Advances in Social Sciences LRI H{E, 2023, 12(3), 1075-1080 Hans iXJ
Published Online March 2023 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ass
https://doi.org/10.12677/ass.2023.123149

TR ST ERIR 1T 9 AT % 52 IR

EX S 4
PRGBS, H R

ks HiH: 20234F1H20H; FHABEM: 20234F3A3H; KA HM: 20234F3410H

=

BT LK B B RRFA IR K18 0K AT AT R B RN . B 50 R A AR WOBE 1 45 8 sh At e
BORHAT T BRERIBRAIIEZE B3, FRERSIEANNERR, BRSO AAMES . RAFCHR
FEHFCABRARE =, EH (RRHTERRERE) MR TATEZEETIE. SREAAF
K= RN IAT AT EZEEEE, RPRhiEERZERR, MOAARSKZ, MHHRAND
T B KRR ERK. ARFEEREN MR ITANZRRELEELW, PERPORRRRE
ERRHERNFEE, M TARRENTERZEZRZRAEE.

XA
&4, KInTA, KT HTRRE

The Influence of Emotion on the
Acceptability of Deception

Junqi Wang

Department of Psychology, Southwestern University, Chongging

Received: Jan. ZOth, 2023; accepted: Mar. 3'd, 2023; published: Mar. 10th, 2023

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to explore the impact of emotion on the acceptability of deception.
The study used audio-visual dual-channel emotional priming materials to carry out positive or
negative emotional priming on the subjects, and divided the lies into altruistic lies, self-interested
lies and self-interested but not self-interested lies according to the interests involved in the lies.
The acceptability of deception was measured using the “Acceptability of Lying Questionnaire”. The
results show that different types of lies have a significant impact on the acceptability of deceptive
behavior, among which altruistic lies have the highest acceptability, self-interested lies take the
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second place, and self-interested lies have the lowest acceptability. Different emotional states
have no significant impact on the acceptability of the three types of deception, that is, whether the
subjects are positive or negative, the acceptability of different lies has no significant difference.

Keywords

Emotion, Cheating, Acceptability of Cheating

Copyright © 2023 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 51§

W& — A IR A2 TIRE, AR S MAO B RRIEH ) — MO FIRE I 1]. BT vt — M) Rett
FRVAIE SR, BRARIXM SRS BV 2 BB DT LT, RORAT NI H I EAS R RS E, TR N
TIEFEM B R, Xt RIRAT N ThRETE2]. AUFRERTR S 08 T AAMARKEY. SN, 3
IRAIH . 45 B SR EARY AR IERm . R S 2 AE TR S ft N Z (2] RS T 5 AAS
IR ZEdP S N pPRAEE . SRAGELTT LR NP SSAE AR 2R 5 R R 5 08 7 TiK[3]. &
SRAN RT3 0 T 30C0h FK 70 2R A A ), AEA T LR AN T7 TR TR 70 1) TE ISR TSRk
AR E 2 H CIERAMA; 2) TiE HIBIHL: 5 A RN SR 2RI . TS 45 RAKKRI 7, Bussey
W E A BRSO MR E ULITBRTTE « Hrb i Bt 5 2 18 05 35 fh Az flt A
RAFAEFIFMBNE T S AL S H AR F AR s AM SRR S PRI S 258 7Tt
KM, A E AR [4]. WTEE BIBIPLREIZ, McDaniel ¥ 5 %170 9 7 F AR
PR 5 R BSRIEAT O, 45 RARBIR SR T 5 HER CafLi e 5 B A S %2 (5], ZREa il AK)
WEREE R, ABFFNGE & HiE IR FE R R F AT 7038 KBRS N T FMliRE. MOEsAs
T FIOAATES - IKIWAT NI AT $552 5 (the acceptability of lies)7E B P #MEIWE 50 B35 53 B 1
SE S AT FURE AT R 252 1 E SO AT T N By S8 A8 B O AT 9 3R S RE L 6] A
I AR G AT A ISR R, RV B B I AT A T o A I 3 A2 S AT 9 P 6 S FEAIT 9
t, FEIRA R RS 23000 S AT EIHL B3RO REIHL). 1§ R E SR (R, A ),
Y S E KR ARSI BN BalrHWLIz(8 . MA)Zif] 1T 12 a0
SRR SRR AL R R I O 47 0 T 4 B2 JEE 1 e EE LA PR 3R (2]

