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ABSTRACT 

Recently, the role of guilt within interpersonal relationships has come under scrutiny. This 

research, though informative, has been primarily gleaned from retrospective accounts. 

This investigation examines guih virtually as it is elicited in friendship and significant-other 

dyads, probing the following issues: (a) experienced guUt and perceptions of 

conversational appropriateness as they relate to relational satis&ction and relational 

interdependence, (b) the association between elicitors' and targets' perceptions of 

relational transgression and relational satis&ction, (c) elicitors' perceptions of predicted 

and actual outcomes of guilt elicitation, (d) effects of guilt elicitation on targets' 

perceptions of the relationship, (e) self-esteem's effect on targets' experienced guilt, and 

(f) effects of relationship type (i.e., friends vs. significant others) on the above. Results 

indicate that relationship type is associated with intensity of the guilt appeal, and is a 

factor in the link between relational interdependence and perceptions of a guilt appeal's 

appropriateness. Additionally relationship type, relational interdependence, and relational 

satisfaction offered some demonstration of moderating the usage and reception of guilt. 

Relational satisfaction evidenced no association with partners' perceptions of the relational 

transgression, while self-esteem demonstrated a near significant association with 

experienced guilt. Content analyses of elicitors' perceptions of predicted and actual 

outcomes and targets' perceptions of relational meanings of guUt appeals are presented. 
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CHAPTER 1 

RATIONALE AND HYPOTHESES 

Introduction 

Emotions play a crucial part in our everyday relationships, producing such varied 

states as affinity or repulsion, resentment or obligation. The impact one person's 

emotions may have on another (e.g., emotional contagion) and the responsible or socially 

adept expression of emotional experiences (e.g., emotional intelligence) are but two 

examples of the topics on emotion that have recently captured popular as well as scholarly 

attention (Goleman, 1995; Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1994; Tangney, Wagner, Hill-

Barlow, Marshall, & Gramzow, 1992). However, despite the regularity of our 

experiences and expressions of emotion, there is, for many emotions, a deficit of study on 

how the elicitation, experience, and expression of these emotions impacts interpersonal 

relationships and the individuals in those relationships. The emotion of interest for this 

study is guilt, specifically guilt that is elicited, experienced, or expressed in the context of 

an interpersonal relationship. 

The communicative nature of emotions, as a social signaling system, has long 

fascinated researchers, while more recently, the role of various emotions as they pertain to 

interpersonal relationships has come under scrutiny (e.g., Darwin, 1872; Guerrero & 

Andersen, 1998; Scherer, 1984 Segrin & Kinney, 1995). This introduction will present a 

brief overview of contemporary ideology on emotion fi-om a functional perspective. In the 

process, an account of the various approaches to emotion will be extended. Guilt will be 
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uniquely examined from a definitional standpoint, followed by a review of its functional 

value and its role in interpersonal relationships. We begin with the concept of emotion. 

Emc>tic>ns 

They are "p)ervasive among living species, present in humans in their most complex 

forms"; they have been described as '^complex systems that inq)licate psychological, 

interpersonal, social, and cultural constraints and afibrdances; involve neurophysio logical, 

neuroanatomic, and neurochemical processes; engage cognition and motivation; and no 

doubt are present in all £icets of behavior"; they are phenomena of remarkable breadth and 

richness, characterizing organisms from one end of the living spectrum to the other 

(Zajonc, 1998, p. 592). "They" are emotions. 

Zajonc's (1998) efforts to acknowledge not only the primacy but the incredible 

complexity of emotions illustrates the struggle researchers have encountered in grappling 

with the phenomenon, some may even say the mystery, that is emotions. As his 

descriptions demonstrate, the study of emotions can be approached from numerous 

perspectives. Emotion has been converged upon from a cognitive stance, a physiological 

stance, or a combination of these (e.g., Jorgensen, 1998). 

