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Abstract

Do people dwell in righteous anger to preserve their self-image as pillars of morality? We addressed this question in two experiments. Participants read a story about an injustice (thus experiencing righteous anger) or grocery shopping (thus experiencing neutral emotion), indicated their further interest in reading injustice-relevant or happiness-relevant newspaper articles, and rated themselves on moral and agentic traits. Participants who experienced righteous anger (vs. neutral emotion) up-regulated their anger (i.e., exhibited stronger interest in reading injustice-relevant than happiness-relevant articles) and, importantly, rated themselves more positively on moral, but not on agentic, traits. Furthermore, anger up-regulation fully mediated the effect of righteous anger on moral grandiosity. The findings are consistent with instrumental views of emotions and self-evaluation.
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Righteous Anger and Moral Grandiosity

People can regulate their emotions both for short-term gain (hedonic view) and long-term gain (instrumental view). They regulate their emotions instrumentally in order to achieve social goals (e.g., interaction, cooperation, confrontation). But do they also regulate their emotions instrumentally for self-related goals (e.g., self-enhancement)? In particular, do they regulate their negative emotional states (i.e., anger) to entrench their cherished self-views as paragons of morality? We addressed these questions in two experiments.
Emotional Hedonism and Instrumentality

Emotions are hedonic states (Averill, 1994; Barrett, Mesquita, Ochsner, & Gross, 2007; Tamir, 2015). People want to experience pleasant emotions and avoid experiencing unpleasant ones (Diener, 2000; Kahneman, 1999). Hence, people regulate their emotions accordingly: They strive to increase the experience of positive emotions and decrease the experience of negative emotions (Larsen, 2000; Larsen & Prizmic, 2008). The hedonic view of emotions has made insightful contributions to the intricacies of the emotion regulation process and its psychological health benefits (Denollet, Nyklicek, & Vingerhoets, 2008; Gross, 2007).


Complementary to the hedonic view is the instrumental view (Frijda, 1986; Gross, 1999; Tamir, 2015). The latter posits that people are primarily interested in emotional hedonism when they take a short-term perspective. Emotions, however, can be regulated both on a short-term and a long-term basis (Bonanno, 2001; Erber & Markunas, 2006; Martin, Abend, Sedikides, & Green, 1997). When people take a long-term perspective, they often forsake momentary hedonism for extended utility. In such cases, they prefer to maintain or even increase (i.e., up-regulate) the experience of negative emotions and decrease the experience of positive emotions. The instrumental view is consistent with recent statements highlighting evolutionary advantages of negative affective states (Forgas, 2013). 

What constitutes long-term utility? This construct refers to goals that people set and pursue. Aspects of the social context, for example, may prompt people to pursue cooperative goals. Participants match their emotional state to that of their social interactants (Huntsinger, Lun, Sinclair, & Clore, 2009), neutralize their emotions when they expect to collaborate on a task with a stranger rather than work on the task alone (Erber, Wegner, & Therriault, 1996), increase their level of excitement at the pursuit of an approach goal (Tamir & Ford, 2009), and raise their level of happiness when they expect to pursue an interdependent goal (Tamir & Ford, 2012). Yet, other aspects of the social context may direct people towards antagonistic goals. Participants increase their level of fear when pursuing an avoidance goal and raise their level of anger when expecting to pursue a confrontational goal (Tamir & Ford, 2009).
Emotional Instrumentality and Self-Enhancement

The literature on the instrumental view of emotion regulation has been predominantly concerned with social goals (e.g., cooperation, antagonism). But what about self-related goals, and, in particular, the fundamental goal (or motive) of self-enhancement? This refers to protecting, maintaining, or increasing the positivity of valued self-views (Alicke, Zell, & Guenther, 2013; Sedikides & Gregg, 2008). Can and do people use negative emotions (e.g., righteous anger) for self-enhancement purposes? Do they up-regulate their anger to attain positive inferences about themselves (Tamir, 2016)? A theoretical model, the self-concept enhancing tactician (SCENT) model, purports that they do. 

