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C iR ARl B D BISE R, JERT 100084)

i E AdrREfREMAEXNARTE, AAEBRTEERmER, MIHHE. CNIEE & CAN
Hxea s 5 AR M, BROAREXALE—ERELIMRTZAAREXOHR, MIHBELRT
22 S AR A TR EE AR, ONI AR AN TS kAt —F 5B THARAEEEN S
it A2, CAN JLE RS ET ONI AR R B A m T ey RIGH AR, AREXGBER TR H SRR F
ARMAFAR SR EHFTAANEEEEL, GEEANTERREACAARETRRAFT A, EZ,
AL HBLBAFEIARLFRRET FEERE

KR EEWM, T4 E, CNIAEA, CAN fik, HE2rE

HES  B849: €91

il

1 3]

Rt 5 TC N2 BA 4 3 Sk, 8 745 IR 455 [ 0L 7
U RIS DATEJIR 26 fi 5 PR 45 7 B 55 v 2 A 1Y
ARETE I AN, HIC N AR Bk, U)K 1E
88 PR] 355 7] 350 S5 52 76 76 M 52 07 A AT] 1T AT (Bonnefon
et al.,, 2016; Greene, 2016; Young & Monroe,
2019) YN HTEAT Bk F2 b il 3] 5 2O B,
TR J5UE PR AT i 2 HE0E 5 ML R T L
FFON, A0S 5 A T e 4 1 g O D) 2 R AR

e I B R A, W A T 9 3R
B5 A, EHURARI S 5 AN KM
BRI T L — A A B K
B 1 A BEL P 2 1 P 7, U 2o A 2 A
FEAREL S AN, ELIE A 2 5 AL %
FAE 1A B TTHRRL S A (R HOT
FUVEHIL, 270 W IR Ay o ) 3 S it 7
M, PR B T 2 3 T 4 S Ak %1,
A e KA N ZE A8 Ak 19 o) A1) 2 SR U (Bentham,
T2 BT OO HAT A ) 7 R 3 24 1996; Mill, 1872); T Ze a4 M k2t 558
S F A L i AR g g, OB, AR T A B
5000 TAS AR R e g CORERG, OB PR X5 I LG
T, (ER AR B S B U (Greene, 112010 MR R (Kant & Gregor, 1997).
2016, Young & MERSS, 2019, PR A 52 2% 9 B 1 2 7 TR S
R, R e TR R T, B A
ML, 1967 4, MASIR M T B4 m g  De(impersonal dilemma). AR, RHFAERL, o
(Foot, 1967), hiik # il e B pF st s iy, OPE T il T RS B HE BTN 2 il
KLY 10 4EE, AR LB N T 55— A 28 B 4 1R FET, lﬂlﬁt?’ﬁﬁﬁﬂ/l\kiﬁ%lﬁﬁ(personal dilemma),
S A B (Thomson, 1976). i bigr, g S PIRRBLE IR L0 RF I oh W Hy s, v
SRR T 3 W R B S 5 b AT F e
g 4 K H R 5 ) S (Fumagalli et al., 2010; Gold

Wik H8: 2020-11-27 et al., 2014: Graham et al., 2016: Greene et al., 2001

* R AL FHFE 4T H (18BSHL14); WEHER*¥ A £ e iy 11n
ﬂﬁﬁﬁ-ﬁﬂ(zoﬁTszjyygn SRR Valdesolo & Desteno, 2006), LbUnfa 57 # &5
WAEVEH: BITHE, E-mail: liaojq@tsinghua.edu.cn P AE A NGB WX TR X, HAEFEA A
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T 2 9 X R DG M ) 22 57 (Fumagalli et al., 2010).,

WE A& BIFFEAREIE, V22 18 75 R 5 b AR T
gk, WEFEE PRI R R SR R4S S, B Z AR
WEAL W E 5% J7 12 (Christensen & Gomila, 2012), J&
TH I8 PR R BEAF 5T o Y SEIE D7 iR i O T 7R A
B R R R A S W RS, YR R
o ARTCHE XS H AT G A 22 S Pk | i T
ZrE53% . CNI (Consequence, Norm and generalized
Inaction preference, CNIVR I LI KBTI i) CAN
(Consequence sensitivity, overall Action/inaction
preferences and Norm sensitivity, CAN)® =47
LR IR IR HOr e (e

2 ZHWHEE

oMM R M R A
HAS, s R —DMRE T, EXMER
e ZATAE 1A E BT FHRIREL 5 DA(EZE
BN, DR W XA 7 R R AT 2
VLR RS R BT RE AT RIS, BER KB
JH 28 B P 3 2 R BIF 53 38 A TE T, R4
T EAREERUN TS, O Greene 7R
WIFSE b SIS 2 R Haide —if2, ffi & 0Lm
METED 5T & B, I 45 A6 52 e TE AR Wy IR R B
SR, R SR XA AR 08 S5 100 ) H A T
(Greene & Haidt, 2002; Greene et al., 2001), TiJ5
Sk, il 2 B P 1 S o) T ) U [ R R
B AR, R X DR 3 S ] H A T
(Greene, 2007; Greene et al., 2008), TJ&, Greene &
H T B E XU T 298 (Greene, 2009), X i & 57
EE WL, J521F 2 BT i B HESE T e
FF(Gubbins & Byrne, 2014; Lucas & Livingston, 2014;
Patil et al., 2021; Skulmowski et al., 2014; Youssef et
al., 2012; Wi % 2011),

J5 SR SEUERIF ST )2 A T S MR e,
T E FE XU TSR R A B, H2, X
SR I TP A AW, S =P A
SR E e, FEUR] F SO N 5 T, AR R
ISR ARSItk . Eh FEHEE T 3 SORIAE I TG
R SCRGER R, T IR D B R IR B RN
{6 1] 5 =5 (Bartels & Pizarro, 2011), % 5245 # ik
PEBR, HPE D AP SRR AR R, ST 2
B 55 W 2 YR # IE 32 (Seara-Cardoso et al., 2013;
Tassy et al., 2013; Yu & Tang, 2013), X471 R45#R

