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B O A BRI R S, B 3RS T W AN S OSSR M B il i T B
filn, iR EIAR (magnetic resonance imaging, MRI) T DA i B H W0 22 K FO 2544«
b 2 R BN FIAR 2 BL AT DR 5 N SEHEA KN i Gk 2 DA 0 Ty BEAH DG 1) K o 45
PRI 5SS, 2T A% S I K A& 3ok s AR A% (1, Horikawa,
Tamaki, Miyawaki, & Kamitani, 2013). 7EUCHEA [, MR ERGE T K2 KRE,
NP EL ST T JG ph e B mt (O FLAR H 2538 m . #heRHE I HEG K, S5Maft
S LR B, 4044 208 % (Hardiman, Rinne, Gregory, & Yarmolinskaya,
2012). L E 4% (Perrachione & Perrachione, 2008)FIfH &5 2 (WAL, XBIe4r, FVAE4:,
XE/NHI, 20115 Aronson, 2010)%5, JEK T “Hgflaaii” .

MR ST N FT B R IR RN RO HE ST NN E AT BRI S A&
(Krakauer, Ghazanfar, Gomez-Marin, Maclver, & Poeppel, 2017). {EF MBI, HPLRlE K4
RAADIERE AT RN EI WA KIEIG) |, s RHE AR LLAT I RHE 1
FERETEIN “AEA” RN CIRJR” IR AEAS IR AE HARRL 2 A DA S KA AR AR 3 Tz
AL 3R I Ho= AR BRI . FEXAMEOLR, BB AU R — Nl R e 2 o v
SR A RENRI M, R R EMAR M ARPE MG R (i LB A R 50 EIR
HTER) 2 AN — MR U B EME RS B SR AR, &%
A MRS BRI, w2 LS B THZSE @ W IEAR? Rl SRR
LT —FR I (bias) , BI “ L2 HBL T LR 2205 BRI HLALH BT R4 B g
WisE s ” o XM eh R A R IR BEMR L, T RE 2 S ECA DO P i 5 15 7%
LRGSR BURX PO R B EAT, TR MAR ) 2k H A BE
PERZI 7 5 T B EE R

1 FRERE LK R R

SR W IR R IF UG T 2008 450 =M T/ N AN RN #f B — ORI, 5y
AHAMEE CnisEEL FIEED KRB, WA LR E B AR Bk A58
B URST

McCabe il Castel (2008) #6561 #1248 AL AT EAE B4 I 42 75 2 52 M ANAT D6 e & 3
(R S, Bk TR B S R R R R SO R AR ) & AR AT VR4, B
TSSO =R tF: MU A (IMRD 41, FREIAMER 4. GRER, L
B H AR A 2 R SCEE RV EHER (0 & FERE R B ROVF o 535 1 T 26 % IR 2L AN 4 il 40
B R P20 B FH i B b FEZ - (topographical maps of brain activation) AR,
P AR B PR IR B . O T b PRI AR R T RIFHISMERUE, T



HALRA T ki B BBC RIE, FRORIIME % B A 4V 40 523 T oA 41 (McCabe
& Castel, 2008). DL E&ERFEE, AATHEAE WA ML BUR B W, HIX PR a] Ge7E AAT
(1 H AR vE R

Weisberg, Keil, Goodstein, Rawson Fll Gray(2008) #&56; | #H 2Rl PAs B R T
i) NATT0T AR A 1D T DL R 2 R L R R 5 2 W M R A5 BT 5 R I
AT M S @ KA S 2 R 22N G & FAE AR, BERE  Ssc k)
I AR A 2P . Weisberg 25(2008) W B T AN A2 AT AR AR A 3
(FHIAEHE) SEGHAMEREEE (HHEURHBL “RMHR#ERN" ) « 1K
B, RSCFM R A MAREER, MEREZICA TR A, W X &
FEREANAN GBI MRRE: B2, ZoCapbRid il 7R 25 B, B S5 5 S5 AR
PR T RER,  JE L FKAR R P AW SN TR R 2 S N L T8
LR B o X455 BRI R 2T RN ZRH AT fg 2 it B (S AT e R 2
()45 S (Weisberg, Keil, Goodstein, Rawson, & Gray, 2008).

