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BRI & 1T A RO A BRI RIF T RE "
I\K BT (R RERFIRASTE TR

B Z O TLEASTBRTIRRS N DIRE L, FITF0 AR DA H T8 AL 28T, ZORROEEE IS
HEREDS DD LU DIV TNV, BIMEIEN T/ DBERE ChUE, T B 0D BARERR DT OITARNEOREEE, T/ BEHRD
#H(relational utility)73E FEFHIRL T, IREREDIRRESILOT WE TIISID, BRI, W< ODDIEL, BHROZIH]
DS IEEROBRSI BT DT 2R T, Ll BIEREREOD IO BIRASNZEEZ RN I IS ME R A ThL
HZEDFRRSIUTIY, BIHRORNCIS T, SEERA VROV b LV, ARFZETIE, S WV = 126)IZBRIFAL
BB FBRD KR AN T IRZED Gt AR S| T DK NEDBIRO LR 200 LV JRERORRE S
[FPESH T, ZORER BIROTIIIEEREOBILARBIL T (r= 21, p=.019). TR ZH2BIE TH RO IR

TROPEROFEE L TR DI LAVRSIT,

F—U—R:JRERR, BAROGIA. FrL

)]

NI, B ZAG DT T L ERLBE DL 72 LK
7o E T, SRR 2, SEERIIZNE T, Mtk
EMEHDWNT I ATEIOFEFEE ST EROBLG
ZRFONEEZ 9, #hrREA Fr DI L LTt
RO AR CIRUSN T 7= (e.g., Eisenberg, 2000;
Tangney & Dearing, 2002; De Hooge, Nelissen,
Breugelmans, & Zeelenberg, 2011), %z 1ZIEHERD
BRI GO TR T2 FFTE A T (e.g.,
Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994; De
Hooge et al., 2011; Lewis, 1971: Leith & Baumeister,
1998), IBIT, PEF LSO N ~DIatE27eA TE)
(e.g., Carlson & Miller, 1987; Salovey, Mayer, &
Rosenhan, 1991; Tangney, 1991; Tangney, Miller,
Flicker, & Barlow, 1996)<°, H C.Fi(e.g., Nelissen,
2012; Nelissen & Zeelenberg, 2009)732L A Ajgttd-52
EFERESAILTND,

falitse, SEERLIZNOD LA TEVAEL D7)y, ZD%E
ML, BHIE RSN e B CRRE 2 B bS8 585
(B S OB H(Frank, 1988 [LIFRR 1995), SEE
IR AT BRATERL - HERF 3 D72 B LD
EZPRBESIL TS (e.g., Trivers, 1971; DeSteno,
2009), 727>Ct Nelissen(2014) 13, b LIRS H
Fts 2 AT DT T 2O ICRRBRE L D70 IR,
FATFLDOBARA DL DFIEE D HIRHE (D D BIROD
ZhH: relational utility)73, RO TRSAFREES DL
M TCUNA,

WOMDIIFEDS, ZDFEZ %S TD, BRI,
Nelissen(2014)? Study 1 Tl MigkE 7 — 2% Fu,
FER S — =BG 0 LAVRV VRSO R
EEMET DL T, RSNSOI B2 D)
EEIRFIL TD, ZOFRITIT, BRZEOSNMEB AL

RIS VD, EBRANTIIET. &
I3 B SN BIE RS D SN O — A~HLAT
FDIDNFHEIND, EDh, T2 MTRTINT S —
=& MR BRSO DIMEEE 7 — AT
IZEEARZ BN, ek, ZOFERIT, MEEET — LT
D/ 8= =R AT BT, 25T
1TNESBID NGRS HY vs 72L), IBIZ, 73—k
T — DD TEFL L CHES D AEED E
R DNEHE: & vs (D) &V H 2X 2 DSIEETHEIAED
B TS, EEROFER, M7 — L TD/3—h
F—DNRIE A FUAH T AL 2> o D I
FLIRDERENENEOBNE X, TNLISND 3 5
HOBNE LA FITIT DR A w75
ZEDRINT,

&51Z Nelissen(201D1%, 7 TA3 712 L THEFD
MifEZ BV EL T AR R SRR AL~
— 2% AW FEBRBATV, AR BRI N DTS
KU TR LR T WAL TVA,
ZDIHT, Nelissen(2014)1%, BHRDOZN A FRERRD
A HET DA —BLORL TS,

o> i@Y Nelissen(2014)13., BIRORIH% ., JlgkE
= DO CEDIEIFRAAC T TAIL Tl LY
— T EL TV VD, LS —RRI7 2 NIRRT
1, —I@EOLOTIIRN BRI, AEIOLHR—R T
ANAFAGS TR NE, BH B UL DK
THIET DD TIXRNTEAID), ZDFITONWTIE
Ohtsubo & Yagi(2015)73, B BIRIZH DA AD
G AN E AR ST O TR L SRR D B
FRORGEE L TND, ZOWFFETIE, FERO LA DU
T, EDORNTEEDDD BEEZZERNR T HT-DILENLD
UWBIZSE DT CTHO)ZRIESE, ENbaEldic
HOZBUROBIAEL TH- TVD, BRI, 524



