143

EERMERCE D  BUAM S BIEDFRE
—HR L E 21— EH=-REmMREA DIRM—

IR P (B B RPBEE T SERE, kai2l.rilh@gmail.com)
FERAE (4 dT R RT KPP 7 iF 9t F, mkarasawa@nagoya-u.jp)

Political polarization based on moralized attitudes:
A literature review and a new theoretical perspective
Iori Kasahara (Graduate School of Informatics, Nagoya University, Japan)

Minoru Karasawa (Graduate School of Informatics, Nagoya University, Japan)

Abstract
Numerous studies have been conducted over the past few decades to understand how social and political values contribute to political
polarization. In modern society, where social divisions are rampant, it is crucial to reveal the psychological underpinnings of political
polarization, its negative impact on democracy, and how it can be mitigated. Values concerning socio-political issues are often linked
to moral judgments, which can frame one’s attitudes toward the issues as a matter of “right” versus “wrong.” Such framing signifi-
cantly contributes to political polarization because different viewpoints are, by definition, mutually exclusive for moralized values
(A “right” attitude must be accepted, and a “wrong” attitude cannot be accepted). Research has consistently demonstrated that moral
convictions can harm interpersonal and intergroup relations and lead to social network fragmentations. This paper reviews recent
research on moral conviction, particularly emphasizing its impact on interpersonal and intergroup relations as well as social network
compositions. We then highlight the roles of motivations to form a shared reality with communication partners as a potential psycho-
logical foundation of political polarization, especially concerning attitudes held with moral convictions. Finally, we discuss how frag-

mented social networks can recursively affect interpersonal and intergroup relations through obtained sense of shared reality.
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1. BA

AR, fhas - BOBHIME S O AHE IS 55 < LA A
R E o T D, B DREE O R OFE IG5 225
A EL OICAER TH DT, B oM A R
ANx WEWIZHREN R BEEZ RO L%, k& HEL
REZHEDITEREZ LT, 20 &9 BRI
{t. (political polarization) (X, T73WrORHL] &b FbiLd
BARIZBW D CEERMEREDO D> TH D, BIA
IR L 23 & D X5 7 DB AR IZ EE S WAL, BRE
ERICED LD REREERIZTT O, BUERN D%
FEF - R L TV 2DICix ED X 5 e M ARH 2D
LVl T —<IiE, WL BMREAICBIT A
BROBETH D, BN Db, ZKEREGHSTH
57 AV I OBHERI SR CREANCHIZED B Z 7l T &
= —J5C (lyengar et al., 2019; Jost et al., 2022 Z &), IT
ETIRI—a v R RET U7 DL REHIIES THIRE R
SNEERETHMANER SN TEY (1L, Gidron et
al., 2019; Huddy et al., 2018; “&Jiifth, k9 ; Knudsen, 2021;
Reiljan, 2020) . 7 A U I #ESIZBRE R BIG TIER W &
BEZOD, ARTIEL, BORHIZR 3 Wk i 0 56 A4 Ok Fr
BT A ALY 1t 2220, SEREAGEE
OFENCHEB L Tin T 5 & & biT, sk ABIRCE NI

a Union Press

BIfR, famtr Yy hU—2 e & ZHR LUV TOETR
RO DAL % BRAR S 2 72 8O O 7 7= 72 B AR rO sk 4 &
BT L2ENET S,

