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1 3l

TR RRFE I, AT PP 585G B TR S B L s DA RT3 1T el s
( Dietrich and List, 2016; Vlaev et al., 2009) . 4/MATEZE Bk —E G Jesk T, 842 18 F4R 0
PSRRI, T B E A IR S DA PR O [ SR A ( Mercier and Sperber, 2011;
Shafir, Simonson and Tversky, 1993; Stanovich and West, 2000) . 47522, PEAh RO EA o3 B3 H 23
SR 5T PSR AR (S L T & 222028 ( Broome, 2013; Crisp, 2005; Snedegar, 2018) .

MY A RS KBRS, RIS BRI, PPk RO A 0 T A5 B R 23 sl A Ao A T
TR BT S FLE AT & AR 25k . SRTTITHEAISE (Stanley et al, 2017) FIBFFEEIEIN, AL RO JRAG 3E 1
PSR PR LI035 sl Ao HL A AL S R B (SRR, 5 LD PR R N AO0] Sxd 34 e I AR A1
WiAMZE. FTiEHfIAMEZE (Confirmatory Bias ) , J2HE A ] T 20 22 i) S e SR BERE RN W7 1) 75
B, S AW B 15 BRBE AR (Jonas and Frey, 2003; Nickerson, 1998) . HF5E & AR
TR A PR R AR R AT B, AR TN SO B R AR HON G B, T 2O

EEEMT: MRF, JIBIMEXRSE, HWROE: INRINMES,
VESIA: MRF. AMRXRERRNEREHHEIVERRN (V] . DENEFENS, 2022, 4 (2) : 211-223.
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FEBA A B 1O DL T BEREE 4B LA (AR (Stanley et al., 2017) o SEAEAIWTAFE S HBE
Hi8 (Social Intuitionist Theories ) ARy, IR A4S B 5 TIH B A PR 580 T2, 76 58 iU TR R
ZIG SRS R B R, L E AT SR L A B ph AR SR SRR SE R AL (Haidt,
2001, 2007) o Bk, ARSI E AR 0T RESZ I TS SLE At i FRAE . AR UL, AMATEN
SiR T SR FR A (s B B R B A [T st 055 X s o R 1 B R ARSI, (A A ARE 1 X o AR R
FIRERACE A WL (Kappes et al., 2019) , 3XFWH A i WA SIHLAY S5 HERRBL A A 2 B TR W7 b fe Ay
Weif (R X (Haide, 2012)

CHEET T, WIFEE B, BOMABRRRZZT (B, YRR, 2018) o PRFIE e iR
A PR BER T ER S BRI R G A A SR AOK IR e seik Rz o R
MR RE AR CRIEG, “AC” 4T “BZ7 W OAE, b AR B AZC R 2B PR SC R
MORE, RZWBEGE (A, 2006) o “ZFHR" BAATE A XA TS (] R JZ A9 X G R BUAN )
PRI R BRIC RS AR B B B, DUR R SOl R b AW B S N AR
—AEERM 2T (B, 2007) , BRI MRSXAR PR IC R 09 TE X G RBOAR [F) ) 38 75
Pt 11 e G TR 2 SR 25 Sk lhn, JEMInE (2015) R ERP BARBEAAR AR AR R
WE g (I Bk, BN PEATIE AT A I RN T4, B TR IR 1 B AT AE
25 NN 30T A A FRAR A 75 4 A i Fb 308 e 30 38 R T A 4%, TIE R A 45 375 4 P i L 52 v S 4
FERTIENGM, BIBA I 2EE . HAMISE (M55, 20105 R3C, 2015) WHMM
RFKZROAUESE T h EGEFEAIBh 228507 WA, —Blh, “ZPiR" FEAFRE LR,
MR MIP LK R AR E CET. G, 2016) , A ABRERIH D, LPISEG M
G R BN R R R WA RO AR (2014 ) PSR S TN By £ BEUESE T IMAAEAEE R B o
JEAR UL, BVAH TR R AR 25 RORIE . AN SRR R 5 1) L AR R A AR i Ty 2 A A A
B (HERA GE, 2015) o L5 ERAR, EABRRREFE R T o EGEEAIW IR 25457 AL
FAETINA SRR, WAETRERRT (R, 2016) o

