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HIERHE? B LM TR AEFELENTETE

gEAM x| @2 mER’

(AP E R B O BB T BT AT AR N SIS, dbat 100101) C P EBLFEERE RS OB R, LA 100049)
CBITRFNI G WRLEDF I oL, BITRFOER, BT 999078)

H E UEMAEANEFOFECEANERRRME, 22, FXLHEE SRR L %AW Z A
BHFN, ARIFESAEER, AR EIAEENE NI RAEZRH OB EfET TR, BFE, A
MR FR B A Ew Ty o s B hiRY A X, SRR EEGBARRELX, AR AFGNIERE, Bt
FRFEHGBRFEMEASTEEONTIHESRAATL N Hrh, ENARFAFENE LA TARAL
B TR M

XK@ A L®™T, BARAIE, BB, AT EHE

SRS Bs42

1 3

A5 (empathy) 2 FAT1 5 B 15 260K 2 7 4=
Iems i) — i 6 J1(Singer & Klimecki, 2014), {HJj&
AN R FE X LA BRI A EAE 25 57 o BB IA
Sy ik SR AN B AR A o A 2B R I R L
5 —4T Bl AR 7 (Perception-Action Model) 5 B i
FL A G A AL TR I 2 RS 2 B 3 L
FEH XN IZARAS B FRAE,  HEMEOE IR R B 3 RN
(Preston & de Waal, 2002), #&1f7, anSILEE—A4>
Aalifh . AFFEROHSRE, RN, Bir
A1 RS ME LA i 354% (Cameron et al., 2020),
AL T AT S A5, W5 480 550E
MR ER AR, de Vignemont FI Singer (2006)
J BEAE B H S A, A SE IR BOE il
NTEG L FE N B 41 (mirror reflection), A
AT 17 B 00 DA e 2 0 1 s (PR, XIS,
2016), DRk, SR L HGE N B SE TR, PR A
O LI B G548 AT 1 1) 38 i A T S R R
(de Waal & Preston, 2017), AS3CEF iR T I

il

E BT, R TSR AR T BRI
BLIG i1 2 IR A 7, #8017 36406 o B AR
EIEERIEER . AN, A4 T BAR Tt
R PSS HL: B/ R AL, AR IR 5 A
PRIEE 2T ISR, i B LT F Hhof s e 42
%,

A 1 25 0 38 R A0 5 1 IR DA 0 A Oy T
(Barrett, 2012), AR5 EGT RS 2T H
B R A F R, iR R TN (N, H
FRAIEHHL) (Lazarus, 1982), M T1E4E S5INHZ 6]
MEAER, AMTTRETE - HiE B 41242 15 (Kray et al.,
2020), [Hitk, #7650 B S EAR L. B
B R (B0 45 2> 5 R i i o (R, DAREF ST
R PR LA 1 — A 1l 15 4 1 A AR R
T 20 e v B R A9 IA AL 2 (Heyes, 2018),
DX 43 A5 155 SRR DA R 65 ) o BF 8 A PR 22 S EL AT
HEME, JCIAEX A2 ) BE A A B AR A 1 R
LW, WIS AE [ B RURS 4> S R
TSR B, R B — Tl DA R SR ) 4 A
(Blair, 2008), #il4n, ¥4 B E NS 5E4r, B
JEAEIEALE Z 40 . P R G I A R A
W F 1 2020-08-29 (1 LI RE T, EN R AR I R GE A O
’ %,a E wth/L%%éz\Iﬁ H(U1736125, 31871142), T R 1 &% 5 T4 75 B [ (Santiesteban et al., 2020), DA
PSRRI A1 TSR G2020-00027-1CD. S A B I B 8 B, B R |

WAEVEE: X, E-mail: liux@psych.ac.cn; - ’ ‘
{H 334, E-mail: haiyanwu@um.edu.mo G 51 K W4T et FE AR T 5% 3 A A R A S
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4548 (Zaki, 2020). K2 FBFTEF 0T I
FAAREME SOA B G AR A (A R R
TGS, B BRI R, DARAT Rt )
1)1E B IL1E (affective empathy/experience sharing),
L BRSPS AL R REEE ;. 2)I0
1 I 15 (cognitive empathy/mentalization/emotion
identification), R AT BOR S 1905 1L RE

3) 3% 5 I (empathic concern), B3 i ACIRZS )
R 3l 1 (Weisz & Zaki, 2018).