HEEMBEA~ORBESEIRESRIL A2 B v ) 4]
EHATLHT, LIEULIE, THEEOED FomnH) &
JiaEE LT, A TIELW] b & Wo - T
7 M 2 o o #hay - BORMINE#L 2 E 80 72 1
LEDBANSL T L—3 7352 L%, B o MiEsl
RO ASCEMAM ORI 2t SE D 2 ENHL NI
X 4T % (Garrett & Bankert, 2020; Skitka et al., 2005) ,
TEER 22 I DS BRI 5 L DR A I 7= 2% BN
W, IR SIS RN B Z e b T b — 5T (Finkel
et al., 2020; Kovacheff et al., 2018) . [EIPNIZH T D HFZEILHE
FEHPRVUZH Y . SBOFRBRAIR T D, AT,
FP. A - BORMMMER o B FSe, AIMEE 2 EEr e
R DR 2 2 &M, kP ABRSCERMBERD L)L
THEIRM ML & GE e S, BRI R R U —
7 DB B E RIETZ L&, BTN EEZRAN LoD
i CDe WIS, xtABMR, EFFREKO L~V TAELD
BUR W AL % — I BRAR 3 5 72 O O BRI A &
L C. Hardin & Higgins (1996) A3 4" L 7= 4 Bl H G
(shared reality theory) (275 B L. BUBHISBILDOFEAEDS T
R ORESHERFICH T 8IS T o Tchy ., i
FEEIERLI DWW T Z OEIBE-S T AR < IE 72 B <Al
BEPEIC DWW T U5, HiRlC, b L2t v b
T — 7 IR A 5k A BIAR RO [ [H BEAR I BT 952 T
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PIPNESZ R eavi% MBI L~
Bl R E7140—) (1 : AME~DHE)

Ko B U — 7
il : ma—=F =)

M1 AT 2SS OME (f 2 —)
SONWT, EESHZEABREROZEENCER L Tk
5 (K1),

AT 2 TEEH D] &) HEEOE

R T DR OB Iz OV T %ﬂ%ﬂ’bﬁﬂféo *
3. HEEOERICOWT, TEHERIA Mk 1 ZOME5] D A
Va—~DORESCA TAR X =0 THRIRE KR <
MERSF &V ANT ) I EOEMHM CRAET 5 2 & (issue/
ideological polarization) , @f2> « FRFFHIHIAL O M 72 &\
S F X FERRICITEDSNTWTAEE - BORIIMER A 5
URMEL & WD BL—RoTIZHES< K 912725 2 & (partisan
alignment) . @ B & SAMEB 4 ILH T 5 A& ICHEM TR
FEZm T 720, MEE 2 I LW A2 [CEER R RB L
AT 720 ?‘ 5 Z & (affective polarization) , &\ 9 #i4k
DEXENARETH D (Jost et al,, 2022 ZZ M), AR TIX

FZ@OMEICEREZ Y TT, Rk 220 xy PV —
J ETOZa—F o R—DRAEL VST~ T a i R
& LToMmZT T2, AT K D5 ABIFRDERIR,
LR DU E DN TZBR DAL~ DB EM SIS 72 L,
7LV OBRETEGO LRGBS E LT TBIR
Hstifb) e 2 CilgamoxI g & 375 (K1 b 3H), e,
BURBIZR Wik, BUREI Y 27 A0ME AT w78 &)
EOHIR & I B SRR - BEENERIZ L > T X
LTV AME b H D EEXLNDHMN, Lk Liz#@y
AHE OB SIEBIENI O BLICE D 2 DT a2 CH D
b, O LEEMEICTOWTIE, AT, #Eamo
HENHERINL TV D, MA T, AROERIE, tha -
BUA R E L O SRR, AR 2 8 A 8L & BRI
52 e kP ABMRCEF MR, 2Ry hT—2
O & o o TS0 | I RIETEEICH-
DD, AT 4 T ~OBREE (selective exposure)
DX D BB OM T, AR TV E 2 —Ox54h

ANHBRBEARTTE #2282 %

TETEAMAEEL 5D < BUam i b o JE 4R

L7z,

2. BUAMIDIBILDFAE L EEMMESORE

AR, N & 30 S oMl T B FIERL L 72 e
EAEAH, E D LTcFHE EBBRETER LT WD &3 m
HAILTWD, AEZ ¢ U— (homophily) & F-IEAILD Z
S LA, S FSF fi‘f%*%’ﬂl%?] LCHEEn»n
(McPherson et al., 2001) . L fhE - BOsRATE LS
DU TR ICBLEE S, 7,{}\’?37“‘“/\*‘ b —. EEFE
DEBER72E, Z< OHE TREN 2RO L BH LI
SN TS (Alford et al., 2011; Bahns et al., 2017; Huber &
Malhotra, 2017; Byrne, 1961 &Z7),

