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Abstract

Previous research on moral judgment showed that
personalness / directness factor did play a critical role
in judging it morally acceptable to sacrifice a person’s
life so as to save other people’s life. Present work
investigated the influence of a directness of actions,
proximity to victims and time pressure on such moral
decision. In experiment 1, participants assessed moral
acceptability of utilitarian judgment and asked to
choose between utilitarian and deontologic alternatives
as their own action in trolley and footbridge dilemma
task without time limitation. In experiment 2, they
were asked to choose one of two alternatives with time
limitations. Present results showed that directness was
a critical factor under the situation that had no time
limitations, however, under the situation with time
limitations, our decisions were changed as a function
of proximity. The validity of dual process account for
moral judgment was discussed.
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1. FLHIC

EHEY Lo~ Lid, Bl MBEEECL->T
EX D 2 ZOBIREN S —FHEBEAZ L
(2R L TRV L WA C 2R CTh D, =
ORPTFOFEREREOREH L LT, bry
21 (trolley problem, Foot, 1978) & #x3i  [H &
(footbridge dilemma, Thomson, 1985) 23&% 0, &
EHIT, BHEERD T2DIC 1 NEEEHEICT 2 DF]
FFHY (utiliratian) fWr &, W72 D BRI B - T
HbANEETDITRITFTFINLRVE T 2 RE R
(deontologic) HIKF DM CHEEENA L 2EMEY L v
~WRUTHD, ZnbORMBEICBW TR EEY
FIBr 2 FFART D008 9 M ix, FEE O A & Bk
THZ LT ORENRIFIEIND Z &0
A S TWa (BIEROGE, e.g., Green etal.,

2001), Greene etal. (2009) 1%, 1743 LiEHEHO
D ZEREI R BEME (proximity) <2, H R#Efk
(physical contact) ODFHMETX7e<, 1TAHENER
Fa FT0E 90 (FARIEIT, personal force) 73
BERICERD D FERTHDL Z EE2HE L TWD,
LU 6, FARUBIT & SriRausfiid, Wifkic
DEECX DHENTH D & XRS5 7220 (e.g., Moore
et al., 2008; Royzman & Baron, 2002), £ 7=, fLiEH
TEVWHIFEIIRINDEY, NIBCOHIKIC
AL, BCOEREZENT 2002 BCDER
ELTHLER—HTDZZLRHD, TOEIKIZ
BT, Greene et al (2009) 2V THET S 7= FL
HIRAT & S IREEfilY, BIERMEE L TR Th
D AREMED @, £ 2T, AWFETIE, FARIEIT
& B IRRHEfR A, JLITAT R DEHME (directness)
LW D ER AT D MIE & L TRV, TOEHE
P LT, S OIZRFRIMIROA 2 2L S
UL CIEER I & TSI A bhi L7,
AWFTETIL, T8 DOEEMR L OV 2 i
L7z bry 2R L AEGRE O£ 2 3
B L7, 1| DHOBRERNIZ, SEmREOLRE
ThY, ETHIEZIEDHZDIZ, BEOXK
ERBVWEERBEGOT T v N7+ —LinbEEE
EFTm (BT HETIT 5 AOTEHER 241t
2T 20) EONERIRT LBETHT2, 20D
AR DLUIIT AN EEN TH Y, TAE L EHE
D FEBEA TN T2, L%, ITPRBEE S (near / direct)
WL & RS, 2 SHIE, AR hey afijET
HY, ATROEEMETRND, HBHHE & o R
VR TH D720, LUk, Z OARDLZ TR
$2 (near / indirect) R & FESL, 3 -0 H OARVLIE,
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fayafif oL THY, be v afEOR
mL N RS ¥ —OBHE =4 — TR
Do, FroVE—hary ha—L2A v F &M
T L THHEDOHATH M ALY XD & )R
Tholo, ZOFEERIUIIT LD EREN TR,
DO & OFEEE LW 2, Dk, i EEEER
£ (far / indirect) JRVL & FES
FFE 1 T, ETIEUDIT, [TAHAOEHEEL W
D BEROEANHEEY) TH D0 E ) DEERT D7
W, FATHIIE L RO FeE 2 MW T, Lo 3
T ORI D Z N EIUTB VTR A &
SR ER/AERRE COREHFARTE D0 ES
iz, FLFEEZ, BONZOLGHIZES D,
BODOITA L LTEIRE LTI bene L
Yh, SRERNITEIR XOREmNITEO L
bLoa®sER) hEmnl, I 1 IRREICH
7= o TIREHIHIBR 2 58 (F Ze WE Rl D FEBR T do o

