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Abstract

This study examines the evaluative differences in moral and immoral behavior towards different
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objects and their relationship with mind perception. The results indicate that, for the same moral
behavior, individuals show significantly lower moral appreciation towards police officers com-
pared to ordinary individuals. Conversely, for immoral behavior, individuals express significantly
higher condemnation towards police officers than towards ordinary individuals. Furthermore, po-
lice officers are perceived as weaker in sensitivity dimension but superior in initiative dimension
compared to ordinary individuals. Further analyses reveal a significant association between mind
perception and moral behavior evaluation, whereby participants with higher levels of sensitivity
and initiative perception towards the target objects tend to exhibit more positive evaluations of
their moral behavior. However, the evaluation of immoral behavior is only influenced by mind
perception when the target object is a police officer. In summary, this study sheds light on the cog-
nitive differences in moral evaluation and mind perception, providing important insights into un-
derstanding attitudes towards behaviors exhibited by different target objects.
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1. 5|8

TE RIS, B SRR ORI A AR L 407 8 EE A, BRI A Ao AT 1)
TEEAT NE B FRRN AR . SR, EAERRZ, A0 EZIT NG R IRSAT NI 2 AT R)H)ELE
PP A% . X GIUR T — NEER) I A A 4 T A A 2

PR3 A0 e S TE AR RS 1) O BEHLRDR RATHE FU %0 B AR o 7EIX 7T, O %9 405 #2128 (Theory of
Mind Perception)FHiE {5 4 # i (Moral Typecasting Theory) #2145 4 E U HEZL A FE /S A0 A o o008 038 B
WIAAN, AT BB — 0 RO £ RN Jit 2 N TR R A BRI DRI, 22 WA S 4k
FESRFRAAR O AP (agency) FUE 52 1 (experience) (Gray et al., 2007; Schein & Gray, 2018). AEENPEZ T
BENATIMEE S, wEdES W 22 B, 0125, MR migitt, SRR
FERVBSZRE 770 O B R0 BV 1) FH I e o 8 SR BE Ml AATT ) TE 8 T, B3 58 78 57 {F:(moral responsi-
bilities)FHXf B, 852 1 5 38 AR (moral rights) XS B . AR ¥ T8 8 AU PR 6, T 717 55 FH 18 £8 3 4 (moral
agent) Fl11% 1% 52 /< (moral patient)ZH Jili(Gray & Wegner, 2009). &8 4K S0 & B 54 AR BT 3, 2
HTE AR BN E AT A AR, BIanBh NBRJCTE; TEAESZR R EIEAT A AR, AT EE . TATH
ZHEF IR, NI T 0N B8 B0 1 RS2 1 1R R, T R 1 15 9 0 5 8 52 Y (moral typecast)
NTEAE AR FIE RS2 A4, 00N RE B AR — Rt e OB A, TR A SRS MR S
B B R IE 157 A (Gray & Wegner, 2009). 8%, EAEFE, N NEEEZ MRS SEMEITE; i
sz Ak, N HAE 2 1 S5IE AR (Young et al., 2012; Gray et al., 2012). 54} E SEHH: A A i B A B
LA TR I, AT BN & — A Bl N (R A 34, B AN Ho — A T S35 B KB 1 52 4
(Yam et al., 2019). #em)ifiid, AAIFERHh NGBS RIS, i ) DA S 0 L2255 Bh At N I N AE Be Sh P 07 THI 4
e, TAEESZ PR TT TSR S Le 52 55 B I NAE SRS 1 J7 Ty, TIAEREBN IR T T UK . AR LA,
BEHEPON N R SEHME R AN A ) DR AN, AN EN A EE, AT e A
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BEENE? NS 2R ESUNE RA SR sl MMM R R 52 B RO T ANRIRS, ZIEE
Efy CEATE AR O R BRI RESIE, WP AT AITERIBIRE ST . WER AT TR & 2L viE
fEEM, REEEE AR, MR TERE L WIEEE, EOREEBR], XA RE2 A
XS BAT B e TE AR AR N R A

