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El
El

(RSO R DI B, f30 210097)

OB @R, R ANME TIRMEANSCR e R, 22, AAESZHEAREH A, £

AER I, HEAR

LHAETARMEANIANZTERNGE, H2ELZHEMANTREFTEAINL

4 E, B EABILIAA, KETPHEE—ANATRERA, RS I HGEFOREL BT ELER, RiZ A
Yot T AP A — AW ey RBIE A T, XA TR FRAR R A AR R 04 FIT T FEMA G A,
fE& B0 R B T, @ AT ISR AR E P g AR F, RO AT SR LR AR AT Bh e AR

XKiBiE HARYE, #iE AL, Wk, BT
%S B849: (91

51

TR A EA S E— DA LR BB
W, MR ERE T — Al En
(Trolley problem) B 4ESC 5, FI LAY IE fE42 2 [A]
Bi(Foot, 1967; Thomson, 1976), W 2&TF )5 T 184
RS, Bl TR, AT
KEMPFRS 5 7 R RN A8 0
H2E 5T 42 15 Z — (Greene, 2016a), J5L UG 1) L 42
i) JB1th, 9k FR R O IR 3% (switch case), 1% [R5 A
S — B R R R L, 2 5O I —
TEPMEDLRE . RARLLIAT, WA FE L AL T
N, BRRNFHmIF L, HALE L —2Z T
N7 WENFFR, “MPE— D AR A NI K
PR 3 SRR, N IRE B A
— il SIS 3% £ (Greene, 2013),

WE 5T & T 56 R B8 i A s el AR R 3R
R AT far /8 1 B g o . o — Rl
NAT KA I 5% (footbridge  dilemma), % 5% 5 JF
KEZERL, AFZAALET, HR A N —
TR B —A AR . o
FEP R, FEIFCHEE T, WBhiemIr e, “Ll—
e F M S 28 B2, AT REERBE T,

1

il
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JEAHET R, «Dh—H i B4 o D (Greene
etal., 2001), FiE XK H 42 MERM 7 7 248
W —IHE RS R R, X~ WL HAE
SCAR A58 P (Awad et al., 2019), “Lh—#e F B i
AR OC IR S5 B v 232 0, (HAE NAT R IR B8
R TR R, X -SRI T A
MY SBENE] : TEDX AR LAY B AR ) 8, AT 43R
ISR AR TR A 7

ARk, MiE BB MIREWL I, B34
i v (0 48 B XE R Sy T R I A <R A ) R,
IR R R YN NN E 22 s s = i =3 i =)
XF ALY R BE T SO, B SRR Y
SR R B R RAT N7 B SRR B A
T P (Bonnefon et al., 2016; Faulhaber et al.,
2018; Maxmen, 2018)7 3 %8 [i] {5 (4 fift 22 4 (A0 T
Xof A AT AT A0 LS T BT ) T i o SCEE AR B
P [m) R A SE RIS, RS AT D X A T
PRI B A0 B ML, R B 8 T R R R AE
TR Wb B i S BAE T, IR T B BR
AR UL HEA T T il R o
2 BESIZETENHER

WFFE 1R 2 B M 2 4R AR (IMRD £ A
FFRT —ZFIW5E, BT 1E 15 K 58 P K /9 ik AL

il o AT T — RINEEREE, K5I KK
BERML, 5 —RE AT KRB NEEERL, 1hHaxT
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XLETE TR R B AT RN . SR O, 5IFCHIE
28Rl T 7 0 T B 2 R T R AU A R 2
(DLPFC), i 5 AAT R IR 5% 2S00 1% 3 7l ) Wy 5
22 W T I ) i B JE (VMPFC) K A A %
(Amygdala) X 38, 73 5k, MiHx 5 AF7 R RBEZE
PRI SR, WSRO fF & TR & i,
DLPFC 277 A T K AR (1938 7% (Greene et al., 2004;
Greene et al., 2009), XEEWFITLERELMH, TR
W R HIWr 5 VMPFC K - G ARG .