4 ) B A — BRI I O SR B P M i R B, T I
SRR ITERA IEM KR, REREHKT
TN, R R P i RS A S R O
O N AR LAY f Ak, B S B 0 G0 e R
A NS AL 4 N RT BB 23 A7 S S A R A s 1 4 )
AR AR AN TR

HOR, X558 RN A ) O T, JE PEIR RS X
55 W A [ 1 T AH 56 06 R B k1 2 BE T I IR
(Chapman & Anderson, 2013; Haidt et al., 1997;
Pizarro et al., 2011), XZRBFFXLZIN N, FOENIE
M S T 3 7 %o T AR 1 AT S I DB, R
S DRSS 4 i 7 S AR Al v MR AT, NI AR Bl 3
7D T TR, A BSOS 18 A IE 1A T (Haidt
et al., 1997; Rozin et al., 1999; Wagemans et al.,
2018), 3—Jr T, BURAR 45 0 AT AHGIH — & 1 IR
AR, T A0 SC 5518 S 07 s 88 I Dl ) 32 Sz
(Valdesolo & Desteno, 2006), {HH17 #F55+8 H 4R
R (Mirth) 5 T 4E J& (Elevation) B F BN 175 45, H:
YEM ZE IR, T 22 Bk SCo5 i it , 15 %
Sxaam 551845 W) (Strohminger et al., 2011), A I,
T4 5 551 e i O R AT REEE N A2 2%, TR 48 i
PRETE A T5 2 HE AT e LAAS 215 BEAR RS

TR, INFIN L b i BB g R 517
R S b B S5 /D) A SR R A R A R
MRS ER? MO BRI IS £ SRR, B T A
T ST REAF E 1 (Bucciarelli, 2015), 3T H1#F5¢
i F R A1 2t & B R AE B9 1 T RE
A £ X #(Bago & de Neys, 2019a, 2019b), MA
T8 BLE N TR ST FI W A7 A I TR T
AT FRR FN W, FL R 3 SCHIWT A R Sk R
Ak JF H, RN IS P A 3 SORO 22 [A]
HAREA B F A5 E & (Royzman et al., 2015),
I, 5 /BN T 5 558/ D H) 3 SCRN 2
[F) )X 0 G AR s EE TR . B AN
o, TEVIMERESRTT, BT 09 2 A 3= SO 7 ) 5t
NN IR o Rt S ST il e
S5 20 M TR X 4B 7 AT ) 3 082 e SR A 7 T 414
A %% (Kahane et al., 2015),

28 M ETE (14 F R Ry BRMAEAE T8 BN T4k
R, B TR R He 2 DA M H 5 32 B DA 3 X
Ji DT B By ) 485, K R 5 A AN A2 T R A L
5523 550 JE N BK B R 455 X AHAT S5 IR R
il 32 SCJE W™ 46 %k 37, BONAHZE, T 32 S )
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IR, AR g, ZINR X 5 A
BN, WS RIENR ZMEETY . &R
b, TN EEE R, AATTSE A T AR A A
LR BT N R W B TERLIE L ST R 5 1
FTEE G SR I s S SRRt 3R B, AE B pl
PSR R, AOADA RS A 5 T
A AHE, T TR BR A DX P 0 451 2 o 5 B o
VAR ARG, TR A% T A 0 40 1 D A0 A 1 PR
T A HTAS, 2 CHEER R, X 3 ARz
() £ 2 o7 FN B fig B Sl =02 B, 1 SR T 1 A
BT AT, A% 08 B NE P9 AT R
TR, BT R 5 B — A R A 11 3 A1) (L D
(Hutcherson et al., 2015), X ZEE, TIA|E XHX
S0 S AR ) 58 AT LUR A B S, FFATAER

2 MU B 5 AN R BR A TGk R ATk
FEH DR 3 SRS S5 B I g R B 22
S 23 VR ol ) AR A 22 AR KB, YRS E S T
SR AT LA A S BT, T 224 0 TR A [ R R A 25 AR )N
FF, Hedk 3T 2 Z AT, (E AT Rt it 1A
FIE AW . Rl e ok SEmEL T, JRE
LAESZ RIS ULBE AR 2, S 5 oy {0 ] (1 72
5 05 FA P (Conway & Gawronski, 2013),

25 MU 1 5 = AR BR M e LA AR g
W4 (Gawronski & Beer, 2017), %7 B4 A &
SO 5 S 5540 T D) =A% 6 3r, DA 3 S g v
ZoU (L ANTE DL e i v, e R 20 ) R P 4
LA ARE S5 18 o B ) B AT LA i B S T R 32 S ) i
I EE R, AT LU R Ry 551000 ) 5546 1 25 21,
ik, FEMRE DAFERII M Ib b, DR e )
FIPEAR L, BEW] BE 2 DA 3 S 03K Bl i 25
0 AT R A — M 42 A2 $ U A 1 45 R (L Al
Mg, RORERANE R EFGEMEE,
WAERBERAR, FHIE— ek b5 225217
R A3, EAEDR MR, BERTREAZ X 55
IR BR B (25 R, 7T RS2 IR 4 — e A 4232
vk GHES

R AT A RBR M, BERERR S TN T
/B (Process Dissociation, PD), 1fi-h T f#HeHi
WA R, KRHET CNI BRIk (Gawronski
etal., 2017)M1 CAN 55 (Liu & Liao, 2021),

