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Introduction  

 

Moral Development is one of those areas that have attracted interest since Antiquity. In 

Psychology, the first researchers that investigated the moral development were Jean Piaget 

(1965) and Lawrence Kohlberg (1969). During the past 15 years the number of research 

studies aimed at investigating morality grew constantly; the main themes explored being the 

antecedents of moral behaviour and the involvement of moral emotions in the process of 

moral decision making. 

The present research focuses on studying the motivational function of guilt, 

particularly - the influence that guilt has over the manifestation of moral and individualistic 

behaviour, and the implications that empathy has over the same types of behaviours. 

The first part of the investigation starts from opting for definitions (for morality, moral 

development and the development of morality), and from the differentiation between the 

components and the sub-components of the moral development domain. 

The second stage of the theoretical investigation includes: (1). the decision to turn our 

attention toward the moral self-conscious emotions and empathy (viewed as a moral 

emotional process); (2). choosing the emotion of guilt as the moral emotion to be studied in 

detail; (3). a differentiation between guilt from other self-conscious emotions; (4). a 

description of guilt aversion; (5). a description of empathy, and its relations to guilt.   

The third stage of our investigation includes a literature review which we ran in order 

to identify an appropriate method to experimentally induce guilt, other than moral scenarios 

(Christensen and Gomila, 2012; Rebega Apostle, Benga, Miclea, 2013). A pilot study follows 

this investigative endeavour. The purpose of the pilot study is to induce guilt and the fear of 

being negatively evaluated through an autobiographical memory task. 

In the fourth stage of our research, a series of experiments were conducted in order to 

investigate in detail the motivational function of guilt. The premise of these experimental 

studies is given by the controversies related to guilt’s motivational function which we found 

in the psychological literature (De Hooge, Nelissen, Breugelmans and Zeelenberg, 2011; De 

Hooge, 2012). 

The aims of the conducted experiments were to investigate: 

(1). the impact of guilt vs. vicarious emotions on moral and individualistic behaviours in a 

group of emerging adults (experimental study no. 1); 

(2). guilt’s motivational function and its behavioural consequences in a group of adolescents 

(experimental study no. 2a); 

(3). guilt’s motivational function followed by the victim’s empathic reaction versus guilt’s 

motivational function followed by the victim’s passive reaction (experimental study no. 2b); 

(4). the influence that the repair of the damage has on moral behaviour (experimental study 

no. 3). 

 

Chapter 1  Theoretical Framework 

 

1.1. The concepts of Morality, Moral Development and the Development of Morality 

The development of Morality refers to the process in which morality emerges and changes, 

depending on the socio-cultural and economical context, and also depending of the 

individual’s or on the groups’ moral development stage. The Development of Morality is 

closely linked to concepts of good, care, fairness and equity (Nucci & Ginkgo, 2008; Nucci & 

Turiel, 2009). Instead, Moral Development reflects the individuals’ developmental stage, and 
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it integrates features related to cognitive, emotional or social development. Finally, morality 

refers to how an individual should behave in a particular group, or in a particular situation, 

and is regarded as the instance that helps individuals distinguish between good and evil (Moll, 

Zahn, the Oliveira - Souza, Krueger & Grafman, 2005, p 779). 

1.2. Moral Development’s Components 

Despite the exponential growth of interest in moral development, there are few references that 

define and describe in detail its components: the moral judgments, moral behaviour or moral 

emotions, and the relationships between them (Greene, Somerville, Nystrom, Darley, & 

Cohen, 2001; Haidt, 2001). 

The psychological literature highlights, for each of the components of moral 

development – for the cognitive, behavioural and emotional components - a series of sub-

components (Harman, Mason and Sinnott-Armstrong, 2010, Greene et al., 2001, Murphy et 

al., 2011, 2012; Tangney et al., 2007). Among these, we choose a single sub-component 

relevant to this thesis, which we describe in more detail. 

1.2.1.    Moral Judgments 

Moral judgments are included in the cognitive component of moral development, along with 

moral thinking. For Moll et al. (2005, p 807), moral judgments (English "Moral Judgments") 

are "a type of evaluative judgement that is based on assessments of the adequacy of one’s own 

and others’ behaviours according to socially shaped ideas of right and wrong." (Moll et al., 

2005, p. 807). Instead, moral thinking (English "moral reasoning") is "a thinking mechanism 

through which moral judgements are attained." (Moll et al., 2005, p. 807). 

1.2.2. Moral Behaviours 

Moral behaviours are those behaviours that aim towards: cooperation, mutual 

assistance and equitable sharing of resources with other individuals (Tomasello & Vaish, 

2013). In the following section, we present a comparison of three dimensions of the 

behavioural component of moral development: pro-social behaviours, behaviours related to 

benevolence and altruism (Batson, 1991). 

 Pro-social behaviours refer to a wider range of manifestations that are designed to 

benefit both parties involved in the social situation (both the agent exhibiting the pro-social 

behaviour, and the agent toward which the pro-social behaviour is directed). Benevolent 

behaviours are motivated more by internal rewards and aim at helping others, and contain a 

low dose of selfish motivation (Ferguson, Farrell, & Lawrence, 2008). Altruistic behaviour 

implies helping others without taking into consideration internal or external reward (Sober & 

Wilson, 1998). 

It should be noted that we do not consider that moral behaviour is represented as either 

selfish behaviour or altruistic behaviours. Rather, we consider that these behaviours are 

situated on a continuum, at one pole being situated the "pure" selfish behaviours, and at the 

other extreme pole, the "pure" altruistic behaviours. Murphy and Ackermann (2011, 2012) 

capture this idea of a continuum of moral behaviour within their theory aimed to define social 

orientation values. Due to this classification, we use the term “individualistic behaviour” for 

behaviours that can be also named selfish.  

In this paper we use the term "moral behaviour" for all the behaviours described 

above: for the pro-social behaviours, the benevolent and altruistic ones. We consider two 

features to be essential for moral behaviour: (1). these behaviours benefit people in social 

context and (2). the manifestation of these behaviours is associated with individuals’ moral 

values.  
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1.2.3. The Moral Emotions 

For a long time moral emotions’ role in the moral decision making process has been ignored, 

as moral judgements were considered to be the most important components involved in the 

moral decision making process (Haidt, 2001). Currently, there are two perspectives that 

dominate the psychological literature and dispute the primacy of moral emotions or of moral 

judgments in moral decision making process: from Haidt’s perspective (2001, 2003) moral 

emotions are the most important components, and along with intuitions, they determine the 

output of moral decision making process, and in Greene’s view (2003), moral reasoning and 

moral emotions are processes that run in parallel. 

Haidt (2003, p. 855) defines moral emotions as "those emotions that are related to the 

interests or the welfare of society, or of another person, other than the “evaluator” or the 

“agent" (the moral agent). It is necessary to emphasize that this feature of moral/immoral 

emotion is a contextual function that emotions perform. The consequences that each emotion 

has on behaviour, on individuals' moral judgments, on the subsequent emotions are those that 

determine whether an emotion is a moral emotion. We could notice a tendency in trying to 

differentiate social emotions from moral emotions, but we consider this difference an artificial 

one, as moral emotions are eminently social: moral emotions occur only in relation to social 

interactions. 

In the present thesis, moral emotions are given this name because of the functions they 

perform:   (1). they motivate and accompany moral judgments, moral values, moral behaviour 

and moral identity, and       (2). they stop the manifestation of selfish, immoral, individualistic 

behaviours, which would have negative influences on other individuals, on other groups.  

1.2.4. Moral Emotions Families 

 We have taken into account several references that aimed to describe and differentiate 

moral emotion families: (1). Haidt (2003); (2). Tangney, Stuewig and Mashek (2007); (3). 

Gray and Wegner (2011); and (4). Hutcherson and Gross (2011). 

Although the distinctions proposed by Haidt (2003) are the most often referred to, the 

other references listed contribute with additional information about moral emotions. The 

inclusion of empathy in the category of moral emotions is important; some authors either 

present its emotional component as a moral emotion (in the form of compassion, Haidt, 2003) 

or they present it as an emotional process                    (Tangney et al., 2007). 

1.2.5. The Self-Conscious Moral Emotions  

The category of self-consciousness moral emotions includes: shame, guilt and 

embarrassment (Tangney et al., 2007). Considering Hutcherson and Gross’s (2011) division, 

the self-conscious emotions (shame, guilt and pride) can also be named socio-moral emotions, 

emotions related to self-consciousness because they: (1). involve evaluations of the self or of 

the individual’s behaviour in social contexts, and            (2). they require the individual's 

ability to understand others’ perspective of their own behaviours. Based on the strong desire 

that people have - to be a part of groups - these emotions should be highly adaptive 

(Baumeister & Leary, 1995), as they assessed and continually re-evaluate the relationship the 

individuals have with other social partners. 

1.2.6. Guilt 

Choosing guilt as the moral emotion to be studied in detail is not random, as guilt is 

one of the most important emotions that regulate individuals’ behaviours in society. Haidt 

(2001) considers guilt one of the prototypes of moral emotions. 

Guilt is defined as the ability to feel and anticipate others’ suffering (Baumeister, 

Stillwell, and Heatherton, 1994; Tommasello et al., 2005). Haidt (2003) reported the research 
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conducted by Baumeister, Stillwell, and Heatherton (1994) and describes guilt as the emotion 

that arises in the context of an endangered relationship, when the moral agent believes that 

she/he caused the other partner of interaction a loss or discomfort, and these actions 

jeopardized the relationship the moral agent has with the victim. Although this emotional state 

can be felt in relation to foreigners, it is rare for this to occur in distant relationships 

(Baumeister et al., 1994). According to Baumeister (1998), guilt comes from the “emotional 

area” of empathic concern from the “emotional area” associated with the anxiety of being 

socially excluded. Guilt is an adaptive emotion that brings benefits to individuals and their 

relationships (Tangney, Stuewig, & Mashek, 2007, p. 26). It is the emotion that is often seen 

as the glue of communities and groups. Its purpose is to protect and help social relations by 

punishing the abuse of moral (conventional) rules and aims at restoring inequalities 

(Baumeister et al., 1994; Leith and Baumeister, 1998). 

In the present thesis we define guilt as the unpleasant emotion that a moral agent feels 

following a moral transgression for which he feels responsible, an emotions which leads to 

moral, compensatory behaviour, aimed to restore the balance in the relationship. 

1.2.7. Differentiating shame from guilt 

One difference between guilt and shame is given by the different approach to the self. 

Guilt is less "painful" than shame, the individual who feels responsible for an inappropriate 

behaviour being motivated to repair the damage and the relationship (Baumeister et al., 1994). 

The individual who feels ashamed, assesses there is a difference between what he/she should 

be like and what he/she is, a difference between what they want to be and what it actually is, 

and these evaluations make the moral agent feel there are necessary changes needed to take 

part in their identity (Tangney, 1992, Tangney & Dearing, 2002). Guilt motivates the moral 

agent to take action, to act in social interactions, but shame, in opposition to guilt, is 

associated with the tendency to withdrawal from society. 

1.2.8. Differentiating Guilt from Regret 

Guilt and regret are very similar emotions. We consider regret as an emotion that has some 

features identified as describing guilt, and some from shame. From the perspective of 

motivating the moral agent’s behaviours, regret is associated rather with the manifestation of 

moral behaviour, and not to loneliness or withdrawal (as shame is). Oftentimes, studies 

demonstrate significant associations between regret and guilt, and these associations make the 

differentiation between these two emotions more difficult in research (Mandel, 2003; 

Zeelenberg, Van Dijk, Manstead, & Van der Pligt, 1998). 

