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TEFEHIKT (Moral Judgement ) FEFTHEE R LT 5T, MEGZEH A B ARMEN ., EER S5
&, WHE—HpE WFF¢MA%i THHATRAE ., E | EHSIEM R L e LR,
TR WA SR EEFEA T A SR (FlnERE) |, R REZHESENSE FEE A A IR E 410
m&k%%%'“oﬁmWﬂTLﬁbﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ BT ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ%@%ﬁﬁﬁ%%k%ﬂ
Mo, SRR U AR AR LTRGBS, B T X Rt S . i,
WIAHK, T EA NIEREEMNE, A2 R MR © ; hAENSRR, B FIiFahm ﬁmﬁ
RSERREIAL T, JFIIRE T, A AR E R A E Y, TR S0 1A ARG R
AT AR, I SEES R A TTEETE P R E e, JGieid RS R % i 2 s i

Ik, HOkiERZ A0 Z R B DA E S O BRI ST, o TR = A0, A T AN
BUSE R AHABL TS 505 5., JCIEATEE ISt FLag I, SRR T PR s B a0, AT A

EFINE.: [AEIMEAS2022FERRELXBCFNTIIME (JYCX2022024) ,

EEREN: RE, TAIMEAZINESEWHARE, HRAOE: BREBAKT, E-mail: 1787059593@qqg.com,
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EOHART B hfEZ o P, SRR B TR T PR OC BRI AT ) A R
TRAIFTERM, AMITEW BIW AR N BAE ) B 5 9 BB e N RGE RANARIED o e[ A
NRGERE SR, AXETEIE A, AT Efm TR REMA " o HWARIRERY, Af1&H
SR A S ZE L AR R o, A T R B AN, IR AR AT o N TGS A
WFFERWIE GG R 2 R AT TRE RN, (E 200 5 0 B A BT B S S AR A AR I 57 MR
AT 1 R TER ) O BRBL AT A7 AT

A AT B S 52 A A T IR ) — A L R RE U7 AR (the theory of dyadic
morality, TDM ) , 4137 FIANITE FEZ 8] ) PRI 2O U7 AR A T R A R0 . — A5 YA TE 8
MARZAS IR BT R p 0 F R iy o QXA W T AT A SRR IR SR, R R R 2]
AR5, AU EAT A ARTEE 0 EEAR, ERIEGER BB, AT
BENAAE . R, EREIIEMZRE RS, HARa s T BRSS9 S 0y s . flan
ARG RN CITEEIATE ) PP AR SR, M A S i A (AngiuL) -4 5
ZEE . IFH, HAMTENZ A G S S F AT 8 AR A IEAT I, A5 E B
WA Rl 2 o AL, B SR TR T R, TG R MR S ARy 2

BEAh, DK A BE I A T RE R RIS A PR 7 o DR TRRBUOC R B 18]
WIS IT TS R 22 IR RA TN, 206 1 55— 4ERE , AMTIFEE T fEPIWT , AL X 47 A #EA 7 T
LR NBEATFIWT . TR, (e TN, AMTERAIURR A D M X e h
f7 7, EEEAERAD:  XNAGREER? 7 o BUUERL B B SRR PE S AN A
EEATAESE, ARG BN HR T AMTATZEREEGE 7 S T AT B T iR it = .
FEBFULAT , EASRLCAN, O E20E 0 T UK AT LA EREAMEER A 7 7 .

AN T5 58 1 PO AR BRI, %07 A X — D AR PR TP 258 AXTIR A
TR o MILERIFERY, S BCHIWTT AT 54, X R TA A A i B2 o 4 1 iy
EEIAEE T IRH, AN TR RSB, T B AR o i,
SHEDN R0 1) 1438 8 i o T RS ST TR SR b N5 Bz At 8 R e KA [ Py e 2R B P %

ZE LA, AWTIE ERRER BRI R R E IR, 1 AT O R AR L IR RE
A GEFEM BB BN, IRKEBET RO | b BURRIAE SR 5 A B AT A2 i e
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2.1 SCIHBE®

TESR B R AR 5 B AW YA LA 5T b, DITER 583 B ok B 7 DR BE AR 02 28 i ) v, 2 [
BT, AR HFEANEE T iEGETEAFT (Common Moral Violations ) , 11 2 A IA K N
BAASARE 7 0 JFH, SRR, BRI SOETE T 2 A, AT AT Res B AN AT A
BB B T AT A O, BN S 3RATE RIS 1k, FRATATRESUCHBRE 1T A SRR ER,
FTRERE T B EAE . R, e, AT iR 5 G PR E AR T 25 0 R X A A WY
SN, R UL B0 SOE TEA T O TS SR A SO BB I FTA T 1 458 (LA (R B fl i S o B Ak 7
AR ), JF A TR BRIy 3 A b B PR . SRR iase: R 1, SREBC R IRE TS
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2.3 #Hid

