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Abstract

Based on PD (Process Dissociation analysis) model of moral dilemma, 120 college students were
taken as participants, and the influence of different moral identity levels on their judgment choic-
es in moral dilemma was investigated through moral identity questionnaire, moral dilemma judg-
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ment materials. Traditional analyses of moral dilemma indicated that the participants with higher
internalization of self-importance of moral identity showed a stronger preference for deontologi-
cal over utilitarian judgments. Further analysis with PD model revealed that higher internaliza-
tion of self-importance of moral identity was significantly associated with deontological inclina-
tions but not with utilitarian inclinations. The findings suggest that moral identity leads individu-
als to make deontological judgments only by promoting their deontological tendencies.
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1. 5l

TEAE | Wr(moral judgment) & AMAEET O RERJEIN], AT RECE AT N EARI R IEE BT . A
W, AR50 T AT DL T WA 5 R AR . SR TE AT, (A gkt 2 B ik AR M
M EEIESE, ting f) 5 ZE F 55 (Trolley Problem):  “—%i%| EE R TS R EREL T . AEE, B
E SR EE . A —DEEEER T 5N, S ANEE R T 1N BRIz 7 X
FhTE A PRI R, SRS [ 5 U] 4 AP ATE 1 B 1 285 SR AN AR R . SEFRFTE it (Deontology) B AATTIA
N BME R ARGE 5 N NI fr, AHICIR AT AT BRSBTS 1A ES AN . T U4 DA 3 X (Utilitarianism)
INATN Sy, s 5 N A LERGE 1 AN ANFi R4 RN E SR . AEFIWTAT e il A, T8 SR %
AT ARG IR B G TE AR s 1 DO 3 SR 0 B8 3 EAT A 285 S 75 ml DASE IR 2 e KAk i AT T dn ]
BEAT TE A W AN e AR R GE AR SR, IE RS S AT ISR A . AR R R, (B ATE
R i B4R 47 2 —(Cottrell, Neuberg, & Li, 2007). AHICHF 7T AR I, TSI 18 PR S0 #3605, AATT0E X
W REARRE B & TSR/ SN, A SR w] T i) T SOl 25 o S AR A543 Wt & VR AR A
(Everett, Pizarro, & Crockett, 2016). Bostyn /1 Roets (2017) Wit —HI01E 7ix — 45 58, I NFHE Lib#H
FRBCT DO 3= SCSE A TE A | A 4515 T o 7038 40 DR rp IR T SO0 2 Bl R D SR I 50 A T 4 1) £ 42 (Rom,
Weiss, & Conway, 2017), b ATxHLG 5 T 5 2 (#5355 % 4% (Critcher, Helzer, & Tannenbaum, 2020).
FHEEZ T, BRAE AT DA 32 S8 Bl s B4 S 0 2% Siz, H R Ay i =[] 155 40 AT 22 4 J52 (UhImanin,
Zhu, & Tannenbaum, 2013), MiRA B T # iR PE1E 8 (Kahane, Everettet, Earp, Caviola, Faber, Crockett et
al., 2018). BESR NATTIA g 75 T8 A3 PR 458 40 0 o i ol SOV B i) N SN TE 4, 0 4 36 B T A [R] A A
A TE T A A B DR 85 v e 5 B v 1) 38 SRR 2 FRATTHRE 0T L IEAT B AL

