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EEZ—-TItEETiE: K. NESIESE

KRAXD o ! wmHT xEE'
(BRSO IR, R 430072) (CHFAEIF D5 8 3 CBE, Lt 100084)

W E ARSI ARXFREBCEFARELEFRATROB LI —, HE—TRAANAINE
BRI G S N EGEGEMARTAR - R FRME, &5 TRWAAEERERNE—HZRBH
T RAESARRRE G, LA SRR, &5 i 15 78 36 Aot 18 K 2h 32 35 % 3K 3 Ui A AR R
RFHAEGMIES, BRKFAL BB A gERIRFTRRET LS., REFREAEZAL
it — TR RiEEZ—A®E S AR, #nRFEECEZHRGELET N,

xR -k, Sk, deAsEk, ek, SH-RTLE

%S B849: C91
(dyadic morality theory)' (Schein & Gray, 2018b)

1 3]
‘ ‘ . % WAL I R G AT S,
SHORECEIMEY B MEMN T eRBUR N -

e A AR PSS = TR LA, #ha
Ko7, L TR AT AT AL 4 4 W5 4 B ENTHASTAER TR, o
. o . o o SEIR ¥R /R T (Emile Durkheim)tAfy, HEEEA =K
ALRES . AR, AR I R B 38 B JEg e e ke
4 I 5848 76 1 (moral monism) 5 £ 7.1 (moral BEARBR . AR M WEEERE B 3 RS b
' - Durkheim, 1925/1961)., 4418 .00 B 2% B AR

pluralism)Z 4+ (Graham et al., 2018), —JCiEHIZ (Durkheim, Jo SR OIERHNR

. FISA — G 8515 BEIE (triadic moral discourse
TCIE W o B A I AT S AR A R, W \ e b s
Eigfﬁﬁﬂﬁ%%]&{%ﬂ;i% JET theory) (Shweder et al., 1997). X ZR M Mg
“¢ﬁ&;mg’¥ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ#ﬁwgmmﬁ (relational model theory) (Rai & Fiske, 2011), i 7%
i - e ) ‘ FLA PHI2 (moral foundations theory) (Graham et al
@XM GE—, A PElchE, 158 KR N v
. R R R A AT X (1 OIS
L2, 2003). BRI John Rawls)JRik 4t ~Emﬁgém2%m@&ﬂﬁﬁuﬁ%$
ORI IE X, H MR UEA BB BCR ikt PR 2 T B FRIS R, BB TS AT RE AL 2ok B
e gt /, Siaabiig B4, 38 A 2 R[]0 38 700 (87
SEMEIAIERawls, 1970 JLRI—ITRIEM, B o e e mam e . R Mo
R R, DA it o | PR R R
S - ey i Ve b TR, B R 5 R T
‘ fes AN UL o 7 s /L R = o

JoACF ML A 8 15 & B B B2 1S (stages of moral
development) (Kohlberg, 1969), X} i i & B i " &4\ “dyadic morality theory™ i 4 i Wi b)Y B iz
A X NI FEELS . #E Merriam-Webster A/ #L L dyadic 2f
— AR R pair?, B —F—Xf—3CFK. HIK, Gray, Young
ZF(2012)TA g 38 7 2 A o AR P O A T 1R 5 0 AR R R TR

il

Wk H I 2021-12-01 XN FR, Be—NEEMEHIW TC 0 R A . Z A E R

* [ F AR 4 H AR H (20CZX059); H K [ R EF % RN EME T onie, AR — R IS T

HA4FHETE (72101132), PO TE AR (5, SR, 2019)0 SR, XA B IRE =LA
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REZHIMBREETER, MEERNEERER, &
L Z A < R Gtk T JE 0N (RO < an e B,
Ty, GESRES I A PE? “—ITib R Z T
TR [ X I 5] G 2 B A 1A

AL B ZHe ., DUE KRR #E T (Kurt
Gray) & & 1 X5 B 38 748 B 35 LD IT 98 2% - 1
(Jonathan Haidt) A B 1438 75 56 fith S8 J2 5k 37 4 i
PYIAMER . IE 5 ARk, AU ZREER T E
—JTIR R 2 T Y (] R R B0 sl SR S A TR
13 (W Graham, 2015; Gray, Waytz, & Young, 2012;
Gray & Keeney, 2015a, 2015b; Schein & Gray,
2015), HHILRBMEL E S, WL EIR. A
BEXEE TS S Z TR A IGH T 2T R4
HEEE, JFHE 28 G0 BEAE R 433 BR A X 1
TP 5 AR B M 2B o AR IS N A
WrE RS . 456 —Ttie 5 2 nie & B i
S T 58 35 1) R B SRR DL K s <R PR
5 (Non-WEIRD)” 3C £k # & It 2 i [ AR + 301k
FOSCTESF T T, HE— S TIEEA FUHR R o

2 EE-TREEESTE: NESIERE

2.1 EfE—TI®
2.1.1 EXERFHEIR

BRI A T A R EER S 5 NTE
FA I AR ZE A AR AT LI —Fh R 2R B (Beal, 2020).
T 80 B 2 SR IR A JR A #% (Lawrence  Kohlberg)ih
RIEAERT UA S R —FP N 2R, BIOCFIE SCAYHERE,
IFHIHEER A UL, By —
A E K AP 5P 4 R0 a8 18 AR % (Kohlberg,
1969). KRtz 4b, ¥ BRENIANEE NN £
Hg—MAMERIER, HZOHRERE -1,
HIVE 145 3 (Gray, Waytz, & Young, 2012),

TELL B TFHEE—JTie e, iS4 i
R A IR Y 2 A E S ER % X iy
S . ZEIS BT G & £ oo nT
PL5E 4 F B9 (perceived  harm)2K fi# BE(Schein
& Gray, 2018b). 7EEEHIBTAYL BT, fF7E—1
“IANFIEAR (cognitive template)”, HIASE 4T A&
A 7 & 19 18 72 3 K (intentional moral agent)[i] it
Z 95 77 FY T8 58 % X (vulnerable moral patient)fiti il
HENSRE, HWMEZHAERRXR
(causation), X & J&JE 145 F W A AT D ) = Fp A
# (Schein & Gray, 2018b). 18 {# 3 A& 15 @14 B &

