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BAMRFIERS, RARBE
KER % #

EBURZFAPT 22 B0 A 2, i 430072)

B OE OCCARTEFRARTAZ A AGBRBNE, ZEATARSALG DRI RENESN, AR
WERARERNEY AL AB RS, BB« H & MA%¥F (naturalness preference/naturalness bias)”, A X § &
I G RBRIFOIMEA T L, 2 Bh RMERIT o ZAABABEABEA", KA RIRBE . 8 R o fo R IRAR AT 5 41K
Btk B RAARIT O R A2 S BARRIL, JH R R B A AR &, BPikde (S B AR 2 ) B (R AL
5B M) SR FEAANAN), AR EERENKRTL 8 RERIFOERE R, A2 F B A AF#
KA E N A,

KEIR ARMRYET, SEAREL, Hi&, HAFRETE

%S B848

1 318 S A SR, I AE R AR B S 22 by R R 2L

Jit 5 (40 Tsay, 2016; T & Banaji,

DG B s g, Jie 00 0PIV e, 3016 ey & Banal:

FRI LB I G, R G oo b ORTTIRI A A

" R FTRIA R, R 5 H AR 7 LATE B
(naturalness preference/naturalness bias) ¥ .0 B

BH¥HENE % RIS DI EFRLA R
R AATHEAT O LW, HH T S AT AR N . X M iﬂﬂ . !
" " . " TRAM AR R OB, HxEMSE X A
HICFT A Hh 1) B B U (Scott & Rozin, 2020). #F e ey SR
. . e N 1R FI BT AL R S B, X A
RIEEM, AMIEEEEEMK AR, AR 5 N e o
) " o , WA ORI RA — 1 RE W FIELRLE S,
TR 1A A SR L A\ 3 21 5% B 4 56 (Meidenbauer T VRN .
e e 1 a0 ) . TEASCH, RATTHE A SR A 4 SO — Bl &%
et al., 2020), FHFH CEAESH G B IR B0 BT R 1 LB b Sy B A S 60 0 B G
N =] N 4% A ) SPIN
TR AIER . A, AR I A

a o L5 T1E RS i SR GHE A E XL
L ) KR 198 R I R, HOAS I O 0 ;é;;ﬁjﬁi@%;wéﬁﬁgiéig
1 98 R 0 IR, Ly — B A OB 1 RHRB, a e

S A A T ORI A
W (Rozin et al., 2004), B4 ANTE A ] H 45 2k ﬂ%&}z n]):ig iﬂﬁ ;‘ ;M;f %MU\
b i A et R, 1 T B AT 1 A G 00
o 00 Seort & Resin 2017;_ g U BT B A 1 B
%JE’EL%%%U Ef?ﬁn ! d° I ""P L SUBLRE RS L A S 5 R
. nnign Judge, Termando, T andino. B CTE F R AT R R T SR . TEA
Kashima, 2020); A B € SIS e e i 0 S P05 5 2 HURE B4
SRR G R S ST R (B Scott L H TR TP AP

etal., 2016, 2018), ¥ [HFj#H L a & Hhn<H %K, BRENEN.
FENMYERE -, AT SEEEREE R 2 BAEREFHESS5XE

2.1 {TiBEAKME?

VRS H B 2023-01-02 CHAME RSN F e HE 2R, BR
* [ 5k B 4 T AR T (20CZX059) % 1) TEPE L OB 0 3 S AR X b [ R
i fFfE#: Wi, B-mail: psychpedia@whu.edu.cn AR, AHHHT I A A E o S iR X 1 AR 1k
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M XAk AR ARE, A RmlEskg &
FW RAEMIRES5 WA R <albEmy . TCIR
TR <SEARY CIEHE RS Lo MR A (lay
people) BT FE R, RAL B e g R/ Mm% 0
PR TE T F AR i SO 55 AT (SR 1T RE 2 b ) 42
Z NZERY I T Ak 2# 88 i35 59 8 ) (Rozin et al.,
2012; Scott & Rozin, 2020), H4b, LIFELT HR
PR A IR SEAAL LW K BRI 5 A 2R, [
RN NEE il s 1 e X (NP OO NN =2
Wbt 72 SR —Fik Sk e K ae 1 F I K55 07 i it
[5](Ma et al., 2023; Tsay & Banaji, 2011),

