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XF T 2R I R R TT 4G T 2008 4F, =
NG /N A TR 1) A B —BOR B, 5 A HoA
w5 R (N ATE B e WA H, A b 2R 2 A B
BB WL AT 51 A TR T

McCabe #ll Castel (2008)K: 56 T 1 4 iAR 15 EAE
SR R AR S AT HE TS A B G A 1 S
g, WO T B — e B R SO X R 2R
PR G PR B AT IV Ay, BER SO 3 Rk
M RRE R (IMRDAL . SRIE R RTCE 4. 45
R, P2 AR R 4 BB 1R S SR
BlEfEep AR [ Irs B &S T A RA
A 20 0 B A A3 o RIVAE £ P i Fl b R [

(topographical maps of brain activation) &/t 4T,

PR E PR T & . N T i — 2
B 5 R E A BRI ANERUE, PR ENTRA
T4 BBC RIS, UK B2 R I 2L
BYPT-43 i 2 2 F Hofth 44 (McCabe & Castel, 2008),
PLEZERFRW], AT HARE A T 2 AR R T,
HsC RPN AT BEFE AT H 8 ARG h R R

Weisberg, Keil, Goodstein, Rawson F1 Gray (2008)
oI T R 2Bk 2 0 SO AF B R 1 235 AT TX
R B 1 0 W L B b B2 Ll R A 2 A
AR EE BT R G, TR
RS Z W& F NG N L RZAE R,
TR B 32 SC SR} I ) L A R 1 M
Weisberg 55(2008) 1 & T A [a] &4 1 S0 448t - fif
BHAHEEHEIAGH)S A &R
R ORI ECN BRI FR ). fT& 2,
MR R ER2EEE, AEREEH
R E R A, ARRR S X B L RN G
PR fRRE, AER, YSCFEM B I T g R
T, B S S0 SR} ) figp R 2 T G B,
AL G 1R 2 LR B2 TA O SO () i R 2
FEMMAELL TR AR FE B4 X —45R_RE
HH o 32 3 i e BN S5 A A T R 2 5 B b {5 AT
T 2 )2 ) 45 S (Weisberg et al., 2008).

1M Gurley Fl Marcus (2008) U #R R T # &Rl 2#
HE MRS S BA R, FES R,
AT B B 3 — A TR S 2, R g A
DIS 4 5L o B g 4T JC IR BE Y (not guilty by
reason of insanity). 57 & # 9\ 1T 45 N WIEE(E

B, B3 3 &M A MRIE R . A2
128 D5 09 UE 4l DL KOKS iR R UEHE - RS PR R R
(Psychosis) il 5 ft2x A% (Psychopathy). AT 45
R, 2 UG R IR A 0 A T A
A5 Gy Al PRORS R L T AR e, BT 2 R
Ja xR R el R B, IR LR RN [ O 2 B B
TE Al RN A 28 18 A 35 5 T ) 5 A0 RUA o 4 L
T G AR B e i ] Be SR IR LA Sy B A &2 %
X SR 2 W B B RS 6 f%(Gurley & Marcus,
2008).

Mz, ke B R AR — SR W, RIfAE
ARG B SR B LR R RMIEL T, A
RRIRE VNS Kt S R 22y S oy ) SN U N [ Al T
JFE R 3R . Bk, BT LR =B AL
3 /0 FH (Schauer, 2010), McCabe, Castel £l
Rhodes (2011) He#¢ 1 % 3@ M e A (BN A& TR B 2
SR LA, polygraph) . B HHAAE R (thermal
facial imaging) I 28 B AG TN T2 25 SR X A AT 0 7 1
oA, AATT R R, TR 2 R A5 R o L
M AT 22 Wt A D FiE(MeCabe et al., 2011)
X2 Rt — R, MR 25 R A LR
AT G R AT aok BE AR AT D652 i AT 0