- BORMMEB O RFEIX, A4 T35 126
WEEZ LTS, S I E Ml xR o ANx B3 Ttk
S2OFTEE TV H 2T, ®EFITILEILAE (common
ground) ZIEAKT D & WO D CEHERERIZR-T, L
ML, AT LI LR, A& &R DM A - 72l
FEOXMFERMET, 6L, £ LIMmHFIZHEN
REEEZWTALENRHDLZERTLNIENTND
il Z 1%, Frimer et al. (2017, Study 5) 1%, [RTEED S (£
{LIZBA LT, 2MEB S L REONG AR L TV A1
FLOXMEEITIIBE LN RIS ND —F, Bl b % R
L TWA M & OXIEHIEE ST b WD &R L
TW5, 2 b, Iyengar et al. (2012) &, 722 % IrME
ZROMAITIT [FELDOREHETFE L THEEIZAST
ETELL RV A LD THERIHEE (social distance)
PRECELNRTWVZEZHLMNIL TS, KT
. 2O XD RWIRIEDEVITEHRIVEE & 1T EBILR O
BT HME~OGEMEELZ L Z LRI NTND
1E2> (B %1%, Carlin & Love, 2018; McConnell et al., 2018;
Shafranek, 2021) . 72 > 72 {ifEB 2 R othZF ~DO R EE
I, BUAA T A T =R N2 & DT )07 N~
DORIGICEWTHBESIND ZEBH LRSS TN D
(Brandt et al., 2014), F 7z, JEFEHOWREPER E VT A
U T, BEOEIEMNA 74 1 ¥ =3 EEEKIZ B0
THAESN TR E WD B, EEMB Bz 8k S
D EVIHIFERLREN TS (Motyl et al., 2014; Motyl,
2016 HZ M,

IO SIT, R - BURWIMEBL ORI, A% DO
@H:%\E’Jofmb\ WCRE R A RITT, BEH TR~

X oiz, HhaiE ’\U)F&}J‘*‘?Iﬁlﬁ‘fn* k. LU TH
HOZEZZZNPELIMOEZZMES TS L)
TE TR A 3P 5 o TE IR rEb‘?ﬁ’%bWﬁ)J‘ [E
LWEES TWD DY) & W o 72T T IS

RONLDWEAFD, b NIF LTS, Fodt ﬁb
TN RE R L— L & L THEHE S DR 5 5
(Skitka et al., 2021; Van Bavel et al., 2012), = D7z, EfE
72 BLE 0 DAk - BURRIMEB Z B 5 2 L3, A
H OME@~OWE 72 =2 I > M AL FRO, ﬂﬁ@ﬁﬂﬁéﬁf\
DN RERMEEZE L Z LT BURM L O bIc

BNDHEEZLND, ZDXINR F&é%ﬁibxmu%
i - TV 22y, BETEM AR TETEIZ DV T o5 < i xf
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72158 1ETEAMEE & EH (moral conviction, Skitka
et al.,, 2005: 896) . BURKID ML ~DFBIZEI LT, IT4H,
RN ED DTV D, RELE T, - B
TR EEL & 2 OEFEL S BUB R 43 b 0 58 A OB ZIE,
IR FHEENTHOWT, b AR & R HIR PR D L ~r
THEME S NISATHIR AR L. ZD%, AR
WA Y b T — 2 OREEIC BIFE TR OV TR
T 5,

21 St ABERADEE

A& OMEBICEERN =27 C ARES Z &%, %<
DIFFETHL M IR TWD, Bz X, EEEEIR
(Moral Foundations Theory) (233 < JATHFZECTIE, A~
DOFtEE - BURWIRIBEA~OREE S, B ~D 3k & B
HLTWAZ EZRLTUWA (Kolevaetal., 2012), iz g,
Bruchmann etal. (2018) (. BUAMIREEE 2NEPL L 7= fth iz
T THE &R CEBEEEE SR LTWE] &0 ) fEfmas
I, ENPHEA~OFREL&ED L 2R LT
Do