— LR, & T HAE B35 AR A 4 Al
PR BN U LA, T PR AR AR T
AT T AT R T 46 (Bloom, 2017), SEAESE,
WEFEH okt Je — A e e, f L0 B A —
AEEF LAY h A POk FE B 7= ) (Hughes &
Zaki, 2015), 4N, A i< IWIEAL F0IE 1 PEAG
1i#> (Early Appraisal and Late Appraisal Models)
RN T O R SRR, ARSI E
U PRI () N BN S T 8. 22BE X (de Vignemont
& Singer, 2006), —Iji ERP #5¢ &M, Ri&i—h &
DB N110 A g S A 15 52 I il 7 At <7
TAL S d R, HS2 B SR 8 M, J5
Tt DX P3 A by I 300 A P2 15 S v B o3 32
855 5 KU Y, (H M S7 30 55 M (Fan & Han,
2008) o MBI BN PEAL 103 AR AL T PR LA i
A ML A EAE RS R@E TN ES A B
TR BARIE ) o 53 A7 M 285245 1 UE i 2 W1 g
FOPPAR A A2 PR DX Y | RS A 9 AL DX
PEAf At A B 26 R AS, B PE AR 3517 (evaluative
empathy ) 14 4% U i DX A2 45 15 P90 /547 [ /87 P9 0
7 B¢ )2 (dorsal medial prefrontal gyrus/anterior medial
cingulate cortex), IMi Ak & (anterior insula) Nl 54
B WG K] SO A Bl AN A IR A, BIER
50 H 45 (perceptual empathy) f 3¢ (Kogler et al.,
2020). MR FNELPE B B L A, AR
SR I N TE R, WAFERRVERY A B0 A IA %N
PR . FETHTAMISE, Heyes (2018)82 i 173k
17 B XLR GER A, 2 A R 45 T B0 A 3
0 E S 2 (RS 1), Wk T 3L 1 PEAh
SR R D IF RGN A
TR B A B S AT Y R P 2 R

SR, H R B B HESL TR X A IR AT AL
AR F . W H LT B0 B R X 2 i 52
M i BRI AT 3 5 S A el 10 o AN, T

fife an AT B TR Bl T R X R B A DG AR
FRAL R B S (i, N T ) LB Ba
T 938 F4F FH (Cameron et al., 2020),

2 HBERE—1EEF BREWNMERLE

21 BHEHMERE: 5. KEXBR

VAt 2347 9.0 B AR BN 2 B i AN
A3l &4 1 (Levine et al., 2018), {HJE Zaki 55 A
(2018)F H HeAf & — A “REFE A WL AT, T $E 7
AR RIS o g & — ik
BT T A s iR, R IEEN
— R R G ERERS 57 BRI R
this . ARE R E R 5E R I —E T E B RS
5j(Cameron et al., 2020), H9 b, I0T 4/7FREE
hEs HirfR 2R IRS S, LS iRz
oG R LR B, T E W SR AT B
PREE R, B AT EE S S T
fFE o ER, B KN 5e 4 H bR 0 PPk R P
B3l HIR A R R, SEhr B, RAMFRESR
IME TN EMEFE T LUZ A SN, WTRIE&S
TR IEUAE 1 (Inzlicht, Legault, et al., 2014), Q2R TG
AR AT LU T /58 4 H bR, 388 AR WF5E
WREGE Wi A d (R 1)HRERGF
FEXF 5% 4 H AR (A

TR NS T A2 32 B AR
B E g HARI N T 51745 52 . 72 L5 1 1%
A A R, AT 3208 A T A5 o 1
Hp AT RE P5 K A B B AR A 25 A (Cameron,
2018), Cameron % A (2020)H 5% ISR IL1H
AR A T HAR Z AR, 5 RE R
H s 22 8] 1) 5 4P 0 B4 1) G 28 %) 47 ke 1) ¢
WAEM . Hrh, B2 EAEELEFEE ., KHE
TR 5 X555, AR)Z K B AR ELEE B Y A5 Gl
% TR BT 1R I 55) 5 o AR [FZ2 ) H b
ATAUA, AT I A A g SR IR 2