3 MINEE

0 T4y 8k 2 Conway F1 Gawronski (2013)

MASAZAFFE N T. 53 B F2 ¥ (process dissociation
procedure, Jacoby, 1991)% J& >k ¥, Jacoby #tF
R PD 7ok Bie e s 24 i 2 A A
HTAEMEF MRS . XA EIFAEN AR R
PR, T LA ARV 22 G Y v (Hitter & Klauer,
2016), Conway Hl Gawronski % — U K & 51 ATE
0 B 2E P RIE 5 P LA X 43 D 1 3= SRR S 5518
I B K B AR B

I T3 B8 5 B b R AR AT A R BT 1 4
SRBFIUAT O, Y25 FR R T B Ak 5 4k 1 2 3L
P AR — B BE, B ESRAT 45 MR T A 17
RAGAFFA ETERTE, DR 3 SCE WK e sk
2R AR UL S 5510 i ) B R e 3 35 4 4 i 42
W T 2 45 5 B T 1 B D 5 477 5 P i BSUAe) B —
HES, BT NE R BR T FIIF BAT WA B ARFF
GrEERN, DR 32 SO N RN S 550 i U 24 SR
PR BRI, FHREWE 1 PR, A8
TSI T 2 U XEAS BT, G0 AR 1% L, 42 XE U
RAFHMEA, —BUE B R — 15 5 h AT S P2 10T i
WA SRR TR, b xR, g
PR FORIE DATHE R SFAE 1| AT A, &
WEE AT A S —FEN 58 5 AT A,
I TE 18 2 52 IR 32 S D) 2 S 551 Jir I 3K 3,
BCFP A5 R RN T A2 ) (B R IK S,
M AATTAT BE 23 IA S 3 Fi s LR A 232 1 .

PRI b, oy Bk T 2,
BB S5 138 2o TR AT R 25 R R B OG R TP L —
FRMA—BURE WA, D s TR g IE X
Bk, R)E, BRI EE - IEE M
AN — B 5L b 1 2L P4 7T 45 32 BOR T HE 2 A
B RIL T A 3 SCR S R . B —
FAF R A - E R A0 T A 2 IEREF,
[Rt, AT 2L Sl TR L R SR TE W R A 1 T
B2 GAEZ RN . ARG, Al X s
HEE 34 5 o Dy ) = SO 3R 2 AR B 5 5548 )
AR, BAHET .

p (13 FH AT 52 | — Bl be) =

U+(1-U)xD 1)
p (13 I3 | — Bl i) =

(I-U)x(1-D) 2
p (1 AT A — R 5 =

(1-U)xD 3)



558 KBTS S 3 A0 PR BF 5T 00 90 2 T 2 T G B A (8 1511
— B Rl
I E N
JEBR > GFERT 5% rEArEg
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WA P
El > GiERTER ViEART %
1-U IR D IR 5L
BB
Eherdg
1-D & RN
WHES —> GETEZ BiEArEg
R

BT N vk B A SR TR 1R %, Forh U D Utilitarianism B455E, fUFRINH 3 SUFENBKEHFRE; D K

Deontology FI4A S, 3 L5510 W H IR sl A& B

R JR . Conway & Gawronski (2013).

p (Ui A2 | A — B ) =
U+(1-U)x(1-D) 4

(1)~(4) 55 2 22 M) 2 e 3 35 78— BRI — B
B T sz M SZ2 47 AR IR AE R, AT LA B3R
HPOR R BRI k. e, RS —
G A 8 MGG, tREEL W 6 4
Wb 2, B4, p (HIE T2 A —BUE
By = 075, 1 p (EASTEZ|A KR =
0.25 [A1HH, AT ATFARH — B B TR #4552
PR ZAT AR HES . AR5 %20 (D)~(9)
A UMD M, o, i@k R
(2), BFE @ ER)IEEFRG) I LI

U = p (BiE 52 A —20Ess) — p (il
32 | — B85

[

U = p (hFEANAHEZ |26 - p iEAR
A3 AR —BUE BE)

R U MEZE, BE6%E0)~@4) Y
AT — A2 RIS H5 4 D A,

TN B AR R T 2 M, E B AT
B IR RHESE T 2, 74 B XL ) 2 A
T Bl F YR B R B, B
T

e, Ty BA R T 4 S M T R
= SCRR (BR 2 SZ DR AT R 10 5 Z T fi &=
SCITU K B A1 53 SR (B R 4 R AT R
PEW) 5 32 5518 S W BK Bl 22 8] 1) — — X AR
e —fk, AMTFEMOR A ke, HA s

I T2 S 1) 55 45 V0 1] 58 0 T AR 000 4,
IFEER KRR,

Hw, MTABEET A -SSR ERNS R,
AT T oA 32 TR DA S 553 TR #8548 9K sh 4T
AR BB Ak, BE 1 & E—AT
TE o T3 Al i T 76 22 LR Mk b — B 5 T R 32
052 1] 119 2 B AFVRVE o

Conway Fll Gawronski 7£ - & 13X — J7 = ¥ [] B+,
WATT 3 DSCUERESY, AR5 e T
RN T 318 (Conway & Gawronski, 2013), fifi1k
I, SV A B AR AT T X 43 AT N TR 48 I
N, A OG0 A SR AR 22 5 5 O
XSt i D SEEE, H5 RN B A 3 S
W U SHCRHE, SIS C.0W K235 m D
ZEMAEN U S50 TR 0 A 22 55 0) 5
U ZHEK, 5 D SEAMR, A 7 i
A SR U S5 A m D 240,