Plutchik (1984) suggests there are four primary approaches that have developed in 

the study of emotion: the evolutionary tradition, begun by Darwin (1872), presenting 

emotion as a signaling system, evolved to aid species in their means of survival; the 

psychophysiological tradition, credited to William James (1884, as cited in Plutchik, 

1984), which attempts to establish the temporal order of emotion and the physiological 
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changes associated with it; a related physiological approach, which more specifically 

focuses on the neurological responses of the brain in the experience of emotions; and the 

psychodynamic approach, which treats emotions as con^lex inferred states. Plutchik 

(1984) contends that a more realistic approach to emotions would integrate these 

approaches, arguing that "all emotions are triggered by events that have an important 

significance for the organism," that they "... are adaptive reactions to significant stimuli in 

the life of an organism, and, that the emotional response functionally acts to influence the 

relation between the initiating stimulus and the organism" (p. 212). Scherer (1984) ofifers a 

similar description of emotions, adding that the final aspect of the emotional process is a 

communicative one, expressing "reactions, states, and intentions by the organism[s] to the 

social surround" (p. 295). It is this social and therefore communicative fimction of 

emotions (and messages that express or incite emotions) that captures the attention of the 

interpersonal communication researcher. Elegantly described by Kurasawa (1994, as cited 

in Zajonc, 1998), "More often than not, interpersonal communication is a reciprocation of 

emotions - a dance of emotions - [rather] than an exchange of information" (p. 593). 

The controversy over how to define basic "emotion" illustrates the critical 

definitional decisions faced by researchers investigating a select emotion. Not unlike the 

definitional quagmire for those studying emotions more broadly, definitions for single 

emotions depict ranging perspectives. While some would seek to define emotions in 

general as socially-constructed (see Oatley, 1993), certain emotions present themselves as 

immanently disposed to this descriptioiL Guilt, shame, and embarrassment are possibly the 
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best examples. It is difBcuh to imagine bow these emotions might have emerged outside 

of social context and social interaction, whereas emotions such as fear and surprise and 

even anxiety (anxiety resulting from a state of overarousal) conceivably can be understood 

&om a strictly biological stance. 

The Functionali.;t Perspective of Emotions 

Despite the dissension over precisely how to define and approach emotions, two 

recurrent themes to emerge from treatises on emotion are its social nature and the 

purposes emotions serve within the social capacity (e.g., Fiske, Kitayama, Markus & 

Nisbett, 1998; Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 1984). Repeatedly in the literature, though not 

always explicitly presented as such, the functions of emotions are the focus of emotion 

discourse (e.g., Barrett, 1993; Miller & Leary, 1992; Scherer, 1984; Zajonc, 1998). 

Numerous researchers have presented what is called a functional perspective of emotions, 

which views emotions as existing to fulfill important flmctions, both adaptively and 

communicatively in human interaction (e.g., Barrett, 1993; Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 1984). 

Lazarus (1991), in an elaboration of his cognitive-motivational-relational theory, describes 

emotions as functioning to express core relational themes and as manifesting in generally 

recognized action tendencies. For example, he argues that the emotion of happiness 

flmctions to express that an individual is "making reasonable progress toward the 

realization of [our] goals" and that it is likely to be manifested behaviorally and bodily in 

ways that demonstrate pleasure and security with the world, with indicators of 

expansiveness and outgoingness (p. 267). Pride, on the other hand, functions to enhance 
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one's ego-identity by associating one's self with something valued, with expressive 

tendencies focusing heavily on expansiveness and atten:^>ts to bring publicity to one's self. 

For the emotion of guilt, the core relational theme is "having transgressed a moral 

imperative" (Lazarus, 1991, p. 240). In Barrett's (1995) description of guilt and its role in 

human interaction from a functional approach, she characterizes the primary function of 

guilt as motivating reparative [social] action. Lazarus (1991) too states that, "In guilt, the 

impulse seems to be to expiate, atone, or make reparation for the harm that has been done 

to another..." (p. 243). This in^)ulse or motivational drive to make repair for 

transgressions makes guilt a uniquely interesting emotion to examine for its relational uses 

and effects. 

Definitions of Guilt 

Many norms governing our society are closely aligned with the principle of equity, 

whereby individuals extending relational resources (e.g., companionship, support, comfort, 

protection, afBrmation) do so with the expectation that they will eventually be 

reciprocated in some form; in fact, this is often referred to as the norm of reciprocity 

(Gouldner, 1960). As a result, while we benefit fi-om the bonds of our established social 

networks, we are obligated to or responsible for flilfiUing those needs for our social 

partners as well (Uehara, 1995; Williamson, Clark, Pegalis, & Behan, (1996). It is 

precisely these commitments, responsibilities, obligations and so forth that make us 

susceptible to guilt appeals. 

The term "guilt" describes the emotional state experienced by people who feel that 
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they have failed to live up to a social or relational norm, and this &ilure has caused harm 

to another. That is, guilt occurs in connection with actions or inactions that have affected 

another person in some negative way. Lewis (1971) argues "guilt is about things in the 

real world - acts or &ilures to act, events for which one bears responsibility" (p. 43). 