FFSEH B Wi 5 DLPFC AYSTE ARG . i HL,
DLPFC & 578 ANAT KM B 45 i 48045 6 2 F1)
F BB ARG,

L IR AGHI S ) — A S PR R 25 AN i S ik
AHICHE, TR BA A S I i BT B T AT A
Wi, 2RI G5 AT AE . M
S 2 B ST AR AL T /%% s 7E Mendez 55 A
(2005) A BF 5T, BEELCT HE P9 A& i R 2 A2 4
(Frontotemporal dementia, FTD)AJHE A . B B[R
PR BRAE (Alzheimer) [R5 A\ 5 {8t XT BE 41 #4738
TEAIWIBFF . G5 3R, AR, PR3
FFRB NS 28, IF B =42 [ 8 R R A
EXEF . FENTREESE S, BRI BAE A
21 5 i e X R A IR 4 A HE TR KA BN A4k,
HWHAZ MM ERARZE ., H2E, @3 EHE
U 2 e A RE [0 AHE T R M, e R S i v
FHAINHA . ISR DI, 1528 R 02T
HNTE AT RIF P AR FEHEAME R RE
AR5 R T AH 7] 0 32 B8 AR 4k AT HR ), 4518
Y5 Mendez %5 A\RIWF5T —E (Elisa et al., 2007,
Koenigs et al., 2007; Young & Koenigs, 2007),
Crockett %6 A (2010) I BF5E A B, 1EgA R —
Tl I 5 A R R A 401 P R 47 4 B I 1)
Zj¥)(Citalopram) i, #Hi7E AAT R LLRE H
THONEY 5 A TR 3 SCIR KT . Perkins 45 A (2013)
MBS R B, bR — Fh s B AR A A A% A
PN iy 45 I B J2 1 28 S W 245 ) (lorazepam) J&,  #
TR B L TR 2 DA 3 SR I, oAt
AL FE ARG 1) R RE A 2598 . I 28 S A AT
LR KT L B9 AHE T 2BL(Trémoliére et al., 2012;
Gawronski et al., 2017; Gawronski et al., 2018), A&
Z, KBRS ZR W, A0 w40 R )2 A
Bl s I RNIEE RN, SFEAMEATREZS
AL 1% T 7 D58 v T /i L B R 3 S

Greene 25 A (2001, 2004)% & T A HIFIH 2%
PN R AE BRSSP A, 4R T )
BY XU T A% 5 (dual-process model), ZAR AN,
EEWES S A5 KPR B, W2 E A
RN TR, —FREER N, HAERE. H
Ak, AN AV B 5 — R
BN, HAMTEE ., 2% S mFe s
PRI T B A B 5e 4, RME— 7l AT Rk
ok, 5 [EAT, Haidt (2001, 2007)W48 1 T —1
8 783 W7 1) 41 2> B 3 B A (social intuitionist
model) o AR AL B A% 0 A IA R, AR W2 —Fh
FERIEL RS, BARE . AR SmE
FRRUR =k N =R b= KL Rl N O = R

IR B E AR RN Z G, fEAE
I EE TR A B R (H 222 45, 20105 SF
LA 4, 20155 R-F, BEREL, 2007),

FEBTERSE , WPLL R T B S g, WL
S TR N 7 BRI B, A A SO
VT It A e (] R AE R SO F T3 K (Greene et al.,
2001), HHELFABEES, Sl st ) B4
fig H B L2 sh A 32 A I (Bartels, 2008; Suter &
Hertwig, 2011), &M A6 far 23 i g iAo 1)
SO R TR, (E X S SO ) U B B [ B
520 (Greene et al., 2008), #HIXZ T T 8 B9 iR
FERI G, T T RS ] 3 SR (Paxton
et al., 2012; Pinillos et al., 2011)., XEEHF5TL5H %
W, RN SRR T I SO BB, HER RN S
T IR E ST, A AHET R R E
WA BN, TN A 2R AR IR 2R T
FHEFE TR