1.2.9. Guilt aversion 

The fear of feeling guilty and avoiding the situations in which guilt may appear is called 

“guilt aversion” (Charness & Dufwenberg, 2006; Dufwenberg & Gneezy, 2000; Battigalli, & 

Dufwenberg, 2007). If guilt is the emotion that individuals experience when they realize that 

their behaviour was wrong, then, guilt aversion is the secondary emotion in which individuals 

are afraid to experience guilt. If trust and cooperation depend on avoiding negative states, as 

considered in the theory proposed by Chang, Smith, Dufwenberg, & Sanfey (2011), then, 

guilt aversion is very important in regulating moral behaviour (along with guilt).  

1.2.10. The relations between guilt and empathy 

Empathy is more than an emotion, and most authors consider it a multifaceted construct 

(Eisenberg et al., 1991). Following the taxonomy proposed by Davis (1980, 1983), empathy 

has four dimensions: (1). perspective taking, (2). fantasy, (3). empathic concern, and (4). 

personal distress. Tangney et al. (2007) considered empathy an extremely important moral 
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process, not just a moral emotion, or its emotional component. Empathy includes sympathy 

and compassion, and guilt is closely related to both of these components. 

 There is an almost unanimously shared opinion which highlights the positive effects of 

guilt and empathy. There are two published studies in social psychology that investigate 

guilt’s negative consequences (De Hooge et al., 2011; De Hooge, 2012). There are few 

studies that reveal the negative consequences of empathy, also. Barbara Oakley (2013) draws 

attention to the positive distortions toward the publication and the confirmation of positive 

stereotypes associated with empathy, which emphasis that empathy motivates pro-social 

behaviour. The author proposes an explanation for which the negative effects of empathy and 

altruism are not advertised as much as the positive consequences are: it is possible that the 

desire not to overshadow the positive effects empathy has on individuals and groups to be 

responsible for the biased positive presentation bias (Oakley, 2013). For example, one of the 

earlier studies showing possible negative effects of empathy is published by Batson, Klein, 

Highberger, and Shaw (1995); in this study empathy felt for the victim changes the 

participants’ perception on fairness in relation to the victim. In the article published by 

Baumeister, Stillwell and Heatherton (1994) the negative effects of guilt are stated: some 

individuals might use guilt to gain more power, a higher power status, in the relations they are 

involved in. Although there are only a few studies that draw attention to the negative 

consequences of guilt or empathy, these consequences should be considered and investigated, 

as a distorted, share opinion toward the positive consequences, which argues that empathy 

should be exercised and must be cultivated, does not help the advancement of knowledge.  

1.3. Final conclusions and present directions in the current research 

Based on the theoretical and empirical arguments presented above - regarding the positive 

distortions encountered in presenting guilt and empathy - the objective of this thesis is to 

investigate the motivational functions of guilt, empathy, and their implications in the 

manifestation of moral and individualistic behaviour. In this thesis, moral behaviour defines 

the actions which aim to help other individuals, regardless of the intention the individual has 

or his motivation, and the individualistic behaviour is that behaviour which favours more the 

moral agent. 

To achieve our general aim, we intend to meet the following objectives: 

1. to analyse the empirical studies that used to experimentally induce guilt (Chapter 2); 

2. to test the methodology involving autobiographical memory as a method by which the 

guilt and the fear of negative evaluation can be experimentally induced (Chapter 2, the 

pilot study ) 

3. to identify and construct a questionnaire to assess guilt as an emotional state, with an 

increased emphasis on moral emotions; 

4. to examine the impact guilt vs. vicarious emotions have in motivating moral behaviours 

and individualistic behaviours (Chapter 3, Study 1 ); 

5. to analyse guilt’s motivational function over the decision to manifest moral behaviours or 

individualistic behaviours in a group of adolescents ( Chapter 4, study 2a); 

6. to examine the motivational function an empathic victim (of a guilty moral agent) has 

over moral and individualistic behaviour (Chapter 4, study 2b); 

7. to analyse the implications that repair (and the identity of the repaired) that follows a 

moral transgression has over moral behaviour and over individualistic behaviour (Chapter 

4, study 3); 

 

These studies will lead to a better understanding of guilt and will be the first to investigate this 

emotion, using this type of methodology in a Romanian context. In addition, these are the first 

studies to investigate in detail the motivational function of guilt in an adolescent sample. 
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Chapter 2 Inducing Guilt: A Literature Review 

 

2.1. Introduction 

Most research makes use of moral scenarios to induce moral emotions, and guilt; the limits of 

this methodology are discussed by Christensen and Gomila (2012). The authors draw 

attention to the lack of uniformity in the use of such a methodology in Moral Psychology; a 

methodology which makes a meta-analysis difficult to conduct. As the knowledge gained on 

guilt is largely derived from studies which use moral scenarios, we aim to analyse the 

available literature in order to identify experimental induction methods to study guilt. 

2.2. Method 

We have conducted a computer search using the key-words “guilt and morality”, “guilt and 

induction” and “pro-social behaviour and guilt aversion” in Psych Info, Sage, Wiley and 

Science Direct databases. And we have included in our search the journal articles published in 

peer-reviewed journals between February 1980 and March 2012. The criteria used in selecting 

the articles were these: (1). the study uses a procedure to experimentally induce guilt and (2). 

the study refers to the moral domain (measuring pro-social behaviour).  

2.3. Results and Discussions  

We have identified only a few studies that use a proper method to experimentally induce guilt. 

There are three categories of strategies used to induce guilt: 1) the autobiographical recall, 

where participants are asked to describe with as many details as possible an event in which 

they felt guilt; 2) playing a computer game that has certain specifications aimed at inducing 

guilt and 3) causing a wrong-doing during the experiment to induce guilt.  

Cunningham, Steinberg and Grev (1980) induced guilt in an ecological manner. Their 

study falls into the category of studies that push participants to violate a moral norm during 

the experiment. In short - the participants were required to take a photo of the experimenter, 

and during this time the camera became defective. After this, the participant was told that the 

camera is broken and will need some repair. Another experimenter passed by the prime 

experimenter and some papers accidentally fell on the floor. Results confirmed the hypothesis 

that guilt motivates pro-social behaviour. 

Ketelaar and Au (2003) asked the participants to describe a recent experience in which 

they felt guilty, ashamed or blameworthy. For this task, the participants were given 10 

minutes. The results obtained showed that participants with a high level of guilt demonstrate 

an increased tendency toward cooperative behaviours. 

Nelissen, Dijker and De Vries (2007) induced guilt without using moral scenarios. The 

purpose of their study was to investigate the differences between fear and guilt regarding their 

motivational function of moral behaviour. The method used to induce guilt was that of an 

autobiographical memory task. Participants were divided into groups of 4 or 6 individuals, 

and within these small groups, they were asked to describe in as much detail as possible, a 

recent incident in which they felt they were guilty or afraid. They were told that this research 

aims to study "memory and information processing". Two evaluators examined and decided if 

the descriptions offered by the participants are sufficient or not to induce guilt. Guilt 

description should have included items such as taking personal responsibility. The results of 

this study replicated what is already claimed in the psychological literature - guilt motivates 

pro-social behaviour, and it seems that it is associated with selfish tendencies.  

De Hooge et al. (2007) consider their study a "perfect replica" of the study by Ketelaar 

and Au (2003). The research carried out by De Hooge et al. (2007) represents an important 
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response to previous studies (Ketelaar & Au, 2003; Nelissen et al., 2007), thus producing 

additional empirical evidence on the direction of research that demonstrates that guilt has a 

motivational function towards the manifestation of compensatory and moral behaviours. 

De Hooge et al. (2011) used the same methodology as Ketelaar and Au (2003) used in 

the first study. The researchers have asked participants to play a two-round game (De Hooge 

et al., 2011) and groups of 9-12 participants were introduced in the laboratory, where they 

played a computer game designed to make them feel guilty toward a teammate.  

Smith, Webster, Parrott, and Eyre (2002) used a task of autobiographical memory 

recall to investigate shame and guilt. The purpose of their study was to investigate the 

differences between guilt and shame regarding the private/public distinction that often 

differentiates these two emotions. Unlike other studies, researchers have asked participants 

not to write the details of their memories so that their memories are better preserved. 

Participants were asked to think about a situation involving a violation of moral norms in a 

private context, or about a violation of a moral norm in a public context, a violation of a rule 

in a public context or a violation of a rule (which does not imply morality) in a private 

context. The dependent variable was the response given by participants to the question "what 

is the emotion that best defines what have you felt?. Following this procedure participants 

were asked whether the emotion that best describes their feeling was guilt or shame, and this 

assessment assumed that the response is appreciated and quantitatively measured using a 

Likert scale. Making use of this procedure - not to ask participants to write the details about 

their emotional experiences - may be an effective and non-invasive experimental method to 

induce guilt.               The argument is that guilt is an emotion that most people consider to be 

an unpleasant emotion.  

De Hooge and her colleagues (2011) used the same method as that used previously by 

De Hooge et al. (2007). Researchers have made a few changes for this task - they exchanged 

messages with the other participants of the study. This change in approach probably 

maximizes the effects of emotion induction, if we consider the distinction of intra-group and 

inter-group, and the distance between the victim and the aggressor. 

2.4. Conclusions 

We found a few studies investigating guilt’s motivational function by experimentally inducing 

the emotions. We consider that the experimental procedure of inducing guilt as a method that 

should be used as well as moral scenarios. It is necessary to draw attention to the difficulties 

encountered during this search for experimental methods to induce guilt because they reflect 

the state of the research, the inconsistencies encountered in defining and differentiating guilt 

and shame. 

2.5  Pilot study 

 

2.5.1. Introduction 

Much of the research in the field of Moral Psychology makes use of moral scenarios to induce 

guilt (Christensen & Gomila, 2012). Using moral scenarios has its benefits: emotion can be 

induced in a large number of participants at the same time, participants are asked to imagine 

the same situation, so there cannot be a high variability of the types of induced "guilts". On 

the other hand, it would be preferable that information held about guilt is not all a result of a 

single type of methodology. These arguments, along with the results extracted from the 

previous analysis, in which we investigated the experimental method used to induce guilt, led 
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us to investigate whether the guilt induction method that makes use of a task which calls for 

autobiographical memory is effective. 

 We decided to examine also the possibility of inducing fear of negative evaluation 

(Watson & Friend, 1969; Leary, 1983; Carleton et al., 2007) with the same task, that to 

appeals to autobiographical memory. We chose this type of fear because: (1). it is closely 

linked to the behaviour that individuals have in social groups, without which morality would 

be meaningless; (2). it is considered in some cases a type of fear that helps individuals adapt, 

and in others cases it is considered to be the core of pathology, (3). it is associated with social 

rejection. 

2.5.2. Objective and Hypothesis 

Based on the theoretical analysis previously conducted, we aim to observe whether guilt or 

fear of negative evaluation can be induced using the methodology that uses autobiographical 

memory. 

Based on this, we expect that the method of inducing guilt and fear of negative evaluation by 

using an autobiographical memory task is effective.  

2.5.3. Method 

2.5.3.1. Experimental Design 

Participants were randomly distributed into one of three groups: (1). a group in which the 

guilt was induced (2). a group in which fear of negative evaluation was induced, and (3). the 

control group. The dependent variable was assessed using the subjective emotional state 

evaluated after the induction of the emotion (guilt, and respectively, fear of negative 

evaluation). 

2.5.3.2. Participants 

In this study 71 Romanian students were included (58 female, 13 male). They were enrolled 

in different programs of study (at the undergraduate level), at the University Babes Bolyai. 

All participants voluntarily participated in this study. 

2.5.3.3. Instruments 

The tasks used to induce guilt and the fear of negative evaluation. In the three groups 

(guilt, fear, and the control group) the task that was used to induce emotions appealed to 

autobiographical memory (and was previously used by De Hooge et al., 2007; Nelissen et al., 

2007). Participants is the guilt group were asked to describe in as much detail an event in 

which they felt guilty, then, they were asked to what extent they feel guilty at that time. The 

participants from the fear group were asked to describe in as much details as possible situation 

where they were afraid to be evaluated negatively by other people. The participants in the 

control group were given the task to describe a typical day. 