Guilt, as a topic, has suffered what could be called an identity crisis in terms of its 

definitional boundaries, most notably with its cohort shame. In the not too distant past, 

many definitions of guilt were undifferentiated from definitions of shame. Although, this 

seems to be changing, more than a few researchers conceptualize guilt as being very 

similar to if not virtually identical to shame (e.g.. Harder, Cutler, & Rockart, 1987, 1992). 

To make matters even more complicated, shame has also been closely identified with 

embarrassment (Buss, 1980; Miller & Tangney, 1994), illustrating the necessity of 

establishing a solid working definition of guilt, in the interest of both operationalization 

and validity. 

Thanks in large part to the seminal work of H. B. Lewis in her 1971 analysis "Shame 

and guilt in neurosis," the differentiation of guilt and shame is more often clarified by 

contemporary researchers (e.g., Tangney, 1995a). According to Lewis (1971), the 

dimension of control differentiates guilt from shame. While shame is conceived as a 

response to being unable to control a situation and simultaneously being the object of 

some kind of disdain, guilt is presented as the feeling of remorse or rage experienced when 

the self is perceived as having been in control when a behavioral breech was committed. 

Guilt has been described similarly to a drive state (Greenspan, 1995). Michael Lewis 
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(1993) presents it this way: "The emotional state of guilt or regret is produced when 

individuals evaluate their behavior as a &ilure but focus on the specific features or actions 

of the self that led to the feilure" (p. 569). Further, he argues "The emotion of guilt lacks 

the negative intensity of shame. It is not self-destroying, and as such can be viewed as a 

more useful emotion in motivating specific and corrective action. However, because it is 

less intense, it may not convey the motivation necessary for change or correction" (p. 

570). This conceptual distinction is important in that it distinguishes between guilt and 

shame in terms of their focus. Guilt is thus classified as an interpersonal emotion (between 

two or more people) while shame may be conceptualized as an intrapersonal emotion 

(within one individual). 

Using Lewis' (1971) distinction between the two emotions, researchers such as 

Tangney (1995b) have usefully conceptualized guilt as focusing attention on the object of 

one's behavior and shame as focusing attention on the object of the self. This approach to 

clearly defining guih, and differentiating it fi'om related emotions such as shame, has found 

empirical support in theoretical conceptualizations as well as qualitative and quantitative 

studies (e.g., Barrett, 1995; Lindsey-Hartz, De Rivera, & Mascolo, 1995; Lewis, 1993; 

Tangney, 1992), and will thus be applied in this investigation. Therefore, guilt will be 

defined as the negative emotion experienced when one has committed a social or 

'It should be noted that Helen Block Lewis' view did not embrace guilt as an interpersonal 
mechanism. On the contrary, Lewis maintained that such determinants were immaterial to 
the experience of guilt. 
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relational transgression, by action or inaction, for which one feels a sense of 

responsibility. As this investigation will focus on guih within the interpersonal context, 

this definition will be further delimited to cover those transgressions that are perceived to 

have caused harm to a relational partner. 

GuUt in Interpersonal RelationshiDS 

The indicators that people use guilt as a means of influence within their relationships 

are abundant, beginning with the use of guilt elicitation by parents as a means of 

socializing their children (e.g., Abell & Gecas, 1997). Reflecting this prevalence in our 

society, the study of guilt has enjoyed a rich history of introspection and examination (e.g., 

AusubeL 1955; Brockner, Davy, & Carter, 1985; Bulka, 1987; Cunningham, Steinberg, & 

Grev. 1980; Freud, 1930/1961; Harder, 1990; Jones & Kugler, 1993; Klass, 1987; 

Konecni, 1972; Lewis, 1971; Mosher, 1960; Pinto & Priest, 1991; Tangney, 1992, 1995a, 

1995b). However, research on the subject of guilt has, until recently, been curiously 

neglectful in analyzing the guilt appeal as a communication technique among relational 

partners. Rather, research has focused primarily on unidirectional short-term compliance-

gaining techniques or the psychological aspects of experienced guilt as reported by 

individuals. 

A recent study by Baumeister, Reis, and Delespaul (1995), using an experience 

sampling method, found participants to experience roughly two hours of mild guilt a 

day, five hours of moderate to severe guilt a week, and three and a half hours of 

severe guilt in a month. They state, "...the link between guilt and thinking about self 
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in relation to other people clearly supports the hypothesis that guih is significantly 

linked to interpersonal obligations, manipulations, and transgressions" (p. 1262). It 

is critical that research efforts continue in order to understand not just the 

phenomenon of guilt, but its impact on relationships and the relational patterns 

associated with these communicative acts. 