TN 8 % T A 28 B W XL T 5+ T AR 1
HIFZ AN —BNE B TELZS % i,
I 5 401 PR 22 M vk 2 0 58 M L 2 oy )
F X, A PR A T B AT R RN 5
B T ) = SO ) Bt T BB R 55 T e B 5
N A B W22 5 3R W1, ok Lk BBk X
S in) L S Ltk R TR S S, ]
Wi W I SRR EE 20, e W R 2 BN .
T 150 B S e ) R P e ) 2 e R B R X
5 I 4 T 25 57 T AN 2 X 235 SR A N T ¢ 22
ST S 3 (Friesdorf et al., 2015), XU, HH¥H
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TA Ry G AP A ) BT T S I 1 e S At 2 e T 9 A L IE
RYZhA] 3 L (Kahane et al., 2015), T 4 im T4
B ) e R A 2 T T S 551 i 1) R ALK
EASBE T A 3= S ) T, TCIR T Kb
BN, W PE TR 3 ORI R B T IR
JEE A (Conway et al., 2018), %7 78 H AT
SN AR Tz, t s A A WS A %O
T A LA BHLRE 1 A HUXUE 5 D) ) P i 4 4 TE
ARG 5 13 3 P DG MR AN AR 56, DA i — 25 S 4
TIEFERUIN T 384 (Patil et al., 2021),

B2, NG5 B AR O 48 M M R
W, &R BT AR a AR B, X
THIERE R RN G = Z 52, 2R EHE S
F2 A8 P FH Y 2 2 T A 7 1 B2 TR ) (Janoff-
Bulman et al., 2009), 25 %A GEEIE#H AT
TERER B IR P E T . DRl LBOR &R AL
SR, FERFSE T R A5 L 0 ) B 2% S R AT A
M 55w IRAAT M B4 A TR, R
AT PR BUR AT A B T 6 . R,
IR T 4 FATREMAH G IE AL (DAT RIS
RFK T8, (NS Ik, ) FT BRI 4
RERR TR, H ARG IR, Q)T &L 45
RANK T8, HARIEITRE; (DT IR 45
R TR, H R A8

SN T A B e SR R ik e T A
EEO 5, (HILSRERI AR S5 . FEMIEEE R
SR 5 45 A CFIR T Bl e R TRy 4 bl BB
A, HR R AR, b2 X5 ) S B Rl 2
GHEERNHEL, XRBND LR —2&7
D0 B R — ek AN 32 e e 2 AT 4R
W) o 7E S BRI SEAT A TP AR A X R — Rl ke
WATH, BIFAROLIRE R A R, L
SR — M M H X A7 A SR I SRR A2 il H e 2,
IR ) TEVEAE N Ty Bk PR R 2, 2
(7] £ 1L 98 0 0 48— PR P 3 2 A0 1 5 T ) 3 SCA )
ARV —HE, N3 B BB — RO AN 45 32 00 ] 5
SCEF AR AR - 7RI 1 B PSRN LA 58 — AT,
RORETE— B — B N kA2 h
PR, XL BE RS2 S5 RN A B B, AT B
T R A — M A H 32 AT 4R BT I AN B S A7
RRVREEFE ST HERESE M. T
X —H 25 BR, Gawronski 5K HIBAT 2017
R AT R 2 T2 b Y 2 I SN DR R R

JEH T ONIAE AL, BR3P 3 32 D)) 32 S (e
4R T S0 I 0 9K 1 R R A A2 55 e (el KL
11 3 SO SN KB B FRE, S B Y DR 5 A TR
TS5 M — kAN $e 52 A5 2 A ) Y R

4 CNI tREGE

CNI BTN T 53 By ik aih b, K oA
SCAHE i) #5440y X AT S 235 5 A U, R L5518
1 16 2 A SR AT S RS P B, Ok — 2B )
BT — R 2 AN S A, RSB R
TR (5 LR BARAE) 5 45 2R (R T B s B T
(4 MG . 2PN TR AR CNI LA
AL, fESSER R | Ao O BEAE RV 2 4
e A A T vz b (Hiitter & Klauer, 2016; X%
1% 45, 2019), CNI AL BEAS A 1k i) e 5
By 48 AU M (Sensitivity to Consequences), #iLi
3R (Sensitivity to Norms)Fl(AS AL TG 5 45
PR ) — fBt M A 2 52 1 42 52 15 1] (General preference
for Inaction versus action irrespective of consequences
and norms), [, R Z N TE B SR ) CNI
BRI, N WA Rk N 5,
2019; TRBHIT 45, 2020, AW, Lhikdk, 2020),

CNI 5 B 5 b 5 R 3R 3 A6 R AT 18 7 R SR,
TG R AN TR, P R SR AR AR D T L
AR A0 BN T R 2 /B Ok, anfgl 2 fr
TRo M2 IR SCE N BKE R, PSR AL R
TR I 4 52 B BTN AR 5 SRAT B AN e 2 4 3L 2 2
—17); AR BA S HH I SE MK ST 2 L5518
JEINGK S, PR3 2 7E AL AR AR I 4 52 S i
FERUES IR Z (B 2 552 47); AR
BA 2 A 32 s 3K 5, WA 32 558
9Ka, R A B2 (18] 2 5 =
I1)s He 2 (B 2 S ATHIT A 3L

FE CNI BEEIE h, PSR HAE AR 25 0F T ik
SREE SR PT S AR R i B A0 T3 B i 2RA

p (552 VB AR 1k, IR T #ik) =

C+1-0O)x(1-N)x(1-1) Q)
p (2 MLEE L, BT HI) =
(1-0Ox(d=-N)y>x(1-1 (6)

p (HAZ MR, FIKTE) =C+
(1-OxN+(1-CO)>x(A-N)x{1-0) (7)

p (2 HILRE, R TH)=>1-C)x
N+(1-C)x(1-N)x(l-TI) (8)
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BRIk BLAEHIE
AT | Bk T | R T8 | Bk TR
o w2 | Rz | B2 | Fem
c [,
RS Fgg | B2 | B2

[ 2 CNI MR Z AP TR IR, b C RRERBURME, N R HUEE, T AR AR 5Z 0 47
(Gawronski S5y — P4 52 0 4 (9 B2 MR 246 55 — M AN 132 52 i ) SR AR 2 A 1, PR ZE A 3 rp A

