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Sens et bien en question

Les deux premiers chapitres ont été consacrés uaeltre d'esprit en matiere
existentielle. Cette ouverture s'exprime par urdhesche de sens accompagnée de doute et
d'une ouverture au changement quant a la visiomahde et aux buts personnels. Au niveau
des rapports interpersonnels, nous avons notamoiservé que l'ouverture existentielle est

lie a des capacités d'empathie.

Les deux chapitres qui suivent reprennent cett@made souci d'autrui, dans une
opposition au rigorisme moral. Nous postulons daeverture d'esprit en matiere morale
correspond a l'opposé d'une déontologie abstr@iette derniére posture accorde moins
d'importance aux regles relatives au souci dautjuiaux régles plus générales. La
déontologie abstraite est une préférence pour diesiges abstraits au détriment d’émotions.
Selon nous, l'ouverture d'esprit dans le domaineah@&gyuivaut donc a enfreindre les regles et
principes si cela peut permettre d'éviter de |dfsmce a autrui. A travers une série d'études,
nous mesurerons cette inclination a la déontolapetraite a l'aide d'un ensemble de
dilemmes morauk Nous investiguerons notamment sur les caradtgrast émotionnelles et

les comportements interpersonnels associés a ftalégie abstraite

3 Ces dilemmes sont présentés dans l'annexe 10.
* Les questionnaires utilisés dans cette sériediétaont présentés dans les annexes 1 a4 e310 & 1
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La déontologie abstraite

ABSTRACT DEONTOLOGY: THE DARK SIDE OF NON-INTERPERSONAL
MORALITY

Saroglou, V., Van Pachterbeke, M., & Dupont, S1(20Abstract deontology
versus care: The dark side of non-interpersonalatity. Manuscript in
preparation.

Abstract

Refusing to lie even to protect somebody’s lifeslbowing loyalty to authority even if it
means betraying a good friend are examples of ncor#lict between (a) abstract principles
at the group- or intra-individual-level and (b)arpersonal care for a specific other’s welfare.
This is one among several versions of the deonyolegsus consequentialism conflict. In

four studies, we investigated through a set of titemmas cognitive, emotional, social,

and moral determinants of deontological versus-oaented choices. These choices reflected
need for closure and conservative and submisse@ody, including authoritarian religion;
low hedonism and low self-perception of negativegoms; and, under conditions, low

prosociality. In its extreme form, this conflict ynbe at the heart of ideological terrorism.
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| ntroduction

Across many theoretical models in moral psycholdlggre is a key distinction
between (a) interpersonal care directed to speaifiers and (b) a series of other moral
concerns having to do with the respect of socmtalersonal norms, presumably important
for society’s functioning or personal moral intégrioyalty, social responsibility, justice
(equity in treatment), honesty, or integrity. Agaorodels, there may be some variability on
what exactly constitutes the second pole and whétia¢ pole is, strictly speaking, part of
morality. But these models are consistent in digtishing interpersonal care — often
perceived as being at the heart of morality anle&sg rather universal — from other moral
concerns, not having to do with — at least direotlprimarily — the welfare of specific others.

For instance, in the moral development and moesdoring tradition, one typically
distinguishes between care (Gilligan, 1982) antdgagKohlberg, 1981). In the socio-moral
domains tradition (Turiel, 1983), one distinguisbesween strictly moral issues (no harm,
equality, rights) and conventional societal normd personal preferences. In the recent work
on five moral foundations, Haidt and Graham (20dig)inguish care from justice/reciprocity
and certainly from authority, loyalty, and puritg.the moral ideologies tradition, a similar
distinction exists between humanistic orientatiod aormative orientation (Tomkins, 1963,
1978; see also de St. Aubin, 1996).

These two broad sources and domains of moralityeeaily be in conflict with each
other. Take the following examples: Would you tke#é truth, for the sake of being honest, by
revealing to persecutors that, yes, you're hidingianocent) friend they are looking for to
kill (a classic example provided by Kant)? Wouldiyj@ to an old, terminally ill man at the
hospital, who asks you how his son is doing with¢bmpany he inherited from his father,

when you know that the son is doing very badly? Wgou accept the request of a foreign

98



La déontologie abstraite

student, a good friend of yours, who at the enldesffellowship asks for help in order to stay
in your country although the fellowship stipulatedt the beneficiary has the moral
obligation to return to and help the country ofyor??

In these moral dilemmas, many people would likeBkmthe interpersonal care-
oriented decision. However, several others wouttbsk the opposite option. Why does such
a difference exist? The objective of the presenkvsto focus on individual differences in
dealing with moral conflicts between (a) interperlocare and concern for the welfare and
interests of specific others, and (b) respect sfrabt (i.e. not primarily and directly
interpersonal) principles and norms that may bgoofie importance and possibly moral value
for society and the individual: honesty, integrggcial responsibility, and loyalty.

This is a classic, trans-situational, moral dilemmBuman history. In its less extreme
forms, it reminds us of situations where no exaeysiare possible even to help somebody in
need. In its extreme forms, it points out politiaald ideological terrorism where, in dealing
with the moral conflict between defending the groupnoral order and not killing innocent
“real” people, some people make the option forftmmer.

In order to make the conflict under study as cheat strong as possible, we focus on
one hand, on the care of specific others who artegpaur network of acquaintances and with
whom one has an interpersonal interaction, andhemwther hand, on respect of abstract
principles and norms whose violation, when carind helpful, does not have detrimental
consequences for others’ welfare and interestse®ar, in order to avoid a non-
interpersonal, ego-centered interpretation of therperson’s needs by those who chose the
respect of non-interpersonal principles (“the rexfjué the person does not really contribute to
his/her welfare”; “I have a better idea of what Wbhe in his/her interest”), we focus on
situations where the application of the principleare will unambiguously be perceived as

beneficial to the individual.
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A way to conceptualize the studied moral confléctd think of it as a reflection of the
broad conflict in morality between deontology amtgequentialismDeontologyis an
approach to ethics that judges the morality of&ioa on the basis of the action’s adherence
to moral rules. Actions thus are inherently rightiwong independently of their
consequencesonsequentalisrolds that the rightness of an action is deterthineits
consequences. If we keep these definitions broadgm then our work could be seen as
dealing with, if not exemplifying, this conflictat least the conflict between deontology and
an ethically altruistic consequentialism. In ortteemphasize the non-interpersonal character
of principles that are followed by those who, ie thoral conflict under study, will not make
the consequentialist choice, we called this maadlencyabstract deontology

