Psychological Review 118, 57-75.

Rawls, J. (1951). Outline of a decision procedure for ethics. Philosophical Review 60, 177-97.

. (1971) A Theory of Justice. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

Tanner, C. and Medin, D. (2004). Protected values: No omission bias and no framing effect.
Psychonomic Bulletin Review 11, 185-191.

Tower, A, Kelly, C. and Richards, A. (1997). Individualism, collectivism and reward allocation: A
cross-cultural study in Russia and Britain. British Journal of Social Psychology 36, 331-345.

Varnum, M.E.W.,, Grossmann, 1., Kitayama, S. and Nisbett, R.E. (2009). The origin of cultural dif-
ferences in cognition: The social orientation hypothesis. Current Directions in Psychological
Science 19, 9-13.

Waller, B.N. (1997). What rationality adds to animal morality. Biology and Philosophy 12, 341-356.

Weber, M. (Parsons, T. and Giddens, A., trans.) (1930). The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capi-
talism. Unwin Hyman, London.

Wilson, E.O. (1998). Consilience. The Unity of Knowledge. A.A. Knoff, New York, NY.

Znakov, V.V. (2010). Understanding of moral admissibility of abortion by men and women.
Voprosy Psychologii 2, 9o-100 (in Russian).

Appendix A

Original moral dilemmas in English and their translation into Russian language.

English

Russian

Adam is driving his motorboat when he
notices five swimmers drowning in the
distance. If Adam does not drive toward
them at top speed he will not arrive
in time, and all five will die. In order to
drive at top speed, Adam must acceler-
ate quickly. If Adam accelerates quickly,
he will save the five drowning swimmers.
If Adam does not accelerate quickly, the
five swimmers will drown. Adam decides
to accelerate quickly.

Accelerating quickly is:

Ynpasnss MOTOpHOM JoAKOH, Anppeit
3aMeyaeT MATepbIX IVIOBLIOB, KOTOPBIE TOHYT
Bpaneke. Eciu AHppeli He NOIUIBIBET K
HUM C MaKCUMaJIbHOH CKOPOCTBIO, OH He
yCIleeT UX CHACTH, ¥ BCe IATepO IOrué-
HyT. YTOOBI IUIBITH C MaKCHMAaJbHOM
CKOPOCTBI0, AHZIpeli 0JDKEH Pe3KO IpH-
6aBuTh ras. Ecu OH pesko yCKOpHUTCs, TO
cracer mnoBuoB. Eciu om He cpenaer
9TOTO, OHM BCE YTOHYT. AHZIpe# pemraer
Pe3Ko mpubaBUTE Tas.

Pesko npn6aBuTh ras — aTo:
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English

Russian

Ben sees that an empty runaway boxcar
is headed down a track. There is nobody
on the track. There is one person working
on a side track. If Ben flips the switch, the
boxcar will turn onto the side track and
hit the one person. If Ben does not flip the
switch, the boxcar will continue on the
track, and nobody will be hit. Ben decides
to flip the switch.

Flipping the switch is:

Connor is at a new aquarium exhibit
when he sees a visitor slip on a wet floor,
fall down, and break his neck. The visitor
is still alive and can be safely evacuated
by medics so long as he is not moved. He
has fallen, however, on top of the oxygen
supply line servicing five other visitors in
an underwater observation pod. Without
oxygen, the five visitors will soon die. If
Connor does nothing the one visitor will
be safely evacuated, but the five visitors
in the pod will die. If Connor pushes the
one visitor off the supply line this one
visitor will die, but the five visitors in the
pod will have their oxygen restored and
will live. Connor decides to push the one
visitor.

Pushing the one visitor is:

Mike is at a new aquarium exhibit when
he sees a visitor slip on a wet floor, fall
down, and break his neck. The visitor is
still alive and can be safely evacuated by
medics so long as he is not moved. He
has fallen, however, on top of the oxygen
supply line servicing five other visitors in
an underwater observation pod. Without
oxygen, the five visitors will soon die. If
Mike does nothing the one visitor will be

Bonoaa BupnT, 9TO MyCTOM Heympasise-
MBIM BaroH eZieT 1o xeesHoH fopore. Ha
Jopore HUKOro HeT. TO/IbKO OJH Yesl0BeK
paboraer Ha 3anacHoM yTu. Ecit Bosogsa
nepeBeieT CTPeJIKY,
3aIaCHOMY ITyTH U COObeT yesoBeka. Eciu
Bosogsas He mepeBesieT CTpesKy, BaroH
MoeZeT Aajblie, U HUKTO He IIOCTPajaeT.
Bosogs pemaer nepeBecTy CTpeJIKy.

BaroH IIOo€AeT II0

HepeBoA CTPEJIKH — 9TO:

Ha noBo#l BpIcTaBKe axBapuymoB Kosa
BUJIUT, KaK IIOCETUTEJIb TOCKO/Ib3HYJICA Ha
MOKPOM IIOJTy, YA ¥ cloMas ceGe IIero.
Oxn eme KUB, U, €CIM OCTAHETCA HEIO-
BIJKHBIM, TO €r0 MOTYT Ge30IIacHO 3Ba-
KyupoBaTh Meauky. OfHAKO OH yTaa Ha
IIUIAHT, KOTOPBIH IOZIaeT KUCIOPO/, IATH
JPYTUM IOCETHTE/IAM, HaXOAAIMMCA Ha
HOABOJAHOM 9KCKypcuu. Bes kuciopoza
9TU NATH TOCeTUTEIel cKopo ympyT. Ecin
Konsa Huuero He cpesnaer, TO HepBOro
noceTuTes sl 6€30MacHO IBAKYHPYIOT, HO
IATh YeJI0BEK, HAXOAAUXCsA B 6aTncKade,
ympyT. Ecim Kona casuner ymasuero
MOCETUTEJIA CO IIJIAHTA, TO OH YMpET, HO
nATh MOCeTHTeNel B GaTHcKade moaydar
KUCJI0pOz, ¥ BBLKUBYT. Kosist pemraer caBu-
HYTb EPBOTO IIOCETUTEJIS.

CABUHYTH IOCETUTEIS — ITO:

Ha HoBOI BhICTaBKe akBapuyMoB Muina
BUZIUT, KaK TOCETUTENb IOCKOJb3HYJICH
Ha MOKPOM IIOJIy, YIal U cJIoMan ceGe
mero. OH eme JKUB, M, €CJIM OCTAHETCS
HETIO/IBH)KHBIM, TO €0 MOTYT 0e301acHO
9BaKyupoBaTh Meguku. OfHAKO OH ymasa
Ha IIUIAHT, KOTOPBIM IOZAeT KUCJI0POj,
NATA JAPYTMM IIOCETUTENAM, HaXogd-
mMUMCs Ha TOABOAHOM sKcKypcuu. bes
KHCJIOPO/A 3TH IATH IIOCETUTEIeH CKOPO
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English

Russian

safely evacuated, but the five visitors in
the pod will die. If Mike pulls the supply
line out from under the one visitor this
one visitor will die, but the five visitors in
the pod will have their oxygen restored
and will live. Mike decides to pull the
supply line.

Pulling the supply line is:

Justin is driving his motorboat in the bay
when he notices some swimmers in trou-
ble. There are five swimmers drowning at
the end of a narrow channel in front of
Justin. In between Justin and the drown-
ing swimmers is another swimmer who
is safe and not in trouble. If Justin takes
the narrow channel to the five drowning
swimmers and saves them, the wake from
Justin’s boat will wash over the safe swim-
mer, drowning him. IfJustin does nothing,
the five swimmers will drown and the one
swimmer will remain safe. Justin decides
to take the narrow channel.

Taking the narrow channel is:

Donisdriving hismotorboatin the baywhen
he notices some swimmers in trouble.
There are five swimmers drowning at the
end of a channel in front of Don. To the
side of the channel there is another swim-
mer drowning. If Don stops to save the one
swimmer on the side of the channel, he
will not be able to get to the five swimmers
in time to save them. If Don continues to
speed towards the five swimmers past
the one swimmer, the one swimmer will
drown, but he will reach the five swimmers
in time to save them. Don decides to con-
tinue to speed towards the five swimmers.

Continuing to speed towards the five
swimmers is:

ympyT. Ecin Muma Hudero He czieaet, To
IIepBOTO MOCETUTe/IA Ge30MacHO dBaKyH-
PYIOT, HO MATh YeJI0BEK, HaXOAAIUXCA B
6aruckade, ympyt. Ecin Muma BeiTsHeT
M3-TIOZ, HETO LIJIAHT, TO 3TOT MOCETUTE/Nh
YMpET, HO IIATh TOCeTUTe e B 6aTrcKade
MOJTy9aT KHMCIOPOJ, W BBDKMBYT. Muma
pelnaeT BBITSHYTh KUCIOPOHBII ITAHT.