—A T BN F k),

PERORIUE . Gawronski et al. (2017),

HFERIEE S Z T 2 g5 Fh, &
BT MAEZ MRS 1, B, R
GG FEASENEX, ARSI T 4 Fb
HE T T R Z R MER S, b T
RIEA, RIRAE p (FZHIEEE L, AR T8
0 pl, p (F32 | FEAS Ik, BER TR A p2, p (1232
MFEHRAR, FIR T8O p3, p (2 ML, B
KFFNHN p4, T CHIF,

it Gawronski $ At RPN T T EAT LI
BT R S 1 2 R R (C 240 BB
BN SEOM— B PEAREZ AR Z M 1 250
(http://www.bertramgawronski.com/documents/CNI
-Model Materials.zip), [Fff, HATLIXIX 3 5
BAE P AH BOHE =22 ()R AT L 3l 2 5 A R (H 3
TH# . Frig 8N C A N 2800 B3 KT o
TR A I S5 M R, ) 1
ZHBERT 0.5 WRIIRFEE A W& 1) — ik
AEEZE, WRBEFENT 0.5 WRWARKER
2 1) — PR PR 2 i

T R K, A T Mk ok 8 BB MEFD N T 43 5 1k
BT AEAE I JRs FR 1, Gawronski HTBA & & H T CNI
3L (Gawronski et al., 2017; Gawronski & Beer,
2017) o 3K—J5 PR T figp e T 1 PRI AR T 55 v A A
R R E A . Hean, miA R B 2 % T E
EAWT B EEAEA, BRI EEEER TR
T U 0 2 45 SR U, I R AR T —

PR R ), TR CNT BRI R 0, 5 shie
LA 5 AT L AKX T A 0 A U, TR R
Wi Xof 35 SR 118 0B A — P AN 2 2 o A2 Al
Ji 36 A R0 AT D) ke T 1 B W VR S R T
(Gawronski et al., 2018), Al \F F 57 3 B 52 AL AR
R RPRH DA 32 R s, i CNI
TR D) A B, AP 2 [T st S AL ) 2%k e 5
XTI B U YS TR AH S, PR SRR A R
N s g A T G N B, P U S R KT
Xif T TR Y B B BRI . WP SRS SRR, SO
R AR BT Wb /LG Z B R BSR4 SR TE
% Z%(Brannon et al., 2019), ¥T3&, Gawronski [4]BA
5T T CNI AR AL g i — LR 1 B P G X e 5 v
I Ah i %% B (Biatek et al.,, 2019) . AL 775 K
(Gawronski & Brannon, 2020), BUAEIRIEASIE
#5216 B ¢ £ (Luke & Gawronski, 2021a) ., ¥4
Pl M5 1B 8 P IR 2 8] %) 5& £ (Luke & Gawronski,
2021b) 45 [ A 2 2 25 v AR U3 T2 5 AR
THRADHEHER K ZEPAKERL et al., 2019;
Zhang et al., 2018), #£ CNI #EH 3% 3L4 I, Hennig
1 Hiitter (2020)H & T F24 AR proCNI 5 AU 1k ok 5
B AT A 32 5 LS Z B X, A& 3
TR AR N, AT 37 e R ) ) R
PERAEOCERRY . XL IR T CNI BRI
T I8 AL EREAR 7 75 X5 T R B 1] 7 ] W 2
HEZE W k= E .
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1EEERAR) 545 R (FIR T Bl MR TR 4 Fhd
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XTI EE (AR PR B I B 25 B 5 5%, X
W ONETEE AR 20 R e . R AEE R, W
N TR — A B IA IS R, AT S
PEAR DR FiX — R TG ik — RE” (HA
I, 2017) 0 X HLAGREE, BRI AR S5 TE RS
Z A s (], R ONI AR A He &
W, X — TR IR A — L R B

T 56, CONI ANk a5 KA R RI7E T H 3 e 32
A HLBCE T UK YR B — AR Y
PN T A B T B R R, A
Z IR BE LT B B, 7RSSR S MY
AZEMERT, A SRAE — BN A Z
FHHZ Ml . CNIBLRE R &2 iR B 23 B,
MR AT @R, ks b, JeR s 584 nl 6k
EIFATIN T HATYCR, BIfEAE 3 Fhalgetk . Ak
T[] B 25 P 3R 75 )5 I ATE L B b ok T B8 3
PSSR, M e B R R GG IR E TS
JEPCR AR, WA T REE e R TE L — et AT
KA, SRE 2B s R IR W i IE . R,
AR 2 P& SEMME R )G, LRk
2R HER BTN S8 2R W], T SO,

HWK, 207 N BEN A G B [ 9 0 5 1
TTo CNIBERITE YR )22 2 T g S I A A,
ATy Tz N T X 43 A A Y £ E R
I # (A2, CNI AR R DA L Bmi 3B A A L
BONEERRE, AR C. N 1 SHURRIFER
R AR AR Z W Y, B AR RE HEAT AR 5 B )
15387 -

K, ZRF 2o T ek T2, CNIEE
R LR LA A SR M E SRS SR
fHZ [ 25 A S, R REEAT £ 241 s = (8]
R R . B, FHO RO E R R O 2R .