XA R AT T R T AR e, JR 4k
ANDWFGEE NI T RS R R T M 2Bk 2 0 I
B G . —F i A R PR a4 2R,
1 53— LB 53 35 U 4k 22 4 R i 28 B 2 O O 1.0 21
P (IR 1),
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Gruber F1 Dickerson (2012)i /&l & McCabe
- Castel (2008)36 T 22 A5 P R X ) 27 4 B 5
UL R B2 (5 BT (SRR B A R . AT
SIFEPF R S I, R IR I AR
HIF AR B A HERL 5 R 2 o, b2 iR
ALY PR S RELI B F (sci-fi image) 41 il HE £ & -
(fantasy image)4 I8 IH EL, 7EXHE BRI E R
BB . GAE RAFFREEFNRLAE G BIRR R DU A Jy T Y
P A B3 7% 5 (Gruber & Dickerson, 2012),

BEAh, BEXF McCabe 48 A (2011) 6 T M 22 i %
VB 9 I35 E A O 5236, West 25 A (2014) W4T T
HAZ S, BARTERES Iy R R 2, (H
T ATTH R A B 22 A5 B S 3 R I (West et al.,
2014), T FE R B4 UL X VA R A P i s |
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23 AT 22 MRS 16 558 N\ 0 28 A b A 6L T sk A%
FEST] (Schweitzer & Saks, 2011), WAL iEAfTHE
25 50N R BB NS & 7= A2 A8 R 2 Il (mens rea)
(Schweitzer, Saks, Murphy, & Roskies, 2011),

X BE R M ) A IR 5 | R T R R R 2 i DL
P, XS EE Y, —S80nMiH T e
BURE Rl BT RE A E T R 4B
W —AEENRE: KA ek, IHas
b= D2 AR A R R IR SR R .
i 22 UG VL A P 2 i AT DB B 380 FT BE I
AR, (BUSCFE X RN, MAEB=E R
REAISR 25 R AT i FE A5 AT . X — {5 Michael
SE(2013) AT ) AR T A2 S 0 45 SR — B AT ] 43
)% e A 22 L% A1 B McCabe il Castel (2008)
BT 5% A P P 22 BL 2215 B 1% Weisberg 45(2008)
HIWFIR AT T 2R E R . X ik S 5 5 S0 1Y T o

Mra i, A P& g B 2= 5508 &k Cohen’
d=0.07, 95% CI [0.00, 0.14], Tif JCCF ML
B2 {5 B 25 R R0 4 Cohen’ d = 0.40, 95% CI
[0.23, 0.57] (Michael et al., 2013), X Uil F SR
2R A5 R T REA AT i B R Ui R 0y, (R R 2R
2 {5 BAER S ack BE L M0 2 ARG KT

3 MHERFREILOENSIHRE

HE MR HEER T th 2Rl 22 25 R AR g M09 5 i
Ja, RERE i — 20X P 2B 2 O UL J5 9.0 BRI
AT TIRER . i —AEZE R 2t 2k
22 I BT 25 R 5 AR 2= U b Tz AL R 5
25 AT He A, A L R 5 45 SR (Turnwald et
al., 2018) . & fh fa FEBF 57 45 3 (Redmond & Griffith,
2004) . BE ¥ A58 45 R (Miton & Mercier, 2016)
DL K 4= BRE B AF 5% 45 SR (https://www.apa.org/
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I\ 28 o Al L A0 BRATL R 0 25 R R 1 4
RkE, REHEWMT =A2EK,
3.1 HBF vs BREF

P 22 b2 A W AE A — A Z WA R KA T,
ISAGERE N AT ISR JE T F2#(Janda, England,
Lovejoy, & Drury, 1998), T #ft £ 842 ) J& F il f}
2o XN THRERLEN S, MR RS Ty
AR HE, SRS RN S, L8R {E B A
HUE AL (Munro & Munro, 2014), ah, AXTF
SRR S, AATTIA R AT R 2 40 ) 1R
5z L R AR 2 18] i 2285 9 /N (Janda et al.,
1998), Bk, FXTFHF2EEEL, AMTATRES
FIARTE R S5