VR ARGGETER RN “ZPH R sk T E A EERE 22 P A (B, 2007) o CABIEIE
A TG AR R ] 25 SR U ] (4 T8 A8 W o A0 R AN TRl T TR . SRR 5
KL BAEFIRT LS R, BRI B Aok, fof A A9 ST TE AR T A0 3 5 P B
—J7 T, JEFEXT G NBR G ZR Y SRR 75 23 5 MR A E S 3 2 v 0 T TR SR BB ] ) A e s o
SR SO A 28 S Ve B PEAR S5 BOE AR IR s 55— T, MO T TE R 1) 22 S PP R A5 23 i
— M A R BN R] 5H E WA Fr A . I Y RTRF E THA TSI “ 2274 R LA,
IR 56 2 T T 06 22 P A0 25 AP T 0 Pl 1 A3 2 5 A2 TE AT G2 N I O 3R 1) T 7 R 1 25
Sk, MR EA AR R AR (SRR 0 YRR S Ao A T R PRI 5 o A T A B L2 LA
T EXT G R NPRIE R ISR, AP B R AR S 78 B PP AR AR _E B PEAN S0 BV M i B PP 45 SR A Akl . )
IR BRI, HTRmEat B IR, AUFRSHWHRRIAEN (2017 ) 877208 AR b 5 SR
SR SRR PR AN S AL . (H R TS AW E ARt (AR A e IR 22, XTSRS (A &
FAAEAR RIS . PRIAEA SCHO AT B PSR B B PP A 2 [B] ) 22 57, N2 EBERAE T APRR
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I F R TETER P PAG S5 R A
gi bk, HRTHRsTRR M . (1) ARIABRSER S T R R fy i PR 45 A e
FESry (2) X T IEAEI 022 S PR REAR 10 R AR R SR 1B (R AR

2 TR PRXRWVESEHIFGHEFZW
21 3k

FIF Gpower3.1 (http://stats.idre.ucla.edu/other/gpower/ ) FAFIEATHRTREA 0T, 1E effect size = 0.40,
power (1-8 ) =0.95, a =0.05, FUKE H1E O T AT M R R )y 22 500 T HEAC =8 130, 525
LIRS 201 N (B4 67 A, Zo4: 134 A, “FHAERR 19.18 £ 1.63 %), REtE N R 41t ) BT b
At MBS EROER , DIERS S RMIER . A 90T Rmry 2% 7T RE R 1.

2.2 SEIOAARN

SEIG A RL R R F T A S (2017) (RARIFSE, G036 3 N EFE P XE R 5. FE#E R 3T ( Cheating
Dilemma ) . 3B FHEAEE ( Car Accident Dilemma ) . 248 Z &M (Extra Change Dilemma ) , PAMNTE:
ASIE PG RIS 0l SRR B S PSR B R AR (33t 36 4%) , SEIG 1 ITHMRN A 1 TR

1 SEIMRI AT EfE

Figure 1 lllustration of experimental materials

SEES 1A AR R B I8 A — 2880 (Stanley et al., 2017 ) HIEH KR R R ZHONREBAR S 1942
LR B o SCBAP RS h e Mr S TR A B ERILE 2B, A B A R T P M PR A B
TR . TS ORI TICEE, LARR T R T
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2.3 SCHNRIT

SCH 1y 2 CIEFERE 26, —B A8 ) x 3CHBIE EMAEA: AC WA FHEN)T
P P R BRI ST, A 6 MORTRIAALBEAC 1R, AR A 0F T A BaXS AR 2 10 AZ RO AR R Ak
PR T D000 I8 P AT o B O ST T PSR AN S8 14— S5 ol i SORTRSS 5E (8
T E R 58 P RE RS SCRPB T R SRR BE R, R AN — S5 o S SR 7 45 5 13 PP Y R 35 v o i
VEURHAH SRR 7 Ah— PR S BEh o RIS, SIS (2015) OB AR T “ZEH)R"
BEAT T IX I3 F0E AN 2 B Kt Rl = Dl A B R R SO skt B rp AR Sl / AR N
HMNEZ 2 O SR TAEMT KRB AN o TERE IR A RO SR IR W 52, T8 Z 22 AU
AR AR BIZE 5