The initial emotional state assessment. Participants included in the guilt group were 

evaluated so as to establish their initial guilt emotional state using the question "To what 

extent do you feel now guilty for the events in your life?". The answer to this question was 

used using a Likert scale, and the answers could vary from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). The 

participants from the fear of negative evaluation group were asked to answer the following 

question: "To what extent are you afraid of being negatively evaluated by others now?", using 

a Likert scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much);  
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2.5.3.4. Procedure 

Participants read the original state assessment task, followed by the requirement employed by 

the inducing emotion task, and then, the emotion induction was evaluated. The completion of 

these tasks took on average 15 minutes. After completing this stage, participants were asked 

to answer a series of questionnaires, after which they were thanked for their participation. 

2.5.4. Results and Discussion 

There were 71 participants (13 male and 58 female, Mage = 21.94, SD = 2.42) included in the 

analysis. In the guilt-group there were 26 participants; in the fear of negative evaluation 24 

participants were included and 21 participants were included in the control group. The results 

show that emotions were not induced, the difference between the two evaluations were not 

significant. The fear of negative evaluation was not induced (Mt1 = 1.79, SD =.83, Mt2 = 1.95, 

SD = 1.08), t(23) = 1.00, p = .32, ns.. Also, guilt was not induced (Mt1 = 2.19, SD = 1.16;    

Mt2 = 2.03, SD = 1.11)  t(25) =.75, p =. 46. In addition, most participants did not complete the 

section made available for the event description that made them feel guilty. 

2.5.5. Conclusions 

These results fail to induce guilt and show that guilt is not an emotion that can easily be 

induced and studied using a methodology involving autobiographical memory. Probably the 

best strategy to induce guilt is that the emotion is induced on an individual basis. Through this 

research guilt characteristics were reinforced: it is a negative emotion, that causes discomfort, 

and individuals are not willing to recall such experiences.  

 

Chapter 3  The investigation of guilt among emerging adults 
 

3. Investigating of Guilt’s vs. Vicarious Emotions’ Impact on Moral Behaviour in 

Romanian Context (Study 1) 

3.1. Introduction 

Guilt and vicarious emotions are social, moral emotions (Baumeister et al., 1994; Haidt, 2003; 

Tangney et al, 2007). For the family of social emotions, taking into consideration the 

perspective the other individuals have is central (Batson et al., 1997; Decety & Jackson, 2004; 

Ruby & Decety, 2004). The status of social and of moral emotion attributed to guilt is due to 

the moral agents’ tendencies to manifest pro-social, compensatory, moral behaviours towards 

their victims (Eisenberg, 2000; Haidt, 2003, Tangney et al, 2007). 

The growing interest in studying the function of guilt and vicarious emotions is 

relatively recent (Nellisen & Zeelenberg, 2009; De Hooge, Nelissen, Breugelmans, and 

Zeelenberg, 2011; Paulus, Müller-Pinzler, Westerman, & Krach, 2013). The Interest in 

studying vicarious emotions is probably associated with the growing interest in moral 

emotions’ and the vicarious emotions’ tendencies to motivate moral behaviours (Batson et al., 

1997; Decety & Jackson, 2004; Miller, Eisenberg, Fabes, Shell, 1996; Tangney et al., 2007).           

In this present study, vicarious emotions are not differentiated from sympathy, empathy or 

personal distress; and they are very similar to the personal distress caused by the presence of a 

victim (as it was named by Haidt, 2003).  
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De Hooge, Nelissen, Breugelmans and Zeelenberg (2011) aimed to test the influence 

guilt has, compared with the influence the vicarious emotions have on moral and 

individualistic behaviours. The results of their research (carried out using student t test) argue 

that there are differences between the three groups in terms of the amount offered for the 

victim - guilt, unlike vicarious emotions, motivates the manifestation of moral behaviour. 

Then, participants in the guilt induced group offered less for the neutral person compared with 

the participants in the other two groups. Also, there were no differences in regard to the 

amount retained for themselves by the participants from the three groups. What is interesting 

in these results is that participants in the induced vicarious emotions did not differ from those 

from the control group, although it is considered that vicarious emotions motivate pro-social 

behaviour (Batson et al., 1997). 

3.2. Objectives and Hypotheses 

In this study: (1). we analyse the motivational function of guilt has over moral behaviours, 

(2). we investigate the motivational function of vicarious emotions on moral behaviours, (3). 

we determine the differences between guilt and vicarious emotions in respect to behavioural 

consequences, and (4). we design a scale to assess guilt induction. 

The formulated hypothesis are these ones: 

Hypothesis 1. Guilt, unlike vicarious emotions, motivates more the manifestation of moral 

behaviours towards the victim. 

Hypothesis 2. Guilt motivates at a greater extent the emergence of moral behaviour towards 

neutral people compared with vicarious emotions. 

Hypothesis 3. Guilt motivates: compensatory behaviours of a higher magnitude toward the 

victim compared with those directed at neutral persons (H.3.a.), higher compensatory 

behaviour manifestations than individualistic behaviours motivate, towards the victim (H.3.b), 

a higher magnitude of moral behaviour directed the neutral persons, compared to the 

individualistic behaviours (H.3.c.). 

Hypothesis 4. Vicarious emotions motivate: compensatory behaviours of a higher magnitude 

toward the victim compared with those directed at neutral persons (H.4.a.), higher 

compensatory behaviour manifestations towards the victim, compared to individualistic 

behaviours (H.4.b), a higher magnitude of moral behaviour directed the neutral individuals, 

compared with the individualistic behaviours (H.4.c.). 

Hypothesis 5. Guilt and vicarious emotions cause differences between the ratios obtained for 

the value of moral behaviour. 

3.3. Method 

3.3.1. Experimental Design 

Participants were randomly distributed into one of three groups: (1). a group in which the 

guilt was induced,   (2). a group in which vicarious emotions were induced, and (3). the 

control group. The dependent variables were: (1). the behaviour manifested toward the 

victim/person who helped, (2). the moral behaviour manifested toward a neutral person from 

the social environment, and  (3). the individualistic behaviour (the money participants kept for 

themselves).  
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3.3.2. Participants 

157 Romanian students were included in this research (Mage = 20.88, SD = 3.33, 145 females, 

12 males). They are enrolled in different programs of study (undergraduate level) within 

Babes Bolyai University. All participants participated voluntarily in this study. 

3.3.3. Instruments 

Moral Guilt Scale (SVM) was used to analyse the initial participants’ emotional states levels. 

To meet this purpose we have built a scale to assess and differentiate moral emotions close to 

guilt. Our approach started by analysing the lists of emotions/emotional states included in 

previous studies published by De Hooge et al. (2011), Nellisen et al. (2009), Ketelar and Au 

(2003), and the questionnaire often used for assessing participants’ emotional states before the 

induction of the emotions - PANAS - X (Watson & Clark, 1999). After this analysis, we 

decided to include in this scale 17 emotions and moods: guilt, pride, joy, shame, sorrow, 

regret, relief, fear, disappointment, anger, remorse, I feel responsible, anger towards self, 

disgust to themselves, to their own behaviour disgust, dissatisfaction with oneself, 

dissatisfaction with their behaviour. The instructions used were these: "Below you will find a 

list of words for emotions. “How intense do you feel these emotions now? Read each item and 

then mark the answers in the space next to the word.” Each item was rated on a Likert scale 

with six levels (0 = none, 1 = very little, 2 = little, 3 = moderate, 4 = much, 5 = very much. 

Internal consistency coefficient indicates a higher fidelity: Cronbach’s α = 0.81 (for the initial 

assessment of the level of basic mood, t1) and Cronbach's α = 0.92 (for evaluation after 

induction of emotions, t2). 

Moral scenarios (De Hooge et al., 2011; De Hooge, 2012). To induce the guilt state, or the 

vicarious emotions, we used moral scenarios. These moral scenarios were developed by Ilona 

De Hooge and her colleagues’’ studies (De Hooge et al., 2011, De Hooge, 2012). The 

beginning of the moral scenarios read was the same for all the participants, and consisted of 

the following description: "Imagine you are in a hurry because you want to get a special offer 

at a shop just before closing time. You do not have a means of transportation but you know 

that your friend Ioan has a bicycle. This bicycle is very special to him because it is the last 

present given to him by his grandmother before she died. Nevertheless, he lets you use the 

bicycle. You cycle to the shop and get the special offer. When you leave the shop you find out 

that the bicycle has been stolen; you forgot to lock it. You inform Ioan about this and he is 

very sad.” In the guilt condition participants read the following final for the scenario: “When 

you leave the shop you find out that the bicycle is stolen; you forgot to lock it. You inform 

Ioan about this and he is very sad.” The group vicarious emotion participants were read: "The 

next day Ioan lends his bicycle to Adi and the bicycle gets stolen: The friend forgot to lock it. 

Jim is very sad.” Participants in the control group read the script ending with this sentence: 

"After you leave the shop you take the bicycle and bring it back to Ioan.” 

Moral Behaviour and Individualistic Behaviours’ Evaluation (De Hooge et al., 2011). The 

individualist moral behaviours were assessed through a scenario that requires moral decisions. 

After using this description: "A week after the event there are the birthdays of your friend 

Ioan and of another friend, Michael. You have 100 lei that you can spend. How much money 

would you spend on the birthday of Jim and on the birthday of Michael, and how much 

money would you keep for yourself?” 

Participating filled with what amount they give the victim/person that helped, what amount 

they give the neutral friend and how much they take for themselves. The amounts which 

participants decided upon to be given for the two friends’ gifts are considered moral 

behaviour (the first two) and individualistic behaviour (the amount kept to themselves). 



15 
 

The value of moral behaviour is calculated by adding the amount offered for moral 

behaviours, from which the value assessing the individualistic behaviour is subtracted. This is 

the formula used: the value of moral behaviour = (the amount attributed for the victim + the 

amount offered to the neutral friend) - the amount the participants kept for themselves. 

3.4. Participants  

157 participants were initially included in the study. Of these, 23 were excluded from 

the analysis due to the lack of answers, as they either failed to complete items of the scales, or 

because the initial assessment scores reported extreme guilt, regret and shame. Therefore, 134 

participants were included in the analysis (122 women and 12 men; Mage = 20.88,               

SD = 3.33). 

The Initial Evaluation. After eliminating participants with extreme initial scores, the 

data provided by 134 participants was included in the analysis. In the group to which guilt 

was induced - 55 participants were included, 46 participants were include in the group in 

which the vicarious emotions were induced and 33 participants were enrolled in the control 

group. No significant differences between the three groups were found after the initial 

assessment (F(2, 134) = 0.12, p > .05, ns.). 

Guilt Induction. The first step was to analyse the differences between the initial 

emotional evaluation and the evaluation of the emotional states after the emotional induction. 

The guilt induction was successful only in the group in which guilt was induced                

(t(54) = -27.09, p <.001, Cohen's d = - 5.09). The levels of guilt reported by the vicarious 

group show that participants in this group do not feel guilty for the inappropriate behaviour 

exhibited by another person, compared to those participants included in the guilt condition         

(t(45) = -0.89, p >.05, ns.).  

At t2 there were significant differences between the mean scores obtained for the item 

"guilty" between the guilt condition participants and the vicarious condition participants, 

(t(99) = -17.43, p  < .001), and also between the guilt induced condition group and the control 

group (t(86) = -23.05, p < .001). Thus, the induction of guilt was effective only in the 

experimental group. 