Munro Fl Munro (2014) M FAERE24 1) i X}
P2 B UE YR AR A T X b, ATk
B R S S g A kL, I B pR e 2R 5 A
WHIESE . TR, AT AR B DA ph 22
BEFIEYE A9 5T 5 W S TN HCIEYE (Munro &
Munro, 2014), HAH B E, ARFHEIEH, AL
IS A I i ph L2, O HL 2R R AT RE R NS
F P4 Bl 260 34T O 1Y B (Lilienfeld,
2012), 1 AATIXHERER A FIERL 2 AR 22 5 AN UAF
TETF .0 B 2R 4, Hopkins 25(2016) X i 1#F 8 H
G | e DR MA T HE N A
2ERHIESE AT AT, R I AATT 3 A B R 2
FE R4 B 0 7™ 1 A ME (Hopkins et al., 2016),
H— P IRARIFC XTI 2 5, AT gAY s A
TETF R 24 10 25 3 LR 22T iR Ji
3.2 RRRHFME

BB SRR 4, 5 R RIS A I 4
AT 3] B IS I A2 2% B A AT AL TR S R
Oy LA I AR A, X 38 S 1 i g D) 25 11 AT
TS HFIR SRR A AR R, 3 S A R 3 Y L 5 A4 B
S T RE Al Y 23 A A (R Y (Kim: & Keil,
2003), ke, Xk ARAT M BEAT RS, A7 AL
WM 2 RGN HEER, ARG
AT LA Ji ol 1 28 40 B (R 22 00 ) #H VR R 45 21,
P28 70 B AH BLAE I8 W] LLE— 25 30 JR O i 22 4k 2
WA . BRI JFe R BTER I B
45 P 243 A 4 i (Anderson, 1972), {HZ& A
ATTXF 3R S 4l 4 0 25 i 47 4% 7 (Weester, 1973)

AR FUEE AR AT R UESE IR H, B2
T AT 8 R 4 ? Hopkins 45 (2016) %

H T 38 JF 38 % B (reductive  explanation) 1 1 [n] fi#
F(horizontal explanation)X #% i H Wi Y200, i
SRRk B TR AN — %8, iT A
WIS ARk A T ek, miEm e Eis
MEHIEA R MR RIR S, LantT A ik
] i R ok AT AR . AT EE SRR, Bk
TEXT T AT VE A BB, 3 D e A B 1) 0T 4 i
15 TR ] f# B (Hopkins et al., 2016), X—&553
T, Pl O Az 0 R AR AT ge 2 el Bt
AT R T iR S, DRGSR T I AR o
33 DEAREXHFMW

AR e 0 e 4 PT fiE B e T AT 00 3
A5t Y (psychological essentialism), 0> EI4S it
SR AR N A B — R E R, BA AR 5
W) BAT — A AR, AR B E AT A
RS (Medin, 1989). 0BT AL 0 L2
FATMRZMEN S, #lan, O BART 3 AT
AT HEAT 3 SO BRAIL . A 28 B
PR B R B I S A R AT AR ) L [RRRAE, ELUR [R] 24531
ELAHE P, i B AT T ZIAR BN (Yzerbyt,
Rocher, & Schadron, 1997), [RIFERY, (OyBEA R 3
A K fife R AN TUIN N BE A DR AP B S, Bilhn, He
T AT RE SN WA FIFE IR B AT 22 57, B
A B ) T BRI AR Y, T LA AATTAR S T B X
SN ) WL (Roets & van, 2011),

TER B WGBSR AATTARAE P 2 0
Bl O EURAT N AR BT, 0 B3 30 A R AT Sl i
LRGEXAN AR ), AR TA7 W R
WEHE, e #iEdEm S mmEG iR . Bar
¥ T SEUEAFF 5T X A BT 32 A A Al 2 Bk 2 L
PIVE I BEAT IR R, HI2 OC T A AR B PR A 5 45 21
B R 5Y B, OB i 3 S5 X 3k R L 2
JEFE A9 i 45 & (Dar-Nimrod & Heine, 2011; Keller,
2005; Turnwald et al., 2018), Monterosso, Royzman
I Schwartz (2005)4& 3, AH HAT A UESE (B T 4R 40
AT I R B TR A DT PR ), R EIEE 25k bk
AN EE RAL, SRR SR AL L SR AT N A 2
AR, B2 5 5 R [FRE & X A28
1T R B2 W2 f e, TR GO BEAS o 32 ST B
P T2 A DL ) O ML 2 — o

