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EEEEHRNEXNEEREEIRME
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CPUNIR A A P B AL 202 5 0 R 2R 2 DU R 22O BT, B8 610065)
C iR ARl B D BIAE R, JERT 100084)

H E A3 REaRRMREXMARLE, AGEBT2EEER, Iy BEk, CNIBE % CAN
HE e B NL, BROMRERXNHE—EBELAMTZANARLECRGER, I HBELRT
2 B R e LA AR F BT, ONI AR AR I 5B xha bt —F 58 THARAIEEY M
it A2, CAN H NS ET CNI R X6 50 m T RIS TFRE, ARERGBFERTARE LS AHF
ARMAFA S A EHRFTAANEEEEL, GEEANTERREACAARETRRAFTE, EZ,
AXABRBARAADLFRRET T EFLL,

KR HEWM, T4 E, CNIAEA, CAN fik, Hi2kK

HES  B849: €91

1 3]

Rt 5 TC N2 A 4 3 S, 8 7 PRI 455 [ 301 7
RGIEPIL  DIEAR S AR 5 R 358 70 35 v 2 A 1Y
ARETEIE AN, HJC AN AR Bk, U)K 1E
ik [ 5 o] FOU 52 S A A #0052 B E AT 1T AT (Bonnefon
et al.,, 2016; Greene, 2016; Young & Monroe,
2019)0 IE N GAEAT B AR rp ol 2 B 20N BURT,
TSR J5UE PR AR AT i 24858 5 ML R T L
FEN, A0S 5 A T v 42 1 g D) 2 R AR

il

R WL PCEZ,, W2k —A~Jo 525 919K
RS AN, BRI S8 5 AN R
Brh, PSR AR R b A — A PR R AR Y
FEAE A SRBHPS G #E M B 4, TS i i A~ FE 2B N
R 5 A, (HWRAHE S0 5 S A X
R L BWNE U IN]IE7S EPNCEZ PN
FPE AR, 2278 [ ) B TA Sy 2 2y ) 3 Sy i 7
W, PRI Ay sk o) b R T 4 R K AR B IR,
A B R AE N A Ak 18 2 A 3 S ] (Bentham,
R O AT AT ) (iR iy 1000 Mill 1872); IZORIRARMBN X 5536
2R )RR R R TR & B A )T 7R B, R A 3 o B TR AT O AR B R S A
VG T4 N R Sy b g T IEARE, RO TR SRR G
T, MHIFA T T TP (Greene,  + PETEMIPIZEER (Kant & Gregor, 1997).
2016; Young & Monroe, 2019). HEXEB T C A IR T R M E HEE R
5 A I KL R R, B A 3 MR SE 2 3E F 10, g Fk IR A~ NGB 7R IR
WA . 1967 4F, faAR I T 2 4 1 o 4 W 1% (impersonal dilemma), #Jz, RiFXEGF, T
(Foot, 1967), FRaii (IRBERFGEat ik, 11O FE TR o T IR LR i T2
KL 10 45 S5, IR AR I T 55— 20 i T 7 R BT, HULBERRN S NGBS E 5% (personal dilemma).
iR BRI (Thomson, 1976), /e xefiich, g XIS S IGIMBIIT ol Ay 2, ¥
LRGN T X P R 35 R AR 5 e AT i e o
i 3 K H R 5 ) 5 (Fumagalli et al., 2010; Gold
b 5 2 BRI 4 T F (18BSHI14); T8 4E 2% [ & et al., 2014; Graham et al., 2016; Greene et al., 2001;
ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂ(zowTHZ/W;(Yll)o ’ Valdesolo & Desteno, 2006), LA W& L&A
WAEVEH: BITHE, E-mail: liaojq@tsinghua.edu.cn PEAEAS NGB FEPIXE B TR 32 3, [HAEFEAD A

Wk H A 2020-11-27
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T 2 9 X R GO M ) 22 57 (Fumagalli et al., 2010).,
Bl WFIE AR, 15 208 T R B N HR T
KAk, R E MR RA R, 25
WEAL W BE 9T J7 12 (Christensen & Gomila, 2012), J&
T 18 R AT 9 P 9 SR 7 3R S T FE R
RUREMMESRENRR, WEAEER
SCo ARSCKEXS B AT FE A 2P xEE . T
Sy S . CNI (Consequence, Norm and generalized
Inaction preference, CNIFEHY L it i) CAN
(Consequence sensitivity, overall Action/inaction
preferences and Norm sensitivity, CAN)H7E#E1T
AP IR IR E,

2 ZHWHEE

oMM R X RO AR K
HAS, i B - DMRE R, R
ity ZATAE 1A (EUD BT FHRIRR 5 DA (EE
BN, R W X A 7 R AT e
VLR RS R PAT R AT RIS, R KB
JH 25 3 3 12 o IF 93 38 A T TR T, R4
TEAREESUN TS, O Greene 7R
Wb 5B Y # K Haidt —il2, i FHZL P
METET ST & B, 1 25 6 52 0 T AR Wy IR B
BEAEFL, R R XA AR 08 S 553800 1] H A T
(Greene & Haidt, 2002; Greene et al., 2001). T )5
S, Al & B0 T 2 o) A W [R) A R AR R
HEAPE, R D) S SO AT B g
(Greene, 2007; Greene et al., 2008), &, Greene £
T SRS T 388 (Greene, 2009), i #5557
EE B N, J5 21T 2 B2 B HESE T e
FH(Gubbins & Byrne, 2014; Lucas & Livingston, 2014;
Patil et al., 2021; Skulmowski et al., 2014; Youssef et
al.,, 2012; M4 4%, 2011),

J SRR SRS Iz ] T e M, OF
il A FE UM T HE R R R B, B2, X
SR I TP AL, S BRI
S50 A, AEDA 32 R R R D T, A RIS K
PR ORGP B EHEAE L 3 SORIAE TG TG
SO, PR U D BN R R B 2 RN
il 1] 5 =5 (Bartels & Pizarro, 2011), 45 1245 # ik
PEBSR, HAE R AP S MR R, S 2
B 55 W £ YR #UE 52 (Seara-Cardoso et al., 2013;
Tassy et al., 2013; Yu & Tang, 2013), X471 h45#