Recognizing the need for examination of guilt's role in communication and 

relationships, researchers have begun to investigate the topic, uncovering some 

fundamental information regarding guilt appeal usage (e.g., Baumeister, Stillwell, & 

Heatherton, 1994, 1995a, 1995b; Jones, Kugler, & Adams, 1995; Tangney, 1995b; 

Vangelisti, Daly, & Rudnick, 1991). For exanqile, Baumeister, Stillwell, and Heatherton 

(1994, 1995a, 1995b) and Vangelisti, Daly, and Rudnick (1991) found the guilt appeal to 

be utilized more often in close relationships. Baumeister et al. (1994, 1995a) also 

identified a number of motivations partners have for using guilt inducements that would 

appear to have a positive effect on the relationship, rather than the predominantly negative 

effects that relational partners intuitively predict. Interestingly, these researchers also 

discovered that "metaguilt," guilt over inducing giiilt, may be a consequence for guilt 

appeal users. This research contributes to the development of useful guilt theory, and 

provides valuable insight regarding the conditions which predispose its usage, potentially 

allowing us to examine its short-term and long-term effects on relationships. 

A Functional Perspective of Guilt 

The subject of guilt has received a &ir share of attention fix>m the psychodynamic 
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tradition (e.g., Freud, 1926, 1930/1961), with multiple psychological measurements of 

guilt resulting as well as particular psychological phenomena being given guih-related 

labels (e.g., Brockner, Davy, & Carter, 1985; Bulka, 1987; Klass, 1987; Kugler & Jones, 

1992; Mosher. 1966; Otterbacher & Munz, 1973). Additionally, guilt has enjoyed some 

popularity with researchers in the social influence realm (e.g., Carlsmith & Gross, 1969; 

Cunningham, Steinberg, & Grev, 1980). However, in the last eight to ten years, it has 

come under the focus of researchers in the domain of interpersonal communication and 

interpersonal relationships. 

Just as it was demonstrated above in the discussion of the various ways guilt may be 

defined and the various ways guilt may be approached, there are also varying interpersonal 

perspectives that can be said to take a functional perspective to guilt. 

Again, briefly, a functional perspective of emotion focuses on the useful purposes served 

by those emotions from their expression in an interpersonal or social context (e.g., Barrett, 

1995; Lazarus, 1991; Scherer, 1984). As expounded earlier, guilt operates as a 

motivating force in an individual to engage in reparative action for morally or relationally 

transgressive behavior (see Lazarus, 1991; Lewis, 1993). As such, expressions of guilt 

and behavior resulting from the experience of guilt may function to repair these moral or 

relational breaches. From a communication standpoint, eliciting an emotion from a 

relational partner as well as experiencing and expressing an emotion to a relational partner 

both provide viable foci for study, though the latter can be said to be the more 

conventionally accepted functionalist approach. 
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Baiuneister et al. (1994, 199Sa, 1995b) have presented what they term a functional 

perspective of interpersonal guilt, provided as an initial framework for an interpersonal 

giiiit theory. Their examination of guik within the context of interpersonal relationships 

has utilized a personal narrative method whereby participants give written accounts of 

interpersonal guilt experiences. Very simply, participants' personal accounts of episodes 

where they have angered someone and about which they feh guilty, where they have 

attempted a guilt inducement, or where they have been the recipient of a guilt inducement, 

provide the data for this leading investigation. As a result of this research, Baumeister et 

al. (1995a, 1995b) have identified three primary functions of guik from a sender's (guilt 

elicitor's) perspective as well as some relational predictors for the utilization of guilt 

inducements. Also, they have collectively elucidated what are perceived to be some of the 

outcomes of guik inducements. 

Three primary functions of guilt messages, variously called guilt moves, guilt 

elicitations, and guilt trips, have been highlighted by Baumeister et al. (1994, 1995a, 

1995b) within interpersonal relationships. These include: (a) to enhance a pattern of 

behavior, also referred to as relationship enhancement, (b) to influence another, and (c) to 

redistribute emotional distress. 

The first function is particularly germane to issues of relational maintenance, with 

guilt fimctioning as a means of punishment for behavior that threatens the relationship. 