T LU S B AR 0 5256 44 S, a4 B 2k AR SEpk, I35 174 a8, SFEAER N
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2 53 N, sE#EAMAL 60 A

2.4 SCIORE

(D) 1os® " o xR e 7 X0, FxEED, PREREAC (BRdhAT) , 51—
ANRBRER R TR S — DN (BRCAA ), W5 R 2 ) B & i AR A TR 5 — D AN Z Bl 5
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(2) TEFENGEE . E PG5 3 o W B i R B MR P T 58, A Rh i Ba 0 & P B R . W
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TSR W AT A B A SR RR T G BHE . V224 (Hester) S NZRHIIOIGHE © ©

2.5 SLCIiER

BT P 2 G A SE R AR AR I A ] AR AN H 2l , 20RO S A 2 R RBiE, —
MR R (N, HAPER Y. . — B MAERE RN ) |, IR B AR, HTOk,
R R 108 FERIAT R BRI . 55, 1hplakid i 4 MERE S, EAEEETIIUN T
[ AR AP AR, BIAS3R 2 AW /NS, W2 e 52 ) TE AR S5 2/ Tl e U e N 27
W_EAA AR (i) FERRM A, LIS, HAR SR . JFH., B8R 2B 3 1
SAGRRA, BB RRAS L A RRASAR B AP S B, AP0 R0
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K 31.08%, /NT 40%. Kit, AT ATA R ASTEAE B S i A 6] 05 e i 2% .

3.2 AMRKARFRROVIRMNGIE

PIRCR CGEBMAN . — A BEAMA ) KAy B, SRR AR R, 7 R
BNENN, BRBR, RRERNBE, F (2, 172) =47.92, p<0.001, i 7°=0.36, % FHixFR%E
RIGEATHGRE, 2R WK F®MA (M=4.92, SD=1.75) S5—ffb A (M=2.94, SD=1.69) fF{E B3
225 (p<0.001 ) , RN (M=4.92, SD=1.75 ) 5BaA4 A ( M=1.98, SD=1.59 ) fF1E 8. 3 25 5 ( p<0.001 ) ,
— A (M=2.94, SD=1.69) SFEAMb A (M=1.98, SD=1.59) fF1ERBEES (p=0.003) ., i, FE%
FREE: SREMA > — A > FAEMA, RUPRR ORI LRERINA R

3.3 FRAR. ERERXERAMEIRI0
AT, USSR (A 225 R 1
%1 ARERARKLY, BEBEEE THESHREINISENRES

Table 1 Means and standard deviations of moral judgment scores under different types of kinship

and disconnection and moral situations

N SEL R
ARIRA B AR (M=SD) BB RTTHES (M £ SD )
FE A= Ml A 436+ 1.06 2.80+1.15
— At A 432+ 157 258 +1.42
PN 422 +1.36 2.00 +1.03

AT AR R, 3 CRBCR: BN — M. FEEMA) x2 CGERENS:
WA S G BE . BB PR TR 45 ) E@é’ﬁ?ﬂﬂ%ﬁﬁéﬁ%ﬁ%, FHERNFR N BE, F (1, 171)
=293, p=0.056, fi 7°=0.03; HEEFEHERVEE, F (1, 171) =363.49, p<0.001, fi 7 °=0.68;
B RIS TAEH, F (2, 171) =298, p=0.015, 1 7 °=0.05.

— 2, X R G R R A SR AT T AR AT, SRR SR OC R AR T TR B O AT
A AE R EER, F (2, 171) =7.09, p=0.001, i 77=0.08; =i 1 18 175 55 B 6 2
THHER 2R REH, F (2, 171) =0.18, p=0.84, B &M B 7E B &R WA A AR 3% 22 57,
F (1, 171) =9234, p<0.001, fi 1°=035; iBEEHAEERIOCR N — M ARTFERE 2R, F (1, 171) =99.14,
p<0.001, fi 7°=037; EEERAFER LR W EBEMANFAER E2ER, F (1, 171) =183.00,
p<0.001, 1 7°=0.52,