E 2 BEXREERXS

Figure 2 Distinction of friendship level
24 SLHRIE

LRI HT R 7 A s A S R TR “2ZEFPHE R BT E L, BORHE
WY N R k2 OMNERBEA NIk th ERAREYURS ) | R IO RS, R ealn
BCEIAR AL B, SERIRARANIS] 3 Fron. B Y, TRty = 1 pxE N 55 b BERLAS E #iali
BEH A — AN, NS AR A B A F RO o A 2 /I BN R —AS, L
SEPURIETENTE AR AR A BRI (FESSPri Bl ferh,  “AC” AP TRIREEARLHRE—A
FroCET AT M CPRAENT R BIREE NN ZFR I RN ) o A NS R R
WA —APIXERLE (BN A PR REAEOE . O TEZ P RN, BB R A TEE I R T
), WO EAE M58 B Ja R 45 7 IR G P B AR E DS [P I 1) o RJE R g
JITTE B A R 2 A i o B — SO — B B R AR HE T 2R GOSN T 20, SEr AR 2 X
FBH TR RSS2 5 B ELRE T SRR IR SERTAE RS 7 OISR 10 AR, 0 703Rmik 43
AR AN G B HARE SR IRAE RS, 10 202X A3 AR 35 BEELBESCRAR BB RS ) o SE i
3 BESRA PR ] 1 S I A4 R 58 00 G v By IR ) R CHEA T 1 (AR 2) , 2RISR 1 Fiik
W 2 A—BUNZEAPE SO BOETEI SRR BN, IR PR M E-prime 2.0 FPRgh], B SE80d fe
AR o
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E 3 X1 BEKRE

Figure 3 Experiment 1 general flow

2.5 SCIGYS

2.5.1 REJACHR 4 T8RN B AR TE B B I 48K

R T EE N F O TETEEL R PEAG A5, AR AR PR S BOR PR AR B A TR R R 2
I, GEREM. FMBMIFRONAEE, F (2, 195) =0.14, p=0.87; HHEA EHNRE, F (1,
195) =204.90, p<0.01, 7°=0.51, BN —SOHH AR 858 T A—S00 ;MMM AL
HAEHRZE, F (2, 195) =38.38, p<0.01, 7°=0.28. X3 H AR T SN 400 KR . 75— F
SETF, RS AN E O R AR B S T A A RIS (p<0.05) , T E
FA R A BT S 2 8 T A R BEAE BT (p<0.01) 5 EA—ZORR AT, B EM
SR E O O T8 R P I T A A IS (p<0.05) , T F2 A 0 A 943 S i
FRT EANEAENR S (p<0.01) o

E 4 AEBBRXF THRIXIHEEE BTN 54

Figure 4 Subjects’ evaluation scores of moral reasons under different friendships
2.6.2 ARELEFMTEBGERRERBHRA L

N T BRI TR 59 22 S EPPA SR T SR R AT E SR SR AR (SRR L, & 1 ISR TRIE
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UGB FE SR rh I FE A R I A B K X B — B —BUR A M B BORIR 18 OB AE R 1 Bl AL
I3 AT P A KRG AR S ( Fisher's Exact Test ) , A SUB BUE FE DR 19 AN E W38 T ARAE BUM AL,
X’ %=9.58, p_5<0.01; x5 =30.01, pr <001,

=1 BIEFMRERRRFEREREETEEIX AL (s )

Table 1 Number (proportion) of subjects who chose different options in the first and second ethical

decisions
— A—FHH
HE A FEA= A HE A [FEUN

NN , PEI A 26 (788% ) 31 (88.6%) 29 (87.9%) 24 (72.7%) 33 (97.1% ) 26 (78.8% )
PRI (B 1) WIHB 7 (212%) 4 (114%) 4 (121%) 9 (273%) 1(29%) 7 (21.2%)
j=San 33 (100% ) 35 (100%) 33 (100% ) 33 (100% ) 34 (100% ) 33 (100% )

— U (P 2) WA 25(758% ) 31 (88.6%) 25 (758% ) 25 (75.8% ) 22 (64.7% ) 15 (45.5% )
PEL B 8 (242%) 4 (11.4%) 8(242%) 8(242%) 12 (353%) 18 (54.5%)

it 33 (100% ) 35 (100%) 33 (100%) 33 (100% ) 34 (100% ) 33 (100% )

E: R ACEREA DY (FHERAR) | EHRE (REFREAR) ARBERE (SAREAR) ; &
B &As A (RN  #5 BT (RBFHAR) AAEAHTH (FARERR) .