HYIN 5 HESE ) WA e, 7T IR SE A B3
&1 S5 it 3 7 AT Ry HLRE % AR HH ST AT 1 TE 18 AT 3h &
18] 40 38 4k 2 2 SR B it FE 3 (perpetrator)”; T
TE B RN AT 2l 5 T S it 1 T AT R i B s e 52
F, a0 o kk 2y B S Y <2 F 3 (vietim)”
(Gray & Wegner, 2009), BEZERZ, 74 BAF
OB TE IR 8 AR AE T R BT AT Ry
EEF ARG 2F R E R R Z R PR OCR,
L PR R O R BT I, 5 T B s A
OGN B AT, 71 G T A T X R R R B
B AE FIRL IV (side-effect effect, =48 3 Fp4T My
O 19 BRI W ), T K T ) e AR 2 e 55
(Schein & Gray, 2018b).

BEAh, <R E " R T H AR RN, T
— BT LI S, M ANN Ui EIRER
W ANERY, A el AT A TE 8 A A
(U5 VRS S0 | A PR AP ) U IR BLAE A5), AR
A 1 Y LAY B A S0 R
AEAT e AT 605 g A A6 KT B R 5 4 25 RS 140 08 A
ﬁ%(ﬁﬂ Royzman et al., 2015; Schein & Gray,
2016) HUK, BIFFER M TTEAR I ) P i RE A
SR H I T LIEZE, BB B
B, AR A (Schein & Gray, 2018b), /&, 1
FHRIEXZZF M, NMURI N E WY
GRS, IR R 03 . B
NG E . R¥LAE % (Hartman et al., 2022), 5
RO ETER LA L SH 52 ooie™, HMNHA T
T, R T8 7 BRI\ Ry B A 3 A ik mT LA
45— Fh R R —— 1057 (Schein & Gray, 2018a).

SR 3 S 3 g el AR A R AL A5 DL S 3 2
Gray, Young, Waytz 5% A (2012) 1A A 34K 4 F X fib
N0 I (mind  perception, BIXT A 54 455K
PR AETE LR R B, T X N 2 T A A
i, @i A T L (bottom-up approach)”fit) £ 4
YR 3h )51k, Gray 45 A(2007)FH KR 4 Hriki A
IO B JER D 4 B2 4 R W 43« e sl (agency)
532 1 (experience) . RESNME G F1Tsh 58 %,
X IO Y TE P AT T RS2 A DU DG T e S5 17 44,
Xof INE 4 S AR T A R B S B Sl
PEOR T2 PR, T I8 18 % K W AR I (Gray &
Wegner, 2009), 1F U335 5z 2 HE AR Pl S B 1A
TR FE AT, Tt PR 2 — 52 A o A Gk
ZOEBES), ITCE BB E A, T BT
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&, XA AR TR AR, AR O
BRI, T fifk A T 0 B o ) N RIS A X g
TEEEE Rk — T s R — > ——&
A

2.1.2 XZHFER

A0 5 A T AR W b i B AR O B BE, AR
7 5 A TR Y SRR 495 3 Ay OB R W ) o S Y
Wl PRI, HE M R R, IR A s A
DB TN B A PR 2 LAR W (disgust) b 4],
K& B IA R A B ARME 8 B R A, R
ZAT J e POB IR RN TE R Y, ) hn 15 e e
K H(Gray & Schein, 2016), 7E Schein, Ritter,
Gray % A (016)[HF 55, #F5T FHE I 24
Fh DB AT M R AR . 7 AR MR R
JE, X7 S ARENET A mz) . M
o JELR AT G 1 DR AT Sl (N 7 30) 0 5 7 Al |-
B LA R B S AT (AR ) . SRR,
TR0 AT LA g G 1l X 534 A DR B AN B FE4T K
R RERAT R 5P, 5
VAT A ] 2 2208 0 0 R 8 ot 2R ) AN T A
B, DR R R AR B8 BB IO RN A AR R, (R
i EAEH RS 2P A EN, Wk ul, BA
FEARMBEANBEEIT N RERA TR E, HHAE
FERT, DROHR SR 55 A T 1 4 Wy 2 IRV B4 1 TR 2R
X & (Schein, Ritter, & Gray, 2016),

BR T BB T A B ATIRNE, AT
NI — R PS5, F B 5 (purity)” 18 1
A SR E I TE 20 . DR E IR AT
ST A AN TR TR A AT IR A, AR
AT HANER) . TTFAT A AR A AZE T UL K
B AT N R 4 LR IEME), S5 FK W, Y
AT 0 AR S R, X R R
B AF — 26 0% 043 3 1 i B TR SR T, gk
ATH8R L5 M Ry 3K B AT A A7 A AN [ R B 9 45 3 o
e gk SR RN N A Y 4 R O B,
MG %) 2 M A FE 4L (Gray et al., 2014),

WAL, FEEGARSE T, B B 3 L (liberals)
FIERST 3£ L3 (conservatives)H 3 AN [a) {6 18 fi. 0 PR
Fehl o 140 Graham %5 A (2009) % B H £ LEH
BERE AN EA ML ETEILA, wiftsr £
NEBEFRE B B I E D R IR,
(EP=Y NNy BV N Vs e T TP R Z SN
A 30 B ) SR T Y AR S, AT TR R R, Tt

R H IR SRR SEIR, FEAS BT A 25 A W 1
TR, S PO n e, KlRETE
5455 FE By 75 AR i £ (Landy, 2016; Schein &
Gray, 2015), dl it 7 05T, #F5E3 &L TCIe 200
] F RSP IR I & A B IR 80K, 7 A2 R A IE 18
AT, BT BER R X T HE N F LR 1),
T ELEB A A 407 8 2 N 3 = 1) e T 2 PR 3R (5K
B 2. SEE 3). MbAb, kX P BRI AR (SR
BEY R i, % 05 5 5 AN K A R (B
¥ 4), WFEH T Bl A T SR B S b
B 10 B R, A& BRI T8 fE 3L a2 R 77 7R
T BEAR S (SE 58 5), ELA 3 X6 AN 8 F 2 i 00 ¢
SRS 6), HFE X Fp R R A
P BN AR 0 5545 35 G T 0 S R (5L
4 7) (Schein & Gray, 2015),

