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(RINR 2B 22 BE, BRI 518060)

W OE EEEEEh, AN TE SR 28 P00 [ TR A A A AR 2R 5, MELL SRR
“HWEE” o AWTIOE S A R A G, 12 TSR SC AR IR Se T 2 D e e LA e, AT
AT A AR Py B HCM 28Rl o BIFSEAE AR B, R SISz A A (A SR T ™R, RS Sl PR SR A U
FIRE R SERN o LA, BEE DRHRE AN TETEDR SR A AR A A R AR, AN ) R A 0T 308 P T 0815 A I i i 7
M2, JE S A RETE A CAL A RN T IE AT S T A gk, BAARRBUNSEE AE R TR
N1 F P2 85y, MiHZHEMANG A T RIS HUETHSEH FRN S0, X&W, JeiniiE sl i Em i
PRAEAT Ay 55 WL I R PR T O, B3 e VR X A AR SR A B0 T R S B

F P (Adams & Inesi, 2016); YEREE =T, 5500

KR EEAM O, EMI, VUSRS, FRASCHNL, B
SFES  B849: €91
1 55

i 7 (morality) 2 5 5 A AT o 1E 24 1 09 15 &
R AHTE(Malle, 2021), FEAHI Wi (moral judgment)
DU A AR AR 5 — 5 3 8 o DU)XoF At N 1) 3 718 e 5 3
ATV Y33 72 (Greene, 2003; Malle, 2021), 45 A
1A SR A W P R LA IR, (BRI A 1%
R BT FRAT AR I A B Y 1
(Chugh et al., 2005),

T SR W S = A R R SR (i T
SR RAT A BAR) . 233 (PRI E AT h 2 20
T AR FN 55 W (A ELEE A A B S, U0k
FHAT P HIMI2E = 7). WG R, AR E 1
FA R AR [l — A7 Ay 1 3 ) T A RN — 3K
P4 (Frisch et al., 2021; Gold et al., 2015), fE kIR
., T AR, EE S22 A AR E R
YA N B E M52 F 4 BT HEZ B, i
beoB N E VS S SN (T R Re S 2 G M el ]
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T A RE 8 i AR LR R HE W o SR 3 0 B R R Az E
IR, T I R AT O A B (K e 45, 2019,
Pfattheicher et al., 2019). HItk, A[E£ %) [E—47
Shy (1) 3 7510 Wy T BE A7 7F 22 5 (Schein & Gray, 2017).

TEI LA TE Y, B — L8 7 55 G 55 0L
AR AL E R P PR B B E . B, 55
LA JOT AL P T i A A LA B A AR AL
G EaT &y, LM EIERN S MEE .
Cameron 55 A (2022)9F 58 R MATTBE S S A
S Dy BRI, AN, AR AL, 5%
A HAE By A PR X P SR Y K DRy T Ay ey
(Huang et al., 2023), #KTM, SETZege i i A [a)
£ A AR ANl 52 AR SR 55 = i A TE R W, B R
Mk = SR

SERIAFSE R W, MRTE AT S PR i ) T e K
1k 1 3 F| 25 (Fehr et al., 2008)., 7 18 52 H1] Wr vp A7 7E
FIC R UL, BRAMARRPERIFELE S 2 T H SR % (Bocian
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et al., 2021; DeScioli et al., 2014), Cushman % A
(2006)TEMFFE SR IA T PEAS AL AAT IR et
R TEELT WS A& By T A A7 i
FAC), HFWETRRME T2, Rz, R
BN TR R SOOI Zh L, 5% UL T RE B
D5 o 55 =TI VEA L AAT I, 2R A AN B A
EEAT RN TR RN ARG, 2R ER
Sy PR B SEAS R T AN IEEA TR, X — R EU{E A5 R
730

e IS 8] 53 B 38 1Y S5 8 A G HL A B R (event-
related potential, ERP)BE WA 46 7~ 8 £ 11 W i T
AR ) EFE(Gui et al., 2015; Yoder & Decety, 2014),
N1 2R IS 100~200 ms I I 1 21 W 1) 57k
g3, R ORI A Sh Ak Tad AR, 68 % bR g A
EEEE T BRI RAE B ANEFIR . TEiR) (Cowell &
Decety, 2015; Gui et al., 2015; Pletti et al., 2019), P2
RIS 120~250 ms PRAEIE S, R
WA 2 5 401% 0 T.(Chen et al., 2008; Zhu et al.,
2019), Jf= 518 i 58 AN 25 e T (Gui et al.,
2015; Sarlo et al., 2012). /MAf A AL, JCIHZE
HAKRMXWE R, WGBS KRN P2 JiR
(Chen et al., 2008; Zhu et al., 2019), FRN &l 5
G 200~350 ms ;=AY S B )% (Miltner et al.,
1997), S48 R BB HPFAN ARG . sk ) BB
FRN Sz BT it 3] 5 52 B 2 [a] /9 12 2% (Holroyd &
Coles, 2002). HFFERM, Gtk i sl 5 Bl A — 2
A 52 58 45 & K Y) FRN IR (Bellebaum et al.,
2010; Hajcak et al., 2006). 7Fi& £ #F 5% 5 M,
Kaltwasser 55 A (2016)& B, if et 2 T IAT N
PR ERE FRN JlE; NP4 AT N
75K B KW FRN PR (Hu & Mai, 2021; Liu, Zhou
et al., 2022), EZEFHLEIEIN A FRN S5AKAY 1
MBI, Sl T 45 535 & 1 51 15 44
(Gehring & Willoughby, 2002), P3 245 2 H )5
300~450 ms j=AERYIER, G EACFERE 22BN
T AHEHLE A (Gui et al., 2015). P3 I 52 21 ) ik
i iay, BRI E w5 R TR P3 i IE (Gan
et al., 2022); A FHRBLEA A P HRBGH & TR
P3 (Maet al., 2015; Wu et al., 2011),

S JEAT ORI TR T A B b AN TR AR
AR [F]— B P = i T 22 5, H G R TS
A A ST 8 3 € 28 I T AR 5 M HG R SR A S 55 WL
I A9 T A bR o, EL I = X0 AN [) €0 28 50 1) 4
L. IeAh, KT A B ST R A A

T ANA0] 52 W 55 WL 255 1) T A Iy, e = R G TE R o
ABFFERGIRVT AT . 55—, Semr& b A
IFi) 1 71 (A0 A R A 23 S A A SR 2R =07 55 LA
MY IR TR W, 55 =, WURAAAEX RIS, B R AT
TEFEF W g MRS R B 28 =, il AN E RS T R
ST ARAT ) 2 S A 23 U 93X — 52

AR AR, SR 1 AT SR, B
IKBENL AR 3 4, 38 3 el 4 40 3 AT 55 (Volz et al.,
2017) 453 5l G shk sk 3 M2 H MG, HAER S
N 58 B T AT 55 o 45 i 40 D00 TG 5 56 OO A )
Bll, HHEAE R W E GRS AIWE 5. S0 200
K AR, 456 ERP HOARIRFEZ K
CFRHLH

AR : A7 R)2 0, TS
WA, Ja 332 % 5O PRl ] g 2 A80h B8 in ™y
I PR VT, TR 3l e 5 00 £ 0 AT e S SO n i
AW (Frisch et al., 2021). Ji& 3 T 5K &40 M 1)
AR, W B, KPR SR A T AR TS A A
Z)AM b, M T2 HEHE MM, JORE LA T RE
AR N1 A P2 PR, Hoax —2500 52 B 5 7K -
FISZIR . N1 5338 5 -5 3 2 0743 Bl A 1 #)
A FRAR DG, B T X T T 5 TR 9 R e
Ry R . HAMRSE Shi R AR, XU s 15 B
FP SR 45 5 AT BE T ARk, DI | S N1 R 3 58
P2 14 W) 5 15 4 e B R0 25 DA R PEAG A D6 L FE DR
FOMAT, EERRE SR B IRAR P S, AT
RE 23l LXHE B I oG, i ATE 2 09 1 & 5
U5t J5 3032 35 3500 AR 78 i L 1Y) T 1) Wiy vh DU) AT e 75
K FRN P . FRN ST X #4551 45 5
PREEHR Z AN —ERR BN T, 72 FHEMAT,
ANAR T AN T S 1) i PR T i, [ T
e A2 FEHM AR ARG 2 . Ak, A
(R R £ 3 TT RE S e e S I 0 T 72, FE A M)A
S AR B G SO E B 0 1 R ) A AR T T
P3 25 A0 AT REAR B H A T] A R0 o

2 SE 1 AFNEFEN A S gt iE
TR VBT %) 52 Wi

21 Ak
2.1.1 #HiR

f#i i G*Power v.3.1 (Faul et al., 2007), TEf£IE
Hh 255000 B (Cohen’s T = 0.25), BE /KN 0.05 &
g 1ikF] 0.95 WML T, FHH5F 36 #dkil, 4t
L 90 £t B AR N (B 44 N, FI4ENY 20.58 +
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1.92 ), BEHLAFECE] 3 41, B4 30 Ao Frfi ik
BB iRpRE . AR O EUR IER R . Sk
T A IR Z A RS LSRRG, 715
—JE B AR

Fr A w8 58 B 4 Davis (1980) ) A BRI
o ¥6 %1 &# # (Interpersonal Reactivity Index, IRI-C)
(s 55, 2010) A ) B FE AU R £ (Dispositional
Moral Sensitivity Questionnaire, DMSQ); =24,
2+ [E BT, 2008), IRI-C HI T4 Y A RE 5,
ALEMRCREE . R R RDIAA AE 4
Ko R 0~4 VP41, 15955 80E Ko Hhif g ) B
&1, Cronbach’s a &2%(H 0.74, DMSQ i FPEAL
AR E B HUR M, BRI BAE L
TR ) | 8 BRI A 5 5 AN R
0~5 ZVF 43, 1943 B K IR 18 18 U= M B
Cronbach’s o RECH 0.89, = # i A MG 1t2#
Gtk 1.
212 XRESZSEERF

ARSEHR ] 3 GEAEMA OAA G 3 RRE 4
2 HAL, ) < 3 GREE NG Bl R
Flias . ER) x 2 (IREIR: #HZ . HE4e)IRA
Wit. Rl R 5 45058 s A R A A 6
AR PSR B BORAE S R S8 U 55 52
HHBOSNE N2, e HAb IR iR 4
A AR R TS . IR s
Wets 3R 3 K E R AT R 9 M)
H (s AMRT)RMIR AT IR =B 4s R A
TR (RRF RN TT S)MiL” (RRH
TEAETT5E) e SEI AT AT B 1) BRI o 20
58 A /) A 38 7 A A 0 s AT 555 2) r A dlat
Ry 55 075 56 LA — T T ) W 455

(DA ETE A A G 30

R I I 5

FEYRFE A, Bl & Ak 5 5 — 4wl gt
R SE AT 55, e, My, gk
WRZA R Pk >, Wi — A Bz E >, S
b b o iBeik . Bhiale a0, 7ERTA R kAT
FEEHE, RENEBENLIMI— KT, 1E Rk
W, T P S 5 I E AR AR AT R 25
(0T, oI 7E S5 J5 e IR — o Hu il s e il 4 R ) . Bk
REEF 3 MARFTE: mEEHMAEIRE 9 4
). (s AT AR AT B,
Se R 500 ms HE A, PG RRAIRE TR,
i Al e 42 32 1 R o URBSORT <D SR B B W AR UK
o Pl P RN, VRN i
BEEE R R, S 1500 ms AU S BREE SR, 25 7E 1000
% 3000 ms W25 B AT —i IR (LI 1),

FESZ I I )

ez H AP, SO0 S AR R A S50 b B R
Rz E . AT A BT S 2 A R E
PRI 58, HAE A R Ges b B AL — 1k
AT o BT X X e P o Ty e AT 18 S 43 AL
REEEVESY o AE55 007 3 R %E, XFRE 3 Flic 25 /K SF-
(& AR, B AREE 12K, Hd e ok
WHEHZ, 6 WONPREEL, 3 36 ANk, PhEl
B 52 B B, B S 2 500 ms JELAS,
Bt 5 R VBT 26 1500 ms, PR RS0
B BBl . 3Rk, WoniEsarFm, sk stz
BT AE KT PR (-4 AR AR AN 18, 4 103R
Ew B, s, WoR I PORE B A, A
XA OO T R I AZ B 0 1 R B A T R4 (—4 AR
FIAEF AL, 4 AARIEF B, 1000 2 3000 ms
B2 Bt a e AR —i (LA 1),

1 =ZAHKHAOGITFHEIEWM + SD)

At R LA (n = 30) HZH MM (n=30) BH4l(n=30) % SR

AR (S 21.27 +£2.08 20.43 £ 1.77 20.03 £ 1.73 F=3.4,p=0.05
PN (& /1) 15/15 16/14 15/15

IRT-WA 5 R £ 17.37 +3.53 18 +3.26 17.93 +3.15 F=0.33p=0.72
IRIZHA 22.2 +4.48 22.53 +3.73 20.87 +4.18 F=1.36,p=0.26
IRI-FH:1E K] 22.33 +2.96 22.03 +3.05 21.43 +3.11 F=0.68p=0.51
IRI-AN NS o 16.27 +2.74 16.2 +4.36 15.37 +3.56 F=0.58,p=0.56
DMSQ-#1H NI 29.83 +5.12 29.97 +5.82 29.63 +5.08 F=0.03,p=0.97
DM SQ-ZE i} i [f] 20.53 +4.95 22.58 +5.83 20.63 + 5.06 F=0.75,p=0.47
DMSQ- 1% fii 22.4+4.34 21.03 +5.27 2243 +5.11 F=0.79, p=0.46
DMSQ-FE £ A % 17.4 + 4.56 18.33 + 4.98 16.87 + 4.14 F=0.79, p=0.46
DMSQ-JLgkA 42 12.47 £5.19 12.73 +3.92 13.03 + 3.58 F=0.13,p=0.88




&
&
A
gt
‘,_}g
A
=
X
Pl
Flﬁf

T8 AR S R S TR A AR B0 shiE

55 = Jy 1 7 5 b 1073

BT

500 ms 1500 ms

FEENEE AF

—4-3-2-101234|-4-3-2-101234

TRHEH R

1500 ms 1000 ~ 3000 ms

PRINARSTT - PR3

BEE | A SEEA

HARES 1000 ~ 3000 ms

FEER <

LS5, BEISAE NS =07 55 WA 58 il T8 T 4155

E3 I N g W T I 7 W =B
hiz, T

PEAT AN TR R A

(2)IE 73 W AT 55

AR T T AT o WO R E
5 =07 o WA, XTRT ISR v 22 4 YRS AT R i
ATIEESIWT o M TRE B EAR Ty 58 S ok 5 1y e %
sz i), E5EE 3 GURERZE: ™. 1.
%) < 2 GRS #52 . H4a)3h 6 Fh At HFD
R 2%, 72Kk, HAhBEALI T 280,
AR, B 500 ms VERL S, EE LI
BRYCRGER, R T R, st i 4%
X P B AT —4~4 B TE K IE A (-4 1R R R
WORTELE; 4 fRFARFEAD), 1000~3000 ms %5 5,
AT =K (LA 1), PR O B 22 300
PsychoPy v2021.2.3 %l .

22 #R
221 AEFAEMNE. RRERBNRRERFED
F=FHiEEHE

X BAAE FAT 55 FR RO (IS AT 3

-4-3-2-101 2 3 4

(Ar¥ERE)
1000 ~ 3000 ms | :

VS

(RNRETEMA ORI IR EN . 2 EH . =
HlZH) < 3 (R FEWES: . P R) x 2 GRS R
5z Aads) =R B\ T 2500 25 REW, 0
FE B R0 W3, F(2, 87) = 3.92, p=0.023, ) =
0.08, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.19]; W25 K- F R0 ik 2,
F(2, 174) = 149.62, p < 0.001, n} = 0.63, 95% CI =
[0.55, 0.69]; PR3 45 F a4 @ %, F(1, 87) =
590.70, p < 0.001, 0} = 0.87, 95% CI = [0.82, 0.90]

RS S50 sh 2 HEAEH B3, FQ2, 87) =
7.48,p=0.001, 17 =0.15, 95% CI = [0.03, 0.27]. i
AN A3 R, MR R E 2 T R, 2 H A
1Y I8 PR PE o 0 I T IR R A (-2.54 + 0.17 vs
—-1.43 £ 0.17, p < 0.00)AIFEHIZH(—2.54 + 0.17 vs
—1.95 £ 0.17, p = 0.04); HPFHIELTT RN, 45
HIF o 25, ps > 0.17,

W25 K PSR 45 R s BAE T W3, FQ2,
174) = 10.26, p = 0.001, n3 = 0.11, 95% CI = [0.03,
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0.19]c MPLIREHZ 7 Emt, mlas Mhilies Ty
TA DT b 2 TARER (—1.66 £ 0.14 vs —2.52 +
0.08, p < 0.001; —1.74 + 0.11 vs —2.52 + 0.08, p <
0.001); MR FH a4y Z2mF, =Rl 25 /K1 18]
W 2, SR A B, RIS RN R AR (2.61 +
0.11 vs 2.08 £ 0.1 vs 1.31 + 0.12, ps < 0.001),,

“HNERLHEE, F4, 174) = 5.57, p = 0.002,
np=0.11,95% CI =[0.03, 0.19], R 4c1FF, 4
IR H 2 I By, YORE Mo . #e s dl
T4 B2 (—0.81 + 0.24 vs —1.66 + 0.24 vs —2.51 +
0.24, ps < 0.05); fEAEN T —HILREER, ps >
020, AR KM, MIRHE 2 T E,
RENRER THEZEH121 £0.18 vs —2.31 +
0.18, p < 0.001), HATCW %255, ps > 0.06, LIk
fi ST, A MR 12 T R0, TR T
Oy E TR B (227 £0.14 vs —2.8 £ 0.14, p=
0.03), HETREESR, ps>0.30 (LKA 2),

T S O A BRI, IRATIIT A T < H R
6 24 77 8 B 1 3 AR Y 43 D8 2 42 32 5 FE I T
37X —FE bR, R B el i o SR AT o I R
Mo XHBEPEPE e X —FRAR AT 3 (AN REE A
LIRS JOREY | 2Bl EHld) < 3
REWER K & AR 2= R B,
FAIE B E R0 B3, F(2, 87) = 7.47, p = 0.001, n3 =
0.15, 95% CI =[0.03, 0.27], PR3 U5 K- 500
B, F(2, 174) = 10.25, p= 0.001, 3 = 0.11, 95% CI =
[0.03, 0.19]. PLAJAE 35 e as KT 19 28 AR i 3,
F(4, 174) = 5.58, p = 0.002, 2 = 0.11, 95% CI =
[0.03, 0.19]. fAl BN BT BB, ol ss 20 T, 3
8 B U 2 TR 41(5.42 £ 0.35 vs
4.13 £ 0.35, p = 0.032)FIHR K H L (5.42 + 0.35 vs
3.25+0.35,p<0.001), PEEWREERMT, HE2HH
PR [ k2 v T4 I 24H.(4.69 + 0.3 vs 3.55 +

0.3, p=0.025) PR 41(4.69 + 0.3 vs 3.22 £ 0.3,
p=0.002), fIRIEE 45T, — 2 =2 [R) i flae G
FH25, ps>0.06 (WLIE 3). FIIL, #2374 P FA 1
TS X YR AT A A R, I R SR AR )
W55 1 X —HURAE, LIRS B R SR W AR 1Y
P2 = M HE 5
222 tEEXSH

N T B AR S TR SR A I I U SR AR A 5
SR 55 =7 55 L5 o) 1% A DR O 7 =2 [ P O 3R, % ke
P 0T DR AR S BT S5 ik e L
07 G W0 L8] 55 LA T8 T A 55 v o) il Dl SR 45
SRR GE A PE 53 e )VE B IR DA S A0 HT o 45 5%
RI, R ST, 45232 ) 5 P sk 45 R U
W TARSE(r =—0.48, p=0.008); HF&Ess &0 T
THEFTMRK(T = 0.5, p = 0.005); fRlkAE AT
AR W (WL 4A) ., B HAE A o 5 257 Aot b A
] T80 AN B AR PSR, AR = 5 BT N
Z AR 48 1 PF 43 22 S /N, BIGEHt A 1) e 3R 45
N R

W 42 32 35 2 B WO TE 2 32 35 L FR s AT
4 P e S A SURE 1, SR NS S AR
FIWHATE 55 A PSR S5 SR BURE 2 AR B IRt AH 5G4
B o &85 3 B =il 3 25 D3R 45 SR AU MR 1
FAEA IS r = 0.47, p=0.009; &z r =
0.54, p=10.002; fICICzE: r=0.79, p<0.001) (WLIK 4B).

30 SLEY 2. AN[RIETEA A IS ShXHE
TEAIWTSZ I 1Y ERP A 5T

3.1 FHik
311 #iK

il G*Power v.3.1 5 A (Faul et al.,
2007), {EFE5E8%0)% 2 (Cohen’s f = 0.25), WEKF
0.05 AN Ai 5 71 0.95 BI&F T, T 36 Ak,

A 4 B 4 C 4
O RIS O RRENAA O RIREWA
O 2 E A O EZENA o HZHE WA
2 - 2 - g 2 - mm
KR & R
& & &
e ! i)
2 20 2+
-4 L —4 L —4 L
% E4 3% E4 154 64

K2 528 1 AT RER (A)Eis K R B =4 RETEE R (B)h AR AKF T = 21108 (ORI K-F T =457,
¥ p<0.05, ¥* p<0.01, ¥*** p<0.001, T A
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% 6 1Y) 5x
CREENA o BZEAA A
6 *kk L
’5“3 k¥
&
X
o4l
&
= 1
%
2
8L
BX
i
8
=3
0
FilkEE rhEEIk R e s
Bl 3 AEM KT, =2 0] s s 45 5 i s
=5

PR ARSE S8 HAERE AN, BN AHF T, B AR,
WIS E I IER o BrA A A ES s, Jf
TESCHRTLEE 1R R 15 o 0ot S bRl
PO by 7P 950 2L 18 R A SE IR AR BN (70 JT) RS A 2k
PR RV BONE, J5 3t S As R s RGP
B BE o AFIEE SRAFIRIINR 20 B2 B fe

’?ﬁ .
£ .
g‘j > - . :
3t T . .
B 2re | . ’ \
Rop s |
® o - ez
X L EP%W%;}: 1 I i
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
T S LAl
A YSRERA

PR B (A2 45 SZU_PSY_2024_046).

B B AIL o TC 38 <R 3R A7 O 3l e d 2
BRI HA A, B 29 Ao 4 Ailr s
T8 D BRI Y 15% B BR, &bt
M DR F AR 20 28 A p 2 5 WM 4H 26 &4
ko I BCAE AR S . PR B R34y b e 3
25L& 2),
312 XKERKEERF

S 1 BRI P A TR E S #
TR AR 22 ), ELICES A ST 4 53] 25 S5 A 5 i 5 3o 56
R, S 2 EAESIAH, B @ E shE oy m
TRV o o PSR Wi KT T A A T A OKST (: 7 8
9 AT s 1L 20 3R, R 2 (WA S B0
RRFEIA HEZFAA) x 2 ORI WA KT8
fik) x 2 PSREEARL: #ez . 4R G 11T LA
JABNES 59 1 —3, ol s R K BCh 3
b, Kk A shkad AT —iAk, g3t 4 F
YRS, MRS ER 36 K, 3t 144 MRIK

TE P AT 55, A e S B A

w

$7t

k)

& R

Hsr

g“' e

B3 '/_/- il
I — i
8 . — g

2 3 4 5 6 7
YR 2 AR (RS s )
B. % & A

K4 AHCOMHTE R (AN IETED SRR 5 PSR A R C, (B2 H A 555 W LA T DRSS AU AR G

*2 FWARKHADOSITERHFIEM + SD)

St PRH A (n=28) HEZH WS (n=26) 2 SR

IR (S 21.18 £2.21 20.57 +2.02 F=1.08,p=0.30
P (1 5) 13/15 13/13

IRI-WE SR B 17.89 + 3.09 17.65 + 3.60 F=0.07,p=0.79
IRI-AH 20.96 + 4.33 21.23+5.23 F=0.04,p=0.84
IRI-H: 4 X ) 21.21 +3.66 20.69 + 3.75 F=027,p=0.61
IRI-A A 14.86 +3.93 15.42+4.73 F=0.23,p=0.63
DMSQ-#1# N IX 27.21 + 6.80 27.62 +5.56 F=0.06, p=0.81
DM SQ-F& il i 7] 19.43 £5.98 19.81 £ 5.86 F=0.06, p=0.81
DMSQ-F& 1 15t 4k 21.86 + 5.49 21.46 +5.28 F=0.07,p=0.79
DM S Q- £ i % 17.11 £ 4.93 16.77 + 3.48 F=0.08,p=0.77
DMSQ-ILEAH L 12.82 £ 3.50 12.27 +3.71 F=0.32,p=0.57
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500 ms, Bifi)5 RN HE PR SR 2500 ms, 7
20%R K, 1B 400 & 1200 ms BIZS B, 2
J5 R IETER W . BT AE 3000 ms P HEEETT
EEPESY, HEE R 1000 2 3000 ms 1945 5, 4R
JE AT —IRAWK . HARlk B A% B
3.1.3 EEG ESX&EMstE

K& Brain Products 23 7427 BrainCap64
T Ag/AgCL HIMR IR, AR S HETHZ B E PR 10-20 &
GAR RS, S WAL T FCz, A&, 17
IR 72 B e SR AR R Sk B2 22 TR 1
FLRH A /N T 10 kQ, U A 0.01~100 Hz, KA
Bi2R oA 1000 Hz/F: - EEG %4 % [ Matlab (R2021b)
Mt EEGLAB (v2021.0) T H AR BEFT AL, LU
4 1 HL AL B Y EAE S 25, 8 Bk ST A8 g B
(Independent Component Analysis, ICA)#F1EHR HL T
o, UEPHE N 0.1~30 Hz, BAMEELIE80 uV Ky
FRUEAE R DRl 4T F- 2 5 B o 43 A Bt A kg o 4t 30
A 200 ms (FEZE B Be) R B B9 800 ms.

MEPE AT AWIST(Gui et al., 2015; Sambrook &
Goslin, 2015) I KIF#E, $2H N1 (80~160
ms). P2 (120~220 ms), FRN (220~320 ms)#l P3
(330~430 ms) M PR, N1 o B EAER i X
3, #£ POz MRS IR, IR 3 A~ HL Al 5 (POz, PO3,
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Theinfluence of moral role-based perspectives on moral judgments
of third-party bystanders

SONG Ru, WU Jun, LIU Caixia, LIU Jie, CUI Fang
(School of Psychology, Shenzhen University, Shenzhen 518060, China)

Abstract

Previous studies have revealed inconsistencies in moral judgments of the same behavior when evaluated by
decision-makers, victims, and bystanders in specific scenarios. However, no prior research has examined how
the experiences of being a decision-maker or a victim influence individuals’ moral judgments when they assume
the role of a third-party bystander. The present study employed a modified harm paradigm combined with
event-related potential (ERP) techniques to investigate how pre-existing experiences with different moral roles
modulate third-party moral judgments.

This study comprised two experiments, each structured as a two-stage task: a moral role priming
experiment and a main moral judgment experiment. In the first, participants were assigned to a decision-maker
perspective group, a victim perspective group, or a control group. Participants in the decision-maker group
completed moral decision-making tasks, while those in the victim group evaluated the decisions made by the
decision-makers; the control group did not engage in any priming task. All three groups then participated in the
second experiment, in which they assessed the morality of decisions made by anonymous decision-makers from
the perspective of a third-party observer.

Experiment 1 was a behavioral study involving 90 healthy adults (44 males, mean age 20.58 + 1.92 years).
It employed a mixed design with three factors: 3 (Moral Role Perspective: Decision-maker, Victim, Control) x 3
(Decision-makers’ Benefit: High, Medium, Low) % 2 (Decision Outcome: Accept, Reject). Experiment 2 utilized
ERP techniques and included 54 healthy adults (28 males, mean age 21.18 + 2.21 years), also following a mixed
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design comprising 2 (Moral Role Perspective: Decision-maker, Victim) x 2 (Decision-makers’ Benefit: High,
Low) x 2 (Decision Outcome: Accept, Reject).

The results indicated that different primed moral role perspectives significantly influenced third-party
moral judgments. In both experiments, participants in the victim perspective group rendered stricter moral
judgments compared to those in the decision-maker perspective group. Additionally, the level of benefits gained
by decision-makers from immoral actions moderated this effect; as these benefits increased, the differences in
moral judgments between the groups regarding various decision outcomes became more pronounced.

ERP findings suggested distinct neural patterns associated with role-based perspectives. Participants in the
decision-maker perspective group exhibited larger N1 and P2 amplitudes when observing others’ moral
decisions compared to the victim perspective group. Notably, N1 amplitudes were modulated by the level of
benefits, with higher benefits eliciting significantly greater amplitudes than lower benefits. Conversely,
participants in the victim perspective demonstrated a significantly larger feedback-related negativity (FRN)
amplitude than those in the decision-maker group. FRN results aligned with the behavioral results, showing an
interaction between role-based perspective and decision outcomes. Specifically, individuals in the victim
perspective group exhibited higher FRN amplitudes for “accept” decisions than for “reject” decisions, while no
such significant differences were observed for participants in the decision-maker perspective group.

This study highlights the challenges third-party bystanders face in maintaining impartiality in moral
judgments, as prior experiences involving morality lead to varying preferences that evoke either stricter or more
lenient evaluations. Under different perspective priming conditions, individuals’ moral judgments are shaped by
morality-related roles they have previously occupied. The ERP results indicate that perspective priming
primarily influences early attentional selection and emotional arousal processes, as reflected in the N1, P2, and
FRN components. These findings provide neurophysiological evidence for the role of past experiences in
modulating of moral judgments. They further support the dual-process theory of morality by underscoring the
importance of early emotional responses in moral decision-making.

This research may enhance our understanding of how past experiences shape and update individuals’ moral
standards and associated judgments. Further, it highlights the flexible nature of moral decision-making and
illustrates how experiences with morality influence and refine personal standards, ultimately contributing to a
deeper comprehension of the mechanisms underlying moral judgment.

Keywords moral roles, moral judgment, perspective taking, event-related potentials, feedback-related negativity (FRN)