8 O — L8 S AN SEETEIRFNRIBE 7T, (E AL 0 SE AT 78 5 R AL AR PR 2 Oon 8 540
TERE RA BT Ko BRIk, AHETUE FEER T AN TR 54 B i O TE B I, I B TR O B
U ME 8 E RAE R AR T BADREIE IS LA D06 B Ml HTETEAT TR, SRS 2 AR
BRI R SR EES, JFEE BRI F G A, PR ITA AL R0 I R 75 TR HE
EABEES

W AHE T, BATHIEIRN TR A AT B R N ITEEIRy, FF 7T 5 103 R0 58 AE 18 E R .
TR FIARXS 2 ot B SR TE AR O BRAR, PN SGE B 5 A AR 18] I ELEN AT LA AR ¢ R B2 AR (1AL
MG 7S, BAT BRI SEPRE L.

2.
2.1. #iR

BT HEERBAE, HFH 294 28RS 5EE, MBRESR KT 120 g, sEHNTHr
IR B SE 271 #3106 Tk, 165 Zoth, EEY 18~55, “FIIER 27.05), HRE 92.18%, H A&
MG N R WREREIR 149 N, BIZEEMXT SN “ @ N7 15 122 N

2.2. WEEMAR

2.2.1. HEHH
SRR W AT, — M K H AR E SR, — i K H AR N AR
HIRAERMEINE R N ERET AR RN — 28R, EZKM ECTET 547 . BiIRh
WIEARIMEENE RN N ERIEAFM—LZIRG, XA ECETIET S8 .

2.2.2. ILEHREE

£ Gray Z52007)HIWFFT, @b v R IEAG Hbrxd S48 B3l iC12 4. HHRIEE 1 R B4R RE S Y
JITHRIRE ST, SR H bR SRS A s PRl H AR RAESIR . YLk, RVIEFI TR AR DY U5 T (k2
BEJT, SRMENT H AR RIS A . W “ARYUC/N EAE BRI TR T a2 7 “HORIA /N X
PIRRARUR? 7 BATH 7 A0, aEisE, BRI BARKE RIEAHRLRE ) 7 TH R . TE AT
o, RS RN IR S BN 0.90, RS2 PRI E SN 0.75.

2.2.3. ERITASTERITRFIEE

AR 25(2020) g il (RGE 14T 9 5 A TEAEAT WA A RL . SETEAT WAL R 2 18 METEAT N
FIEE, W CNTHE EXFGEAEE o IR SRR B E T o BT EA H AR xR
X AT BRI, 7 Kt (1 = e, 7= AREBE). AP, EET P
PR A B — S N 0= 0.97.

ATEFEAT AR R 18 MAEIEAT AZIR, n “AEARHLER A R« “fE1RZ AHE
BAR, BASESE” o il 7 20 H AR RS R AT N ANETERE L, 7 /it (1 = eeRA AIETE,
7= AEHATERE) . AEEAT AFIWAT A — SN 0= 0.99.
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2.3. RERF

PEABRENL I BN “EZ” PP ALAN “m N7 PP AL gl E el HAnH SR Ra sE el
BRI, B 5 OB AT N AIASEIBAT MR B, R S AN OG22 4

3. ZRE S
3.1. MAE BN RAER/ N EETRETNER S

R 1 iR, T FRE B AEAT R, AT R R, AT TE A F 4590 5.50 (SD =
1.30), M4 & @ AN, ATHEESEE N 5.80 (SD=0.97). ~#FEREZE, 1(269)=2.15, p <0.05.
SERULEH, A [ERE A AT I, NATTRE SR I A e 4 I TN R TE AR A )

T T FRE AN TE 84T R, 24T N N EBERERT, AT A EEFEE N 5.81 (SD = 1.48),
AT N BN, ATV AN TE SR N 5.35 (SD = 1.78). ~#HZEFLE, t(269) =2.34, p=0.022.
XYL, A R AN TE AT O, ATl SRR R A T .