HOHE DL AR, A% 5 A R 1053 A 2 Al R
T W A AT D P R, Al 2 A Ty T
Ve AL RS IR, 2T DUE A iR
FSE A B (Schein & Gray, 2015), A RIBEAIR SR
TETEICAR AT, AT F AR E R AN R 52
22 EESTE
221 EXERFRHER

EEZ TSI IR e Hal s — P ok
fife R, T A7 AR I 22 AN ) 00 I 48 15, G B i
AR SR SR AR 2, B4
A OB (cultural sensitivity) (Graham et al., 2013,
2018), EFXRIRAAME I — oI B0, S £
JGIE X R R R (Carol Gilligan) 52 F
PRS- [E 31 /R (Elliot Turiel)TA A1 18 i 4% .0 AN TE
TiERIE X, JRA T XM A (Gilligan, 1988)%5
472495 % (Turiel & Egglestion, 1983), UL A%
% PRAY 157t 45 7 (Richard Shweder) &% 740 H £
SR IR L Otie FIK . ERTEEERN
SIS0 R E T R ¥ UG (R TN R W Top =K
M 2 Sl T Vg 4B Sk (secular culture) R
ZHEA AR SCIE AR, 200 T HoAh e ik nT fE
TEFER T Z BRI, 3T &mREN i &,
Jiti =5 FE 4R 0 R £ 0T i« = o AR E LS, 1K
TSN A WL B (14 3 740 e 32 W] LAl = Fib
H—N“HIA1E P (the ethic of autonomy)”, R AA]
RERTE N5 . BRI RNIE SCAE L&k AR 4 A Y
B, XN A AR 2 R T iR
H (the ethic of community)”, EIAMTKEETAL. &
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I A L SR A AP ) B A AL SRR, NI Y
T G 4 R, H = <M (R B (the ethic of
divinity)”, BIFAATTHCSE 385 G 3% 3 90 0 45 0L 8ok
PRIP A NIFE PR, 43P N 5 2205
B 7, X R Y I8 7= 45 of IR % (Shweder et al.,
1997; Rozin et al., 1999),

BEAk, SCAE N2 KB 2% - 244 72 (Alan Fiske)
X —TCiE RIS B o B T RAR A EE Y ¢
Z AL FH i (relational models theory)”, Fedfiaik
B S — b R FLVE (relationship regulation)”,
DA S At B ER R, HAH 4 FORRFERY
JEREEAE SR, BI“H1%5 (unity)” . “BZ(hierarchy)”
V4% (equality ) Fl“ Lb.ffil (proportionality)”: 145 /&
T8 AT A AP YT A ST A M R ol G T R T A R Y
B SEGH R A SRR R E R B
PR e AL F R AR R 5 R TR e 2
Jh FAEST 20 5 T S L), R 25 4505 DTk B b A
(Rai & Fiske, 2011).

Br T LR, AR AR 2 ST AR
FMEFRIL M B TEAE IR P8 (Graham et al., 2013,
2018), B e A R IE T W 0 2 B R X, 3B
7 5L Al PS5k 0 K 32 X (nativism) . S04k 2E 2]
(cultural learning). B3 X (intuitionism) £ T
F X (pluralism), 6K F SUA K AR E L tbid
BHIE B T e R IBE R, Sl )E R&ET AW
16 TE AT WA TEAE M (W, SCAk 2% 2] B 485G
RIBTEFERNAE SOk At BB AN & R EoE
MBS EEANE T EemAEDiE . &5, BHE
Faie Eik 2 onE X, WAL il
T 208 N PR S PR, PR TR R Pk ST T
AN [R) Y B R A

&4 M1k, REFFEE A 5 FhiBEEE
fili b, B PR S A K Ak B il (individualizing
foundations), S X RACR] ALY . H— Ryt
% /1737 (Care/harm)” : FEFEAL I RE P, JRLLXT % F
ToRAUR S EEURME T, HEREAR e
AT 2 MOEERARL R E X B & 5 nyRE
DR, LA SRR Fi 35 0k fe . Lo <
/3K B (Fairness/cheating)”: T A BEJE S #6 A HAL
ok, N T EER ISR AT, FEATSE
SRR L AL R R 5, JF H# 2B A AT
IR, I8 ARSI AL S

Ja 3 PR RPEELA (binding foundations),

SR R ) S 2 SRR ST AL SR . H— R
“ /A B (Loyalty/betrayal)” : ZEIE L 4L &R TR
AR, A BRI T B I WA A 2 R R SR A
B B, BT LU T R (1 40 2 Dt R
2 BT RLRE 1 3678 . H g AN gk /B 3 (Authority/
subversion)”: A6 A1 B R4 3% 3 25 T B
Gk, R L TO S BT B TS AR R
It o AEENESER NS EN DS TTF
1) A TECRT X 1 IR 2 B A o O = R i e B
(Purity/degradation)”: J& A&k T 30 B 5 i JER L i
HEAR S BT TERER, TEP1 B X SRR A Y PR
1526 . M4 BHRR S S SRRz (80 2 2R 0
AL FEAE L S MR R A SRR 2% 21 1 N

RAERZHIFRIE DX 5 A EEEM L,
AW RE A VE 2 FA p B AR IR, B0, A h/E
if (liberty/oppression) . ¥ 5% /1t i}t (honesty/lying)
%¥(Graham et al., 2018), A, iEFEHLAL IS B AR
2 ZWAETT, H R AN Z DL 4 5
) 5 BB FE IR
2.2.2 XHEIERE

B Z TR A £ 8 IR RO R IE . 5
TEDBE Y B R A, T PR S N Sl v R B
FEE SEA B IE FEOC R (BN, B LR, PR
FAREFRIEHTE TN 25 DEATTE PRI
3 AT, A0 A B, M SR
& ¥ (Menon & Shweder, 1994), 1 Rozin % A
(1999) 7F it L Al - 4% i CAD (contempt, anger,
disgust)f R, B 7EF 4R 3 P I X R A9 18 78
25, IFEPK 3 A e XTI B TR R 515 %
(S A NG L U R A 1 R = DA R e
L5 R A B BUE Z XN B, R 2
XN RE, MR 2 X N RO, IR
LA SR T IR UL £ Tk .