AR, WFITE AT 32 AN (B A A v
AR E AR o AR, AR —AB58 7, H
T3 LUBRE BN T. 24 Bhs M EHIE A Fr i
. TE BT AT, Ailac=/—mnETT
(think twice), BIMARTLELT 82 i 2340 PB4 T i
Pt 745 (Hayden & Moreno-Bote, 2018), —Miizs
] A R T T e B, 1R 2 Rl E £ B 6 sh )
R e s S € R Tak v e N i N =R <57
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0, T R A R T R 1 B A 2 T T T A
RI4T M (Pfeiffer & Foster, 2013), %5348 1 sh¥y
FERL G of, H BRI Y P 28 SRAEAETE T VR 52 1
B, ARERZTHNE R, BAd 20
[F )P F R AR R ? © A BRI, AT
FE PP 3K (deterministic decision) ) 25 S 2 AE AR X
ST (sequence) LB AR, AN 23 A 15X
(Kahnt et al., 2011; Mcnamee et al., 2013), MITHE
WM EERTE, T RAE GRS E — i L T £ 1L T,
It HLE G 1 [R] s fIAS T A R 3 (1 = By A
i 22 (O’ Doherty et al., 2017), 2R, 4% Hizr
5 1] 94T 8l — 45 SR (action-outcome) ) F5 A5 1 7] E
EERMEN, MITERRZAFEITHIFTE
B AT N 5 R T M {8 (Bach et al., 2017).
Castegnetti %5 A (2020) % BL7E B b5 5 ] (4 HE R 4
L3R (probabilistic decision) H -t 77 7 — Fft i > 2%
T EAT A A5 RIS, IF Bk Fh 4l SR 1 SRAE
A DATI S A58l o Hodr, A5 00 A e
JZ(right dorsolateral prefrontal cortex)ZtE {1 51| ffE %5
J7 )2 (orbitofrontal cortex) X a3 fiF 71 A 45 5 sl 384
TS o PR B 2 RN I 2 AT ) DX 3 D) 2 R A
RBBLER, B SRAE AR AR 45 2R A0 U O v T RAE
THREE R BBOETREE . AT, HFBE RN
i e PSR, AR P 25 R R AP R R
RFEAAAT RAE B s i IIE SR . — 7
I, AATH B ARFTRE 2B 1k B 0% 55 A2 R Y
SEIL, R e X AR o 50—, AfTHE K
FZR B, FEFEEASHEESREREE R, W
M g 5 NS . Bk, —AHEZE R I
55 Ml 2 T S R SRR S B AR R AE L] 5w A A
RAR IR IE A
22 HirHMERLE: K. SEHER

A [ 4 8 %o T AT S i 4 R 2 s B &
TERCWA, AF A I A B (] 52 0 3% 5 0 A (5 R AR
(Soman et al., 2005), Joit 2B FE i HE S BREE 5 H
PR — NN I ES, T T R A Y
WUAE (E S 55 AN 8% )Y B AR T8 e 1] T 40 0 %
L (Zaki, 2014), MRAEESHIRF N HIE, — DK
i HANE K (larger-later) i 4 5 — 4> R Z B4 (8
/I (smaller-sooner) 14 UK 25 =2 [A] /1 56 4 56 R & 72 A=
AR P PSR 45 AT 30, XIHR, 2011), anAlksdt
18540 R ELAT B 1) JaR 2 A e S et A, o ) 3 5
A5 v E bR A (B 22 1E DA T 52 e > 4R H 19 11 2R 30