BbITfIHyTI) LIIJIAHT — 9TO:

ens ezer 1o 3a1MBY Ha MOTOPHOH JIOZKe,
Kak BAPYT 3aMevaeT IUIOBIJOB, KOTOPBIM
IPO3UT OMacHOCThb. llaTepo mI0BIOB
TOHYT B KOHIIE Y3KOTO KaHaja MpsAMO IO
kypcy Kenu. Mexay Heneit u Tonymumu
TJIOBIJAMU HaXOJMTCA elle OJMH IUIOBeIl.
OH He TOHET U B NMOJHON (G€30MAaCHOCTH.
Ecin Hensa nmoezer mo yskoMmy KaHaty K
MATH TOHYIUM ILTOBLIAM U CIaceT UX, TO
BOJTHA OT €rO0 JIOJKH 3aXJIECTHET U yTOIIUT
HeBpeauMoro miosna. Ecmm Hens nudero
He CJieJIaeT, TO MATh IUIOBLOB YTOHYT, a
OJMH OCTaHeTCs B *KUBBIX. JHeHd pemaer
TUTBITB 110 Y3KOMY KaHaJy.

[LnpITh IO KaHaITy — 9TO:

JluMa eZieT 1o 3a/IMBy Ha MOTOPHOM JTOJIKe,
KaK BZPYT 3aMedaeT IIJIOBIOB, KOTOPBIM
TPO3HUT OMAacHOCThb. llaTepo mIOBLIOB
TOHYT B KOHIIE Y3KOTO KaHaja IMPAMO 110
Kypcy lumbl. CO0Ky OT KaHasla TOHET elrje
onuH 1ioBern. Ecau /luma octaHOBUTCSA U
CriaceT 3TOrO OJHOTO IUIOBIA COOKY OT
KaHa/la, OH He yCIIeeT CIACTHU NATEephIX
w10B10B. Eciiu /luma nprGaBUT CKOPOCTH
Y TIOIUIBIBET K MATEPHIM IUIOBIAM MHMO
OJIHOTO ILIOBIIA, MOCJAEJHUI YTOHET, HO
NATEPBIX IJIOBLIOB yAacTcs cracty. Jluma
pelraer IpuGaBUTh CKOPOCTh U ILIBITh B
CTOPOHY IATEPBIX IIOBLIOB.

HpI/I6aBI/ITI) CKOpPOCThb K TIATEPHIM

IJIOBLAM — 9TO:
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Standing by the railroad tracks, Den-
nis sees an empty, out-of-control boxcar
about to hit five people. Next to Dennis
is a lever that can be pulled, sending the
boxcar down a side track and away from
the five people. But pulling the lever will
also lower the railing on a footbridge
spanning the side track, causing one per-
son to fall off the footbridge and onto the
side track, where he will be hit by the
boxcar. If Dennis pulls the lever the box-
car will switch tracks and not hit the five
people, and the one person to fall and be
hit by the boxcar. If Dennis does not pull
the lever the boxcar will continue down
the tracks and hit five people, and the one
person will remain safe above the side
track. Dennis decides to pull the lever.”;

Pulling the lever is:

Standing on a footbridge spanning the
railroad tracks, Frank sees an empty, out-
of-control boxcar about to hit five people.
Frank’s leg is stuck in the railing, but next
to Frank is one person who he can push,
causing the one person to fall off the foot-
bridge and onto the main track where
he will be hit by the boxcar. The boxcar
will slow down because of the one per-
son, therefore preventing the five from
being hit. If Frank pushes the one person,
the one person will fall and be hit by the
boxcar, and therefore the boxcar will slow
down and not hit the five people. If Frank
does not push the one person the boxcar
will continue down the tracks and hit five
people, and the one person will remain
safe above the main track. Frank decides
to push the one person.

Pushing the one person is:

Cros Bo3ie xenesHoi gopory, /leHuc yBu-
ZieJI, 4TO IyCTOM HeynpasjseMblii BarOH
BOT-BOT COOBET MATh 4esnoBeK. Pazom c
JleHrcoM HaxXOAUTCA CTPEJIOYHBIN phIyar,
KOTOPbIM MOKHO HaNpaBUTh BaroH Ha
3aIlacHOM IyTh U B CTOPOHY OT MATEPBIX
mopeit. Ho mepeBog, cTpeiky Takxke npu-
BeJIeT K OIyCKAaHHIO TIePUJI IIeIIeX0HOTO
MOCTa, HaXOJANIErOCsA HaJ 3aracHbIM
myTeM. B pesysibTaTe 9TOro 0AMH YeaoBeK
yHazieT C MOCTa Ha PeJIbChI 3aI1aCHOTO ITyTH
u nonazer 1oy saroH. Ecau Jlenuc nors-
HET 3a pbIyar, BaroH rMoijeT Ha 3arnacHou
HyTh ¥ He COOLET IATh YeNOBEK, a OJUH
YeJI0BEK yIaZieT Ha PeJbChl M IIOTIaJIeT Moz,
BaroH. Ecyii /lenuc He oTsiHeT 3a phIyar,
TO BarOH IMPOZOJ/DKUT MyTh, COOBET IATH
4eJI0BeK, a OZJMH YeJI0BEeK Ha MOCTY 3ariac-
HOTO IyTH OCTaHeTCs KUB. JleHuc pemaer
HOTSHYTD 32 PbIYar.

[oTanyTs 3a ppryar — 9T0:

Crosi Ha IeurexosHOM MOCTY HaJ, peJb-
camu, Pegsa yBuges, 4TO IyCTOH HeEyI-
paBJIAeMbIi BarOH BOT-BOT COOBET IATH
yenosek. Hora ®exu sactpsana B mepu-
J1ax, Ho psagoM ¢ Pezeit CTOUT ele OAUH
YeJIoBeK,
4YTOOBI OH YIal C MOCTa Ha PEeJbChl U
nonaJs nog, BaroH. M3-3a aToro yesosexa
U OH He

KOTOpPOro MOKHO TOJIKHYTD,

CKOPOCTh BaroHa CHH3MTCH,
cobper naTh yesnoBek. Ecm dena crok-
HET OJIHOTO YeJI0BeKa, TOT MOMaZieT Moj,
Barox, KOTOpBIﬁ 3aMeIJINT XO4 W IATb
yes0BeK BeLKUBYT. Eciu Peps ne cronk-
HeT 9TOTO 4eJI0BeKa, BaroH IPOZOJLKUT
JBIDKEHUE U COObeT NATEphIX, a OJUH
YEeJIOBEK OCTAaHETCA B HBBIX, CTOA Ha
MocTy Haz peabcamu. Pens pemaet cTosI-
KHYTb YeJI0BeKa.

CTOJ’IKHyTb YeJI0BEKa — 9TO:
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Standing by the railroad tracks, Evan sees
an empty, out-of-control boxcar about to
hit five people. Next to Evan is a lever that
can be pulled, lowering the railing on a
footbridge that spans the main track, and
causing one person to fall off the footbridge
and onto the main track, where he will be
hit by the boxcar. The boxcar will slow
down because of the one person, there-
fore preventing the five from being hit. If
Evan pulls the lever the one person will fall
and be hit by the boxcar, and therefore the
boxcar will slow down and not hit the five
people. If Evan does not pull the lever the
boxcar will continue down the tracks and
hit the five people, and the one person will
remain safe above the main track. Evan
decides to pull the lever.

Pulling the lever is:

Standing by the railroad tracks, Jeff sees
an empty, out-of-control boxcar speeding
toward five people. There is one person on
afootbridge spanning the main tracks who
is slipping and about to fall onto the main
track, where he will be hit by the boxcar.
The boxcar will slow down because of the
one person, therefore preventing the five
from being hit. Next to Jeff is a lever that
can be pulled, raising the railing on the
footbridge and preventing the one person
from falling. If Jeff does not pull the lever
the one person will fall and be hit by the
boxcar, and therefore the boxcar will slow
down and not hit the five people. If Jeff pulls
the lever the boxcar will continue down
the tracks and hit five people, and the one
person will remain safe above the main
track. Jeff decides not to pull the lever.