TEFEVEN AR KA — A 2 B G TE A bR A AR B AT N T . RE ., IEUERIEY
GTEEME VLRI E o B ARKANFE H bt G B8 A TEEAT PN BT 0T, BT 3t
[FEAE M RTE ARG, 5] AAFEAT N B B e, sRiREaEn S, (23 R A IE AT 15
IR, [N, BN B F4edr b ST ffase , @ AR & 18 AR A 147 AT LT RS 5,
AT LAREEVERLLS . B E AL R 2R AT AT AR AL PR RS A ST 1E SR SR E

3.2. FRIBAFMRELERRERSH

BRI A 5] H AR G 000 0 5 45 R L% 1o Wl g e B2 VE 4 B, B89 N M = 4.29 (SD
=1.18), X @ A RERES 2N M =454 (SD=0.74), ZREE, t(269)=2.10, p<0.05, BIAMTAN
WERTEARIRTE S RS HES THEA

X EEELREEN PR E RS9 A M = 5.56 (SD = 1.27), X138 A LEREShPE4EE I RE1E 0 M =
4.84 (SD=1.06), —FHZEREFE, t(269)=4.99, p<0.01. VHITERESIIELERE b, AT NS HEmT
WA REAMTAAESRIETTRI B2 DL AT )77 T R I EAR THd A .

Table 1. Mental perception and moral/unethical behavior judgment results for different target objects

= 1. AR BRI RO E M FIEE/ N EETAFIEER

L2 SLBLIN ; »
(n=149) (n=122)
JRSZ 429+1.18 4,54 +0.74 2.10 0.046
Resl 5.56 +1.27 4.84 +1.06 4.99 0.000
TEHEAT N 5.50 + 1.30 5.80 +0.97 2.15 0.032
NBEATH 5.81 +1.48 5.35+1.78 2.34 0.022

3.3 ILE AR SER/AFEETATENHXR

B, RO B AR RAE RSP E R BESN LA AR, Xl T . BRI, R4Ew
BN H AR RAE RS2 YL RE (PPN AT 43 1 P 39 8(M = 4.40), B TP IBUR B g N = &2 M 3, I
TP BB NARIB RV E R 2 . SRALE, AR 0 B AR GAE RES k4 5 KPP 15 73 1 2 5K
M =5.24), R m TFBRPEAM N maesh a4, KR T-F BBt N R RESI M R vE 2 . ARYE
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WA IR SZ M R0 5 R e SR R o LG O, 0 i — 20 2 AR SZ MR BE B I A 4 (n = 75) (UK
S F RN R A (n = 46) ERCAPERRESI PR RN W 2H (n = 44) DL K S 2 M RE SN MR A5 2 (n = 106).

FR, 4 CLGEEAT AN TELEAT N FIW 25 RO AR &, DLC B A5 4(4 2H) R H Rt K502 4H)
B, AT ESN, SRWR:

XFFIEMAT A, OB BN 3, F(3, 263) =31.99, p<0.01, F/5HELSD)E R, X HART
AR AR B2 AR RE BN PR AN e AR, X H B0 G K TE AT N VPN A o SN T A 3 2H, T A
3HZ M ERAREE . HEsXSERE TN EE F(1,263)=7.43, p=0.007. XFEE4H B #4705
PR ERE DT HEN . OB B0 SRR AN R, WERZHEREE, R H
WX RV SZ VRN S, B4 B AR G TEAEAT 0, X PP W BON R, Rl H AR GO
SRNF, VPN IRAECNEE  TABESIELEERE, [FIRE R B H AR R RE S MRSz, A
HIE AT NI PP BB AR . L 2.

i
i

Table 2. Evaluation of moral behavior of target objects in different situations

= 2. MARIERT BARx SUBEIT AT

n g 3 HiE A
IR ZAKRES 75 4.04+1.70 5.51+1.09
RS2 B RE 3 46 6.00 +0.93 6.09 + 0.81
RS2 RE SN 44 5.99+0.70 5.62+0.91
IR e 106 5.85+0.74 6.37+0.64

SFFANE AT N, OB A ERN R E, F3,263) = 14.88, p<0.01, H/FLE(LSD)ER, *F Hix
o S8 H 1R B B0 14 R (G V8 B S2 M S i s AR I B, X Ao Al AN TE B AT O VRN 15 0 R TR
(BN TEANE ), HERA SRR E) F 0N 82 F(1, 263) =3.95, p=0.048. SHEL{H AN E AT )
EAEFM R E 2 TE A LA BERN QBB BN R, T B 2O E RN,
FOX SRS VRN AT ks, 2 B AR R AN TE AT R, HOPPI iR R, ST EE
BVEEN AT Rk, 2 EHARKT G A TEAEAT R, APt R . T T H AR GO A B
Kt WATERUMER . L 3.

