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Abstract

The gentleman and the villain, is a classical personality type in Chinese culture. However, between
the gentleman and the villain of the ordinary people, there is little research. In this study, we used
the welfare trade-off ratio (WTR) as an indicator of altruism to explore the influence of the three
roles priming on the self-offender in the gain and lose situation, and further explore the conditions
under which this effect exists. In experiment 1, 39 subjects were selected in a mixed design to ex-
plore the differences of WTR in different role priming. In experiment 2, 53 participants (27%) were
selected to explore the difference of WTR between high-trait forgiveness and low-trait forgiveness.
In experiment 3, 45 subjects were selected in a mixed design to explore the role of state forgive-
ness in the self-offender trade-off. In conclusion, the conclusions of this study are as follows: 1) The
role priming of villain, ordinary person and gentleman has an effect on the self-offender trade-off. 2)
Trait forgiveness had an effect on participants’ self-interest-offender trade-off. 3) State forgive-
ness mediates the effect of role priming on the self-offender balance. Based on the Chinese cultural
background, this study preliminarily verified the influence of the role priming of the villain, the
ordinary person and the gentleman on the altruistic tendency of individuals, providing theoretical
support for further developing gentleman education at present.
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1. [O)RERERH
1.1. BFARSPMAAE

THER, HF AR A BB TAH B IE TS, 52 B S O 2 A 2 AR FR A 1 A
REREIR (55 5210, R K%, 2021). “HT7 ZEATHE AN — NEH FHEPHE . e E RS B
EREAE S NSRS, iSRS, X—FRIE SRR T E SO R AT, o
BRGNS IR R E T B bR, 0o [ RGPS A TE R A e B A TR IZE s

M HR S —— “ANEEAZ, AEASC” BN AN, WA A 2 A4 2 el s, #EAH 54k </
N7 BN RBER AR IE K AE T . MERETT &, /N AR IR RE 5 51 e BB T sk K R s AR S5 i 2
PEGE 2 MR ) —— 2R TR (B T 0 R0 S 4 R ) —— X 32 Al N AL 3 1) Al — — T AT
TR N (R, 0, P, 2009). BRARXS/IN N HIRREBE & 17 S0 s EAS TR 4E, (H G Oz
T E HARE AL FHBILL A2 NbrdERIE T - DA 122 UM, AEFiEes
M.

VRN AE H ] e ) ST B AR AL M i S s, B A SN A A N FE S5 R I 24—
HAZEAN ZH SRR A S (B4, 2008; L4, 2008; 4155, 2009; V%, KRS, 2010;
FENE, 2011). BEA1(2008)0FE F AEHF/NANMEIAT T RS IANE L4, 1REE T AR
FRAT X Ay B TN AN R ORI AL AL WFVE. EEAE5(2009) AN & R T 5
SR ST NN BRI WS AT RRERINESS TR AR IR SRR A O B RN N AR £
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PRI SEE RS . AMEA S IR IR VE . SATAIMS . AUHE o B2 N0 ARIAISC AL
B2 RN AR T, BN A2 — AR R, R p AL G SO N [ — R RSO, fs
INNKE BB IETEE IR PR TBes ARIRGESRATIN AL R 55 DU A28 L RS AL

1.2. BEAAIE

ATEMN P EIE AN LIRS (547, 2008), BT A0 B A ) < i
PINRG BRI, S TH T AR S DN Z I NN, Ak Z SSIEPERT T,

U R A I SR IR 22 S At KR AT Y, B S TE R, ORI 58 At 4k, R ARy
SRS, B TSI ESEA. AEEKELh . St ARBEAEE. B
LIX—AERIAE N, WEAT AR EE N . AR HE STBAEE TR, JRATREA /N AR — T

PHHEANRMRC LS T HIEE SR, HAK S AT 70 88 55 M (Wang et al.,
2019). HfABONE O ASHSONENE, JEE. P BE, SRS NRRTN, bk R
BCOAE T, B 7RSI RE T NSRS, FBZL, 2008). [, AMEEETE /N, ARELEAEA X
1N N NA -