o Blhn, B2 Re REAR G 1R G R AE KT
2 05, 3k A BE A DA N % T 1R O Y 22 D)
(O’Connell et al., 2013) o AT E SR X P BEA A 7E L
17 A 4 (O A0S I (9 22 gl ), (HR A AL T 1%
IR T AT 237 A il 9% 55 (FF 28 00 4 40 iy 2
Jill)o Levy 55 A (2016) A5 4 B P r S A7 14 P A
EN 0 S N N W W E O T (T A el = e D
M1 32 ] R AR I 1 7 A 77 26 X G R S 1 M (B A A
AR R IR LA m T i 3
1575 51 S I AS AR 56 () 7 72 7 - Ainslie F11 Monterosso
(2002) % B AE IR Y7 FIBIEFE v 732 B B0 3 2 3
FNAE &I (Hyperbolic Discounting Model) 7 LA FH 2
it R DR ) A7 AR 35 5 1 3 ) AR AR 30 2 22 [ 3
S B IALE] . AR W] LU F e St
T H b 19 0 (5 A W0 4] 52 W 4 32 77 et S PO WL o
23 HEHMERIT EHNHSEXHEHE

AT 8 T 00 0 T i fe ¢ ) e B, TR R
TR A FRAE . BRITAS IG5 AT BT 2=
fEr R, X IT R A @ AL H A R
AATHPRA — B 5 F 45 € M RAEZS 6], B
FAE 2 it AT g 2 SCHE F (Rao et al., 2014),
MWFRIELE T, ANTARSET N (value)s
FTF(H” (worth)#E 17 55 (Zheng et al., 2019), Ff
WM BEHE TRWR . A WS/ 0E, m
AE T ] T 5 — N B R B b RS A .
U PR SO0 A TE i R A AT AT A S v A
M8, (HNE MM ERE, A& v ek
TR AR S A e, I BRI 4
LA e Ak B . TR, E XSl A A
NI BEAFAE— A A S R, TE R 4E R
NATT PSR B A T RE % v 2 R K E H AR (GE
. TR LM ARG (F4F, 2016), A
1A B b MR 40 = LA (6 A5 R [R] A9 B #R (Berkman
et al., 2017), i F= LA (ELIE A% ol B2 0 A oFE 9 2 7l
BT B4 —) (Hutcherson et al., 2015), A
WFFE & M BRI BB A (Drrift Diffusion Model,
DDM) i) P18 2% 1 R A 2o 72 v 0L (EL A 4R
4, Cameron 55 A (2020) 7 5k 315 8 345 i3 #2 P A AE
XA H AR A R BT R, AR RS R
25 57 T BE S W AE SR i e O e Sk, B
A, fihn, HAEBRE A ST INAZEA
NI A AR R 2R

FLAE R 2T M R 9 R % (Lockwood et al.,
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2016) FEAF SR (B IR ZS 1 B BT )
h— R SR, WTREVS BORAES AT g A
AR oL 72 LA o B AN (B A7 TE X 5 Ry
St RIAE AT B~ AR RS A
AT A .35 25 5 . N RFIR O oy RS <k
PIMER, B AT 25 55 %o R A 7 A R DG IR
(Sierksma et al., 2015), Lockwood % A (2017)#F5%
KB 241 25 ¥8 5 (prosocial apathy)# 113 HL
i, AT A SRR AT e, EWAE3Z
BB AR, BEAATN A 24 EUE R
IR PP NS L DN R R DR -3 P R
AT —E AR, TCIRE AR . B R
SR, SRA AT o BT SR 2 A AL
e T SO ARM AR FERE A E
B AT BN N BB TATS A, JoH
Z 5155 11 A 0 (Olivola & Shafir, 2013), i
KR Z2 1) I 1 22 B R X B AS R 25 A A AT 4 5
STECHEIR AT (AN, A ERATED), Fhrp— 2B X
LN w0 9] (anterior cingulate gyrus) 1R T A1
iff [l (subgenual anterior cingulate cortex)7E il T
XK A R 25 015 JE A8 B ZE4E ] (Gangopadhyay
et al., 2020), Cameron (2018)4F 3 & i 2 FlIK 25 )
B R WAE Nt 2 B B — 5 R p 5T, (H2
AR R 25 B AT 11 At 28 R AR AR A 78 LI I 5 v
(CEIPSEa