TEE A2 BT (the social intuition model) A A2 28 UKEN 7 AATRIIEEERIWT, A A T 17 4 fih
KEVEETS T, FERE R AR T, B A4 2 B XA EE AW R B d 7). B
BB NS 48 B OUE T o RTEZE R, XA TENM 2 5BA AR,
AN FR TR LR W7 JE 6t 45 AT & BRAL BUR R 7] - Greene $ 1 T8 A8 T (1 A 260 — 15 46 0Um T3 i,
I G A FIHEB A 25 ELSE S R g 1 BRI W R 45 2R . TERE AT AR - T4 00 TR, A
ATBTE A 3 2 I AME BN TR GORBEAT A B, Horp— AN AR R, XA R 2 B AT
ABHIFEN: D RGERIEEDIRLRE, KPR NER, RS ER . A
FRY], PN RGREM RIS, EEHREDIPRG A TSP, i, HIGEmd e
TIEREHIWI8]. VR HE L (Appraisal-tendency Framework, ATF)#EiR AN, R0k 28 #0H 4 5E A A
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VRN GERE, oA R 3 FAE R VPN 48 B2 R B IS A% OV B8, A IE 4 ol R e 0
PP 32 RO I VAN [ 52 e A A () BT R R SR [0 ian, A T 3540 1 46 AN T R (i BE 2 0 B)
NHEE[10].

TEVE A2 1 ) 2 B AR A A TE B A XU L ER 8, HRR A TR T A B, A
TR 795 WA IEEE R0, RN KR AT R BB A PR 5 U v s LR & BT SR 1
SERBONEVI11]. TS MEA—MEEAT Jy, 5 HA 852 5 75 00 40 W7t B 2 Al ch TE 7k by, =2 T it
1T RRGEEN) AN EELOB R . — ST 783 W] 5 8 A W J6 < 1AM RITBUIT 51 K R 28 IR 25 %f
TEAE = A R [ 11 ] FERE IR T AR P FIWT AT S AT ARG 28 5 3, 25 R, BRtE 4
B AHARET P 2E PR A S TR s SIS TR BE G, I LSS 2 R TR M A W[ 12] 0 A5 B 98 R AR i) DR
15 45 RO I A R A AT A[13] AMUGE R E1528E28), AT REYN, B T4 )E5)
e O R 15 285 0, 2 s M A K PRI TE AR BT [ 14] 0 DTS 288 52 M A3 BB ) A B SR, AN 0 AR AR B Al 1
M NI TR AT IS T . FERRIRIS 2R T, AHEE TS R, A EamikIm1T A
CIEE33

2. B
2.1. #FFEHIR

FERCREEA: 65 4(FiMk 21 44, 2l 44 40), SEESVEH] 18~23 &, BRI RZEAFRL: #ls
NAMTF; W IER,; MASKFIENAIEY, £OE. EgaSaRESmER, %% 7 afHES,
SIS EE AR 25 T S R .

2.2. BRI RGH R AE

AT FUR IR T X8 175 28 e W ALK e RS R B AR 1 2 o Kl ], — B2 Bk
TR VOMIEMEE, BB 0 A2 RIS 2 SOETE MR, 5 Zh g 2E . RJERM Rl
TS LA ) X A A 1 2 W S T RO AT O T S L HEAT VY E . B Jn T 4 MRV E R

(PANAS) Xof 2 175 28 e M A P R AT D1

KA RGBT, BRI ) < BT BRI RAFIS. RSN, 1B
FKAONBEARIRER, HOAT AR R A IR, BARRR (RIS R0 .