Moral behaviour manifested toward the victim/person helped. The amount of 

money attributed by the guilt group to the first friend is considered the moral behaviour 

manifested toward their victim. For the other two groups, the moral behaviour manifested 

toward the first friend that helped is considered to be the moral behaviour. The participants 

from the guilt group gave the victim a greater amount compared to those in the group that had 

vicarious emotions induced (t(99) = 4.72, p < .001). Similarly, guilty participants offered the 

victim a greater amount than the control group participants did (t(86) = 4.94, p <.01). Among 

the vicarious emotion induction group and the control group there were no differences       

(t(77) = 2.78, p>.05, ns.). 

The Moral Behaviour Manifested Toward the Neutral Friend. Regarding the 

amount offered to the neutral person, participants in the guilt cognition did not differ from 

those of the other two groups (t(99) = -1.87, p > .05, ns. - results obtained from the 

comparison of the guilt group to the vicarious emotion condition, respectively t(86) = -1.56,    

p >  .05, ns. – results obtained by the guilt group compared to the control group). Between the 

control group and the vicarious emotions group there were no recorded differences           

(t(77) = 0.16, p >.05, ns.).  

Individualistic behaviour was assessed through the amount of money that participants 

kept to themselves. Participants who were induced guilt responded differently from those in 

the vicarious emotion group (t(99) = -3.49, p < .01), keeping the least amount from 
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themselves. Also, participants in the guilt group differed from those included in the control 

group (t(86) = -3.79, p <.01). Again, there were no differences between the vicarious 

emotions group and the control group (t(77) = .58, p > .05, ns.). 

Table 1.  

The mean and the standard deviation reported for the variable of guilt, as an emotional state at the initial 

evaluation (t1) and after guilt’s induction (t2) for the three groups  

      

Group N t1 t2 t p Cohen d 

Guilt 55 1.78 (.85) 5.4 (.53) -27.09 .00 -5.09 

Vicarious Emotions 46 1.74 (.97) 1.93 (1.35) -.89 .37 -.16 

Control  33 1.85 (1.17) 1.67 (099) .81 .42 0.16 

 

Thus, the results empirically supportb the first hypothesis: individuals from the guilt - group 

manifested an increased moral behaviour toward the victim's own behaviour, compared with 

the participants from the other two groups. The results did not empirically support the second 

hypothesis: the guilty participants did not differ from those included in the vicarious emotions 

group, or from those included in the control group, in terms of the moral behaviour 

manifested toward the neutral friend.  

Table 2.  

Means, standard deviations and the correlations between moral behaviours and individualist behaviours 

(N=134) 

  1 2 3 

1. Moral behaviour 1 - -.34** -.81** 

2. Moral behaviour 2   - -.25** 

3.Individualist behaviour     - 

M 51.3 30.49 17.84 

SD 17.56 10.58 16.92 

 **p <.01    

The data was analysed using t Student test, as did De Hooge et al. (2011), and also using 

MANOVA, given the three ways of the independent variable and the three ways of the 

dependent variable (Field, 2009). 

Using Roy's Largest Root, one of the indicators that can be reported for MANOVA (Field, 

2009), we observed a significant result of the group's impact on moral behaviour Θ = .35,    

F(4, 262) = .20, p < .001. The results obtained allowed us to continue to analyse the influence 

of emotions on moral behaviour using discriminative analysis. The first function obtained by 

the discriminative analysis explained  99.8 % of the variance between the two groups, and the 

second explained only.02 %.  

Combined, the discriminative functions described differ significantly between the groups 

included in the analysis, λ = .80, χ2 (4) = 28.86, p <.001, compared with the second function, 

λ = .99, χ2(1) = 0.07, p = .789. The correlations between the results and the functions 

obtained charge in a very different manner depending on the two types of moral behaviours. 

The moral behaviour manifested toward the victim or the person who helps loaded r = .99 for 

the first function, and for the second function r =.06. For the second function, the moral 

behaviour manifested toward the second individual charged r = -.36, and for the second 

function r =.93. Thus, the first function discriminates better between moral behaviour 
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manifested by the victim/person that helps, and the second function discriminates better the 

moral behaviour manifested toward the neutral friends in the social context. The results 

support that the groups differed significantly in terms of the patterns of manifested moral 

behaviours.  

Analysing the individualist behaviour. In order to analyse the differences between the three 

groups in terms of behaviour we used a non – parametric test - Kruskal - Wallis test. The three 

groups differed significantly based on the distributions of the individualistic behaviours      

(H(2) = 12.96, p < .05). Thus, we know that the three groups differ, but we need more 

analysis to understand the specific differences. To assess these differences, we used a non-

parametric test for post hoc analysis. Since we are dealing with multiple comparisons, we use 

the Bonferroni correction. We compare: (1). the individualistic behaviour exhibited by the 

guilt-group and  (2). the individualistic behaviour exhibited by the vicarious-emotions group. 

The threshold we took into consideration is p = .0167 (the Bonferroni correction), to prevent 

possible type I errors (Field, 2009; Howitt & Cramer, 2009). Mann- Whitney U test concluded 

that there are significant differences between individualistic behaviour exhibited by 

participants in the guilt group, compared to those in the group were vicarious emotions were 

induced, U = 831.5, r = 82.73. Similarly, there are significant differences between 

individualistic behaviours exhibited by the guilt group compared with the control group         

U = 567, r = -.32. Also, there were no significant differences between the individualistic 

behaviours shown by the vicarious emotion group and the control group (U = 703, r = .06). 

Therefore, the participants from the vicarious emotions group do not lead to a different pattern 

of individualistic behaviours compared with the participants included in the control group.  

Intra-group differences based on moral behaviours. Within the guilt group, differences 

between moral behaviour directed toward the victim, compared to behaviours directed toward 

a neutral friend are observed (F1, 54 = 108.49, p < .001). In the group in which vicarious 

emotions were induced, significant differences between the amount offered for both friends 

(the neutral and the one that helped) are observed F1, 45  = 14.93, p <.001. The same results 

can be observed between the amounts provided in the control group for the same two friends 

F1,32 = 19.86, p < .001. Therefore, we can state that within the guilt group, participants have 

offered higher amounts for victim/the person that helped, rather than for the neutral person. 

Empirical evidence supports H.3.a. and H.4.a.. 

Individualistic behaviour vs. moral behaviour. Due to significant Levene test for 

individualistic behaviour, we analysed the data regarding moral and individualistic behaviour 

using the Wilcoxon test.  

In the guilt group, the moral behaviour manifested toward the victim (Mcm1 = 60.61) had a 

larger magnitude than the individualistic behaviour (MCI = 11.13), T = 27.97, r = - 0.62. This 

result empirically supports H.3.b.. Moral behaviour toward the neutral friend (Mcm2 = 28.27) 

is larger than the individualistic behaviour (MCI = 11.13),   T = 27.75, r = - 4.25, indicating 

that the hypothesis H.3.c. was also empirically supported. 

In the vicarious emotions group, the moral behaviour manifested toward the victim         

(Mcm1 = 45.24) was of a larger magnitude than the individualistic behaviour (MCI = 21.48), T 

= 26.90, r = - 0.42. Moral behaviour toward a neutral person (Mcm2 = 32.20) is larger than 

individualistic behaviour (MCI = 21.48), T = 23.89, r = - 0.30. These results bring empirical 

support for the hypothesis H.4.b. and H.4.c. 

The value attributed to moral behaviour. Using the non-parametric equivalent of 

unifactorial ANOVA: the Kruskal- Wallis, we obtained a significant difference between the 
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three groups in terms of the amount attributed moral behaviour (H(2) = 13.58, p =.024). 

However, since the threshold for considering a significant difference is p = .0167 

(considering the Bonferroni correction, Field, 2009; Howitt & Cramer, 2009), the result 

cannot be taken into account after. Therefore, H.5. is not empirically supported.  

3.5. Discussion 
This study aimed to replicate the first experimental study conducted by De Hooge et al. 

(2011). In comparison with the initial study, in the present study we have included an initial 

assessment of the emotional state of the participants, since the participants were selected from 

a convenience sample. Our results differ from those obtained in the initial study (De Hooge et 

al., 2011). The present study supports the positive effects of guilt on moral behaviour, both in 

terms of behaviour manifested toward the victim, and also in terms of the behaviour 

manifested toward other individuals in the social context. These results motivate us to 

maintain guilt in the category of moral emotions, as proposed by Haidt (2003) or by Tangney 

et al. (2007). 

3.6. Final discussions and conclusions 

The present study draws attention to the limited research available on vicarious emotions, the 

need to study these emotions more, and also fits in the new line of research that studies the 

vicarious emotions (Paulus et al., 2013). This is the first study developed in the Romanian 

social context. We consider that our results highlight cultural differences. 

 

Chapter 4   Guilt’s, Empathy's and Repairs’ Impact over Moral and Individualistic 

Behaviour during Adolescence 

4.1  Guilt’s Influence over Moral Behaviour (Study 2) 

4.1.1. Introduction 

Adolescence is a period of vulnerability, in which adolescents’ decisions can be easily 

influenced by their emotions (Blakemore, 2008; Choudhury, Blakemore, Charman, 2007). In 

the presence of peers, adolescents tend to take more risky decisions (Blakemore, & Robbins, 

2012; Crone, 2013, Wolf, Wright, Kilford, Dolan, & Blakemore, 2013, Casey, & Caudle, 

2013), in order to maintain their status in the group and their self-image. Taking these 

considerations into account, we find the study of guilt’s motivational function an important 

subject of research during this period of development. To understand the context in which the 

moral development takes place, we can refer to recent results that highlight the cognitive and 

social development of adolescents (Blakemore & Robbins, 2012; Crone 2013; Gummerum, 

Keller, Takezawa, & Mata, 2008; Gummerum, Hanoch, Keller, Parsons, & Hummel, 2010). 

Also, there is a large amount of research that aims at studying social ability of decision-

making related to fairness (Radke, Güroğlu, & de Bruijn, 2012; Güroğlu, Van den Bos, 

Rombouts, & Crone, 2010). All these studies reveal interesting differences between the highly 

cognitive, socio-emotional and moral features adolescence has, compared with the adult 

period. 

Guilt is part of the emotions that are particularly relevant during adolescence because of the 

role it bears the dynamics of the group. This emotion related to self-awareness, is one of the 

emotions that are based on self- assessment of their own identity (Eisenberg, 2000). 
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What interests us is to analyse the influence guilt has on moral and individualistic behaviours 

as previous other studies have (De Hooge et al., 2011; De Hooge, 2012), but in a group of 

adolescents, in order to identify possible differences the step of developing data. 

4.1.2. Objectives and Hypotheses 

Starting from the idea that during adolescence the social information is processed differently, 

compared to emerging adults, and also adults, in this study we aim to analyse guilt’s 

motivational function over the manifestation of the moral and individualistic behaviours.  

Therefore, we expect that guilt motivates moral behaviour and does not motivate 

individualistic behaviour manifestations. 

4.1.3. Method 

4.1.3.1. Experimental Design 

Participants were randomly distributed into two experimental groups: (1). a group in which 

guilt was induced, and (2). the control group. The dependent variables are: (1). the moral 

behaviour manifested toward the victim/the person who helped the participants, (2). the moral 

behaviour manifested toward the neutral person from the social environment and, (3). the 

individualistic behaviour (the amount of money the participants kept for themselves). This 

experimental design includes an independent variable with three modes and three dependent 

variables. 

4.1.3.2. Participants 

In this research 53 adolescents aged between 15 and 17 years (M = 15.99, SD = .52) enrolled 

in three schools of Craiova and Cluj-Napoca were included. The participation in the study was 

voluntary. 