NN EBANE, AR T T AR EA ST 5, B NE SO IR R E I AT ST AT R
i, TIEREZ BRG], TEEsKBE It 2, IBAMEEMD AN DANSE TR, EIEE
FRHZN e DAARZLG P FHRERI. X AL, BMESERRME, A2 syt aln]
FFIRABRRARR A . EBARMEM ARG L5, R T HWAEFEPREN K. &0, HRTARRE
iR AR BRIRE I R AE SO I RN i SR AR S B A R AT 9 RENE,  E sy e
TR, R SE At 2, B BO SIS A, R TR ST E5RK. AEEK—E4alt,
G, ARBEAE G WA MEEOE A, s AR EOEEA . WA H® ST aHE
T, IRAREA NN —H . KE T8 SO ERAMA B 5 B AT A ST RSB AT N RE, RS
N EFEA, WA —MENONE T EEsRL, HRAMRER N DA BANE T =MAt)Es)
Xt BB ILE R R, JFaE— P B I AR R 21

1.3. -

KA BLK, 96 4 (forgiveness)— ELAE H1 PG 77 3C 52 ¥ SRR B 1O B 2R (2111, 20155 Coyle & Enright,
1997; Denton & Martin, 1998; Enright, 1991; Hargrave & Sells, 1997; Rye et al., 2001; Tooby et al., 2008). 7E
PET, 5 A B WONIR IR 5530 S (McCullough et al., 1997), T il F M0 A S80R 6B 40 1) 20 ORIV 2
OB B IR ARG, NS E A — R A AR AR (A E R 1998). fEHE, HEA
W H & RSO E N E I, 28 TN, EhRRIENEGFEE. Moo, #
CRAT AR EENBR G RIGAEN, 7 ONROAN, RN OR T R MR RRE A O
KNS s e e, W R NCE R, HAEE, 2004).

o AUWE Y & B 52 EEH A E L E A B 24 i FE (Girard & Mullet, 1997; Girard et al., 2002), JL/=4:F
RIETEZBIENE . BRFMNZEFEE =ZER R,

H—, BRUERHEEER, MLS5ZHEHPNRR RS ZHE TR RBERER. ERIET
i i1 “ Apologia” , 52 NRAT BGER AL STy, RGN KR MR RN B SEHL A R 42 (Fehr
etal., 2010; Schumann, 2012). EIUH WIEWAT A RHRTHZ EH #H AR R R A& =J7m: 1) B
17 i B E IR ZE R 2, LA R DORHt N i Bk 72 13 3 3492 /945 2. (Ohbuchi et al., 1989);
2) HEWAT LB B H 2R E AN R EE, DL AR A P H LB AT A ME B 3) 83K
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1TNTGEE T 2 EH O H B L B %(Ohbuchi et al., 1989; Schmitt et al., 2004), HEMiHE 1 2 HE# % E
U FEAE(McCullough et al., 1997). BEAh, M TREAEN, ZHEFLLMN T RAS HORKRENRE
A 1 2 TR, ZHEH G EILE W R RMEEFR LR, 525 #8E  98  E 103 (McCullough
etal., 1998; Paleari et al., 2009; K& WG4, 2015). XA RE2 R AN E R R EHEMELE A —AF
an A, BETR A 52 T R AN R 2 0 F AR XUTT K R K A5 8 (Finkel et al., 2002).

K=, BUFAR™ B L LS B R B2 32 5 3 TR E 58 485 75 1 Z K 48 (Rusbult et al.,
1991; Pingleton, 1997). MBI FMHMZHFHEZERETF AN GHERN, FEAZREKRENTRNE
WAC. BEFRERY, H2FHMNAE AN BERIEFAELN, HAS7 AR AP &,
HE L EREMEMNRIBEIHL(Finkel et al., 2002; McCullough et al., 2003). k<, ZJEIREHER DX 2E
HIERSEFE, BUE JUE K R BB R R D ORI BR B L A R, 2 R Rk R v
(Barclay & Kiyonari, 2014). It4h, AFEMERMELBEEESHEEWZHEENEAZE. HRKEH,
B EFHE H CREAZ BN, SR E a4, B LBt 47 o 7 A AT BETE(Reijntjes
etal., 2011).

