Ak B9 125 —FF - H— YRl
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FZIEDFLE D> -
N X T RS2 1T X % R R o R



62

FHRAME D>
AL S Wi gk thic X 2 iR R 0 B

R O# AT B K X-H M i
Bl e s

E

ZMH (moral outrage) &%, AR 79 E L BRI, METAED
RIIEFIC L > CHIER SN DBEHN LB DO xS, LIAN
O OWFE T, B ITHSDHEDSFHE I b ik S e
< <. FAME (personal anger) 2M& Y OAE Tlis\ L3RI 5E LW
bo £ ZTAMIEL, HHKFEINHE L L CRMIhARELXH DT
W SRR AN L PO, BB EAIEO LB LA SN AT HEEC
GENDERFEREOREICL > TREIND LIHE Lic, Bt
L. B2 (vs. RAIG0AEE) 2384 2,000 M (vs. 2,000 & 2135 5
7oy b 20180 HBHESE (vs. NHESE) ShBHARRALT, £
DI — FEFALE STRE U ORI EE 2 38T, £ ORE,
ZINEOWME LB IZRMBORKIE N2 — v LR L TR LT, &k
DM EIE AR X2 EECGHEER - bl o, 2510
FkERBN S FIEOL MY v 7 EBNEEI N,

F—U—F KD BN, SEREANE

A =&

WS T A HRFELL TS L AT 15 &, bhibiud
LIZ LB LR Y 235, B OpfEEicbiishE T, 25 L&D
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P F%H (moral outrage) & FATE (personal anger) D EH LD E 5 I
XN ORIEABFS L C &7 (Batson, Chao, & Givens, 2009; O’Mara, Jackson,
Batson, & Gaertner, 2011; Uehara, Nakagawa, & Tamura, 2014), =& &%,
BRI E & X EBATRIC, AT A DRI L » Tl il 2 I 2 BN
Y D ERIET, —Ji. RE LI, REREENATEATREE L H L
T FRTFIERIINLFCHRBEI) DT LEH5,

Z OB T Y M A 72 Batson, Kennedy, Nord, Stocks, Fleming,
Marzette, Lishner, Hayes, Kolchinsky, & Zerger (2007) 1%, EE=EEBIZE
WT, ADRBRT 280 DBIE T RETH LA/ LIc, Hbo
I Tl B (20 N5 L) DA FICH LI N D N a%
b (A% vs. RAIBLRAN), TOHMICEB LI ZLCSMENLEDLD
WD R U E B2 S8, DR, BN U aAREESiI e
L X Ol TE D 2R X e okt L, [ S %S Bl A Bl o
BEBEDR T L SAHARBR IS, BODNREAERDLRI) -
72o &5 LIcZ &0vb Batson ik, FHMIC—FH% T 5L, T 70bb EDSE
HECHLRIUEBNED DHREIND EVCSMAIIMRET L Z ENTET, [TAE
DAY TN AR Y ORI blan & Ly B OANEIIFETH 5
&R L7z,