WER M, CARE S AR HIER
LR, MEREHENNRENES AR ELRE
TRk SCIY A AR A S F AR A, T F AR DR
R T W AR AR E L, BT —
BRIl 2 () BE HE A (M (Rozin et al., 2004),
R def-< AN 52 Nk 1 100 s 55 A AR R 1 S5 4 8 i
F1o BUANAATTXE S RIE T TS A AR I
M, A5 [RABIAEEAAHE, mHCA R
PR BT 48 X AR T A AR B 5 F A9,
¥ I B N 22 K A 68 J1 1 D 4 (A Tsay &
Banaji, 2011), &5 & AUz IR A £ A 19 SEIEBFIT R
E, HORVEm LT B AR B 4 A £, fBLSF AR X
P — 1 SORBERS T 1 A R R B S . AR
SCNEMLE B AR 5 AR B R Y, BREIAW
YR, R A SRR AE i = U SR, B
M, AW H AR LT SRy —Fh 5% i RIRAE
B E D N R T B NS e . IRE S i 41
TEARF, AR GF 0T KRB BRI . A
RSN A TSI, [ SR R BT 4 A
PR AR AR AR . A HAE A& RS
T dss A SR AR BLE AT R AR A L2 1)
Tt N80 32 SR B AT 5 A8 R G g
SRR (LR 1)

22 BAMREFNEZRIE
DIMEMIR R ZERE AT R TRERNA

RUEMmEFRE, FH9 L, MREi1R LA RE
Pt e JLE R E 1 B, Balling A1 Falk (1982)
P T 8~70 F RIEFEIR BN S 54, BIILT-Fr
A2 5H BB FE M AR, A AR AE B
D S BRI AT FIE A ) = 8~15 % iy JL BB 75 A0 4F B
i g J G 1 ARG R B D IR, A 1 K
X AT K R B A 2 R [, L inmi A 2
BN A ARIFEE, B AR AR ARSE . Balling 55
NIRRT B R P55 11 s 4 AR 0T RS2 R AR AE AR
RIS T 8K AT 5 . ANid Meidenbauer
HEAQO19) KRB, 4~11 2 G JLTE 5 Jini fi g 3ok 77 345
Be, AR N B A A SRR, IR AR T
H SR PER G 52 5 2 S RAFAEM B K > 15 BE i) .
bR T AR, BTtk BT ILE ST KA
B A AR I (D Girgis & Nguyen, 2020;
Wilks & Bloom, 2022). Girgis 1 Nguyen (2020) %
B, JLETE 5 FEPgh e BRI AR & AN T8
Wi o Wilks Al Bloom (2022) 52t 1 93 50 13 2 M F 9
ST 5~10 % (35 E L AL A KL & &
MSLE = B F MR er. 25 R R, FAEA
—FE, AL 5 HILERC RE T EYR A%
PERLr: BERKAEHMAERET &S, AR
SRAT Y F AR i, BRIE B A L e 4
el L R RE 2 3R ek R 1) O &
Lockhart 5 A (2013)3EHL T A [F]4F % B Bt 4 35 [
JLE, WfE4JL(5~6 ). Kt JLFE(8~13 ) Fl—
PO AR A A, IR AT X 5 AR AR R S R 3R
R (EAEE . B B BGESNEL,
R BLBTAT A B B8N R 5 A ARk R I F AR HL
MR, AR IAT K AR I
HEABESMATE &, 04 8K B AR K
TR %) i 415 7 B3R . Mla 25 A (2023)7E 5~6 Z i
FE] KBt JL 3 v R RE & B T D e R A B 42 . Bl
B AT A B T AR sk, JLEE AR AR
AR RIS 5k %5 (1) A\ BE IS BE JJ (competence)
A (warmth), I & 2 M A] 2 S Mg i &,

x1 BRAMREFH=GERIER

i Ja 1 W M HARRH
EZ82) fidrRe AR AR A S AR N1 B BR5E H AR PRI
7] Pl bt R AR AL L) 2 ) F AW 5 T A
A fim 55 HE AELR 1B 7 5 4 I RN i 4
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ik RK A AARMEmI S . R ERA 2395