ERERITEE 2B 2 e THFZE ClE, HEE ~DIEERTHE
FEEEENICGEERE TR Z T (Fl. TOOKET
DB DN, BT RIEIZFE - T 5B 72
ERPCEREEDOSLWVKI L TWETN? ), 2
fEE 2 358 L2 W ~ DO REFIC SR 5 Z & &
SN LT& 7, BlZIE, Skitka et al. (2005) 1%, fE& -
BORMMBEIZOWTHEREDO R K2 RB L & &, EE
MIREE DN TRNT Y, B DREE & R oMhF & O niE
BERRELS EONRT NI EERLTWS, MAT, 4
AU TTHAA S TW A Mo gE Tk, B ITH
ORI IS AR MEHE T T2, B2 DIEE & FF
O & OYEREHEOIER AL SHD 2 ERE
TW5, EEAHE ML Z LA LRV ihE ~OEE
BREME I RIETE1T, TOROETHLHRINTE
v (# 21X, Skitka et al., 2013; Wright et al., 2008; Zaal et
al, 2017), HEEELRBRR THD L FE 25,

Fo, EEMOMEEIL. Bar 2 & o X ABER O
JRICBWT DR LT BEFOEHL T I 2=T 4 ON
TICBIT DN OREICHEHFEGTH I ENMLN TN,
fil & LC, Zaaletal. (2017) 1%, ZMESINE & x4z,
B D7 x I =A MU MEE~ OB EAS 2 tho &
P BRIF LTSI T D Z &, Ttk &)
BT Y —~DOR WML T T 52 L ZR LT
%, ¥, HEO 7 = I =2 MORMESICER TS 2
& DETERFER) & U CHMBT DA, il 2 4
AHLRWME ST 2207 4 TREIE LD TVN D
ZEEHLNILTWD GEMEIIRES & EE o BEIC o
VWTIEL Ryan, 2014 /), 2 &, Haidt et al. (2003)
T, EEMEEZREL TR 00, KA %25t
Gl LERAEBICBWLT, RFEICBT AW AR ET
TS T T 4w T IRIRTEICB T D ST e —
07, ERAR T TOSERIEITA < < ETEA ML
Bladbf Lian i & oxaf BRITIRS 2 oFnwa &

ZRLTWD,

PLEDE G Frizlext NBROFEAL. & 2 W IiBE
fFOHEFH NI TOX ABIROFRBEIZ BN T, BE~DHE
TEAORRES 2N AMERLZ T3 D A2 ) L THEF LR A x|
ZRY T, TNENICH L TRARIREELZMITHZ &
WKHEGLTWDLZ ER™nnDb, ZOZ LiE, Flzid &
IR & TR &V o T BRI E S < B RAER (opinion-
based groups) DRk E . =5 LI-EHBEOBRICEREZ
REE G2 D, BENMERICES S EHIE, EEL L TE
LWELZE (us) ) & TRES TWAH S /14 & (them) |
EWVI RIS A U SR S0, IS T80V e
EITERY . WERASOIFERIES & RIRIZOMER ~D
HEMRICEENRLT N EEZE X bILD, WHITIE, 29
L7 oW TR 5,

2.2 SHREAGR~NDZE

A& BE EERAEEILE T 2 MhE I L THED
RS E R 2 ek, NEROV X (in-group favoritism)
ELTRLSHBNTWD, HATHIZE TR, WEHOW &
72 ENEHIR BT S BRI (WEH~DE : in-
group love) (1, %7 L HAMERIAR BT 2 MBI
Jin (OMEFA~OTEHE © out-group hate) 23ED7RNT & &
BT LT 7z (Brewer, 1999 2 M), L L. &MY
fEBLC S S ERICB L T, WEM~DOF Iz T
SMEMA~OMENEL D Z RPN ESNTWD, f#
Z X, Parker & Janoff-Bulman (2013) (%, % Ek o ER[H [
DT A 7IVERD KD B BRI MAEEL D k7 A iz <
WEIR &2 & F RS BTEIZ BT 2 285050 IR ] B AR
72 E BRI AEBL O 5 3L A RN TV BIER TEE, SMER
SNDRATT 4 TREIEPRBESND Z L LR LTV D,
Filo. BES — 2% Tz Weisel & Béhm (2015) T,
FANNVERIZHD 7 vy FPR—AVF—LD7 7 ThD
Z e EREMEICEMOEBEA ER LIGA & X %2
T H5IRME A RO 2 & & MBI B2 5% L2
Bl MEFI~OHGEHIER TR Roh b Z L& L
T3,