3 EfEERMENME

31 XHEEFmEEH

B L K 7S (Piaget) 5 B /R #% (Kohlberg)
S AR 2 ) O B AR G A, A T e P
fEH R 45, 2011). {H Shweder % A(1987)
PRI SE B0 B0, SCAEARTR], ko3 7 A B g th AN ]
AT EE T IL A B+ S8 8977 R R R 1,
X} 35 [ 5 D R R AT R . SR R B, —uk
X E NN R R AR IGAT A, EEDEE A ]
DL AZ B (AN LT g LAk AR B8 £ (0 77 A —
SEED B N AR IGAT A, 35 NEIA R AT D4
Z AR LT XA R EF ) M58 5 Iy
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TEAL 2 3 ST (AN ER ), B AR A S
Ly, AN NZ B AH B, 8 7 5 U R LA ZE 4055
At SR BI AT R, SOFAHEHEX)
Z A I R AR, (HR, AN A FESOckdn3E
E)H, 2t SR HEIER A 9 A B TE AR ]

Haidt 45 A (1993)% H 1 A BL B SR 0 HR
XA HIBER R, MMATLGE . BORAEC,
E B GG T —FRIEH, Xk G AR SCALHLX E
AT R U . BRI, XTI 9 &
DB AR E TR S AT (AR B EAMET- /YY) |
FEREE AR, AT SO X (32 F)H Y
B A ] T A R R A SR, A2 3
SCHI DX (L P ) 14 3l DU ) T 0N R B T Y 4R
UL IFH, HERTEREE, MENZERE
Ty Sk S R e Hh AN (] SC AR A Y 7
BA—HN., R - HhHEEHRIE, A
38% M Z VIR T B B A AR B LM
i, (AL EFERRS S A ANZE T 4
F o BRI e R i R T T 0 S LR B,
WA — B 22 4% (morally dumbfounded)f#)
MG, BIICEM BRI S A Bl . X LB oR 3R
B, AATTSE A B v bR A e ey, O HL, W)
—RHEMEAR ST ST, AMITEE YiETE
S W] GBI ASAH [
32 NMANEMEEERNII

Greene %5 A (2004)%}“H 42 [a] 50 Y AfF 58 e 1,
IATHE AT RA TR 5 5 FF 5 PRI BT Ay 40 1y KA
A, H AT RFRBEME T AT 2 0015 B
N o B2, ANAT R I Ay MR L (R 3 il & T K il
WM I G 7 SR 1 SR T 23 ) B s %o 1 1
PIMEE BRI, Ritk, b AT8t T — M m e
NAT KA [F 5% (the remote footbridge dilemma), %
F% 5 A7 KRB WA R Z A4 T, SCiE A
FGEFAME T, mEuAEELL, Eihs—
ATEMRTIFE, M TP 4, 25253
FEEH, B[R] DL —4e 100 e B T R AR AT
KA R 5% (Greene et al., 2009), 1L FE B AFT K5 K
Beh, et BE RS Az E HE, W H IR HE AL
ZEH I A, BB MR, 2038 P E I E XS
BRI WTRAE R ? TR — R, TR E
T AAT K - & I 5% (The footbridge switch
dilemma), % K 3% 55 15 B A\ AT KA 5% 09 A [A]
ZATET, WARTTR I RN A mAL, TR TE3Z

FHFN L, BERER], B DA F Y L
T E B AT R 5% G 1835 22 5 (Greene et al,,
2009), B, 23 (18 2 I35 52 e AT AR D sk
PRI OCHERI R o

FENAT R B B35, S5 3 42 ol it 52 %
H o NTRVFFC RN A K A B2 Ak,
I, ST BE R — S G R B L (H AT R B
BR T MbAE AL, A B2 A i, B
TA NIt BT RA-flsE 54 A i, REHE
Wit T AAT KK AT I 45 (The  footbridge pole
dilemma), % F 55 AN17T R BRI A R Z AL 1
T, LS N RS ZFEE, G T —
DA RAH M, s T A AR AIES.
ERRU, MR LA —H 100 L 5 AT R IR
REAREZES. Hit, "ARWZHESH
BARAENAT Ry B 5 5 T G IR B e 3k 22 ¢ i e
BHERE. MrRHEEES, i HA A D70
N il & T K i B4 4 JBFF 9% (Moore et al., 2008;
Young et al., 2006),