H50EDDTEEM : SEEMEORFM

7oLy DRI L - CHIBEARE ST 5 2 i mE I /e 5 X & 0
Lo, LW Dd, FENRI D0E 5 MR ORR L I 1 ED
HNETZ S EGFETAHHEELND LB TH D, Z DI L T Mazar, Amir, &
Ariely (2008, SEB& 3) VAR B AR L T b, T Xk B L, A2vER
HEICEALE L 50E S DMTHRENE DL BV IEDO LA L &L LR
HEINDNCL > TEAINDG, 122 EBTFHELFECRNT, 2mEa S
WCHEOIEE R F = v 7 &8, ThHXACHEIRI LA, S W s
U CHER U te etk Tl Be s [T 7 o b R BE L7 Sthic  BRTEL Do
BT 5 2 ENRNIEE NI, THUL, T2 ERBETH, BEORY
TRPEBUEEE NS . BEEHOBMER S & L AREETH D LTS i
¥, BINEDILEHEBERIC L2005 ZE BRI, 20 ol HhER
fTotzbDLERIND,
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ST, B oM OB ERIGOT S EFIuE, S TORECTRIE
LR I ey > 2R D O Lo, Bl DK &\ o Fo b R ATHIE D A
BV DOANDPENGE TN TN TN EZ LRSS LTe\, 7o &z
X Batson HOEERTIL, 2NEFCL UCHEEANEESET 525 ART L Tv
7o SRS EEMEIMEN L DADYE L BT 2 ENTE S, S UEE
Db DIFEBEOBLBIC < B, BEMIEIMENERIZ B TH D, 5 L
FARME DR NS DEREGEGROER L L THRRLIESEA, £ 2 THDOYND
X RIATENEEE YISO <, EEHEAHERLTE & LTixf v
N7 IR DT, FIELRI DT o e NS D, 2D L3k
I, AR SR E O FAENE NS DANDHEFE LS INE IR TIUE, EEER XD
W HHE SN, BINEZEENRBEIDHEL LD 20T, BELD
bO% [Freion] EEL, BEMBRINLOTRRWETFHRINS,

AHADBE

bhvbiud, HHEREIBEE L TRAINLIBRELH LTS SEE
e EBEMICER L C, SEEAEORENRIBEEICEE LY IFT L)
REL B, DUF OKBGEZ AW Lz, ik, B2 (vs. RATS0fl)
D3BLE 2,000 1 (vs. 2,000 HERIT 257 » b 200 HHFESB (vs. R
BEGR) SNAHBHEEZIRL T, 2Oy — FEHAKLE ZICE UKD
DI EBMELELZIRDLENILDTH D,

FHREDIREH

CNETOMATHRIVRE LRI TE L S, EHEBRREOENZ &%
HICEB L L FCIBEIFE L L ERIIRTWE bR, #HECEE
N5EEREREOREICHHL T, MWV XA A ES A Z e
Y — NEFRAREZL LB EIRVWTHAH S, LrLL L, ECEE
NDEHREREOBRENEBEORECHF L TWDETHIE, 57 v MR
HESMINTELETIRAGTDLDVWTFRE o & FICETRARY) NS I 5
DR L, BN EFEINICEHTRL LWFORCICEERR, £0
SUETHLRUBNRY)DREINDLTHA S, Thbb, GEEAEI GV
IR BEHIC KT DL S & — VY DHERINDETHA 5,
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ERESmE

FALPE O K5c il 5 B KA 151 4 (B 484, @ik 1034) 4%
. O FBRA LN LTz, 3% 51Oz ORI ic RS In & 4k
HXh, BREROCINEEKLE LELLTH D, FHEMIL19.62 5 (SD =
4.48) Lito1z,

FEEeyFrus

(AT B3 2 DI SE YRR AL | & R L 7o A sl g il p i — & A L
oo MTIESTeoDT Y — BRI, S ADWRH D4 NERE T
2,000 F1% L 3BlEactis 7 v b 20 WA 5T 255 S v, BRmic
3, 2V E€a—&27 075 Ao CEREROGITFENED LN, 5 FFRIT
T2 o e A1E 2,000 FHh LSBT 7 » b 20D 5 Hosb B DR
RS, B EL S~ OFECES T A LSBT, ChbE
TROFEDNIICA ST DD Y — R DonT, RO L HWWF LS oL
JETAERE LD LI L, Th bRy EFITH T 585 R K
HTxBH L5 L,

I, BFEOLLVWTFOERNCE L Cit, vV A0 TEENES SIS
NW7% [Histz] LIk TRFAEA] &L, R, BFRSBELOHEZI DHE
RICBE L T, BELEHCTIRERD S FF 251,000 A U ixBl&sc#is 7 »
M0 E S DWFICE 2 25 AT L. REFESRMETIER100 I L R
ST v b 1A S D WTICY 2 ASHAHE LTz,

bbb, EBRT7TYF A vik2 EEEAREORE) X 2 (b bWwFofiH)
X 2 (FEOVWEX) ORAERGEE IR, ZOERGHEICK T, &
R DOBRE IO BERENEE T 7 v b DENT, 2T eERE NN &
Lize ZENEMIEERERENTH H, Lich-> TENE L, ek I OF
v FESETAH2HEO T VA EE L, TNLDERZICDONT, b HWTF
DR L DR OEEI DML ELENDIRE 43— a2 v DI b EDDT Y
V= RNERIRTAHIE LTSI,
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BT
) FEFERE, BNECII T OLER AR 5 B B hZ% X
w7,