— PRI PTG B T AIE I T 0T, SRR, SR (M=2.00 ) 5— A (M=2.58)
FHEREESR (p<0.05) , SHEAMA (M=2.80) MAFEREZES (p<0.05) , (H—BMA (M=2.58)
HREAMA (M=2.80) WZERABE (p=1.00) . XRUEEME L, HXTCREHENMBA, AR
RN TS5, (HXFRs2 06 A] G (U TE TR Al BB IE B, B 1 45318 Bk
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3.4 1%!:1/1_,\%[]\ unﬁfu\%ﬂﬂﬂiﬂla%ﬁﬁﬁT

X AN [ R B A 200G R 2R A B3 3 B L BT A o HEA T A R T 25 ik e, A5 AR OR
GiEBAMA R Z R A EE, F (1, 171) =1.25, p=0.291. & FUBAIEAR R R 1Y 650 6 R 50T
IS EZSR, F(1, 171) =12.83, p<0.001, i °=0.13, FGK K EH, FHMA (M=4.71,
SD=1.04) 5 — f& fis A\ (M=3.85, SD=1.32) f¥ 1E i & 2 = (p<0.001) , E % b N (M=4.71,
SD=1.04) 5 ffi A= fiu N (M=3.77, SD=1.00) ff 1t & & 2 = (p<0.001) , — Al A (M=3.85,
SD=1.32) HaAEMA (M=3.77, SD=1.00) Z 5 AP, XRWAMLIL TEHZMmA, ATTAHESMA
) T o KO B s, IR 2 A9 BB

3.5 (AERA]. GabIRAFERBAIKEVERDHT

Xt B i BT B R P AT AR 5 R 1Y 1%%1%6} TETE AR AR 2> FAE ST BT AT 02 24T TP Pearson A
Kophire SR 2 PR, RWICIEAE W B B SEd JE A M T S5e, 00 55 JRORI-A5 il JSURRRIA A 3%
ARG, I HAGF BN S L 2 IEAROG,  dh TR S E A T B 5 DA G

F2 ERAM. REBRANREEABHEEST (V=174)

Table 2 Correlation analysis of hurt perception, quality perception and moral judgment (N=174)

M +SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
| i i 4.88+1.27 -

2 RGBT 3.47+1.39 -0.19" -

3 AR R FIRT 429 +1.33 0.80™ 027" -

AR E 279+1.30 0.26” -0.15" 0.28 .

SEURBIT AR 4.76 = 1.45 -0.06 0.41" -0.13 -0.43" -

6 BRI IR 2.46+1.24 0.362" -0.20" 0.49" 0.69" -0.52" -

E: fp<0.05, Fp<0.01, **¥p<0.001, REAK, TR,

3.6 {HERA. mRRAERRAANERAIMZINIZLIPMER

3.6.1 BA#EERGEEFE TR AT

WoRm R LRI B, ] fﬁ%ﬂ%ﬁ”ﬁ/\ﬁlﬁé, P E A A AR B, R “Bootstrap” J7
W, BEACHERESE 5000, 7 95% EASXM FHATHAMT T o SRR, AR E 0 (LLCI=-
0.11, ULCI=0.24) , PRI & 900 T IBAITE 2R 50 0¢ R B AW 2 BIAAAE AR o SRATAH IR Y J7 ik,
W i BRE Ry A ARt LR R I BRI TE SR O R 5 TE PR K b AEE T /e /E T (LLCI=-0.15,
ULCI=0.01)

3.6.2 HEEF EEBE TR

FERSRE P T (I TE RS e b, K005 5 R RN T A VRN TR A B s A T R A O 43T, ikl L. 7
ARIMA A T BN . A SUBHTET, SRBOC &R o 2 B E W (B =-0.40, 1=-3.64, p<0.001) ;
FEIMA A AR A E A, ARG, SEEL I 6] 38 725 W () B0 AR 83 (B =-0.09, r=—1.00,
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p=0.318) , [IFZERME 3 Fis,

#=3 GERM. mRBEAPMERNEERSSH (JEAREN )
Table 3 Regression analysis of the mediating model of hurt perception and quality perception (non-

standardized)

IRl i SO SRR T 7 W T FEH Wy
B t B t B t B t

SRR R -0.29 249 0.61 548" -0.09 -1.00 -0.40 -3.64
1 B -0.41 -5.68" 0.55 9.99™
o B -0.21 387"