However, the present work is distinct from thecstiiamework of several recent
psychological studies on deontology versus congsealism (e.g., Bartels, 2008; Greene,
Sommerville, Nystrom, Darley, & Cohen, 2001; Tanméedin, & lliev, 2008) in three
respects. First, those studies adopt a narrowitlefirof consequentalism as utilitarianism
and operationalized it in terms of quantity sewmsiti(“Is it preferable to kill one person if it is
to save ten?”), which is not the case in our w&dcond, studies from that line of research
adopt dilemmas exemplifying a conflict between sitoations, both of the same
interpersonal character (e.qg., killing, directlyimdirectly, one versus ten people: Greene et
al., 2001), or of the same impersonal characteafong, directly or indirectly, one versus ten
cups; Nichols & Mallon, 2006). On the contrary, ttunflict under study in our work is that
between interpersonal and non-interpersonal, atistrarality. Third, those previous studies
come from a social psychological perspective, wdethe present work is integrated into an
individual differences perspective. The latter waently acknowledged to importantly
contribute to explain, in terms of interaction wathntext variation, consequentialist decisions

(Greene, Morelli, Lowenberg, Nystrom, & Cohen, 2D@ur perspective is also less
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dependent on the strict content of one or two dites (as is often the case in the above-
mentioned research tradition), since we studiedsaets in this kind of moral conflict as
expressing a broad tendency that can be manifestsaa variety of contexts (e.g., friendship,
neighborhood, work environment).

Also, the moral conflict studied in the present kvamould not be considered as a
conflcit between principles and empathy. The carented choices are not necessarily or
exclusively motivated by empathy; they could alsanmotivated by prosocial principles
(Eisenberg, Fabes, & Spinrad, 2006; Hoffman, 12800). And similarly, the abstract
deontological choices may also imply specific emasi (or lack of them) and not only the
defense of principles.

Finally, one could integrate the moral conflict endtudy into a more general
framework of the possible negative consequencesooélism (Lovett & Jordan, 2005) and
strong moral conviction (Skitka & Mullen, 2002).i$hmay be true if one keeps in mind that
the conflict presented here is between two diffekamds of value contents, i.e. interpersonal
care versus intrapersonal- and group-level motakriHowever, let us clarify first that,
although the consequences here are bad from the\@perspective, this does not imply that
choices in favor of abstract deontology should ssagly be qualified as immoral. It depends
on how one defines morality: does one act in fafathers’ welfare; in favor of society’s
interests; in conformity to one’s own moral prineg? Second, recent research on moral
conviction (belief that something, never mind whafundamentally right or wrong; Skitka,
2010, for review; see also sacred values that norcannot be trade-off; Tetlock, Kristel,
Elson, Green, & Lerner, 2000) is interesting hexé auggests undesirable consequences of
moralism for society, such as the delegitimatioauthority decisions or the undertaking of
extreme actions to achieve morally convicted ehidsvever, this is not directly relevant for

our work. These studies focused on the strengthavél beliefs and attitudes and its
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consequences, never mind the content of thesddehd attitudes, whereas our work focuses
on the conflict between two kinds of morality, asfevhich may have harmful consequences
for specific others.

Hypotheses

In the present series of fours studies, the geggiedtion, from an individual
differences perspective, is: Why are some peopldyéo help — or to act in order to avoid the
harm of — persons with whom they interact, evanhbfeaks some other moral rules, whereas
others prefer to maintain a respect for those ntoitek even if the consequences may be
detrimental for the welfare of those acquaintances?

A series of hypotheses were made regarding theitoggrsocial, moral, and
emotional characteristics or determinants of péspéndency to make abstract deontology-
oriented (hereafter, for brevity, deontologicalpes instead of care-oriented (hereafter, for
brevity, caring) choices in these kinds of mor&mimas. We will present and justify below
these hypotheses.

A first series of hypotheses aimed to validaterttegal dilemmas we created. Haidt
and Graham (2007) recently developed the five motaidations theory according to which
the basic psychological systems on which human Iihprsbased are (d)arm/care (b)
fairness/reciprocity(c) ingroup/loyalty (d) authority/respectand (e)purity/sanctity In our
understanding, the first clearly taps a directripg¢esonal morality; the second, a more
abstract, at the societal level, other-orientedatityr and the other three tap group-level and
impersonal moralities (duties to society, ones®liGod). We hypothesized that the
preference of deontological over care-orientedarses is motivated by a low emphasis
given to the moral principle afare and a high emphasis on the group-level principle o
authorityand possiblyoyalty. Since we did not include violations of sacreesuh the

dilemmas purity was not expected to be relevdrairness/reciprocitycould possibly relate
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to deontology since, in several dilemmas, actinfauor of other’s needs implied
transgression as an exception in rules supposagiy to all. In several kinds of moral
judgments, justice/equity can be in opposition witine and empathy (Batson, Klein,
Highberger, & Shaw, 1995; Skoe, Eisenberg, & Curtaipel; 2002).

Furthermore, getting at the heart of the moral lectninder study, we expected that
preference for a strict respect of social normbi@idetriment of care-oriented concerns would
indeed reflect a self-perception as being higmaoral integrity(by indeed reporting few
behaviors that are transgressive of societal nowhsyeas, at the same time, it would also
reflect lowprosocial tendencie$or instance low tendency to share one’s own ligiays
with others. This was a key prediction. Indeedjitranally, high moral standards,
endorsement of moral values, and moral integrigythought and effectively found to be
related to prosocial tendencies. For instancef-fsgteived) moral integrity predicts both
normative social behavior such as not cheatingglyand stealing, and prosocial behaviors
such as volunteering and helping (e.g., Schler#@38). However, the focus of the present
work was on situations where the two dimensionsracenflict.

Examiningvalue priorities using Schwartz’s (1992) model of values wouldier
our understanding of the specific important goladé tay underlie moral deontologists’
normative thinking, feeling, and behavior. This rabdistinguishes between two, almost
orthogonal axes of values, the first contrastingseovation with openness to change values,
and the second contrasting self-enhancement veeduBanscendence values. We
hypothesized that harmful of others deontologyisperted by values of conservation of
social and personal order (tradition, conformityd &ecurity) and not by values that reflect
autonomy and pleasure (self-direction, stimulataorg hedonism). There was no reason to
expect positive or negative associations of abstt@gntology with values that reflect self-

expansion (power and achievement). Additionally jnwestigated whether abstract
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deontology may involve low attachment to self-tierslence values that translate concern
for the well-fare of people with whom interacts ifbgolence) or all people and the world
(universalism).