(o COEER BN s D%E 6 DORFETO
I VIV ITT e OFSNEE), BRGSO
IR ARIBAfR, 7L 3Ah, SEiczE T T-b D LIg D
HERLT-, L C eI ENENOBHE
TEHUEE TR H M ES TS TOEINET

HAREIC /2% —8 ~ LTHEKITED: +)EFFESH,

FOWENEAFH LT 2, LU EOFFEIC > THlES
=R BRO T, Nelissen(2014) DHFZERE
FEFRRIC, SEERORBRI A 5.2 52 L SAB)
b Ao

Z DIz, Nelissen(2014)& Ohtsubo & Yagi(2015)
OIFZEL, B ORI B B FELI-ERR, H
DNTLEUTZRHINIBROH T, BIFROZH L SRR
DOFRBRIZIEOFRENRHHZ LERL TS, LosL, 20
JOTRBIRENALNDDIX, —HOBHROBANS
BRELEAT D RIAFDINEDTE ST ZF L)
AIREMMNE 2 BB, BRI, SR CREIS =
MIBEFRIZZ DO LI &AW ERBELIZH DT
1372 ZORERCOBRRDOBIRIE T ARSI IcL - T

BEWARObLOThHD, Fo, ZELT-EWIRR BRI,

BEZFATFL D BURMEDSHESTL TUOBIREBIZ B0 . BIRD
RIRRIZEB W THEDS N EW) TAEADL,, —
F7C AU AEBWERLT QOETZNEE X TODN,

FIEREEERERCH DR TIL, RO BIRO NS
LT 203 LAV, ZOIH72BRTIL, BIfRD
Zh LSRR DO BRIEI L E D725 D72 557>, BRI
T EEAAERVDRNERY IRIE CIX RO BIRD A
BIRE R COBMROBNAE B2 2756 LAV 21, B
IR C D BMRD A D FRIERRA TRIL 72 g Liv7e
VY, SEEE, RIS D BROMLD BIfR A B2 A
ERFOZEEIRLUIZFEE L T, Lydon, Jamieson, &
Holmes(1997) 23% 75315, Lydon et al.(1997)i%.

FERAIC D BIATIE, BRI R LW E NSRS
TWBIH72EHRRRCE L e &b T 5 Btk

(ZHART AR BRI S EESES, EEICAES
BT TON DL ERL TS, DED, BIEDRR
DI EDT | BRI S I RIS
NOFRSEBFEL T, BIRHERI DT D DO IMITHb
LT WHBEENH D, ZDIANTEZDHE, BROZIAD
fRNEL THERW TR RBRS L, T ORER, RO
IR ESEERED BREN A D272 50b LAV,

DL EDS AR CIE, BIRERIREIC IV TH, B
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SAREEE AW BRI 2 7o 7o, FBROFE
T 70, ERIRD S TV A% Bt e BRI BN T
HOMETE, BIRIEAICHD K ADIBHD— AL,
BARIZIE, “Th b RFRRANRDEIR N &8
FEBINTHRUIZ, BN DN, 58 4 (46%) 7350 A
STD TAELUNDO KN T2,

F AL ATH L TR TOABHRO R A
HIELT=, HIEIZIE, Ohtsubo & Yagi(2015)DHFFET
WS RNOH FEREST 2 REZERAL, 7=
72 UAHFZE T, Ohtsubo & Yagi(2015) CHV L7
6 THHCRFETOREE, Y —)0 757 708 OFfSNES,
BUIE B OHERR IR, ATHIBEER, 7L AR, B2
T2HDOLSND BB DI G H—0 )V 757 728 D+
TR COBIINLHORRE AT T DIHH OREIE
DAL STeZECRIFVESI TSR A T 27.2%, flEA
Tl 0.8%LLT), FeZDIEH LAhodIE HFCOFEBIN
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Table 1 JEEIREE ANOAFINEZRIET D REOSIE HRIOAHBE R

1 2 3 4 5 6
2. KEFETOHE 07
3. BB OEEREIR 13 A4B%*
4. A[FIBAGR 18* —04 A7+
5. 7L/ 12 —01 14 18*
6. LSt AEE 12 18* 32%% 23*% .09
v %@%’gﬁﬁf 7BED 03 23 _15 18+ —02 05