The emphasis in this case is on punishing ofifending behaviors such that they are 

discontinued, presumably leaving more satisfying patterns of behaviors in their place. 
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Thus, relationship satis&ction for the guih elicitor is increased, and the guilt experienced 

can be said to have served as a homeostatic mechanism toward the maintenance of the 

relationship. Baumeister et aL assert that "guilt serves to protect and strengthen 

interpersonal relationships" (199Sb, p. 256). The efiScacy of this function has also been 

observed between family members by Stierlin (1979, as cited in Miceli, 1992) who 

maintains that guilt strategies may act "as forces aimed at binding &mily members together 

and delaying their separation, thus fostering cohesion and solidarity among individuals" (p. 

102). More broadly, O'Connor, Berry, Weiss, Bush, and San^>son (1997) summarize the 

work of various researchers, suggesting that guilt serves to maintain relational 

attachments, first to parents and siblings, and later to others that make up a person's social 

environment (p. 74), thus supporting the role of guilt as a catalyst for changes in or 

maintenance of behaviors that function to enhance relationships. 

The second function identified by Baumeister et al. (1994, 1995a, 1995b), social 

influence, maps on to much of the work done on guilt by researchers interested in 

compliance gaining. The influence emotions may have on attitude change has been well 

documented (e.g., Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953; LeventhaL, 1970; Witte, 1992). 

Breckler (1998) states, "Emotions form an integral component of attitude structure, and 

models of attitude change specify several ways in which emotions may participate in the 

persuasion process" (p. 461). There is significant enqiirical support for the experience of 

guilt increasing compliance behavior (e.g., Freedman, Wallington, & Bless, 1967; 

Konecni, 1972) and altruistic behavior (e.g., Darlington & Macker, 1966; Regan, 1971). 



25 

These studies focus on compliance behavior gained from individuals who have been guih 

induced by a stranger or nonintimate other. 

It would seem that if guih messages are successful between strangers, those 

messages, or the technique itself, should be even more successful or more powerful 

between intimates, perhaps explainmg its common use. In point of &ct, Baumeister et al. 

(1995a, 1995b) have provided evidence that successful guih appeals are more likely to 

occur in close relationships (see also Vangelisti et al., 1991). 

It may be the case that within the parameters of certain interpersonal relationships, 

individuals may feel less pressure to adhere to particular norms of behavior than they do in 

"'public" circumstances, thus activating a relational climate where guilt messages are more 

likely. While the norms themselves may vary for public and personal contexts, it may be 

the case that intimacy functions as a sort of "relaxer" for relationships involving repeated 

and predicted future encounters, whereas public contexts rely more heavily on impression 

management. Another possibility is that different types of relationships featiu-e a particular 

power structure or related characteristic that make guilt messages more advantageous. 

Examining the use of guilt specifically within the confines of interpersonal relationships, 

Vangelisti, Daly, and Rudnick (1991) found guilt to be used four times more for purposes 

of social influence than fiir any other purpose (see also Ausubel, 1955; Miceli, 1992). If 

this employment of guilt appeals in intimate relationships is any indicator, we might predict 

that intimacy functions to increase a guilt message's success. However, this presumes that 

intimacy and not some related variable is at work (e.g., relational satis&ction. 
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interdependence, etc.)  ̂a leap of assertion not sufBciently supported by the extant 

literature such that we may disregard other possible explanations. One goal of this study 

will be to try to pinpoint the relationship characteristic(s) that &cilitate the experience of 

interpersonal guilt by a relational partner. 

The third function presented by Baumeister et al. (1994, 1995a, 1995b), is 

redistributing emotional diirtress. Briefly, this function explains circumstances where 

relational partners perceive they have been injured in some way by another, leaving them 

with the experience of some negative emotion such as anger, fear, humiliation, or 

disappointment. Using a guilt inducing message, injured partners attenqit to make the 

transgressor feel responsible for causing them pain (for cathartic or other self-focused 

reasons). By responding predictably with what appears to be guilt, the transgressor not 

only shoulders a portion of the pain, but in doing so simultaneously expresses positive 

regard for and a£Brmation of the partner, thereby alleviating some, if not all, of the 

partner's emotional distress. 