TE AR N oy RIS R NEARE S o A
Z, TIBRER ARG . KARE ik 2 K
b, AW 2530 LB O R B W
8 1SR D e, 33 el D 47 B A % BT A 19 SC A T 5
1k, HBE A& A 1% 09 35 K 15 DLAS 1B £S 18] (Lockhart
et al., 2013),

3 BAMRFHNEERI

31 BHAMESAERE

NBTE BRI THE T EZA, XF
KEKM IR B ORRSE, RN T A4
BT K (Wilson, 1984). 0 FHLAAFAGA A K 1 4R
14 35 3T i BE 5N R AR AR 2 O SR IR 4 (nature
connectedness) (Li & Cao, 2020), f135 A5 H K
S BE S A B AR OB (B B 5,
2017), DA REMFREN, ML T AEFE, A
153 I - F AR AR, HOAh B SRR TR AR 36
(W Weinberger et al., 2021), #Z il B kX% A ) &
OMEREATE 2 0P Ak - 76 AR B2 b AR R 5 I
BB IE, BE iR A ) A AR O BUZ B AT RIS
FMERR, LS. SR WS ERTES,
HHRTHE R | I TR RT3 L5 (Bratman
etal., 2019), EEIE 5 A IRIFBEAH I 4]
JT R AR U BSR4 (virtual reality )t HE . %
i3 4% 45 1R 25 (Meidenbauer et al., 2020),

AT B e 32 T AR A0 B 2 1L A A R B Al R
H AR 8 NS BRAR RO, 5 A N S AE S 7 AN
AL AR kR3S K A AR B B I, A0SR
R 3 2R 5% A= A 4 {8 Ui (Biophilia hypothesis;

Wilson, 1984) , #47#7 K % J5 2 }i(Savanna hypothesis;

Orians & Heerwagen, 1992) Al [& P i (stress-
reduction theory; Ulrich et al., 1991), £
Ut A BT B R L LB AR AL, RIS B SRR 8 mT
LT NKTH W) B3 IR S0 B 2 ath, 51
AR EIRE, B A S e e b B O E
B H AR B R R AT, I —HIELE S, R
T AR Z R, B AR K AR AR
REEFR R, i HXF K A SR B i B 5 SOk 5
SRS B — B0 (Kaplan, 1992) 8T B8 A0
AL I8 (psycho-evolutionary theory)”, AN A&
KA R AR AR S, EIL LA 3 5
Wb R, T RE T A N IR T A B N 2 A
PR — R A HIA M 5G4 FE v, it LAY X

ToEU Y B SR ERBERT, AT LA B e Y A B R
DBUHE f1(Ulrich et al., 1991), B4, A HLISHR T
PR AR AR B —E M IIRe M EAEH, 14
2 it b 7E & YK & B if (attention  restoration
theory), A AIAE ANSSEAE T AR C AR S5
SeEAF R LR BRI AT, HEMIT 2
AR TN RS S, T2A
1258 s Bl K A SR AR M E B IR BIIRE,
O I X 7 B R E W A E E & (Kaplan,
1995).

32 BAYREFIHM

MR FE WA AR R TATHG, HE
B 250 AR AEE e AR R A SR
P ds . RIE TS A A Thee . HBREFIf
AT AR, AT 2 W TG
Ho IR, B ARMERESERBEENDN
B0 BEHLH (Perkovic et al., 2022; Rahman et al.,
2020), i HATE# Ak F AR 7 S D (g, A
1815 /E(Lang & Rodrigues, 2022), -t J& & Wy 3L i
Y ) KSR f (4’ Astous & Labrecque, 2021), [r)#E
Hi, BV AR RIS 2 & W RFEAEIR YT
ROR G ER 220, I 2 A 23 5 PR R AR
2, EERTIVHEABSWE TFHEENRA
KIR2Z54) (Lappas et al., 2022; Scott et al., 2020),
A, K F—2 A T A RAE A, A P (cultured
meat), BIRIEN—FEIRRRIEET K, 0
B EWShYRILTG25], HFERKEE -
AT, O A XM AR A
8K, B2 FE P K (Siegrist et al., 2018), H4h,
MR EEW, A TP AR mREES
I R AR AR B SR, RIS AN R X
A5 1A S B (Seott & Rozin, 2017), 45
A UL RS, R H AR S MLk T fa R
R, S % T B A (instrumental ) 5 &, 1T HE £ 2
P& 1Y (ideational), BIWET A 4% % L) # 35 B0
LRI BN fE (Rozin et al., 2004),