4.1.3.3. Instruments 

The moral scenarios (De Hooge et al., 2011; De Hooge, 2012) used are the ones used in the 

previous study.   Participants all read the same beginning of the scenario: "Imagine you are in 

a hurry because you want to get a special offer at a shop just before closing time. You do not 

have a means of transportation but you know that your friend Ioan has a bicycle. This bicycle 

is very special to him because it is the last present given to him by his grandmother before she 

died. Nevertheless, he lets you use the bicycle. You cycle to the shop and get the special offer. 

When you leave the shop you find out that the bicycle has been stolen; you forgot to lock it. 

You inform Ioan about this and he is very sad.” The control group participants read: "After 

you leave the shop you take the bicycle and bring it back to Ioan.”   

The Moral Guilt Scale (MGS) is a scale designed to assess guilt compared other (moral) 

emotions experienced by the participants. This scale contains the following 

emotions/emotional states: guilt, pride, joy, shame, sorrow, regret, relief, fear, 

disappointment, anger, remorse. Participants received these completion instructions: "Below 

you will find a list of emotions and emotional states. How intense do you feel these emotions 

now? Read each item and then mark the answers in the column next to the word." All of the 

emotions included in this scale are rated on a scale from 0-5 (0 = none, 1 = very little, 2 = 

little, 3 = moderate,   4 = much, 5 = very much). Internal consistency coefficient indicates a 

high internal consistency for the scale: Cronbach’s α = 0.86 (for the initial assessment of the 

emotional state, t1) and Cronbach's α = 0.68 (for evaluation after the induction of emotions 

took place, t2). This scale is a shortened version of the scale used in the study presented in 

Chapter 3. 
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The evaluation of moral and individualistic behaviours (De Hooge et al., 2011; De Hooge, 

2012). The individualist moral behaviours were assessed using this scenario: "A week after 

the event there are the birthdays of your friend Ioan and of another friend, Michael. You have 

100 lei that you can spend. How much money would you spend on the birthday of Jim and on 

the birthday of Michael, and how much money would you keep for yourself?” Each 

participant wrote the amounts they attribute to each of the victim, the neutral friend and to 

themselves.  

The value of moral behaviour was calculated by adding the values attributed for the moral 

behaviours and subtracting the amount of money considered to assess the individualistic 

behaviour. The value of moral behaviour = (the amount offered to the victim + the amount 

offered neutral friend) - the amount kept by the participants for themselves. 

4.1.3.4. Procedure 

The participants completed the questionnaires in this following order: (1). MGS, (2). 

participants read the moral scenarios, (3). completed the MGS, (4) participants responded for 

the scale assessing moral behaviour and individualistic behaviour. Each questionnaire was 

accompanied by specific instructions. This process, of answering the scales took, on average, 

about 20 minutes. Participants were thanked after completing the questionnaires. 

4.1.3.5. Methods of data analysis 

Data was analysed using multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), given the three 

conditions of the dependent variable that we take into account. The value computed for the 

moral behaviour was analysed using univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA). 

4.1.4. Results 

Preliminary data analysis. The 53 participants were randomly divided into two groups. In 

the control group 19 participants were included (M = 15.96, SD = 63) and in the guilt induced 

group, 34 participants were included (M = 16.01, SD =.46). There were not differences 

between the two groups (t(51) =.32, p =.746, ns.).  

Guilt Induction. For the 53 participants included in the two groups, we computed the mean 

and the standard deviation for the initial guilt report (here we use the term "t1" for this 

evaluation), and for the emotional state attributed to guilt after the guilt induction (here we 

use the phrase "t2", for the second evaluation). Then, we compared the two groups. There 

were no significant differences at t1 (F(1,51) = .97, p = .329), but there are significant 

differences t2 (F(1,51) = 91.05, p < .001). This result demonstrates that guilt induction took 

place in the experimental group. 

Moral behaviours directed toward a neutral person (moral behaviour 2) and 

individualistic behaviours. Using Pillai 's trace, we observe a significant effect of group 

membership over the amount offered for the neutral person and for the individualistic 

behaviour, V = 0.45, F (2, 46) = 19.08, p < .001. These results show a significant effect of 

group membership over the moral behaviour 2 and over individualistic, selfish behaviour. 

Discriminative analysis described a single function, given the inclusion of two groups 

in the analysis. The function obtained explain the entire variance, canonical R
2
 =.67. For this 

function, λ =.55, χ2 (2) = 27.78, p < .001. The correlations between the results (the dependent 

variables) and discriminant function shows that the amounts offered for the neutral person 

(moral behaviour 2) loaded onto this function (r = .77), while the individualistic behaviour 

loaded less on this function and conversely (r = -.70). Therefore, we can infer that people in 
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the two groups differed in the manner they chose to manifest moral behaviours toward the 

neutral friend, and also, by the manner they manifested the individualistic behaviour. 

Therefore, the participants involved in the experimental group, in which guilt was induced, 

manifested a low individualistic behaviour, whereas participants in the control group have 

retained a significantly higher amount for themselves, demonstrating increased individualistic 

behaviour. This latter difference would also be visible if the amount of money the control 

group participants kept for themselves would be divided by the sum the guilt participants kept 

for themselves and the number obtained would be 2.58, indicating a large difference. 

Following this analysis, the second part of the hypothesis has received empirical support. The 

differences between the two groups indicated differences in moral behaviour directed toward 

a neutral person, and in terms of individualistic behaviour. 

Table 3.    

Means ,standard deviations, and the correlations for moral behaviours and individualistic behaviour 

 Behaviour shown toward 1 2 3 

1. Victim - -.70** -.72** 

2. Neutral Friend -.76** - -.50* 

3. Themselves -.42* -.22 - 

Mgroup 1(SD) 59.55 (11.95) 34.08 (11.65) 5.29 (8.52) 

Mgroup2 (SD) 65.26 (17.11) 21.57 (12.02) 13.68 (9.10) 

Notă.The means and the standard deviations obtained for the two  groups are shown in the lower part of the 

table. The group in which guilt was induced is group 1 and the control group is group 2. 

*p <.05, **p <.01   

 

Moral behaviour directed towards the victim/the person that helped (moral behaviour 

1). To analyse the amounts provided to victims (by the participants in the group where guilt 

was induced) and the person who helped (the control group), we used the non-parametric test  

- the Kruskal-Wallis Test. Dealing with multiple comparisons, the threshold that we have set 

to consider a significant difference is p =.0167, to prevent possible type I errors (the 

Bonferroni corrections). The results show that the amount offered to the victim/the person 

who helps does not differ significantly between the two groups (H(1) = 2.2, p = .14, ns.). The 

lack of differences regarding moral behaviour 1 is an unexpected result. We can conclude that 

the first part of the hypothesis was not empirically supported; the participants included in the 

guilt group did not offer a higher amount for the victim, compared with the control group 

participants.  

The value of "moral behaviour" shows that guilt led the participants in the guilt group to 

manifest a higher extent of moral behaviour (F(1,49) = 13.84, p = .001). Although there are 

no differences in the behaviour manifested toward the victim/the person that helps between 

the two groups, if we take into account both moral and individualistic behaviour, guilt 

motivates manifestation of moral behaviour.  

4.1.5. Discussion 

Participants from the two groups did not differ in regards with the amount of money offered 

to the person towards which they felt guilt. This result deserves further investigation because 

it differs from that shown by emerging adults, and the participants from the Netherlands, 

included in the research conducted by De Hooge et al. (2011) and De Hooge (2012). 
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The results support that the two groups differ significantly in terms of moral behaviour 

manifested towards the neutral friend. It remains to be discussed whether the "neutral" friend 

is really so, since the scenario states that the amount given is for the present of this friends’ 

birthday, and the social norm is to offer gifts. Also, when it comes to teenagers, and their 

relationship with friends, it is known that their relationships with peers are extremely 

important (Blakemore, & Robins, 2012; Crone, 2013). 

Our results show that guilt made  participants not necessarily more altruistic, but less selfish. 

The approach trends towards the moral behaviour may be motivated by different emotions, by 

different personal values, by different possible assessments from participants’ perspectives. 

We believe that these two trends are often associated – when a moral behaviour is manifested, 

there it is less likely for the individualistic behaviour to occur (even if different individuals are 

taken into account). However, if the motivations for these two types of behaviours are 

different, then they can be manifested simultaneously towards different individuals, and this 

type of decisions can be seen the case of decisions used by De Hooge et al. (2011) and by us. 

It is necessary to emphasize the difference between the results of this study - different from 

those obtained in the Dutch culture (De Hooge et al., 2011; De Hooge, 2012) - and those in 

the Romanian culture (Rebega, Benga, & Miclea, in press). In addition, adolescents appear to 

be more sensitive to emotional anchors present in the scenarios. If we look at the age 

difference, without being familiar with the peculiarities of development of adolescents, we 

would not expect these differences. But there are plenty of studies that highlight the role of 

the group in adolescence, the role of friends and on social-emotional development 

(Blakemore, 2008; Crone, 2013; Choudhury, Blakemore, Charman, 2007; Somerville, 2013). 

The small number of participants included in the study represents a limit of this research. In a 

new research, the low response rate could be taken into consideration, and therefore a larger 

number of questionnaires could be distributed. 

4.1.6. Conclusions  

From the current study we have shown empirical proof that shows that the cost of a 

moral transgression is supported by the moral agent, and not by the neutral friend. Due to the 

lack of differences between guilt-induced group and the control group in respect to the 

amount attributed to the victim (or the person who helps) the hypothesis was empirically 

supported. This lack of differences between the two groups requires further investigation; 

participants in the control group giving person who helped more than they gave participants 

blamed the victim.  

The present study draws attention to the emotions that may be induced through the 

scenarios, the dependence of moral judgments to certain moral emotions and certain 

emotional states of the participants. As emotions influence moral decision making and 

behaviours, special attention should be attributed to the scenarios used in studies from the 

Moral Psychology domain.  

4.2 The Influence of the Empathic Victim’s Reaction over Moral and Individualistic 

Behaviour (Study 2b) 

4.2.1. Introduction 

Guilt is one of the moral emotions that motivate behaviour; guilt motivates 

compensatory behaviours toward the victims of the transgression (Haidt, 2003, Tangney et al., 

2007). One of the most frequently cited features of this emotion is to repair a relationship that 

has been compromised by the moral agent’s misconduct (Baumeister et al., 1994). As guilt is 
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an emotion often regarded as the golden standard for moral emotions, as empathy is, only that 

empathy is regarded as a moral process (Tangney et al., 2007). Empathy, unlike guilt, has 

been extensively studied (Eisenberg, 2000; Hoffman, 2000). Empathy is considered a moral 

emotional process (Tangney et al., 2007). However, as guilt can demonstrate negative 

consequences toward the other individuals (De Hooge et al., 2011; De Hooge, 2012), so can 

empathy (Oakley, 2013).  

  

4.2.1. Objective and Hypothesis 

We do not question the intentions that stand behind the manifestations of empathy (this 

investigative approach could be considered in a future research); we are interested in the 

behaviours that empathy motivates. 

This study is an exploratory approach. We could not find a similar study that 

investigates the implications that an empathic reactions from the victim has over the moral 

agent’s behaviour. We consider that the changes made in the scenario respect the literature’s 

descriptions of empathy’s features. It can be argued that the scenario used by De Hooge et al. 

(2011) describes a passive victim, but, in a real social context, victims may have a different 

reaction (whatever that reaction may be). This exploratory study is determined by attempting 

to change the task so that it is closer to reality.  

The aim of this study is to analyse the motivational functions of guilt and of the victim’s 

empathic reactions over moral and individualistic behaviours.  

When a victim has an empathic reaction, the moral behaviour reaction is reduced, but the 

individualistic behaviour is heightened, compared with the situation in which the victim is not 

empathic.  