F4) ) B AU A — PRI Ay o T B R ) R B, X
AR BT IEA OGO R, X R AT
BN, RGP A i A i A o S A OG
O N AR ALY f R Ak, B S B 0 G0 e R
A NS AL 4 N RT BE 23 A7 S 5 1 R s 1 4 e
REEHLE AN IR R # RN R,

FOR, 558 RN A ) D T, JE PEIR RS X
55 10 0[] 19 1E AH OC O5C F& B 2 BF 5T I i
(Chapman & Anderson, 2013; Haidt et al., 1997;
Pizarro et al., 2011), XZRBFFELIN N, FOENIE
M S T 3 7 %o T AR T AT O I DO, R
S DB 6 3 75 JE AR A0 15 M 14T R, AT K Bl B
0 B EAEARE, iR TE S5 18 1Y I A T (Haidt
et al., 1997; Rozin et al., 1999; Wagemans et al.,
2018), 3 —Jr T, BURAR 25 0 AT DAHKIH — & 1 IR
AR, T A0 SC 55148 2 0y 8 I Dl ) 3= SR
(Valdesolo & Desteno, 2006), {HL4 W53+ H Pt
IR (Mirth) 5 Tt 4E 8% (Elevation) W5 Fl UM 1% 45, H:
YEMSE AR, i # 2 B o e bim, e &
S5 551815 W] (Strohminger et al., 2011), A I,
T 265 A5 i OC R AT RETE N & J, TE&
PRETE Y 5 T HE ST e LAAS 215 BRAR RS

FRU, AN T F A B/ n T R 5 A
R SO B SR /TR SO S A R A X
NI R 7 MO BRI IS £ B SR R, T A
T YR A REAE7E B (Bucciarelli, 2015), T HHAF5T
ol FH R 12253 A & B A AE 08 1 T ARt 2
i) 3= LY (Bago & de Neys, 2019a, 2019b), M&
TE BLE N TR ST FI W A7 B I TR T
AT PR FN W, FL A 3 SCHIW 88 SR Ak B
Ak IFH., AN A RS DA 3 SR 2 (1]
FEAEA B E ML R (Royzman et al., 2015),
K, /3N T 5 55/ P A 3 SR Z
(] )X IV 56 AR 5 EE AR . L A RN
Sy, TEPIMEHEZR R, FIrid 09 2 A 5 SCIE 1A K I
ANBE S AATR e KA S SR OG0, ik — 2P
S5 20 M TR X 4B 7 AT 1 T8 088 e SR A 7 T 414
A %% (Kahane et al., 2015),

28 M ETE (14 F R Ry BRMAEAE T8 BN T4k
R, B PR He 2 DA I 32 B DA 3 X
Jir DUJ 5K By ) 4855, K R 5RAE AS HA2 T R A YL
523 550 NSRS R 555 XA S5 R
il 32 SCJE W™ 4 %k 37, BONAHZE, DA 32 S
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%29 %

IR, AR g, 2R X 5 A
BN, WS RIER ZAMEETY . &R
b, TN EEE R, AATTSE A T AR A A
LR % BT N R W B TERLIE L AT R 45 1
FIEFE G SR TSI o I AR B, e
PSR R, AOADA RS A 5 T
A AHE, T TR BR A DX P 0 491 2 o 5 B o
PEAG ARG, T A% T 1 0 40 1 D A0 A 1 PR
HIAU AT AR, BCHEERE, X 3 ARz
() £ 2 07 FN B fig B sl =02 B, 1 SRR T 1 A
BT IFATIHEL, A% 38 B NE P3RS R R
AR, BT R 5 B — A B AR 11 3 A0 1 D
(Hutcherson et al., 2015), XEWE, DF]FE LHL
S0 S AR R 58 A T LUR A B ST, FFATAER

2 MU 5 AR BR A T Ik R bk
FEH AR DR F SO S S5 B I e R B Y 22
S 23V ol ) AR A 22 AR KB, YeSRE ST T
SR AT LA G BT, T 224 0 TR A o R R A 25 AR
Ff, ook 375 28 Z AT, (H AT Rt it 1A
R RN . Rl e —nikESEmEL T, JRE
LB Z IR AR W B AR B2, X SR i ) g
5 05 EA P (Conway & Gawronski, 2013),

25 MU 1 5 = A JR) B 1 A A R P
W4 (Gawronski & Beer, 2017), %7 B4 Al &
SO 5 S 5540 T D) A% 6 3r, iR 3 S g 1
ZoU (L ANTE DL e i v, e R0 L ) R P 4
TP ARE 258 18 o i) B AT LA i B S T ) 32 SR ) i
I EE R, AT LU R Ry 551000 ) 5540 1 25 21,
ik, FEfRE DAFAERIMI M hAh, DRsR e i)
PRI, BEW] BE 2 DA 3 S 03K Bl Y 25
AT R A — M 42 A2 B U A 1 45 R (L A
Mg, RORERANE A GBS,
WAE BB KA, FHIE— etk b 825217
R R, R DR MR, BERTREAZ X 55
IR N IK 45 2, 7T B2 A I — e AN B2 32
TR S5 R .