H=, Z2FHHAMRES AR B0 58 20 B A 7= 42 FUR B (Gorsuch & Hao, 1993). %2 HF 7L R,
2 HE WA RS AT R B R E B, BVE AV e MG 2R S O B B
M= 28 B0HL, bR (TR % 2 (McCullough & Hoyt, 2002). T #1285 fANMAM T B A RAME,
B o WOR AR B A0 B B sk L, HET AN USRS s 4, A S BUBUIRK )
AR . BeAh, B — MU A T R A B AR T O B R R A, 2009), AR FEEHA
PRRFAESZ MR B8 AR TP A . T TCERE, TER. A Bp ok R0 L A5 R R Sl ad S e 36 44
BA&ELERZEE, BREEXNENHFRATARRERHARE, SE0E#THESLE, mm-EBE
KT B 55 2 = B (McCullough et al., 1997; Zechmeister & Romero, 2002; McCullough et al., 2003).

THE: “BTEGE, MANKEE. 7 BESC )L, SRS ERE TR REERE, 2P
RO B S48 o S AR, R 5O B 27 SIZBG 7 3% W 58 A6 ANk B O R 11 S LA 18 22 1B 1152 1 (Baskin &
Enright, 2004; Karremans & van Lange, 2009; Wade et al., 2014). 2810, %6 AL RS 2 H——4 & AW
S WATAER), BRI “HERL LR .

AT BIER, DAL HAE TR BRI R FAT NG ? 24, BRIRE? eI,
TSP ? AR TR 3 NS5, WEPIAE T /N B AFIE 7 =P 8 S AR R A i e 14 52
Wi, Oy HETEE— B IF R T3 A IR B SR

14, FEBETHER - AFIZERE

PUSLATEF, METER PSR IRGEATE I SRR, DR R, A RERR ORI I R i R v
ARTAT P, N B 18] R 2 AL A (B A5 R AN AR 45 9 BE S Bt o o B 2 AT TP T AN AR AL A ) A5 2 A g
RGN 2 (AN #s SIE AT S BRI AN Rl 2P 45), T 9% T AU A B 18] 1) 2 (FR R 45 2 AR PR 15 25 IS
(0BRSS AT AR D, AT S . (H SR ARG R MR OO B O B S e, T
b NGRS CUNI R IGZE . R SEF R, TR IR AL SRS ) SO A S e s (i R ET . 4xm
P, RN B AL ST S S DL B, H A RSSO RIAMAR) R, Tl
NSRBI N RSEE R RBINBRE R “AF” , FHEARTE A ERME L, BRZIREY
AR (7 55 555, 2017).

BRI, B3R - A N 28 AT 2 A 2 v S A3k A i Y B F 98 B AU (Rilling & Sanfey, 2011; JRE 48, 7KEL,
fKHE, 2012)0 21 HELCHIM B O E S 50N, NSRRI 4 K R 8 B 3 - AR 2B I ALRE
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R HRW 523 “AR R 2" (welfare trade-off ratio, J& XCIJ4E'5 N WTR)IX — M. LK, WA
FATERERZ 12 H WTR SR &AM R AR, BE iR k2 sk i A Brla] i) 28 B R (Delton &
Robertson, 2016; Kirkpatrick et al., 2015; Smith et al., 2017).

H B A BRIa] I F 25 BT 74 22 ik 3R 2 1 48, BRI RIS IS 2 Ath 15 . RAGH £ 1E 2 Ah 5 1) £ (Delton &
Robertson, 2016; Kirkpatrick et al., 2015; McCullough et al., 2010), T4/ i 42 2 1 55 T A B [8) 7 35 B AT,
BRI Atk . R ZIERMILINZ . R, 3RS T B3R - A AP 28 BT 78 2 A Ry B
PIFEIR M E SR o WA AL S “PIRIICHE” KR IE SN “PIFEIHR” Kk, KA
Delton (2010) % Kirkpatrick %5(2015) 87 & AU S50 7 5, 8T8 0K 2228 OB BoRe i, DA SEBRTE L,
LR IR AN/ INEL R 73 0 23 50 ek e L, T A 4 i) A

2. X 1: AREHNER - BIEEF mERNm
2.1. /&

2.1.1. #iR

T Cohen (1977)H it 577 AIAH K L (Leenaars et al., 2016; FlbEHEsE, 2021)0) H &35 &
(effect size £=0.25) KB T UH (power = 0.80), KH G*Power 3.1 #F, HEITRIFEAR N 26 AL L.
[RIE, SEO6 1 LA S JURERZ T 43 AR TE LI . 28, AR 42 (N =42, HF#8 20~55 %,
M=26.30, SD=17.86, %25 N).