We also investigated cognitive needs that couldattarize, if not explain, strict
attachment to norms and rules even when this priovies harmful to others. We
hypothesized that such a moral tendency reflegis épistemic needs forder, structure
andclosure(Kruglanski, 2004). Such needs might explain tfability of deontologists to
think relatively about the applicability of abstracoral norms as a function of the specific
context (they hold them in an absolute, non neptaiaay) and to think relatively about the
importance of these norms with respect to otheraimoe. care-oriented, imperatives. People
who are high in need for closure are uneasy withiops diverging from their own,
experience difficulties in information treatmentaseem to prefer homogenous and self-
resembling groups (Kruglanski, 2004, for review)rgover, strong attachment to moral
deontology may reflect not only a general epistemeied for knowledge and some answers in
any kind of topic (closure) but, more specificallyw flexibility of existential beliefs and
worldviews that have a central role in a persoifiis We thus hypothesized that abstract
deontologists are low iexistential quesfVan Pachterbeke, Saroglou, & Keller, 2009), i.e.
are not prone to doubt, criticize, and considemtbgsibility of changing their existential
beliefs and worldviews.

The strong attachment of deontologists to abstgaeteral, social norms could also be
understood by the submissive and conformist way thiek and behave as members of both
organized groups and the society in general, attdnespect to hierarchical structures.
Authoritarianismandreligion should be two relevant candidates as underlyiaglabies.

The former, by definition, includes submission therity, conventionalism, and

authoritarian aggression (Altemeyer, 1996). Sintylaeligion, and more clearly religious
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orthodoxy/fundamentalism, has been found to reétategh moralization (Nucci & Turiel,
1993) and high dualistic thinking (DesimpelaerdaSuDuriez, & Hutsebaut, 1999). Implicit
activation of religious words was found to increaseessibility of submission-related
concepts and vindictive behavior upon requestgagtlamong people with dispositional
submissiveness (Saroglou, Corneille, & Van CappeR€09).

Moreover, we hypothesized that moral decisionsrtakdavor of abstract norms
instead of interpersonal care may be typical ofgpeavho more generally do not dispose a
prosocial personalityThis should be observed with measures of repa@ttedistic behaviors
(various contexts, various targets), and the vghiess to help a confederate in need.

Finally, it is of interest to explore whidmotionsabstract deontologists experience
when obligated to make decisions where impersomatiples and rules are in conflict with
care-oriented concerns. One could suspect, faamest some difficulty in feeling other-
related emotions such as empathy (given the emyadittursm link; Batson, Ahmad, Lishner,
& Tsang, 2002) or even emotions in general, siheeabstract principlistic, ideology-like,
thinking may reflect a disconnection from sensesebdd&knowledge and reality (e.g., Arendt,
1951, 1953). One could also suspect the presersenod negative emotions resulting from
the disturbance provoked when such conflictingslens need to be made. Alternatively, it
may be that deontologists, as conservatives, réporhegative affects (Choma, Busseri, &
Sadava, 2009).

Overview of the studies

Study 1 provided initial validation of the set betmoral dilemmas we created. We
examined the associations of deontological veraus-ariented choices with Haidt’s five
moral foundations, behavioral self-reported intggnd a projective measure of prosocial
tendencies (sharing one’s own belongings). Stuthy@stigated theoretically relevant links of

the decisions made in these moral dilemmas witiw@dla’s model of values, need for

105



Sens et bien en question

closure, and reported altruistic behavior. StudlyBthe same with right-wing
authoritarianism, religiosity, need for closureistential quest, empathy, and positive and
negative emotions. Finally, in Study 4, we cladfibe link between deontology and
prosociality by experimentally testing the hypotldbat moral deontologists are less willing

to help when other principles are involved in thaation.

Study 1
Method

Participants. Sixty-four Economy students at a French-speakirigi8e university
(mean age = 19.8D= 1.2; 44 women and 20 men) took part in the stndxchange for 5
Euros. They completed the protocol in collectivessans of two to four participants.

M easures.

Deontology versus care dilemmase constructed nine hypothetical situations. Each
situation implied a conflict between (a) attachmendome rather impersonal principles and
rules (strict fairness and equity in treatment,dsiy and not lying, professional and civil
loyalty) and (b) willingness to help or not hurrpens who, in most cases, were in need and
with whom there was an established interpersonatioaship. These moral dilemmas were
constructed in a way that forced respondents te ¢gtker a caring (i.e. in favor of the other
person’s expressed needs) or an abstract deortaldge. respect of impersonal principles
and rules) decision (see Appendix). In order togase ecological validity, we selected moral
dilemmas that are neither too extreme, nor togaltiin each situation, participants had to
chose, for instance, between lying or telling theht and, by doing, so hurting an ill elderly
person; or between loyalty to colleagues or tragsging this loyalty in order to help someone
in need; and between responding to a police requesipporting a friend. For each of the

nine dilemmas, participants were asked to choosedes two proposed reactions. A
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deontology score was computed by adding the nuof@eontological choices (coded as 1;
care-oriented choices were scored as 0).

Five moral foundationsAfter having provided their answers to all mataémmas,
participants were invited to revisit their respadéor each of the nine moral dilemmas they
were provided the five moral principles suggestgdihidt and Graham (2007): (edre
(exemplified by the words “kindness” and “compas&jp(b) reciprocity/fairnesgwe used
the words “reciprocity” and “honesty”), (@yalty (“loyalty” and “courage”), (djauthority
(“respect of authority” and “obedience”), and felyity (“spirituality” and “temperance”). The
participants were asked to provide on a 7-poinettikcale (1not at alt 7: entirely) their
estimation of “How much each of the following modainensions was taken into account to
make a decision”. For each participant, a totatestor each of the five moral justifications
was computed by averaging the answers for themal dilemmas.

Social integrity We measured integrity as the self-reported (lvequency of
transgression of rules that do not concern dirgetrpersonal relations but morality, in more
impersonal terms. These transgressions had to tthosatial responsibility and respect of
fairness in the functioning of the society: chegititying without consequences, and fraud.
Participants were asked to provide, via a 4-poikelt scale (1never 4: more than five
timeg, the frequency with which they had committed eafcthe following four behaviors:

(1) using public transportations without havingdptiie fare; (2) cheating on an exam in
secondary school; (3) lying on an unimportant issiel (4) not telling a cashier that she had
given too much change € .60).