The SCENT model (Sedikides & Strube, 1997; see also Sedikides, Gaertner, & Cai, 2015) advocates the normative or contextual nature of self-enhancement. In particular, the model postulates that, although self-enhancement can manifest itself in a candid or unvarnished manner, more often than not self-enhancement strivings are tactical and pragmatic. Specifically, self-enhancement strivings are highly susceptible to role-fulfilling considerations (Martin et al., 1997).   
The SCENT is applicable to the regulation of emotional states for self-enhancement purposes. People will capitalize on the experience of righteous anger to maintain or augment their self-views as moral (i.e., moral grandiosity). For example, the angrier about injustice one feels, the more caring and compassionate one will see herself as being. Righteous anger, then, serves as input for whether one fulfills the role of a moral person and citizen. The SCENT model also explains why people may eschew opportunities to exit a negative emotional state: the short-term negative emotions are a small price to pay, if these emotions are to help boost one’s self-views (consistent with instrumental accounts of emotion regulation; Tamir, 2015, 2016). In such an instance, people will be harnessing a negative emotion for positive (i.e., self-enhancing) gains: The more one remains angry about injustice, the more moral one is.
Overview

We asked whether righteous anger feeds into moral grandiosity. Could reading stories about injustice or corruption give rise to both righteous anger and positive self-evaluations on morality? Anger over a case of injustice could serve as relevant input to judgments of one’s moral goodness, leading to higher ratings on “saint-type” or moral traits such as compassionate, responsible, and caring (Paulhus & John, 1998). People could prioritize feeling good about themselves over merely feeling good. We conducted two experiments to find out. We obtained no gender (Experiments 1-2), university affiliation (Experiment 1), or ethnicity (Experiment 2) differences, and we report all significant effects. Also, we probed participants for suspicion in both experiments (none guessed their purpose correctly) and debriefed them.
Experiment 1
In Experiment 1, participants read a story intended to trigger either righteous anger (injustice in the wake of a catastrophe) or neutral affect (grocery shopping). Next, they rated themselves on both moral and agentic traits. We hypothesized that participants who read the injustice story (relative to those who read the neutral story) would rate themselves higher on moral, but not on agentic, traits. Righteous anger would be relevant input to inferences about one’s moral uprightness, but not to inferences about one’s agentic strength.
Method
Design and participants. We used a 2 story (injustice, neutral) × 2 trait order (moral traits rated first, agentic traits rated first) × 2 emotion type (anger-denoting adjectives, contentment-denoting adjectives) mixed design. The first two factors were between-subjects, whereas the last factor was within-subjects.