I Gurley 1 Marcus (2008) 4R % T #Z& Bl (5 B0 H LR B 25 m BE R R, £
A, AR TR NS, RS P N DR AL DY B AT o g
(not guilty by reason of insanity) . W FLEERI T 4 E NPHESE S, OFE=F%M4: A
MRI B 7+ A o EB 32 4 48 D BOIESE DL ACRE B IE s :  AF K (Psychosis) M ScAt2x
NH& (Psychopathy) o flAITRIZE BRI, 140 AR SR A 3B 45 47 1) 26 A 1 A K B 25 5 1%
HH DRURE P LR TG TR (R e o T 5 TR FE T iR T [ R B, ISR A ) OS2 BRSO UE
5 F1A0 22 BSCAGUE 5 M) 140 0% T S DRDRS A 6L 170 G TR R ) ok 1 P e 2 TR B I
52 B IX LEUEHE 200 B 75 1% (Gurley & Marcus, 2008).

B2, IR ERE T — SR, BMETE MRS B S IR W RS RO R TEI
T MRSV A E AR E SIS WTE A TE, 2RI MR, it % T
AR FEARALEM B _F )5 (Schauer, 2010), McCabe, Castel A1 Rhodes (2011) kb4 T 3@
M CRIIEF A3 2 SAUIMEREAR, polygraph) « M E#EER] (thermal facial
imaging) FIFHZE G I T 45 SR o0r AA TR R e, AT TR B, BRl S 28 pif5 46 SR i ik b
A 2H 94X B 22 B W4t A 1537 (McCabe, Castel, & Rhodes, 2011). X —25 R it—20 KB, #f
ZoPh gl T B AE S R AR TR T 51 R AT I FEAS AT FE 5 M AT F T 6

XL R TSR 7T TUE BRI, SRS T E AN J5 TR SRR R T Mk
FARMAIDG . —HB A FE W E R IR AR, 10 53— 20T 7 M 4R SR R
R WL OBERLE] (R D .



2 MERERIET R R E R

Gruber 1 Dickerson (2012)i% & 5 & McCabe Al Castel (2008)5% T #1228 A% K& A % Bl 27
HEFE TR DA SR 205 B AT (S FERE R AR 7. b A8 5 BRI 7T A s e i 2k, RELE
Fr BRI AR T I AR I HE R 5 1 = A e, M2 VR I SR ZTE T Csei-fi
image) HMMELIE ) (fantasy image) HRIHIRAALL, EXESMAMEE. BB, S51E
R PR B2 AR} 5 B FE DU A J7 T RV 3 1A 23 72 5 (Gruber & Dickerson, 2012).

AN, BFXT McCabe 55 A (2011) 58 T-#28 BAGAE Sy UESE 1) 9556, West 5 A (2014)
BT T EE S, BARERF A E LR EREE 80 HRATE AR R A2 UG ) 235 5
Mij(West, Lawson, & Grose-Fifer, 2014). TAEMZR WXTERFRKFZN |, Schweitzer
SENHAT TADAE B SUNIRR, AT T4 KR, 22 g &R e IF