Willingness to shareParticipants were asked to indicate what theylevda with the
money if they were to hypothetically win 100,000r&ufrom the national lottery. They were
asked what percentage of the amount they wouldatkoto each kind of expense. A judge

blind to the purposes of the study coded the diffekinds of expenses by classifying them
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into two categories: expenses for others (famiignids, donations to charity) and for oneself.
The variable included in the analyses was the péage of the amount participants allocated
to expenses for others.

Results and discussion

Total scores on abstract deontology covered thesaainge from 0 to 9. The mean
score was 3.33, slightly under the mid-point of @erall, participants made more caring
than deontological choices). However, the dilemalksved for inter-individual variability in
selecting deontological or caring answers. Indestth the exception of one dilemma
(number 4 in the Appendix) that elicited caringwess to an important degree (84%), the
dilemmas elicited deontological versus caring ams\eéher by an almost half-half ratio
(dilemmas 1, 6, 8, and 9) or by a one vs. two-thprbportion (dilemmas 2, 3, 5, and 7).

The coefficients of the correlations between delogioal choices and the other
measures are presented in Table 1 (controllingdoder did not change the results).

Table ]

Descriptive statistics and coefficients of corr@as with preference for deontology (Study 1)

M SD r
Deontology 3.33 1.64 -
Five moral principle$
Care 471 0.88 - 43**
Reciprocity 4.4¢ 0.9C .07
Loyalty 4.4% 0.8z -.0t
Authority 3.38 1.06 57
Purity 3.43 1.47 .10
Transgressive behavic -.35**
Willingness to shal 29.2; 28.7(C -.27*

*p<.05.*p< .01,
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As expected, deontology was positively correlatéth yustifications based on the
moral dimension of authority and negatively to times based on the moral dimension of
care. These correlations were important in size asdound in distinct by dilemma
correlations, systematic across the nine dilemiaaisness/reciprocity was overall unrelated
to deontology, but distinct by dilemma analyseseded that it was significantly positively
related to deontology in five dilemmas (rs varyfrgn .24, p < .05 to .78, p <.001). Purity
and loyalty were unrelated to deontology; the fiestsonably because our dilemmas did not
imply violation of religious rules or sacred sodiaboos having to do with moral disgust; and
the second probably because different conceptibloyalty may underline the attachment to
both abstract deontology (e.g., loyalty in soamstitutions) and closeness to others (e.g.,
loyalty in friendship).

As also presented in Table 1, individuals’ tendeiocymnaking deontological over
caring choices in the moral dilemmas was, as predi@ssociated with both a lower
frequency of reported behaviors that reflect tra@sgjon of moral integrity in the social
sphere (cheating, lying) and a higher tendencyetpkypothetical gains for oneself rather
than sharing them with family and friends or givihgm to charities.

Study 1 thus provided initial evidence on the indiixal variability in dealing with
moral dilemmas constructed to tap adherence toaabsteontology at the detriment of
interpersonal care. Participants who made deontbghoices indeed tended to invoke in
their decisions low importance of care, high impode of authority and, to some extent, high
importance of fairness/reciprocity, i.e. strict ggin applying the same rules to all.
Moreover, when examining related behavioral tendsncdeontologists turned out not to be
indiscriminately moral, by combining, for instanaaegrity- and prosociality-related
behaviors: they reported few transgressive behswumissues involving societal

responsibility, but at the same time they seemedllimg to share hypothetical gains.
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Study 2
Method

Participants. One hundred sixty participants (57 men, 103 wonfieimg in Belgium
and France (took part in the present study astaoparlarger study on eating behaviors. They
were recruited by an undergraduate student onumtenty basis. Their mean age was 29.2
(SD=10.5; minimum and maximum age: 15 and 65). Th#yled the protocol either in a
hard copy or through the web. Two thirds of papiaeits were of higher education (41,5% of
Academic education, 26% of non-Academic higher atlan and 32,5% of secondary
education).

M easures.

Deontology versus care dilemma&s¥e administered the nine dilemmas in the same
format of questions and answers as in Study 1.

Values Participants completed a short version of theérBioValues Questionnaire
(PVQ: Schwartz, Melech, Lehmann, Burgess, Harri§wens, 2001). Schwartz’s (1992)
model of values distinguishes between ten valuadition, conformity, security, power,
achievement, hedonism, stimulation, self-directiomyersalism, and benevolence. These ten
values can be represented in a circumflex modeleifhect mainly two almost orthogonal
axes, i.e. one contrasting conservation versusrgssto change values, and the other
contrasting self-enhancement versus self-transceedelues. The short version of the PVQ,
developed for the European Social Survey, conefs?d items (we used a 6-point Likert
scale), i.e. two items for each value, except foversalism, which is measured by three
items. Following Schwartz (2003), in order to cohfor the mean importance attributed to
all value items, the total importance in all vaiteams was subtracted from the score of each

of the ten values.
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Need for closure scal@Vebster & Kruglanski, 1994). This scale measunesdesire
for definite knowledge or a conclusive answer rdgey relevant issues, and an aversion to
confusion and ambiguity. It comprises five subss#E items): preference for order,
preference for predictability, intolerance of ambiy, decisiveness, and closed-mindedness.
In order to reduce the length and time of the a@tration, we used the subscales Preference
for order (10 items) and Preference for prediciigh{B items), which reflect the inclination to
maintain closure for as long as possible (“freeztegdency), and computed an aggregate
score of answers (7-point Likert format) on the8etéms (Cronbach’s alpha = .82).

Altruism scalgRushton, Chrisjohn, & Fekken, 1981). This scaletains 20 items
measuring the frequency (fromriever to 5:very oftefn with which the participant has acted
in a prosocial way through a variety of life sifioats (mainly helping actions). In order to
reduce the length and time of the administration used 8 out of the 20 items. A total
average score of altruism (more exactly, pros@s#d, since the motivation is not taken into
account) was computed. Examples of the scale isgms'| have, before being asked,
voluntarily looked after a neighbor’s pets or chald without being paid for it”; “I have
offered to help a handicapped or elderly strangeyss the street.”