WAL, TR R SO NS 2 SR A BT 2 - 9% 347 5 T DA
AL G AR I% SO T #EAT HEF A, WA CR
PR AR A G SRS 247, IR
fETE 4 FhEEARSCRER, 40 2. Adtdts
(communal sharing) . #X Jj HEF¥ (authority ranking)
- %5 DU AL (equality matching) A1 7 % 52 # (market
pricing) (Fiske, 1992), BtISHJRME i 40Pk 2
S35 LATE SE (Haslam & Fiske, 1999), JE7EHE
EAS 4 A EZRAE T S0 IS P (Fiske,
1993), Rai Fll Fiske (2011)7E LAl i — 42
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KRPAEHIR, AR IBEFER B R 500
MHEXR, TIER LM, TN ETH
(McGraw et al., 2012), ZHZ147 }(Giessner & van
Quaquebeke, 2010)#1 5% F] 7% (Copes et al., 2013)%H
W, ¥WEEEIMAMUKEGX 4 FpAS R A shpLs &
TR W, ERH T IE AR SR 5 R Y £ o0tk .

TR R A )R 2 THE PR TR e . CRBE
AL AT AR L R, R
B VN (S [ s A 2R e S RIUE S
RECH R A BT B B E 4 5 35 (top-down
approach), 7E ¥ & 2 DL ¢ J8 ¥ 4 £ (Haidt,
2012), IFIFCITAEMFE IR R oy ] 3l 2 AT LLEAR AL R
5 NYERE . ZJRWEGEE J5 A T ) A e L B
VIR A5 7 ¥ B ik T8 AR L Atk i) B SZ AR P o Graham 4%
(2011) g ffill T i 7 %L fk [7] 4 (Moral Foundations
Questionnaire), Jifi M 4% 5 3 B % ) 5 B K H)
PERSCRE | AN AR 5 IR o B uE AR R R 4y
BraR W, EE A N R MBS B R A, X R
T A LR Y A ST BRI T SEEAK 3 (Graham et al.,
2011), B SCARAFFE LS SRR, AR5 BEA T
RV e T T R A P DGV R TG O REAA, i X 5 Ab
3 WA PE AR A O I IO 2% e, T HL BRI
li] 5 T FE LA Y 0C 2R IR B Ry SRR AS [ i 77 2
A4, XN IE AR 2 TS I B SO S R A TS
EAKHE (Graham et al., 2011), J5 ZL0F 55 A RA T 38
AN R 5 B A R0 B SRR v (an
Dogruyol et al., 2019; Yalg¢indag et al., 2019), LI I
WP, FEAN A RRAE AR R P S 2 BB A
[F) A AR A, L3R B 7 2 R M EL A B SOk
FREME, NS He TR Z Tt E 5k,

FAb, MR IR & IS TR BOA 1 A AT
WA [ A9 18 8L Al . McAdams 45 A (2008 i
FBIPERRSE, X 128 AWIES 5RO ABLATE I
BAENHEAT T AR R U5, IEXHbAT] Y [ 28 i
T 5 A REFERERMAC M. 25 R R IRF
F HEE R EASER . X BRI
DA R e sl A S B AR SR A, i A B X CE TR
WG T4 38 LA - B A EE Rl o Graham 45 A (2009)
MERT 4 FIAFERKED, KA HIR GRS IR
WA EMRGETEIR, WRSTFIRCERSA 5 A
EEEEAL, Hib A RIRE A BN E AR
R A TT A AT IR 5 R W AR SF IR AN B R IR 9 B AR 22
183 7 57 (Kivikangas et al., 2021), X PiHA

{BAFAE Z PhaB FESEAD, i mH B R . BUA
[ T 5%, PHOCUEI] T 3E LA 19 22 0tk o

3 BEE-—TREZTRZS

IR R R B, o2 UATR 1A H%
FRFWEE—ITIS, BEDMHE., g
NARERHEEZ TS, REEHS ANEN R
T, RGBS XE . B 25 kB AL ah it
UG AL P, —Jnie S Z2 it A HIE
e IS BN R . 2012 4, WEHESEANIEES
PSS 28 A T Psychological Inquiry %% Z#0F 3C
7 (target article) : (0o B R IE 72 AY A ) (Gray,
Young, & Waytz 2012), 1EA 4 HEME—JTiem
gk, BUETH MAMEIBEM S 5 N FE L& AT DL
RO ER R . MRS R 3 A R & RS
T, TR E N T8 AR BT B DTk Y R
B S —JCIe i 5K HEAT T 8% (Graham & lyer,
2012; Koleva & Haidt, 2012)., )5 JLAF, X5 —H
MIETESR T — Ui & 2 U IR AT T R EIR
ZIE . T MNBER RIS | b5 E
P S I I T A R 0 ST M A O TR B U
WA 1Y FE B AL TR
31 —migWETIEHRRF
3.1.1 “EEXFHUKHELE

JUE S E R B 5 A TLOC, filin 5
XGRS EE DA, E AR B i
N LEAT R SR AN TE TR, 29k m] B4R R A B
ANATH T T 40 i LRz AW s o g, L Rp <1
1% ) 7 (moral dumbfounding)” #{ % (Haidt et al.,
2000), 2R T 9 3 SCE PRI 3298
P8 o e A% O T PR 1 ) W o R P A A T v
it ¥ (purity violations)” &%, « }& i iF ¥ (loyalty
violations)”#L#l(Scott et al., 2016), S5{5E Lk,
7 30 638 P LRl R AR — T ig m 2T iR & R
() T B (Gray et al., 2021) fHA% 845 A A IAIX
AT R IFAETE R TCHE, ARG B A0 e b
b %5 1] T % W43 3 (Guglielmo, 2018), FF i 2 37
BT o B SRR, XA L i R A R
B Jioh, MBI MR AT N a2 Y 1 P B R
R, - BRE LIRS TEEK IR
RS o