D OFFGEE, e - BURRMESL O 5t 3L A S E
WZXIT 2B ENEELZE Z 2R L TWDH—FT, 8
RIS ST VSBT3 2 A A2 JE L T nizd,
HIME T~ D HCE A BORG 703 S BRI TE TR A A L oD % 3212 J
DSNWTAELTELOTH LI 6TV, L, i
FEOWETIE, e - BUBHIMAE B~ OB RS <0,
KILE RN E D OEHEAEEBIIRK LTV D & ) R
B, AEAICKT 2 EENEBELZELIELZEENL
MIZLTW5, il z X, Wetherell et al. (2013) %, 17
XKL T DR ~DZERIAN, YEEOEMN A
B O REARMMEBIERK LTV D & W )RR T
HEUDHT EERLTWD, F 72, Garrett & Bankert (2020) %,
BURBYBEE ~DIEFEMIMERE ORI B, 7 A U I ANBMFEH
O, RS & REFA~DFIF., &% OBIEFE ~ D&
T BURKHEA~ O R &, S ESERBEICB TS
FEURMEI D REJE D IRHESC, X NLAEIRD LFFHE ~ O
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BEPCHE A2 T35 Z L2 /R L TWA, X T, Obeid et
al. (2017) CIXEFEATERE ZEHEIE L TW2Wnb 0o,
JHE 8 L RO A% (Moral Foundations Questionnaire, MFQ)
RV, BEWNH D OIERBEAICK ST BN, faF
DEESLAE S 72 EOMEAER OEERAE (individualizing
moral foundations) Z3EAH L CWRrWEK U D Z LR, #+
9 LTk SEAERIC TR 52 A & & ORICHERF S o4t
MM ORE S 2 TFHUFT L2 EE2RLTND,
ZZFETHRLEL DI, JEMENOMEEIC S < EHH
OBRICB VT, WEM~OIFENRIG L R, 4
R A~OEEN BG4 U, R & b TR 72
BIMRAIEAL - HEFF S0V, 20 X 5 IR o BIfR
DECR /e b D& LCHERIN S Z i, B
R EORBHKIGZELS®EDLEIT TR, £ X
2, LIS A RO A &L AR IE A E
e SnarEh O EY LA RS, - BURMIMER %
BN EEBEORMBEE L CHRHET 2 2 L B 40 m ik
DHMEFFICRERFENZ R LT DZ L, <AL

T % (Atran & Ginges, 2012 % 2 H), SLREMFEIZ B
Th, they - BAMMMESEMEOME S HED 2 & T,

FrZ, ZOMEBAE-RNTEE S TWD LE LS
BT, BINMTHDIELEIN D Z ERH LIS T
% (Mooijman et al., 2018), HEJE~DEMAIIEIE 3 H S D
i & 53R ?‘5 2O B Em L& LT, Workman et
al. (2020) 1%, BESALIRBEREWI(4 % (functional magnetic
resonance imaging, fMRID) % W72 i Eh O 4347 %38 U T,
EAEE N RL 22 &, B OtE - BURRIMGEE] %
FHA L5 L0FEBMERRE 2D, FRE LT,
TEFRAREAR 1AL A EBLS T 285> Tide b7
W] NS T AR B LD bERESNTLE S W
Rt L T D

