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Abstract

Moral judgment has always been a focus of research in the field of moral psychology. In recent
years, the introduction of the Theory of Dyadic Morality has provided a new perspective for the
study of moral judgment, and it has led scholars turn to explore the internal psychological me-
chanisms of moral judgment. Through reviewing of the literature, it is found that the Theory of
Dyadic Morality redefines traditional moral judgment with the new definition of harm. Further-
more, its main point is that perceived harm is the core component of moral judgment, which is al-
so in reciprocal causation with moral judgment. In addition, the perceived harm itself has the
characteristics of continuity and inclusiveness, and at the same time, it also gives the characteris-
tics of moral judgment to be diversified.
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1. 5|8
1.1. fARE =R

o BN, AR e A1 FoAh Y () FIWT X A3 TF R 2 A4 RIEFE 2 T ? AN f ey i L 4
W2 AT AN e N TE AR W e, el AR AR R A [ 2 BV AR A R A TN, ReRg A B ERA
o] iR X, — JeiEfE 18 (The Theory of Dyadic Morality, TDM) (Schein & Gray, 2017)#H, 1E&E
BFEGIR T AT A A RAT NIEMEE ST, PR RITONE S R, R, MeifiEMEL,
B, TR, RN, 3B A T AR W, e R A A, R T AN IE
R, WREDYCOMEKRIE S B, AT, 15 352 TE ) b = A A e RR I e

1.2. [EfEFIBTEIRL S ER AT

DA SRR S0 R B, A W7 B OB AR AR AE . S RTE A AR B, T 2 B AE B T IR E IR
M5, EABMEMEG RN, BE R SRS SGE R, Iy ERWAG &, B T
o I, ANEEAT R, MY AR SHERES, I HIE B 3 RBF BUS A Ab E R 2 .

TEARSCH, BAVEM: FREFREZ D Rl R ZER” RRIE, EMR AR IE M ?
BATNNEZRZ: —A IEW Kohlberg (1971, XANFEARELZIE T HAIN R IE XA,  “HRilEf
KA, MARBEZA, LWAURSCAT, TR 2RI AR, xR 1)
BRRRIEN” o EEEERE 7 — LRG3 E N BURE(Gray, Young, & Waytz, 2012).

AW R AN AR AT LA RE, TERE AW AR B B £ ik
1 4645 F (Gray, Gray, &Wegner, 2007). 281, ANFZRIRFFIEH, 20 0B ESUEE RN F 2 ot
(Rai & Fiske, 2011)o AT FCE I, AFELE— RN CE KT AE =B 75N 8] Fe € ST “ IR G
FSRARRE S ZE S, IR A RIS 8 SRR TR S RIe H ) “/NFOR” . RS2 3R e i “HN”
B “filk”  (Haidt, 2012). IXEERHRER G, 4niE AR 18 (Graham, 2012)3& ), A[FEIEEA A RE T
TP T 1) 22 S o IR, T A0 T (3 B M AR A7 BRI AR B O R R ST R o A
(Young & Saxe, 2011), Syt . 5P R (modular accounts)f L, 4 — M 14 fif B
(domain-general accounts) 77 I\AEEA R TE BRI, &R iHS— M BRANES fRE, RIAA/E — M
Z5) T A T L PN 28 1) 45 FF (Cameron, Lindquist, & Gray, 2015). Ak —BcMEmERE, 5 ol a8 10 Ak
Wity A5 R TE A I A% O gy, IR HL, 0 SRS RUX 238 1 5 T A
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1.2.1. EEERTES

TE Bl HE 18 (Moral Foundation Theory, MFT)#& i, AMAKRAERE R A —E WAL (Haidt & Joseph,
2004), EEE TIMAFEMEREE RSN F, A, B, BUEMaG. #ian, MFT A, &
Al —EERE, AMATE “ 5IESEHTIEAT R HIRO AN EE, (F—AT A S ERRTE R

1.2.2. ZCiEfEEIe

T JGIE{EHE & (The Theory of Dyadic Morality, TDM)#& Hi, B - A6 475 2 Jak a0 2 10 72 ) T 7y 4 W A
TDM TRIMAFEM R R R K R B H 5 AEMECIOR), AMEESHHECIRTER), 7R K
FHREEE, BB R ETNAT AMATEEACHE . XA MR A “ o7 , FERMRE S 2] 1540
WAL S . TDM St BT F4 1% (harmless wrong) FITE 8 Py 25 (RS HAL, (H'E RERS @R 1% 3 1 RIS 1t
M e H 2 To i ok S 2820 W (1) 2 Jo M (Haidt & Graham, 2007)

AR, TEAERIRTAOA LS BRI SR F, COniE IR RS — HAR I 2 uiE R LG, M
% &R —%FE, MATUBEENM T Z2MIT AT, SR, Wk, HEREHAER. B

G, HAREA U IR 77 TE AR A B R, 1 i =7 — &4 3 (Shweder, Much, Mahapatra, & Park, 1997), &%
ﬁﬁﬂfiw,(Graham, 2009), LUK K RIS (Rai & Fiske, 2011), ¥ S5EER oS, KA R
MR A VER TIEEAT NHRE N, IR AR ILIBE R LR A,