7278, i < HFFE 2 IR TIRAT 2 ORI BERT
FRZFRL, REEEDH DR T T oOE AR Rk
EERTT LT,

2. BT 1

21 Ak

EmE 102 4 OKRFAE CELFH 18.5 ik, SD =

0.9) % 3 DOFRERPBUCIEESAIZHID KTz, 7=
2L 2 4 OBMBLEIEIAME N B o 72 T2 53T
DRI BIFRIL, ®ER L LT 1004 GIrEHEE
EHE 32 44, ITEEEERFIBE 32 44, S EEMERBE 36 4)
IO GE Shiz,

REPLUFHE AREBRITEMEAEHNTTD
e, EBILOLERFEDO AR O ER-N T
HHZ x5 L LTTbhi, ZM#EIE3 (&) x2
(EflErr) OMAGHLENLR D 6 FEOMF
DWT I 1 DEBAT STz, KX, 25HYT
M LT RO EEMEZBAE LIZRERTH Y,

PREEDSUE <, ATZ D3R b IEFERY T & % I L E 2
U GBI, TR DN EHN THEYES & OREED =W

EEPEEEE RS (far/ direct) WRULH B X HALDH A, ESP &
NTANEREEE L TR EDOBERN LIAUEE BV
R LDAE VSR L L, Z OMRBUTBEFT Ot SR H
HERAN LT,
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KDL, BREEIT O 23T 2 O LR IR T R
HRIRDL, F6 K OMEREAE <, TR OEHEME RN

mEREEE BRI D 3 S HE Lz, Z20ZEnEh
T, BIGAWN 5 NEBT 57912 1| NEERYEC
LIZEWOIRBET, TOTAEHRCEIRES
9L (1 BLHFATE RN ~ 9 ERICHFAT
%) TiHMliSE7, 52, BOBNZOBEA
MOSIGThiUL, Eb0EERTL0hE TR
7o FEWNER & Uik, FFAEERAMN % S 12T 5 ¥
ATENRINAZSRITAT O AR T 208, 8D
NEFFIZ X B ZITR bR oTolz®, RED
NEFE X, LAtk DT DO x50 5 IXRIN T 5,

22 #R
BN O IR ERATEN 2 PR T D FE O F
Y% Figure 1 (2R T, THRBEESRIRIL & b PR
FEIMEL (M =3.0, SD =2.0), KIZi ek R R
(M =5.5,SD =2.6), ITFEREFEIRIL (M=6.5,SD =
1.8) DIATE R o7z, S THAE ORI
EWRRLONDNE I DRFLTcE 25, FHFD
FRRNFETH o= [F2,97) =219, p < .001],
Tukey 1EIZ K 2 L HILEORE R, BB BRI
2 O & IR CHFRENEN -T2 (N TRb, p
<.001) 728, BRI CIXIEBEIC X 22T R o N
Mmole (p=.161), ZOfERIE, Greene et al. (2009)
FLDIATHIIE L FEROFIR TH Y, AIFZEITH T
DATADOEBMEL, FAWBIT & B IR BEfil 2 6
THERE LTl

N W A~ OO O N @
1

Acceptability

HYITHD LM TEDLTHAS D,

near / direct near/indirect far/indirect

proximity / directness

Figure 1 Moral acceptability for harmful action (utilitarian
judgment) as a function of proximity and directness
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Figure 2 Percentage of utilitarian response as a function of
proximity, directness, and time pressure

WIZ, ZBIMNEBHRZN S ORPBUZIBNTITHE)
L2 7 67220 EARE L 2R OBPUZ SN T
Mt %, 3 FEEORER DU DR AT E)
DIRNFZ IR LIZDD Figure 2 TH 5 (Figure D
2L, MO no pressure R E SR I NIV,