BIUBEOBE EFOHFTFITK L TEORE DR H M X -2 lE
< 5723, Batson et al. (2007) X > TIER I N EAEFHIHEED S H 6
FHHAHFH Lz, 2i#Fe [0y —FNE5HAT, HIiLEARRSED
HREUE Licos] EEBIL, 6 O B ([Fir-7z]) [Bo7z) [l
L= L) Mrthe] TN/ L\ ] TRDNE-72])) & THO7 4 7 —JER
F (MonLwv] MR U] Ml TR TEIELW] T LW T
WXV #EDbDE T v X ARRLT, 0 (<KL 2255 GFF
WL %) D6 HNETEZE IR,

HMEISNAAFSEEBEWELE BfFF=v 27 L LT, v ) FDBMHIL
EDLSBWAFPIRZ ETHD EMFEINI0#iRD i, 22Tk, =&
Y — NI ntc I ik BHistenNE S BofehieonwThicthlLl i) &
e, T=ey —rNeivshichbhg, S FPRERuEdn] oHBIRD
WT O (&< Bbk\v) b5 GEFICHEES) 06 mRE CTHEE S 7,
Flo, BFIOBMEBERWELIDORME EH 252 ENFYUDE S b
NBIeHIT, [Ty — Fifiohicr g, BEMCHRTIEL WS DR E
g3y oFHHBLERL T, LD 6 SMRE THIE X872,

B/ R

REDIH

£ ) FCETNTO B VA 6 HEONN—HIE LS 1o, (FiF
MEREEZRE Lic, ZOfE, BHevr IV ATiizav iy 70a = 98, &
W7 v b VA Tlka = 9787, WTFhDOvF ) HEONTHERIC
GENLHEOFEEIX TR TE TS 2 EER I,

HEENRFEICLDMR

KRG DOE N L > TAPI AT LICREICEN DI S 2T 5
e, AFIOMEEFLIBER E L, @EREEORE (2) XL bWFoM
B (2) xHRoBES (2) OH#IHiEiT-7c (Table 1o Z D HTIITE
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Table 1  Means Perceived Fairness of the Allocation in Each Condition

Victim
Method of Allocation Self Stranger
Cash
Even 4.24 (1.26) 4.15(1.31)
Uneven 0.30 (0.94) 0.21 (0.62)
Tokens
Even 3.05 (1.70) 3.51(1.41)
Uneven 0.22 (0.75) 0.47 (1.08)

Note. Fairness was assessed by asking participants to rate how fair they thought the
allocations were. The response scale for measurement was 0 to 5. The numbers in
parentheses are standard deviations.

T, b BWTFOMEE S RO S XA RSN, SEFEAREOBRE 17 AL
SNHEPFOHENT, ZHIFERENERTH 5, 7HOMER, pEOHEX
DERNEECAEZE TH -7 (FQA, 147) = 454.76, p < .001), EEIARY
Lol Inic s Ziir M = 0.30), BEIGFCHTEI NI EZI B
M = 3.74). BINE IS TTFOITE A ATl E5H L,

ek, THMNOKREL T, @EFEHREOELR (FA, 147) = 15.39, p
<.001) ®FRELDBWFOREEOZEERZE (F1, 147) = 451, p <
05), IHic, SEREARELESEOBEI LOLKAIERADE (FQ, 147) =
22.94, p < .001) bHE LT, 7ol TEHOBEIC I HEHRICADR
LMD, ANEEGEIIIEEGBIC DRTARYTH 5 & BT A EE I
INTCBDITHER I NI, LIch-> T, A FPI &R THE IR Sbivbi
DEBRIIEIEIL, BRURE LickAle T ENTE L 5,