221k NITHE 22 Hics e 55E N A e RS #i s 6L T 9802 785 111 (Schweitzer & Saks, 2011), A
A NTE R SN NGNS EJUTEZ B (mens rea) (Schweitzer, Saks, Murphy, &
Roskies, 2011).
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X LE R W (1 B T SR 5| R AR B WL A EIX A S, — A T
PR RGBT AR 58 1 M & b0 Wb — N E R B SR
W, BRI LR W AR 45 R RIS SRR . A2 g B A A S RS AT
FUWT ISP BEFEAAELE, (HLSCFE T REI, ARG BT REA S5 R AT
JEEME. X — 55 Michael & (2013)EAT IR EE 52 S0 45 R — . AR 3 73 0] {5 A
22 A5 A RHE McCabe AT Castel (2008) I 78 A48 F 1 22 R 245 L) Weisberg 25 A\ (2008)
M AT T 2K EE . WX E G LI o TR, B M E UG E 2 R s N
Cohen’ d=0.07, 95 % CI[0.00, 0.14], T T3 IEMARE 215 B2 57 RN &4 Cohen’
d=0.40, 95 % CI[0.23, 0.57] (Michael, Newman, Vuorre, Cumming, & Garry, 2013). X it ]
BEIRMZ U S5 T e A B FE MRSy, AR RL 25 BAT AR S B 5 i 2 AR ) )
7

3 MR L OEALHE RRR

HFFHERR T R =G R A SRR S, BT D A AR A A LA S
OBEINURIEEAT TIRER . Hh— A EZE AR s R 5 H AR = U b 2 A& 3R (1 L
ST EOE,  hn3E R AT 45 5 (Turnwald et al., 2018). £ & i BEHF 70 45 5 (Redmond &
Griffith, 2004). 1 4 WF 57 45 % (Miton & Mercier, 2016) UL M 4 BRASBEHF 57 45
Chttps://www.apa.org/monitor/2018/11/cover-climate.aspx ) » {H ELIEEF %2 BF 2 M WL L
BN B SEERF TR A2 W, A H BOR R0 R 0 DL RO AL B IR R M4 kG, K
HA W T =ANER.

3.1 MMFE VS ERZE

WAL WAFAE— AN BEEEERRET, A0GEF VAT N FE T 9CRH #(Janda,
England, Lovejoy, & Drury, 1998), TM#HZ RN JE TR . M TER2mM S, KRS
SWONN LI TTIEA R, SRR NG S, SIS BE AR B (Munro & Munro,
2014). B4, AN TRERFAN S, ATA AT TR SR S AR 5 2 408 L 5K 1 1R
Z IR ZEBEHE /N(Janda et al., 1998). ik, MR THEZEMLE 1, AR RE2 3 IAR(S B
BEAH S5

Munro M1 Munro(2014) IR 22 1) B2 ek 22 B 22 A AA R IE S At 70T B A
bR s ga bkl FE_ B @R AE 5 BAESE . AN TR, AMTHEMEH)
I A 22 ) S e 4 5 B 2 T A R I I 98 (Munro & Munro, 2014). B4 B2,
AR FAR L, NMUAREIN IR sh R, OIS ] et 5 N 2 AR 0O BN
17 MR (Lilienfeld, 2012)0 1 AATTXH BB 22 ATBE AR} 2 AR Z2 5 ANUAFAE T 0 B 24U



Hopkins, Weisberg 1 Taylor(2016) X fA 1 7 AL FEWIER 2. b, (OB FNE BF 5218 N I
B FREEBEAT 2047, RIAAT A A R 27 LG 3R 2 5 Jin ™8 11 R 3 (Hopkins,
Weisberg, & Taylor, 2016). i PIR AR FTIXMREIZ 5, H AT RE M R RIE T-RERH 1)
SERLLRHEE N B )5 .

3.2 BRILHIR T

BER SRR, SXHE RS R 2] S JFIR I E AR FH AT
T Ao I ZHA M AR IR, %32 B0 R P D 23 Lk AT SRR JE IR (R ke, X SRR i
‘i CLFE L) RS G2 ) B LAt 1 8 20 A B AR R P (Kim & Keil, 2003). bon, xR4T At
ITRRRERT, AT ATTLUEJENMEA RGTEENNEE R, #I4 RGENTE ) ST U J5 R £ 2 i
(MZ70) MEAERRER, MEITTHABAEHE W] DLE— 20 N 2 A E s 45 2R
ERIE JFAR AR TS AE R (A4S 9 Hh 2438 FH A 4+ (Anderson, 1972), {EJ& AITXE
JR 18 B i 2 2l A7 AE Y (Webster, 1973).