TEEELRINE, AR TR BT B0 A0k, A TR SCHE A O A5 4 1Y
IR A 25 o IR Z A ANR UE 1 DR 38 20 AT IR 45 R 30 B0, %5 S A P T 1 B e 7 6 EH — S P A DR A
AN A A T 1] B0, I HLIX e A SR AR T A A O B SEAK (Graham, Nosek, Haidt, Iyer, Ko-
leva, & Ditto, 2011). ZJCEEN, REBEREAAE B WA MR, (HOB A EIIERE R RE, Al
PEFCTE IR 236 0 LARGE « Gray (201 D)AI—TRT AR B, 4 FRAS [F 038 fl S b A 26 A S =38
H5OEAR, X5 IR IS RARE . ERE e — DR, i FEA R A AN E SR A e rp
—HIERE R
2. ZtnE

M3 U R 35 AR AE A 2 T 1k, " BT DA 44 18] T DU B, H R A E L i
FIRFIE R 2 FH s, TR RAMBEIC R AR Zm . /£ HArscmd, WAHEHF e Oy, RlmEDEFH
H ORI R PR AN B R . R, O EACOREE RN, TR W RO WO T A A
ERHH RS, B, TDM W F & — MR a e, Xl 5HAMERI s R &, AMISEAs
BRI W 5 IR AN B0 F B B R BB R Ak, DE R — SR, FATRIERAECAZER, KV
RBEE MBI AS, RO . VEAL IR 51X EAT e K B H AR A G . [R5 A A7)
PROE W ANEAEAT A B B, SR BN, ORI T B TS B O

XA e LR E S — 2, EREBENE] . FET ISR B A N SR SR B4 (Bauman, Wisneski, &
Skitka, 2012) W] BEAN R Z MK Z 205 F, (HIXFEAHERRA X5 F A . R TR, A
BT, SETORIE, HEAR, <R 7 A0 20 B v RN & Al NS N SRS AA O BIUIRZAS (Epley, 2007). B2
MU, 2 AT T RO S R W A AR T R, S B T RO BRR S AR AR AE TR IR, JRATTA
S MG IX AN, AN TE A A B AR AR BB R A —

3. ZICEE

FEIETEN Ay, BATR M ool FH2 B0 —IulEMERY], BRI ‘%*ﬁ%
MR (EEE — ZEE)IATHEBR LBOREATI . thED, TERE A i ﬁﬁﬁﬁ m EIE 1k
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TR, BN “BHAEME” o ot WanEd DN R i a 8] S-SR A K,
AN TE S . JETE A A P AR LGS AR B DU R LA BLSRAR R 7 BRI S, /\é'ékfhﬁ’l
e, DLROR AT IERESME, AR AR HEAT T . BF ORI, BRI R Ak, E
i Fl — > o AR PN A 4 T I R (Schein & Gray, 2017).

R, )LE(*Djﬁ}\)TU%ﬁifﬂf£171f7'§75$k1ﬁﬁ"l {H TDM %75, B Fp s I B i 17 “%
M7 HERE, AT NSRBI N ANTERE, B3 505 BRI . R B BB S SRR B A
IRR G R, %Wﬁ%%ﬂ%ﬂumﬁm ] DU SZ BT Bl sz, H DRI 2 6 At NI i ) DU R
R TEVESRF B TE ST . SIS 2, BMEEIT RERL “ZW” THEMBN, 5FEBSEBeL,
HESBCEMEAW . AMFAAN, EMHEER W, Rl 2L FEBRIT N, LA SRR %,
REZENI L " SRR R ATEE L), HEMAT “FiE” MRMIAY . E-, EXFM
LT, X ELIREE FEANBE S BN BRSO RIGAEAE, Rl 2 2 I B AH O E R FE AN FE 3 e sz 3]
155 S 1R B T B (Haidt, Koller, & Dias, 1993).

Spivey & Dale (2004 ADHBEF AL, ZiolbBZ — " HE T BRI FE, R0 A A E
PRI, —onsesoR — AN E B RIS, A TE R I W A e RN . XS B AN AR AE
TER— AN SOBHE R, o A473 55 R0 AN A B A AR R AH TN o TEOR T8 8 40

4, i

a2, R e A1 AR SRR AT X 3 PRk ? A2 288 2 Tul ? Wk S 1 i 2
AT RE NGB AEATIK ? — IE (IR I e R R B S —— i T E . EIFAEIRG, B
Ve, FEIE, WA DERRESLG R, BBy — MR R . e AR 5] 308

g5 T CIEERIE S, KRB TEME ALK Rick Shweder, flifetl “#WA S —KE&rE” - WAy, B
FONFEA R, FeVF N AAE 2 0SRS5S mig B .
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