 4.2.1. Method 

4.2.3.1. Experimental Design 

Participants were distributed into three groups: (1). the group in which guilt was induced but 

the victim has a passive reactions, (2). the group in which guilt was induced but the victim 

had an empathic reactions, and       (3). the control group. The dependent variables are: (1). 

The moral behaviour manifested toward the victim/the person who helped the participants, 

(2). The moral behaviour manifested toward the neutral person from the social environment 

and, (3). the individualistic behaviour (the amount of money the participants kept for 

themselves). Such experimental design includes an independent variable with three modes 

and three dependent variables. 

4.2.3.2. Participants 

77 adolescents, aged between 15 to 18 years (M = 16.17, SD = .64, 45.5% female participants 

and 54.5% male participants), were involved in this experiment. These adolescents were 

enrolled in three schools of Craiova and Cluj-Napoca. The participation in the study was 

voluntary.   

4.2.3.3. Instruments 

Moral Guilt Scale (MGS) evaluates a range of emotions in order to reveal guilt, compared to 

other related emotions (shame, regret), or opposite emotions (joy, relief). We decided to 

include more emotions and emotional states to determine the differences between guilt and 

close moral emotions (shame, regret), but also between the effects of mixed emotions (shame, 

fear, disappointment and guilt). This scale is similar to those used in studies aiming to 

evaluate the guilt’s induction (Nelissen et al., 2008). Internal consistency coefficient indicates 

a high internal consistency: Cronbach’s α = 0.85 (for the initial assessment, t1) and 

Cronbach's α = 0.65 (for evaluation after guilt’s induction, t2).  
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Moral scenarios (De Hooge et al., 2011; De Hooge, 2012). The beginning of the scenarios 

was the same for all participants: "Imagine you are in a hurry because you want to get a 

special offer at a shop just before closing time. You do not have a means of transportation but 

you know that your friend Ioan has a bicycle. This bicycle is very special to him because it is 

the last present given to him by his grandmother before she died. Nevertheless, he lets you use 

the bicycle. You cycle to the shop and get the special offer. When you leave the shop you find 

out that the bicycle has been stolen; you forgot to lock it. You inform Ioan about this and he is 

very sad.” (De Hooge et al., 2011, p 446). Participants in the control group read: "After you 

leave the shop you take the bicycle and bring it back to Ioan.” (De Hooge et al., 2011, p. 446). 

The group which interacted with an empathic victim read: " When you go in the store to 

discover that the bike was stolen: you forgot to tie. You tell Ioan he is very sad. Still, he says 

that he understands and that it could have happened to him if he were in your place.” 

The Evaluation of Moral and Individualist Behaviour (De Hooge et al., 2011). These 

behaviours were evaluated in the same manner as in the other experiments. Participants read a 

scenario, used in the De Hooge et al. (2011) research: "A week after the event there are the 

birthdays of your friend Ioan and of another friend, Michael. You have 100 lei that you can 

spend. How much money would you spend on the birthday of Jim and on the birthday of 

Michael, and how much money would you keep for yourself?”. We name moral behaviour 1 

the moral behaviour exhibited towards the victim/the person that helps them; moral behaviour 

2 is considered the moral behaviour aimed at the person. The individualistic behaviour was 

coded as the amount of money the participants kept for themselves.  

The value of moral behaviour is calculated by adding the amounts offered for moral 

behaviours, from which we subtracted the individualistic behaviour. The formula is this: 

moral behaviour indicator = (amount + amount offered friend offered victim neutral) - the 

amount kept himself. 

4.2.3.4. Procedure 

The participants completed the questionnaires in this following order: (1). MGS, (2). 

participants read the moral scenarios, (3). completed the MGS, (4) participants responded for 

the scale assessing moral behaviour and individualistic behaviour. Each questionnaire was 

accompanied by specific instructions. This process, of answering the scales took, on average, 

about 20 minutes. Participants were thanked after completing the questionnaires.  

4.2.4. Results 

From the 77 adolescents included in the study, 34 were involved in the guilt condition           

(M  = 16.01, SD  = .46, 44.1% female and 55.9% male participants), and in the control group 

19 adolescents were involved (M = 15.96, SD = .63, 73.7% male , 26.3 female participants), 

and in the empathic victim –reaction –group includes 24 adolescents (M = 16.57, SD = .72, 

62.5% female and 37.5% male participants). From this last group, one of the participants did 

answer the questions related to the initial evaluation, and another participant did not answer to 

the moral and individualistic behaviours scale.  

 

Guilt induction. At t1there were no differences between the three groups involved in the 

research,  (F(2,74) = .97, ns.), but at t2 there were significant differences (F(2,74) = 35.98, p 

<.001). On average, participants from the guilt group (M = 5.26, SD = 1.05) reported more 

guilt compared to the control group (M = 2.57, SD = .83), t(51) = 9.54, p < .001, r =.81, 

Cohen's d = 2.82 after reading the scenario mint to induce guilt. These results indicate a 

significant difference, which leads us to believe that guilt induction took place. 
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Table 4.  

Means and standard deviations dor the guiltvariable for the initial evaluation (t1) and the evaluation at t2, for 

the three groups.  

Variable  M (SD) Guilt   

Group N t1 t2 T p Cohen d 

Guilt  34 2,17 (1.66) 5.26 (1.05) -9.574 .000 -2.22 

Control  19 2.57 (.83) 2.57 (.83) .039 1.000 0 

Empathic Victim 23 1.95 (1.26) 4.61 (1.37) -6.463 .000 -2.02 

On average, participants reported higher levels of guilt at t2, after reading the scenario that 

induces guilt (M = 5.26, SD = 1.05) compared with the group with the empathic victim (M = 

4.61, SD = 1.37), but the differences are not significant (t(55) = 1.93, ns., Cohen’s d = 0.53). 

All these results empirically support that guilt induction took place in the experimental groups 

and not in the control group. 

Moral behaviours. In order to analyse the data using MANOVA, the results provided from 

20 participants were excluded, due to the extreme scores reported. It was necessary to 

eliminate from the MANOVA the variable attributed to individualistic behaviour also, as it 

does not meet the assumption of homogeneity of variance. For this variable, the Kruskal-

Wallis test was used.  

 We chose to report the results obtained from the MANOVA using Pillai’s trace. We 

can observe that there are significant differences in respect with the three groups in respect to 

the sum attributed to the victim and for the neutral person, V = 0.47, F(2, 46) = 8.35, p <.001. 

These results indicate the significant effect of the group over the moral behaviour. 

Table 5.  

Means and standard deviations used for moral and individualistic behaviours in the three experimental 

groups.  

 

  Group N Moral behaviour 1 

Manifested toward the 

victim/the person that 

helped 

Moral behaviour 2 

Behaviour manifested toward the 

neutral friend 

Individualistic Behaviour 

     

1. Induced guilt  34 59.55 (11.95) 34.08 (11.65) 5.29 (8.52) 

2. Induced 

guilt+Empathic 

Reaction 

22 46.13 (20.75) 31.59 (14.17) 20.90 (23.88) 

3. Control  19 65.26 (17.11) 21.57 (12.02) 13.68 (9.10) 

 

Discriminative analysis was the next step after MANOVA.  The function described by 

the discriminative analysis explains 81.6 % of the total variance, Cannonical R
2
 = .36. 

Together, the discrimination function differs between the two groups, λ = .57, χ2(2) = 30.26, 

p < .001. Correlations between outcomes/dependent variables and the discrimination function 

shows that the amounts offered uploaded both behaviours on this function: for the moral 

behaviour shown for the victim (r = -.64), and for moral behaviour exhibited for the neutral 

person (r = .65). The opposite directions shown by the coefficient shows that there were 

different patterns of behaviour manifested for these two behaviours. Results indicate that 

individuals included in the three groups differ significantly in terms of their decision to adopt 

moral behaviour towards the victim, and toward neutral friends, although the patterns were 

different. This trend can be observed from the Table 5, also. With regard to the moral 

behaviour manifested toward the victim, the participants from the three groups differed 
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significantly (F(2,74) = 7.78, p = .001). The participants included in the group where the 

empathic victim was presented gave a smaller amount for the victim compared with the 

control group (t(39) = 3.18, p = .003), but they also gave less for the victim compared with the 

guilt group (t(54) = 2.75, p = .01). 

Individualistic behaviour. Regarding the amount retained for themselves, participants from 

the group where the victim was empathic showed a more pronounced individualistic 

behaviour compared to the individuals from the group where guilt was induced (H(2) = 12.58, 

p = .002).  

The results empirically support that the three groups differ in the manner in which the 

amount of money made available was distributed for the victim and for themselves. The guilt 

group manifested increased moral behaviours and lower individualistic behaviours compared 

with the group in which the victim had an empathic reaction. Taking into account only the 

behaviours manifested by the two groups – the guilt induced-groups – there were significant 

differences between the patterns shown, therefore the hypothesis has empirical support.  

4.2.5.  Discussion 

In this study the motivational function of guilt was investigated. In addition, we compared the 

consequences guilt has in a situation in which the victim is passive, compared to the situation 

in which the victim is empathic.  

We were able to establish significant differences between behavioural consequences of 

guilt followed by the victim's lack of response to the behavioural consequences of guilt 

followed by the empathic reaction of the victim. In the situation where the victim responds 

with empathy, the moral agent feels guilt, but the emotional component does not determine 

the moral behaviour.  

A possible explanation for the manifestations of moral agents who are dealing with a 

victim that shows empathic reactions toward the moral transgressor might be that the 

empathic response does not motivate the behavioural component that follows a transgression. 

Therefore, we can assume that the moral agent feels no longer responsible. If the victim 

considers that the moral agent should not feel responsible, then the moral agent does not have 

the drive to manifest moral behaviour as a compensation for his behaviour. Another 

perspective is given by the moral agent’s interpretation of the transgression. An empathic 

response can convey the message that the relationship was not jeopardized, and this 

relationship is still in balance. It is possible that the used procedure to be criticized because 

we did not use a measure of empathy along with the other emotions assessed using the Moral 

Guilt Scale. We believe that the change in the scenario meets the definition of empathy, 

therefore the methodology meets the conceptual validity criteria. It should be noted that the 

main interest was focused on the moral agent, not the moral patient.  

 

In concerns with the practical implications this research has, this study shows another side 

of empathy – manifesting empathy in an inappropriate context enables the transgressor moral 

agent to "forget" to compensate the transgression. 

 

4.2.6. Conclusions 

The present study shows that guilt loses its fuction as a moral emotion when it is associated 

with an empathic response from the victim. The results demonstrate the importance of 

assuming responsibility for the emotional state of the victim, and also the responsibility 

assumed for the prejudice caused to the victim (both emotional and financial). Moreover, this 

is the first study from the research literature that shows that manifesting empathy triggers 

individualistic behaviours from the moral agent.  
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4.3 The Influence Repair has over Moral Behaviours and Individualistic Behaviours 

(Study 3) 
 

4.3.1. Introduction 

The study conducted by De Hooge (2012) is one of the most interesting recent published 

studies dedicated to guilt; it offers a new perspective on this emotion: the repair that is 

manifested by another person, other than the transgressor moral agent, can change the 

subsequent behaviour of the "aggressor". This describes those situations where there is a 

"conflict" between two friends: one feels guilty; the other is the victim of the first’s wrong 

behaviour. After this situation, a third friend comes and fixes the initial mistake that the moral 

has agent made. What the empirical results showed is that in the initial dyad, the moral agent, 

and the "aggressor" did not showed compensatory behaviour if someone else repaired the 

damage in her/his expense, although the transgressor reported a high level of guilt.  