EIHERTA AN TR & 5] & RAR M HE )+
DB TR A SR A SRS A H A% Ji AR 2 1Y
AR, WARBAETF THGH o JoIRSPUR
mi AE L, AT e T T A B T Y A AR
(Abouab & Gomez, 2015), AfTE A Ky T T4 77
ERAETEHER-BHENENESEE TR, &
—F R F SR B9 A2 77 )5 X (Judge, Fernando, Paladino,
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& Kashima, 2020), 53R, SHL4 A stk
FEAREE, AATIESZ 20 T A 2 0 AR fil,
WO R T A 7 SRR AR AE 7 A B H AR PR AR B
(Abouab & Gomez, 2015), X F il f A 11 T2
Hefih, AT AR A (WAL . b, T
T it 2 o Ao N X B AR e 5 BRI
AL 2 7= i i (Fuchs et al., 2015; Judge, Fernando,
Paladino, Mikolajczak, & Kashima, 2020; Marsh
etal., 2018), £ F LHlM(ANZARN | &I
FAE SR 20 A SR s W F AR, A A A
FuR L A S = OU NI E PN R A R 1) 3 DA T
rh, T X TR R DR R Y R B (L,
2020), F3—Jr i, HIVEE W2 I 9 E X H AR
PERY SR ZU 4, I AL 9% B 22 B¢ Ik 1E] 0 85 g O B B
B G B AR, DB TR A A AN AR R
(Droege, 2022; Judge, Fernando, Paladino, & Kashima,
2020) LA A AR EACTR B RO
W WA GERS, HISAS R T .0/ 6
BN &Y (H. M. Gray et al., 2007), R HPL#8 47
NG e, HAlds Rawish, pl
AT NS A, A% IR R AN Kb H R
PERLC I, BT RIALER AR 7 W AN B F AR T
Al E (Job et al., 2017), MU EXFHORE, “HR"E
“dE AR H IR MR X L P ZERE, T 2
B AR X R E R, BT —
AN A SRR R SR ANIEL 1 FR): FARYI(ER
PRI REAE AT B fe s 19 A S, HUOR T 10
il i, LB R 0 B E AR AR AR
33 XWMIRFELNREF

NATE B ARV LF AN 1156 b T30 858 5 1Y
P, IR TR R L . mARES T Ay 3k
H Ay 2 —Fh 55 /8 (Celniker et al., 2022), {HA
TR A SR RIS R S SEn A 48, i H.
N R R NER S 8. s L8|, 4
2 55 B VPN AR EE I B Dl RIS 55 01 LB 04 & AR

TE AN 0 (A ) L S AR S5 4R, BN
AT P B b A A AR 5 R R T 1 5 AR KR A AR,
AR A T BE IS AT, i LR R A R
WK 5 )37 SR R (Tsay & Banaji, 2011),

AR, X RR ) B SRR G AS IEAFAE T ST
ABIRS, EHRERY FRFEEIT i KR
B BL 4 (Brown et al., 2018), BIRT RE XK LLIMT
NNHB I EEE, W HN NS B R E WA
B 5 8.0 B4 M (psychological resilience), HE %
T b R X P AT, H R FRARSRIA A LE T R IR AR
J1, BINGEAR AR, B IEAR, fEARREA
FRASAR & 1 Bt (Brown et al., 2018; Tsay & Banaji,
2011), RUEWFFRE G, XRA B 2R i
Al BE A U S, B NS SR AT A B
LA ERFm R (AT E T ES )
PO GBI, AN 22T, SR A 0T A 1 L
HI55, ATMRIKIA A R AE A48, 6
558 = Y R, T L R R AT, B R 4
B9 & Y Al ZE X B TR 4R 5 IR RE 5 ) T (Tsay,
2016).

B T “RM-%5 077 250 A SRR, S50
V& UN NV S RE R R AN e | R E R VR

v, B AR 1 — R E SR AN . BlAniE Bl
G 2 [ S R RE 1 5 24 ) S B AT A R 3 i
X Bt A B SR N B A HOAS E 1R
(Landy et al., 2017). [, FHLLTA9E . B
I, FIRBEAEARE BAR B S AN A
H SR 5% 1 (Bonell et al., 2022), AT, Af]
AR A SR 9SS kR R AT RE D s A B A T,
REZ N ERETEMINEZ WA, HETA
R B %% F7 38 G Rt 22 BB M (B (Inzlicht et al.,
2018), 7EiE {8 [t £ 8 N 5 % (Celniker et al.,
2022).