CNI #E R Y 5 P 5 T R BR P 2 7R H 15 3]
—EREERIF DL, Gawronski H1BAE 33 15 55 4L
AR AR RN SEOT %, #15 C. N
L AT T BIEMEE RS ME2E R
5% (Korner et al., 2020), {HJ&, Hig KRR—
JEEIN TR TR AT SR R AT B D, CAN 537k
WXt LA B R BR AT THEIE

5 CAN E3£

WL B, CNIBERI VL B A S M i ok, 1
WAETEE RIRTE . Rl 2EMRE B, Bk
REH T HIBTT NG, R HIETT NI
e, BJa A% & — AT ] AR 20T 1
X —H & E AR B WK, w2375
A3t P (Baron & Goodwin, 2020; Liu & Liao, 2021),
Gawronski 7E [B] B 5Pt A A X — P I8 15 7T RE &
RS HAL T R 22, (B AN TR R S5
g B BA M, X HE—MaZ 5 LA aC
ZM AR E]_E #5156 £ (Gawronski et al., 2020),

AN 2R 50 0 T e SRR 0 T i AL e SR A Y
BN SBEALMN, Ba, REEFERT %
CNI A5 B % iR 8 (9 25 SR > - — e A2 32/
2 A1) P A AT PSR Z A0, AT REdE M — 45
R —RPEARE Z ), B — et AN %
1B SZAT M - Z MEAE IE > 2 25 BB IE, B8 —
PEARFE 2 14232 0 ) — 32 25 BB IE - Z B I
AN TR HATIOR . -4 R ——
PP AN 42 32 /4 32 A I 3K — 3 A B (1T 3)

ARNE ML, R SR TE 45 FEIE B T 19 D 5 S i g

pl=1-N)xC+(1-N)x(1-C)x(1-1) (9)

P2=1-N)x(1-C)x(1-0 (10)

P3=N+(1-N)xC+(1—-N)x
(1-C)x(1-10 (11)

pA=N+(1-N)x(1-C)x(1-1D (12)

it B TR0 T 310 St ke SR 17 ) A7 e
MR, A4, FX(5)~(8)5 X (9)~(12)1ES
Th b BE 202 430 S e Y o AR, R T e B i
A IR A T 7R 48 11 L B SE B AT REPEIR/DN, B
Tt 2 AR A RER AR N S E A R 15 5
N=(—-pl —p2+p3+p4)/2—pl+p2-—p3+pd),
M 3 AL RE R 5 rh N S5 B 5 15 3
N=(-pl—p2+p3+p4)/2, HHF CNIFE K
SR E KR IFAR SR T 25 R s, X
P~ N SEON A% ik, WSHE 1 p2 - pl
= p3 - p4, XAELRG T RN
Gawronski Z5(2017)7E 7 7 BLA4FK, %4 C FIN
W B2 IS, AT LAE S AT RIS Y A0 2
B, BXFHS2ZRDGBENERRESTHE
#, FE, AT S — 22, R Ui



ESRp

X AE7E A EFENBIOETE A B SIS A (i 1515

PRl ARG
FIRT B | BT A | R T8 | BT H

TER | AER | BX w3
B2 | AEX | BX | FER

B3 IS5 R —— M AN T SZ A 32 0 ) T 0 PSR T AR AR A
BRI Liu & Liao (2021),

e LG A AR B R H, Xt
AU C 1N BN B X T iAW S 545 R
FEAERZR, U R 52 W 14 4 25 6 1 3 1 IR s 1
KAGFN i — 2T

Ah, Gawronski Z(2017)INH—fEPEAT N R
IO A6 i) SR AEASE TR 1) S I )Z %, DR At AT 19 s g
MESEZ AR 1, AR B BB A9 07 & S A ] o X —
SeR R B oR A BRST . BRI TE AT REE B
— P A2 SO 7 S N e, T S A2 B R Bk
45 5 JEUDN) A 48 10T AR T JRUR I R i ), RIAE
&2 FE 3 4 C, N, I =ASEZ M6 E LR
TEZ 4 IR ] LU E R,

UL Bl AR, sk 2 i g s =X
WL TS RITE, B Y777 5 2 Rl SR
3, 1M CNT AR Bk i AR P4 X Hoip—F
BEAb, PSR TN AT AR 2 R B BT 5 A Rk AT
B, A4t e, ks L2
J 90 1 3 % L P B — R R SR AR, WA S B
WA BT S8 AR EIE . B,
TEAEAEVE AL W XE F [ R ey, R SR Lol 2 5 ) i
RFFATINAEF N TIEZ, Liv 1 Liao (2021)M)%}
BEHEAT TIRA BT

FT R LR R, BFE AR CNT BTk
HIFEERN R BT CAN 23k, LLinse CNI Rm
TGRS, 4 4 FRAGEN THA 6 Mk
o, Pk, N2 LR DU AR A A
T T AMRLE 6 MG B Th i PR 2 AT 4RI
MIREA . 256X 4 DEREEE, LR B IBIRE

ALREHEAT IFAT N A PSR AR L, WAl LA RS
CNI BN 3 DM LR bR T 5 CNI AL
BT X AP I T 1L, FRZ M CAN Bk (Liv &
Liao, 2021):

g PAUR MR AR C (Consequence sensitivity,
C)=1/2(pl — p2 + p3 — p4);

FLIL RS AR N (Norm sensitivity, N) =
1/2(p3 — pl + p4 — p2);

PR Z /AN Z R A (overall Action/
Inaction preference, A) = 1/4(pl + p2 + p3 + p4).