BEEW R T AR —m, 1B
(T3 R BN IER P, [HE A FEHSA
JIHECFE AME, A TR R G B T8 1
WRIH T T REW—1, 58 FEWN T
i3 T AH EL, <P RESR IE AR A BE B, B0 R X
ZENRZ O FESTFHL, NXADMAE LR,
BB EWEIFA A
33 FEEETGEAMEERERENZI

FFREE S5 AT R R R IR — D EE WX
e JFOC RS X TR E & —Fh A VR
T AMEZAREFH, WIReE i) 1 AST KB
PRI T A8 103 3 40 TN B SRR S BB L 2 T
B TR S8R T, THRIE 2 ), 38 7 158
X B 5 AR AR X R e S T A —
(RIS, P57 & BT T B4 b R 355 (The  obstacle
collide dilemma). 1% H 5 5 IF R INEE AL, A2
R AE T S 2 T I — R e A ) T R B A
T4, A FuhE AN, T2 i JE A
WAAR S NN RAFHESE . EX g, SEil
O AR A TR, (B E R
HEFEA BN . 45 WK, BE654) i [F 55
i, REBNBEFR LI —# 0, 5 2GR0 %
[F] R 3 22 5 (Cushman et al., 2006; Greene
et al., 2009; Schaich Borg et al., 2006), ¥ iA7H
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B T B 5 AR B X R, HE,
163 BE B AT KM IR B T AT KA I R /% v,
RN B R N BH B F B, Sl B )
“Dh—3 00 LB A R T AT R R R
fife B 3X — ] {8, AFFEH G| AT B L2k i IRl 5% (The
loop case)EATIRVT, ZF B 5T R FH AL, A
[R Z A e F S 2 Bk ik 5 R Bk KR AT Y, aniR
KR FIRA N, BAESPIR FELRE,
HA TN Ezst, AR A&, HE
N B RVE R P 2 ) T B (e TR, 1K
R, ERKRI, “UI—3 1R 25T 56
R 35 9% A 35 22 5 (Greene et al., 2009; Thomson,
1985).

IR 4 I TR B 1 R o 2 i W 0 BT I o o
N NJiiE, B HIW % 2T Bk 2 EW
YE 51 8 (Bruers & Braeckman, 2014; Kaufman,
2016), R IZRIEE N E 2, HE SR, A
B % A1 K (Conway et al., 2018; Kahane et al.,
2017)0 FRERBR IS IRIBE 10 45 R W], <0 Rk L
HARMTB LU — RN 2 22 B 2 B, AT
ez i E, BV FI AN S IRBRE %

Greene (2013)7E B.45 Uk b — R B0 B 4 R 5%
Ja R, SANI1E . FB/AE WA
SR WA EEE R, HXWANEELEER
Ao ERER . A ASE, HER
EFEWAER, XTSRRI R
WERER) . WA GiE RS E T, (HRA
A AT hE, SRR AT B AT B2 A2 1R AR 3
(AL R FERER ) o QSR 2k il B AR B,
JEHAMAT A AT, XFAT 8 ) 2232 1R A
RN AT R FIE 5 AAT7 R AT R

4 “REUEIRIE R R

41 RERPHNEMILRE
I B g 5 40 B8 A i XN T B 48 (the Dual-

Process Theory)f ] i1 Evans 1 Wason (1976)# 1},

FHEB AW MIEIES &R, %48 A 5 m
TS (AT, SRR, 2012, HATHE A,
2009) . FUM T BISHIA A AN T35 A8 X 43 28
B 1 (THRZET 2 (T2)o T AU THELSTEA R &
JEBT A BN [F] 2238 0 9 . RRAE T AN 58 2 — 3L,
I B Z AT . Evans % A e IR g, X4
AN TRV T R0 RRAE 2 TARICIC IR = 5