11 EE RS EEE

TEAEIN AR NN 0332 97 HON AT I8 A B BOIRAS Gl 58, 2014), T7EIEE AKE 1838 H i T %O
Hifr . —NAEWEEE T AENFR O, 52 M2 B A EENF N BN FE A IEE A
B —FA s B 2 (Aquino & Reed, 2002), 5 & 7 #] Wr  [8] I8 72 H ATEAEIRN SR T, B2 T A A,
PATI BB [F] RERE (L2 A 18 SR I TE AT . %%, AHOCH AR A TE T X E A8 RIS, il
L BERS S ik & AT A 0 7% 3% (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Haidt & Joseph, 2011). T £ i {234
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T A% K8 2 5 3 L5 1) JE 2% o BE 22 I SCRFIE SR FI T (Bartels, 2008) o 24 BE i (R TE FEA [/ 35 A I
FAVRERBNATAT BE 2> 5 2 WS CA AL 2 R01R L LI EAT T Bl Ag 2, ST 1) T R A0 72 o i L 214 B
K, ﬁ{ﬁwﬂ i B B35 IE A 55 (Hardy, Walker, Rackham, & Olsen, 2012), Bl &3 A [ A4 B 42
R I AR 1E (Kaur, 2020), 134 BE 6% (e 1 1 15 R 35 40 W o 7R3 SO i e] (Conway & Gawronski, 2013;
Takamatsu, 2019). 534N KETFTR A [R5 TEMEAT N B A BORIAHINE:,  aniE 48 A 7 B2 1E 7] 15 R
H % 3E4E 247 A(Gotowiec & van Mastrigt, 2019; Hardy, Nadal, & Schwartz, 2017; Hertz & Krettenauer, 2016;
Kaur, 2020), fuaism it 2:47 (Reed, Aquino, & Levy, 2007), 53R 2 18] 77 7F §iAH < (Detert,
Trevifio, & Sweitzer, 2008) . 171 {2 A 55 AT, 38 SO R AT 4 A A A2 B8 LB 48K < % (Rom et al., 2017),
BRI A TIA DY B B i TE AR R K B AN, 2 7 R 45 v B 5 il L TE SR e %

EEE IR PD 1E3Y

W E AW AV, RS R Horp— P E B 7k . R GuiE i N B O DR 32
S R) 5 SV 6 ] T TR O ZR A0 FE BB B4 1 X6 7 58 &R (Conway & Gawronski, 2013; Gawronski,
Armstrong Conway, Friesdorf, & Hutter, 2017), {HF& 5% R IFAE IO SL, T4 T WAL i n ot 78,

7] S M) S 1 3 1 R 45 4 U o 11 S S (Greene, 2007) 0 S T 8 B 7 000 54 795 ot A [ F A6 1 6 308 72 1)
LEEP,EJZISE’WEﬁFJ Conway H1 Gawronski (2013)#& i T 11 .43 & 73 #r A 28 (Process Dissociation analysis, PD,
JWLI 1) AR AT LU R AME G (B R Se it e A 2, B A 53 i b DA 3= CRTE L

AR ) R AR 58 (23 0 FH U S50 D SH0RIR), A 88070 B8 8 A Wt A% o A [ 90 2 B R o S0 0 A
IR

EARW T, ﬁéﬂ]afﬁﬁﬁkfﬁlﬂ (1) PD 43 A As B e 2 S5 i Al DA [ Xof 308 42 3 4 ) P 20T, )

25 SRE AR [F) a0 AT S8 ok S THR 32 S U SECR1IE SR D S E0R T R 24 138 1l ) 1
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Figure 1. Moral dilemma and PD model illustration (Conway & Gawronski, 2013)
& 1. EEREE K PD &8I [E|f#(Conway & Gawronski, 2013)

2. Bk
2.1 #ik

LR TR R 120 ZARMVEE NIAEX SR, HAEMIAE 120 47, 7 L0l AR 5% 8 TR
AL, 3 ARERETMR, FEIRAFEAN 110 £ (&4 19 N), PR 18.9 %(SD = 1.09).
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2.2.1. BfEIARIRE

KF Aquino & Reed (2002)4w |, FH /73428 FIB#A NI (2008) BT () HF SCRRIE AR M 45 . 51 e 2
P — SERRFOE 8 5T 00, ASER . OIS, ARG BRI R — T X RN, I
()25 10 AN )R, v 3 Y AR PERA R, 20 S0 P A 2 B R SR PR 15 o PR A 5 00 B o T 2 11
HONFRERE, RAFLERE RN BRI B CIE XS R R . RAEZ W 7 &, 5
SRR RN MR RS A F AP . FEAHETT R, ZERNEE N 0.825.