2.1.2. #&it
KH 3 (At EERA: NAMEED . HAAGBEINAE FMERE) x 2 (FRER: KA.
PR FR G, BARRYER “HRABEG SR (welfare trade-off ratio, WTR).

2.1.3. #8

KH Delton (2010)5% Kirkpatrick 25(2015) AR FIBEAT 557050 ARFE R ER T BURFAE, 13
BRI R GRS S8 2 DR . B AUE — & B BRI 20/ 853 S N3 53/ o 1) ) 2 v gk A7
.

H—, WTMEES. KPR AR EE T DA SEANAEESE. R LR SIER: 9
EARYEAT Lk a9 Mg, EBTROFBAF LT, HE—A BT/ “DA” L CFA L EFBA
THGEA TINRAAET, FMBEFE BT/ DA | CFAT R ESIENGIT AR,

FOB, B HRER T @ B R PR, MR AR A R, BER T RO g
ARSI EHMG. R EWBmHESIER: “NE, HFERAF —AHFNA, Hikd FX
WFEH: KFHEBET —1TCBERAFTRAE, RELRTFER—FAAX, A PNRERSGE
BRI, FIADER R MATIRAR, 7 2ERECTROBIZIEL, KA EE —THX, FRIE
RS EENE., B THRFHEE, REL THAL, 2REHRE], M T RAGIIEER TR EAZE
LIS B HIR R BT . FEREIIMMEAT, RIAMERAMNYG LT, FHAZRRTRE, W)
2T M&EL, ®RE, KRiFEGEZITELT RMEd . RRABRAIIEIITLER, ZITAAEALEM
WRTRBH. 7

F=00, BN e BOR B (I AR R () 1 B . FE BB RE N “eRT—FHh M &
FAE Ay R F AR TSR AR, RS RE ZAT o0, RMEA K, BIRIRALR, FE2IRkR
EAR B TABONAR F M R RG. HRBACAERZ, TRT@OE—EMeLdE, 7

IAEEET, A EBUNRI IR, BP0 R e e Ak vas ok, 25008 15 45+ 12 40 10
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A 4 4

P 848 648 458 298 1. 148 =34, /NERU M EREE BTG e B — ELE e A, R0
grs BIERTUARIMREDL, BRI S iR — B e AL, 04, /DNERR M 1ERFE RSHE
g — B EE A, 10 4.

WSS, A JETUNFMh LT, BIGAR AR RS IR AR UGk, 28 15 48, 12 48, 10
I¥ 88 697 445 20 1y =148 =34, /NHERG M IEFE R G D e — B E A, N0
g%s B IRTUAFI CUED, BRI IRAE Gk I — B E e A, N0 4, RIS s D iR —
HIEEA%, H10 5.

2.1.4. SEHHAIEE R WTR BOHHE
Z W% 1.

Table 1. The setting and WTR of each question in the gain and loss situations
1. BRFRTEEEENRERAE WIR

1 A 15 0 1.50 1.60
B 0 10

2 A 12 0 1.20 1.35
B 0 10

3 A 10 0 1.00 1.10
B 0 10

4 A 8 0 0.80 0.90
B 0 10

5 A 6 0 0.60 0.70
B 0 10

6 A 4 0 0.40 0.50
B 0 10

7 A 2 0 0.20 0.30
B 0 10

8 A 1 0 0.10 0.15
B 0 10

9 A -1 0 —0.10 0.00
B 0 10

10 A -3 0 —0.30 —0.20
B 0 10

11 A =5 0 —0.50 —0.40
B 0 10

22. ERE5HR

SIS 1 SRR TR 20 DU AR E SR A A R 2R B0 B AR R, 6F WTR #H7 S &7 %5
MR, SR ER, MRk R EHNEE, FQ2,33)=103.380, p=0.000, fiin’=0.862. KK
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BRI, DAL EARE T =R 0 )R 30 PG WTIR 2R B .