We conducted a power analysis using G*Power software (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Land, 2009) to determine sample size. Assuming a medium effect size (Cohen’s d = .5) and based on previous relevant research (Martin et al., 1997), 45 participants would suffice to detect an effect (power > 0.95, alpha < 0.05). Given that this was our first experiment on the topic, we conservatively kept testing participants until the end of the designated period. We recruited 100 undergraduate students (Mage = 20.80, SDage = 4.69); fifty three of them were from a small private university and 47 from a large public university. University affiliation did not moderate the results. Sixty percent of participants in each university were women. Across universities, participants were of diverse nationalities, representing 13 countries. We compensated them either with course credit or the opportunity to win small gift certificates. One participant failed to complete the trait ratings. 
Materials. We composed two short stories (matched for length) to induce either righteous anger or neutral affect. The injustice story centered on an Indonesian villager’s tragedy as a result of a tsunami, and the political corruption that led to failure for critical aid to reach his family and village. The neutral story described a university student shopping for dinner. (We provide both stories in Supplemental Material.) We pilot tested the stories to ensure that they differed in valence, but not abstractness. Forty two participants read the stories (in counterbalanced order) and rated (1 = very negative/abstract, 5 = very positive/concrete) the injustice story (M = 1.77, SD = 0.90) as significantly more negative than the neutral story (M = 3.37, SD = 0.72), t(42) = 8.38, p = .001. However, they rated the injustice (M = 2.30, SD = 0.86) and neutral (M = 2.55, SD = 1.24) story as equivalent in abstractness, t(42) = 1.17, p = .25.
We also selected 20 moral and 20 agentic traits based on previous research (Anderson, 1968; Campbell, Rudich, & Sedikides, 2002; Gebauer, Wagner, Sedikides, & Neberich, 2013). Forty eight participants rated themselves on the traits, in counterbalanced order. We conducted a maximum likelihood factor analysis on the 40 traits, with varimax rotation, to extract two factors. We chose the traits with the highest loadings on one factor and the lowest loadings on the other factor. This procedure yielded 10 moral traits (caring, charitable, compassionate, considerate, generous, kindhearted, moral, nurturing, respectful, responsible) and 10 agentic traits (ambitious, confident, dominant, go-getter, independent, leader, original, powerful, self-reliant, winner).
Procedure. Participants were seated, separated by dividers. The experimenter explained that she would guide them through a visualization study. The first two visualizations served as practice trials and to bolster the cover story. Participants closed their eyes and visualized the details of their most recent bus ride. After one minute, they rated (1 = not at all, 7 = extremely) their visualization (“How vivid/clear/difficult was your visualization?”). Next, they visualized a local movie theatre for 1.5 minutes, and completed the same rating scales. Subsequently, participants read either the injustice or neutral story and visualized the scene details. Every 20 seconds for 2.5 minutes, the experimenter guided the visualization with short instructions (e.g., “Imagine you are watching the scene in person,” “Focus on your emotional reaction to the situation”). Following the visualization scales, participants completed the manipulation check. In particular, they rated how they felt at that moment (1 = extremely uncharacteristic, 11 = extremely characteristic) on three anger-denoting (furious, irritated, mad) and three contentment-denoting (calm, peaceful, tranquil) adjectives, presented in a single fixed random order. Then, participants rated themselves on the 10 moral and 10 agentic traits (1 = describes me not at all, 11 = describes me very much), in counterbalanced order.
Results and Discussion
We analyzed all data with 2 (story) × 2 (trait order) × 2 (emotion type) Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs).
Manipulation check. The assessment of anger-denoting adjectives ( = .90) and contentment-denoting adjectives ( = .92) was reliable. The critical Story × Emotion Type interaction was significant, F(1, 96) = 18.19, p = .001, partial (2 = .16. As intended, participants who read the injustice story reported feeling angrier (M = 4.45, SD = 2.76) than those who read the neutral story (M = 2.43, SD = 2.05), t(98) = 4.12, p = .001, partial (2 = .15; also, participants who read the injustice story reported feeling less content (M = 6.60, SD = 2.76) than those who read the neutral story (M = 8.64, SD = 1.94), t(98) = 4.25, p = .001, partial (2 = .16. The injustice story elicited significantly more anger and significantly less contentment than the neutral story. 
Self-enhancement. The assessment of moral traits ( = .93) and agentic traits ( = .93) was reliable. In replication of past research (Allison, Messick, & Goethals, 1989; Van Lange & Sedikides, 1998), a significant trait type main effect, F(1, 95) = 59.60, p = .001, partial (2 = .39, showed that participants rated themselves higher on moral (M = 8.16, SD = 1.64) than agentic (M = 6.84, SD = 1.85) traits. Importantly, we obtained a significant Story × Trait Type interaction, F(1, 95) = 5.50, p = .021, partial (2 = .06. We proceeded to analyze moral and agentic traits separately. Angry participants (i.e., those who read the injustice story; M = 8.50, SD = 1.70) rated themselves as more moral than neutral-emotion participants (i.e., those who read the neutral story; M = 7.82, SD = 1.51), t(97) = 2.07, p = .041, partial (2 = .04. Moreover, angry (M = 6.77, SD = 1.90) and neutral-emotion (M = 6.90, SD = 1.83) participants did not rate themselves differently on agentic traits, t(97) = .29, p = .77, partial (2 = .001. Participants used their anger to self-enhance, but in a theoretically circumscribed fashion: they self-enhanced on moral, but not on agentic, traits.
Summary
Participants placed in a state of righteous anger self-enhanced in the domain of morality, rating themselves as more moral than those in a neutral emotional state. Angry participants apparently used their emotion as input to render judgments about their morality. This emotion, however, was not relevant input to judgments about their agentic strength: the two groups did not rate themselves differently on agentic traits. Angry participants inferred moral, but not agentic, grandiosity. 
Experiment 2
In Experiment 2, we aimed to replicate and extend the findings of Experiment 1. We used a different injustice story, but the same neutral-emotion story. After reading one of the two stories, participants completed a measure of emotion regulation and a measure of self-enhancement. The former measure involved the expression of interest in reading either injustice-relevant (and thus anger-maintenance) or happiness-relevant (and thus anger-reduction) newspaper articles (Erber et al., 1996). The latter measure involved self-ratings on the same moral and agentic traits as in Experiment 1.
We hypothesized that angry participants would regard themselves, yet again, as higher on morality, but not on agency, compared to neutral-emotion participants. Distinctly, we hypothesized that angry participants would choose to maintain or up-regulate their anger by indicating a greater interest in reading injustice-relevant than happiness-relevant newspaper articles. More importantly, we hypothesized that anger up-regulation would mediate the effect of righteous anger on self-enhancement (i.e., moral grandiosity).
Method