AT Bl ] SPSS22.0 AT SEHAREE . SRAIMSIAEA t Kale . BRI E T kAT et

2.3. AT EIEIELE R 385

& 46 IR AR B B A 5 8 R AR XCE T 1 28 J5 A . FoH B R R kL 9 120 sKTHER R
B, B8R E P EAAEZ E B & 4i(Chinese Facial Affective Picture System), FLrp it LR R # %«
PETIFL 30 FR(WERESE > 6.67), HPEMIFL 30 FKR(WEEESE > 7.00), IEVEMEFLIE A 2o i £l 30 FKR(ERSE >
5.67). SPEMAL 30 TR(MERRE > 5.33), HJEA RIFAIMBLE . 548308 RN AR 38 2 FHE
HERI I 7l R eV it MRS e 5 AAmet =) 1B A ok AR & ok, 18 A E2 AR
(282l 3) MENIEMEIS 2B F RIS R . WBCE SRII0N 5.28 408, Hrh (gh= & &2
M 3) vEEAadh, (R WP HES N ARIMSTT) Jvfl R o N S R 55
{5 26 JE 20 B AR A d i PR 46 3 shARL, A8 R A% 46 J8 28 SR AR 9 Wi o 838 R 5 48 8 s AL, ol
YET T 15 25 I8 3 I SO TE 1% 26 J3 sh i SLhiEP AN 28 IR sh il at, 40 : 60 sKIEPEE 5 5.28 4y
By (Eh= g2 3) A RBIFRNE 45 8 sh A, 60 sk Y 5.28 2 JR RN e N 5 125
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A (DT R TR IS, P e S NI R ) AR AR S 46 Ja sh Al . AN I8 shAl A i
LA 0.28 AP I4E I8, 8 SRS T 2N 60 5K1E 248 sh B BN LIE G 5K A ik s 72,
PSS K3 5.28 4350

1E S FO P AME 28 B ST T 30UF, FHSER RS 30 4, Hd ik 12 4, Lotk 18 4,
IRV 18~21 5 ZHERRELINREARE: R NARITF, WS EMIER, BEE, W)
IEH . el A, — AR IS AR TEM R, BRI LE . o — S T A S X T
B, JABENIE2E. o TS emiT e R (PANAS) X il 4 e AR BE AT VP8 .

KRB REAS ¢ R Iext P2 115 28 J3 s R kA TR G, SR BoR: BRI B 3h4l, 7E (PANAS)
BRI 2= 7B E (¢ =3.912,p <0.01), BIFEIEL BB AT CUS I3 T R 2 1 A
31, TEJREEMIRR T AT DU A RHE S AR 4 ARS8 Eha, [FIFEAE (PANAS) FRIFRAN
THARPIANERE b 72 5 W35 (t = —2.48, p < 0.05), BV ARG R s AR a] LU JR i it 4, FE4e ok
SEaG,  AT DM A R AT AR 4 A B

3. &8

P2 1 MR R RS 2 R sh4] «(31) = 7.749 (p < 0.001), FRMLIEZE 5 sShA RIS 45 5 i 2%
ERWILEE, BWEERSIRID: EE L R sh4 1(22) = —3.612 (p < 0.01), JHMIHZE o Sh4l s W 24
SRIE T B3, WRES R 8.

Table 1. Emotion priming T-test results

F 1. FER t RIEER

ZH 5 853 (M = SD) t P
R 30.97 + 6.32 0.000
oAb &i! 7.75
TH% 23 +4.90
) FHAR 23.3+4.93 0.000
THARA -3.612
bED 4 27.39 +5.98

FRHE 2 2 BoR B AT A, E A0 RN AN B35 (F = 0.532, p> 0.05), AFREZIRE TS
AR E IR E TS R RN IL B2 (F = 131.43, p < 0.001), BIAS[RIRIE 5 2850 2= REma 4
A S IR . Ak, AT S RIS HAEH(p > 0.05) 2%, BITEARFIEZIRE TR,
TERR R TETH ARG IR T, xRl 3 RN LR OARN X =Fh i 5 R 2 R R AR .

Table 2. The influence of emotions and types of lies on the acceptability of lies

2. 15, MERERRS TEHZENMN

PSU SEJ7 R H By F p
1 42 12.805 1 12.805 0.532 0.469
UA=ESEit 5118.135 2 2559.067 131.427 0.000
CE R TR 10.174 2 5.087 0.292 0.747

MRIEZ 3 G R XMHRAM O E MR E R Z R T SR OABATE (p < 0.01), HBHEOG AR
O 52 B th B AR T R i 5 MO AT 452 B (p < 0.01),  RUARE TR & LAKAI CARA IS »
POEA R EEZBAF OIS AT S SH AN S Z A2 27 A 83 (p > 0.05).
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Table 3. Differences between types of lies
T3 MERBEFRRER