AT AT 2277 e s, e 22 7 A A
AT R, M ERE T CH/EH . Wang A
(2020) Y WF5E K B, AR SC PR wT /b B N3 20
PRI IR LA RTINS A 5 94 Ak 5 P OB o R A
AT Ay 5 e Y2 98 R P TS E AL I E T PO R 8 I g B
(medial prefrontal cortex)fft < & L TIRELE K H
A FEME TN TSR R P 2, 3 3R A A
A M — M S M E G T R, — K
R T L ALY 32 A 2 () SR AE S 7 B AT T 4
VEPE o HITABIFFEIE W 7 2R T L iaod 3 35 A5 4%
(At 23 (il R AE D e KA SR A 23 M (Liu et al.,
2019), HREAEAZ BN Z5 R0 W) BB 52, i
Higmtt s Edae s e siEA . Be1E0
A E 5 M 8 0 Rt ) i T s (4 ) B AL T B, e
LRI I B EAL 213 1 (Decety & Yoder, 2016).

Zx b, AR RAE S5 0 (AU 7T RE VS
H RIS o B AT TE A A AR 2 T S
JE AR, AT B TR A A AR 2 B IA

RO B T B e AR I R SRR AT 8. E
JE, AT M RA B RS S 09 H AR R AR S
PEAUE SRR . Rk L EEE S AR, Rk
et s A TR LR

3 HIFREEEEBN

HAn2 i g b, BRI 2 HEZ
H—Fh o eAb, kR ) 55 Tk (4 0 P R 2k
SRAH S I S LR o0 G 8, ILIFShHLE —Fh
DL E AR S ) 0 N AE D7 6, IR AT O sl 8
MR NIR ST . PR E R H XA T 1
] DL AR He 1 i 47 MR B (Schumann et al., 2014;
Weisz & Zaki, 2018), & T HAKRM KI5y, Zaki 5 A
(2014 K3 v A B0 0SB0 AR 5 91) Sy 40 il 21575 1) 3
B, BRI, VAR At 2 R B D 4 it S
H B
31 #HiFEIEFI

A 1 i Sh AL A B AT IR J5
FEA G R N IR T o DIFEDFSR R, R Ab
FH VR R 1 IR AH G A Mg X 55 7 56 M % ) G Bk,
AR G345 15 M SR AR (ventral  striatum) . AR BR A%
(nucleus accumbens) ., 14k 35 X (ventral tegmental
area), LA M PN I HE %5 B BT (medial orbitalfrontal
cortex) (Singer & Klimecki, 2014), {Hf&, 5 &
G AN 2 55 T 5 18R sh DL RRER 5T o

g, ARFEFE S B3 (social identity)f7-7E 4
E AT B, XA B TR, 5 A
BRI RGN RREA G, —WsE R, IR
YR R R B B A 2l 2R A 5 1 A
T4 7 Jit (medial prefrontal cortex)f i &t i % fY
IEAHSE Ak, AW EREE RS EA BTN
4 e (empathic concern)ZK - 1EAH K (Jensen et al.,
2020), X MR H TR 5 R5ES 5 R AH
TS BRILZ AN, BN (group identification)
AAUAE Ry — Tt s S LA R T 5 AT A B AL,
T A A JE RS, I H AR R I kiR
IIHle REUEEFR AR A L% B 77 2
A PN BEAA i & (Eres & Molenberghs, 2013; Sierksma
et al., 2015), Xf NREA A EE T S AL K T [T 5k 2
Blo X A8 HERMER A, B 5 BRI R
AR A B — A K i Baw, HArE
KFFEHE & 0RETT . WAk, 758 Bt S 0e4s
BRI GRS R AK G B, X RSB S
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T A R AR AR 2 1) B2 va LA B2 W1 & 1Y) e A1
(Inagaki, 2018), K PUREA A ARUAE 3 1 %) 20
AL R T ReE, RUR R YN ZRRsR ik, M1
RE B8 X S EAR 7 R B ARPE I 28 /K 3 o Hein 5§ A
(2016) W54 E Z AL Ho b, A AT 9
SRR . OB Z A RSN B0 IS B (FE R
— I 22 ) RE B I AT S A ) A
NHL, R K B SRR 0095 o o DR AR 30 AH O
PRI &2 D TR 0, PR T — e A T B g ]
REPE o AATTAL T 55 35 B Ao i A, 25 77 A 15 DG M Y
RSB, 155 FE AT R A O . —
i, Y H BT, AT 23 kT
N A MR RE R . — WA T 5E R W], B
A I 7 AR B G IR 2K R
WK WEERZK . BIEESZK), MR E RS
A NI ER BB BE Z 1 N (Rao et al., 2011), B —JF
T, 2HA AL T 55 a2 F A AL, B AT
R EPE b 7 A A A E A G N B TS 7
AW % . Genevsky 55 N (2013) kK B, F 15 WA
B 5 B W R AT 5 | R I RRA I 26 T fig
P ANTA TS . X RUISM Y
) AT S RPN NS P N = liwik RS