Design and participants. We used a 2 story (injustice, neutral) × 2 trait order (moral traits rated first, agentic traits rated first) × 2 headline order (anger-eliciting headlines presented first, happiness-eliciting headlines presented first) × 2 emotion type (anger-denoting adjectives, contentment-denoting adjectives) mixed design. The first three factors were between-subjects, whereas the last factor was within-subjects. Given the addition of a between-subjects factor, we set the minimum sample size to 150, although we tested participants until the end of the designated period. In all, we tested 159 undergraduates from a large public university (83 women; Mage = 19.35, SDage = 1.69), who completed the study in partial fulfillment of a course option. The sample composition was: 50% white, 21% African American, 21% Asian-American or Asian, 8% other.
Materials. We composed a new injustice story around the effects of hurricane Katrina, in an attempt to make the manipulation more relevant for participants, the large majority of whom were US citizens. Thematically, though, the story was identical to that of Experiment 1, again focusing on avoidable tragedy due to political corruption. The neutral story was the same as in Experiment 1. (We provide both stories in Supplemental Material.) Also, we pilot tested injustice-relevant and happiness-relevant newspaper headlines by asking 50 participants to rate how angry or happy the corresponding articles would make them. We chose the three injustice-relevant news headlines (Couple Charged with Abusing Handicapped Son, Deaf Man Beaten for Not Answering Question, Animal Control Throws Pets Off Bridge to their Deaths) and the three happiness-relevant news headlines (Laughter Really is the Best Medicine: Health Benefits of Humor, Dog Saves Family from Fire started by Cat, Saturday Night Live Reunion!) that participants rated as most likely to evoke the strongest respective emotion.
Procedure. Participants, again separated by dividers, read either the injustice or neutral story, and then completed the manipulation check as in Experiment 1. Subsequently, they responded to two measures. We assessed emotion regulation through expressed interest in reading newspaper articles (Erber et al., 1996). Participants read the three injustice-relevant and three happiness-relevant headlines (in counterbalanced order) and indicated how interested they were at that moment (1 = not at all interested, 11 = very interested) in reading the corresponding articles. We assessed self-enhancement, as in Experiment 1, by asking participants to rate themselves on 10 moral and 10 agentic traits (in counterbalanced order).
Results and Discussion
We analyzed all data with 2 (story) × 2 (trait order) × 2 (emotion type) × 2 (headline order) × 2 (emotion type) ANOVAs.

Manipulation check. The assessment of anger-denoting adjectives ( = .82) and contentment-denoting adjectives ( = .87) was reliable. The crucial Story × Emotion Type interaction was significant, F(1, 151) = 42.19, p = .001, partial (2 = .22. As intended and consistent with Experiment 1, participants who read the injustice story reported feeling angrier (M = 4.14, SD = 2.44) than those who read the neutral story (M = 2.24, SD = 1.52), t(157) = 5.90, p = .001, partial (2 = .18. Also, participants who read the injustice story reported feeling less content (M = 6.35, SD = 2.11) than those who read the neutral story (M = 8.18, SD = 1.96), t(157) = 5.68, p = .001, partial (2 = .17. The manipulation was effective, as the injustice story induced more anger and less contentment than the neutral story. 
Anger regulation. The assessment of the three injustice-relevant headlines ( = .78) and the three happiness-relevant headlines ( = .71) was reliable. The theoretically-relevant Story × Emotion Regulation type interaction was significant, F(1, 151) = 10.80, p = .001, partial (2 = .07. We proceeded to analyze separately interest in the injustice-relevant and the happiness-relevant articles. Angry participants (M = 8.57, SD = 1.91) were more interested than neutral participants (M = 7.62, SD = 2.21) in reading injustice-relevant articles, t(157) = 2.90, p = .004 partial (2 = .051. However, angry (M = 6.45, SD = 2.06) and neutral (M = 6.82, SD = 2.15) participants did not differ significantly on interest in reading happiness-relevant articles, t(157) = 1.12, p = .27, partial (2 = .007. Angry participants expressed greater interest in newspaper articles (i.e., injustice-relevant) that would likely maintain their anger; they did not express greater interest in newspaper articles (i.e., happiness-relevant) that would likely decrease their anger.