Not pulling the lever is:

Crosi pagom c penbcamu, Bausa ysuzern,
YTO MyCTOH HeyNpaBjseMblif BaroH BOT-
BOT COOBET IAATH YesioBek. Psiom ¢ Baneit
HaxoZuTCA pbluar, IOTAHYB KOTOPBIH
MOKHO OIyCTUTb INepua Ha Melexof-
HOM MOCTY, YTOGBI OJMH YeJIOBEK yIasa
OTTY7Zia Ha PEJIbCHI, I7ie €r0 COObET BaroH.
W3-3a aTOro BaroH 3ame jIMTCA, U IATH
yeJIoBeK YCIeT cnactuch. Ecam Bans
TIOTSTHET 3a PhIYAr, TO OIUH YeJI0BeK yIa-
JleT Ha pesabChl U TOomajeT 1oz BaroH, a
NATh YeJ0BeK BBDKMBYT. Eciu Bansa ne
TIOTSTHET 3a PBIYar, BaroH IOe/eT Jaiblle,
COObET IIATH YeJ0BEK, & OUH YeTOBEK Ha
MOCTy OCTaHeTCsl B )KMBBIX. BaHa pemraer
TIOTSHYTH 3a PbIYar.

ITorsHyTH 3a ppIYar — 9To:

Crosd psazom c penbcamu, Cepéska yBuze,
YTO MyCTOH HeyNpaB/iseMblif BaroH BOT-
BOT coObeT mATh 4esnoBek. Ha memexop-
HOM MOCTY Haji peJIbCaMH HaXOZIUTCSA elre
OJIH YeJIOBEK, OH MOCKOJIb3HYJICA U BOT-
BOT yTa/ieT Ha PeJbChl, I/ie €ro 3aJaBuT
BaroH. M3-3a 9TOro BaroH saMezjIuT X0z,
U IATh YeI0BeK YCIel0T CIacTUCh. Pagom
¢ Cepéxell HaAXOAWTCA phIYAT, MOTAHYB
32 KOTOPBLIA MOMKHO IOJZHATL Hepuaa
MOCTa ¥ CIIACTH 3TOTO YeJ0BeKa OT mase-
nus. Ecm Cepéxa He IIOTAHET 3a phIvar,
9TOT YeJIOBEK IOMNa/eT 110/, BaroH, BaroH
3aMeZITUT XOJ, ¥ MATEePO YeJ0BeK BBDKM-
ByT. Ecin Cepéxa moTaHeT 3a ppryar, To
BarOH IPOJOJ/DKUT JBIKEHHE, COObeT
NATH YeJI0BeK, a OJUH YeJI0BeK Ha MOCTY
ocraHeTcs B kuBbIX. Cepéxa peuaeT He
TAHYTb 3a PbIYar.

He TIOTSIHYTD 3a pbIyar — 3To:
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Rick is a fireman trying to help five chil-
dren out of a burning house. There is only
one window from which the children can
be safely evacuated, and it is jammed
shut. Rick must immediately smash open
this large, heavy window or else all five
children will die. Outside the window, on
the sill, is a man safely awaiting evacua-
tion who Rick cannot help hitting with
his fist if he breaks the window, causing
the man to fall off the sill. Falling off the
sill is certain to kill the man. If Rick breaks
open the window he will hit the man with
his fist, the man will fall off and die, but
the five children will be safely evacuated.
If Rick does not break open the window
the man will be safely evacuated, but the
children will die. Rick decides to break
open the window.

Breaking open the window is:

Ken is a fireman trying to help five chil-
dren out of a burning house. There is only
one window from which the children can
be safely evacuated, and it is jammed
shut. Ken must immediately smash open
this large, heavy window or else all five
children will die. Outside the window, on
the ground below, is a man safely await-
ing evacuation who Ken cannot help hit-
ting with heavy falling glass if he breaks
the window. The falling glass is certain to
kill the man. If Ken breaks open the win-
dow, he will hit the man with the glass,
the man will die, but the five children will
be safely evacuated. If Ken does not break
open the window, the man will be safely
evacuated, but the five children will die.
Ken decides to break open the window.

Breaking open the window is:

Poma — 1moapHHK, OH IIBITAETCS CIIACTH
NATEPBIX JeTedl U3 ropsmero goma. B
JOMe TOJILKO OJIHO OKHO, OTKY/a MOXHO
9BaKyHPOBATh
ero 3akauHuI0. Poma pomxen Hemen-

6e30TmacHo aeTe, u
JIEHHO BBIOWTH 3TO GOJIBIIOE TSIKENIOe
OKHO, MHa4ye BCe NATh AeTed MOTrHOHYT.
3a OKHOM Ha IOZIOKOHHHMKE HaXOJUTCS
4Yes0BeK, B 0E30IaCHOCTH OKH/AIOUI
9BaKyaly, KOToporo Poma Hems6exHO
CTOJIKHET C TIOJJOKOHHHUKA, €CIH BBIOBET
crexsto. [lazenre ¢ mojOKOHHUKA HECOM-
HEHHO OKa)KeTCH /U1 HETO CMEePTEeIbHBIM.
Eciun Poma BbUIOMaeT OKHO, OH COObET
4yeJI0BEKa, U TOT IIOTUOHET, yIaB C I0/0-
KOHHMKA, HO TATephIX AeTed ypacrcs
aBakyuposarh. Ecu Poma He BbLIOMaeT
OKHO, TO 4YeJIOBeKa CIacyT, HO IOTHOHYT
getu. Poma penraet BbIoMaTh OKHO.

BwsutomaTth OKHO — 9TO:

Crac — MOXXapHHK, OH IbITAETCS CIIACTH
nATepbIX JeTedl u3 ropsamero goma. B
ZlOM€ TOJIBKO OIHO OKHO, OTKY/Ia MOXHO
6€e301acHO 9BaKyHpOBaTh JETEH, U €ro
saxauHWI0. Crac J0DKeH HeMeJJIEHHO
BBLJIOMAThH 3TO GOJIBLIOE TSKETIOE OKHO,
MHa4ye Bce MATHh Jereid moruGHyT. ITog
OKHOM Ha 3eMJIe HAaXOJUTCS YeN0BEK, B
6€e30IIaCHOCTU OXUAIOIUI 9BAKyaL[HH.
Ecim Crac BbIOBET CTEKJI0, OHO HEHU3-
GeKHO ymazieT Ha 3Toro 4desoseka. [lazge-
HUE CTEKJIa HECOMHEHHO OKaKeTCs st
Hero cmeprenbHbiM. Ecam Crac BbLTO-
MaeT OKHO, CTEKJIO YIIaIeT Ha YeJI0BEKA,
TOT OrUGHET, HO IIATEPHIX ieTell yaacTcst
aBakyuposatb. Eciu Crac He BbuUIOMaer
OKHO, TO 4YeJIOBeKa CIacyT, HO IOTHOHYT
peru. CTac pelraeT BbIIOMATh OKHO.

Bruromarth OKHO — 3TO:
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Peter is a fireman trying to help five chil-
dren out of a burning house. There is only
one window from which the children can
be safely evacuated, and it is jammed shut.
Peter must immediately use an object to
smash open this large, heavy window
or else all five children will die. The only
sufficiently large object is a man on his
way towards safely escaping the burning
house. Crashing through the window is
certain to kill the man. If Peter pushes the
man into the window and breaks it open,
the man will fall out and die, but the five
children will be safely evacuated. If Peter
does not push the man into the window
the man will safely escape, but the five
children will die. Peter decides to push
the man.

Pushing the man is:

Andy is a fireman trying to help five chil-
dren out of a burning house. There is only
one window from which the children can
be safely evacuated, and it is jammed shut.
Andy must immediately use an object to
smash open this large, heavy window or
else all five children will die. The only suf-
ficiently large object is a man on his way
towards safely escaping the burning house.
Andy can break open the window by
swinging a piece of burning debris towards
the man, which will cause the man to
jump out of the way, lose his balance and
crash into the window. Falling out of the
window is certain to kill the man. If Andy
swings the burning debris the man will
break open the window, fall out and die,
but the five children will be safely evacu-
ated. If Andy does not swing the burning
debris, causing the man to break open the

Ilerss — IIOKapHHUK, OH IBITAETCA CIIaCTU
IATEPBIX JeTell U3 ropsmero goma. B
ZlOM€ TOJIBKO OJIHO OKHO, OTKY/a MOXHO
6e30I1aCHO 9BaKyHUPOBATh JleTei, U €ro
3aKIMHWIO. [leTs MOo/UKEeH HeMeIIeHHO
YEeM-TO BbLIOMATH 9TO GOJIBIIOE TSIKEI0e
OKHO, MHaye BCe NATh AeTed MOrHOHYT.
EAMHCTBEHHBIA ZOCTATOYHO OOJIBUION
00'BEKT — 9TO YeJIOBEK, HATIPABIAIOLMHACH
B CTOpPOHY 6€30I1aCHOTO BBIXO/A U3 /10MA.
HeCOMHeHHO, 4yTO €CJIM OH BBUIETUT
4yepes OKHO, 3T0 yober ero. Ecim Ilers
BBIJIOMAET OKHO, BI)ITO]IKHyB '{epes HEero
YeJ/sI0BeKa, TOT yMpeT, HO HHTepIyIX ,quef/'I
ypaacres sBakyuposaTb. Eciu Ilers ne
BBITOJIKHET 4eJIOBEKa, TO CIACeTCA ITOT
YeJI0BEK, OZHAKO MOTUOHYT IATH JAETeHl.
IleTs pemaeT BBITOJKHYTh YeJOBEKA.