OV e MR FHEHE1 T2 RI-T) SE p
Flth FIEAHA 0.311 0.875 0.724
AR 12.241%* 0.789 0.000
FEAHA Filfth, -0.311 0.875 0.724
WAFIC 11.930* 0.752 0.000
MAFIC Fil b, —12.241* 0.789 0.000
FIEAHA -11.930% 0.752 0.000

4. g

A SERAS 2 R R 5 22 0 R e 5 S BRI B AT DA W] 4252 B 25 SR AT 0 b, AR B 43 45 S mT
ANFI e 5 BRI AT AW 2 B 3, b A S e i s, ORI S I, XA
FICOTE S M2 R AG. WEFTEs R Ao FEAR L, i & RIS B8 . 25 52 ma S O 47 D4 1 ] #5652 B
McDaniel [5]. Mealy [6]F1 McLeod [15]H8/F 78 &S & IRt LIRS AT 9 T 4652 155 5 2 v TR 3L
HRMAT N . Lindskold A HI%SZ B 5t i R O AT Mg il A N R TE 5, B2 BE IR 5 R IR C
Wi E o AT FIPEFN T MRS UL R, RER S 1EAEE PR EANEE TN, A
NEZ ), ABRMh TG 5 2R 2 RHES B AR —F BT N, BARUGTE UL T o, (R 4 RERRT
PRI 1R, WO RS2 AG AR BEAR, DRI 32 B A s AR AR ot 35 T2 2 R ARk Ol 5 7= A 4
FHVE, MUGE TN, CAECRFR], BALH, AEEY, BB FOAMARS
WRAMIFMARKTE S, KRENTHEE SRR E D, (HXE A FMA NS, 2L
B2, REZ, MBERSHEGEMANGER, B2 Ei B30T A0 FEMANRS . K
17 92 NTHE B8 IR A8 AR 3% AN vl b B B Bl 2B B AT 8, A0 R B R4 3 it
P RECH 11 Ik[16], FTUIRIRAT A B2 M 5 A B FE B ATt 2@ Rk U R H B2 . AL
FEEERMRIANME, VBN A IR IRAT N, TR REGESERA R (HE MR IWIT A&
PRI, IROWAT RS2 R I s FF BAEA RS s IR AT A, AT RE T U I AHE[17]0 B LA
TR B A EE R A, TR AR AR I AT A NS S, PRI R AR i S R AR I AT AT
P2 IR, (EALSE NIALC B R E A A — S EANME .

MR 2 (26K, BURTE S, WSS x 3 (RS 2R8L: AR, R, FICAN) T Z 511
50, AERIE LR =PRI In AT A2 FE o w3 5o, RGO R ARG 4538 A2 T il 1
@, WT ARV S AT B R 2 AR . AR O AFIR R I TE S R B, AMATE RS
MRBERZAEFTEMUG CEBTRE, EARITIrAE S AR AR, TR T A S A
TEAE A, I AR AR B R R 1 SRS B AN B X TG A8 A8 e IA) A 4 4 W = A 58 35 () s

FEFLSEMIAE A A TE T, AR 5 R E IR 2, AR T R ot 5 R T 5 B
WRAELR, SN TAMGS . AR CHES AR CARAG S, & FER. FreER KRR,
FTLAE R Z XM ST . ARF TN T 5 MR 2 I SC i, BRI 12 WhiE R VE 1)
50 AT HERANSG, (RIERAEAED), FIE A SEEA ol TAER A B, SRS % . fER
SRR 72 AR VF BT DUR A S ] B i S B B T kA R B 2 51 S W R, SRS AN . A
T KIS MR 5, RRBIEL N T IERISEFRRAE &M, SR AR 2T 2 4,
ARCZ AN — MRS, B4R ST AT AN s 4, Bl AR, MRS
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ARG 5 R IR AT Y T 52 M R 2, b A e 5 e B e, ORI S Rz, X

PP O 5 HIHEZ LR AR AR R 8RB0 = SR I AT 9 I 2 LR B 52 md,  RJe i wlite
BIRAG LI RTERAEZE, M T AR S WA A ER AR,
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