R 0.03 0.31 0.54 0.07

F 6.21" 38327 66.45"" 13.28"™

HA RN ﬁﬁ%é %ﬁ% %%Wﬁ\%ﬁ@ﬁﬁ%ﬁigﬁ BEAIWE e AR R A ER (I

F4 5

%F‘l.g%u ~ l:l

BB ATE SRR X B X E

A s R B R A

e 4 FE 1R

R B R R 8 S A

Table 4  Effect size analysis of the mediating effect model of hurt perception and quality perception in

the influence of affinity and disaffinity on moral judgment

o - Bootstrap 95%CI o
ANtk Bootstrap SE Fgé sap j:lgﬁ BN 7 L
SRR —> P E A —> B -0.160 0.067 -0.296 -0.035 40.19%
SRR —> SRR —> TE AR K -0.127 0.046 -0.223 -0.043 32.08%
SRR R —> i E G —> FUTURGN —> TE AR W -0.025 0.014 -0.057 -0.004 6.19%
ey |AE 2 A -0.312 0.082 -0.473 -0.148 78.49%
HAZRN -0.085 0.084 -0.256 0.076
RN -0.397 0.098 -0.590 -0.201
-0.408""
BT > TR
0291 -0.207"
SETEZR b > TE AR W
-0.085
1 BRI EEE
Figure 1 Mediating effect test path map
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4 tig

B, ARG A5 B SGE R S AR R PO ] B ARG B S B T AN E] SR O R A T T W
BISZI . BRI B, SRR S ARV IEE AN, MHTIREZEERA, AT R Ay A ™
Jio BHRUL, XTERL P ARG B T E— 2P R SR G OC R X T W= A 52, SCRF T AR FEA]
Wi AN BEZALA R S R s 7 (B AR, 7EWTRAE SO FE R BT b I f R R,
X 2% BH 2R B 0 ZO6HE TR W g s SR AR L A . ARSI, TCieWEE 51T & B R T,
NATTEB 22N R KA R B B DR 32 3 LB AR R B T SR 2 B EANETE 7 R, 98w it
FURR R R SE D AN X — SN ERE . AR, EEf T AR EARE . RIS R AR
SEAT AT BE R VAT SR OC R X T A Wz A R 2R, SR, FRATT B AT BB IR0 R X 43X — A A R e 7 . BRI
KRS AT E IR T X — R e, B AR R E .

Hk, AR FEVER R SEEE S BT, TR, AT SRS A GBS S
FUE A, ARG b B A 8 1 3 78 P 1R R 5 S S 0 R 6 TE A B s ), R B AT TR S5 2 A T
FERMOLE 0 7 o ARSI SERE b, BT SR G R A ELAR ARG TE A BE e AT TR B AT ARY
TSRS, R E T SR OC 2 T A oA W2 e A AR5 o

o, ARG R AT B I 5 5 1) ) B TR T SR O R S M T A T A o BRAL R . FEARIAR
WIS B P P A BT AR B, AR 3 FRIBIERLN , SR OC 28 23l x40 76 S S i) S A T, 3
VR T RO E RS AT SR OC R TR R I T AT, X SR T A AR Y
WL 5 RIS SRS OC R 08 10 B8R L SRR B T AR By, SR I ATT =2 B LA 25 2% i fth AR
TS ey, HOE AR R R TIA R S N B AR B i, I, DAFERFSR R A1 & Rk
M Z B AN TR TR o M— R, AT T3 T A, (S — A Y
KRS, AT T AT o EARFI T, MG BRI, AT R AR
TEAEAT R, TR HE T T8 1 SO 7 0 i DR S0 DT B e, R B R TE S A TR, R A
FUfE EIEANTEWT, AT RESEE TAT AHEA T T i 8508 7™ g KT . PRI, SRS 3 B A 36 TR R R 7
JRFE R G R A A R W A s e rh A VE R . R, AT R TRATE B W A 1G 0, 24l 2Rk 9
AR, ANEREREMGEE FRUAIBE A, N T RERR R . B R O R ST N EEE.
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The Effect of Close and Distant Relationships on Moral
Judgment: The Mediating Role of Hurt Perception and Moral

Character

Song Yu

Department of Education, Guangxi Normal University, Guilin

Abstract: This paper explores the influence of close and distant relationships on moral judgment and
the mediating role of hurt perception and moral character by initiating interpersonal relationships with
different degrees of close and distant relationships, and using explicit violation and ambiguous moral
situations. The results show that: (1) Close and distant relationships affect moral judgment. In ambiguous
moral situations, people are more critical to alienating others than to intimate others, but this effect
does not appear in explicit moral violation situations; (2) Close and distant relationships affect people’s
evaluation of moral character. People think that intimacy has a better character than alienation; (3) Hurt
perception and moral character play mediating roles in the influence of Close and distant relationships on
moral judgment.

Key words: Close and distant relationships; Moral character; Hurt perception; Moral judgment
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