# p < 0L*p < .05,*p < .10



Table 2 FAED A - FEAERER K OGSEHOMEBHREK

SEEISD) 1 2 3
1. MBI =0, & =1) B 39%]
2. BB 0.98 (0.60) 13
3. FL~DOHIEF 2.35 (0.60) .03 16*
4. FRITER 4.27(0.77 20% 21% —.01

*p < 05,*p < .10

(Table 1), ZOEHAERR V= 5 THH~DEEEO -G
EEMROBAEL TOTLIZ 3, ZOBHOIar Ry
O affiE.50 Thotz, ZIUTRRE METIEHD
W, HOGH CHESLOMTRSLT UL 2 TORE Tk
SEDLIERRGZRNZD | - H NIPEEAPEDR R
ThHDHEEZHND(Ohtsubo & Yagi, 2015), ZD—77,
%< D BREERU ARSI R B TSRO S
VHHTFETHY |, o2 DS m<7e 5, W H
PR SO AR ST 72\ BT A DR FETFTHD,
FOHIEHIEL 725, LTIZA3-> T, 5 THEDWHELS
ZFTY WL,

WA, AR L 72 AT L TR A SRR A E L=,
HIEIZHT=>T, BAIINEET, BELIZAANCTY
AL A A7 LD DMEEF LRI DT
FEAERUTZ, BRI T oL THS,

BIRTIE A SAETFENATKHRAL T, FFHhabht
HLELIZ, EZAN, B7eTl3H-o0WEDIEERIT
LEW, FFH G R OGN TEERATLE, % H,
BT A SAEORIFET oM QW EE
WHLEL,

VI EDOTFUA AR U5, O HeEA LIRS
WS o 72 E LT b AATHL TENL B FRERE R
B9 2L EH23% | State Shame and Guilt Scale
(SSGS: Tangney & Dearing, 2002)% FV - CHIELT-,
SSGS I33EHEL, Hi(shame), Y (pride) ZZNTN5
HA, 5 ME1 AR URN~E EXTEIRED)T
HETDRETHD, SHOHT T, FEERERIE
9% 5 HHCFNIGLEMEL QD™ “FALE S OE

MR IE LT, BRIOIZHE, “BRT=’ o HskEC
OUNT A ZAUTHIHIRNEL T A SAUTH - m 3L
TADTLIIN LV BPEE T 4 K1 #akH R
LT~ 4 e 27U CND) CRIBSH, #FL
~OIFEREL TR T,

AHIFE A2, Ohtsubo & Yagi(2015)7 Study 1 @
EREL T, IARENT CTTOHFICHEELIO TR
EESRDEALEA TV, BAIZIE, 59 <HTE
WCHTEUIATIIEAS R Sy LT U e b e
WEIBL THB, EORREZO ARV TR EE
SHDE AHETREES Y-, AX 3O E T
EFfFET DT LI TBRSERETT DAL DRGSR, F DT
IEE T T2OITHIRIZ I ANED T HTEAH ETHI
SNz, L, AR CIEZ o T SN -
7oT2 | FEROME SRR E S22 T, 2 Ao
DHERT DOV TITAREL TD 9,

B
BIMEDEELT= K ANEDBHRO B, FEEK, FFL
~OHIFE, ZNENOEEONE, R L)
ORI Table 2 1 7RUT-, FHESSHTOHE R,
BROE L FRRERE DN A B2 IEOFARIBIRD B
B EDURENTZ, ZHUT, Ohtsubo & Yagi(2015)%:
ITIFEE RIBRODFER T D, IHIZ, B CHRERD
TRSISENDR MRS HT20DI2, ¢ REE B8
Too ZTOFRER, MESNMEE (M= 4.40, SD= 0.08)D )57
BB (M = 4.09, SD = 0.13)10% FEHERA-TRRE
BRL Ty = (¢(123) = 2.21, p=.03), ZAUISEATAIZED

Table 3 JEENEANEEA SR LT ElmYm oA

UMTUDS, BEDNOIZZ2 20 “RAEE M T 722
LIZOWTA L AZREETND” TGRS

LT EREETWDT, “FNIBE T2 &%
BN LIE LU TND” ) ~DRIED ALY | Ik
RSN ELIZ(T a7 O affk =.80), Fiz.
FAFDTFL TDHE LAV E N B2 TR
DRRAARSEHZ LB TS CRSLTNDT-

B 95%(EfEXMH]  95% EHEX
=y TREHE M
A7 —.002 347
& =0 =1
BRI 20* .020 .373
LA~ HE —.05 —.228 123

®(Ohtsubo & Yagi, 2015), il EEL CTRFL~D

1 (F(3, 121) = 3.30, A B2=.053, p=.023)
*p < .05+p < .10



MEL—EL7=H D T Roberts, Strayer, &
Denham, 2014),

WRIZ, BRI EFEERRDBIRA, oD 2 i
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BT HERIF TEAT72(F (3, 121) = 3.30, p
=.023, FEHES R2=.05), HOR5RIE Table 3 (2
FLTo, ZDORER, PRI FFL~DWIRFD MZEE)E