BLITO]IKHyTI) YeJI0BEKa — 9TO:

AHTOH — TIO}apHUK, OH TbITAeTCS CIACTH
nATepeIX AeTed M3 ropsmero joma. B
ZiOMe TOJBKO OZfHO OKHO, OTKYZa MOKHO
6e30MacHO 3BAKYMPOBATh JeTed, M ero
3aKJIMHUIIO. AHTOH JIOJKEH HeMeJJIeHHO
YeM-TO BBLIOMATh 3TO 0OJIBLIOE TSIKENOe
OKHO, MHaye BCe IIATh JeTeil NMOTMOHYT.
EqMHCTBEHHBIA  0CTATOYHO  OOJIBIIOI
00BEKT — 9TO YeIOBEK, HAPABIAIOLIUICT
B CTOPOHY 0€30ITaCHOTO BbIXO/|d U3 /l0Ma.
AHTOH MOXeT BBUIOMaTb OKHO, OpocHB
ropAuMil 06JIOMOK B CTOPOHY 3TOTO 4eJIo-
BEeKa, B Pesy/IbTaTe 4ero TOT OTIPBITHET,
ToTepsieT paBHOBECHE U BBLIETUT B OKHO.
[lagenyie, HECOMHEHHO, OKAaKeTcs JJIs
Hero cmepresbHbIM. Ecim AHTOH Gpocut
rOpsIHiA 06I0MOK, TO 4eJ0BEK BBLIOMAET
OKHO, YIIaZieT U paso0beTcs], HO MATEPhIX
JeTel yaacTcs aBaKyupoBath. Eciu AHTOH

He OpOCHUT TropsuMi O0GJOMOK, YTOOBI
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window, the man will safely escape, but
the five children will die. Andy decides to
swing the burning debris.

Swinging the burning debris is:

Ed is driving five sick people to the hospi-
tal. They are in critical condition and will
die if Ed makes any stops along the way. In
his hurry to pack them in the car Ed slams
the door on a few feet of thick cord that
is now dangling beside the car. Ed takes
the fastest route to the hospital, which is
anarrow, unpaved mountain pass. On his
way, Ed sees a rock climber hanging onto
the side of the mountain beside the road.
The rock climber is safe and in control,
but if Ed drives by the thick cord dragging
along the side of his car will dislodge the
rock climber, causing him to fall to his
death. If Ed slows to a stop and waits, the
rock climber will be able to reach a stable
landing where the cord will not dislodge
him, but it will be too late to save the five
people. If Ed continues to drive, the one
person will fall to his death and the five
will be saved. Ed decides to continue to
drive.

Continuing to drive is:

Jack is driving five sick people to the hos-
pital. They are in critical condition and
will die if Jack makes any stops along the
way. In his hurry to pack them in the car
Jack slams the door on a few feet of thick
cord that is now dangling beside the car.
Jack takes the fastest route to the hospi-
tal, which is a narrow, unpaved mountain

YeJI0BEK BBUIOMAJI OKHO, TO 3TOT YeJI0BEK
CITIACeTCS, OFHAKO IIOTHOHYT IATh JETel.
AHTOH penraeT KMHyTb TOPALIMHA 00I0MOK.

KuHyTb ropsiuii 06;10MOK — 9T0:

Tosis1 Be3eT IATH TAMENO0 GONBHBIX JIHOZEH
B 6osbHULy. OHU B KPUTHIECKOM COCTO-
AHUU U YMpYT, ecau Tosss ocraHOBUTCA
no gopore. Ilorpysxas mogeil B Mmauuny,
Tona mpuxkan ABEpHIO TOJCTBIA LIHYD
GoJIblITe METpa JJIMHOM, KOTOPBII Telephb
Goataerca cO0Ky MaimruHbl. OH BbIOpas
camblif OBICTPBI IMyTh K GOJBHUIIE, 3TO
ysKas ropHas rpyHToBka. [lo mytu Tons
BUJUT CKas0/1a3a, BUCAILETO HA KaMHAX
Bo3Je soporu. Ckanonas B 6e30macHOCTH
U BJajieeT cuTyanueit, Ho ecau Tou
IpOEeZeT MUMO, TO GOJTAIOUMHCH COOKY
MAIIMHBl IIHYp COObET CKajxojasa, OH
ynager u pazobsercs. Ecim Tona saTop-
MOSHUT U MOZOXKZET, TO CKajonas gobe-
percs 10 HaZie:KHOM OTOPBI, I7ie IIHYP He
3aJIeHEeT ero, HO CIACTHU HATEPHIX Jeso-
Bek yxe He yzaacrcsa. Ecim Tona ve ocra-
HOBMTCS, CKajl0Ja3 pasobbeTcs, a NATh
yesioBeKk OyzyT cmacensl. Tona pemaer
IPOJOJIKUTD JBHKEHHE.

[Ipogo/mxuTh ABUKEHHE — ITO:

[ama Be3eT IIATH TSLKEIO0 GOIbHbIX JII0/e
B GosbHULy. OHE B KPUTHIECKOM COCTO-
SHUM U YMPYT, ecan [lanra ocTaHOBUTCS
1o gopore. Ilorpyxas jozeil B MalIUHY,
[Tama mpukan ABepbIO TOJICTBIM HIHYP
GoJIbliIe MeTpa JIHHOM, KOTOPBII Terephb
Gosraercss cO0Ky MaimruHbl. OH BbIOpAT
camblif OBICTpBIH MyTh K GOJBHUIIE, 3TO
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pass. On his way, Jack sees a rock climber
hanging onto the side of the mountain
beside the road. The rock climber is losing
control and is about to fall to his death,
but he could be saved if he had a cord to
pull himself up. If Jack slows to a stop the
rock climber will be able to use the cord
dangling from the side of the car to pull
himself up to safety, but it will be too late
to save the five people. If Jack continues to
drive, the one person will fall to his death
and the five will be saved. Jack decides to
continue to drive.

Continuing to drive is:

Tim works at a hospital. He is in charge
of a machine that can both increase and
decrease the amount of a certain chemical
in a patient’s bloodstream. Too much or
too little of the chemical results in death.
Tim notices that the machine has pumped
a near toxic amount of the chemical into
a patient’s body. Tim must immediately
stop the machine to save the patient’s life.
However, he sees that five other patients
with toxic amounts of the chemical are
hooked up to the machine. The machine
is removing the chemical from these five
patients. If Tim stops the machine to save
the one patient, the five other patients
will die. If Tim does not stop the machine,
the one patient will die, but the five other
patients will survive. Tim decides not to
stop the machine.

Not stopping the machine is:

yskas ropHas rpyHroBka. [To myru [Tama
BU/JUT CKaJI0J1a3a, BUCAILIEr0 Ha KaMHIX
Bo3sieoporu. CKaso1a3BoT-BOT COPBETCS
1 pa300beTCcsa HACMEPTh, HO CJIH €My ITPO-
THHyTB H_IHyp, TO OH MOJKET BbI6paTBCH nu
cnactuchk. Ecou Ilama ocraHoBUTCS, TO
CKasjo/a3 CMOXKET HCIT0Jb30BaTh IIHYD,
Gonraromuiics COOKYy MaUIMHEIL, YTOOBI
BLI6paTLCH, OJHAKO CIIaCTu HHTepI)IX
yesIoBeK yxe He yaac Tcs. Ecam [ama ne
OCTaHOBUTCS, OJIMH YeJOBEK Pa3o0beTcst
HACMEPTh, a IATepO OyAyT CIACEHBL
[Tamma pelaeT MpOO/IKUTD ABUIKEHUE.

HPO/IOJ'I)KI/ITL ABUIKEHHE — 9TO:

Makcum paGoraer B GosbHune. OH
yIpaBJIAeT yCTPOICTBOM, KOTOpOe yBe-
JIMYMBAeT WM yMeHbIIaeT 00beM oIpe-
J€JIeHHOTO XMMUYECKOTO BeIeCTBA B
KpoBHU naryeHTta. Ecu BemecTsa cruim-
KOM MHOTO FUIH CJIMIIKOM MaJIo, TO Taly-
€HT yMHpaeT. MakCUM 3aMedaeT, 4To
YCTPOMCTBO HAKAYAIO B TEJIO IALMEHTa
[IOYTH TOKCHYECKYIO /103y BeuecrBa. OH
JOJDKEH HeMe/IIEHHO OCTAHOBUTD PaGoTy
YCTPOICTBA, YTOOBI CIIACTH KU3Hb MAIU-
enra. OAHAKO OH BU/IUT, YTO IIATH PYTHX
[ALEeHTOB C TOKCUYECKUMH Jj03aMU
BeIeCcTBA IOAKJIIOYEHbl K 9TOMY K€
YCTPOMCTBY, NMpUYEM OHO YAAIAET 3TO
BeIecTBO U3 Ux opraHoB. Eciun Makcum
OCTaHOBUT pabOTy yCTPOUCTBA /1A CIIace-
HHS OJHOTO ITAlMeHTa, TO YMPYT ApYyrHe
nATh nanueHToB. Ecan MakcuM He ocTa-
HOBMT YCTPOICTBO, YMPET OUH IAIMEHT,
HO IATEPO BHDKUBYT. MaKCHUM pelraer He
OCTaHaBJIMBATh PabOTY yCTPOICTBA.