gi b, RSB R 5 RGO 45 & 48] Bk
VEF TR AR AT LS R Ty o AR, el A
FHALIE e M, 58 0 U 25 5 Ak 5 | ke 218 i
L FOFRBE A RCAR, DA B b 2 A B T A0 o] 2 A N
iR At T AR 1 728 A A5 ) R 1) A figf e
32 #iFEEFH

ORI 22 Y BIF I 4 AR 2 — M B 5t
R, AR Y P A T AR Y AT A . A
RORME, X2 T BN R Gk bk 31
(Cameron et al., 2019), SZPR I, & 24 Hb o]k %
X T B BA B R o I —Fh B
FARPHLRL, G BT u b L H A& 2 e . i,
B 7 T AR AE T AR it v i BB B 0 A A <
4% (Zaki, 2020), Ak, Hojat (2016)48 H ik it
JETREF B ZAAE MR PR, i U
B E o X A A R ZU A Y 5 A T e il —
S XU (9 BT T30 95 1) I 9 422 e ol A 79 9
W, XX A SR B SA - ERENHE.
Schumann % A (2014) B 2l 4% 18 B 55 % 4 i i
(B AT REA Y 2 SIE R RIE . X T BRJE KA OGN
Al 75 7R B E CAER E AR R, R HAEIEC &

AT H B A S B RE B, 35 0 s TR
B IA]

F 5% 2 B [l 3k 4% 1T BB 5 AT DI REAR G, 1]
WHRAT 28 G0 5% il DA 0 A op 2 0 R R R
(Wu et al., 2020), MAFT RS A S At
A B 2 B ) RN T 3k S A o — T 43 A 2 SR
T, PUATIIRE S NN LG A e R F 51
BRI A AHOC I, I BLERAT T A8 b S A 0 i 4 o
(inhibitory control)-5 T\ 117 A &35 45 U1 AR
K(Yan et al., 2020), #fil¥=S5 B bREEA K,
Pt 45 B A% %% #2455 % (Shifting Priorities Model of
Self-control) 4§ Hi 75—~ ] 5 - fg [ 34 il 15 1
23 R W AE W 5 A0 B [ o5 X6 E AR 9 26 £ (Inzlicht,
Schmeichel et al., 2014),

gi b, LR s MR — B
REAE R LI, o LI RO TR MR T AR R
WRE S, AR —Fhtt T TES A
FEb, AT T R A 0 SR B, 9 A A Al
WAENEGH RAT), A el Bk it 2 55
5458 i 4 25 Bk 45 (Weisz & Zaki, 2018).