Self-enhancement. The assessment of moral ( = .92) and agentic ( = .93) traits was reliable. As in Experiment 1, the trait type main effect was significant, F(1, 151) = 54.77, p = .001, partial (2 = .27: participants rated themselves higher on moral (M = 8.40, SD = 1.45) than agentic (M = 7.33, SD = 1.91) traits. Also as in Experiment 1, the Story ×Trait Type interaction was significant, F(1, 151) = 4.48, p = .026, partial (2 = .03. We proceeded with separate analyses for moral and agentic traits. Angry participants (i.e., those who read the injustice story; M = 8.68, SD = 1.32) rated themselves as more moral than neutral-emotion participants (i.e., those who read the neutral story; M = 8.05, SD = 1.52), t(157) = 2.45, p = .006 partial (2 = .047. However, angry (M = 7.35, SD = 1.99) and neutral-emotion (M = 7.31, SD = 1.84) participants did not rate themselves differently on agentic traits, t(157) = 0.13, p = .89, partial (2 = .001. Once again, angry participants used their anger to self-enhance on moral, but not on agentic, traits.
Mediational analyses. We wondered whether anger regulation mediated the effect of righteous anger on self-enhancement (i.e., moral grandiosity). That is, we tested whether anger regulation (i.e., interest in reading injustice-relevant articles) mediated the effect of story condition (i.e., story-induced righteous anger) on self-enhancement (i.e., self-superiority judgments on the moral domain). We tested for this indirect effect using PROCESS (Hayes, 2013), whereby we estimated this effect over 5,000 bias-corrected bootstrapping iterations. Those who read the injustice story rated themselves higher on moral traits (est = .63, SE = .23, t = 2.77, p = .006, 95% CI = .18 to 1.07), and the inclusion of anger regulation (est = .24, SE = .05, t = 4.63, p < .001, 95% CI = .14 to .34) in the model reduced the direct effect of the story condition to where it was no longer significant (est = .40, SE = .22, t = 1.83, p = .070, 95% CI = -.03 to .83). Indeed, the indirect effect of story condition on moral self-enhancement via anger regulation was significant (indirect effect = .23, SE = .11, 95% CI = .07 to .51; R2 mediation effect = .03, 95% CI = .005 to .08; Kappa2: .08, 95% CI = .02 to .17). This provides evidence for mediation. The principal alternative model (i.e., the indirect effect of righteous anger on anger regulation via self-enhancement) was inferior (indirect effect = .32, SE = .15, 95% CI = .09 to .66; R2 mediation effect = .03, 95% CI = .005 to .08; Kappa2: .08, 95% CI = .02 to .15) and the direct effect remained significant when including the proposed mediator (direct effect = .63, SE = .32, t = 2.01, p = .047). 
Summary and Testing of an Alternative
As in Experiment 1, participants who experienced righteous anger (vs. a neutral emotion) engaged in moral, but not agentic, grandiosity. Adding to Experiment 1, righteously angry participants chose to read newspaper articles expecting to maintain or up-regulate their anger. In fact, anger up-regulation mediated the effect of righteous anger on moral grandiosity: participants’ efforts to sustain, if not increase, their anger were in the service of moral self-enhancement.
It is possible that participants did not actually regulate their affect, but only indicated their preference on an ostensible impending task. We conducted a pilot study (N = 76) to test this alternative hypothesis. Participants read each of the six headlines, and then rated the extent to which they expected to feel furious, peaceful, tranquil, irritated, mad, and calm. Injustice-relevant articles led to higher levels of anticipated anger relative to happiness-relevant articles, t(75) = 21.62, p < .001. Similarly, happiness-relevant articles led to higher levels of anticipated contentment relative to the injustice-relevant articles, t(75) = 13.05, p < .001. These results rule out the alternative: Participants expected the newspaper articles to induce affect as intended.