This perspective is interesting because it is possible that over time, the emotion of guilt 

felt by the transgressors that have their fault repaired, forget to manifest the behaviour 

(therefore there is no personal cost related with guilt), and even the guilt feeling might no 

longer be motivated to appear. The possible situation would therefore be, in the case in which 

someone else fixes the transgression, that guilt will no longer be experienced, as this is one of 

the unpleasant emotions that an individual could experience (Baumeister et al., 1994; 

Tangney et al, 2007). In addition, these results contradict the accepted view in the 

psychological literature, that social and moral emotion of guilt is related to self-

consciousness, which envisages repairing deteriorated relations (Haidt, 2003, Tangney et al, 

2007).  

 

4.3.2. Objectives and hypotheses 

The general objective is to investigate the effects that guilt has over the intent to manifest 

moral behaviour after a repair (that is received either from a friend or from the self). 

We expect that the repair (coming from the moral agent or someone else) reduces expression 

and increases expression of moral behaviour individualistic behaviours. 

4.3.3. Method 

4.3.3.1. Participants 

This experiment involved 123 adolescents (58 females and 65 males), aged 14 to 17 years 

(Mage = 16.21,  SD = .57). They are students enrolled in two schools and a National College 

from Craiova and Cluj-Napoca.  

4.3.3.2. Instruments 

Moral Guilt Scale (MGS) evaluates a range of emotions in order to reveal guilt, compared to 

other related emotions (shame, regret), or opposite emotions (joy, relief). We decided to 

include more emotions and emotional states to determine the differences between guilt and 

close moral emotions (shame, regret), but also between the effects of mixed emotions (shame, 

fear, disappointment and guilt). This scale is similar to those used in studies aiming to 

evaluate the guilt’s induction (Nelissen et al., 2008). Internal consistency coefficient indicates 

a high fidelity: Cronbach’s α = 0.84 (for the initial assessment, t1) and Cronbach's α = 0.76 

(for evaluation after guilt’s induction, t2).  

Moral scenarios (De Hooge et al., 2011; De Hooge; 2012). The beginning of the scenarios 

was the same for all participants: "Imagine you are in a hurry because you want to get a 
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special offer at a shop just before closing time. You do not have a means of transportation but 

you know that your friend Ioan has a bicycle. This bicycle is very special to him because it is 

the last present given to him by his grandmother before she died. Nevertheless, he lets you use 

the bicycle. You cycle to the shop and get the special offer. When you leave the shop you find 

out that the bicycle has been stolen; you forgot to lock it. You inform Ioan about this and he is 

very sad.” (De Hooge et al., 2011, p. 446). Participants in the control group read: After you 

leave the shop you take the bicycle and bring it back to Ioan (De Hooge et al., 2011, p 446). 

The friend repair group read: ”Afterwards a friend of you both, Toma, hears about the event. 

He works in a bicycle shed and there he recognises Ioan’s bicycle, which he offers to Ioan. 

Ioan is glad that he’s got his bicycle back.” The group with the self-repair read: “Afterwards 

you go to your part-time job. You work in a bicycle shed and there recognise Ioan’s bicycle, 

which you offer to Ioan. Ioan is glad that he’s got his bicycle back.”  

The Evaluation of Moral and Individualist Behaviour (De Hooge et al., 2011). These 

behaviours were evaluated in the same manner as in the other experiments. Participants read a 

scenario, used in the De Hooge et al. (2011) research: "A week after the event there are the 

birthdays of your friend Ioan and of another friend, Michael. You have 100 lei that you can 

spend. How much money would you spend on the birthday of Jim and on the birthday of 

Michael, and how much money would you keep for yourself?”. We use the name moral 

behaviour 1 the moral behaviour exhibited towards the victim/the person that helps them; 

moral behaviour 2 is considered the moral behaviour aimed at the person. The individualistic 

behaviour was coded as the amount of money the participants kept for themselves.  

The value of moral behaviour is calculated by adding the amounts offered for moral 

behaviours, from which we subtracted the individualistic behaviour. The formula is this: 

moral behaviour indicator = (amount + amount offered friend offered victim neutral) - the 

amount kept himself. 

4.3.3.3. Experimental Design 

The experimental design used is one with an independent variable that has four modes 

(induced guilt and lack of repair, the group in which the moral agent repairs the damage, the 

group in which a friend repairs the damage and the control group), and three dependent 

variables: moral behaviour directed towards the victim, moral behaviour directed towards a 

neutral person and individualistic behaviour. 

4.3.3.4. Procedure 

Participants completed questionnaires in the following order: (1). MGS, (2). moral scenarios, 

(3). MGS, (4) the   scale assessing moral behaviour and individualistic behaviour. Each 

questionnaire was accompanied by specific instructions. Filling scales took on average 20 

minutes. After the questionnaires were thanked participants were explained the purpose of the 

study and were presented the results in Western culture. Questionnaires were completed in 

class. 

4.3.4. Results 

We have analysed the data provided by the 123 adolescent participants, aged between 14 and 

17 years (M = 16.20, SD = .57). Among these, there were 65 male participants and 58 female 

participants. The group in which guilt was induced included 34 adolescents (15 female and 19 

male; Mage = 16.01, SD =.46). In someone else's repair group there were 43 participants 

included (17 female and 26 male) aged between 14 and 17 years old (M = 16.51, SD =.60). In 

the group which included participants' own repair were included 27 participants (21 females 
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and 6 males), aged between 15 and 17 (M = 15.96,  SD = .63). The control group included 19 

patients (5 female and 14 male), aged 15 to 17 years old (M = 15.96, SD =.63). After 

analysing the cases with missing data, we eliminated from the analysis results of 8 

participants, so that the sample included in the analysis now includes 115 participants, aged 

between 15 and 17 years old (M = 16.23, SD =.55 ), 55 females and 60 males (52.2 %). 

The evaluation of the initial emotional state. Initial emotional state was analysed to 

establish the emotional baseline. No significant differences between the four groups were 

found based on the assessment of the emotion of guilt (F(3,111) = 2.66, p>.05, ns.) at t1.  

Evaluating the emotional state after guilt was induced. After the participants read the 

scenarios, those included in the guilt group reported more guilt than the other participants, in 

the other groups; the differences between the reported guilt being significant                       

(F(3, 111) = 18.29, p <.001).  

 Also, the comparisons between the groups show that there are differences between the 

participants from the group in which guilt was induced and the participants from the group in 

which guilt was induced and then repaired by a friend. On average participants in the guilt 

group reported higher levels of guilt (M = 5.26,  SD = 1.05) compared with participants in 

someone else's repair group (M = 4.38, SD = 1.71) and the difference between the two groups 

was statistically significant, t(68) = 2.59, p < .05, r =.29, Cohen 's d = 0.61.  The participants 

from the guilt group reported more guilt than all the other groups and, compared to the 

baseline, all experimental groups reported a higher level of guilt (F(3,111) = 2.66, p >.05).   

Table 6.  

Means and standard deviations for the guilt variable at the initial evaluation (t1) and after the emotional 

induction (t2)  

     

Group N t1 t2 t p Cohen d 

Guilt 34 2.17 (1.66) 5.26 (1.05) -9.57 .000 2,22 

Control 19 2.57 (0.83) 2.57 (0.83) .39 1.000 0 

Own repair  26 1.53 (0.05) 4.70 (1.12) -12.81 .000 3.99 

Other’s repair 36 2.05 (1.66) 4.39 (1.71) -6.20 .000 1.38 

 

Moral and individualistic behaviours. First, we analysed and calculated the averages and 

standard deviations for the behaviours the participants decided upon (Table 7). In order to 

analyse the differences between the four groups, we need to study the distribution of data and 

check their variances, the univariate and the multivariate extreme cases, their correlations, and 

then, we study whether the assumptions are met in order to use MANOVA. 

 Guilt’s Influence over moral behaviour. In the MANOVA, the independent 

variables included are moral behaviour 1 and moral behaviour 2. Using Roy's Largest Root, 

we found a significant effect of group membership on the amounts offered, Θ = .43, F(3, 111) 

= 16.06, p <.001.  

 The discriminative analysis that followed the MANOVA described two functions of 

discrimination. The first explains function 80% of the variance, Canonical R
2
 = .30, and the 

second function explains 20%, Canonical R
2
 = .09. In combination, these features 

discriminating between the four groups, λ=.902, χ2(2) = 51.28, p = .003. The correlations 

between outcomes and the discriminative features shows that for the amount distributed to the 
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victim/person helps (moral behaviour 1), r = .89 (for the second function r =.51), and the 

amount allocated to the neutral Friend r = -.311 (for the second function r = .98). 

Table 7.  

Means and standard deviations for moral and individualistic behaviours for the four experimental groups  

  Group N Moral behaviour 1   Moral behaviour 2 
Individualistic 

Behaviour 

     

 Guilt 34 59.55 (11.95) 34.08 (11.65) 5.29 (8.52) 

Guilt  +  Other’s repair  36 43.44 (12.18) 36.38 (8.33) 20.55 (15.71) 

Guilt + Own repair 26 42.57 (20.34) 32.23 (15.26) 17.73 (06) 

Control  19 65.26 (17.11) 21.57 (12.02) 13.68 (9.10) 

 

The participants from the group in which guilt was induced and there was no repair present 

afterwards differed in respect to the moral behaviour from those that were included in the 

group where guilt was induced and their own repair followed (t(58) = 4.05, p <.001, Cohen’s 

d = 0.011, r =.005), and also, no-repair guilt group was different from the group in which guilt 

was induced but someone else repaired the damage (t(68) = 5.62, p <.001, Cohen’s d = 1.33,  

r = .55). Therefore, the first part of the hypothesis was empirically supported, but the effect 

sizes are low. 

The evaluation of individualistic behaviour. Since we are interested in whether there are 

any differences between the groups in terms of the amount retained for them, we analysed the 

data using non-parametric methods, namely the Kruskal-Wallis test. The results support that 

the null hypothesis is rejected (H(3) = 22.59, p <.001 ). (A Bonferroni correction was applied 

to four groups compared p =.0125, and the result complies with this correction.) Compared 

with participants in the control group, participants in the guilt group did not differ 

significantly on the manifested individualistic behaviour (U = 257, r = -.17). The difference 

between the control group and the group with induced guilt and someone else’s repair differed 

significantly (U = 109, r = -.56). Individualistic behaviour exhibited by the control group 

showed significantly different from the group with induced guilt and the moral agent’s own 

repair followed (U = 93.50, r = -.53). Compared with the group in which guilt was induced 

and someone else repaired the damage, the guilt-with no repair group differed significantly (U 

= 197, r = -.59). The difference between the group with induced guilt and no repair and guilt 

with guilt induced followed by own repair differs significantly (U = 164, r = .54). Between 

the two groups with repair – the personal repair versus someone else's repair for the moral 

agent’s damage - there were no significant differences (U = 445.5, r = -.005). Therefore, the 

second part of the hypothesis is also confirmed. 

The value computed for moral behaviour. We analysed the data using ANOVA, and there 

were significant differences between the indicators of the value of moral behaviour      

(F(3,111) = 8.71, p < .001). The hypothesis was empirically supported, the four groups differ 

significantly on the manifestation of moral behaviour. 

4.3.5. Discussion 

If we analyse only guilt, we can admit that the scenarios were able to induce this emotion (in 

the experimental groups). The results also showed that the induced guilt, not being followed 

by other repairs motivates moral behaviour, and the costs of these behaviours are not 



31 
 

supported by the neutral friend in the context, but by the moral agent. Multivariate analysis 

results show differences in the moral behaviours patterns shown by the groups included in the 

experiment.  

One of the limitations is the use of moral scenarios. These moral scenarios may explain only a 

limited context of social life, to which participants can relate. From the beginning we assumed 

this limit, narrowing the social context in order to highlight the differences in the motivational 

function of guilt and its consequences. Then, another limitation of the research is the low 

number of participants, hence, this is a possible cause of the difficulties encountered analysing 

the data distributions and the size effects.  