Results and discussion

Minimum, maximum, and mean scores on abstract d&myt were respectively 0, 8,
and 3.20 8D = 1.63). Deontology was positively related to &ge .22,p < .01) and was
unrelated to the level of education (-.10, n.s.¢nNvere higher\] = 3.58,SD = 1.68) than
women M = 2.56,SD = 1.55) on giving deontological rather than carested responses,

t(159) = 2.34p < .05.
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-I[;aeglceri‘ptive statistics and coefficients of corrgat with preference for deontology (Study 2)
M SD r

Deontology 3.20 1.64

Need for closur 63.9: 12.1¢ 24

Altruism -.04

Values
Tradition -0.52 0.90 A7*
Conformity -1.15 1.07 32%F*
Security -0.52 0.96 .03
Powe! -1.22 0.9¢ .08
Achievement -0.21 1.09 -.01
Hedonism 0.53 0.91 -.16*
Stimulatior -0.0¢ 1.07 -.25%%
Self-Direction 0.7¢ 0.7z -.0€
Universalisn 0.9¢ 0.7¢ -.11
Benevolence 0.93 0.67 .01

Age 29.72 11.12 22%*

*p<.05. **p<.01. *** p<.001.

As detailed in Table 2, preference for deontologg wositively related to need for

closure. It was, additionally, positively relatedthe two conservation values of tradition and

conformity, and negatively related to the two hadtim values (hedonism and stimulation).

Controlling for gender or age in partial correlasadid not have an impact on the significance

of the above results (with only one exception:riegative association of deontology with

hedonism decreased to -.11 and became non sigmijfi¢anally, deontology was unrelated to

altruism. However, we tested the idea that deogtsis are non-altruist conservatives.

Indeed, the relation of conformity with deontologgis moderated by altruism. A regression

of deontology on conformism (centered), altruisentered), and their product showed a

marginally significant interactio, = - .037,p < .087 (two participants were excluded from
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the analysis because of relatively high Cook’satlises). We computed simple slopes by
centering at high (+1 SD) and low (-1 SD) levelalifuism and examined the effect of the
conformity value on deontology. Greater confornutgdicted significantly greater
deontology among persons low in altruighs .43,p < .001, but conformity value was not
significantly related to deontology among persoigh In altruism g = .15, n.s.).

Study 2 confirms the hypothesis that strictnesgeiontology is in part motivated by
the epistemic need for maintaining order and stinecin one’s own internal and external
world. This may explain the unwillingness of ound®logists to make exceptions from, see
the relativity of, and contextualize, general pifhes. Preference for deontology was also
characterized by concern for societal order andhteaance of established rules and traditions
(values of tradition and conformity), which may gagt the prevalence of (vertical)
collectivistic thinking in deontologists’ moral jgchents (Oishi, Schimmack, Diener, & Suh,
1998). Moreover, the low emphasis given to the iwdonistic values (hedonism and
stimulation) adds a tonality of “cold” rigidity tine harmful of others deontology. This is in
line with the general idea of a joyless dimensibmoral strictness in general (e.g., Weber,
1976), including in the more specific domain ofdgureferences (Lindeman & Sirelius,
2001). Finally, non-caring of others deontologdits not seem to be non-altruistic or to
devalue benevolence in general. They may thuseusgsarily be low in prosociality when
the target behavior is not in conflict with othemgiples, rules, and norms. Nevertheless,
those who combine low altruism with conformity iedetended to be more prone to make

abstract deontological decisions.

113



Sens et bien en question

Study 3
Method

Participants. Adults of various ages were contacted by an unddrgte student who
asked her acquaintances and neighbors to partcipatnowball method of collecting data
was adopted. In total, 206 French-speaking Belgdnits (87 men and 119 women) from
different urban areas agreed to take part in thidys(without receiving a special
compensation). Mean age was 45.5 ye@B< 16.8, range = 18-87). Participants received a
booklet containing a set of different questionmaire

M easures.

Deontology versus care dilemm&ge administered the nine dilemmas in the same
format of questions and answers as in Studies 2and

Need for closure scal@Vebster & Kruglanski, 1994). We administered the tain
subscales of preference for order and predictglaitin Study 2, but using a 6-point Likert
format scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .87, for the tstalle, .78 for order, and .80 for
predictability).

Right-wing authoritarianism scal&unke’s (2005) version of Altemeyer’s (1996)
Right-Wing Authoritarianism scale was translatet ifrench and adapted to the Belgian
context. This scale borrows many items from theahRWA and comprises items that cover
the three RWA facets: conventionalism, authoritagabmission, and authoritarian
aggression. Three items were split in two (mora thiae idea was included in the original
version) and two items were replaced. A global seeasis computed by adding the response
scores for all 15 items (= .75).

Existential Quest scal@/an Pachterbeke et al., 2009). This 9-item 7-pbikert scale
measures flexibility in holding existential beliefad worldviews, i.e. valuing doubt on and

being ready to question and even change them. ddie kas been validated in samples of
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students and adults from two different countried laas good psychometric qualities,
construct validity, and discriminant and incremértdidity with regard to constructs such as
(low) need for closure, (low) dogmatism, religiapgest, or search for meaning in life (Van
Pachterbeke et al., 2009). The reliability has deend to be around .74-.75, which was
confirmed also in the present study.

Religiosity A 5-item measure of religiosity was used (7-padikert format scale)
measuring the importance of God in one’s persofelthe importance of religion in personal
life, the need to hold religious beliefs for theqmn, the degree of help religion brings in the
search for the truth, and the possibility to livehout faith (reversed itemy (= .88).

Empathy(Interpersonal Reactivity Index; Davis, 1983). S heasure of dispositional
empathy consists of four subscales (28 items): &mefia concern, perspective taking,
personal distress, and fantasy. In order to keegtiestionnaire within a reasonable length,
we dropped the fantasy subscale. Participantsatetictheir agreement with each of the 21
items on a 5-point Likert scale. A global scorepnfpathy was computed by summing the
scores on the 21 itemsg € .71).

Emotions.The brief form of the Positive and Negative Aff&dale (PANAS; Watson,
Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) was used. Participants toaddicate on a 5-point Likert scale the
extent to which they felt each of 20 emotions (d8ifive and 10 negative) at that moment.

Results and discussion

The mean number of deontological responses sele@sd.10$D= 1.6). Only three
participants made caring options in all dilemma®i(g: 0) and only one selected the
deontological responses in all dilemmas (scoreA8)etailed in Table 3, the number of
deontological responses was, as expected, pogitoetelated with right-wing

authoritarianism and both facets of need for clesue. need for order and need for
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predictability. Existential quest was also negdyivelated to abstract deontology in a

marginally significant way.