4 BHRMRITFHAE

ZNE, BT BRSNS EE R . AT RUEHEZ R A R DI RR
B F I AR (HIFED)
X & i
BRE R

B B AR RIS S s B
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BB RS, HICT B AR Ir 1 (4 1 R o 2 A B
FIAT RS, EHZ R mEL. £XF R R
LT B AR ar i = Fh BLRR B, AR SOR
AR A HT GO A T 32 ) L 1 IR AR 5 T )
155 26 ) 55 FE (o 25 AR A (A 00) = 07 T A 40 45
SRV 5 1 A o
41 ANMEER

A 1 AR e 8 A R i R 2 Bk B A LA
F Y (psychological essentialism) . 0 FEAS it 3 X J&
— P AT A MR, N TR Y
MY FRIEARAE T B — LA 0. AR, MELLE
BB 1 7R 5 (essence) FF1E (Gelman, 2013), H4k
D 14 SR A — A O B DR A S A AT D
E 5 & (lay theory) PHATEEH LT AR AR
(Szantd, 2018), 7E ¥ M HAKRSk A, B A1
AWERE AR T XM EM SR EARMT 4, HIE
BB T AR T AT RS IR R
{145 (placeholder)” RFAEIMGAYA T, UnHHH
BAMEBRANEE S AT —FEZ AR
(Heine, 2017), T I AT F A5 & (genetic
essentialism)Z B, AMTIANEER YoE T AEW K Sh
TR A K N AE A S B9 7R 5t (Dar-Nimrod & Heine,
2011), FRFIEFARTUS NS MM 2, A
R B A RE 7 5 AR AR SR BARMERCAE, Frll<
AR 4 K T B %5 T B AR I (Ryazanov &
Christenfeld, 2018),

35— 5, AATTHETSE B T TR 4R
T T AR, Hod— A0 O L R AR T
M HAZ#% . Rozin ¢ AHE H “fi 44 5 N (contagion
principle)”, F§ 1 JCIE A 5T AT LA3E o) P B4l AE
Wi 6] % 3% (Nemeroff & Rozin, 2018), N AA]
S 3h S R A 7 A AR R AR R, A I
MR T W AR, TCie X A 2 75 e .
e A B R B S TN BN 18 AR B s
FIRLAE B R ESPE, B AREARES
#“¥5 4% (Rozin, 2005; Scott & Rozin, 2017), [F]#£
Mo, KA 2o 2 T I P A S R 2 A T — i
b s 23 A A AR, 5] R AT DXL Ja i R i
HE T (Swiney, 2020), W22, TGS AN el sk,
R0 5 AR W) 4 S ) A LA AR 3 AR W B AR
Freas e, IR T AT I i n 21 i) £l ) F
SR, BEAh, AT T T e AL A
SR, AR R T AR AR 3 % B AR AR

AR B At 4 11 88 A A (D08 A% 326 380 7 St o, AT
BT AR

AL, A AR I8 00 o — A EE R
AR NS FHYAAER ST &R "] I
(authenticity)” (Frizzo et al., 2020; Zheng & Alba,
2023), MDA U A EERE, Wi S5 Ak
IRl W [ SR A BT A AR R v, Ul B B Y
S 3 (Newman, 2016, 2019; van Gerven et al.,
2019), i, 5 AR EL HAAYAH G 1Y B SE
JEPERE IR Z 2 B 98 HL 5L (natural authenticity)”s
Gilmore #1 Pine (2007)#f H S8 LM SZE A E &
JE M Bl (stress materiality) . 37 251 T (leave it raw)
% + /3 B (reek rusticity) . #R#&(be bare) . &% (01
(go green) AN ETRN, BARIMT, EARH™
W E AR EH, RIPE R EER AR E N
JEARL, IER AT RE A M AT AN T 0t B ke,
iz ok B FTANY £ 1RE, I HE A G ER
1519 % % (Gilmore & Pine, 2007). SCiFAF5E AR 3 W,
H AR B SEMERT DI AT (5 R E  f W]JRn 4%
il /& (Moscato & Machin, 2018), 1M H.5 H &AL
Bt S 4R AT B B S, DA TTES
I 3L 7 Ji(Marozzo et al., 2020), % — 1, A1
FEAE A R T T4 5 b LA il & B Sl B 52 (Frizzo
etal., 2020), JxZ, —26dE {ARAYHLI T 2 hh ok
B 2551 R TR B 5L 0 RO, 9 an e B ]
i PLAS A B A s 2k H AR AR B A
SR, (9 2% 3 7 A2 ) <48 (- (adulterations)” 9
A, ARG AR DOE B ENE , IFIA e A
YA T O AR AN TR R (Silver et al., 2021).
42 BREEZE