HMESNOEEMWELSICK DR

NFEXOME A BREAOIE L IOIFEL L TED 2 AT LY E 5 B
ThH12, AR INICEHEORMERERAERE L, KL LRU L ek5Ek
HoORE 2) xLbWFoOEE (2) xFROBEX (2) OFEHINEIT-
72 (Table 2), ZOFER, LV HEHOBHEIDEHRN/AE L I (F(,
147) = 377.83, p < .001), INHELERDEL (M = 0.19) 1335% & 5 B
(M = 3.53) 1< BXNTHEEWIE L X OMENME WG S, BEMIELE
DIE N2 =V DA FEMED A2 —v LRIUTH-7-2 &k, AR ER -
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Table 2 Means Perceived Morally of the Allocation in Each Condition

Victim
Method of Allocation Self Stranger
Cash
Even 3.81 (1.45) 3.92 (1.46)
Uneven 0.22 (0.63) 0.18 (0.51)
Tokens
Even 3.03(1.82) 3.36 (1.51)
Uneven 0.22 (0.67) 0.13 (0.34)

Note. Morally was assessed by asking participants to rate how morally right they thought
the allocations were. The response scale for measurement was 0 to 5. The numbers in
parentheses are standard deviations.

T, AP ORMEHEMPIIELIDIEELE L TEDL 2D T EIL—TEDZLMD
BHTERBEERL TN D,

ek, ) THESMORERE LT, @fFEAEoFERRS (FA, 147) = 17.24,
p < .001), ThiFROBEIOLEERAZE (F(1, 147) = 14.75, p < .001)
LRI NI, 2L, DROBEIDOFEERFHRCALON LT, NEES
B BT < BRGEMEIE L X 2 E M IS L9 biubh ol
B LHANIERR S te, Lk > T, ABFFEIC R\ T, EfIE L S OME %
AEZDOHEERIEDFTTE2 S Z LIS EHEE RS,

EENERICHT BED

WEINTED O I NEREMER TR > T D0 BT 570D, B ik
HARBAERE L, 3L EARCEERFEREORE 2) xbbuwFofE
(2) xGBoBHEX (2) OHES W AT -7 Table 31X% D & ZDFERT
BbH, kB E, FEROVEIDOEHRCHAAEEELLZ LRI (F(Q,
147) = 255.77, p < .001), NEFELEWSE (M = 2.52) 1355 &5 Bl
M =0.08) 12 BN, BINFEOKY PE MG I N, L2AD, ZOF
BT RL, HEPBRFEL SIS L > THEYZITHZ L LRI
72o TTobb, b HWFOMME X HELOE%E S O HIFARICHEN G E
WrER S (F(, 147) = 5.48, p < .05), ANEEG BN I TR Rm
bafliE (M =220 XhLHS M=285 NbDLWTFILK-T s TITH
WD RS E e (p < .01,
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Table 3  Means Reported Anger after Learning about Allocation in Each Condition

Victim
Method of Allocation Self Stranger
Cash
Even 0.02 (0.09) 0.06 (0.17)
Uneven 3.19 (1.42) 2.36 (1.41)
Tokens
Even 0.07 (0.19) 0.16 (0.34)
Uneven 2.50 (1.32) 2.03 (1.44)

Note. Anger was assessed by six adjectives related to anger (e.g., irritated, angry, and
annoyed). The response scale for measurement was 0 to 5. The numbers in parentheses
are standard deviations.