2.2.2. EEREHIET R

TH 18 R 355 4 R L L Conway AT Gawronski (2013)8F 785K F [ SEEe A R N Fert, #EAT#HEEET . AR
A 12 FhIEA NS, AR RS E AL S A — R A — SOk R A A . R — SRR IR AT AR & 2 id
BB ARG 1) (A0 F AN ), ABAT A R U R R TAT 3 S BN F o A — SN EBAARIL 7 A 7B ik £
B, T8 SOV ) A DA 2 ST RS B, BRI RIS, FEIX AR A, ke R o ko e N\ S
it i TR CASRAS B e s ) A7 BAS BB EIE . fERXFMEIL T, PAThAIF X brE, EERZ T DLEZ 1,
DRI Ay Bt T SR (ST 2 B K, AHL DATE SUVR BIARHAE IR AN PTH52 1), DR B TR AR £ st 2 1 A N 8047 . T
— O PR S5 UV BIF 3 A A — SR B3 T 4 1) ) — A PAT RS, 7E— BN h, 38 RIEEERE AT A
Frfs R W e A K T S B0 F o, b0 DR 858 P — 3501k i A s 1 b A 3 BRI ol T N S it i ) LA 34
Bk I E (A FEN) R B A, EXAEN T, TR SORMIbsiE, 2 ThR 3 baitE, #6
YONXFAT A AR . SER AT 24 AN EEPIERESE, LA e (O BE LI HES 5540 1 R 1 R 2
SRAP A W7 PRI w0 T 22 R A AT D 75 m] LA SZ (N T 252 vs. o] LLEEZ) o

2.2.3. FEREMES

HH T8 R ST W A R R IR, ELRR AL, Pl 7o i i B SR AR S5, R SR A4
TATE R AT 18 8 PR 452 ) BT AT A 75 DA L 3 7 a4 R 355 i 38 (L Oppenheimer, Meyvis, & Davidenko, 2009). %
%W LANIE MG, BUT 2 H$e 315 (254 H Gawronski et al., 2017):

DA SR B HON IR BRI A R AE S AT I, A5 G R0 AR DA R 15 15 A8 B o A K b s e
RFIAR N T ARBEFRA IR R IT, T DGR [ il 5 187G SR S L R 20 PRS2 o FLAAR SR,
PAVHEH SO B AEAUEE B I 2 15 FLIETEI (7] Bl 52 1 B A b Wi, A B i) 44
AN IER 0. Rtk RHIERR IS SRS 1 H8 SIE A Sk, T 7E N p R H ik
CHERORERE” X IR, AR RS

P oe 8 FAB 2 G, BORMRM 3 MNMETIERF L, B % — B AEERR) H, X i IS R
ARARZ? 7 I . L CHEEREEE” BB AN IE S B A S

2.3. B\ G

X PR A EE PGS, ERE CRTTEET WAEN 0, EEE ChrbiiER” WMEN 1. ArE BdEdE
SPSS 26 34T ARSI 70 M Ab 3

3. GREHH
31 WREFA—HERES—HEERNEFEER
kb, FEAEINET, A0 EAT R AT DL RZ K EE BT 20 56.5%, T fE —EhE RS, A
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NG FAT 9 AT LU S 1 EAA~F 3510 30.6% o Al AE PR IR 15 b e #4772 PR 22 5+, t(109) = 12.96,
p <0.001.

3.2. EENRSHFEIGEREGRNXR: ETHRENSH

T GEIETEN BT R OGEA — BN B, FEXF RS, A 832 AT S0 DA 3 SR, 1
R AN SZAT AN T8 SRl . FAIGETH A — BN gl £ “ &5 R IIREL 1EN
T GRS AR 45573 M vh DO 3 SE SO i br . EEBIIR Sk, SRR 32 S8 SCR e R 5 B2, EEAg)
e A R A DA S, PR S WA R O TE SR . e gith B, HaRAE 12 AR,
WP &7 LB 56.5%, AR R AT DA £ .