FECA ARE R L 0 1 R R R B AR B
LEFNIEM G 45 o R 28 7= AR A0 N I 4 A 98
Y #4 3 B AL (approach motivation), i R M 5 2L
R A A A DN E | e P N/ RS | Pl
Bh#l(avoidance motivation), ¥3%.0s B 24 [ fF 55 %
B, AN5K A KRBT LR T AR I B 45,
T n TR A v AR DR 3 R D i R
B AR B % st BRI P B B SE (M Alllister et al., 2017),
[i5) Bsf 0, 2 2 i A4 ) 3 572 4 8% (Richardson et al.,
2016). [AIRE, B RS PLE Mt 23R 1 2
B, AT BRI 4 (Jiang et al., 2014), 75k,
XTFLHG HAENHREN, RASIAATF
T b R A A 2R i AT A% 3 T AR
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Hp 35 e 3109 A2 2 % (Fuchs et al., 2015;
Judge, Fernando, Paladino, Mikolajczak et al.,
2020), LIBRBE . ACLF . HAE B E W Job
etal., 2017), X6 A% 38 B9 B M (B 4 R AR
AT e H AR T AL & S A 48,
PNIIE:Y) B =V

55 A SR i S A S 1) T A 1 2 2 A DROB
RE, B, RO MHE 2 NS Y T i
R FVENE L . WL S EE, RS 4 vl LA
NI B IRt e, PRI A B4, 24Tl
RPER G REA B T oy, BT LR 56T 1 A 98
T e 1T BT REAFTE 10 e R XU 2351 & AATTHY IR
TAE L (Koch et al,, 2021), JAA R, AwER .
LR A N T AR 2 g i RAR Y ROE A 25
(Siegrist et al., 2018; Wilks et al., 2021), i KA
B (disgust sensitivity, $8 78455t [ 25 5 83| R
A R0 1) ) R g 1 4B HE SR N3 B (Inbar &
Scott, 2018; Scott et al., 2016), RLAFfE 2% M 3= % 1A
RAERTH7 28 22 P i XU IR AT X T RR A=)
i T AN ff S T T TRk DL R X B B A 0 2L b

(Chambers et al., 2018; Royzman et al., 2017), 4k,

BRI R RS IR AAT TR B AR B A 2R
HE, 22BN HRRZ R B H AR RMESE (technology
neophobia)”, H X B 2L = 19 R R HE52 A
& 7 i (Krings et al., 2022),
43 HMEEER

A% Tl e 10 R 9ok, R =3 S Ry o 2 1
Hr {8 W (sacred moral value), Af13E AN B 44
FLAER ik 0“1 2K” (Scott et al., 2018), f&4" [
SRAM LR S AR HH ) TE A TR A, IR 4E 44
MR SR LB B B F 25 (Billet et al., 2023), [A]
A — 26 [ SR P (AN S WA AT T M 2219 3E
f#4/y {8 (Hingston, 2018; Mallinson et al., 2018), A
5% 2 B B AR R 1 P 2638 1845 SRR 2 W 3K R
SREC A B B R, R 4 5 AT SO0 A
b e Ak 5 RUBSE B T A ) 2 iR 2 B R (Mallinson
etal., 2018), DAFEIERIE 5 R, 16T AR,
JEFE LN 32 L3 (moral absolutists)! &7 71%, {47
B B AR M2 AR TRAE, XA (E R