Baegﬁibtive statistics and coefficients of corraglas with preference for deontology (Study 3)
M SD r
Deontology 4.10 1.59
Authoritarianisn 66.37 12.9¢ 30%**
Need for closur 70.6¢ 15.6¢ 28%**
Need for order 40.73 9.07 25%**
Need for predictability 29.95 8.47 25%*
Existential Que: 38.3 9.81 -.12+
Empathy 19.91 4.8¢ -.08
Perspective-taking 17.95 411 .04
Personal distress 11.20 5.61 -.05
Positive emotior 29.7¢ 7.76 -.02
Negative emotior 15.2¢ 5.3¢ -.19**
Religiosity 14.3- 9.01 .08
Age 45.46 16.79 2Q%**

+p<.10. *p<.01. ** p< .001.

Moreover, people who made deontological over calented choices tended to score
low in negative emotions. Inspection of by-itemretations suggested that this finding was
due to the emotions being guilty, hostile, jitteafraid, and upset. This suggests a possible
general lack of emotional disturbance among deogists. Deontologists may resemble
political conservatives, or people with strong idgy, known to report happiness (Napier &
Jost, 2008) and low negative affect (Choma eR809). The same result can also be read

from another perspective: participants who made-caiented rather than deontological
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decisions may have been emotionally disturbed vityamg to make a caring choice that was
somehow in conflict with other moral principles amdes.

Religiosity was unrelated to abstract deontologywever, when focusing on people
who were religious (having scored from 5 to 7 omithportance of God itenm;= 46), the
association between authoritarianism of religioagipipants (what is equivalent to religious
fundamentalism: Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2005) ao-caring of others deontology turned
out to be considerable € .46,p < .001); and double in size compared to the aasoni
between authoritarianism and deontology among émeraligious participants who had
scored from 1 to 3 in God’s importaneex 139;r = .21,p < .05),z=1.8,p < .05.

Moreover, the hypothesized (negative) relation eetwdeontology and empathy (all
three facets) was not confirmed. Finally, althoagle was positively correlated with
deontology, when partialized, the above mentioretetations between deontology and the
other constructs remained significant (gender fmompact on deontology). Interestingly
also, the cognitive, emotional, and social dimemsioad unique and additive effects on
predicting abstract deontology in a multiple regres analysis: deontology was predicted by
high need for closurdB(= .17,t = 2.17,p < .05), high authoritarianisnB(= .18,t = 2.28,p <
.05), and low negative emotiorB £ -.16,t = -2.43,p < .05) (adjR? = .12).

In sum, Study 3 nicely replicated the findings tidy 2 regarding the association
between abstract deontology and high need for cdoddiore importantly, Study 3 extended
our understanding of the preference for deontoldgueer caring choices. Beyond epistemic
needs, such moral tendency reflects dispositiosdbmission to authority and adherence to
conservative ideologies, i.e. authoritarianismeneyal, and particularly in the context of high
religiosity. (Note that the blend of religiosity tiauthoritarianism typically constitutes
religious fundamentalism: Altemeyer & Hunsberg€02). It also points to some underlying

emotional process, with low negative emotions beapprted, especially those that could
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have suggested some emotional disturbance. Fitlalynultiple regression analysis
confirmed the unique and additive role of cognitiemotional, and social-ideological

determinants in predicting strict attachment tordelogy.

Study 4

The three previous studies provided, among othexscpgnitive, ideological, moral,
and emotional dimensions), suggestive but stillearcnformation on the way abstract
deontology relates to specific prosocial traitglifegs, values, and behaviors. Non-caring of
others deontologists were less willing to shareollyptical gains and were indifferent to care
as a moral foundation in their choices (Study I)wiver, there was not an overall link of
these deontological choices with prosocial valuesself-reported altruism and empathy
(Studies 2 and 3). Nevertheless, low altruism atzead the link between the value of
conformity and deontology (Study 2). One integmiivterpretation of these results could be
that strict deontology does not necessarily imply prosocialityin genera) but does so in
situations where other conditions relevant to delogical thinking (e.g., principles in our
dilemmas; the right to keep the gains for onesalfnter the disposition for prosocial
behavior. Study 4 aimed thus to specifically inigade this hypothesis. We hypothesized that
deontologists are not necessarily less willingetpla person in need, but that their
willingness to help tends to be lower when the geiis need has a problematic character,

possibly responsible for the difficulties s/he m¢e.g., is disorganized).
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Method

Participants were 60 second-year psychology stsdsrd Belgian University, mostly
(55) females (withdrawing the male participants miod change the results). They participated
to the study in order to receive credit to fuléfurse requirement. Once arrived individually
at the laboratory, they were randomly assignech®af the two conditions, i.e. personal fault
and non-personal fault (control) conditions. Aligapants first fulfilled the protocol with the
nine moral dilemmas as in the previous studies.

Afterwards, in both conditions, the experimentdwefd@ having to go to his office to
find a document, returning two minutes later. Tharthe control condition, he told to the
participant: “In the corridor, | just saw a studeieing an experiment to finish her graduate
thesis. She asked me if | could ask my own stuttehelp her because she needs subjects for
her experiment. She told me it was complicatedh@éorto find students because she can't give
course credit in exchange for participation. She panicked and desperate. Imagine you're
in the same situation, it’s difficult. | agreedhelp her by asking you if you are available to
do the experiment. She is doing a face recognitiek, if I've understood well, there are
different blocks of faces of 5 minutes for 30 memsitSo, you can help her for 5, 10, 15, 20,
25 or 30 minutes. For me it doesn’t change anythtiggfine whether you accept or not. How
much time are you available to help her?” In thespeal fault condition, the experimenter
told the same story except that the sentence ‘@terte it was complicated for her to find
students because she can’t give course creditcimagrge of the participation” was replaced
by “She told me it was complicated for her to fetddents because she is late and
disorganized, moreover she can’t give course credikchange of the participation”. The
dependant variable was the number of minutes pemaepted to dedicate in order to help (O

minutes was also included as a value for thosedithaot accept to help).