AR FAEIEAIAT IR OS2 B2 BT AATHIE R e f % ? Hopkins,
Weisberg 1l Taylor(2016)% b [ iE L i FE (reductive explanation)FIA ] fi# B (horizontal
explanation) A B IR A BT IR SEMR o S8 JFRARRER B T BEBRER I — 158, HeanAT A it R ig
Rk B TR, TR RS 5 IR B R B A RR RIS, LU AT AR
FIARRERCR BAT AR . AATTHOSE RARH,  oslAe X P BEAT VR MO, 3B TR AR Y
P4 3 v T B [F) B (Hopkins, Weisberg, & Taylor, 2016). X425 B0, phze Bl 0 I,
AR R R T Bt R BRI B R, PRIk AMA S IS

3.3 LEAREX KM

MATTXFIE JE S B B 7T BE S T AR O AR = X (psychological essentialism) o
DI F SCRIB I BAEN —FES, MUCMERFYHREG A “KR” , 1
SR AE AT ILAE RS (Medin, 1989). /Ly BEAS R 3 SCHA 022 5 TR R 2R
ERGe, Blhn, (OFRARJT A SCAT R ARG A HEAT 73 S0 OB AN B e
WHAB AR ARRIEFERE, AR BAHMbYE, X AMTER T ZIBRENS (Yzerbyt,
Rocher, & Schadron, 1997). [FIFERT, CoBASJ5T T SCH FISRAFREAN TR A BE (A LTI 5, 151)
an, T AR VA RBAAE BRI ZE R, AR 0L TR AT SRR, AN
AR ME WS Bt S A 1) f W.(Roets & Van, 2011).

FEAPZ R DL, U R NAT ARG fh 25 sl e D BT AR B, O BNE B L AT
NRMZRGEXA KB 7, AR TAT NREAEE, SRR st A
AV YT H AT ISR SO A 3 SUE AR B O L B E AT IR R, (HA2 R



T NAIXH RV 7 485 R (05 B O 7 B, O B B 2 S5 560 32 R R R4 P i A5 5%
(Dar-Nimrod & Heine, 2011; Keller, 2005; Turnwald et al., 2018). Monterosso, Royzman il
Schwartz(2005) &3, AHECAT JyiEdfs (B T FRIUAE S AR N BB e 2 P R, FPEHE 2
BRI EE TR, RS TR AR IRAT WA B . # 2Rl 4l 5 B DR ()
FERR NEAT AR R, PRI OIA BT 3 SO AT e 2 M & B i WA OB LR 2 —

4 WiERE

WRTRTR, X TR ARFE R, AT ARPERsERHER R OB L E B BN TR,
TEMCEARBIE TS, B 5T BAZARYE A 70 B e 38 1R 0 B 7T 77 7% (Krakaver et al., 2017). {H
R HATC T M ARHE R WL SR, AP E R WX — N S A7 7, O IR T AR
& — P AELE R AN E R W, CoREE vs RV, BE—0IE, W TA
AT 5V L ) R BRA T 32 S AR Al L A AE T2 AT s SR A TR JE R — 7 T
XA PR AR BB AR AN TSR RS SR B GRS, XA
WA FE P R AT AL 2 JE— D SR M A B R B, B — 5T, S R B T
FHERF LS50 AL 1R 75 L I, 84 5] e AT B AR s