b6, B O - BUARKMIES 28
RIEL SOBENHIR A D Z LIiE, fllx OxF ABIR
WTHE ) 2RO T, M iE L o c B R
EHAZERE L, EFMOBBICHS T2 2 EN0hD,
N &% DIERL D —E, /R —BUZFE-D 0 T A BR £ 5541
L. & &ICMfEBla s Lawn A x 0SSR iEE 2 M)
F5Z &k, e ot SRERICERE L RIFT 21T T
<, AR ERDEEESHFR Yy N — 27 OIS
BERIFTEEZOND, EBEIC,Y—v vy hU—
Fr7 - F—ERX (SNS) BEELIZINTIE, A T4
 ETOXANBEROBIRBImRO TEHIZBIRZDHED
7> THH ., fax - BUSRIESIZ LD < [RE R 7t
KRy BT — 2 OIEERBRA 22 L 7e > T %,
IOZEEEEE X T, REITIE, e - BUsMGEEL o
RIFCREEOEBEAEZ R Yy hU—27 RIZBIT 5=
2 =T o DB RIET B OV THRFT 5,

i iy
{

[y
- >
\_.

23 #HEWMRY FT—I DBE~DFTE

BPUizAts - BUARIMEEBL 2 Fr > N2 ik B U —
7 LTk RV ERAT DL By OMIES 2 MIET S
HHRIZF LI ERLT < RL—FH T, BY OME# % K

ANHBRBEARTTE #2282 %

TETEAMAEEL 5D < BUam i b o JE 4R

RET D HMITEE I <D, ZOX I REEHR Y B
U — 7 &x a3 —F = 3— (echo chambers) & FEIEH,
WA, AR & 7> T D (Boutyline & Willer,
2017; Conover et al., 2011; Cinelli et al., 2021), ik &L 5
120 SNS L CiE74mv— /77 +u—7 O TIA
BIfR & R - U192 2 L A5 CThH Y (John & Dvir-
Gvirsman, 2015; Zhu et al., 2017 Z &) . BIGHIEEE I
LTZa—F = N=RRBELRTWVI LR HNTE
T35 (Barbera et al., 2015), — 2 —F = L/ X— D3
B, 7Ty R 74— 2DERERT VLAY AL L
HEEREREZRIZTZENAMBNTWD DS, Bakshy et
al. (2015) (%, Facebook EDBEIAER= 2 —A~D2—H—
DHERATEIZ 08 L. B OMMEEIC & L Wit Hic
Hefih LI SWEREBRBEIE, HHERT AT XALD b,
=P —DRET 4 U B L5 TR SN DR
RKEWZ LERLTCWSD, & 51T, Sasahara et al. (2021)
W, Ta—F = o RN—DORLEETTLEEHR LTI 2 L—
VarEBIny, mE LD TR BIRE MR 6
HHZENTZa—F = N—DRAEIZORNY . TN
MO DM (TAN) LR CHAICHS OREE
NETHZ L) BN, ma—F =D AEEKIRIC
et 252 & 75:5)5] BNZLTWD,

IO XS, the - BURRIMAERBL O BRI HE-Sn T
)\Fa'@ﬁ'*%ﬁ/ﬁk Ui 52 ik, ey b —27 0
I EELKIET, WL DOHFFETIE, EEAM
el J%?J LT W, BNy hU— 7 BRBEFICBRS
N5 &ERLTWD, ffl 21X, Dehghani et al. (2016)
1L JE 18 L % B¢ £ (Moral Foundations Dictionary, MFD,
Graham et al., 2009; Matsuo et al., 2019; Sagi & Dehghani,
2014 L) A HWT Twitter (B1X) ETOT A Y B D
BUR B PHBHIZ ST OB 2 04T L, ¥85E- HEi (purity/
sanctity) |(ZB39" % iEHE O AME N 2 Pz 2 —F —[R 11X
ARy FU—27 BT RN X TRAORKAN] 72 &
DRI VERICH D HZBEN LN L 2R LTV D,
& 512, MFD & Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC,
Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010) % f#f 1 L T Twitter (X) _k
DOEFHFICFEINEL, [BEEEZ DWW T O E S8 Lz
Brady etal. (2017) TIHJEEN == 7 » A &2 Fp018 18R (B
,,,,,, JAEE) A TRBIIIEER S A4 <L 2 9 L@
fF?f CBIRNA T AR X — 2 H T A2 — Y — ODF'HEJTEE%
WCBEIND Z L ERL TS, B, LRROME T
BEFEDHEAR Yy b U =7 20T OXIG L LT D120,
EERMERE OB 2 EEMNICHE L TRV o0, 18
RO, BFEHFDO MYy 7 x4 5B 7
L= V7 %KMLTWAERAONDZ D, EiE
MG ORI 2R T —ODIFELE L TEZLLND,