AT AT A RBR M, BERERR TN T
/B (Process Dissociation, PD), 1~ T f#HeHi
WA R, &L T CNI B (Gawronski
etal., 2017)M1 CAN 55 (Liu & Liao, 2021),

3 MINEE

0 T4y 8k 2 Conway F1 Gawronski (2013)

MARAZHFFEH AN T 53 B F2 )T (process dissociation
procedure, Jacoby, 1991)% J& ik ¥, Jacoby i F
i PD J7 ik Bie 1 s 24 v i 2 A A
HTAEMEF MRS XA EIFAENE R R
PR, T LA ARV 2 6 Y v (Hitter & Klauer,
2016), Conway Hl Gawronski % — UK &5 ATE
0 B 2E P AIE 5T P LA X 43 D 1 3 SRR S 5518
TN B K B AR B

I T3 B 5 B bR AR AT A R BT i 4
SRBFIUAT O, Y25 FR R T B Ak 5 4k 1 2 3L
M A — S0 B, B R ARAT R &5 R AR T BB AT
RAGAFEE B ERE, DR 3 SR WK e sk
A2 AR BR UL S 5510 I ) B R e 3 35 4 4 i 42
W T 2 45 5 B T 1 B D 5 475 5 e i BSUA) B —
HAEE, BT NS R T AT BAT A B AP
G TERLTE, DA S SR AN S5 8 R Bk
R E L7 AR . FFEME 1 iR, A—8
T BE AL T 2 P ME NG B8, WA A 014 FL 4 A
RIFHERR; —BUE 58 R — 15 3% AT S $2 130 1
JREE SRR R TR, Lan s MR, g
MR EAEFORE PATHE RSHAE | AT A, &
WEBE AT A —EEM 58 5 BT A,
I TE 18 2 52 DR 32 S ) 2 S 551 Jir 1 3K 3,
XA HR AN 2 (HA ORI,
AT BE 23 IA 3 Fi s R P 4232 1 .

TR b, oy sk i T 2,
BRI B 15038 2 AR AT R 5 R R OC R IE i —
FORMA—BUR R A, DI s TR Az X
Bk, ARE, TR A — B A
AN — BN B v 0 k5 T B2 O AT 4 32 R
BRI TR 32 A LS R . Ry —
AR A - ER AT A 2 IEEEF,
B, A LAA 58 e o 3 A B A S 1 R e
B G IR . SRJG, Al X el s
M A AR 1 Ty ) 3 SO DU 3K B R 5 S 55 e TR N
AR, BAHET .

p (15 H AT 4552 | — Bl be) =

U+(1-U)xD 1)
p (1 AT 2 | B BE) =

(I-U)x(1-D) 2
p (1 HE AT A — 5 =

(1-U)xD 3)



558 KBTS S T A PR BF 5T 00 90 2 T 2 T G B A (8 1511
— B Rl
I E N
JEBR > GFERT 5% rEArEg
- B
WA P
El > GiERTER ViEART %
1-U IR D IR 5L
BB
Eherdg
1-D & RN
WHES —> GETEZ BiEArEg
R

BT N vk B A SR TR R i, Foh U R Utilitarianism B455E, fUFRINH) 3 SUFEWBKEHRE; D K

Deontology FI4A S, 3 L5510 W K IR sl AR B

WRIKIE: Conway & Gawronski (2013),

p (Ui A& 2 | A — B 8E) =
U+(1-U)x(1-D) 4

(D)~(4) 55 22 MR 3R 37— B —BU
Bi R 12 AN ZAT AR BRI R, AT LA 5K
HPR R BT R e, RS —
FES A 8 AMEEENGE, tREEL W 6 4
Wb 2, B4, p (E T2 A —BUE
B = 075, 1 p (GiEASTEZ|IA—HKNEER) =
0.25. [A1HR, AT LATFA ) — B B PR #4552
PR ZAT H B HER . SR 450 (1D)~(4)
THEH U A D MR, thdn, 38388 d)mk £ 45
(2), s LSRG T AR

U = p (iE 2| A—80E8) — p (iET
P32 |- B

1

U = p (BiFE A% — 8 58) - p (iEAR
Al 4% A —EUE B

R U MEZE, a6 %00)~@4) Y
AT AT — 25 RT3 D A

N T B R AR F A B MES, e BT
P BRI T 2, 7R B I 2 A
IEIR L Ly R RO RE 5, e 2
T

B, T Ay BB T 2 U v v T )
= SCRR (B SZ DR AT R R B0 5 Z D) 3
ST 3K B A5 SR (B 4 Th R AT R
W) 52 L5518 IR 3R 3h 22 ] (1l — — X e R
e —k, AMTFEMOE A ks, HA s

I = SO I 55 SC 553 A0 1w (584 AT A4S 3000 &, 1
JFEER KR,

H, mMTaBEk A—SMERERNSR,
AT T A 32 TR AN 5536 SR #8815 48 9K sh 4T
H LIS TE o 8 ok, B 1 & T —AT A
TE o T Al i T 76 2 B W Hfi ik b — B S5 D R 32
i 1] 1) 2 FARTR IS o

Conway Fll Gawronski 7£ - & 13X — J7 = ) [] i,
WATT 3 ANSLUERRSY, AR — P e T A S
XU T. 318 (Conway & Gawronski, 2013), fifi1%
I, S5 VAT R 0 B AR AR T X405 AT N I 4 I
B, A AR OGO RO AECR B L R 22 R 5 RO
SCSR A Y D SO C, (B RO T A 3 A
) U SECRHE, s C0d H 2352 m D
SR U S8 VAT R k250 5
U M6, 5 D SHECRHE, HN G 3
A SR U S5 A m D 240,

TN T3 B % T AE 8 BB XETR I 55 v T AR 1
HIFZ AN —BEREB I TELZS %, i,
H I 5 401 P 22 ML vk 2 0 8 1 L 2 R iy )
F X, A 2 MU R AT B R RE R R oA 5
B T 1) 3 ST ) Bt T R R 55 T T I B 5
M A Bk MR 5 3R W, Pk tk Bk X
S in) L S L etk R T A 3 S, R
Wi W I h SRR 2, Wi E W R 2 BN .
T T8 P A T S ) 2 R R R D X
105 I & N 25 5 T AS 2 X 285 SR A N T 22
57 G B0 (Friesdorf et al., 2015), M4, 24
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TA Ry G AP 2 0 BT T S I 1 e S At 2 e T 9 A L GE
RYZhA] 3 X (Kahane et al., 2015), T A T4
B ) R e R A 2 ] T S 554 i 1) R ALK
EASBE T A1) 3= Sl T, TCIR o K ik
BN, PR R 3 SCHI WS S B T EIE Y
JE I PR (Conway et al., 2018), 1% J7 78 H A2
BN AR Tz, t G A A 5 % T
125 % BRAE B RE 7 AN XRS5 D) A Al e A7 7E T
ARG 5 13 3 P DG MR AN AR 56, DA i — 25 34
TIEFERUN T 38 (Patil et al., 2021),