X IEfERE SR T EE, BAATE
WEWF IR W TR E LW LB g 5% R T
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F . Royzman F[RIF(2015)EE T 158 1 HFELR
FE, SLUMEARR, TFRENE THilEEE
PRSI LA T R TCHE R, BN . PRI ARH]
A BE (AT T2 4H 20 ) & AR P 06 R IR & 4535 AT
ZHPRANTEEG Z 57 ASAARERN
WEEAZm? P8R EW, gl BEARNELE
SEAARNRER, BXTISCH R . fE
R R, BRSNS B A AR LA 2 TG
ER, PR ESE, BB 57.1%0 8K
INNELAS L ARATFN L o8 0 T B F . o) — I
Mot B, 1555 58 4 AT LA 3 % 38 A 2k A
PG 00 AN T T W, WIR P (SUAN R R R AR Y v
173 (potential harm)” (Stanley et al., 2019), T
L g de, #% 8 Ak BT < 0 % 4 iR (harmless
wrongs)”, FLLHRAEAEAN [ B 40 3% o

WA, X TR AR R PR, M
E YN BER TSR b RO E NN Ui
PR, WS RIS 2 L ISz R AR A
JREATHREEAT AR R 5 H & AT b RS
MERUAH 2 BRI, 3k o PR R 1 45 0T AN BB AR 4 i 4
NETEAN AR, BN RRENT H SR
T H W W ABRSSAERE A, HRRSE N RS
AR E T iX— i (Gray & Keeney, 2015a), 7E—
WiF5Y (Gray & Keeney, 2015b) A, #iR 4 iE
FEEANES T R BRI, IR E . B
iR . 1 DSOS A AT I . BA
R THEEER, AEEEENRES, ER
FEB TR, A, EHENE T, SO
Ui E T s, HEXA TSRS TA
Wi, BE, PR AR GEEZ A Sl
HIATE SOE NS, RO A 0 ARG 5T
WE L, RN B RS . X AR
B FE PEILRE S BEHEAT XS b, R IR il
SR B TR S, HAGE S E MmN A4
T4, 2k, ASRIEBERE bbIE 7RI il 17 5% T 4 b
T A05 R0 T v T, 03 N T I B
T B T v
3.1.2 INEEERAUHERF

B —TTIe# X 2 i H BT IO TR
AR UEIX — o5 o A% B DA A B P Al S W i S R
1 fk (modularity), BIAS[R] .0 BRARAE X R AN [F]
RN B, B X 43 (distinctness) Al 4 5 1
(specificity) (Schein, Hester, & Gray, 2016), if7&

B PURAETE T2 KM A <TF 587, 24—
R W (N, FEFP B S O BOE T — R
B (il an, I8 IRk, MM S B R AT
Sy AT (4N, 5 A DG Y TE SR T (Haidt,
2012, p. 123), FFBEUR AT R 147 2 15 25

EUAS TN B AR L Ak B R I B fh i A =
VLR 77, DX BEAh AT 2 AT BE TR 2 S B (3 4,
U B AN S0 T B[] B BT A RN 45 B Y T AR R A,
1M H A [R] (9 38 Rl 2 AR R S E S
Schein il Gray (2015)1# #% 0 M 18 78 3L 1l Sk 22 10
A EEE S, KA BRI 0 P — B R
s 0.89, UKok, EFEILANE R LR R FIY
AN T ) 3 P LAt 22 R) A7 AR AR 3 P AF DG B2, 81 anAY
BRIk Z (B A AE SCHER 0.88, 15 E A2 1]
FIAE SC M 0.72, T ¥ R =22 18] %) AH DG 15
0.80 (Graham et al., 2011), iX SL B HH 25 SR AR &
AN e 10 W T 1 EE A 19 3 4 R B AR i 1 X 43
B, R B A [R] 38 3 A (8] AH OGRS RE PN
—EEIn, SIS NEAHCER TS HA S
M —BE 250

BEAR, & B B o) i AR A N T AT 25 A Ak
(Haidt, 2012; Rozin et al., 1999)A Ui, A HFHERH
TEPEIE RN 2R R S B B, T2 R AT 5
R EFAEERR: . Han 45 3 575 T Be R B i & 1t
RN IR L5 4% (Gray et al., 2017), WWHFRE
RV v i T 7 | A T 22 9 R SR S i BT R
AN 2 VR L 5 1 A N T O 1 RO I 4
(Franchin et al., 2019), XTI, #% 8555 A SF st
4 SGEAEE 26 W (constructivism of moral emotions)
(Cameron et al., 2015)”, A A3 FhiE 1 2 4k
38 R [RGB A AR DL K, TR R i
T TR RN A% T = A B A L R A A
FeA B A0 38 M (domain-general), - 2534
TEFT R R fil % T UL B =R R, S AR R
ROTE G 25, iR . DOES(Gray et al., 2017),
3.1.3 EEAE U A ML BB R R

O T Vi ¥ i 5 AT LAAE R il S ) T A A R —
JCIEH 5 ZI0ied H i 4 i & £ 1) [0 8 (Gray et
al., 2021), Gray % ANQO2D)ERZ M T 158 5
TIEE BT AFSE, R IL-F B IR S i
] LIAE R — A3 10 PR 2, AN REAE S —Fp
MR TE AR WAL o e A B Y e S T
Bk, HED 9 FEEXLTIHENARE X, ¥
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BB A ek | 4ERE FARER)T AR . SCERITT ST
THER U 3 e ) 8 SN S B il 22 A7 26 R Y R Y 5% T
o 7E 135 Rl T s BN s, OF 19
T (14%) 03 T 8 5 A — 2, 0 i A
B AN F) T B8 1Y) & J# (Gray, 2017; Gray et al.,
2021). AARZ, 153 BORE SIS S s, Bk B ik
oy B B 14 451455 (Haslam, 2016), 1 H 32 PRl &
WAETE 5 E XAH—3.