R e A E A E il P iR (1 W R ] Pl W 7oe % = €
BRI 2, W2/, # L, " s 5
F PR, WA <4 %F 3 X (Scott et al., 2016),

AT 5y, BATE S 48k . BTG M E
JI 4 (Scott et al., 2016), T HAF X%t [ 2R (4 5%
TEAEAN (B AE L B B O % A (Shtulman et al.,
2020), b AT 243 B FE LR FE 2 (moral foundations
theory) R A, R BEAMALWE . 19 ] % il
(purity)” 1 78 5£ Bili /9 A~ 0 3 HE F 4 PR B
(Rutjens et al., 2018)FI%% 3 [H 4= ¥ (Swiney, 2020),
BeAh, XFF AR AR R B S — e R E LR
TRENW . 9 RAAN NS A4 3 A
(playing God)”, FIFIHTMEARRATHGE AR, B
WT AR AAE, NINEIL T B 5020
(Lull & Scheufele, 2017), XX T & @R PR
TEEFNWrE 2oz B T A . ATl
SEH RS AT 2 AT, 2R IR ERR
£ B AR5 A i1 (Taylor & Stevenson, 2018),

2T ARS8 R DA % B 1,
HOoMOLH A 2l BAEE -8, A%
HRIXFAE AR SR POEE g aE T B B R
Y IR 0 U P A2 N A A L TR BT 1) B A
(Sanyal et al., 2023; Scott et al., 2016), UL F 2= &
IR IR A AR B 2RI @A S R AR ROE
7 2, IR 2 B v AE AU 545 # (K. Gray &
Schein, 2016) 5% X} & 1 = 4 1 2% 15 (Cusimano
et al., 2018; Royzman et al., 2017)%} H 4% P4 4 1)
ToU A AR 2 L DRGSR, AN AR K25
T ARG M A, AT bt G0 Hh 25 A7 B4 S
PR, A SR ATFFE AT LUA) A P Bl & i — 25 B
WA 11 SR 2 40 %) 8 P00 BT A
44 INEHITR

DHEBAEZ T ARMEMIMiFsR, (At
HEEWE, BRA CEFEIT I RGE AL AL
IER/ NN - 2 S e ey s T E Sy e AT =)
AT A SRR AT A R, 3 AR A DA SR 4t
o, HRH— LR 51ER, 5%, BaURIE
SE R PR BN A =R R A R MRS, {H A
O B2E AR A, X = R R ] 5E I JE 2 i
AR (primary) B o 4n 3.1 34 Br iR, Ao £
e ARTE AR R P & T KMt #, Xt
AR i O R AR BETR K (A0 Wilson, 1984), N
AR R TR A N, WA . IE R B
SR 2 ) 2 A (secondary) A o AR, Xk
B AR SR M MAF BT 5 AR RINE
TH I 15 &, X885 R S 134 & SO A
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RO YL 55 AE T F R 4 19 B
R FEILEE & A O B2 A LA 0 — 2P T A
[ B LA T A RH AR R 2R, X I A IR 3 S kAR
PE, DAL B R 4058 3 i B i . HOk,
AR SN AR s 4 1) = A~ R 3 L A e G B
H ARG . ARY S R b =S AR5
JRIXH, ASCEEER =R, HFAE—Eila Mt
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The concept, manifestation and cause of naturalness preference

ZHANG Haotian, YU Feng
(Department of Psychology, School of Philosophy, Wuhan University, Wuhan 430072, China)

Abstract: “Naturalness” is often attributed to a sacred or benevolent value by people. Despite the lack of
objective differences between natural and artificial objects, individuals usually advocate for naturally
occurring entities and innate abilities, which is known as “naturalness preference” or “naturalness bias”.
This paper aims to clarify the conceptual definition of naturalness preference and propose a “three-domain
conceptual model of naturalness preference”, which synthesizes the developmental trajectory and specific
manifestations of naturalness preference in domains such as natural environments, natural products, and
innate abilities (or talent). Moreover, this paper is the first to summarize the causes of naturalness preference
into three factors: cognitive (psychological essentialism), affective (positive and negative emotions), and
normative (sacred moral values). Future studies should delve deeper into investigating the “dark side” of
naturalness preference, cultural psychological differences, and its impact on the acceptance of emerging
technologies.

Keywords: naturalness preference, psychological essentialism, morality, acceptance of emerging technology