B2, N5 B R HOR 48 L X IR
B, & R R T G AS (e A A B, i
THESRB T BB B = 248, B EPERE S
FE A P F0 Y 2 2 R ) 7 1 B 1T () (Janoff-
Bulman et al., 2009), £ % %A e HIE #578 MG
TEIETE R B SR i PE T o D) 32 SCESR e kAl
ZE AL, FEFFT v 2% 6 445 S 1 1) i 2 S R AT 4
M 55 R IRAAT HBAF A TR, R F P
BT R BUR BTG BRI AT S . Bk,
IR T 4 FATREMIAH G IEOL: (DT RIS
TR T, 0GR 1k, (AT 4RI 2%
R T A, HoMIEAES 1k, G M4
RAIR T8, HHAE 18, (O MmN Es
R TR, H ARG EAE

SN T 43 8 i A RS RN 5 vk b Mk T R
EE S, (MR AT EMEEE R
SRR 545 R PR T B sl e R TRy 4 Fhal g
Hah, R b PR, b= x5 55 4 PRl
G HL, KRB LR/ —=27K
B PSR — e M AR B 2 A 2 AT R
WA o 7E 52 BRI SRAT N TP AR TR X R — b o
RATH, BIFARLICRE R LR, (X
SR — M M L X A7 o BRI SRR AN 2 i e 2,
XA ) TEEAE N Ty Bk PR R 2, 2
(7] & L 98 0 0 44— PR P 3 2 A0 1 5 T ) 3 SCA )
ARV —HE, 003 B BB — O AN 45 32 00 ] 5
SCEFRA AR - 7RI 1 B PSRN A 58 — AT,
RORETE—BORA — B N k21 h
PRI, XBET] RESE 32 518 R U SR 5, Tl Rk
ST R AL — M A H 32 AT 4R BT I AN B e A7
FPEW R BB T HERERAH ., AT
f X —H ZH R, Gawronski 5K HIBAT 2017
AP FH T i 22 B 2 v i) 22 0 X R SR TR AR R

JEH T ONIBERL Y, BEr 5 H pR 3 32 D) 32 S (e
A 4IRS0 SR K Bl 4 i B A 52 355 18 (B L
11 3 SO S KB B FRE, S B 1Y DR 5 A TR
S M — e AN e 32 A4 2 A ) (Y R JE

4 CNI R85k

CNI FAS AN T 53 By kAl |, K o)
SCAHE ) #5440y X AT S 485 5 A U, R L5518
1 16 A S AT S R P B, Ok — 2B )
BT — R 2 AN S A, RSB
TG (B 1R BURAR) 5 45 R (R R T B B R TR
i 4 MG . 2PN TR AR CNI B
AL, SRR | Ao D BEAE RV 2 4
e A B T vz b (Hiitter & Klauer, 2016; X%
1% 45, 2019) CNI KR REAE [F] I 41 HH TR SR
Ay 25 AR P (Sensitivity to Consequences), HiiE
R (Sensitivity to Norms) I (N BRLIE 5 45 5°
149)— e PE AN 422 52 5 42 52 1 [n] (General preference
for Inaction versus action irrespective of consequences
and norms), A, I AR Z N IETERE R CNI
BB, ENEE WA AT EE 5,
2019; TRFHIH 4%, 2020; M, EEKE, 2020),

CNI 5 7 3 b 5 e 5 35 A8 R A7 18 78 R SR,
TG R A0 TR, P e SR AR AR D T L
AR O BN T R 2 R ok, anlsl 2 fr
No YRR FE LEMIKE B, gk AL R A
R R 3 32 4 TSLTTT 7 225 53 B AN 4 2 B (T 2 56
—A7); MR BAT 2 DR 32 S 3R Sl i A2 5518
SRS, oS 2 7R L AR AR I 4 52 S i
FERUAS IR Z (B 2 55 47); AR
B 2 A 32 R 3K 8, WA 32 558
9Kah, e R A B2 (18] 2 5 =
T1)s 32 (B 2 S IATIT A 3L

fE CNI BRI f, BeSEH AL AR 25 0F T ik
SREE SR PT S  H BARE R i B 00 T 3 B iR 2RA «

P (52 VB AR 1k, IR T i) =

C+(1-C)x(1-N)x(1-T) (5)
D (B TGS 1k, Mk FA) =
(1-0)x(1-N)x(1-1) (6)

p (HZ MRS, FIKX T =C+
1I-COxN+(1-CO)x(A-N)x{1-D) (7)

p (R HERE, R TH)=>1-C)x
N+(1-C)x(1-N)x(l-TI) ®)
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ML MIHAE
FIRTHE | BRTAI | FIRTBE | SR TH

> BX | AER | B

H

Rz

SEREE)
c A R

BIERS

NERZ |

W

w2

[ 2 CNI BRI Z B PR TR IEAE, b C RRERBURME, N R HUEE, T SRR 3Z (i 47
(Gawronski S5y — 4% 52 0 4 (9 B2 0 MR 246 55 — B TS 132 52 A e ) SR AR 2 A 1, PR ZE A 3 rp A

—AN T B F ),

PERORIE . Gawronski et al. (2017).