2.6 118
ST 1N “REIFRRRT SO A R T A IROC F I 2 A A (B <] 4 TR
T AT AT Pl TR R — B PR AR LE R AR 22, X SRR S S e (B (et
TRGERAT, FIRHRRT T — SO A VP4 B 7 TR — S0 Pl I EL RS IR Pl 200 4 P (9P BB
KR BRI THUZ MBS 57T, S5 | A B, RRIA C R AT F Rt
SE A PP A BEAE 05 5, JRILAEBRC ZR R 22 B0 3B R PPN 22 Rt . A BB
SIS IR EE DRI B 0L (XIATS %, 2014) o WFFIRBEAREH, AR IR ORI B A 4
SORIBUR [ (P e M T S BOR I AN MR, BC7E AR BE - S0 e O3 T 51 R L — e
AAMFEEE (FHEZ, 2013) o BERE, S5 1 MWIAERIMABEIEY, APRCRHE RS
AR AR ph PG, (R TERR SR T T A SO (AR . 0, A 2 0 R 0 S R e
BB TSGR, EFE Mk TK” | LighHi 8 6 A 7Ert & At R b TR
M. BRI, S 2 A A C R SR T2, MR 56 B 0 A BELR SR A TR

3 XR2: FEXAMEEEHTHHEFTW

31 #ix
HATFEAR AT R S50 1, 3256 2 FHESEHEA 192 A (A2 00 A, A 102 A, 44 19.58 £ 091 % ),
B A S IE D %, DMERS SIS, B silre Scariy s s 7 AE R4 .

3.2 SEKARL
Sy 2 {6 3 S M RIS R S0 1
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33 ST

S 2 Sy 2 CIEFER M, —20h , A—20l ) x 3 GEMEREE EMEA: HRNKE ., %, L% )"
AR R B L, A 6 FORFEIRIALBRASIE, BRI T RO 3. PR AR P4
PR TETERE i BTN 2 BOM SR A TE TR s AR 5656 2 2B RTINS (BRR1, 2016;
BUEHESE, 2015) XRIBICRMM TR “ZEReRa” BT 1 SORIX I, sl s Bos, FSRmCRRIA “H
FIEIRT DR MR AR, b CHAKRRT ESONS A OA BIEMGOCRIA (Biltn: A58
AR SO =N SRR MO R AR (Bl ahah) ,  mee” @ SO0 =LA |
MR, BETR—FKRnEE (Fln. 550 o BRMZERRE R CRIZESR.

E 5 REXRELZXS
Figure 5 Kinship hierarchy distinction

3.4 SCWmiE

FRPAEF L 1o SRIH R AT SRR 7 s PO R R R R A TR 2R 1)
BATPERE X, ZORPARIM IS — (A FZ R AR R A SRR “EARRRT IR M Cmsg”
SR T NS EAALARIALL BRI + 147 BB

E 6 K82 BKRE

Figure 6 Experiment 2 general flow

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0402027



)18 AR RARRR NS RIEHHENERRIN

3.5 W4

3.5.1 REIACLIEFH TR B B R I 5K

DA 38 B8 2 i P00 o RS B AT I R O 22 0, SRR BB ERONA B,
F (2, 186) =025, p>0.05; IR FRN EE, F (1, 186) =179.01, p<0.01, 7°=0.49, #HHikxf—
BHEH PR R S TA—EH; EAISRMER AT EEH B, F (2, 186) =37.17, p<0.01,
7°=0.29. XF 38 HAEFHHEAT T BN AT R . E— R A AT, TEFEIRE 3 A h ELR SRR i kst
Xof TE R R P B 3 1 T A DR I PESY (p<0.05) , T NIRRT TS R m T AR
TSR IIPESr (p<0.01) 3 TEA—BIRR AT, T 0 E R g B8 88 b i P B 2K T
FAA A EE S (p<0.05) , 15 3 A R SER A4 R T A DI R T (p<0.01) o

7 AEFEEXFE TR B EITEN 55

Figure 7 Subjects’ evaluation scores of reasons under different kinship relationships

3.5.2 AFACEFMTEREREREHBORAE

Xof I 7 B — B — BUR A T B S KR8 SO 78 P R0 Bl N B AT O A R R A 0
(Fisher's Exact Test) , &R INIEEIE i — 550 F & BOE FEY TR 19 AN B RAMEBOE YR 09 NBOC W3
ZR, X7 %=3.92, p 5>0.05, (AR FEEEEYCR 1) NBED B EIE T AR B SGE R B,
X # =36.08, ps 5<0.01.