PLEDIENG, 4 - BUSRMIESL O B [FIZ IS0
TxEABMREZTER - OIWrd 2 2 i, #haxmry hU—
DB EERIT T ZL, £ LT, 2o ey
7 DEFERY 7R IE L S OBLEN IR SN 5 5EICHEEIC
BESND B0 D, KENDL, THETIZHML
e AR E 2. ABRSERBIRRICI T 2 BRH
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YRR DFEANTE T B DERIE BRI OV T, A B %R
%@Wﬁ&%%k;mbéowﬁu\ Sy RRAl U 7= dh e
T MU= NEABEROEE LT LT, AR
FRCHEF M BRI BRI B % FAT T Al Re i D T
g Do

3. BUAMIBIL D FRAIZET BRI REH

ZZET, s - BURRUEEEL D 2 H 3%k AR DOTE
FROHEFF AR ET D EE AL o TV D Z & llifl
BoORREMN F726 (us)) & S %5 (them) |
EWV) KB AR UEEEEL TS 2 &, ME#IC
FEDNWTREABIR AR - Bl 5 2 & BRI iT
SRy NI =7 OGRS R L BB B
ZIEENBLE D G EiET 5 2 & BNEUEM b 2 R Z{E
SHDLHTEEERM L, WELRE T, xABIRCER
MBILRIC I T D BURIN A L D38 BT 5 D BRI FR
R E T 2 A & U CILA BLEBRR IS H L.,
BURW b3 £ THFREL) 2R LERT 2 &
T =B ST OB R TH D Z L EEHRT 5. &I
SRy b U — 7 ook, A BIERE OS2 R
T2 T, xEABRCERBRRIC IR EL LT
F AR R D

31 HAREERICED CBUAN S EIEDERA

B & Ot 2 B ELR 2 DR T 5 Z & BEURM
R b 2R S5 R e LT, S I ERArgetE
MEZDND, Bl ABMOBLENPDGEZ DL, E
TEMEIIFIGIERIC BV Tl b EERROCTH Y (Brambilla
et al., 2011; Goodwin et al., 2014; Wojciszke et al., 1998) . 1
LA T L Wi DEEMEICRIT S AR ahn
LI DICEEN RIS B ERLT WA RBHERE X b D,
BHE LT, Jostetal. (2022) 1E, BURAISMLIZIZAFRE
Mk, EHAEYSL, AT AES (L E WD =00 EEEN
o TV LML TV D, T b ITFRMAF SR
i AERT AT T 4T 0 — R, AT AR Y
MICEESWTHEE SN, Z0ZEnb Y, BUaRmo it
DL RN EHETHDL 2 ENmn D, AR TIE, 3t
A BRSO HI I BELR IS B 1 2 BURKY 3 L. o0 LI 2 7
S AL TR T 5 72O OBGRAI A & LT
A B IS (Hardin & Higgins, 1996) Z /M L. BiAmY

Sy FRAY D 38 A D3 A FUBL DO REEEOHERF ~ DO B O 1 DR
ThHdENI Pl LRt bz, 295 L%
ST D EEAMEEIC OV TRICIE b & T VW E
L AT 5,

B I JAuX, AR, R OWTIEL
v ‘fiﬁ?%ﬁ%tb\ &V D FEEER I ENEE (epistemic motive)
&R TR 2 et NBIFR A TEAR - MERF L 72 & 5 BAGR
FAOENEE (relational motive) NAF(EL., Z b &= 3 7=

OICHABER, T7hbb, E%’&ﬂﬂ%# SESFE b
By 7T ONWTHB LI E &0 2 > T s
&V D R OES A~ 'S B d & D (Echterhoff
et al., 2009; Higgins et al., 2021), JEAEAMMEE 2 47 L

UM L, FRRGR BN OBLE D HIX A BT THE S 72
HHEHTZOLIFEE LT, BRimBEIEOBLE ) b IX
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