WAk, TEZA TR FE T, T 5 0 F B
FLAl A JCBH B A X 43 (Gray et al., 2014; Gray et
al., 2022; Gray & Keeney, 2015b; Schein & Gray,
2015) o oS ARET X 1 P I Al BV 195 1% 1) T A4 1T,
I T W H 28 B BT, TR I S 405 T A
FEREFEML: rs > 0.87 (Gray & Keeney,
2015b, study 1), £ FE—LZ FIbf5E A E AR ER
(=R TR 2 R N N = Ml e S K
(Gray et al., 2014; Gray & Keeney, 2015b), %54 #ff
KR, NG EREA W RegR %, i
15 17 B2 W AR /D 25 1 SR H1 A R 375 1+ (Chakroff et al.,
2017), 0 L4555 A L 35 4 5 T8 130 W 9 1 2R o X
% (Rosenfeld & Tomiyama, 2022),

)5, Gray 25 A (2021) A Ml .0 B 2= K Fr
FE SRR AT AT RE A — G T R 4o
TEAR A, XU H T REA W M B0 Sk E,
HE— M w2 R0 % . BAOoRIE, BT
J& F — B 453 % (first-order harms) (1) /S8 £, T &
ARAT TR G 10 i I TE AR S U], L 40 BE 26 R £ 2 4
R B, AR R, WS — AR Y
AT A G, KFILEH SR RN, JL
—JF IR AT B84 R AT A JE 40 38 (] an iy 3o B & 4
FEHMEZTORMBEMGAT R, (A% 0= #at
SAL I AR AT B8 S ik 1% TS ok 18 2 (far 5
iTs T A I AR R fif B AN 1 7847 24 (DiBianca
Fasoli, 2018), J#i# Ml AE JLE AT A 3, H
MG — B 5 TSR 3, i X R 2 b i 7R 2
ST AR AL E Y.

32 ZHRM—TIEHEF
321 —nitEEBEKTEENIE

Haidt 55 A (2015) 1Ak Xof 17 3 f i %) 3 i R
S EEMSHET T AL, A S
GARBT ERTAAAL 20 2 1, I B RS K
“HL R 7] (Occam’s Razor)”iz F A T “ BRI
#(Occam’s Chainsaw)” (Koleva & Haidt, 2012),

Tt — e A TE AR AR, AN
INEE S IBRRAIN R, ERHS TR E RO,
X T i X, AR E Zonie”,
XA R R 055, Bl S i . ANBRfi
O PR SE, X TR S0 Al A 28 7 2 B 1 AN )
EIEARIRME, B LU — e I 5 © 4 AN vl 3kt
Ho L 1] T 18£8 22 018 (Haidt et al., 2015),

Hk, WA —Itie B TS KA
HAE R W VR A, RS AR AR R T IR
fh(Koleva & Haidt, 2012) {5l 4n A AT 7 1 X — & B
A WA WA CRN BT A Tl T A AR
FNE, AT LATA S 473 8 DR 2802 AT A b 7 b
1) f B, E AN SR — B T0 3 1 B (1 TR
WUT R SR X R), — o SO LR
PN FEAE B T B W AR, X4
E XA E Lt T EMMTEZ, M —PIAR
TE TS 0 R4 AR A IR LU, AT W] IR By,
AR LUK R PV Y B 24 A8 (Haidt et al., 2015),

Ak, Haidt 25 A (2015)IN 9 —TCiEHF 5842 7E
2 ITRAE IR, DG BRI ) 18 I At Y G
%, Schein Fl Gray (2015)8 % [ H 32 & A
SFE XEEEENA LA ER, HEP LT
T 1) 14 0 A AR K Y [ BT ORI 2
SRR 7 SARIE R R (AR A h 3 7R AR
F= SO S AT BRI, AR SR AT A7 5 b
Oy, R RHLRE b ST BOR ) A AR (R 7 A SR
R T AR R TIRSFIR, S EUR AT
Heo BT LA RE & BN 22 [ f) 3 L Al 22 570
WHRBHULIR T, 734F, Schein Al Gray (2015)
FEWFFE T AN 5 58 1 3 3 R DG 1) I R0 75 B
RORSE B, JFB0A I o LA ) B 7R 2 B, 9
O HBRIREE, BT AR RE U 4 5 R i R T
Wit — P & .
322 XM FEEESL AR

B X —JCE % T 1 A I Ak B AR H A (B
B 5, Haidt 25 A (2015)iA 33 5 2 02 %o 3 f
RIS DR AR, LR LE IR AR R S M2 X
ik (Fodorian modularity, B 71 3% 45 &2 /0 Bl i 72
B2 ST S BERLHL) (Fodor, 1983)”, iR T H
hy R RN S 1 T AR B (massive modularity)”
MWE&, HA“IhEE L 14k (functional specialization)”,
X SO AR A B R A RO A, DAk IE
N FREE o X BRI AR S A B A, TR AN
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KB NS B0 R <RI, R)aHMa
FERE B Sk 2R R TR .

Graham % A(2018)ilf — U ff i, & fE LR
S MR A DB TERIW R R 5 SRR
B . TEAE AR SRR T — 25 R py s, B
“Jf i 175 A (original triggers, BIUNETE . AFEF)”,
XL HIRAFTE T 22 2 BBt (learning modularity) 7,
R IREEMBES, 5 H A F YR
Mo AR SR R I SO T, AN R AE <RIBS i
(current triggers, il ANSEFP R E SCAL) (M T 7=
AEVEZHT I, TR A [R] (9 38 AR L il 3X
SO N 5 R E BN 28 B LR N R R OR o T
VLS Z (9 TE B 25 b 2 Al 5 AN R SR, ANhEH
SERPNIHY 5 ROk AR, TORRE R M
He g 3% ) K i %