RN G T R UL T SCHER X b, L4 Talhelm
25 (2014) 11 55 SB35/ 4 7 9% & (loyalty/nepotism) 3§
PREE, S 5% IR A& 08 A8 ST I &
B X5 CAN BE M AL TR AR I X 47 Sy 423
V14 S ABE 23R 068 2 RIS 1 B X A Ay R 13114 7 b AR
R F R MIEIR ShFE bR, LA B AT 45 SR R K T B
IS XoF A Sy i TS ) 42 32 MR 4R e 2 3 SR W O T R gk
1T RV HE 2 ME Aok ROR S5 R I B 4845, 727
IR E R AHE Y

CAN B3k IEAT I T A B AR e e 5 3 () s
ZIEFIE SR E, PR H L ERE
We o ANSRFRTE X P B IR R, R4, it
GERFN R T #eal F iR TRIE, MIERBFLT
TR RIAT F S HESZ A A4 Y 1 35 K TR
ARk PR R, H 2 Z AR
JRFREE YRR T BERT, M0 SRR T LU
p3 — pl KRR, BT RN, L BURFL
ATLLH pd — p2 KRom o T4, R HLTE A2 A gk
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TR LV ZF W 8ok 3R, B 1/2(p3 -
pl +pd —p2). [FIHEE, UndRah SR xFpe ok & B IE
S, B4, JoW R B AR B AR ki, 25 R
T BRI B 2R SR X AT N BRI 48 52 SR
M0 R TR TR B Z MR, —FH2Z 2200
AR R U . YRR b, 25
HURRRE T LA pl — p2 kER, MHERER,
SR BURAR T LU p3 — p4 R FoR IR 24581
14 AR SRR o il w3 S B MOk R,
B 1/2(pl — p2 + p3 — p4) . MiAE N 2R 2 N fii 1] 45
RIS, A I T (01 3582 32 M5 0 mT LS e
P R AR -1, BV 1/4(pl + p2 + p3 + pd),

filn, BIERE SR 4 A AT,
AREFEIEZ AT IR W RS R pl = 0.6,
P2 =0.1, p3 = 0.9, p4 = 0.5, 4, HIEHULRE
1/2(p3 — pl + p4 — p2) = 0.35; Fo&k P AUk
1/2(pl — p2 + p3 — p4) = 0.45; FHEE KA 72k
1/4(pl + p2 + p3 + p4) = 0.525, [A1FH, BIW]3t43 0
B—NAMRLEX 3 NMEbR EIE, KRG TR
Livd

# CAN Sk 48R b, C fEAR RS
T EEERT 0, XU 51T 4R 1I0GE B4 R g
REFIEBAR L, PR & 7R R TR 5 T
X B LI Bz A MR R, DA A2 B G I TR
S(EFE SR SO FE MRS, B E /N T 0, Ui
B e o 3 22 B 10 35 1 R D) R 3 (B I 45 R
SOFEMIRS; WS 0 R E 2R, UWHNR
Z N TF R A SK D) . [F3E, N F5 bR a0 R 8 5
KF 0, HABRE Z 3B E M X5t (@ H M
F OISR, R R ENT 0, IR EZ
B 5 20 I S5 e (3 R 3 SO JE R 3
mAEE 0 LREXES, WHIRERZ XL 5R
SRR S X A $R bR, R BERT 0.5, B
A L LA AR 2 32 00 i) 4 B AN 922 32 40 1 1) £ 3%
WA R /N 0.5, U6 B HHA SARASHE 32 00 ] AH
T2 f e WS 0.5 J6 B 2 Rt
B WFAEN : (DWIR C /R N F8haFE 5 0 1
T EESR, WTEHE R ETE2BEIES; 2)
MR ED C M N HEREfTZ—5 0 AREFEER,
Vb B SR B AR 52 5 AN 2 A ) R B A Y, (R
W32 3 T T 3 STl S e SR A

CAN 4 s 2 7 37 7F CNI BRI gL LRl [y, 4
HREL T CNI ATk e &3, B - #7E

SN HAFTEIE S 55—, CNIBERIE R E sk &
FEHEAT 1 78 PSR I 5L T SE 2 R S T — R
NEEZZ 32 M P 5 I TR, T/ CAN B3k
WA X R S I R, T A — A5 WL S 4L
T B, RS S IR eI %A
T, BULOFH ., 45—, CNI BRI 55 0 114 B A 5
HSECRAEFERZE Y, A REH T 40 &l =]
H¥E, S8 HEEEWA 2z A i E 55—
B A HEAT LR, T CAN 3435 15 B i S 40U 18
AMARJZ Y, BERAT LU A G sk [ H 3, T
PITE Z 2 (AT LR . 26 =, CNT AL 1 5
5 CAN BHikdr A SRESH LB M
SEAH I, O AR AR 2 — e AN 2 32 i )
AR, 5 B R AR R AR B A2 M kR L B
U, CNT LA ) TS50 DUF 50 T oA R AT,
R BRI EHZ G, RERRE —R
PEAREZ AL Z W R, W CAN SJEkHE A
SHORLA F R RO E TN, fRRDR
HORR R AN A R, H TR AS )
9o 5, CNI BB AR T o e i, Mk
WA AT M BRI T e RN, A B AR B
3%, 1M CAN Sk Toubeisk, W] HF &gy
Wit PR 8 X AT A R A7 AN B 2 B
FEHEAT P4 AT DASEERAR B B9 S B0 . 2 Al
K, CNI AL CAN B3k, 1ESLBRAEFE ] L
ZGiE M, MESR, FilJE CAN Bk, CfE#
8 P SR (W A SCWT 5T 43 8 T B A (Liw & Liao,
2021; XMEZE, BIVLRE, Bk,

FEWFFE R A, CAN B34 Ja BR A th 1 2 32
FFE, BRI 22 ), 45 ] CAN Fik
T8 bR 5 At BRAR SR AT AH SE AT B, TTRES
HRAEEN R iR S EME B EFRARE . Bl
CAN F3E IR A Gt 48 br ok 07 2 Fi i 2 152 25
WRRBE DA RS IE T %, A T 5 SR R RS2 3R R
HWK, 5 CNI#EIL—FE, CAN Bt HA 6 4>
TE BT 24 AR, SR B 2D 1T e A7 AE— 2 DI
AR, 2R BR AT DL S 3 e B i U g
A7 5 i B 22 YR B 42 0 2 O P A X F AR 5