4.3.7. Conclusions  

The present study shows that guilt is a moral emotion as long as there is no repair for the 

moral transgression (repairs made by the moral agent or repairs performed by other 

individuals in the social context). Therefore, the "ideal" conditions in which guilt manifests in 

the same manner as most studies describe it, are those in which no repair takes place. On one 

hand, it is only natural that the moral agent wants to dissipate his guilt after the repair, as the 

mobile of the unpleasant emotions, and experienced guilt is no longer present. However, it 

remains to be determined whether, in another context, when the stakes are different (not a 

bike but a person, a pet or a costly object) participants would behave in the same manner. We 

believe that this line of research is an important one to follow because the change in the 

scenario changes the framing presented to the participants, and by this, the results.  

 

 

Chapter 5  General discussion and conclusions 

5.1. Overview of the results 

In the first chapter, Chapter 1 of this thesis, we present a brief analysis of Moral Psychology’s 

subdomains. We start with a differentiation between the terms "morality ", and the phrases 

"the development of morality" and "moral development". This was the first step which helped 

us place our research in the Moral Psychology domain. Then, we describe the main 

components of moral development: moral judgments, moral behaviour and moral emotions.  

The second step was to focus our analysis on self-conscious emotions, then, we focused our 

analysis on guilt and empathy (with empathy viewed as a moral emotional process, partially 

integrated in the category of vicarious emotions). Guilt aversion was briefly described, as a 

complex emotion (composed of fear and guilt), through which individuals avoid the situations 

that might result in bringing unpleasant guilt. We differentiated guilt from other emotions 

from its self-conscious family of emotions (from shame and regret). The choice to study guilt 

was established by analysing its consequences and the importance attributed to this emotion, 

in Psychology and Sociology, Law, Ethics. 

Chapter 2 includes a literature review on the experimental methods used to induce guilt and a 

pilot study. Results showed that there is a small number of studies in which guilt is induced 

experimentally, and most of the experimental studies that do not use moral scenarios are 

based on autobiographical memory. This method, which calls for autobiographical memory, is 

difficult to use because individuals feel uncomfortable when they experience this emotion, 

therefore, there is a high probability that they refuse to experience this unpleasant emotion 



32 
 

once again, after it has disappeared. The result of our literature analysis motivated us to build 

the design for the pilot study. 

The objective of the pilot study was to investigate whether guilt and the fear of negative 

evaluation can be experimentally induced by using a task based on autobiographical memory 

However, this pilot study has shown, once again, that guilt is not an easy emotion to be 

induced, as participants were resistant to experience those memories. This pilot study led us to 

resort to the use of moral scenarios for the following experiments. 

Chapter 3 is devoted to the first experimental study conducted in Romania, on an emerging 

adult population. Our objectives in this first study were: (1). to analyse the motivational 

function of guilt (2). to investigate the motivational function of vicarious emotions, and (3). to 

determine the differences between the consequences of guilt and those of vicarious emotion 

over moral and individualistic behaviour. In addition to these objectives, there was a forth 

objective (4). to build a moral emotion scale, with a special emphasis on guilt, in order to 

determine whether the emotion induction occurs. 

Chapter 4 includes three experimental studies conducted in order to investigate the guilt’s 

characteristics during adolescence. The second experimental study (study 2a) included two 

groups: the group in which guilt was induced and the control group. Its inclusion helps us to 

better emphasize the influence guilt has on the moral and individualistic behaviour. Study 2b 

includes three experimental groups: a group in which guilt was induced and the victim has an 

empathic reaction, the group in which guilt was induced and the victim is passive, and the 

control group. The added value of the 2b study is given by the opportunity to analyse in more 

detail which behaviours are motivated by guilt. Study 3 brings empirical evidence in favour of 

the hypothesis that repair (either the repair of the moral agent or someone else’s) reduces the 

consequent moral behaviour and increases the expression of individualistic behaviour. This 

study (study 3) includes four groups of participants: a group in which guilt was induced but 

no repair was available, one in which the induced guilt was induced and the moral agent 

repaired its fault, one in which guilt was induced and another friend repaired the damage and 

the control group.  

5.2. Contributions of this thesis 

Chapter 1 focused on describing the theoretical support on which this thesis is based. This 

chapter includes: 

• The definition of “morality”, “moral development” and “the development of morality”. 

Although these three terms are used very often in the literature, we have not found a study to 

achieve differentiation and analysis of the relations between all of them. 

• A review of the basic components of moral development (moral judgments, moral behaviour 

and moral emotions). We pointed out the importance intuitions have for the moral 

development. 

• A description and an analysis of the defining characteristics of the most cited classifications 

of moral emotions, and of moral emotions related to self-awareness. 

• A description of guilt, as a social, moral emotion, related to self-awareness. We base our 

research on guilt’s motivational functions. 

• A comparative analysis of guilt with shame, regret, guilt aversion and empathy. A better 

understanding of guilt will facilitate the study of fear of guilt, also called guilt aversion. 
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Thus, Chapter 1 includes an overview of the field of morality, of its components, and then it 

focuses on the moral self-conscious emotions, from which we select to study guilt and 

empathy, considered as a moral emotional process. In this first chapter we summarize some of 

the latest studies in the Psychology of Morality, including those that alter the stereotypes 

associated with guilt. (One of them is related to the erroneous perception that guilt has only 

positive consequences.) In this chapter we often point out new research directions, such as the 

need to integrate the moral emotions classifications into a single one, which integrates all 

those existing to date.  

 Chapter 2 addresses a need identified in the literature: the need to use a consistent 

methodology to induce guilt. Therefore, Chapter 2 brings a major methodological 

contribution. In addition, this chapter has the following contributions: 

• Defining and outlining the need for experimental methods to induce guilt; 

• Identifying the three categories of methods used to induce guilt (1). using a task that makes 

use of autobiographical memory, (2). using computer games and (3). causing a violation of 

moral norms during the experiment; 

• Describing the neural mechanisms that support the association between fear and moral 

judgments, emotions, moral behaviour, arguments which make fear a very important 

component in morality; 

• The development of a pilot study that focused on evaluating the efficiency of testing a 

method to induce guilt and fear of negative evaluation by using a test related to 

autobiographical memory.  

• Conducting a study which proves that autobiographical memory tasks are not suited to 

induce guilt or the fear of being negatively evaluated in large groups. 

Thus, Chapter 2 brings notable contributions in terms of the methodology used in studies 

investigating guilt and the fear of negative evaluation. 

Chapter 3 includes a detailed study (study 1) in which the motivational function of guilt on 

moral behaviour compared to vicarious emotions is studied. This chapter includes several 

contributions, as it provides: 

• a synthetic presentation of guilt and of the studies that contradict the shared view on guilt’s 

positive consequences and  a synthetic analysis over vicarious emotions and their sub-

components; 

• a description and the identification of the effect Dooby (Nellisen et al., 2007); 

• the confirmation that guilt is a moral emotion based on the results of the study; 

• a perspective that cultural factors might have a powerful impact over the results; 

• This study (study 1) is the first study conducted in Romania in order to analyse the 

consequences of moral and individualistic behaviours by using this methodology. Using the 

same scenarios as those developed by De Hooge et al. (2011) represents a step forward in the 

study of guilt. 

Chapter 4 is devoted to studies carried out in a large sample of adolescents. These studies 

were designed to investigate in more depth the motivational function of guilt on moral and 
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individualistic behaviour, the implications empathy has over moral behaviour. This chapter 

makes the following contributions: 

• it includes the first study that has the objective to better understand guilt during this stage of 

development, during adolescence, in Romania; 

• developing the second study that highlights the positive consequences guilt has over moral 

behaviour; 

Therefore, taking into account these results, guilt can be considered an emotion that motivates 

moral behaviour, so the results support guilt’s inclusion in the category of moral emotions, as 

study 2a also shows; 

• Study 2b is the first study, to our knowledge, that uses this methodology in order to 

highlight the impact empathy has over the moral agent’s behaviour, namely the study focuses 

on the implications the victim’s empathic reaction has, as opposed to a passive reaction; 

• The results indicate that the empathic reaction manifested by the victim leads participants to 

change their behaviour to a considerable extent; 

• based on the terminology from Game Theory, Study 2b indicates the following results: a 

victim who acts as a "dove" (provided the empathy manifested by the victim) transforms the 

guilty moral agent in a "hawk", motivating individualistic, selfish behaviour; 

• Study 2b approach towards research points out that empathy does not only have positive 

consequences (Oakley, 2013), as most research states (Eisenberg, 2000; Hoffman, 2000; 

Tangney et al., 2007); 

• Study 3 adds contributions to the fields of Social Psychology, Developmental Psychology 

and Moral Psychology because it shows that, if the moral agent feels guilty, he tends to 

manifest compensatory, moral behaviour towards the victim, towards the neutral individuals 

in the social context, opposed to the situations in which the damage is repaired; 

• Study 3 adds improvement in the methodology compared to the first study conducted in the 

literature which had the same purpose (De Hooge, 2012). We consider by this, the additional 

control group added in the study, as in the initial study, the researcher did not include this 

group (De Hooge, 2012). Also, we have also included the evaluation of the initial emotional 

state of the participants, before inducing guilt; 

• Study’s 3 results draw attention to the need to study this pattern of behaviour in relationships 

where the damage has greater proportions; 

• the interpretation of the results of the study draws attention to the direction of research in 

which social relations are aimed in the first place at the self-regulation processes of the 

partners and not only at the exchange of resources; 

• the results of these studies make important contributions in the field of Developmental and 

Life-Span Social Psychology and also,  in the field of Moral Psychology, and urges the 

development of new research; 

• After obtaining these results, which are the first obtained using this methodology in 

Romania, as far as we know, we find different effects that guilt has over moral and 

individualistic behaviour, and it shows that the same emotions motivate slightly different 

behaviours in different stages of development. 
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• The studies included in this chapter bring to light the strengths and weaknesses of the 

methodology employed in the moral psychology domain, and also the need for the careful 

analysis of new methodological strategies. 

The results of our research support the inclusion of guilt in the moral emotions family, as it 

motivates moral, pro-social, compensatory behaviour, but only under certain conditions. Guilt 

is not itself a moral emotion; however it can motivate moral behaviour of individuals in 

certain contexts.  

In regards with the practical implications of this thesis, the results of the experiments indicate 

a number of areas in which the results can be applied: for example, to interpersonal 

interactions and targeted campaigns in which the manifestation of pro-social behaviour is 

needed. Given the magnitude of social inequalities and the implications of the manifestation 

of the pro-social behaviours to groups’ welfare, it is important to identity the antecedents of 

these behavioural tendencies, so that we can encourage the expression of these behaviours in 

those areas where it is believed they are welcomed. Our results are different from the ones 

discovered in the western culture. First, our results show the positive effects of guilt on moral 

behaviour in Romanian socio-cultural context, in a sample consisting of emerging adults. 

Second, these different results draw attention to the need to study emotions from a Cross-

Cultural Psychology perspective. 

The present thesis adds significant contributions to psychology, to Social Psychology, to 

Developmental Psychology, and to Moral Psychology. In fact, this research endeavour is part 

of the domain which combines several areas, the name of "Developmental and Life-Span 

Social Psychology", found within sub-areas identified in the European Association of Social 

Psychology. This is the first research, to our knowledge, developed in Romania, which aims 

to study guilt as a moral emotion during adolescence, and in relation to moral behaviour. 

The results allow us to argue that moral emotions and emotional processes fulfil a 

motivational function that depends on the context. These emotions do not have positively 

skewed consequences, regardless of the context in which they manifest. Guilt is a complex 

emotion that can be considered a moral emotional process, as empathy is considered a moral 

process, too. Therefore, we can conclude that guilt’s motivational function depends as much 

on individual characteristics, as to the characteristics of the social contexts. 
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