T FEEEE PR DL CIR DR FE Z AR IR O B EE AV
(15.6%) DI LT, ITHHERTEE (84.4%), i HHFfE
2RI (80.6%) TIXEOFIERAVEIRD T3 %
<, FMUHITOIF| ERITEORINE D ZENH
BTho7T [} (2)=40.8, p<.001], Fisher D E %
e ME 2 O - e D5 B (BB K HED TR
Bonferroni MO JF7iEIC & o 72), T BHEEEBEIN LT
®m®%m&ﬁ%<@ﬂﬁﬁﬁofwkﬁ(m
<.001), FAIERRVLCTIRERMEC K2 ET R 5720
ST, TOREND, 1TAOEEEIITERIUC
BT HZENRENT,

3. i 2
WM 1 Tk, BEEY L <RWIZBT 2174
B BB K E 2 BT O TADOESEETH

D EMNRENT, LL, #F7E 1 TiE, BRI
ZRAWTEY, 1TEIOZRIUER U T B 72 RFH
RIZFR SN TV e hotz, RERTIE, fTEIZ 3R
RO DA HIR L7, FEEENGEIES DR
T COBEHEHEEREICS LT, BN Tk
WNE 2 DR ERFT D,
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3.1 Ak

SME 454 0O RFAE CEYFER 2115, SD =1.1)
Z, HEAEZIZ 3 DOBMERDUTEI Y {4 T,
REBLUFHRE AEBUTEREIZHBOTEDR]
([ZFEHR L, FRE O 2R L OSSR OB
CITHIIENT-FER T 0 7T ML > TTo T,
ARELRDLIAIZE 1 LR CTH D03, W oOiRE
WRBUZE N T, BRI 8 B O RFRIHIR & 3% 1 7=,
FERBAMAE#IZ PC OB ECHIHREIE ML,
ZINE L, HIRFFMNICERIER, R ER
FREPUCKHSH T bl —2 T L oRkDbN
oo X—RENDETORIGHRZFAIL, #
FREFM 28 L2 A 13RI e L, BIEKT
%, ZIMEIGT DT 47 V=7 4 T ELTU,
FBRAMT Lz,

32 #HR

IBINTH o 72 BMF IV, TEREEE BRI
DNYTHENZ 1L LW hoT2T28, D&
HaBRWIZ 44 4 GEEREEEHIRDL 14 40, B
TENEN 15 4) Zotiodg e Uiz, &HFE
DINFN FERAITEN OB % Figure 2 (Figure £
i pressure) (28T, AT BEBEEHRR I B © PhF
FROVITEOBIRENME LS (14.3%), DWW TR
HEMBRRDL (46.7%), 1= FEEEMBRRDL (93.3%) O
JEIZEm < e > THY, BREFOENFE TH- -
D7 (2) = 18.4, p < .001], 3EEREERIBERTILIT, UTHE
HEELRE, F5 L O ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁﬂ&@méﬂﬁﬁo
TV (ENEh, p<.001,p=.04), UTif?2
RO TIEEITE O b oTe, Z ORI
IRE[THIBR T T @@#@m_%mTézk%m
LTWb, £, &, BIOERIZ X 5 KISk
MOZEZELL RO BN oT (Fs<1) %

REBER
IRF R PR 23 72 VIR I T C O FFA BE AN & 1 TEhE
UL, JeATHFFE (e.g, Green et al., 2009) & [FIAEDAH

2L, R EEENRIN A L2 BNE (M = 3815.4 ms,
SD=2164.4) OFN, FTHmMIEREZ LI-SNE M=
3461.7, 8D = 1850.6) £ D & T 2T IGRFE AR Z 0
LW EEIZR S,
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AR LTEY, 1TAOEZEMENTEIEIICK L
THRWEEZ O LaRLTWnD, LaL, K
IR FTiE, LA, HEtoEHEME EIIIE
YD RSN, FRIT, ITERRERI BRI
BT, KRR O A IS & o TR 234
(Ui (Fisher DEMEHERMEDER p=01),
Lo RiE, BRPITE FERBER LT D
Greene et al. (2009) DO R EITRBRDEDTH D,
7z, DRIERB L OEERIRROM TERIC
ELFETOMSKERICEN R ONRNT LD,
DR FEZEHHIMT - SIS HTHIALER, B mAYH)
Wr - IR EBBLIRI ST D L E R D, Bl
7o “HERREERAERONEETHH L AR LT
WhHEEZ LD,