Table 2. WTR of different role initiation types in the gain and loss situations (M + SD)
% 2. BEBETARAGBHKE WIR (M £ SD)

it BN PR A 55
JE BN R T WTR T WTR
2N —0.40 £ 0.00 —0.40 £ 0.00
N 0.01+0.17 —0.05 + 0.09
BT 0.31+0.20 0.26 +0.15

3. L 2: FREAMNER - BILEFZRENEID
3.1. 5%

3.1.1. #ik

% Cohen (1977) i1+ 5 75 ANAH S 5T (Leenaars et al., 2016; FileAE5E, 2021)) o &5 240 5 &
(effect size £= 0.25) & W TR H (power = 0.80), KH G*Power 3.1 #ff, TH5EIHRIFEAE N 26 AL
o

1€ W] 45 5L R i Hearland 7% 21 & 3% (Hearland 7S forgiveness scale, HFS)-5 Marlowe-Crowne #- & 22 &%
(MCSD) 153 43, MR AN FLAE B Kttt 22 B VFVEAT 20 L m R R B 21 1, eI R RS /31T 27% (n =
26)5 )5 27% (n=27) 7 5 AR R SR T R R . Rk, S8 2 DL S JeRIMAR S T 67 Ak se sk
9. BJn MAREARE AN=67, Fil 19~54 %, M=25.03, SD=5.73, Ltk 38 %).

3.1.2. &3t
KA 2 (RER e SRR T AL KRR SE ) x 2 (TR 018 B R, HRE ) RA Wi,
AR AR (welfare trade-off ratio, WTR).

3.1.3. MR EEF

Hearland &R ATEAMARMTEMEH SN YEE . B3R H 24 MHANR, SNMEESER 12
EMH, KA Likert 7 ¥4 . MER M A — 20 RECN 0.87, T8 ARITE A [ O BRI —5L
PEZRH05 4 0.83 F10.71.

FE IR AT 45 1R 5256 1

3.2. RS9

SIS 2 SRR T8 30 UNar AR tE SR v AR B AR B, 6 WTR HEAT 00807 2 70 i 1
. ERER, BREAEHMNEE, F(1,32)=21.686, p=0.000, fiin>=0.404. 051555005
B, R T A SRR T8 A WTR MR R E E R .

Table 3. WTR of high-low trait forgiveness subjects in the gain and loss situations (M = SD)
3. FEABETSERERTEAHIRA WIR (M + SD)

R P T WTIR R ES N WTR
PR e 0.07 +0.39 0.22+0.36
AR5 TE 40 -0.28 +0.17 -031+0.17
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4. W 3: BEFARKITHEBRNBEE - EILEFENEHNEW: TANPNTER
4.1. 3%

4.1.1. #
FT Cohen (1977)9F WITHE 7 R W Fi(Leenaars et al., 2016, [HHEHESE, 2021)HHSERN &
(effect size £=0.25) & B Dy &{E (power = 0.80), KH G*Power 3.1 4, tHEIFRIFEAE RN 26 AU L.
RE, SE56 3 DL S JeIREHE 5 7 50 Bl sk le . B2, AR L 45 (N = 45, 1 20~55
%, M=2630, SD=7.86, it 25 N).

4.1.2. &t

KH 3 (At)aahZii. MATREE. H ANAGEIME AR x 2 (BUREMITAER: §
BLLE) x 2 (BRERE: FEBR. MRBRREE R, RZERRA“ERBE R (welfare trade-off
ratio, WTR), H /A8 S N PIRAS 96 4o

4.1.3. BRI EIERF

A, MEEY. FERE 1.

00, 5 ABRMEILBIHLIA 4 (Tansgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Inventory), Il &#%
FIRAS T84

F=00, BB MEERAE — AR R 7 — A RAE R bR FEE. AEFAT
P AR “M R ORI IR AE A /i A S 850, BOINESUSE B2 T o TR Pl S A “M
FHT—MRE, RERESH/BHUSERL L LT, 7

FEVY, HEFIAEAE S5 RIS 1. 2.