4 HESARENEEET

AR SRS LA RE D BB, ©
MTERZLR A PR AR FRAR . FUAN AT F A il A Y
154 (Zaki, 2020), AT 258 5 (19 55 5k AR BR
T v PR 0 T A T AR ARG, AR T A
IR %5 F45 2 19 B By (Millgram et al., 2019; Tamir
etal., 2020), 24 H B 2B AR, AMTRIE%T
MR MW, G TR H A
G RA, MMl s s Bin, 52
b ) 570 T 28 LAPRIIE A OB 25 R3S
(Tamir & Ford, 2012), 78 H &~ AIL1E LT 77
FEPIZE e ebE 0 B Y, KO 0 AR ZE 3
A=A, Y T RA I AR . 7R
WL RS R R A R, A AT R A
P — N e R, ER R AR B M fe R LA
TR . 232897 1 N REUS /£ RV B2 88 Y7
5 PRt U PR R 7] A (Beidel et al., 2019; Carl
et al., 2019), T R & 1 B Ak T J5 23 Ik 2 1
BERY BRI A5 (Sordo et al., 2017), Ik, AATHEE
AT LAAR I A S T A M T 3R 3
B O TN RE 8% 7 fift L 15 114 970 T B 1) (Tamir
etal., 2019),
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Zaki (2020)48 Hi A 15 & FUM (forecasting)
fiE 71 F1 42 1 (self-control) fE J7 X T Fe4F Fi A
Pri& g M B E T, 4R 1 75 ZL0 & T,
BT NATT 38 2o 000 A S 2 7 A A G 28 % A
B M7 15 4IRS AT 28 (Bulley et al. 2016).
Bian, 4T R B R 2 R 2 2
B, 326 45 R A7 S T 14 T A1 4 (A IR 2 ) TT RE R4S
TETE MBS SR . X RE I 28 e B2 DL T B R Tk
S b R S B (AU . Ak, KB AL
T 51 &I BT R Ll A, ShEFEE )
% T 3 AT R T 1 DA A R R AR A AT o
1% [ ¥ (Decety et al., 2010), 40, #idZ0. dF
Nk By 48 5 55 J5 SRR AR 3 )% (Bandura, 2016),
Decety %5 A(Q010)AF 55 & B, BE/E415#hl4 b
B, e SEIET IS R i 5 A O il XA BT
7 H75 44 R4 7 6 1O I 1X 8 3 L 8 o 2RI
o SR T R AE R R T 22, AT SR
Ff X H CE R ORECREE), I LA f
O 1% 26 26 1k (B 4, 3 5 5 il B2 1) 155 285 I )
(Eldesouky & English, 2019), 3% £e#83E B AAf1HA]
PLd s A e, FEl B S AR T R, A
S Al G 25 AR ARG 20 H Y. DFRE R
155 4 A BR(E M AT A 2 2) . 3 R (%
JE AN SCIRAR S ) | 3042 (8 T A FERA T D BE (R F0afy
W, 5 S MR - B J2 A ) S il DR 2 7 A A
B £ R T R #E A E F (Cohen & Arbel, 2020).

g5 b, IR T SR AR AT A0 19 1 B
FI ks, AR B A NI 500 B Y, DL
A & 4% 69 B i (Millgram et al., 2019), Af 14 B
i T B — 2 B %% ) A R A = A s . H AR
W8 R, 55 RSB, AfTdRar™
A LS 1 I BhAL(Zaki, 2020), KK EFHE
T ey e A R R, e 5 R AR R 2 1
TR, e 2SNt dE1% 2E P (Cohen & Arbel, 2020).

5 RESRE

FeAT a5 fl A A= A IS nG, al BEAFAE A
BRI TR . XA ROHESE S — Bl B
UL, JF Homi ISR R Bk GRE T, 2
i, 2010) 2T H s MBHHLAY 1 BEAT 5T ILAS, A B
TR LA B A A AL S AR B AL
BORRMFFEH JE LA i T #5201 i m]
e, JUHE AR RAE T 2, AKX H AR S 16 1Y

L v A RN RS A ()3 R . KA1, Hayes 42
R GEAR L S R T — BT IR 5T Oy k), B
& | R g A Ei s B S B R
HIFEER ARG, THRIEET A EHFENRR
FIRZRX T H 54 S A ERE L
51 TEZEEMER

KA UEHE 22 B XAt AR [ 15 28 77 A= g L s
(i, Xt N 22 J5h 5 59 19 IR A2 ) TR T S
NAESMMGX . T FRBEARERZ PR
LR, 5T A HE LU DL AR P IR PE 15
T BY<RR BN (il &) N Dk (B4 58 s s 559 ) <3
B (RS, JUH R ARSN W nAF E o
B R, MEITREmER =R, TREER
BRI I 0 M 2205 4, IF AT L& & 23 50ds
B UE A Y PR 5 Tz Ak, e 2 3k B T I A
KRGS 51T M.
52 HEWEBEMHNEZEWN