119



Sens et bien en question

Results and discussion

In order to test our main hypothesis, we regresaiitigness to help on deontology
(centered), experimental condition (contrast coal -1: no responsibility of the target in
need; and +1: responsibility of the target in neadyl the product of their interaction. The
manipulation of the target’s responsibility was@ént: participants were less willing to help
the target when it was described as lacking dis@pb = -.38,p < .01. Across conditions,
deontology was overall unrelated to willingnestétp. However, as hypothesized, the
interaction between condition and deontology irdmting willingness to help was
significant,f = - .33,p < .05 (two participants were excluded from thelygsia because of
relatively high Cook’s distances). A simple slopalgsis (see also Figure 1) revealed that
deontology was negatively related to willingnesiétp in the target’s responsibility

condition,f = -.48,p = .02, but not in the no-responsibility conditigrns .05, ns.

Figure 1

Willingness to help as a function of deontology tardet’s responsibility
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Study 4 thus clarified the abstract deontology-peotaity link: strict deontologists do
not seem to bgenerallylow in prosocial traits (altruism: Study 2), vatu@genevolence:
Study 2), feelings (empathy: Study 3), and behaviotentions (control condition of Study
4). However, given the priority attributed to priples and authority over care (Study 1),
abstract deontologists are less willing to act pecsly when other abstract, conflicting
principles or rules are involved in the situatiemgy(, personal responsibility of the target in
need in Study 4; having the right to keep one’s gams in Study 1) or when low altruism is

combined with conformism (Study 2).

General discussion

Is it possible to act badly by trying to be mor&l8re specifically, how can acts which
are non-caring and even harmful for others resafhfan attachment to moral principles?
Across four studies, we used a set of hypothetit@nmas which put into conflict (a)
abstract, rather impersonal principles and nornals(ajcare for a close person’s welfare. We
provided evidence that there is a non-negligiblerimdividual variability in the choices
made in these dilemmas. Several individuals tendguivilege deontological choices that
were harmful to the close person whereas many ®therileged choices that were helpful of
others at the detriment of such abstract and inopatgrinciples. People who were high in
this abstract deontology reported high moral intggfew behaviors transgressing the
morality of social responsibility) and tended tetjéy their decisions in the proposed moral
dilemmas by highly endorsing the moral foundatibauthority, and to some extent
fairness/reciprocity, and by systematically de-odersng the moral foundation of care. In
addition, contrary to research suggesting someespandence between conservatism and

prosocial traits and values, both converging oonraern for social cohesion (Roccas, Sagiv,
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Schwartz, & Knafo, 2002; Saroglou & Mufioz-GarciaQ2), abstract deontologists combined
conservatism in values and authoritarian ideolodi Yow prosocial behavioral tendencies
when their own rights or other principles were ilwea (unwillingness to share hypothetical
gains and to help people whose needs stem palftiattya character flaw). Moreover, both
cognitive and emotional factors seemed to undeduwh non-caring of others deontology: an
epistemic need for closure and low flexibility ixigential beliefs and worldviews, together
with reported low negative emotionality, were meghil components of abstract
deontology. Finally, being strict in principlesttee point that close persons may be hurt
included an additional component, i.e. seriousaesslack of joy and pleasure, if we judge
by the low importance attributed on the valueseddnism and stimulation.

Giving priority to abstract, group-level or intnadividual principles (in our dilemmas:
respect of authority, fairness, social responsihihonesty; which could be extended to purity
and personal integrity), whose violation in theafe situations involved in our dilemmas
would hurt nobody, may thus result in moral decisiavhich are harmful to others in
interpersonal relations. This moral dispositioneef a large number of unique cognitive,
emotional, social, and moral characteristics. Téwegalizibility across contexts of such non-
consequentialist functioning and the variety of thpersonal principles not to be
transgressed in our nine dilemmas favor the idatsiich abstract deontology may constitute
an individual characteristic that is more or lesbke across situations. This is of importance
for personality, social, and moral psychology. Thired of abstract deontology may apply to
contexts varying from non-painful everyday situaide.g., a teacher who refuses a favor to a
student even if it is for good reasons) to extrem@exts such as ideologically-motivated
terrorist attacks. With regard to the latter, nmte finding of a positive association between

abstract deontology and authoritarian religion fueadamentalism). The results of the
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experimental study 4 also suggest the importantleeofontext: for instance, the perception
of the target’s responsibility accentuate abstiacintologists’ antisocial behavior.

The lack of a clear positive relationship between-naring deontology and religiosity
could be explained by the fact that both empathmg/ead moralization — which are
antagonists in the moral conflicts studied heree-kkaown to be induced by religion.
Interestingly, the more religiosity takes an orthwar fundamentalist, so authoritarian form,
the more moralization, but also prejudice, becostesger (Hunsberger & Jackson, 2005;
Nucci & Turiel, 1993), whereas the more we movaerfitbaditional religion to modern
spirituality the more we find empathy, extendedusgdim, and universal prosocial values
(Saroglou, 2010; Saroglou & Mufioz-Garcia, 2008 Bubsequent experiment to the present
studies, we found that supraliminal religious prnigincreases deontological rather than
caring choices in our moral dilemmas among peojgfe im authoritarianism (Van
Pachterbeke & Saroglou, 2010).

The set of studies presented here possesses sonatidins and raises several new
guestions. An area worthy of future investigatisthiat of the emotional determinants of
abstract deontology. As recently argued for the aflemotions in moral judgment in general,
the effect of emotion could occur (a) in the intetption of the scenario, (b) in the
interpretation of the question, (c) in the prodoigtof the moral judgment, or (d) in reporting
the judgment as a measurable response (HuebneerD&y1auser, 2008). Given the
impressive findings from a series of recent studigggesting that emotional intuitions play an
important, if not predominant, role in moral judgméHaidt & Kesebir, 2010), it is of great
interest to investigate the emotional reactions ldeed some people to take deontological
rather than care-oriented, empathy-based, decigiahgse kinds of moral dilemmas.