T HEIBFEIE (dual process theory; e.g., Evans &
Over, 1996; Sloman, 1996) Ti%, b dEEN
EBR - BB THRBEICEDHT LT L1 L,
SIHTHY « BRI CTIRIE/R AT 52 L) 200
T AR EEZ DL, b L, PFlE
BTN AT L2 %, FHWRIITEIN S AT
L1 ERBLIZLDTH DA HIE, R EERATT
BOFHA, FBERAATENLAS TRIGK T £ TIC
LV EWIRFHZET 3T TH L0, RERTIT,
WATE) A 38R L 722N ] C T ERF I 2130
biiginote, F£7z, WIFE 1ITERIMZ VTR
ATl R 20 5% U F 72 VIR T TR AR 8D, BIF9E 2 Tid

8 DO WS & B T IR T CIBR & R 778

T PRREEL RS & Ja BREE R B2 S C IR A
AL R oS, IR BRI IC B DT O A
R AZE L Lz, “HEBRHEGRICBWTIE, b
NHNDT 7 /v S ORUSE— FIZEBR7R S A
TAHLITHDLZENEEINTEY, +472KH
EEEEAH TR D D2 HEICDOHRIER R AT L 2
WENTOND B2 bND, £DT), Hil
FEFLRICHE D O THIUE, BUSIZREFEIHIFRD 72
WEZE 1 DJ5A%, KRR O & 5 WFSE 2 12~ T

R EZATE D RIS LT W T Th D, T
PEEEM SR IC Wi, BEREIHIBR O 722 WFSE 1
(2T, RREHIRO & 2898 2 D7 3 HH w0
BRABEMLTERY, ZoRICHOVTIE - HilkE
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HimOTHT 280 O R/ AN DD, i
PHEEE BRI CTITAFZE 1, 2 O ICB W\ T HEB i
HRERBPEERCTHY, DOBINRKRIZENEDLN
o lo, FIERIC, EERERBESFICB N TY,
B7 D EBIRBL T TEF ERANEIRDEHETH Y,
RO CRINBIZETI R SN R o7, ZHHD
FERIL, Fwm - DRI ERMRRO TN,
VAT A2 BRI LT O TR RN L
ERBELTWDEExbND, ENLEDIE, &L
A, ATAOBEEECEEER SO S S ERER
DR E LTRE D, DR E&RAEIUT I L TR
U 2 DERRIRPUR O X 5 72 b O 2 E s
BT D EBZTN, KFFROMEE 5 £ Y
TEHTHAI,
AT, BREOY L~ RBICEB T 5174
DR L FMIC B E 5 2 5 HEINE, T4
PE, TEEVED 2 S DIRET Lo, ARWFTEORE RN
AT O, EERHEE - BRI LT, 2 DO
HOZNENDNRAEFFONE DD Hifdlide
HOTIERL, HWITHRGT L LPEEL TV DR
WERDHDLENI ZETHDH, AFETHEHALZ &
oy 2, SEBREOER T, 1740 EH
BT Z2EIAIEEREDS E WV & W D R, BLER
TR Z D R0 0L LTRF OG0 5 135K
Hliz, LU s, ey aRBECHRERRM
LSO RIS W TEER Y L o~ 2 4E L 5k
BTHIE, ZORUPEZD 25K H D5
b Ly, £72, ABETIE, ADAEFEL WD
SRV VETEI R A R R A W e, 2T ol
TEAHINT - BRI TARIFZE & [FAEE O A3 A
BIDMNE D DXENTITR, H5%IL, ke
RIUZBT HERHEH D L <2V T Z 3
DOLMENDDHIEA D, ZOHRIZONT, HE -
FBE (2013) 1%, EREMY L IRETE, A
DFE A BERT 208 EFEE, BCOFEZ EE
T HFCFERE (egoism) & AHIFEIZ X/ STV
BRDNEWS R EEML T, EENY LV
~ MED FLIE L & i 2 R D AER % 4 #% OB

3 2OEWICHOTIE, Greenetal. (2001) & DT
D 8D RBAIE G E XM T L HFE LTV,
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