(Evans & Stanovich, 2013; &, #1755, 2018),
ZAHYL, T1 SEATIFATINT., BA & A.OHBE
A i A s, BN SRR RS, T2 5K
TRITmI, SHCHRREZ, Hin LR
18, AR5 52 ZIM ED G 152, R HhoAE X R i
FI RN o PN IN Tad B X sk iR S BEAE A, AR
PEPIE AR 7 0 ) — B0, 2RPFRSEEH R
(INE 55, 2007),

AR5 3 % 3 R A T 28 A e ] R 2 R
FII A, 77 T =R AR MBI,

, 2018), JF % T.#% I (Serial processing

model)ik Ty, T1 HHEIFUHMTAEE, If/™ 4Bk
KR, T2 0 TARYE S [E R A7 . AN AN ) 45 A
K YL E S N A G = B DL (Evans, 2011;
Evans & Stanovich, 2013), 58 —- 28 & -17 50 el
(Parallel competition model), %A HIIA N PN
TRGRE G2, I TEE. TU M TR S BT,
(AR EAIN TEER M T2 T 5E UG A GEf
IEBH AT, Z A RIAS B T — SE ST S5 Y R
(Epstein, 1994; Handley et al., 2011; Handley &
Trippas, 2015; Sloman, 1996; Stupple & Ball, 2008;
Trippas et al., 2016; Trippas et al., 2017), 2 =22
TRA 1A (Hybrid model), ‘& -5 iy WA AR Y 1) 5
KX TR Ry G4 2 — A 2 H Al Sy i i
B, FHERE T2 TN ANEERNE, K
GRANFERRZ -EANS SN = BNE
Jin T % & (Three-stage dual-process model of
analytic engagement). XN, 7 T1 #iH K
N B, BT A B~ 2 HE R N . 55
B B2 % T1 i A6 0 rp 98 00, 5 00 000 3] o
58, Mgkarit ASE = BB, T2 IS Hr 4320
— SN o AHAERM BN 5, T2 77 A5 Hr ik in T,
T2 £ vl Ry~ A 30U TR SE o s R L 1 43 A, BG
P4k (rationalize), oA 7T BEXIH) 4k 52 0 HEA T4 1,
PR R, B f# B (decouple) (Pennycook et
al., 2015; Pennycook, 2017),
42 “EHCHBE RS

W5 34 70 B 0K 5 4 B 5 19 00 N T BRI AE
BF, BRENTE R WA TALE . Haidt
(2001, 2007) 5t BE 1% Gt 8 1 20 1 4f AR D 20 W 1
BT, IR T —AN BRI Eoe
SCRERY, JEE RN TN R T TR T A
FIWr A E AR TIF 2 W EMR, (HEXT
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LIRWF R R AT DL R B, B B TR A
B W . AEHL ZE ] b, 3 A R e X s A
N1t HA Bl 0 FAT o B8, WRH
iz A~ N 02 5 AR P AR 1A AT N AN
R

Greene 7EXUMN T HISMAEZL T T —1
PR UL (modular myopia hypothesis),
VMR N DI i . T B 5 8 4 1R X T 18 5 1Y
ER .. ZBULIAR, ARG S — NN T &
SL(EHY), BE A o W W A AR R T R,
JEEARIT B F AR & IS &R, B
B, ZRGERAWALEMANARES S, 2
AT B B < L B W AN T, TR E A E R £
SRR R A W . RE, AT B E <
F A AN IR H AR T B, RIS E R
FEREEE L, INNF RE ey LT §E 520
PR IEHER, BHGFET . MR E
EHRBEWERG I K, BIfiFE 6 TRy E RaE -
BF, T E RGN R R R, %W 0
T F T A A LE R W, ARG R S
AR, BZ RS2 E IR (myopic), JoE:iH
H FR A VR 18 B A9 45 2 (Greene, 2013),