HTFERIEE S Z T 2 g Fh, &
PR AR Z MR Z R 1, B, HAESR
GG FEASEMEX, ARSI T 4
HE T T R 2 PRI MRS, b T
RIEA, KRR p (FEZHIEEE L, AR T8
o opl, p (FEZ AR R, BT AN p2, p (23|
RFEARAE, FIRTHO) N p3, p (G52 MM iRMH, B
KFFNN p4, T CHIFE .

WL Gawronski $Hb RPN T T EAT L
BT DO S R BURE(C 250 G
AN ZHOF— A Z 2 (1 250
(http://www.bertramgawronski.com/documents/CNI
-Model Materials.zip), [Fff, HAJLIXIX 3 5
HOE W 2 R =22 1) HEA T LB B 5 R A (i
FH® . Frigaln C A1 N 28008 8.3 KT o N
RUIREH A WE WG R gUt:, ik 1
ZHRFERT 0.5 WERBIPSRE A 3 00— ek
A, AR E/NT 0.5 MR TSR H AT
2 B — PR PR A2 b

HIC IR B, A T e M X AN I T 40 15 0k
P TEAE ) R R PE, Gawronski 1A & & T CNI AR
H3L (Gawronski et al., 2017; Gawronski & Beer,
2017), 33X — 5 X T fifk R T8 A R B 0T 9 b 1 4L
[ B E R . Edn, AN &I 4546 TiE
TER W B AR, EORRERR I e TR
TR 0 2 45 SR U, I R AR T —

PR R, AR CNT BRI R, 8 sh e
A T LR AR X T R A SRR, TR R
Wi Xof &35 SR 118 0B A — P AN 2 2 o 2 4wl
Ja 35 A R0 AT DU ke T 1 ] WV A S R
(Gawronski et al., 2018), i A WFE 2 0 52 ALER
R OB PR H A 32 SR AR, A CNI
RE L ) 2 B, AU 1 2 T e S HL R 28l e 3R
XIS B U RS T AE R, IR SRR A R
2 B R IE A A B, PN IR SRR KPR
Xof JE PR R A R BRI . BFSE SRR, S
VR AT PR P AR R L 2 W AT ST 4 SR
42 Z%(Brannon et al., 2019), 1%, Gawronski A
ST CNT BB i — 20 R 1 B PR R X e s v
M) Ah i %% B (Biatek et al,, 2019) . A J7 % B
(Gawronski & Brannon, 2020), BIAEINIESSE
1l v 55 2 8] ) % Z& (Luke & Gawronski, 2021a). k&
Pl Ik 5 B PR3 22 0] (149 ¢ & (Luke & Gawronski,
2021b)55 . [ P2 2R PRS2 O IR
TIE N HIEERRZE KR L et al, 2019;
Zhang et al., 2018), 7£ CNI f AU 5l || Hennig
1 Hiitter (2020)JT & 1 JH R proCNI A5 5132 o
B TR 3 5 LS Z B X, Al 3
TR AR N, AT 3 e TR ] ) R
PR BRI . X BRI T CNI AT X
B I8 AL FRAR 7 7 X TR A B ] 7 ] W 52
F &R W 2= EH
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CNIB R AE B A & b e os 7 e (2
1EECERAR) 5 25 R (R K T Bl R TR 4 Fd
GO, ke FRAREBENTTER, R
TR EE (E AR SR8 PG B 25 B 5 5%, X
ONETEE AR 200 R e . e E R, W
N T R < —Fh A B IA IS I R, AT S
WEAR DR FiX — R TG & i —RE” (HA
-, 2017), 31X B RUEE, R RLIEE - 5 86 HE4E
Z A s (], R ONI AR L B Be &
WM, X — TR AR A — L R B

T 56, CNI RNk 35 KA R RI7E T H 3 e 32
AT HLBCE T UK PO B — AR 1Y
PN T A PR W BN R R, A
Z R BE OUT M R, 7RSSR S
AZFIERT, AR — e A #2325
FHHZ M . CNI AL I & R B E R B,
MR FAT @M. ks b, e 58 4 nl 6k
EIFATIM T EATYCR, BIfEA 3 Fhalgetk. Ak
S [R] o) 2 SRR SR IS AT LA B e 5 vl R F 3K
MIEE IR, M e B PR R G/ G IER RS
JEPCR M EE R, WA P REE S LR TE L — et AT
KA, SR)E 2 B g g R RN B IE . R,
AR 2 Yh&ESEMME R )G, A%
SR MR A S 2R A, T SO

FOR, %7 ANRE RN TR OC sl [l I3 A 5T 1k
TTo CNIBERITE AR )Z R 2 T X g s I A A,
ATy Tz N T X 43 A A I £ E R
2 (B2, ONI AT = DU L Bmi 3B A4
BONELREE, AR C. N 1 SHURRIFER
W Z AR MR Z W Y, B AR RE HEAT AR 5 B W)
H53#H7 -

K, ZRF 2oz T O0esk i T2, CNIEE
R LR LA A SR M E SRS SR
{2 BBy 2= SRR e, AN REIEAT 2 41 s 2 1A)
HI R . B, HIF RO dn R 2R .

CNI #ERYE Y 5 P 5 T R BR M 2 7R3 H 15 )
—EREERIF L, Gawronski HBAIE 33 R 1% 55 4L
EARENE RN SEOT %, #15 C. N,
I AT F A BEMEZ E RS ME 2221
5% (Korner et al., 2020), {HJ&, Hix KRR—
JEAIN T M TSR AT SR R AT B U, CAN B33k
xS LA ERBREAT THEIE

5 CAN E3£

HiF 238 B2, CNT AR ik A 28 14 1 ek, 2
WAL RRRME . R EEHEBHE L, EfE
REH TR FIBTT NG, RIETHHIETT N
Pk, fJE A R AT ) R T A
XA & AR WA R s, 32 3= A
AU P (Baron & Goodwin, 2020; Liu & Liao, 2021),
Gawronski £ [B] i -t K DA 53X — IR 1 1T BE &
1 S BN TTE R 2, (B A TR ESH
g B BA M, X HE B L5k
ZmAESE]_E #5156 £ (Gawronski et al., 2020),