R R 1), BRI 0P L 5 DA 3 SR 59 2% U 55 (r = 0.201, p < 0.05), i
W IR TE R it S5t AR FEE T sy, A 50 ) T 72 9 X T 35 (AN — S DAY 358 ) B AN B ) T A 2 Sk % el T
T8 3 Wk DI 3 SCAE SR FAEXT LRI PR, PRI — 25 R AR 3 ] A B A R s 0, S i
SCHERIESE o TEAE I A ) RAEYEFE 5 DR 2 ST A SGAS 2. 25 (r = 0.083, p > 0.05)

Table 1. Table of descriptive statistics and correlation analysis of relevant indicators

@ 1. BRIERHR G T FEX SR

AR M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1 WALEAE AR 5.920 0.951 —
2 FAEALE I [H] 4758 1.107 0.471™ —
3 Iﬂ(ﬁ;;ﬁ?)ﬁ 0.565 0.176 -0.202"  -0.083 —
4 Uz 0.244 0.196 0.058 0.003 0.613™ —
5 D &% 0.598 0.190 0.316™ 0.120 -0.718" 0.052 —

e "R p<0.05, THRp<0.01.

3.3. EE\RSHHFEIGERGRMNXHR: ET PD EEHSH

PD % U Z%0f1 D S50 5% H Conway Al Gawronski (2013) R4 AL 7k . BARRUE, B 51T
FAEAYAREAR — SR BT I 44T B IR (B Pincongruent) FI1 — B IR 358 P 46 240 it 47 4 (A 36 (15 Hy
Peongruent) s 785 1 Poongruent = Pincongruent 75 21 PD ALY H 1 DRI = L U 4, H Pincongruend (1 — U)#3 2] PD #
R )iE LR D 4.

FHR TS RANE 1 Fim. U S50 D SHOHCA R, Ui B 7838 15 R B b DR 32 St e A
T8 SR A RS T, IX 5 PD B B B A — B A G TR i U S30R 3% IEA G (r= 0613, p <
0.001), 5 D Z¥ R34 M AHX(r = —0.718, p < 0.001), X 1t B 7E 1% F i £ IR 355 o Al i A S AT sh e B, BE
AT RESE B TR 3 SCORS), AT A T AR 13 SUR IR LT -

BN R RALEE S U S50 D S50 A B3 . BRI NALYEE S D S50 3% IEF(r
=0.316, p < 0.01), (A5 U ZHAHXAEE . TATHE—DHF 7B R 52 15 fe T SO m i .
FERNEAREA T, D SRS &, AR A A E A AR S A B 1 (block 1), TEAEIA [E] A LA
TE N R AR A A8 B i A BER 2 (block 2). 5S4 2. T3] AR APE RIS G, A
I ) P AL 4 3 530 SCB ) A SB35 DR BB = 0.3, p < 0.01) 0 31X — &% 5 i3 B 42 A 5] A Ak 48 % i 5 25 T
AN AT T 725 PR 358 41 0BT R P03 SR AW ), E DGV TR0 L DR 2 A ) o T A (] P S A A 4 P32 ) B AS
THME SC A, AR T DA 32 S o
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Table 2. Stratified regression of moral identity on deontological tendencies
= 2. BEINEHE ORI R T

T8 SV

BS= &4
itk B2
RS -0.161 -0.136
51 0.020 -0.009
TEEINFE AL 03"
TEEINF RAEAL —0.005
R? 0.027 0.114
AR? 0.087"

¥ "FRp<0.05 “FRp<0.01.

4. Vg E5%ip

AW RS T IEFEIN DR 2 A A R B W K 2 o AR GBS 0 5k R, AR KT
BUsMBOR, BME SOGE kS, 3BT PD BB I,  TEAEIA I A8 5 TR A A A
BT (38 SCRAUR (D Z50), (HICE TN DA 2 SR (U 250, 2 BE A R A iE i e g4
PR EE SCR TR, B A E SR AT .