32 BIERIGEERER PIEEASRETH#IX A S

Table 2 Number (proportion) of subjects who chose different options in the first and second ethical

decisions
— A—FHH

, A 25 (75.8% ) 25 (781%) 29 (90.6% ) 21 (70% ) 30 (88.2% ) 24 (77.4% )

VY N e

PR (BRHE 1) W B 8 (242%) 7(21.9%) 3(94%) 9(30%) 4 (11.8%) 7 (22.6%)
J=828 33 (100% ) 32 (100% ) 32 (100% ) 30 (100%) 34 (100% ) 31 (100% )
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g

— &P A—EFHH
I A 25 (75.8% ) 28 (87.5%) 23 (71.9%) 17 (56.7% ) 25 (73.5%) 9 (29%)
\/_, v
FRRHRE (3 2) LT B 8 (242%) 4 (125%) 9 (281%) 13 (433%) 9(265%) 22 (71%)
Bt 33 (100% ) 32 (100% ) 32 (100% ) 30 (100% ) 34 (100% ) 31 (100% )

A B A SRR D (FHERARE) |\ £HRE (REFRAR) ARBERE (SATERAR) ; &
R B OFER AN (FHAR) | GBI (RAFREAR) AREATH (5EREAR) .

3.6 1L

PR 2 N PR BB SRR R M IE BRI R R R PG I R . 4
sl 7 feos, Yol SR i PG REE R R PR R IR R B 22 PR 22 5, X SR 1 4R
— 2o [AISEE 2 AR — LR EAR RN RIRSC R ARMET, W F B ph s A 22 PEAl 0k 3 1
AR AT I EDOR R (A L . RUSEIE T h —BOR M M B SOE TE DR 09 N K S R B ANEOT
ot 2, HIARATRE R PO B A K D i AR AL SR .

4 Bitig

ST BIFSEE G5 S S PR A A3 5 0 4 i B 2 ok B py A A S 75
L3 N I 28 1 T T PO A AR R B . 4% SR R BTE T 2 56 R 80 56 R B AU
VAT, ANV IR G A R 4 A D56 R B L TR B 25 P 0% 5, R T X
T A8 0 2 P S M RT3 80 e 10 22 PP 0 8 SR 0 ST R B R, R
DR R A R I BOR SR 1 ) BORAE 7 02 5, AT SR I 170 7 T e P e 45
A L

41 ANRRRREXEREHIHONESZN

W R, AFEABRC RS T AT B PPN 0 B B 25 5, T v X P oPAdy 25 5
AR SR IH 25 TR SRR BROC 2R A B X 2 2 AL OB B 22 5 (KDY 48, 2014) . AFRY
b 22 ) A O BRER 1 2 S M AR I PSR RS 45 (Sun et al. , 2017) o f#EREKFHHE (construal level
theory, CLT) Ky, MAHEAT I i ) B FAE 52 B0 FREE B 52 ( Mentovich et al., 2016) o X Tl
PR B AR A ) S P R, AT P R i ZKOT R A T A, IR 70 B B0 (Y S A X
G, AR IR FIOK PR T Ia A . WIS EE, Rk OT 1) S A (A5 28 R 3 I 1) &% O 1
B AR A2 HAEZE (Trope and Liberman, 2010) , AMAZSRIU™H AR EAC T B Hh A B 1) 4 B
P ( Liberman and Trope, 2014; Trope, Liberman and Wakslak, 2007) , iR ARE KB ZRAEMAMA T i
TR NBRE B IR N0 A VE T T IR A O BB AR, At A R R 9T DA BR G 2R
SAEN, TR LA E AL (BRI, 20115 fRbHE . AR, 2011) o BARUEL, BN E PR
SRR M TE BT SR I T AR 4 FAE 7 =SB0 T B A AR RIPPAG bR, 4550 Al TR R BRG
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RAE XA A 122 54
42 ERIEHINERSHENREERRRIVFIN