PUES I MNP S L S WO iR (e e 1)
HAOHSEEARM, BA, RRERT %
CNI R Fir {5 B 45 SR > F e —— e AR 432/
2 A ) P A AT PSR 22 40, BT REHE BT — 45
R —PEAREZ 2 W), aHE — etk N %
MBS 0] - Z VB IE > Z 25 BB 1E, s —
PN 42 32 /82 52 W0 1) — 32 25 S4B 1F — 52 BT A IE
P Hm T AT IOR . -5 R ——
PP AN 42 32 /4 B2 A 1) 3K — 3 3 A 1B (1T 3)

AHRE b, PSR TR & S BT 1Y ke 3 B i AR

pl=1-N)xC+(1-N)x(1-C)x(1-1) (9)

pP2=(1-N)x(1-C)>x1A-D (10)

P3=N+(1-N)xC+(1-N)x
(1-C)yx(1-1 (11)

P4=N+(1-N)x(1-C)x(1-1) (12)

i TR SR 0 T 370 el JE e SR A ) ) A TS 0
R, A4, FX(5)~(8)5 %X (9)~(12)1ES
A A= PR S I 01 VA <15 /AT IR 2 1 e =R
AR B A S TEAE e 1 b ar i ml BE AR /1N, H
Tt 2 AR A RER AR N S E A R 15 3
N=(—-pl —p2+p3+pd4)/2—pl-+p2-p3+pd),
M 3 AL A HE R 5 b N S5 A A 5 15 5
N=(—-pl—p2+p3+p4)/2, WHE CNI A FH
SR E K RIS ARG T A R, X
P N SHO0 A, ik, W SHE 1 p2 - pl
= p3 - p4, XELRGT T RN
Gawronski Z5(2017)7E 7 7 HLAAFR, %4 C FIN
W B2, AT LU S AT ST B RN 2
S, BX T 25 Tl % WA 4 R SRR B
F, B, TR T 20 A AT, AR
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HEEE L IR
FIRT B | BORTH | R T8 | BT H

TER | AEX | BX w32
B2 | MEX | B | FER

B3 BI85 R — MR B2 52 43 32 A1) T B P S i TR A
YERRIR . Liu & Liao (2021),

e LG AR B R (H, Xt
AU C 1N BN B X T iR R S5 45 R
FETERZR,  FUR R 52 W 1A 5 & 1 3 1 IR s 1
RAZHHE— BT

Ah, Gawronski Z5(2017) A —tEFT %
o7 A6 i) SR AE AR R 1) S 12 %, DR A A AT 19 s 1z
WESRZ AR 1, AR e RIVAE 04 28 i s Rz A ) 3% —
SR B AR BT . R TR A
— P A2 SO B 7 R N e, T S A2 B R Bk
45 5 SR A 46 10T AR T JRUR I SR i), R AR
K2 FE 3 24 C, N, T =S8 6] 16 856 &
TEZ 5 IR AN ] DL E

UL Bl AR, B3R 2 i de s =X
WRFHIN TIEA MG, B Y7165 2 Fp e
3, 1M CNT AR Bk i AR R4 X Hoip—Ffr
BEAN, P sk AT fi 23 [ Bk R 5 5 R i AT
WG, A4t e, ek L2
J7 90 1 3 2 L v B — R DR SR AR, AR S B
WA S MBS S5 AR I . B,
TEAETEVE AL WX F [ By, R SR Jn Tl 2 17 v i
FIATMAEFF I TIEZ, Liu A1 Liao (2021) U %F
AT TIRABET

h TP R JRBRE, BFSEE A ONT BRIk
By F AR T CAN ik, HUNTE CNI Y
MG BRI, 78 4 FRAAATE T YA 6 Mg
HeaE, Hik, NI LT DA R R A
LT AMERLE 6 A B Th e B2 AT M I
MIRES . 254X 4 MHEREE, A% IBIURE

AIREHEAT HAT I TR B SR R S, BT LA RS
CNI BN 3 M YEREdE bR T 5 CNI AL
AT XA I T I8, FRZ 2 CAN Bk (Liu &
Liao, 2021):

g PAUR IR AR C (Consequence sensitivity,
C)=1/2(pl — p2 + p3 — p4);

LI HUR S AR N (Norm sensitivity, N) =
1/2(p3 — pl + p4 — p2);

BREZ/IAEZ IR A (overall Action/
Inaction preference, A) = 1/4(pl + p2 + p3 + p4),

RS O 25 WL T SCHR 2 TP, AN Talhelm
4 (2014) 7158 B /4R 47 5C &R (loyalty/nepotism)
Frit, FHZ 538 205 I A& 00 B0 vl 25 48 50 R &
ik o X 5 CAN Bk A AL 4248 B %47 A 3R 1
PR R 28 2 RV 2 1 B X AT A R DA 2 i R
R BRI IR BTG AR, LA B AT 45 R KT
I X6 A7 Sy i TS ) 422 32 MR 248 U 2 5 R W R T R gk
1T PRV 2 52 ME Aok SRR S5 SR IR B 847, 2R
IR AHE Y

CAN 55k I FFAT 0 T A B B B 3k 35 [R] B
ZIEFNAE SR, IFHZ ZH L EHY
Mo o AR AL e 3 3 B BT, R4, Toie
SR AN T el F e TR, MIERBTEOLT
TR AT Ry P2 DL B2 32 2R N 21 i 25 K TR
Ok R AR, —H 2 Z AR
BRFRRE YRR T BERT, M0 i R T LU
p3 — pl KRR, YU TFIET, B USRI
ATLLH pd — p2 KRom o R4, FFHLTE A2 A gk
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FREEAAT LA ZF W BgckFoR, B 1/2(p3 -
pl +pd —p2). [FIHE, UnSREh X H ok & BA IE
S, B4, JoW R B AR B 2k ki, 25 R
KT B B P 5k & X AT A H 1L AA) 422 52 M R iy
M E R TR TR 82 %, —H 2220
AR R U . YRR b, 25
TURFEEE AT U pl — p2 SkFom, SMIEHAERT,
SR BURAR T LU p3 — p4 RFom B 24528
F14) 5 AR SRR B o il wT L] 3 S BBk 6,
B 1/2(pl — p2 + p3 — pd)o TMi1E Ry 2 A 2 0 40 [ 45
RIS, A T (01 3582 32 M5 00 mT LSz e
PR B A A, B 1/4(pl + p2 + p3 + pd).