6 WitE5RE

BTSN BT A 23 IR BT 5 v A S B AR 2
FCWRSE Oy 0k T H A 2 IR B 0F 50 HA 2 5P
AR YAV T T R T 1Y 4 FhSUE T,
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2 W FHED AN L0 8%k, 3 CNIEERA A CAN
Ak, SIS B m P ARE R, SRR
BT T ZHT B AL & RS CNI A
PRI CAN B9k, S2Bb 1 X RLE (B 1k sl R A8 5 2%
SR ORI R T i g B R T 01 ) 4 4 4 45 17 356 1) ol 25 7%
FE, TEA K IE AE ISR T 2 vh N 12 H U LAY
H, A H AR 2 IR B 5E bt T DL RS

CNIBALEF CAN FIE XS T LAE R i AR ge iy
W2 RAMRRNIE 2L, Bk, DR
ST BT R SRR PO P 5 DO T SO A TEAH 6
KFR, THE HE B ks sl v 5 — v s B A A
F 32 [F AR R FAEAR DG, 175 45 SR U R A7
TEA ORI, X7 25 SR e it — A 30 o R, i
NAIFGE 3 W DR J% 2 {3 7854 W7 5 4 7™ D (Haidit
et al., 1997; Rozin et al., 1999; Wagemans et al.,
2018), {Hix WY 3R WA I JC UM (Johnson et al.,
2016), 3X A BB Hy T F 25 T8 08 4 Xk 1) v
2EURBE BT R, Wl CNTALEY R CAN Bk itk —
ks, MeAh, A DO MR Y S R R AL T A
PR AR BB, i e R 1 R B
WOREZZ A ], o 7] LLSE 3 A< S0 09 J5 PR 5 1k
FHENRAE . B, AR XSO T AR 5 A
F /SR Z B B —— X R, W
T R, A E R AR B A 3
T fiE(Bago & de Neys, 2019a, 2019b), X L7 LLfd
R RN T7 R AT R . it — 20, Bl
JH CNI A5 (1% 742 1A 25 B Y /45 SR U 5 3L
S/ SRR R, RBRE ML 25
Xf 2 RADARGUR, S, BRAE AL A
YIS R, SN eI S5 S E AW, xR
WIS AN 45 2R (38 S 551 R A1) 3 SOE S B 7 3
W 9 TR 22 B 2 22 ]9 43 2402 N 9 (Hennig &
Hiitter, 2020), S PR X gl fe: CAN Bk, 17
TEA HLEHUBNE 5 45 R USRS BEAE T . HoAl
MIF 25 P TT LLAE CNI BB CAN B
BRI T A5 B IR AR

CNIAE Y % M CAN B3k 38 BAT 5 oK 11 B
W BAh e . X Rh 7 ARy —Fh BS R 7 v
B, IEAAUY HBE ] T E R B 5T, dn)
DASE FH T Al 2L A VA b o M RO 5 U L, 3k
23 . FEREAT N EFET I L HAAEE
HE S E RN, EEISFE N AT A 8 E AT
ML T H B R A BN, TS R

INRAT R EFER M TS R R B EEN
B RGE B4, X TR EAT N BB S, R
&5 5 SRAETE B A vh 58, Al RE AR AR O T A
FOMEWITLE . IEECGEA FMARSCE W T E
FEEEA S, PR AT LIS & CNI B AL A CAN
FIL I B X S TR . R R A
G0 G 2 R R, AR T AR T ke T
% (Reynolds & Conway, 2018), [RIF, 7E/~ AGEfE
bf b, o SCEFARIE 8 T g e v ge,
AT mAER . HARAMEANFERFE
B A, WRoT At mT LU i 2800 O v 3R AT )
Mo S an, 7EIH2 O H2EIR T S, AT BFRrd
v TP AT 58 A2 BIAE A 25 1 32 ) HL A AR B AR
sl P RN I 2 e, 3 T S e O B sk . A
AR P S AR A0 N Y v vT REAFAE % W] s IR ]
PRI T 4, A58 3t AT LA 2o 2840 i) 8
B PEAT R AR (Hiitter et al., 2018), F-4, 5T
1Y 25 21 RN B 1547 A (Umphress et al., 2010), H
A U RN B SR Y ph oS Ry, SRR T
WE 25 I8 527 21 B (H s, 23 1% 32 3 NP9 1% 25 (Tang et
al., 2020), X ALW] LA A S BB O vk sk X
S 2 0P O B 3 AN S 2 O 3L 43 3R T
LG, PRI, CNIBERUTL AT CAN 53k, BEW] N
F TP E TSR BB B e 5 25 R v = LAk
Y H At 28 1 43 (Everett & Kahane, 2020), tH7]
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T X UUBURR AT LA 2% JE il F 5 22 25 oLy o vk ok 3
TR
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2 IR A BSOS L T I ik 215 4

2% 3Tk
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The development of empirical paradigms and their theoretical values
in moral dilemma research
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Abstract: The present paper systematically reviewed the development procedure of moral dilemma research
paradigms. Specifically, we discussed the advantages/disadvantages and the theoretical values of the four
empirical paradigms: classical dilemma paradigm, process dissociation paradigm; CNI (Consequences,
Norms, and generalized Inaction/action preferences) model and CAN (Consequences sensitivity, overall
Action/inaction preferences and Norms sensitivity) algorithm. The later paradigms resolved the limitations
of the former. The process dissociation paradigm overcame the limitations of classical moral dilemma
paradigm, such as the pure process hypothesis. The CNI model further dissociated multiple psychological
processes of moral dilemma decisions on the basis of process dissociation paradigm. CAN algorithm
addressed the improper presuppose of sequential process in the CNI model. Future researchers can apply the
newest method to solve the controversies in empirical findings and reinspect the existing moral theories.
They can apply relevant methods to explore other potentially conflicting research issues. To summarize, the
present paper provides a methodological reference for moral dilemmas and related research.

Key words: moral dilemma, process dissociation, CNI model, CAN algorithm, moral decision-making