4.2. ER55R
S 3 I RR TR 4. £ S,

Table 4. State forgiveness scores for different role initiation types (M + SD)

% 4. NI E AR TAIGH (M = SD)

AR RAETEALT 5
MA 4.67+0.15
WA 3.83+0.21
BT 1.73£0.17

Table 5. WTR of different role priming types and different behavioral intent levels in the gain and loss situations (M + SD)
=5 BRBETTRACEHNEBEMARITAEEKFEL WTR (M £ SD)

it FREN HEER T v-=F =B
B KL TR B Rl R AEBE
YN —0.40 + 0.00 —0.40 £ 0.00 —0.07 £0.09 -0.03 +0.07
mA 0.02 +0.21 -0.06 + 0.09 0.06 +0.19 0.05+0.11
BT 0.32+0.18 0.27 £0.15 0.68+0.26 0.45+0.14
5. Wi

AT 3 ANSLEG, AR FIAUET % (welfare trade-off ratio, WTR) Nl & MAFAWFE EE I Fa b5, KA
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Delton (2010) ) Kirkpatrick 55(2015) )R s AU#T 306X, £56 “PIRECHLE " Bym o5 5 A “Wi%ﬁXﬁl
B W EEE, WS NRE T =R A s s B IR - BIRE R AU s, it —
TRIT T8 X — O FRR BUE R B A R SR IR . B2 T SO 5%, WP ERIIE 7/ AL %}\%Dﬁ‘?:
A 10 )3 SRS RIb A A 2, O B RTEE— B TT R R T BE 1R AR SRR

SIS, MEENMER BIR - BUER AU AR B E . BT AGREIFNT,
IEIEfE P AR WTR s, BIZEDN MG SErh, 0l s | Ohn 2 20 m et 5 10 43 ek
S, MO TR A Q2 T RO AN 10 2. T A E R B T2 R EERRE, HAEW
KB DB — 2R B AL E IS 24 :Eﬁlﬁ/\ﬁiﬁﬁ55%5‘]@%5@@@%@?\70
BT 3 AERBATRIN, @B TAERENNEAE, SEMRKE T “4207 AR5 .
M PP S, MECTEARUN BT R, B/ 0Esh & TRl aR R = %Zﬁﬁlj*]
O A TS, HAE G SRRISERATRSH, EER TAFTEILE M I (85 ) R%

TH: “BTFEGG, MNKBB. 7 THEK, BT AETE P RRBRSATH IR AR, 75
R E A OUH R R 22 AR h BRI AR R B (R Sl R R, 2021). “BF7 —iakss & e Rk
BT, B, SMPASIESR, RPERSES SO BIE MR AR, P EREASE
FWEZE R Bk, “B7ri” RIEESHERERS) 1%, eI EE TRIEE, 2779
FAE NS RN T, BT

6. &it

i b, AR LLINEE:

1) NS EANE T =R 08 s 2 sl i B 3R - B0 R G AU 7 A2 5200
2) RSSO B3R - B IUE R e AU AR

3) IR ALEAF R X B3R - B R AU s e s EH .

&E ik
A EFI(1998). MNAIERNFKE ., WM ——IBHOLI 7T = F IR, OFEF% (2), 163-166.

BAOE, BREPQ021). B TAMNAE: BT A5 0B MR —— B RIS TS, OB ER, 53(4),
374-386.

IS5, W3R, H22017). B L SHrdn: R A& IR, OFEZ9R 49(10), 1334-1343.
Att, HARE, BHWERE2009). HEDRAEAEL B N N NS EVIER. HES5HFHIIE, 23(10), 28-30.
XIEEE T, aTE R, FMZE009). JLIEHIAHSCHEE R Ko SRR, O HFIZHRE 17(5), 964-972.
HBHQ008). HTAEGPANEZ G LA, FA: FRITE R

THEW, FHAFEQ004). TRPOIEEGT. OEFFHRE (6), 908-915.
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