General Discussion
People firmly and robustly declare their allegiance to moral mandates (Bandura, 1991; Lerner, 1970) and see themselves as better-than-average on adherence to such mandates (Alicke & Govorun, 2005; Allison et al., 1989; Epley & Dunning, 2000). We found that people will strategically employ negative emotions such as anger in order to self-enhance and will regulate their negative emotions in efforts to buttress the self-views as moral paragons. Participants who experienced righteous anger up-regulated their emotional state for the sake of moral, but not agentic, grandiosity: they expressed interest in reading injustice-relevant newspaper article, and that interest mediated the effect of righteous anger on moral self-enhancement. The findings are consistent with perspectives that consider self-enhancement strivings as flexible and role-fulfilling (Sedikides & Strube, 1997; Sedikides et al., 2015). The findings are also consistent with research showing that moral outrage reduces guilt and buffers from identity threat (Rothschild & Keefer, 2017). Participants strategically bypassed the short-term hedonic gain of anger reduction for the longer-term benefit of moral self-enhancement.

The findings are also generally consistent with research on moral hypocrisy. This construct refers to the motivation to “appear moral in one’s own and others’ eyes while, if possible, avoiding the cost of actually being moral” (Batson & Collins, 2011, p. 94). Not only has moral hypocricy been well-documented (Batson & Collins; O’Mara, Jackson, Batson, & Gaertner, 2011), but also the experience of righteous anger (or moral outrage) itself has been disputed as distinct from anger and has thus been suspected to be in the service of self-interest. For example, research has established the discriminant validity of personal anger (when the self was unfairly harmed) and empathic anger (when a related other or member of the ingroup was unfairly harmed), but not of righteous anger (when a moral standard was violated; Batson, Chao, & Givens, 2009; O’Mara, Jackson, Batson, & Gaertner, 2010). Righteous anger, then, often masquerades as identity-relevant personal anger. In our research, we took care for the eliciting anger condition (i.e., injustice) to be identity-relevant. In Experiment 1, we used a tsunami scenario. Tsunamis, due to their disastrous consequences, publicity, and association with climate change (i.e., such a disaster could happen anywhere), arguably have become a universal issue; furthermore, tsunamis was an identity-relevant issue to our international sample. In Experiment 2, we used a hurricane Katrina scenario—clearly, an identity relevant issue to our sample of US citizens. Nevertheless, future research would do well to compare directly the different types of anger in order to determine the breadth of applicability of the effects of righteous anger. Future research should also test the replicability of our findings with alternate anger manipulation, such as in situations where participants observe an injustice in the laboratory.

Our findings are generative. First, they have behavioral and interpersonal implications. For example, righteously angry individuals may be likely to act on their emotion by donating money to relieve the injustice. Also, angry individuals may regulate their emotion tactically to elicit favorable self-presentation, such as zealots angrily affirming their views at the media. At the same time, prolonged anger up-regulation may conflict with social goals such as boasting in cooperative contexts. Second, the regulation of other emotions, such as guilt or disgust, might also accentuate self-judgments of morality. For example, the guiltier people feel after forgetting to take a friend to the airport, the more they may evaluate themselves as loyal and committed friends. And the more disgusted people are regarding a politician’s immoral behavior, the purer they may judge their own character to be. Third, clinical applications are worth exploring. Individuals may hold onto negative emotional states (e.g., anger, guilt, sadness), because of the rather subtle tactical self-enhancement opportunities. For example, an individual with PTSD may refuse to let go of survivor guilt, because this means that he is honoring both his dead comrades and his commitment to keeping their memory alive. Finally, future research would do well to explore the role of individual differences and age. Persons who are high on extraversion (Tamir, 2009), self-esteem (Wood, Heimpel, & Michela, 2003), and happiness (Hirt & McCrea, 2001), and low on neuroticism (Tamir, 2005), as well as younger adults (Carstensen, Fung, & Charles, 2003) may be more prone to regulating their emotions instrumentally and thus using them strategically for self-enhancement purposes.

Books like To Kill a Mockingbird or Oliver Twist and films like 12 Years a Slave or Spotlight elicit negative emotionality (i.e., righteous anger), yet are popular and highly regarded. Why might individuals dwell on experiences that put them in a prolonged negative emotional state? Moral self-enhancement is one reason why. Anger makes one a better person (in one’s own eyes). People prioritize feeling good about themselves over merely feeling good, thus appearing to be able to find self-enhancement opportunities in the unlikeliest of places: negative emotions.
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