AR R E KL, B LS8 —&h
TAER, bl . BB AIW, LR ERT]
55, Bloom (2017)32 Hi A7 22 H b 45 ) 2%,
00 o] B b o) FOR R T R AR
] 28 55 N ) J2 THT A9 EE R, L5 A AT SR PRI 5T
22 W [R5 0 Ul 2k (compassion  training) AN X AEAE #F
FALSAT R, WRBUR G R, AT
AT G b N X R IR . b, DR R A
WG NE, T3 AT AR A 5 5 1 SR i
KRG HA EEZE L, IAMUBKEE N
v 35 A O S E BRI BE IR A E A, BhE
et T AR 2 520 ad (8] 22 HE . R,
WK TR R L2 3% I DL Y & R, X ] R
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FE R SR, I BN RIRR BT A L3 I R
HFHRE.
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LA A 45 S O AE 5 48 9 1 19 T Ui (down-
stream)%5 S, B R W& 1956 R 38 A B i (Cameron,
2018), WF5T 4 B 45 0 L HGHOE — s 25 B A
(T, i/ 65 T A7 28 ) (o P17 2 911 SR m (191
INFIE AN )R SE B BARMS R, JUI, T K
Ui A HIE 4, BRI B — LB R IR
(Tamir et al., 2019), 2R 1, 3L & FE Hr
FEFTRERE Z T o I, & BirT
i) M I s AR B 5T AT DL — A2 F B A 3L
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HArm W BRI EE, B Binm A &%
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5 TR ] RE OIS R 1S =l Blds B bR ik
FRA g R 7 AT A R e TR AR
B0 J5T 55 4 2 0 L 1 BHLAR 5 ) A AT P 1 T 5K
LA R anfar 38 fin /s /b Fe A8 A G 1 B BR (8 S 2
FARSLRE T A RAEATH IER T . R, 154
PR rf bR RN SR W AE B o R L 2
MG ] fg 238 B SR LA 45 B AR 7T Rg vk,
R 2SI A SR L O A SR B S B SR — 3B R Y
HAr. Ridsk, %FHELs 5 AR08 K v f8 25 fil & (i
FHFFE W IE TR TRk, SR 5 B bR 7E—
FE RGOt . B, AT 0y bR i i 5 3k
15 B RE . — 7 I, WA AT IL I Re i ok
WAk 2 IR SR AR, AT V] RE A SRk
BIfERe . S —E, MR AT 7
AEAREE R, AT 23 T 22 b [l kR

STEZ, ATRTDLGE i — % B3R 5 252
Wl i A 28 AR A RIS R B 0. R, B
5 45 0 o & DL SR e, a0 A & 3T
(cognitive reappraisal) . 3¢ ik # fi| (expressive
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R VGERBIE R L. B, HEEHE
SR M= A R LA wlhn, B LR s
A2 T B AT A LS 0 o Tl s X ™
P | TR T A FNIREE B B KRR
K, SRS i A 2, 5B A AR
PR 5 [ B A R 248
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5l %47 A B LA B A B A3 Rty e oA fh
PSS, AT e R A EATTTE R 1 PR 2 A
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Controllable empathy? The adjustability of empathy from a top-down view
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Abstract: Studies have shown that empathy features automation and contextual dependence. However, the
theoretical models and underlying neural mechanisms about empathy remain controversial. To meet real-
world demands, researchers gradually shift their focus on the structure and function to the adjustability of
empathy. Recently, it is indicated that the top-down psychological processes can play an important role in
the adjustability of empathy, especially the goal of empathy and how to represent the value of the goal.
Therefore, given goal influences the internal construction and external manifestation of empathy, future
research should investigate empathy adjustability from a top-down perspective.

Key words: top-down, goal representation, approach/avoidance motivation, empathy adjustability