3.2.3  FEERILUR A Sh 5T TS B 4 INIE 4R

T8 X FE—JCIR 3 B EE, R i
RS ETEAE R, A AT R
FRIBER IS N, IFEE T aw80E . U AR
2. bR O R 2R R
e ZAELIAT, Haidt 25(1993)i 13 [ g 09k
1558 (& EIEE DA, SYS), EMits
W 2 35 R 1 R 2R AR A ik B il R A 2 ST A s A
YN R ON SR TN NE 2 1 e i1 =3t = e P O B S
SEAT Sy SR BT 8T 0 T A T, i ELAR SRR N L
5 VAl T e T AR, — ST H B Akl
i (embodied morality) f*) 35 56 BF 5% [R] A & BLAS i
1R A B 4 4G G 1 A W 0 T T
(Wheatley & Haidt, 2005), J&TF I, AN AR
DB TT LA B AR T A5 1 B i B A 57 4% -
B, & T i 3B 18 0 SCUEBF oY R W K
Graham % (2018) 78 5t A BEIE SC3 o BL4h T
AT DAAE Sy il Sz 38 R L fih AR, I AR 5 405
FY A J5T DX 531

e, FE RS B AZ 1 A A
TN 480 200 A5 24 R R S X475 ) D 1) 2 i) R
FETE R, T X 3 a4 ] B 1) 2 T R 25 B /)N (Rottman
& Young, 2019), i 40 E BT K B 1) B 45 RS
IR AN, BOE S0 2R 434 2R 4T LR A
o i v LR 0 S, I O s SR Ak
SRS TE B ) 2 xF T 05 G P8 AL Al Y OC T (Alper
& Yilmaz, 2020). 41 C 232 % & MR RiE
b RS LA R, M AR A2 R AT

g\ R 4053 315 25 7E 1B 18 L 3 N5 1% (Dungan et al.,
2017). 50535 FIWTH LL, A i v T /0 il 5%
F1oMA B, i B 2 Hiu il 5% 47 0 £ K (Uhlmann &
Zhu, 2014), BE4h, R (intention) X i i+ Y 52 Wi 2L
JNTFA5E HI KT (Young & Saxe, 2011), HSREAH &=
15 7 23 A6 AT DU T3 38 SR Ak 77 RO TR ) 3, T
{RSR B A BAR B % 1 % A X Fh X Il (Chakroff et al.,
2017), X EEAN R 2R 1) 0 7, 55 A [] 11 T AR A R
175 FIH 22 R G245 I (Wasserman et al., 2017).

FLUR, v T A L Al T T A S0 495 3 T S i 99
MR EZLOIIR AT . BN, 3G nT i —
TR ) P AU R | 22 SR AE A R] (K oleva et al.,
2012), i H A8 FE LAl AEOR B PUE S NAEE
T8 30 U 1K) B 4 Bl Y S8 (Amin et al,
2017). B (Rottman et al., 2015)FEE 324+t
2= 28 W i #1225 (Dehghani et al., 2016), ¥f A
TV 119 T A DG B X A T 1 U R R T R 1Y
TE T (Rottman et al., 2014), 15&HIWT L 51T
AR Gt T 5 5 Tl P S Y T T B TN R AR
(Wagemans et al., 2018), HIffi7E/GEEE T o 1Lk,
KT R AT R, 0538 R B (Moral
Shock, il 4 =f i 7= i JL 9 1R 34 Jin ot B i 11
EEEE) R, RH R EE TR
HRGEAE S A AR i, TN 2 UG,
BT 7 IO 18 75 B8 (Wisneski & Skitka, 2017).

4 BHEERZ

—ILIEH ZICIB I 43 BEAE FLUTIE AR T 2 i 1A
ZHOAFTRIL, W LB B S T8 A X F X
(moral relativism, AR A7 7E 38 AYIE 12 R ),
AEARTTE FEAN (0 H T 4 SO R 5 A
BHAESZZHN)” 5«<B#EE R F X (moral
universalism, —F— G225, N AFTEXT
FT A ARG Bl A0 B ) A 4, H T AR X
G A B HE AT IE 750 B i LB (Beal,
2020), # 1 fAZILEA T UEEME Tt 5£2mie
PRI 540 . SR, E RIS
T AR ST NRBEEN 25, Mk
T, X JE A IR U B T2y, B R A ) R
WA S e, B BE SRR, HNUT B
SRANTR] o TE AR DA [R] < 2 /403 35 o 1 T A il P
P A i A% O B 4EFE (Haidt et al., 2015), #85E
TAELEEELAN IR Y 4 Fh 2zl 3 FEA F TR GE
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EBE-TtS5ETIEHEIRERHWELE

HE—ITit

REX A R B TR LR S N T R A R AT LA
— R FOR AR
fRF WHEZE. BIRET . MURIAM . PEREE MRS
Ay
Scie O R RE A W A IR R R
i O EEME.
O [ B I A5 1) BN B A A 40 R S AR B L
wa OBEERFE RS T R F RS, A
Bl RIS
QJLP- BAT U SCFA AL B B UL
VLA AT R Ay S B TE AR L
I

BT IE 2 A W (4R BE, 3 8 2 B S 76 A [) SCAL Rk 23
B2 AR P R BERY, B SO U

WRORT L HAR L BR8P SR 375 | TR AN AR -1
FRE

DIE AR A R B0 SR | XA AR | SR 46
OB . S AE2x B2 A9 A AR AN ] (B 7
BLql

O—Joitad BRI T I8 78 A

QIR IF R 5 MemE A, MRE ARG ES
M HEEERIH

A K UE 8 S5 T R S 1 3 PR

O RE/MiE RE DA

QEHERET R EX, -], HEENL,

KEX, bz, HIEEX) (Gray & Keeney,
20152), (H = F m FEM oA T F & A
% fif B8 T A AN TE B8 PR B4 UL S DY AR Y B A
NS IERGE R, RATA ARG FIEME—IT
W5 ZIC AT rT LA RL T =AS BRIt

TG, BRI MR R, T
— B E 1 B 2R TR R B (MacIntyre, 1957).
BEERERE—JTEEZ T, WK BB AR
(essence) [ ELiAR AL, #8722 A R iE
] LA A T (Taylor, 1978). HNAHL3HE fiA A,
FNTCILPEIA, A TC o T 0 SR AR AN
e Rl R eI S M HEE MR EEAERE L, P
LD BREE I ERE MR Ll g s 0T B R
MR EMEA ., XH ST K (expert
insights)” 5 “R AL (folk theory)” A4 . 5
H 5 52 XA Y B T REAS ], AN gE A
N B« TEFE IR TP F RN B (de
Villiers-Botha, 2020; Royzman et al., 2015), B
TFH 2, ELBRI T, BF5E RIS E X
S SRR Filin b scrh R i ik
EAE, R 14% M5 T 38 8 L5 E
& MG —(Gray et al., 2021). FFLA, MR IUETHE 78
TR A ROE, AR5 IR AT Rl A3 1 T8 A
AN RE SCH B I B, R Y R R R R e — A
o BNBERRSEE R, ALt
TE P 52 01 AE FOXE R AR E Y TE A, ) el
TYIF ACHE” X A~ 18 781 3% (Graham et al., 2011)]7]
Wb B TR T /M 5 R/ B T RO [ 1Y)