HISITODHE T, FAFLDOBEHROZIANENEE

S IIREREA R CF W2 ESBE7RoT2(B
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ORI ORI BB o726 = 17, p
=.052), FFOLESMTHL THHADIZAIEVHFF
L~OWREO NI B ClI72d -72(8= —.05, ns),
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AWFFETIE, BRI 31T L BROZ TR
JEOFRERI RIFE T 5B T G EEZ VT

FRRELT=, ZORER, BUROZIHANE HTTHHIZLE,

SRR TR HZ DD 70T,

AL T 1F 5 072 # 1% Nelissen(2014) <
Ohtsubo & Yagi(2015)DHIRL—E L= D THY,
BN BR T | TERME IS L TR FHIN, 52
UWNIRE LRI e BIRDA L RIERIC, FETFE DR
BOBFNIGE CIREEA TSN D N RSN,
Lo T, FRER L, ZORIRB S B E LT D FTREM A
STNDLDOTH, SBITEDOBROZIAIIGT TSRS

NDZEW 3o Te, ZOIHIFERIT /e~ T- B R E LT,

BRI DRERIC BT, Bl 2s B BRI AL
TWDATREMEDS B Z DD, LT, BUREEIICHD
FRFLO A2 T (Lydon et al,, 1997), HE)
HI726 D T2 EREIATON Db D20 b L
IR0, T THIUL, BHRHERFO T DIRIFEA TR
BRI DBRPITEL TS FTREMNE 2 B,

— 75 FFLA~ OIS IR ORI T K E SRR

ST Ohtsubo & Yagi(2015)& B bt v RE,

BRI 8 B REER CIERF L~ D IS TR DR
BREMEFHBI CHDHZEMIALNT Tz, ZDID7ER
DFHLNT-BRHEL T, BRI H DR TIE, 43
FH B EUTEEEGHL TODO0EWST- TS
NEETHLT- DI LB ZHND, BRI, R ER
BRCIE, TR ARERFITSTHDED, ZEihdkd
EITHOWEESTODDEWSTRFORE l@?&/ﬂu
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WD GIINBIRNEWDIREBIZH D, :@otmdfﬁia)
B TR RIEREZ/2 572012, EOLBWFFL T
DREIMNEVI T IET AL 5%753 e SV AN

| FERE L TEFL A~ D IR BRI A D TR TR O ]
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FRRINT <A D7 | BIRERIO AN DBILR
YR TEDEBZLND, 5tk ZDIH7 7 v
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1) ABIFEDFEERFE 720, s —Hdz G STk
) TN EE LT, ZO8EE) THed TEIKLA
U B ET, Fo, PEOEIEEZ TRV o KEER MR
GHFRED)  EIERCRIRR S TRIERTRD ELIATHHEA
B(ERR K, Adam Smith SAGHF RENRHHL
e,

728, AWFIED—ERT H A OFRFRE 54 [FIRAIT
THRII,
2) Ohtsubo & Yagi(2015) Tl BAFR D E EAYA M
(instrumentality) e U CREREAL TN,
3) YD 5 THHOHFTH, REIEL/2>CQODIHEBEZ ST
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BIROEIAE LT,
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ORI IR AR U= EIER AT 72705, BIfRO
ZHRMDLIARD DN DHFEA~DFIT R DN/ >72(8
=.09, p=.34), 54, BIROBHREAIICH DT L D
FfFIMEICDONT, KVEELWVBRRDETH D,

The effect of relational utility on the severity of guilt
in the context of new relationships

Ayano YAGI (Graduate School of Humanities, Kobe University)

The guilt experienced after unintentionally injuring someone functions to promote relationship restoration by
motivating prosocial behavior towards one’s partner. If relationship restoration is the main function of guilt, it can be
predicted that the degree of partner’s instrumentality (relational utility) may determine guilt severity. Indeed, some
recent studies show that relational utility influences the severity of guilt. But, does this also hold in the context of new
relationships? A previous study showed that social exchanges are performed with care and deliberation during rela-
tionship formation. Perhaps the correlation between guilt and relational utility begins just as a relationship is starting
to form. In this study, participants (V= 125) imagined a scenario involving the accidental inconveniencing of a poten-
tial friend, answered relational utility questions regarding the potential friend, and reported the guilt that they would
experience. Relational utility related to the severity of guilt (r= .21, p=.019), and it predicted the severity of guilt even
though the relationship was still in the early stages of formation.

Keywords: guilt, relational utility, forgiveness.