He octanoBuTb yCTpORCTBO — 9TO:
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Bob works at a hospital. He is in charge
of a machine that can both increase and
decrease the amount of a certain chemi-
cal in a patient’s bloodstream. Too much
or too little of the chemical results in
death. Bob notices that the machine
has pumped a near toxic amount of the
chemical into a patient’s body. Bob must
immediately disconnect the patient
to save the patient’s life. However, he
sees that five other patients with toxic
amounts of the chemical are hooked up
to the machine. The machine is removing
the chemical from these five patients and
will continue to do so only if it can main-
tain equilibrium by continuing to pump
the chemical into the one patient. If Bob
disconnects the machine to save the one
patient, the machine will not be able to
maintain equilibrium and the five other
patients will die. If Bob does not discon-
nect the machine from the one patient,
the one patient will die, but the five other
patients will survive. Bob decides not to
disconnect the machine from the one
patient.

Not disconnecting the machine from the
one patient is:

James is hiking through a foreign land
when he comes across a remote village.
James learns that one of the villagers fell
into a cursed pond but, contrary to local
superstition, did not die. If the one vil-
lager does not die by sunrise, five other
innocent and unwilling villagers will be
sacrificed to the gods to thank them for
sparing the one. James, who has some
medical training, realizes that he can pre-
vent the sacrifice of the five villagers if he

Bopsa pa6oraer B 6ompHuLe. OH yIpas-
JIIeT yCTPOMCTBOM, KOTOPOE yBeTU41BaeT
WIN yMeHbIIaeT 00beM OIpeZieIeHHOTO
XMMUYECKOTO BEIecTBa B KPOBU TaIy-
enTa. Ecam BemecTsa CIMIIKOM MHOTO
WJTH CJIIITKOM MaJio, TO TalfueHT yMHpaeT.
bopsizameuaeT, 4ToyCcTpOHCTBO HAKavaIo
B TeJO MaIlMeHTa MOYTH TOKCUYECKYHO
no3y BemecTsa. OH 0/KeH HeMe/TeHHO
OTKJIIOYHUTh MaleHTa OT YCTPOMCTBA,
4TOOBI CHACTH €ro XKu3Hb. OfHAKO OH
BUZIUT, UTO TATH JPYTHX TALUEHTOB C
TOKCUYECKMMH [J03aMHU BellecTBa II0J-
KJIIOUeHBI K 3TOMY ke ycTpoicTBy. OHO
yJansgeT BemecTBO M3 HMX OPraHoB 3a
CYeT 3aKauMBaHMA ITOTO BellecTBa B
OpraHu3M IePBOTO MAIfeHTa, U MOXeT
paborarb, [OKa IOA/EPIKUBAETC ITOT
6ananc. Eciu Bopsa oTkiouuT ycrpoiic-
TBO /iJ/Isl CITACEHHUs OIHOTO MaIMeHTa, 3TO
YCTPOMCTBO He CMOKeT MOAJep:KUBaTh
6aslaHC, U pyrye MATh MaleHTOB yMPYT.
Ecniu bopsa He OTK/IIOYMT ManyeHTa OT
YCTPOMCTBA, TO STOT OAWH TAI[UEHT
YMpeT, HO BBIKHUBYT JIpyTHe IATh. bops
pelraeT He OTKJIIOYATh NAL[EHTA.

He oTkmrounTh ManeHTa OT yCTPOMCTBA —
9TO:

Bo BpeMs moxojia Mo HeU3BeCTHBIM MecC-
tam Cama et 1o riyxoi gepesymke. Oxn
Y3HAeT, YTO OJMH U3 MECTHBIX XKUTeJIeH
ynaa B IPOKIATBIA IIPYJ, HO, BOIPEKU
MeCTHOMY cyeBepuio, He ymep. Ecm ator
JKUTENb HE yMPET ZI0 PACCBETA, IATh APY-
I'MX HEBUHHBIX U He JKeJAIOIUX CMEPTH
xuTeseld OyAyT IPUHECEHBI B JKEPTBY
Goram B 6,1ar0ZlapHOCTD 3a €ro CIaceHHe.
Camra, KOe-4TO CMbBICIALUIUN B ME/IULIMHE,
TTOHMMAeT, 4YTO OH MOXKEeT ITPeJI0OTBPATUTh
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secretly poisons the one villager. If James
poisons the one, the one will be dead by
sunrise, and the five will not be sacrificed.
If James does not poison the one, the
one will not be dead by sunrise, and the
five will be sacrificed as planned. James
decides to poison the one. James decides
to poison the one.

Poisoning the one is:

Robert is hiking through a foreign land
when he comes across a remote village.
Robert learns that one of the villagers fell
into a cursed pond but, contrary to local
superstition, did not die. If the one vil-
lager does not die by sunrise, five other
innocent and unwilling villagers will be
sacrificed to the gods to thank them for
sparing the one. Robert, who has some
medical training, notices that the one
has accidentally consumed a poisonous
substance. Robert can administer the
antidote to the one villager. If Robert
withholds the antidote from the one, the
one will die by sunrise, and the five will
not be sacrificed. If Robert does provide
the antidote to the one, the one will not
be dead by sunrise, and the five will be
sacrificed as planned. Robert decides not
to provide the antidote to the one.

Not providing the antidote to the one is:

Fred is working on the top floor of a con-
struction project when he sees a gear-
box at the end of a steel beam is about
to break. Suspended from the gearbox is
an elevated platform with five workers
on it, and if the gearbox breaks the five
workers will fall to their deaths. Fred can
save the five if he rushes across the steel
beam immediately to engage the backup

CMepTh INATEPHIX, HE3aMeTHO OTpPaBHUB
atoro xutend. Ecim Cama orpaBut ero,
TO STOT OZIVH KUTEJb YMPET 0 PacCBeTa,
U TATh JPYTUX JKUTeJIed OcCTaHyTcA B
sxuBblX. Ecm Cama He oTpaBUT OZHOTO
JKUTesd, TO IIATh I[pyI‘I/IX, KaK U IUIaHUu-
POBaIOCk, OYAyT IPUHECEHEI B XKEPTBY.
Camnra pemaer OTPaBUTD KUTEJIA.

OTpaBuTh XUTENA — ITO:

Bo Bpems moxoza 1o Hen3BECTHBIM MeC-
tam JIéma uzet o riyxoi gepesyimke. O
y3HAeT, YTO OAIUH M3 MECTHBIX JKUTesel
ynaj B HPOKJIATHIN TPy, HO, BOTpPEKU
MeCTHOMY cyeBepuio, He ymep. Ecim atoT
JKUTeNb He yMPeT JI0 pacCBeTa, MATh ApY-
I'MX HEBUHHBIX U He JKeJalomuX CMepTH
JuTesneld OyAyT NPUHECEHBI B IKEPTBY
Goram B 6;1ar0ZAPHOCTH 34 €0 CIIACEHHe.
Jlénra, Koe-4To CMBICISANIUNA B ME/IULIVHE,
BUJIUT, 9TO 3TOT }KUTEJb CAy4alHO MpH-
HAJ AA0BUTOE BemecTso. JI€ma moxer
fatb emy nporusosaue. Ecam Jléma He
JACT IPOTUBOSANE, TO 3TOT OJMH KHUTENb
YMPpeT JJ0 pacCcBeTa, ¥ MATh JPYTHX KUTe-
Jiedt ocraHyTcs B kuBbIX. Ecim JIéma gacr
eMy IPOTHUBOSANE, TO AT APYTHUX XKUTe-
JIel, KaK U IUTaHUPOBaIOCh, OyZyT IpUHe-
cenbl B xkepTBy. JI€ma peiaer He faBaTh
JKUTEJI0 MPOTUBOsAME.