4.1 BRI SEREFIERHX AR

TEAE [7] 55 1% 0 108 4 VR 45 41 7 ) SCUR A ) Y2 3 TEAH O, LA OR 1 & TE A DA [ P9 A 4 FE 4570 v PR A3
B (i B T8 SR TE AR T . X — S5 RS ATHR B — 3. BT A4 AR T T\ R 7E B A& )
HOFEFE(Aquino & Reed, 2002), PH I TE BN [R] AL /MR BE 25 pof B RGN B BRI N, T AT
FUA R X ) N AE T8 A VR 58 4 T b 28 2 (it T SR BRI W o Bl U, O T TE DA ] A0 A ) T 1)
KZR, —J7 AT T FETE A N 58 Bt v O 4750 0 SR FR ) N TR “ A TERE” (IR (Bostyn &
Roets, 2017; Critcher et al., 2020; Everett, Faber, Savulescu, & Crockett, 2018; Rom et al., 2017; Uhlmann et al.,
2013); H—JiMH, WAHCRAEMEEIN, FEE A R b i 1A 1 SR .

4.2. BFENEXT PD REH) D SHF U SHAIRIT

W EN, EENFER NS D S8R EAHX, (A5 U SRR R E . X—4i 35 Conway
F1 Gawronski (2013) T 5045 SRAFAE 2 . #E Conway 1 Gawronski (2013)fF 5t b, &I A P k4
5 D S0 U SHE R IEA <. Conway Al Gawronski (2013)iIANIEH AR S U S80MH5%, #—EfRK
JEE 1 15 BH 2 B Th R 3= SO ) 2 2038 73 B B I (1 T R O R T A X s o PRIV BT Bk Bl o ARLFERAT T RO 2 5
RIUEWZ 55 o AR4E PD AL, L5050 0T i 2 BRI 45 28] U 240 D S8 FER . 1%
Guor AT I THAR ORI EE 3, BERTREZ U SR IN 53, WaTae2 D S8 > S8 832 —#11
gt MTAIRMSER AR REEAFRNLS D SEREMIC, XU mE LR PRI i
PRIERE 20 07 PR SR ) A2 D S48 Npr s, iS5 U 240K,

4.3. FRMARMRRE

AT R 2 AFE: 1) BT A I 7T 7 1 PR 358 0 7 A7 78 B S5 1 SC AR 22 S (- Arutyunova,
Alexandrov, & Hauser, 2016; Awad, Dsouza, Shariff, Rahwan, & Bonnefon, 2020; Sorokowski, Marczak, Mi-

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.126239 2024 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.126239

oo s

siak, & Bialek, 2020), 1fIHAT IR 7 H i (s AT 1 TE 48 PR SR REE 0 1 25 B SRR ST, R B B 21
ESCANEEE T, FTREAAAE €M RERYE; 2) Tl A IRE R N 5 2 Hid (R AE LS . PRl o (1 5 53¢
B T RS SR ALV I R FEIE AT SR 3) TEAEIR AKX PD AT A S AZAE —E 1 R
BRYE, 4 Gawronski A1 Beer (2017)ik7y PD #7H1 [) D S 44818 MG BB ERIAME R ) — B 4 2
[AIAEAEVRIE, T U 2500 45 SR A RO — AT 17 TSR ERAT 81 ) 1R A7 AL TRV

FERERIIBTTT,  FATAT LAZ il 5 T b [ SO AT S H R A TS B TSR B, SR Gawronski 5548 Hi fY
HTH) CNIBLRL 1 TH 5 7572 (Gawronski et al., 2017), SRHE— B4R TE A [F] 5 TG A BT 050 R

E&UH

B ARMNE L2 B 2021 KRAEAEGIHT ANV I ZRit R4 2 S0 H (202112213027Z) B FURUR s VLI5
WA At SR 7 30 H (2020SIB0213) (i BE T 7T B -

SE Tk
XM= 5 (2014). B FIMESHNT. 22017, (6), 15-20.
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