Most of the evidence provided in the present stidias correlational; and all studies

were carried out in the same country and lingustimmunity with convenient samples.
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More experimental investigations and studies watimgles from known groups (e.qg., radical
ideologically groups) should provide further knodde on the causal directions between the
constructs studied here, and will increase the rgdimibility of the present findings. Also,
across dilemmas, there was some variability witipeet to the specific impersonal principles
that were in conflict with interpersonal care. Fetuesearch should investigate how care-
oriented concerns may entertain specific confligth specific non-interpersonal principles.
Moreover, it would be interesting to investigateettter the conflict we studied here only
concerns the content of moral principles (impersgaesus interpersonal ones) or reflects
differences in moral “intensity”. It could be ththbse who make deontological over caring
choices, compared to those who do the opposites aatronger consideration of their
principles as sacred and any trade-off as tabotbo@keet al., 2000) and are more morally
convinced about what is right and wrong (Skitkal @0

Since both groups may act in accordance to théfe(dnt) principles and moral
foundations, they may not differ in self-perceivadral integrity, if the latter is defined as
acting in accordance to moral principles (Schlenké08). Nevertheless, from a
psychological perspective, the question remairte aghether abstract deontologists’
motivation is to (a) respect principles becausteir intrinsic value, (b) respect principles by
conforming to what society and traditional authestconsider to be the norm, or (c) maintain
a self-image of being pure and irreproachable, lwbigygests an egoistic motivation. This is
also an intriguing question for future researctnas been argued that the abstract character of
principles increases the propensity for moral hyisgc possibly facilitating a pro-moral
interpretation of anti-moral acts (Batson, 200&aiig (2002) also argued that people, even
when acting immorally, tend to use rationalizatstrategies to preserve their self-perceptions
as moral. Among these strategies one can find nusafication and a disregard for the

consequences of an action.
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Note that, as mentioned in the introduction, wendbargue here that the
deontological, harmful of others, decisions are orehand that the caring decisions are
necessarily moral ones. This depends on how extgsine defines morality and/or whether
good actions are morally motivated (see, e.g.,@aét al., 1995, for a distinction between
altruism and morality). There are situations whaterpersonal empathy and altruism may be
a threat to the common group’s good (for instamdegn this brings favoritism: Batson et al.,
1999). Note that, in our opinion, qualificationaufts and attitudes as “moral” in nature is
beyond psychology’s scope.

Nevertheless, doing theght thing is not necessarily doing tgeodthing. Both may
be qualified as moral by some or others, accortbrjfferent ideologies. But we hope to
have provided initial evidence showing that forlusmans, who have friends, partners,
relatives, and colleagues, it makes a differencetidr people with whom we interact will
privilege in some conflicting situations (a) whlagybelieve to be the right thing to do or (b)
whatweknow is the good thing for our welfare. We caroalke another, related view. From
the moral foundations theory perspective, consemsitprinciples of authority, loyalty, and
purity have some moral pertinence, and both lilséeald conservatives’ principle of
harm/care has universal moral value (Graham, Hé&ititpsek, 2009). However, the present
work suggests that when the latter is in conflithwhe three former, some conservatives
may privilege the impersonal moral principles eaepnbvious costs for the welfare if not the

life of beloved others.
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Appendix
Moral dilemmas used to measure abstract deontology

1. Imagine a friend of yours has caused a car antioh his way home from work. He
was scared and fled the scene of the accidenbldegdu everything about this the crash.
Later, on the basis of imprecise testimonies, lm@ines a suspect of investigation. The police
are questioning his friends. It's up to you. Do yeuto the police officers? (Choices: | tell
them | don’t know anything about it; | tell themesything | know).

2. Several weeks ago, you met, and befriendedlegyali resident. He asks you to help
him by providing housing for him. Your house isgarenough to accommodate him but the
law forbids the helping of illegal residents. Dauyteelp? (Choices: | provide housing for him;
| don’t provide housing for him).

3. You visit a friend who has been hospitalizeddne year due to late-stage cancer.
He spent his life running a small industry. He éswproud of it, having started it from
nothing and expanding it to having, one year aowérkers in a familial atmosphere. The
person handed the management of this firm oveistadn just after his cancer diagnosis,
hoping that his son would carry on his work. Thagra asks you for news about the firm.
You know that, aiming gains, his son sold the fioma multinational that restructured it. Do
you tell the patient or do you lie? (Choices: | kein; | don’t tell him).

4. A family has been living in the country for 1&ays. A firm just bought the piece of
ground adjacent to theirs to build a warehousd.orhie family is sad because a lot of lorries
will be running around their house, producing naad pollution. Legal conditions to build
are met. The family lodged an appeal against tliidibg license and the local authorities
consult the inhabitants. You are one of the infzattg, but you will not be disturbed by the

warehouse. Do you answer that the warehouse mumtilbdecause it is legal or that the
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warehouse must not be built to avoid disturbingfémeily? (Choices: | answer that it must be
built; I answer that it must not be built).

5. Your neighbor has just ended his studies. Yo lbeen neighbors for five years
and you get along well. As he comes from anothantty and has finished his studies, his
permission to reside in Belgium is coming to an.dthe will have to go back to his country,
which paid for the studies on the condition thaghes back afterwards to contribute to the
development of his country. Now, however, he wdikld to stay in Belgium. You know a
person who works at the foreign office and knowseans to extend the permission to reside.
Your neighbor asks you to help him via that perdamyou accept his demand or do you
remind him of his responsibilities towards his cioyp (Choices: | accede to his demand; |
don’t accede to his demand).

6. You work for the national weapon factory whiashust signed a contract of
powerful weapon furniture with a foreign nation. Association was created by people who
think that the foreign government is going to useweapons to subdue its population. One of
your colleagues discreetly tells you that he joitteglassociation. He is sabotaging the
weapons. He asks you to join the association. Doagaept, and so violate your obligations
towards your employer, or do you refuse? (Choitascept; | decline).

7. You are an active member of an association.nguaistrike, you are blocking
access to a supermarket. A woman comes and wdaelddienter the supermarket. She asks
you to let her pass. She would like to go shoppondood for her children. It is late and all
the other supermarkets are closed. Do you allovichenter discretely or do you block her
entry? (Choices: | let her enter; | do not let &eter).

8. You live in a large building. You get along wedth your neighbor and you have
visited each other several times. However, he samstlistens to loud music. Other

neighbors have complained to the owners aboutdis®nYou neighbor’s lease is ending but
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he would like to stay three more years. The ownestjons you about the noise. He is
hesitating to extend the lease. Do you confirmnibise or say that you don’t hear anything?
(Choices: | confirm the noise; | tell that | doh&ar anything).

9. You work as a personnel manager in a firm. Qmemi@g, one of the workers leaves
without respecting the security instructions. Acident could have happened. This worker
was hired more than 20 years ago and has alwaysedaevell. However, he made the same
mistake once several months ago and had alreadiveeca warning. The firm’s rules state
that two mistakes are grounds for firing. Do yae the worker or keep him? (Choices: | fire

him; | keep him).
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