R BT MR ] A A <8 2 5 1 =By
B fin T AR r i A B o A 3 ) v ) 5
—BrBE, B SN T8 T1AKE {5 B Rk = A3
& 1 Xl SN (AR A << R 2 [ A AR 3 B 2 6 R
D~ R, F B, N T &
GEREHO XA R RIAT R AT IR A, XA R
EAT R R G R . (EZ BRI T 1 R R
BT, HRH IR, B ZIR
Pk WURBEHOE A K I 2 e, WIaa TR I
YRk A =B, T2 TR B IF 832 i R
N (BI3Z <DL —3 7)o (HZ, ISR R 1T 1
ZHE R, DU HE 4 0 Tl s Ry (R E 4 DL — e

Ti7) o TR ST B I E BEIET, T2 B9 20 i T A,

WA T2 XERIAG T SR AR JAR 282 o AT 7 A A
AERY UL 1, T2 A nl RE 16 26 5 ik, "4
AR RO o

R AR UG B AR TR AT ATERR A
BRI IR v, RIS A Dk R H AR B
TXRRAT 10 P 45 32 P (DR v o R BRI TN 5
H, N IT R IR E H B A, R
VE D93k i AR 10 F B o (HIX IR B2 52 2 R BE 30 v,

o L ok L £ A R SRR, A RR W R 2
BRI H AR T B 7E IR ZRR I IR R 11
FRREE . R ELITW, NSRS 5 4
TN o IR FG 10 T i IR T 2 B SR, (B2, A
IR R R A R S FLAHIER
Kk, BERHRME, BT IR REE . 354 H
— AN BRI 4, AL RSkt ) 5 4 T
N, BRIt 005535 R Shy ik il AR 1 TF B R A IR R
PARAE o b A g AL - Bd > R B, g
REEWA FET AR MR RGN, Hitd R
22 % VB 25 3R (Greene, 2013), “Bibe i IR UL
AT B 2 [ B R S A T ) R L S AR

“REYIR AR UL R W], FEA I EFEE S T,
T AU G 5638 8 Y R A AT RE R i & AT R B 1
AR 0 OCHE, TR AR AR AN [ 9 A T
W T EEEE AR, XMALEETFL
WFFEIEYE B 32 4%, Schelling (1968) &K L, 5 AHIE
sV AR AR AR LG, AR AT B A
B R 2 SR s . SRR N o FE AR
ZHN A0 E T REML A AT A 28, X R B4 B AR
SAen] YR 37 E F BN (identifiable victim effect),
1E Small I Loewenstein (2003)##F 75t % #K,
FEFE B S, AT nT R % 5 4 TR 4 5
EAR BE o T AR AR R BT S i L, An SR e
FIX R IR BARTREH BN, A6 B
AR R, RN RN T 2R T AR g 2T
PRI 33 288 Y1 L O A % ) R, AT A 4 Ot T s 2 0
55, Kogut #l Ritov (2005)IBF5EH, & T /A
REE, —FfE 1 AT B E R IT 9 0 BN
JLE, J—FE 8 AEMENMILE, 45R LM
AR 1 22 LRI R B R O o WERLME I
SN, 32 BT S5 AT BN N 12 2 B W AT 3 A
AW, (AR, b FEEEEn 2z, A
TS A Bt X fih 2 155 4 1) I 15 40 7 B 22 1 L
K

5 SEE5RE

5235 AR A 7 W IR 35 o F 55X, A
F1 078 NP2 L ph 29 P 2 TR T
BRI B ARIBLE] . R TS AE R R W], A
A7 32 SR B e B 3 SR R, I e
FR R PE DR 2R o (B, TR AR B A P B, 7
BRI T AT FEME  Greene 211 T — A~ “fidh
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IR XS AT T AR . AR, B
R R W IE A P E R S BH AR AT 4 3% B AT
Ho RS, T HEE RS HEIE I TR,
A5 F AR A T B AR 3 0 1 3 e i
RN AR, T TE T O A AR DL AT B
B =