EAFERI A, RGBT RE 2 A OO FHE A2 O W H R —Fh o S i 2
BN, ARERFEE A SRR, EEZEELANREGUR T REEE “RIL” (Funk
& Rainie,2015)c 2 AR 1 i WAAN 2 52 0 S Ad AT BT RS B, 7T g LR i 2
AAMEFE AR Glin, ERNESTERE, b1 R e RE 45 FmT LA (17 30 5L
7% #E(Alimardani & Chin, 2019; Spranger, 2011)", Kk, G0 S oh2e Rl 0w WA B2
B, ASAMPE Rl LS RnT e A I IIESE, IXFERIESE % HE R BRI, WEkl%
SN AR R, & A0 TR R R ph 28 ] BB LS I N LA A L, 808 LAE#
WIF IR RAE A L g AR SR FUSR . G, A LAES B R a ks
i WL(Im, Varma, & Varma, 2017), iR F#P 4 RHF 145 R

| KLU R A ZERE . I, 2014 4F, 2T HOHE LA RV A R A
% (QOIABUHMITH 222 5) i, B HITAS Y AR MRI K7 55 e
MEAR 2 . EORTEBE LA BT AR, (LR 2 R I BRSO 75 7] 7
B ii5i5 0.4 B

2 MRPE FE E B UEHE SN 58 403 5% (federal rule of evidence 403) &R “ 5l EH W I,
KT HFRALPI R WbnifE, ARG B — SR E S Rol Rk B4
(Lowenberg, 2010).
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BT 222 0 DO BRI RIS SR R AR I (K0 AE 9 A AR RE 2 1) s W,
— 7, BRERE AR LT R8-S A 06t F AR AT 1 e WA S O B . O B AT
T LA A FEIX S WL B RE SR 9, N, S A5 5 0 I 2 e U T
1A (Kahneman, 2011) , 7EJ79% EIUAE AN B2 EIN T 40 S 27 (process dissociation
procedure, PDP) ( Jacoby, 1991) F1Z i Ti#7%! (Hiitter, M., & Klauer, K. C. 2016; XI|#%
W%, T —, YU, BIEMS, 2019) o WX R ER A S T O ERMLHI B AT, IR AR
SHTIITTESI NI SRR L T, FEER B W08 3 [ O B, R R R R
FEHEAF I I 1)

e, AR WA AR A B AR, R B SR X, AR
HEOEEON R G R . AR A0 FE ] LR SE ALY 5L T (Szucs & loannidis, 2017; Open
Science Collaboration, 2015; HIEMEZE, 2016), LLCyBRZEAIF 7845 5 b N 1 BHgoxt O 3
LW T E S 37 B DL O SR A IR AE 1S I (Hu, Jiang, Jeffrey, & Zuo , 2018;
Chin, 2014; Chin, Growns, & Mellor, in press). =% [&F#ZFL 27 W, 7] e 23 B MR 4k 2> S
B, OB U EENH T EE N, DO ok E R A R kI AR R .

o U A H RS T SO AR BRI B SR L, JERII M R 2 S b B 43 K2 (University
of California San Diego) & B2t I 7R FE 2 &R K %% (University of Michigan):Cr B %% 22 1)
KGRSO R 5t =
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Neuroscience bias: Reproducibility and exploration of psychological

mechanisms
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Abstract: Behavioral and neuroscientific methods have uniquely contributed to our understanding
of human mind and behavior. The advance in neuroscience and its potential implications (e.g., in
legal systems) have attracted attention from both academia and society. However, researchers
found that, when providing statements supported by either neuroscientific or
behavioral/psychophysiological results, even if these neuroscientific results were logically
irrelevant to the statements, participants still considered statements with neuroscientific results as
more trustworthy. This phenomenon was termed as neuroscience bias. By systematically
reviewing empirical studies on neuroscience bias, we revealed that: (1) the reproducibility of
neuroscience bias was debated, but the effect exists; (2) neuroscience bias could be attributed to
people’s preference for the reductionism and psychological essentialism. Neuroscience bias is one
of many biases people may have when interpreting scientific results; future studies should further
explore the psychological mechanisms of these biases and thereby provide guidelines for correctly

interpreting and using scientific results.
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