5 LA AAERBR DR 4 — 3N T fTE 7 BOMI- DI Lizk & DK
DDFE TR RETHE LEEHESTLHLDOTHLIN, bhvbhiid b
I, SR =, SEFEEREOERIC L » TRELZIT B0 E 5 b RE
Lo A ORISR T, @EFEAE X b b WFORE X il %E S
DEHAEMBRA Z B &, F BTN B R AL TR S hu s
ots (F=2.06,p> .15, TOZENLABIFRICKTL, NEECHE
SNBEFENBETHNT 7 v b THI, SEENRMEOM I I & FLHE A B
ETAHEENFEEN L 13 5T, BinEcbilBs DRSS RE %0 b
XL R L e LI N D,

k. SEFEEEOTHE (FA, 147) = 16.71, p < .001) & &EEFMEME X
SEOBEX DR HIEMME (FQA, 147) = 29.69, p < .001) = FHADOFE
WAVRE NI, Lo L b, B NERYAEES I NI L E DR Y A
A REOBEIC L BRTH &\ S HEE, SEEREOREICHEEI R
THL AL LRI NI,

Z R

AWFFEE, BEICE T D SRR ORE N RIH L RME O 2 BE T %
EREL, TOEE T ) AP L > THRE LT, ok RE 5L, F
A ORI G O NIT S B DD, BiInE O LicK D ikE L UTHREBR
IO B REHRZH ST L UL 2 — v IVREN TV D,
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EHEHMELRD IS

HEINICAPFEIOGHFERICI S L, FEHINLIERVBETHhF 7 v
FTHI, JFEDRD DWFILI o TH REFESBLOGHITIHFEDBLOGEHIC < b
NRTCRAETH B EME It (Table 1), o, 25 LIcHANTEFHEMIET L
SOHMEILRBNTE AL, GEEREOERECL L WFOMBICRIR <,
NS EIHSESE L 0 b EEMC R TREY)CH 5 LIS iz (Table
2)o TRHITEL BWFOME L IMNL ORI 0 T, EDBInE L ARNIEES
SN AN DEN AN, TAZEDPALITE Lz &\ 9 B ERRANC X -
TEPF S BLssim & M L7 & SR I b,

DX 5, RHES ST 5 WL E O FM0B I b BiEn
TCRBAMEIBI DS A B ey, £ D—F T, 1% bSO W» ik %
NEFRLLERNAEDNI, B ICETLOEGITOREE AR S L (Table
3) . TNHELERD IS LA HE S RIS < BXTESIMFICHE R D Ak
I¥T, & TAM i EDEMFHMOMR LX), BINE DR HBlE
L7cD S hET Tl o1z, bbb, 3 bWFOMBEIC L 2EEL AL
. BENEESRINIEZDLF ) AN RINE X T, &nEd
L BT - G A ORI LN Y BNBEE I 5 1o, & OfFEANIT SR
HHEOBREICLOST—EH L THRINIDO T, BInE 0K Y HNERHEIFEM &1
MY L CHEINIC S EERRBL TS 2B, DF D, BHERMCH &
DT ETHUE BEEDNERE AR ESEINICEHETH R UMD
DHERINIETFRT DI ENTE D, ETAHD, EBEOBRNZE RIS
T &k, APFIERE R D OWFIC B\ T HISHIFRA DB 52 7" L C
WD EMRRI D,

bhubiiMw, SEFEAMEILRE B OREL AT A EEHEER
Wi ERE LT, L LA T, BN AREESR A2 L L,
SINE OB D IFREINT, SEENREDL ZOoMREAHET LI bEY
Lo EDMER I NI, 29 LckERIE, MY eEENIN: bt iiid T
IR D AR Lic W2 &, FRIEAES AR M I & XD TR
BEINDLDOTHLIEHERL TS, B2 570h, AIARY IR
HLUTHMLLSBSL =TT, MABNFECARY a2 L E kB 0%E
FEBDICHF2H Lt EFE 2z bbb, LI TAMRICE - Th,
INE CONIEEFRRIC, BEEMZA1TATZHBOYSI)IC Lt SICArD
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BB AR ITFIE KB TH % LS 5,