He AaTb JKUTEJII0 IIPOTUBOSAANE — 9TO:

Bo Bpemsa paGoTBI Ha BepXHEM 3Taxe
crposmerocs 3zaHus Mrops BUAMT, 4TO
MeXaHWYeCKMH HpUBOJ, HaXoAAIuUica
Ha CTaJbHOH IepekiaiuHe, BOT-BOT CJIO-
Maercs. IJTOT MeXaHWYeCKMH HPUBO[,
yZiep:KuBaeT Ha BhICOTe IUIATGOpMy, Ha
KOTOPO#t HaX0AATCA NATh pabounx. Ecu
IPUBOZ CJIOMAeTrcs, TO HATh pabouux
paso0broTca HacMepThb. Irops MoxeT ux
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mechanism on the gearbox. In between
Fred and the gearbox there is a worker
standing on the beam. Fred knows that
if he rushes across the narrow beam he
is certain to bump into the other worker,
causing this worker to fall to his death.
The construction site is too noisy for Fred
to warn the other worker. If Fred does
nothing, the gearbox will break and the
five workers will fall to their deaths, but
the one worker will remain safe. If Fred
rushes to engage the backup mechanism,
the five workers will be saved but Fred
will bump into the one worker, who will
fall to his death. Fred decides to rush to
engage the backup mechanism.

Rushing to engage the backup mechanism
is:

Ethan is working on the top floor of a con-
struction project when he sees a gearbox
atthe end ofasteel beamis aboutto break.
Suspended from the gearboxisan elevated
platform with five workers on it, and if the
gearbox breaks the five workers will fall to
their deaths. Ethan can save the five if he
rushes across the steel beam immediately
to engage the backup mechanism on the
gearbox. In between Ethan and the gear-
box there is a gate and a worker stand-
ing next to the gate. Ethan knows that
if he rushes through the gate, the gate is
certain to bump into the other worker,
causing this worker to fall to his death.

The construction site is too noisy for
Ethan to warn the other worker. If Ethan
does nothing, the gearbox will break and
the five workers will fall to their deaths,
but the one worker will remain safe.

CIIACTH, €C/IU MPOGEIKUT Yepe3 Mmeperia-
JVHY ¥ BKJIIOYUT Pe3epBHBIN MeXaHU3M
npusBoga. Mexzay Hropem u mpusozom
Ha CTaJbHOM TepeKJaZiiHe CTOUT OJUH
pabounii. Irops MOHMMAaeT, YTO eCIU OH
GpocuTca depe3 Y3Kyl0 IepeKIafuHY,
OH co0beT TOro paboyero, ¥ TOT paso-
6bercss HacMepTb. CTpoiiKa CIMIIKOM
IIyMHas, 9YT00bI MOXHO GBLIO KPUKHYTh
U npegynpesuts ero. Eciu Mrops Huuero
He CZleJIaeT, TO IPUBO/, CJIOMAETCs, ¥ IIATh
pabouux MOruOHYT, a OfUH pabouuit
ocraHerca B xuBbIX. Eciu Hrops Gpo-
CUTCS BKJIIOYATh Pe3epBHBIH MeXaHH3M
IpUBOZA, TO MNATh pabo4yMX cHacyrcsd,
HO Hrops CTOJIKHET 0AHOrO paboyero, U
TOT paso6beTcs. Urops perraer 6exars 1
BKJTIOYATh Pe3ePBHBINA MEXaHU3M.

IToGexaTh M BKIIOYUTH PE3EPBHBII

MEXaHHU3M — 9TO:

Bo Bpems paGoThI Ha BEpXHEM 3Taxce
crposimeroca 3xaHusa Oyer BUAWT, YTO
MeXaHUYeCKUH IpUBOZ, HaXOAAMUNACH
Ha CTaJIbHOH NepeKIajiiHe, BOT-BOT CJIO-
Maerca. IJTOT MeXaHWYeCKUH ITPHUBO/,
yZiep;KUBaeT Ha BhICOTe IUIaTopMy, Ha
KOTOPO# HaxozATcA nATh padounx. Ecam
IPUBOJ, CIOMAeTcs, TO MHATh pabodmx
pasobbroTcst HacMepThb. OJier MOMKeT HX
CIIACTH, €C/IU MPOOEKUT Yepes IepeKsia-
JVMHY ¥ BKIIOYUT Pe3ePBHbIM MeXaHM3M
npusoza. Mexzay OjieroM U IPUBOAOM
HaXOZIUTCA BEPh, OKOJIO KOTOPOH CTOUT
oauH pa6ounid. Oser 3HaeT, YTO eCIU OH
c pasbera OTKpOET ZBepb, TO OHA yza-
puT 3TOr0 paGodvero, OH ymazeT BHHU3 U
pasobberca. CTpoiika C/IMIIKOM ILIyM-
Hasd, 9TOObI MOXHO OBUIO KPUKHYTh H
npegynpeguts ero. Eciu Oser Huuero
He cJeslaeT, IPUBO/, CIOMAeTcs, U TATh



280

(cont.)

K. R. Arutyunova et al. / Journal of Cognition and Culture 13 (2013) 255-285

English

Russian

If Ethan rushes to engage the backup
mechanism, the five workers will be
saved but Ethan will cause the gate to
bump into the one worker, who will fall to
his death. Ethan decides to rush to engage
the backup mechanism.

Rushing to engage the backup mecha-
nism is:

Joe is drifting along in his motorboat at
the mouth of a narrow channel when
he notices a shark approaching. Further
down the channel he sees five swimmers.
If Joe maintains his current position, his
boat will obstruct the entrance to the
channel, thereby preventing the shark
from attacking the five swimmers. How-
ever, Joe sees another swimmer drown-
ing in the distance. Joe can save the one
swimmer by immediately moving toward
him in the motorboat, thereby leaving the
channel open to the shark. If Joe moves
towards the one swimmer in his motor-
boat, the one swimmer will live but the
five swimmers will be eaten by the shark.
If Joe does not move toward him, the one
swimmer will drown but the five swim-
mers will remain safe. Joe decides not to
move toward the one swimmer.

Not moving toward the one swimmer is:

Casey is drifting along in his motorboat
near the mouth of a narrow channel
when he notices a shark approaching.
Further down the channel he sees five
swimmers. However, one other swimmer
is positioned at the mouth of the channel
such that the shark will attack the one

pabourx pa3oObIOTCA HACMEPTH, 4 OAHH
pabouwuii ocranercs B xuBbIX. Eciin Oser
GpoCUTCA BKIIOYATh PE3ePBHBIM Mexa-
HH3M, TO IIATh Pabo4uX OYAyT CHACEHBI,
Ho OJier OTTOJIKHET ABepb, KOTOpas yza-
PHT OZHOTO PabOYero, U TOT Pa300beTCH.
Outer pemaet GeKaTh U BKJIIOYATH pe3ep-
BHBIM MeXaHU3M.

IToGesxarb
MeXaHU3M — 3TO:

BKJIOYATh pe3epBHBII

Cupa B MOTOPHOM JIOZIKE B YCThE Y3KOTO
KaHana, ['eHa 3ameuaer HpPUOJIMIKAIO-
myrocsi akysy. B Bogax kaHaza OH BUAUT
nATepbIx ma0BLOB. Eciu 'ena He casu-
HETCS C MeCTa, ero JIOJKa IIePeKpoeT BXOZ,
B KaHaJI, U aKyJa He CMOKeT HaIlacTh Ha
nATepbIx IUI0BIOB. OfHako Bpajgeke
lena BupUT emje OZHOTO ILIOBIIA, KOTO-
peiii ToHeT. I'eHa MoxkeT cmactu ero,
€ecld HeMeZJIEeHHO IOZAIUIBIBET K HeMy
Ha JIOZIKe, OTKPBIB IIPU 3TOM KaHAJ JJI
akysel. Ecii I'eHa morisIBeT K ToHymemMy
IUIOBILY, TO IUIOBELL Oy/I€T ClIaCeH, HO IATe-
PBIX IUIOBLOB ChecT akyaa. Ecau 'ena ne
CABUHETCA C MeCTa, TUIOBEI, YTOHET, HO
IIATH IVIOBLIOB OCTaHyTCH B JKUBBIX. I'eHa
pelIaeT OCTaThCsA Ha MECTe.

He casunyTbes ¢ MmecTa — 9T0:

Cuga B MOTOPHOM JIOAKE B YCThe Y3KOTO
KaHasa, Kupmwut samedaer mpubimmxaro-
Hyrocs akysy. B Bogax kaHaza oH BUAUT
nATephIX II0BLOB. OfHAKO B yCThe
KaHajJla HaXOJAWUTCS elle OJUH ILIOBell,
U aKy/la aTaKyeT ero MepBbIM, IOITOMY

IIATh JPYrUX yCIEIOT CIaCTHCD. KI/IpI/IJUI
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escape. Casey can save the one swimmer
by immediately moving toward him in
the motorboat, but saving the one swim-
mer would also leave the channel open
to the shark. If Casey moves towards the
one swimmer, the one swimmer will live
but the five swimmers will be eaten by
the shark. If Casey does not move toward
him, the one swimmer will be eaten by
the shark but the five swimmers will
remain safe. Casey decides not to move
toward the one swimmer.