4 WitERE
WET PR, X T REIEE R, AT Bk A
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LR O P A Y AL H A SO T B, TR
BLRTFFERT, BF5EE ROZAR IR 5E H 0 36 5 1
MW 5T J7 ¥ (Krakauer et al., 2017), {H2HAj%T
PR 2E A DL IE S R W, B 2Rk O D 3k — 2%
N SEAEAE, L BRAIL I T R 2 — s A £ Y
XEAR ) 2R 0L BB vs TRL2E), dE—25
T, ATRER BT TR0 I SR 0 v O AR T 32
o MR g O A RIS FRAT AT SR P O 1 S
AN —JTIH, XFPR ARG B AR
B AT P 2 B 22 TR 4l A b R AF AR A,
RPN RRAR (0 35 B 7T R A A5 4k 2x i — 20 S HF M 4B}
MR, B —J5m, %80t R X F 4
Bl 4510 AL R T S N VEE, s A
TR 3 B At

(AR, PR 2200 I 7T BE 2 A AR
XFRb 2 B AR 22 L i —Fb . JeTT R T A R,
IRTERG R A B . 2R . B Re%EL1
BRG] GE 4L 0w W, (Funk & Rainie, 2015),
I AR B2 B AR DU AN A 23 5% ) B At AT B 1Y
BEE, WA RE R B A R HH B B,
FERNE LB, I SR 2= g T LI
TESE A JE 2 H A 5 2 (Alimardani & Chin, 2019;
Spranger, 2011)", A tt, S w22 Bl 2 g 0L B A
BRI, TR 4 ph 2B 45 5 v] 2 A I i UE
o, SXRE R UESE N HERR . fEHE S, R
£25° 7 I DARUR PN E M N B S RN a2 K i
] MR M AR WB B, #F T/EE T
G2 IEBE L T is M E B 2= TR R,
Hth, #E TIEH T ZE G M2 R W I (Im,
Varma, & Varma, 2017), 60 iR &R 0045

EHITXT A 2B} 2 DO BEAL ] B R AT8R J2
E | b I (S S /N O R [ R SR R
Pl 2Bk 2 i UL AT 5 2 AR Rl JFE AR 7 5 3 Y i T,
HELFEOHENS . DHEFTRPEEAE AL

U B R AE TR L I, 2014 4R, 2R AR B
R i B 77 B X5 5 57 R (201 BRI R 56 222 By,
FEP A AR A MIRT ARG £ 45 S0 R B4 RS 3 22
—, BRI BB A A R ANZAUEE, (FR 2Rk 2 KA
KRG R RSB B LA B,

MR 25 [ IDE S UE B AL &5 403 45 (federal rule of evidence
403)HL 2 B | kS B A DL DR T BRI 0 ST R AR o, R
B {5 B A 7E — 28 B9 52 461 b Bl 0 1 4 48 (Lowenberg,
2010).

WFFE X 2 It WL O BEASHEZE AN 5 %, i, G Tk
JEE 55 ) W 4 (R AL 8 U0 T AR A (K ahneman, 2011),
TE 75 1 b D0 A5 AR X R B9 i T 43 85 B JF (process
dissociation procedure, PDP) (Jacoby, 1991)F1 1
SN T A BRI (Hiitter & Klauer, 2016; XVEE, T—,
ZYF, HIENE, 2019) Wi X Fhuoo B2 b OC T
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MR WL RO SE T, IR i U0 [
OHHLH], K2 AR EAR I M R

wJa, PR WA R A AU AR 1
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P RRIL R, A S FL OB R fEHE RN
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Abstract: Behavioral and neuroscientific methods have uniquely contributed to our understanding of human
mind and behavior. The advance in neuroscience and its potential implications (e.g., in legal systems) have
attracted attention from both academia and society. However, researchers found that, when providing
statements supported by either neuroscientific or behavioral/psychophysiological results, even if these
neuroscientific results were logically irrelevant to the statements, participants still considered statements
with neuroscientific results as more trustworthy. This phenomenon was termed as neuroscience bias. By
systematically reviewing empirical studies on neuroscience bias, we revealed that: (1) the reproducibility of
neuroscience bias was debated, but the effect exists; (2) neuroscience bias could be attributed to people’s
preference for the reductionism and psychological essentialism. Neuroscience bias is one of many biases
people may have when interpreting scientific results; future studies should further explore the psychological
mechanisms of these biases and thereby provide guidelines for correctly interpreting and using scientific
results.
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