B, ERBERE 54510 4 AR T,
AR R PRS2 AT AR WL R4y B pl = 0.6,
p2=0.1,p3=0.9, p4d = 0.5, AB4, HIR GRS
1/2(p3 — pl + p4 — p2) = 0.35; FH45 B aURE
1/2(pl — p2 + p3 — p4) = 0.45; FHEE KA 72k
1/4(pl + p2 + p3 + p4) = 0.525, [FBE, RIa)it5eh
B PMELEX 3 ADMEbR LIME, A5 TS
oL 8

£ CAN Bk e bfift i b, C HRbr iR 7e st
W ERFERT 0, XUl 517y HE 150k il ah AL e
RFFIAEBEAH L, D5 76K F B 1 5 T
X BRI Bz 2 MR o Ry, PR A2 B G I TR
SCECE SR SO FEER ), R B /NF 0, Ui
B e o #5228 10 35 1 D) R 3 (B 4 R
SOFEMIRS; WS 0 BB EES, R
2 EN TR 3 SR 8RS o [R13E, N AR bR A AR 3
KT 0, ULBAPCREHE Z 8] 3 1 5518 (B8 B
FSOBENBK ;b E /N T 0, ULBHULRE 2
B 8 2 0 R SCS5 0 (B RORLE 32 SC) Ji D 3K g
mAEE 0 LREXES, WHIRERZE L 5R
JEMEK S XFF A HR bR, W BERT 0.5, Ut
AP L LA SR 02 32 A0 o) A B AN 02 32 40 1 1) B35
WA /N 0.5, U6 B HHAT SARASHE 32 0 0 AH
FeF ez i m i g ks 0.5 JC W 2 At
BHRAMEN . 1. E C $E4RM N $54RREIIF 5 0
W% 25, WHIRE LR aLIES,
2, WREDS CMNBRETZ 507 BEE
S, U PSR R 32 5 AN A2 A0 ) i B A Y,
R 32 3 T A 32 BS54 B 0 5 1

CAN 5335 B # ST 76 ONI A B SRl 1Y, 4
TR T ONT R () B e 3, (H & 7

ST AFAEZESE : —, CNT B BB E R
FEHEAT T 78 PSR I 2 Bk T SE 2 SR A Y T — R
AN Z B2 WA P S TR, T/ CAN Bk
WA SRR SR I R, T A — A5 WL S 4K
TR REE L, KBRS ROENRSE
T, BGOSR, 85, CONTBLE B ) 4 A S i1
12 BOETERERZ 0, PR AS BB T AH G ol [
H% T, S8t HREAE I 2 a) b sk 5 5 —
FEEEREAT FLAE, T CAN B8 A5 B i BB 7E
AMARJZ T, BERT LU A G sk I 3, T
PITE 2l 2Z (AT AR . 26 =, CNT AL 1 5
5 CAN HikH ) A SRES LB M
SEAH A, O AR AR 2 — e AN 2 32 i )
AR, S5 B AR AR 3R AR 2 i a5
U, CNT LA ) TS50 DUF 50 I TR R AT,
ERESERABENIERZE, RETRFE M
PEAREZ AL Z W R, W CAN Bk E A
SRR LEA R R B AR, ROk
H R LA R, H AR
Mo 5 T, CNI BRI AKHS T — o e i =, Mk
WAATRIAT R B VU — G R R, B A A B AN
%, 1M CAN Sk gisk, Wwnl &gy
Wit PR X AT A R W B A7 AN B A2 B
BESEATPE At mT DS BUAR B S HOT R . Ak
K, CNI BRI CAN Bk, 7ESBRAF5E a2
LGixia M, HESR, ¥R CAN &k, CfHE
P 5K 9 AH SCWF 5T 45 B T M A (Liw & Liao,
2021; XUfEZ, BEVTRE, ENRIH).,

TERFFE N H, CAN Bk 9 Jm BR Mt 24 2
FIEM, EIERMERE N, M2 CAN Bk
(4 F8 55 A0 B B R AT AR DG A AT I, T RESS
H e R iR S EME B E AR E ., Bl
CAN F3E IR VA Gt 48 br ok 07 2 Fi i 2 352 2
WRR B DA RS TE T %, A T 5 SR R ARSI R
HK, 5 CNI#EILE—FE, CAN BB HA 6 4
TE BT 24 AR, SR U 2D 1T e A7 AE— 2 DI
HARS  12% JR BR AT LU o B B v B s
1757 i B 22 YR B 42 0 2 O S A X P AR 52

6 WitE5RE

BTSN BT AL 23 IR B AT 5 v A S B AR 3
FOWFSE Oy 0 T Hop A 2 IR BE OF 50 HA 2 5 M
AR AV T T R BT Y 4 FhSCUE T,
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2 AR AN T4y Bk, 3 CNI LRI CAN
BL, EHEH & PR n N ARAE N, BAE T
KT T Z A IS A 5B CNT LAY
PR CAN B9k, SEBL T X R (B8 1k sk 4R A8 5 45
SRR R T e i B T ) ) 19 4 25 1 5 1) 2%
B2, AR PR SR 5T XY o 1% 0 DA
H, TEH A2 BB ] LUT R .