Not moving toward the one swimmer is:

Mark receives a communication that the
captain of a cargo ship has contracted a
highly infectious disease. The captain
himselfis only a carrier of the disease and
is immune to the symptoms, but anybody
who comes into contact with him will die.
No passengers are on the ship. The ship
is headed for a remote island where the
captain will hand-deliver the cargo to the
five islanders. The captain does not know
that he is carrying the disease and has no
radio on board to receive a warning. Mark
takes off in a helicopter to intercept the
ship, but from a distance he sees the ship
about to dock. The only way Mark can
stop the captain from transmitting the
disease is to use a missile to blow up the
ship. If Mark fires the missile, the captain
will die and the five islanders will live. If
Mark does not fire the missile, the captain
will live and the five islanders will die.
Mark decides to fire the missile.

Firing the missile is:

GBICTPO TMOAIUIBIBET K HEMY Ha JIOZKE,
OZIHAKO 3TO OTKPOET aKyJ/ie BXOJ B KaHaJL
Ecnu Kupuin nopmnisiBeT K IUIOBLY, TO
9TOT OZIMH IIJIOBEI] CIIACeTCs, HO IATe-
PBIX IUIOBLIOB checT aky/1a. Eciu Kupusn
He CABUHETCS C MECTa, TO 9TOTO ILJIOBLA
CBECT aKyJa, HO CHACYTCH IATepPO ILIOB-
OB B KaHase. Kupuin pemaer ocraTbes
Ha MecTe.

He caBunyTbes ¢ MmecTa — 9T0:

IOpa mosy4mn coo0ieHue, YTO KaluTaH
IPy30BOr0 CyZHA 3apasuiiCs OMACHBIM
HMH(pEKIMOHHBIM
KaluTaH — JMIIb ePeHOCYUK 3a60eBa-
HUS, U IMeeT UMMYHHTET, OHAKO JIF000H,
KTO BCTYIIUT C HUM B KOHTAKT, ympert. Ha
cyAHe HeT maccakupoB. OHO HampasJis-

saboseBanuem. Cam

eTcsl Ha OTZAJIEHHBIA OCTPOB, IZle KallH-
TaH JOJUKEH JIMYHO BPYYUTH I'Py3 HATU
JuUTeaAM ocTpoBa. Kanwmran ne sHaer,
4TO fABJIAETCA HOCHTeJNeM 3a00/1eBaHMs,
u Ha GOpTy CyAHA HeT Pajfuo, ITOOBI
npesynpefuTh KamuraHa. EguHcTBeH-
HBIH CII0COG MPEOTBPATHTD 3apajKeHHe
JKUTeJIel OT KallUTaHa — B3OPBATh CY/{HO,
samyctvB B Hero paxery. Eciu IOpa
3aIyCTHT pPAaKeTy, KalMTaH IOTMGHET,
a IATh OCTPOBUTAH BbDKMBYT. Eci FOpa
He 3aIyCTUT PaKeTy, TO KAIUTaH BBIKU-
BET, HO YMpYT IATh JKHUTeJeil OCTpoBa.
FOpa pemaer mycruTs pakery.

3amycTUTh paKeTy — 9TO:
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George receives a communication that
the captain of a cargo ship has contracted
a highly infectious disease. The captain
himselfis only a carrier of the disease and
is immune to the symptoms, but anybody
who comes into contact with him will die.
No passengers are on the ship. The ship
is headed for a remote island where the
captain will hand-deliver the cargo to the
five islanders. The captain does not know
that he is carrying the disease and has no
radio to receive a warning. George takes
off in a helicopter to intercept the ship,
but from a distance he sees the ship about
to dock. The ship is on fire, however, and
the captain will be burned before the ship
docks. George could fire a missile into the
water next to the ship, causing a splash
that would put out the fire and save the
captain. If George fires the missile the
captain will live but the disease will be
transmitted, killing the five islanders. If
George does not fire the missile the cap-
tain will die and the five islanders will
live. George decides to fire the missile.

Firing the missile is:

John is driving a motorboat when he
notices five swimmers drowning in the
distance. If John does not drive toward
them at top speed, he will not arrive in
time, and all five will die. In order to drive
attop speed, John mustlighten the load on
his boat. The only way to lighten the load
is to push his passenger with his hands
and cause the passenger to tumble off the
back of the boat. This passenger cannot
swim and will drown. If John pushes the
passenger, the one passenger will drown,
but John will save the five drowning swim
mers. If John does not push the passenger,
the one passenger will not drown, but the

Buta moyymn cooGuieHMe, 4TO KalUTaH
TPY30BOTO CyAHA 3apasuiCs OMAaCHbIM
MH(pEKIMOHHBIM  3aboneBanueM. Cam
KaIlUTaH — JIMIIb MEePeHOCYMK 3a0oJieBa-
HUSA, 1 UMeeT UMMYHUTET, OJIHAKO JIF060i,
KTO BCTYIIMT C HUM B KOHTaKT, YMPET. Ha
cyzHe HeT accaxupoB. OHO HAIIPaBIAETC
Ha OTJAJIEHHBIA OCTPOB, I/je KAallUTaH J0JI-
JK€H JIMYHO BPYYHMTD I'PY3 IIATH JKUTEJLIM
ocrposa. Kanutan He 3Haer, 4TO fB/IAETCS
HocuTesieM 3a60/1eBaHus, U Ha GOPTY CyzHa
HeT pajuo, 4TOObI IpeAYIpeRUTh Kalu-
TaHa. BuTa BbIIeTaeT Ha BepToJieTe, YTOObI
OCTaHOBUTb CyZHO, HO y¥e Ha PaCCTOSSHUU
BHZIUT, 4TO KOpalJib MpHUCTaeT K Gepery.
Opnako Ha KopaGje IOXap, M KalmuTaH
HOTHOHET ele /{0 IBApPTOBKHU. BuTa Moxer
3aIyc THTh PaKeTy B BOJY PAZIOM C Kopao-
JIeM, ¥ BCIUIECK OT PaKeThbl HOTYIIUT HOKap
U craceT KanuraHa. Eciu Bura samycrur
paKeTy, KalluTaH BEDKUBET, HO 3a001eBa-
HHe Iepeiifier Ha OCTPOB U yObeT IATh
sxuteneit. Ecm Bura He samycTut paxery,
KalmuTaH YMPET, a IISITb OCTPOBUTH BbIKH-
BYT. BuTs pemiaer BbICTPEIUT.

[IyctuTs pakery — aTo:

Ynpasasas cBoedl MOTODHOM JIOAKOH,
CiaBa 3aMedYaeT MATePBIX IUIOBLOB, TOHY-
mux Baaneke. Econ CaBa He TOTUTBIBET K
HUM C MAaKCUMaJbHOH CKOPOCTBIO, OH He
ycIeeT BOBpeMs, M BCe IATEpO MOrud-
HyT. YTOOBI IUIBITH C MaKCHMAaJbHOM
ckopoctblo, CiaBa J0/KeH 00JEerdyuTh
nozKy. EfuHCTBeHHBIN cmoco6 yMeHb-
IIUTh TPY3 — CTOJIKHYTh CBOUMU PYKaMH
C JIOZIKY TIACCaXKUPAa TaK, YTOObI OH ymas
3a xopmy. Ilaccaxup He ymeer IiaBarh,
on yronet. Ecim CrnaBa cronkHeT macca-
JKUPA, TO ITOT OZMH ITACCAKUD MOTHOHET,
HO IATEePBIX TOHYIIMX ILJIOBLOB YAACTCH
cnactu. Ecin CnaBa He CTOIKHET macca-
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five swimmers will drown. John decides
to push the one passenger.

Pushing the one passenger is:

Matt is driving a motorboat when he
notices five swimmers drowning in the
distance. If Matt does not drive toward
them at top speed he will not arrive in
time, and all five will die. In order to drive
attop speed, Matt mustaccelerate quickly.
Accelerating quickly will also cause a pas-
senger to tumble off the back of the boat.
This passenger cannot swim and will
drown. If Matt accelerates quickly, the
one passenger will drown, but Matt will
save the five drowning swimmers. If Matt
does not accelerate quickly, the one pas-
senger will stay safely on the boat, but the
five swimmers will drown. Matt decides
to accelerate quickly.