WA YR BB, EABRERE RN ARG T, Bl IR T4 B R A i E Ao
ARV ABRGE RS MEUGETEI SR X AN EOTC W 25 5, RN T AT R 0 25 PP Al 1A 52 b
X E A EEYOR SRR . —J L, IEARTSCOITIR, T RIAMR 22 AEAE, 6T RO AT I AR
B E A T AR TG 75 Bl o vk 2 408 R 8 RO AR R Sl S5 TE PR SR R R (S AR, TR T SRR B 1Y
PEAL SCRBAE (AR IBUR A5 19 1 5 15 EOR AR X JFA TSP S I F] ( De Martino et al. , 2013) , Kt
WU TEABR FMERIE AN 55—, B TR AN S i A FA A P 5 4% OB (Stanley
etal., 2017) , JUREIMAREA A8 M S Sk BARIC A EEE . AR BT X8 (04 /) BB Rf Rl
B S B A ARG B , TEE AR %W (Skitka, 2010) o [RINIZEABRKE RN EN AT,
NFRC R S TEEAEN 2 [a] B g m), AT OS82 SRR 5C 2 A+t 1 A A RAN B 13 5 722 3 3 P e
MAFR RN, WRAE, WIARRERCR, MBuh ™ & 0 EFE AL s WRANRE, (EMm T4 AP R, If
T AR PEAG (bR . AR AR, FEIE R T A A 00 0] 3 S R A L AR R, dEPr S A C
PR BRI 0 A 5 BRI R IS S, B, MRS RO R L A B A
SCHREIAT A S B, [ RS DA L 5 20 RN A SO AT TE LA A B P AR 4 2 A )
R, 4B B B 5 AR RBOE I TEEX R Z M AR R o X Fh 20 R sl 5 BAE B AR R %
M NTERE T WA T AR A s T B2 A A PR

Zi b, MATFRET R ERES AR RW 2P BePE R T B E B WY =5 2
PESESR R PO B R AR VAR e AR 22, SRIBAIY" BI2EF45H . TRl i — 20 SR WX T 1
F I 22 P PP AR A S i A AR SR B (R . SR BEE IR R R Sk, B3 “ 2P )57
T TR IR 2R AR LA BTRRIE (IR, 2007) o [RIBSTREAE IR TT LR I, a2k
5\ ARG K RS E (S5 R, 2010) , ARANTE B4 2% 407 24 PR 20} 18 7 py 1
I FE R

5 Zig

ARIPRIE R AT AR IE FE ) B PPAS A 5 22 5, (FUR X T IE PR h i 22 PRl AR A &
RN SR TE PEUR SR OB (G R . HARRBUN MRS PRI 2R 38 3L X T8 P G R AN [a] (1At s o
M EAN R B PPAE AR, (AR PR R B BOE TR A AR A 35 22 5 HI IR TR Bk
SR HIPN -

R P

(128, Ay, SRrhErE S 2807 [T ], B RIERS2ER (P2t RHEM ) |, 2010, 27(2):
44-49.
(2] BRRE. PEZFmILATTAS ERPBIZE (D] . 7. J7INRE, 2016.
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(3] BRAr, A%, Tk, 4. EMEJCR TR AN WA SR IR 5T [ C ] /7 8/ s A L
P R UG B E—— 0 St k8, dbat, 2015.

(4] BUDEE. CFREE AR (D] . HEK: ViR, 2010
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The Differential Effects of Interpersonal Relationship on Moral

Reasons Evaluation
Liu Liangyu

Jiangxi Normal University, NanChang

Abstract: Although it is generally believed that the evaluation of opposing information leads to changes
in existing perspectives and decisions, research has found that confirmatory bias in the evaluation of
opposing reasons in moral judgments leads to subjects’ refusal to change their original moral decisions.
This study investigates whether interpersonal relationship influence individuals’ evaluation of moral
reasons and thus change their degree of certainty about their original decisions based on the “pattern of
difference sequence” theory of interpersonal relationship. The results showed that the subjects’ evaluation
of moral reasons varied according to the interpersonal relationships of the moral subjects, but the
interpersonal relationships did not affect the degree of certainty of the original moral perspectives. The
current study further explores the influence of interpersonal relationship on moral judgments and further
verifies the existence of a “pattern of difference sequence” in Chinese people’s moral judgments.

Key words: Moral decision-making; Moral reasons; Interpersonal relationship; Differential mode of

association; Confirmatory bias
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