CNIAAL LA CAN FLVE X T LR R A v
V25 W RARmNTE TR L. Bk, DA
FE BT R RS P P 5 PR 32 SO I TE A G
KR, AR HOE B ARG s Pk 5 — etk s B AR AN
Y2 RS2 AR AR ARG, 55 45 SRRk R A7
TEE R, XFEFEMRIE—SR8, ik, m
NI 5% 3% W DR Ja 2 fff 0 77 4) W7 B Ry ™ D (Haidt
et al., 1997; Rozin et al., 1999; Wagemans et al.,
2018), {HiE WIHFFE 3R WA I JC LU0 (Johnson et al.,
2016). 3X A Al 2 B i FH 20 3 7 X 1Y) O vk
G FEITEL, AT A CNIAS AT CAN 340k ok ik —
R R, BLAN, LM DOE M T R R R AL T A
PR R R, 3 R R B R T — e
MR Z A, b AT DL 3 AR SR B S PR O
PRI . PR, SIS UM AR 5 T F)
F /X Z W RSB ——X R, W
T BT, AFH RN DA S
T #E(Bago & de Neys, 2019a, 2019b), X3, 7] L
G PR 7 R AT R 86 o B — 2, A2 E Al
FH CNT R0 (9 A8 {4 S 25 22 3 /45 SR Uk 5
S5/ TR F SCIRT I OC R, & IR S5
X5 ARG, AR, BRAR AL R AR
YIS S5 5%, SN e & S A, Xk
HF LS A 45 SR (K S 55 1 R oy ) 2 SO M Ay 3 )
W 9 TR 22 B 2 22 ] 43 2402 N W 9 (Hennig &
Hiitter, 2020), S PR X g Je: CAN Bk, 17
TEE I HUEE S5 25 RBUBRME S BAEH . HoAl
B 2058 i T LAFE CNT BEAE R CAN B
PR B B R

CNIA AL CAN Bk ik BUA R 58 K 1y 3
W R R . X7 AR —Fh B R 5 %
S, AU R RE A Tl N B AT, T
VL FH T At B A VB A b 2 i AR R U |, ik
%3 B, FEWREIT NN ST L — AR E
BERYSERNSU, BEIWH N NIT A EER]
T T H R EUR S AR EWLCE, s Rie s

INRAT B FE R B A TS R B A &
BRI B4, X TR EAT N BB T,
&5 5 SAETE B AR v 58, Al REfE AR R T A
FOMEWIE . IR A E AR T E
FEBRAL G, It E T IGES CNTALALA R CAN
FIL MBI X LA TR . R R AR
FEXT AT E ) 4 B R B, AR T X R O 2k
% (Reynolds & Conway, 2018), [RI¥, 7E/~ AJE &
far b, A SRR &R E s, H
BTN/ TN /A o N /N 1 e /N N A
YA A, WEoT At ml LU 5 28 L 0 O vk R AT )
Mo XN, TE7H 90 BRI 2, AT H bR
i T T 8 A2 BI7E B 25 1 32 () Ho A AR B AR
vl P BB Y 2 e, 0 T 0 e O AR sk . A
XAV P S AR 0N 2 ] REAEAE % A s FIR ]
FEIA RN T 43, BIF5E 3t AT L 2o 2840 i) 8
B EAT R AR (Hiitter et al., 2018), F-40, 5T
B 35 21 RSB 1547 A (Umphress et al., 2010), H
A LA B SR Y ph s R 4y, SRR T
BE 23 1% A7 S B fH s, 23 1% 32 3 NP9 1% 25 (Tang et
al., 2020), X W] LA AR SCH B9 O vk ok X
L2 20 20 3B B A3 AN T8 T O 38R 3 AT A
L, PR, CNTBERSE AT CAN 5k, BEv] N
F BT A S R B B E 5 25 SR v = DL Ak
AY H Al v 28 B 43 (Everett & Kahane, 2020), 87
IE RS N T A S, HEE R W AR v PR
T X UUBAR AT LA 2% JE il F 55 22 28 oLy o 3k ok
Tt

i b, EEESREDS T 2P
T4r B  ONI AL A CAN Bk 4 Fh o ikiils
TR, EHIHE D RIS R A5 BE, 1)
FUAE (BE 1 s AR AE) 5 25 B CRIR T B sl Bk 7))
W 4 Fh AT EGE B R R . R CONI BTk
FTCAN Bk, X de IR IE H 0 i 2 S 3R
PET Iy kR B . H, PR R BEAE LR SR R
THEEEEEHESE, ok F Al A W A vp 22 Pk i A
2 RS A BSOS L T I ik fh 48

2% 3Tk

HAF. (2017). W NIEMEK R, FHE5 W, (3),31-37.

XFEZE, BYLEE. (BRI ). a2 YR
X RSO P FE AT

X, T —, wHF, BAEN. (2019). 2 WU TR
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The development of empirical paradigms and their theoretical values
in moral dilemma research
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Abstract: The present paper systematically reviewed the development procedure of moral dilemma research
paradigms. Specifically, we discussed the advantages/disadvantages and the theoretical values of the four
empirical paradigms: classical dilemma paradigm, process dissociation paradigm; CNI (Consequences,
Norms, and generalized Inaction/action preferences) model and CAN (Consequences sensitivity, overall
Action/inaction preferences and Norms sensitivity) algorithm. The later paradigms resolved the limitations
of the former. The process dissociation paradigm overcame the limitations of classical moral dilemma
paradigm, such as the pure process hypothesis. The CNI model further dissociated multiple psychological
processes of moral dilemma decisions on the basis of process dissociation paradigm. CAN algorithm
addressed the improper presuppose of sequential process in the CNI model. Future researchers can apply the
newest method to solve the controversies in empirical findings and reinspect the existing moral theories.
They can apply relevant methods to explore other potentially conflicting research issues. To summarize, the
present paper provides a methodological reference for moral dilemmas and related research.

Key words: moral dilemma, process dissociation, CNI model, CAN algorithm, moral decision-making