Accelerating quickly is:

Dave is driving a motorboat when he
notices five swimmers drowning in the
distance. If Dave does not drive toward
them at top speed he will not arrive in
time, and all five will die. In order to drive
at top speed, Dave must lighten the load
on his boat. The only way to lighten the
load is to accelerate quickly and cause a
passenger to tumble off the back of the
boat. This passenger cannot swim and
will drown. If Dave accelerates quickly,
the one passenger will drown, but Dave
will save the five drowning swimmers.
If Dave does not accelerate quickly, the
one passenger will not drown, but the five
swimmers will drown. Dave decides to
accelerate quickly.

Accelerating quickly is:

JKHpa, TOT OCTAHETCs B 3)KUBbIX, HO YTOHYT
IATH IIJIOBIIOB. CnaBa pemaeT CTONKHYTh
Taccaxupa.

CromKHYyTb Iaccaskupa — 9T0:

JIénsa
3aMedJaeT INATePhIX IUIOBLOB, TOHYIUX

Yrnpasnas MOTODHOM  JIOAKOM,

Braseke. Ecmu JIéHA He MOIUIBIBET K
HUM C MAaKCUMAaJbHOH CKOPOCTBIO, OH He
ycIieeT BOBpeMs, ¥ BCe IATePO HOTUOHYT.
YTo6B!I IUIBITH C MAKCUMAIBHOH CKOPO-
crbio, JIEHS JI0JBKEH Pe3Ko NpUGaBHUTh
ras. M3-3a peskoro yckopeHus ofiuH mac-
CasKUp ymazeT C JIOAKU 3a KOpMy. ITOT
Naccakup He yMeeT IlJlaBaTh, M yTOHET.
Ecau JIéHs pesko mpuOaBHUT ras, OfWUH
MaCcCaKUP YTOHET, HO IATEPHIX TOHYIUX
IJI0BLOB yzactes cnacTu. Eciu JIéna ne
HPUOABHUT a3, TO STOT OJMH MACCAKHP OCTa-
HETCsl HeBPeJUM, HO YTOHYT IATh IUIOBLIOB.
JIéns peuraeT pesko npuOaBUTh ras.

ITpu6aBUTH ras — aTO:

Kocrst
3aMeyaeT MATEPHIX IUIOBLOB, TOHYLIUX

YnpaBnas MOTOPHOH JIOAKOH,

Braneke. Eciu Kocrs He momibiBer K
HUM C MAaKCUMAJIbHOH CKOPOCTBIO, OH He
ycIieeT BOBpeMs, ¥ BCe IATePO HOTUOHYT.
YTo6BI IUIBITH C MAKCUMAIBHOH CKOPO-
ctbio, Kocrst momkeH 06GIerduTh JTOAKY.
EfMHCTBEHHBIH  CIOCOO  YMEHBIIUTH
Ipy3 — pe3K0 NpHOABHUTh ra3 TaK, YTOOBI
HACCAXKUP yIasl C JIOAKH 33 KOPMY. ITOT
MacCaKUP He yMeeT IJIaBaTh, OH YTOHET.
Ecu Kocta pesko npubaBUT ras, OfuH
TaCCaKUP YTOHET, HO IATEPHIX TOHYIUX
IJIOBLOB yzacTcsa cnactu. Ecim Kocrs ne
npubaBUT ras, TO 9TOT OJHMH MACCAKUP
OCTaHeTCS UB, HO yTOHYT HATH IIOBIOB.
Kocra penraer pesko mpu6aBUTh ras.

ITpuGaBuTH ras — aTo0:
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Todd is operating the switch at a railroad
station when he sees an empty, out of
control boxcar coming down the tracks.
It is moving so fast that anyone it hits will
die immediately. The boxcar is headed
towards a repairman whose leg is caught
in the switch. If Todd does nothing, the
boxcar will hit the repairman and then
come to a stop on the empty main track
where nobody else is threatened. Todd
can pull a lever that will switch the tracks
and release the repairman’s leg, allowing
him to jump safely out of the way. How-
ever, switching the tracks will send the
boxcar down a side track where it will
hit five other repairmen working on the
tracks. Todd decides not to pull the lever.

Not pulling the lever is:

Luke is operating the switch at a railroad
station when he sees an empty, out of
control boxcar coming down the tracks.
It is moving so fast that anyone it hits will
die immediately. The boxcar is headed
towards five repairmen on the track. If
Luke does nothing, the boxcar will hit
the five repairmen on the track. Luke can
pull a lever redirecting the boxcar to an
empty sidetrack. However, pulling the
lever will cause the switch to crush one
other repairman working on the switch,
who will die immediately. Luke decides
to pull the lever.

Pulling the lever is:

I'puma ympapigeT CTpeslKoOd Ha xeses-
HOZOPOKHOM cTaHuuu. OH BUIMT, YTO
IyCTOH HeyNpaB/sgeMblii BaroH eZieT I10
MEJIe3HOW Jiopore C TaKoOH CKOpPOCTBIO,
4TO COOBET JIIOOro Ha CMepTh. Barox
BOT-BOT COObeT paboyero, y KOTOPOro B
CTPEIOYHOM MeXaHH3Me 3acCTpsa HOTa.
Ecmu T'pyma Huuero He cpenaet, Barox
cobber paboyero, a MOTOM OCTAHOBUTCH
Ha ITyCTOM IIyTH, TZile HUKOMY OOJIbIlle He
YrpOsKaeT ONacHOCTb. I'puilia MoxkeT moTs-
HYTb 3a pbIYar, YTOObI IEPEBECTH CTPEJIKY
U 0CBOOOAUTH HOTY pabouero, IO3BOIHMB
€My OTIIPBITHYTb ¢ IyTH. OIHAKO TIepeBo,
CTpeJIKM HAlpaBUT BAarOH Ha 3allacHOM
IyTb, Iie OH COOBET IIATD APYTUX PAGOUNX,
PeMOHTHpYIOIUX Iy TH. I'puia pemaer He
TAHYTB 3a PbIYAr.

He TIOTSIHYTH 3a pbIyar — 3To:

Hukura ynpasiser CTpesKod Ha kejes-
HOZOPOXHOM cTaHiuy. OH BHJUT, 4TO
IyCTOI HeyIpaB/sgeMblii BarOH efeT I0
JKeJIe3HOM J0pore C TaKOM CKOPOCTELIO,
4TO COOBET IF060T0 Ha CMepTh. Barox BoT-
BOT COOBET NATEPBIX PabOUYMX, PEMOHTHU-
pyromux mytu. Ecium Hukura Hudero ne
Ipe/IPUMET, TO BATOH COOBET MATH Pabo-
yux. HukuTa MOKeT HOTAHYTh 3a pblYar
U NepeBeCTU CTPEJKY, HallpaBUB BaroH
Ha Tmycroi 3amacHo# myTb. OpHako,
HIOTAHYB 3a pbIYar, OH Pa3JaBUT JPYroro
pabotuero, HaXOAALETOCA HA CTPEJIKe, U
TOT HeMezyleHHO ymper. Hukura pemaer
MOTAHYTH 3a pbIyar.

HOTHHyTI) 3a pbryar — 9To:
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Alan is operating the switch at a railroad
station when he sees an empty, out of
control boxcar coming down the tracks.
It is moving so fast that anyone it hits will
die immediately. The boxcar is headed
towards a repairman whose leg is caught
in the switch. Further down the main
track are five more repairmen. If Alan
does nothing, the boxcar will hit the one
repairman and therefore slow to a stop
and not hit the other five repairmen. Alan
can pull a lever and release the repair-
man’s leg, allowing him to jump safely
out of the way. However, releasing the
repairman will allow the boxcar to con-
tinue down the main track where it will
hit the five other repairmen working on
the tracks. Alan decides not to pull the
lever.

Not pulling the lever is:

Wnpst ympaBisieT CTPEJKOM Ha iKeses-
HOZOpOXkHOU craHnuu. OH BUAUT, YTO
IyCTOM HeyIpaB/sgeMbIi BArOH eJeT II0
JKeJe3HOU ZJ0pore C TaKOM CKOPOCTBIO,
4T0 COObET JHOOOro Ha cMepTh. Barox
BOT-BOT cOObeT paGouyero, Hora KOTO-
poro 3actpsiia B crpeike. /lagblue Ha
Iy TH HAXOAATCA elrie ATk pabouux. Ecan
Wb HUYEro He Czieslaer, BaroH coober
OJHOrO pabGo4ero, OCTAHOBUTCA M He
3ajleHeT NATepbIX pabouux. Wibsa Moxker
[epeBEeCTU CTPEJIKY U OCBOOOZUTH HOTY
pabouero, MO3BOJHUB €My OTIPBITHYTH C
nyreit. OjHaKO, 0CBOGOUB HOTY OJHOTO
pabouero, Wibs sacT BaroHy npoexarb
U cOuTh nATh pabouunx. Wibsa peuraer He
TAHYTH 3 PBIYAT.

He TIOTSAHYTH 3a pbIyar — 3To:







