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TR ENGE: ZTie A THEEH

BB REH
dAtmmpfol KAz o= &, dbat 100083)

B OEA AR HAGRY TR BRI AL RA R, EAEPIB G R HAREA. B4 T
AFAE, HEH_AKRKE AR, TARATEL AEETHikden L, BEKXFNLYTERTRA
FENGE, EEAF B T EE A, A AT G RS Sk 6) il A%, R R AR 69 AR F) B R
TAEZUEHIER TREMBHE., RERGHRTAZE: EBE5REH md EPe e, BRI E;
Y%i—ikdo A G 5 AR AN S B G FHIE; 5 E AT S AEATRRI 5 A R B Al £ B £ 09405k,

EiE EARYIN, BRI, A, BAK F, BEMH
55 B849: €91

<8 o=
o

T 75 1] W (moral judgment)J& X 47 A AR &R BP0 R IEA R Z T, 238 453 4 o K
PRI, Ahos AR ) B2y B 5, TR Fe o T B BUEL. SN . A RS IE (R
IR Y HAR B 2R, BR AL G038 0 B B, s, ik, 2016), TIAN, KB ANF.
RUEM PRSI Oid . M SFME, AF. & S AR S A E AR A /R E O R Sk
HOMNIE S (Haidt, 2007), 3% 4074 (Pratt, Golding, ORI ES), S b Aad P v AN [w) 3 07 ) R85 i)
Hunter, & Sampson, 2010), #J(Scott, Inbar, & A3 AL, BLAT B 54k 19 3% 58 P (Graham
Rozin, 2016). # A%k {7 {1 (Atkinson & Bourrat, etal., 2013), FRITARZ Feil f Rl
201 1) SR O AN TE AT, FEER B, ATTEE &5k I JE Shweder %5 A (1997)fY = K45 Xl
WA RS AELE AR B IIERE A A e R B Y PR AT R 4, R
L, OHFEFABMERT ISR, W Rl B i RGN K, M8 H /) SR
K LI EENBTMALIE . Shweder, Much, 45 H 75 j5t Sk Ze L 038 4 B0 5 A — A W B AT A7
Mahapatra Fl Park (1997)#2 i, TN 2] 734 = WA, SE B Z G B A MARZE, DL s
R, HEME . AR MR, DU T HI AR A — N AR AR R 2
R GE fE Py 2 . GE 56 & A Y R 18 (Moral AIERL, AT 2 O R A A
Relationships Regulation Theory, Rai & Fiske, 2011) PERHE SR, 3N B — P (100 T HE 23 48 450 A A1) T )
W MIETERI AL S DIRE AL h 2, AL SR RET g Je s ik TG, b gy A T
TS LEH T HE A, A0 IR FEATERES g yimwhy a4 02, BORE A M, 7E R
W s, PR CPASILRC. WIER, VI gt ot g A TG PR T 20 AP,
MBS 2, TR RIAIE L. 3 g g o 2 Mo 2 7309, A SRR

PRI S JUPE M AR IR T, SERREN g g i g 03850, LI PR 3 8000 97
51 B9 % JE B fE 3 RE B8 (Moral Foundations L U 8 5 T
Theory). ZHISTEEMER , 7T¥, Hit. £t TEXFIEI T, 42 (Gray, Young, & Waytz,

2012) ¥ H T i 4% — JCi (The Theory of Dyadic
MRS ;. 2018-04-20 Morality, TDM). %181 K] 7] 285 9 A4~ 1 K [n] ot
5 B B AR I % 2 TV 4 (20162CQ1 1YWY, %, iﬁ%*ﬂ%ﬁﬁ%@ﬁi%&g/ﬁ@ﬁbﬁZ%, H
WIEIEH: RET, E-mail: wubaopei@bjfu.edu.cn B — A WAEM G AR 5, AL
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SBLGIE, Qe X SRRSO B R W A
MR 2, BRGE PR A e — A, JETE O E
TEEEER IS A R, G5 3 3 P DR ) P 7
SRIAZoohE, TR R T EEA W HESE, 55
PHER— P, D AT DU ELAN 8 o SRS, TEE
TV by T W () P9 AR R A A T
—AH L . AR SOR TR 2 GBI T OnIR A S
MR, R AE A T U A O, o i R
P9 A T 1 T AR R A, S PR B A
KA SR

1 ffaZE&=-rit

i — JC18(The Theory of Dyadic Morality,
TDM)Y %0 2 B 2 19405 3 (perceived harm), X
P A R R X, BEPRER: AEEDY
17°M# (an intentional agent)5#JiE % A2 FEH (a
suffering patient), H Wi & Z [\ 4775 B R X &R
(causal link), W f&] 5 5 [A— P](Schein & Gray,
2017), IERBFIBEIROE, WA BT E S
TR EHRGSZWHE, WAL T B E AL LA A
I (Gray et al., 2012),

hESBEEZRWRR R HEEREN, hF
BN, REEAT] ZMWEEEM, X
O 075 i, IR T AR S A T R ) AT R
(FeldmanHall et al., 2016). A5 FE Al A B A A=A
238 18 rp A LAl 7Y 7T (Park, Kappes, Rho, & Van
Bavel, 2016), & #INFIE K E SRS, 2 HAL
T AR JC 1 U LAY (Schein & Gray, 2015), 4%
SR F] H — A AR R AT N, 90% 1 [0 24 ¥
L NBRIBI 03, s . fiei . Joi e X PRsy
T SCE I A CEOR UL, R AR S
T B A0 % 2% [ /Y [ 25 (Hofmann, Wisneski, Brandt,
& Skitka, 2014), NFEZHWFFEIL R, 1iFH 5iE
T2 8] (R R HLAR B SO P, TC e S e R
MIPE 7 Tkt s, b RTEL ge/ N E S R TE,
Z H A, AT Ry R — A E R E A,
M ICIS M ATRFA B E ARG &, X — L
Bh$E (Barrett et al., 2016), iH fEIL A6 A JSE
PRSI T . A Bk, AR AL H
7S5, AR L e S Rl il
B4 4038 (Haidt, Graham, & Ditto, 2015),

AR TR BT L, A — KRR
R IE <RI B A, X EANTTEE A

e, HAFERANE], (8RR N IE R K (Gray et
al., 2012; Gray, Waytz, & Young, 2012), #: 5 —k
R F M EET AT R, RIS T <%
HH ML & (Gray, Schein, & Ward, 2014), X 534t
INATM R 22 10 R A — 2, B R 2 Mgl
it fef- T AE 52, i - T W FSOE T
) B %5 M B2 i (dorsal-medial prefrontal cortex,
DMPFC)i% — & F At S IANA Y B X3, H v =
T — A~ [ i 1) X AR A5 3R AR B A R
(Theriault, Waytz, Heiphetz, & Young, 2017), R}
L B IR

> B (mind  perception) ¥ 36 i3 [ 2 4
BT, OB AT et (agency) 5 B2 M
(experience) (Gray, Gray, & Wegner, 2007), 5154¢
JEFEPT A S A A (Sytsma & Machery, 2012)., “fE
IR SPAT RO R, B A IR
B 7o 5 2N R VA . 3 s o s, 3 L
HOERE S, EEEYLE . F . W Wk, 52
PRAE X P AN S 4R B b, RGBT, LT
— A& W, AR BUR, e
TeE AR, ARREB . S, EwmshY . L
o RESZE . mRes T, A LR . X AGE
FAIERHT, R e SRR Y . BE Bl M 5 TE 1S 53 T (moral
responsibilities) X [V, JE&3Z P 5 18 AUH] (moral
rights)fHXT N . 3@, BT RE, YA EATE
ZWResh M S ETHE, MEEZEE, WEA
2 (B2 M B AU (Gray, Young, et al.,
2012; Gray, Waytz, et al., 2012), 0> B 5 18
FIWTRIRT R OC R, 7E A HE 5.0 AR R FH X P2
ABERRHRTE, [ R R Tk e shdE 19
B, T8 EASAEFONBEETE, Wi
Hb 0 TP A0 S, AN T R T Y S A ) By
(Fadda et al., 2016); DHARSHE TEERAZE
FH A B2 PR (Del Gaizo & Falkenbach, 2008),
FEHU D X AR B 2, XEEE L FA, 5
HY B R B s YT 2 W (Marsh & Cardinale, 2014),
X — AR UL, XHT N B E(Redh M) 52 E
FOHE (BRI 5 1, [R5 e S A BT

SR B NS 2 20, T am k<45
REMEREIN o TE ANDXI % AR50 L W, BB A R il
EE A0 BRILZ AN, iR 1% (Wright, Tokunaga,
& Bae, 2014)  FEHE [H i (Welch & Bryan, 2000), iX
KARW KW 52 T FH WG FIT N, R A TE
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TEIEH, FE AR A2 T 8, WaiEE
o Wb W TR, AN RSO IR IR AE, Ay
N B9 ZEAL 2 AR S 3, TR R A 230z
SR, AR HUE 225, HXU5 A
XA E A O R <FRIR AR
KA E, JEAR, "HER, BEZICR
B4 A ISR, AR A SERT . HR
B REE BTN 5 1O BRLE], A RS

B b, AR —AA 5 A SRR,
HRTCVE R € W R L FE, AR neaE SO, PR R AR
WTHKE LB, MARHE, 24010
(KT, 2013)0 MBACIA RO B2 BRI 5T % 2L,
NETEE L—Ynf, FEAEREL S, ks —
A JF R (Fehr & Russell, 1991), DI JE 8 G40,
S VKT S S A (AR B A DA A, S AR
JEF L4 5 R (Darwin, 1871), ARUFEE LR
TR R R, MNP GE, BA BT A E S
W2 EH W2, ERETEE LA JE 8 (Gray,
Young, et al., 2012; Gray, Waytz, et al., 2012), A} 5%
BB, AT AN T AN 1A 1) 2 ke U HL AT A X Bk
PE, BIAE 2 AA Z w5l 138 48 B 01T 8 T alivh B
LAFELE), Bl HE S e FIT N
(Chakroff, Russell, Piazza, & Young, 2017), iX 1] fiE
UEH, X AR E LR AR, AT RE R T E
Mo B, FRATAT LA, % 2 EEE Uy R A,

WL EN 055, BRI E R
TRERAEZWERE, WRLT EEE L M A
HUBEAR, B2 QnAn] fif BB FE N 5 1 Z2 REPE R 7 B
EZICIRIA T, EENAR 2, TR
M EAR SN Z 0. WX GF AR, >k
Bk oo, tin, ey 3 O EEAE F £
SCRRUTT, B A A ATTR X b 5 A A ——
53 i E XFEARF(van der Toorn, Nail, Liviatan,
& Jost, 2014), HEIENAEMZIT, HE—FoMER
BIER, FHIE M R R — A —— 0 2 14 1
¥ (Schein & Gray, 2017), 4fij# G JUAE LU F] 1Y
1% Fy Ay, B2 IE 55 7% (Schein, Ritter, & Gray,
2016).

2 EREZTTRNA TREEF

2.1 EEFIEH L
1B 78 E U Y Y B A AT O E AL T
%W s, U R O B 45 X

|

K

ARRED | R TR I FIWT . XA (YL
e )b, TSR ek, 255
WA N, REEA REAAE . T R
BT 2 ASET, A BT AT R
ZFEE” CPRKR”, XA R, EEILTF
B N RS L i & £ R A TEER . iz R
WL R AR A b, A 7 F 2 e B Y FRATT
Wt . A 20l P B3y, B
AR RS 3 8 B AUV IR, S 0 20 A e
H5E T TERT R I P B TR W A, A
#i T = A2 E . HVEiE X (norm violation) . JHIH
& (negative core affect) 5 /& A1 2| 1 i &
(perceptions of harm) (Gray, Schein, & Cameron,
2017), DMERIBETOLC K& B, HLIE i S5 I
&, KX 4> {6 B JE (conventional violations)
55 3 1% '§ 40 (moral violations) #J 4% 1 (Nichols,
2002), TSB43R T i, B
WAL

MRS —ITit, AR —Fh s FE R T i 7 A2
o vE AR A REAR R

AMEIER . AL S R .
ML A =28, — B =, S RGETERLE
IR R R, R, A AR
(Tisak & Jankowski, 1996), 3~6 % [ JL 3, B J&
FE N TG IE TE LG (PR BEIR 20 ) R W] 22, 1
AN BRI N S B A P G R A AP B 55 AT (]
FEAB ) T He G 0 4 AR LS 9 7] 2, (EL i Aol i 1)
AR AERE IR N o (HAF— 42102, BEH R IR
B, LN A AR R B R, SEAROR T RE, 1A
T RER & & 10 X 43 (Rizzo, Cooley, Elenbaas, &
Killen, 2018), & WAHLIE, JoHOEEMERE, Xt
THREATE R B NN, 8 PR A A
B ST RRMZBRE TR, SERSEE
—Ef, X — B 2l AT A, Y
RS EEREAR — 2o, BRI T R
B9 A] B8 M KK K #E F+ (Godin, Conner, & Sheeran,
2005) . S fa) AT AL, AT G IR T E S LTS
AEUAT B, X T A M A, I8 A7EMR
ZEEMM AT R E T EEMA R, AARE LR .
B2 IS A AN, R E T,
SRS, TR OE RS LS M E AR AR
i, R TH IR

HR AR IR, BE IR s e, EER

N

=
»

*

\{k
=

=
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EEAW A EEOTR, e B BIe TR
SEAE S TS S R B ) 2 A, R AR
e B FL oA R B T 3R B R 09 AE A (Haidt,
2001), 1R REREA S T Z U5 0 A e 1S
1% %% (Hutcherson & Gross, 2011), A< BE AHEIR
S 7 Y SR B 155 %% (DeScioli & Kurzban, 2009),
AR it GBSO (Haidt, Mccauley, &
Rozin, 1994), A HFFE R, TEDREGNE 4 v
B, NATTXSAT Sy 0 T8 0 B B Sy ™8, T 18 X
PRAGJER F T WRURE i J2 R 52 (Eskine, Kacinik, &
Prinz, 2011; Schnall, Haidt, Clore, & Jordan,
2008), J34b, PIPKAE S —Fi LAY (1) 3 A4S 45, [F)
FECSXT RN . BT R AR,
Fg, TBL, BRIHMEZE, 2014) 2 G B RET,
TCIe o AT, RSB U A A, BYE T
SR BURNE, (BT N8 (A, 2013).

15 28 5 W) TE TR T 2 A SR 1Y, L AR AE —
TG AT WS R, R — 1Y,
AR B A ST AR B A, RIS EWN, T
17 % W) — fi5 40 35 1) 38 72 # W . CAD (Contempt/
Community, Anger/Autonomy, Disgust/Divinity)=
fuf — 4B % (Rozin, Lowery, Imada, & Haidt, 1999)
WINH, TRTEMA ST R T, AMIERLAE
PERHE S B, B JUAH R A B, AL b
SRR R, #SE A BER R, DR U
IR AORSE RCET B RINPER A= RIEY IPQ T G
B 1 18 5% 57 (Wagemans, Brandt, & Zeelenberg,
2017). R T MG EFEA WA 5T AL R B, BEfiG
TEAEAL R B T OGN 4, iR A 5 B B 45
¥ (Wisneski & Skitka, 2017). 1B [#] ity £ 75 AH
WEHE, TCIREFE S UM AT R N2, BRI TE
W P A 32 515 4% (Royzman, Atanasov, Landy,
Parks, & Gepty, 2014), 7E Royzman %5 A (2014)[¥)
o, FRFILBITEN T 2 g5, 40
LZMEEEL, AEAEEN, AM2as
B, MR E @ Z AT LM, RIEAE 4y E
LR, w5 EH WA AT BRI B B, X2
Hoh i S 2 o S B A SRR R SR R,
MATE A T R EZE R =2 )ER, k
RS S AR B A R AT RS o A A 40 A R 45 A0 Y
[ AT 1 2l 0, AT BT R RS 155 A4 i
R,

I/ 4 N B AR s ), LADOE R ), —

AP T H—, BB E, bl
Xof AN [i] 5 ) T R D AR E TR O, &)
SRIETER LGS, HATIOEAKCEEE . IRR
AR 2B A LR LB, 5, IR Bk
WA, SXEEE R POB KPR E, R
HRRF —FiGE g, XaMEL B, M EERET
146, J5H W T B R, wiss—Fb
AR UL, R B 2 AT, W UL 2R A
SO (RO DOE | S ARSI DN | R RO
55 (SRR EMERE) (R, KE,
2012), HF UL R R, A 25 )3 A5 ] W ) 5
M) 2 T8I A

BN BN H BN T S i = A n R
1553#r o

THREEE., EERGEBCERNMmEE, £2
X ) B R R, I AR T BEARAE, T
e TR B0 A Al AR o R R R o
i O, f i B O MR, B TE T (Gray,
2012), FEWTET, FHERWER, AN
B A R IR T INAF 4 B {8 (Levine & Schweitzer,
2014), Flfth 5% 7 = 2= B9 T 15 T (Levine &
Schweitzer, 2015), i & & A R BUSR B2 R T 38
TRV o 5% 8005 0 mT 43 g 79 A 48R AN [) 64 5 T
——IEGE WL (5 V8 {5 A0 ) R IE 8 52 BR (IR R AT ),
R AW, X TRENEEE L, SIESEWEN
P T T B SE AL, T O B S A A X T
(Laurin & Plaks, 2014), HJFHEFET & IEL WA
AT A FE R EEAA T Zw, EREJLE
PSR WD, RAEVE IR, 4~5 % %7 19
JUT R B 525852 W, N 5~9 Z IR, il
TR 0y F= B T R, LB AL 3 T R R Y
W7 B4 BE 1 W R RO AR (25 B, RATIE,
2015; Margoni & Surian, 2017; Nobes, Panagiotaki,
& Bartholomew, 2016), 7 [&] X} 18 75 1) W7 %) B8 22 52
Wi, A AETEFERE T A PR, ARACT IR B AL,
MG EMAARE LN fEERE, BiF
Ji K (harm-magnification)”, #{iX7EA 245 E AV 1H
R, e T A 55 JE AT A5 T (Ames & Fiske,
2015). 7 % A1 (Path Model of Blame) il
NATHEHRI W AT A& i st & i, A RIUE B2
WP —— & IE I, B R, B RE
Kl FREEE, el EER s N EE SR
B, ZJE#E—2 AT T, XA BAT A H R R
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B, X TCRAT 2 2 AT 7 1 (Guglielmo &
Malle, 2017; Monroe & Malle, 2017),

TEERE . ZEHIRE ST IHE
I B WIS T A S, AH N R IE TR AT W SOk
P T [F 4% O (Darwin, 1871), A4 % A8 1847 K
TR DB, SR A SRR OC? L A e
[—WAHRFEARE R, WREISTHRIE, &
BLH#E LW S ATA, ERWRTHERE, 5
SHEEFF—ARELIWILIAA MR, T
DA BB B . ()RS R 1ZIE T
*x? (I, 7F, £, 201D LB, It
¥ 5 W] T8 0 T, I 18 2 T A T R 15 ek 2D
(Duke & Bégue, 2015), /2 iU BE 5 H 8 A A O
PR, AERE AR, #Ra oA 3 SR
% (Marsh & Cardinale, 2014), MiEAFk, T
ABIE 2 X0 52 1 F O R 58 . 5380, Bl
] TR AR R XF &R, kAR —T, AE-D
A S /N 1) X 42 A R BE O TH {8 (Bleske-rechek,
Nelson, Baker, Remiker, & Brandt, 2010; Kawai,
Kubo, & Kubo-Kawai, 2014), #4508 BNHEE
filt e, AHEL T R Resh I | MBS U N, T
O R ARBE SN . SRR, IR ]
REMEZ T & b, BORE] T 32 1098 o7 (A 50 (Gray et
al., 2007). WFFE &I, TSI T AIEE R Fobr i
25, $AEE TGRS, KRB Z
¥ 15 (Gray et al., 2014),

ERXF, AMEAWHEEE I, 817075 W
BEE T A CRAE K 3 OB 7R E U, (HHARSR
PERFEAE N o ARECT BB TS H AT, MR
XPAE R B S AL R Ta s, BT LAEEE
BRTBGREIAN NE B, A 0RXTHE LAY
R EIAE T B S, R 5T PR AR 2 R AR
1 R 8 R 5 < w78 3 RE (byproduct  effects)”
(Peter, Kelly, & Robert, 2012), TE“ANERZN "5
“RIAE RN, T — AN 2 RR G 2R i W 58 5 2
TIEAEAIW TERA . AR AT A E SR
X HEF Z IR OC R, TR W A
FTE

R ICIR SR IE, XA R WY R,
Frafe BE (Venn diagrams)=CH AR (AN 1 Frs),
AN L 20 1 2 5 308 5 22 18] (R 356 R A0 R —— X
B sk A AR (Gray et al., 2017), 18753 i 230
YT . AR R BN B 1 B A o

MK

Norm violation

RIEE \
Immorality
TR TR
BB E :
Perceived harm
i
BB (HR)

Core affect (negative)
K1 SEE oI AR E R SRR, SRR s . O
R A7 18 55 B ) 1 1 7 =3 45 & (Grray et
al., 2017),

22 EEFEEMI

EEFIWTA M T2m EZ T 5H T ZELIE
B BB (AT A BRI GZE B )R, 2
EEAWY R, WIES5 R (Gray et al, 2012), Jf
AR — A BN G A, BB 1053
FIASTE PR W, T EH AN ) Dy 38 R 3 1 45
(Schein & Gray, 2016), #EE _nig¥h T E LK
Jin Tt 2 FR A 1B 78 — T % (dyadic comparison)”,
BEAATAE ML B — 17 0B, SIS Zoniim
AH LR, WX —17 R SR AT
B A2 E R, PIE 2R A R G
R, WOR = R0, TR AT Sy S T A O TE A
70 T E I A O R B AR A B A T
5¢#(dyadic completion)”, BJ AATHEH0 % B —
T RATEERT, B A s Z oo £ 2T g
FIAT AR, XRATT NE . FRXER . ZH
HETEIIATEMAT R, #HfTmEHE, Hik
Rz R ZInse i GBS —on s B BHE, [ OCE
MAT R E R ZFEFER S . BRXR=Tr
T PR RS, AR OTse A, S Ee AR E T A
UESE o

R BB FE P =4 LR, BEZ
JCSE R AT Ay = A AT E AN BRI R AR
4. ZEHIA(Gray et al., 2014), F7hER4E,
WA 2 0 HERT, AR B2, X A
BRI AY {5 &30 (Gray & Wegner, 2010);
REZM &, HNP TR ek, FHILERRSR
Mz AE, BRATATC 64 EM T HR KAEH BT
R, EARREAE AT AR 33X IR K O O
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ey GBS, 1981). BEARBARMKK A CITZ
FE, SeRERNGIEHEE. ZEEHE,
B = o sE R i i LA o Gray 55(2014)
Wik 5 MEBEMT ZEEMERLWFIE, &
— AL TR TR R AR B A R s R 7 R A R
T, MaiE L. GFEEL. PHMEE M E
TEHIWT, IFHIWE R FH AR, 5
[ FEME BT AR L, FERF IR )T, Bl 4lig B A0
TEEE P W REAEAE R FE A . L2 53 kK,
FWTCAL F (Ll BB, Wil T Nk
EM SRS L8 45 5 WA, HEEIEY
SOhR U B, Bl X B AR A A A R B T
Mo v, X SR T L B R R R PR R, RO
kT T %52 B R SRS R IR

JE %A (4 43 Bic (moral typecasting) Pl HLHE >
TEAEHNRT BT B T AR b e, A
17 A 3 (moral agent) 8 M 0 A 5 £ %) /g sh HE,
M 5546 T At AR FLRR Az M g, R X — A
Z At B AEAT R Ek o R TEAEAT A AR 2 B4
W, W BIA RIS Z R T, KRG 2
;T IE A2 FE 4 (moral patient) B L A A H £
YRR AZ P, TS A6 T 0 L AR Bl M R, X
S AR AT HE AN 32 3 N AT e A 4 S A
11 019 %% i (Gray & Wegner, 2009) . 754> [ 1k i 52
Rz, Dhe sz 3% F R M), Mo
MEGRIFREDIE), #SLHEIN /A E U7 (Gray & Wegner,
2011), W] OLANRAE HEAT I AR W AT, ANH 3E47 1E
fEon A, HAeAEEEA O GE RN A
fEzEIVZIE, ML, gttt aErs
TR M (B IR Z AL AE AR B A A ) 56 R L T I
ol 7 A (43, VTR S A 5 ) S T AR AR 5 1A
TETTAE (B, S e T W . A B 2 ) T )
Wb, TETE A 65 BCARA AT REAEAE T8 o058
RIZHT. Y7 hHE 5ZEF ARG, P
T BELS), S IR 2 A i 2% pY i 7
G520, TS R R Bl B2 1, A
EATREIZEE, B THEE TR, ez
EHATHE
3 EBEZTIHEEAN
3.1 j&fEL A (moral dumbfounding)

A A R4, SRIET Bjorklund, Haidt
1 Murphy (2000)— & HRENA 2] Tz 51 H

B FH o S5 0 P B T X B AT A A L TE ]
W, Fo—, PR R KELS, HT, 21
TN TR EN P REATZEEN,
XA RS ST T, BARAS ADCE, AR
FETEDTF, AR R UIR IH A B R E 78, B ek
YEMJEA . Haidt (2001)Bfi 5 #2115 7 4t 2 HAEHEE
BOAY, “TEPES P LR R 18 TR W 32 EAK S
B AEIE

SRS v on YN I NS TER 52 Tl 5 S VB E R i)
W, B —J5m, BIFA KR E RS R B
FFAE—— A Z i LA TG 125 il R A o) 40 5 JE s AT
HRAETER, TR AMRE HIAHERR T
“UrFRTE, R LA EREE S AT N
JFRFETE(Schein & Gray, 2017), Bdi7E % W IG5
FNEEE T, SO HAR BB T, AT
AR AR P S0 Ik 9 JRA I RS Y L AR R ELOE B
(Royzman, Kim, & Leeman, 2015), E£WESE
WA ER T, ST EEREREN A, 5
VERT AU, TE TR A LR IE AN
32 EEAM

PR, 2 X AL 7 PO X [ A 32 OG0 . ARG
TE T B v, 2 M R S I 5 T R I S 0
ML B ) FBe, A8 W 1 S
<M F Lm % . Greene, Nystrom, Engell,
Darley Fl Cohen (2004)f By X 18 7 1% xf i) 25 i) 4
R UETE, SR RO T e AL, A
FIROZTERRGE SNV RGBT RS R
TR, DA 32 SCHIBT S5O0 R GEAR XS B, T
SCFE SO ) 5 R GE X (W, 2B, i
W, SE 7, MIBH, 2011; Greene, Morelli,
Lowenberg, Nystrom, & Cohen, 2008) ., XUl T. 454
T RZ R RUE(BCR, A, WA,
XI4E1l1, 2012; Greene & Haidt, 2002), ¥4, A0
FEX RN T RIS AR 1 B BE 5B IE . A B
FER, ER R T 2 R R Wy, S s
T Ih# £ L Pe3 (Rai & Holyoak, 2010), BF55# A
Sy, DA 32 AT S 3 A e s RE AN
FEFTRE, WU I R PR, RS S A
W T A FE S ) (Duke & Beégue, 2015;
Gleichgerrcht & Young, 2013),

EEZICIR WA, M AR R A R,
HAE T zrwss, Aohf) £ 5 L E
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Ubiquitous harm: Moral judgment in the per spective of
the theory of dyadic morality

ZHAN Ze; WU Baopei
(Department of Psychology, Beijing Forestry University, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract: The Theory of Dyadic Morality (TDM) suggests that interpersonal harm is a typical cognitive
template regarding morality. The moral judgment is a combination of normative violation, negative emotion,
and perceived harm. Through dyadic comparison and dyadic completion, moral judgment completes the
bottom-up and top-down cognitive processing. Sometimes the moral dumbfounding phenomenon occurs if
someone mistakes the perceived harm to the objective harm. The Trolley Problem is interesting but may not
be in line with the prevailing moral perception as it strips away the typical cognitive template. We believe
that moral judgments in different fields can be explained in the framework of TDM. Future moral judgments
research adopting the TDM framework needs to consider the below aspects: seek more evidence supporting
that intention and suffering affect moral judgements, conduct cross-cultural studies to generalize the dyadic
moral cognitive template, inspect the unified cognitive system and the modular cognitive system
dialectically, differentiate interpersonal and non-interpersonal harm, and test other related factors.

Key words: moral judgment; The Theory of Dyadic Morality; cognitive template; moral dumbfounding; The

Trolley Problem