B ERCS E I HEEDE

ETAT, bhbhihg C, EEHEICE ok cEB L & i
IRERZ T Tl BBV AR T A THA S EHE LI, £ LT, ERIIESE
BOIR LD CTxI (7o & 21E, Uehara et al., 2014; L« Bl « EE « &
e HA - 7R, 2013; BB - RJIl - HAS, 2015; BB« I« HE « 2N - 75
B, 2013) LOLENLOMEDL i1k, ANDOEERT 250 23 Cii7e <
HETHDZ ER LT\ DH, RYURTEIAHDOYcD i3 s L, BnED
HTIEB LW D 2R X e, Ll 2 oL, 2nErnmEoYHEc
ootk SWRTHER I NI, £D—T T, [TAEDITENEREICAH TRY
THDHEV S BAFHI T D OMaE R 2 — v L3N L, 3N TOHELmH %
BULT—HL T -1, &9 Lk, B0 EREIEmmERm L v b [
NIRRT EI R T WHAND 5 2 EHRE L T 5, A% b OfrH)
wxt U TS it e GdE bic e b v 5 X o AR B S TRFIS &
HE SN DGR ML HE LS EE 2 b D,

DX 5w, FHEMEIC R > TEFEE OGS —H L TR I LT e
bbb bd, Axikied, RYLEELINZ bl b FCIRIEYET S &
(RRERANZ S BRI ) BO5DTHA 5D [KEDIEFK &\ 5 FHETRH
K37 v OWE (17 784 DB INI X S51C, e ANXFREOFAEYL
B CHIIBIEN THN I ORI T 5D TH S 5 b,

O EODTREMEE, K &5 HREDNH O AN e frB 2 A H b3 % L b
Vo 7 ELTHERHIN TV EEDDITONE, HBESCENEZHBET H200
DA D = X200 EDI, BREOHET S 2 & TREZINZ 51T A
RN DE S OB B, ZHITEMRKZE (moral disengagement)
ELTHBRR T3 (Bandura, 1999), WEEM G EFR LI E4LL
Doz bk, AT GE LT LR HOHRTOBKEN Kb, B
DPIRATRER., ML WHBLENCHEST b LIMEZMOLETH S, —
F. SICHEL Lo DEIRER IR g ES TS A5 Db (O’Mara et al., 2011),
ZAIUTEFIT# (moral engagement) EWFIENHLDTH S, THICX S &,
RYTefeFERZ I epERE A9 ERZLH L Lo Burlax, #
70 & OB AW IR BB SO0 & CHEHE A IR, SHIeX 5 L35, ©
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HHREMET BN D &, HESTASOTHE N —HR I THMET S5 X9
Winh ., RBLYEREEHSTL70E, BEOH LW HITEINEENIRHIDO S &1
TR TWAERELRT b, Lich o> THEYZI B S, B
PRE X @ 2 WATH O LI NLIE S 2 & T AR D RIS & T
20T B EEZLNDL, CNEFTOEDPRICE N THHFENRNEI R
Terote b\ FFIL, FWEE VS 7 V—ADMAANRKBECR A LT
HIcHDEEMTELE L TR TWALEZ &, THhbbHEEOV Y v 7 3%
HOT TV BTl Bbh b,
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Moral outrage and personal anger: The moderating
effects of perception of financial entitativity

Shunsuke UEHARA, Hirofumi TESHIMA, Toru TAMURA
and Tomohiro NAKAGAWA

Moral outrage is defined as anger resulting from the violation of a moral standard—
regardless of whether one is undeservedly harmed. However, recent research has
found that higher levels of anger may be evoked only when the victim is oneself,
implying the evidence of personal anger, but not of moral outrage. Assuming the
loss of a financial entitativity as a key cognitive moderator in eliciting moral outrage
and personal anger, we conducted a study involving an (fair vs. unfair) allocation
of resources (2,000 yen vs. 20 tokens) to a victim (self vs. stranger). Results
revealed that the reported anger represented personal anger and not moral outrage,
suggesting that the perceived financial entitativity did not determine the evocation
of moral outrage. We discussed how moral outrage may be labeled to provide

justification and rhetorical power to one’s personal anger.

Keywords: anger, morality, financial entitativity
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