HERE, SEATAT AR A R B S
TEAE USRS ORI 175 45 17 AT 5z o7 B o 1 R
DNIAF 5 25 AR XA B i L 6 ol 3 A 24 B 5 ) 1 AT
ESPTER Sl T

HWK, BT XE—ICIE 5 Znie A S 4L,
FoATUL T Ny G bl e th ok, UL 1k 7 o
PRI 5T B AN [F) e, B O b, LAHES)
BRI R N R R, BIRNE, —JtieE
L TR A 0 87 3 B DA RO i RS TR M, ZoTie
2 F R IR [8) SCAE TR R X T 8 A 5T Y 3
it o 3 T A A [] (1 BV AL I o T T AS BT Y
TR AH—TCIRTC Ik Al B i A Y B AR 85, 5 0
PRIASAE bty ok 110 0 35 05 B 3 3 0 8 1 38 P i 456
(U2 < L6 28 ) gl Xk LA S %o o 8 7 30 O A R
(Piazza et al., 2019; Royzman & Borislow, 2022),
[F#E, ZItie PR WARMEAEARRIYZ . AR Sk
B EE R RRE 80w 5 B MEELAL AN Curry
et al., 2019; Harper & Rhodes, 2021), =MW 5%
A —ICIR S 2o R I, U
B2 RN A 35 5 SO X T AR ST R4 1 5 A
F(Lees & Gino, 2017), F/R 0] RER FHAERSE
i BRI 355 (Schein, 2020), M i £ H Bk 58 3%
By A RHESIARL, IE—Cie & FE R BT i oE
EL 20K 15 B R A B DA A5 A w0 6 3 1
RS e 2 A i T 7 T A e k2 B AR
B X 37 R T (Gray et al., 2022), [FFEHE, £
17 7 S5 SRR 5T 4 252 JE Vi S [) T A SRl 1) A I
D), AT REAR Fh B 0 0 S0 % DA B O
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Mg, IFRTERAAEAES LIRS R BT 1E
TEELAM, AT A S Sy 5 37 A 1 ) B ASAY
R WU R 2, BAREE L ITIe Rk S
BURYE, EFE— TR TR SO E Pk, HR
R ZBEAEWF 5 A LLPE 5 (WEIRD, $87V4 77
ZHE . ik B4 &R ) HEAH 3 5 (Hester
& Gray, 2020; Matsuo & Brown, 2022), i [ X “df
PER AR, T8 7R SR A B 5 X I JE 7 e A
T Z Ry, ANAFTEET AR W A B A I8 P 4
(U0 Atari et al., 2020; Willard & McNamara, 2019),
LR AN TR) 1 BT A0 1) -5 308 7 il 9% % 7 A8 =K (A
Davis et al., 2016; Frimer, 2020), AHXJ 1 %) 18 7220
it T H AR AR R AR DA B i S5 R A
%%I‘Eﬂﬂuﬁ\(ﬁﬂ Iurino & Saucier, 2020; Zakharin &
Bates, 2021). ARMIFERLR 5 5 IETEA [F] 0L T
TFREETEM SR AT REME, JCHJZ B X rp [ A 43
R TEA BRI . E W #1820 B EA
ARV, HARECT PO ZoRE, dE AT RLR G
FR T T S GRS (0L, 20215 M, 2021), L
TARAB =R, LM — Tz = A IE
B (P57 OL, 2019)0 o TS A< PU A UE
HEZITie, RERETREANZLH—TTZIE
TR PRF IR Al (2R, 2021), [EIFEHE, AR
EP ¥ S EXi il ST AWN RN L
R <BIC R A I S DA U s v il R A B — T e
TEFEVL (RS, 2020), g al UL, o P22 AL
T3 £ BB A B — ST R E . R,
[ N0 L5 v R A T A SRR IE SR 4, DO L2
Xof ARAE B 2R PO ERAS & 4 SR B X S, T2 T LA
MALM(ZAE, 2017), WELRVL, —ItiB 52 I0iR
ZHTEANEIRE PIE R BURR LR X5 —TT
T PEA BT (b A= 2 ) TE A TR 355 5 SCA TR nT LA
RIS BLARTE A 42, i A, A
TR Fp G O, #B2 N 1 BEAE 17 27X F iE 18
WrfE . B LA R L e 8 405 50k &, mT R
() o] 25 208 PR R« — 5«27, W AT LU E
ARSI 5, WAL OESEIARE, |
] <56 22 32 SO 304k S5 P U7 YA A 3 SO
[, S0P E A B BRDTE R, A
SN BRI (DB, 2006; 55, 2009), XL
(R 2 2 7) R S 30h KT8 PR A BT A 5 P
AR IEWARIE R E AN E
“3CHH (civility)” AT R = ASTE B8 1) (Buchtel et al.,
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FL AR 5 <R A 22 8] T B S 1 P98 X4
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Monism and pluralism in morality: Origins, connotations and debates
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Abstract: In recent years, the debates between monism and pluralism are one of the most active theoretical
disagreements in the field of moral psychology. Moral monism claims that all moral phenomena on the
surface and moral structures behind them can be explained by one factor, and the representative theories are
stages theory of moral development and dyadic morality theory, etc. Moral pluralism holds that morality
can’t be explained by a single factor, whereas has many heterogeneous moral dimensions and cultural
sensitivity. The representative theories are triadic moral discourse theory, relational model theory and moral
foundations theory, etc. Moreover, moral foundations theory and dyadic morality theory are the typical
representatives of the debates between monism and pluralism. The two theories have engaged in a long and
inconclusive dialogue on the harm, purity, modular claims, and moral foundations of politics. Future studies
should further explore the monism and pluralism of morality from three specific aspects so as to maintain
the vitality of theory in the field of moral psychology.
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