AR ST A 15 % B A R S A 0 R ) B A )
BHRAL T A 22 R o DR 3 SRR OR339 2
TE ey B AU . A fth ) — T (Kahane et al., 2017),
L 7 Yo I P T R T R S i B, AR 4R
o2 m| R UG 45 SN TR 32 sk . andE AR
Y. 2GR, SR . RIRIE . MRS
F AT WA A RV B A £, H AT
e TIHIR LIRS THE4E . 7€ Greene 58 A
HITRSE T R IR, B AAT R A 2SR IR 5% 19 13
TR B TR, IR NHE TR KM Y L AR AR AR
& F I & [F 5% (Greene et al., 2009; Paxton et al.,
2012), F 5 SN R 25 P R ] R e i TR,
ZARAR L WA 5| A5 ZUAH 28 SN Y =52 1) 4 T 5%
W, WFERBEG Y. SRS MEASR S M -, &
TRt A 38 B3 B, 153 i XL SR DL
WAERR T B, lch B A A i

Wit 75 3025 Bl yR ZE W B0, < FRL 22 [R) R 30 3
A S S 6 9 A o T R S A 3 e S TR A ) R,
AT H ZE ) B0 ) A SR B S ST 45 R A 2R
PRV Qar 3 % 9 32 3 o (0 38 48 R SR f ik 2 %
e H S B MR A R BE R IF oY op & B, 7E i U S
B, VRN IR S 192 5 H A R 2 g rp
ZA DR 3 LR, X —45ien LIk H 2h 2 3
) P O Bk B I 48 5 (Faulhaber et al., 2018), 12
B, WAPRF AN, AR, BT
MEWL . TEEILA . fh SR | T8 RO D R i
WEFMP2ES, AT A 3528 3 E EEE 2
JE 2547 T AN [ (Greene, 2016b; Taddeo & Floridi,
2018), {ARFELIH 3= LAY H 2h728 30 & — Fp i
—Itit, IHAREE 2Nt S, ik, —2ent
FAGRL T AR M A s S BE A, XK
a7 Z oM A 32 A A58 Y5 (Bergmann et al.,
2018; Contissa et al., 2017). i A fF 58 & 31k
QEFEAAAN T A S SR FEAE S v, T EeER T AR
e 32 SR B ATAS N 3 SO RO B FPOR [R] SC b
TR E SR, AT L EUE T A 32
TEGS , TE R S AT 4510 X = Pl

PR AT TR AR T A 3l Bl 18R]
SRR, e SO BBt T R
(Rhim et al., 2020), /M2 HE, AfTHEH* A 312
WoEfE R B, FFERIL EW ., EEFEN—
7, NATT— 05 T Rl <Ry 1 SR B ) 2 AT LA
PSR A S AR AF . (B 55— 5T, flfiTH OB
JE B TR AL TE— VIR AN PR P T % 19 73 4- (Bonnefon
et al., 2016; Lawless & Postnikov, 2016; Maxmen,
2018) AR IE P W AR UL R FATD, T

XIS, AN A W G B e, TR A E
Je— il ) FE AR HAR (B AT B AR
S 30k

%, WA, (2018). HEHLH Wb XE N T R PME S
B MLH . O FEFI P, 26(10), 1794-1806.

BAATHE, WA%3H. (2012). Evans XS N T30 (4 & Jig i 72 i
TRVE. OB RS, 32(4), 310-316.

INE, 240, BREREH. (2007). IESHEEM MR G —0R
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Moral intuition ismoral but not objective

YUAN Xiaojing, LIU Chang
(School of Psychology, Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing 210024, China)

Abstract: Previous studies have shown that certain moral intuitions prompt people to make deontological
judgments. However, moral intuition, dominated by emotional factors, is relatively subjective. Highlights
intentional harm through personal power, moral intuition ignores harm caused by non-personal forces and
side effects. The Modular Myopia Hypothesis states a cognitive subsystem present in the human brain,
monitoring an individual’s planned behavior and releasing emotional alerts when it detects a harmful event
in an action plan. But this inspector is a relatively simple, “single-channel” system that cannot monitor
multiple causal chains simultaneously and fails to identify harmful side effects. The subjectivity of moral
intuition suggests that in the face of moral disputes in real life, people should not rely on intuition as the
sole basis for decisions and actions.

Key words: moral dilemma, moral intuition, emotions, modular myopia hypothesis