Table 3. Evaluation of unethical behavior of target objects in different situations

3. MAREAT B RN ERITRTN

n Bege ESEPN
RS2 (R RED) 75 423+1.94 5.52 + 1.66
. RS2 FiRE B 46 6.36+ 1.14 5344231
N fj‘L . . .. B
. AR RES) 44 6.55 +0.47 5.05+1.77
A S RES) 106 6.18 £0.92 550+ 1.71

4. R ELER

AT FE B FEAT VT A0 05 ) S BEXT A [F) H AR AT 1 e AR A IR B AR AT 9t AT o7
P, N SR E A 505 0 B B R TR @ NI PP M, AE T A F O AN TE AR AT 9, AT
X B R TTRE R 2 T B N RORE TURE A . X AT RE S T AR B S R S sy, X B EAT
BBk -
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B FEIE R NA DA B S ANE Sl AAE DR RN T A2 . BRI S, AT E SRR Y
FE EEES TN, ORISR TT I MR IE4EE B, AT ERETR. BELLK
T RN T BN . AEANMTREN R, B “MFEARRSLE” , WA T e
o, R AR IE AT A SF AT, R CHNMERESR” MBI . RIEEME e A, BT IR
MG, BRIREAESWEERFR S REINMEMESE 24, MIERARERZENIESEZAK . DA
FORIL,  NATMB R T4 PR “ oeife” A6, WIBE A2 (Goranson et al., 20205 5KJua, VE/NE, 2021)
HRALZE N\ (Shepherd et al., 2019), #NRA ERESIVE . AR MERIRIIE . 33X 20008 H100 22 57 AT BT MA
X H bR G BB A AN T A R

BE—BH TR, ORI S BT VPN L AR R BEXTTEREAT R, mEZ A E Re S
S 556 H AR G BIRAR PPN FH DG o IX BERAE AT B bRt GAE IS YA RE B 1% 07 T A 5 = PP A I
OO H Ao RAEARAT A S AR, R 2 H AR RO E SN, XN AR N R .
X TAEEAT A, S RESIVERN 3 S50 B BR 0T R FEE ARG, ARz MA@ k. X R U2k
X E AR R ReVE AN 0 AF o BRI, X HAEEAT AR S, CH RN ERNAEET N, R
MM, XM R B AR Rl NI IR 15 2 B2 A

GRAME, AFRIER T AT ANE B R G 8 A B AT N 22 5 DL OB s i AE -
SE SR T AL BRI B A, JF B0 LB AT N ANE AT N R T O I R . Ak, A
PR H ot G R N0t 2 R M TE AR AT N TR, RS R R AR B PR AN 0 X e IR T B
FENATTRE AN [R) S AL H A G TE AR VT AN LA S8 15 0] T AR PP 1) B B B S () R S B

SR, AHEFOEAFAE — LR . %, FEARMEFET AL — 2 mZ, I ot R 1R
Bk PIIE . LR, ARBEFL R G TG E AR B ARXT R, AR REHAR R AR H bRt G,
MR BRI . ASRMWTFERT DA RAEARTE L, SRR L HARx R A E R FN AL B A OC R .
BEAh, 3R] LA RE A PR 3 TE AR PEAN AR, 0 ST A 2 e AR 2 A R AR A A

L ERTR, ARG 1O TANE H bRt G B 48 AN GE R AT PP 22 5 DL AU B RN FRR N 43 8T o
TIFFE4s R T BR AR AT TE A AN A0 00 OVE R A B, TR RACSKR B SR At 7 R s AT 1)

EL£mAB
A AR S B 2021 AR RAAAEQE A I ZRiT R4 20 2 55000 B (202112213017 Z) i 78R
SE 3k
R, YR, BTN, SKUKIH, 1RERSY, BEZE, 5(2020). 1T AE M-S ERHEXTEMRIBI IR M, A2ZER 65(19),
1946-1955.
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