An issue to consider at this point is whether these flmctions should be considered 

orthogonal. Based on the results of this research program, these functions should be 

considered nonindependent. For instance, Baumeister et al. (1995b) found that just 

slightly over 40% of the guilt narratives they collected demonstrated that the guilty party 

learned a lesson from the experience that caused the party to want to avoid in the future 

the behavior that caused the guilt. One can conclude from this that if a target actually 

does experience guilt as a result of a guih inducement, it is feasible that it may lead to a 
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change in behavior that will benefit not only the guilt elicitor, but in some cases the 

relationship as a unit. A guilt appeal, then, may potentially accomplish all three functions 

by redistributing emotional distress (causing guilt), influencing the relational partner's 

behavior, and thereby culminate in enhancing (or at least temporarily stabilizing) the 

relationship. As viewed fi'om this flmctional (sender) perspective, it can be said that as a 

communication tactic, guilt elicitation may and often does, serve multiple flinctiotis. 

Further, Baumeister et al. (1994, 1995a, 1995b) themselves do not clearly differentiate 

between these functions, allowing that successful guilt elicitation may function to 

redistribute emotional distress and thereby strengthen and enhance the relationship 

because the display of guilt communicates concern for the injured partner (1994, p. 260) 

whereas social influence may function both as a means of compliance-gaining and as a 

means of enhancing the equity in the relationship overall (1995a, p. 257). 

Guilt from a Transactional Perspective 

Several approaches may be taken in studying messages (including emotional 

messages or messages which are intended to evoke emotion). These include: (a) viewing 

them from the sender's standpoint, focusing on the sender's intent to convey; (b) viewing 

them from the receiver's standpoint, focusing on what the receiver perceived the sender to 

have conveyed; and (c) viewing them from a transactional approach, accounting for the 

viewpoints of both interactants. The transactional approach views communication as the 

simultaneous transmission of information between communicators, allowing mutual 

influence between both interactants (Beebe, Beebe, & Redmond, 1999). 
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Despite the substantiation that guilt can serve positive relational functions, as 

demonstrated by the Bauroeister et al. (1994, 1995a, 1995b), there is, not surprisingly, 

unmistakable evidence that guilt messages can engender negative outcomes as well. In 

fact, Baumeister et al. (1994) note that guih induction can be costly, causing resentment in 

the target (as well as other negative outcomes for both elicitor and target). However, 

their functional theoretical fi'amework does not provide for negative outcomes, but rather 

focuses on the positive purposes or functions of emotion. 

This omission highlights a serious weakness for the utilization of their flmctional 

perspective of interpersonal guilt, which almost exclusively accounts for only the sender's 

perspective. This approach necessarily gives one partner's perspective more weight than 

the other's. It's clear that by viewing guilt from a sender perspective, the guik appeal 

outcomes that are theorized as being relationship-enhancing are accentuated, thereby de-

emphasizing the possible negative motivations for and outcomes of guilt inductions. 

Conversely, looking at guilt appeals from a receiver perspective highlights the perceived 

negative effects, perhaps ignoring neutral or even positive outcomes. For example, studies 

demonstrate that those who eng^e in displays of embarrassment in the appropriate 

context are actually looked upon more favorably by observers than those who fail to 

engage in the display (Edelmann, 1982; Semin & Manstead, 1982). As such, it would 

seem quite probable that the guilt displays might serve a similar function for those who 

display guilt following a guilt appeal, causing elicitors to look more favorably on targets 

who engage in those displays that communicate experienced guilt. However, as presented 
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by Baumeister et al. (1994, 1995a, 1995b), even a display of guih on the part of the 

receiver qualifies as functioning for the sender of the giiilt appeal, in that it communicates 

to elicitors that they have been successful in eliciting guilt and redistributing emotional 

distress. 

In sum, the functional theoretical framework presented by Baumeister et al. (1994, 

1995a, 1995b) primarily examines interpersonal guih from a sender's perspective. From 

their functional sender's perspective, crafting a guilt appeal must serve some useful (and 

positive) function for the sender. Therefore, negative responses such as resentment or 

anger that may cause a boomerang response from the target are not included in their 

explanation of guilt appeal utilization, and therefore would not seem to weigh in to a 

sender's decision to use a guilt appeal. Since people generally understand and even 

assume that guilt appeals are likely to induce negative responses, and since it has been 

documented that people view guilt appeals as being inappropriate (e.g., Vangelisti et al. 

1991), this omission underscores another weakness of this theoretical framework with 

respect to predicting when and why senders would use guilt appeals. The compelling 

question becomes, "at what point do senders perceive and predict that the negative 

outcomes of a guilt appeal are liable to outweigh the positive outcomes of a guilt appeal 

such that using a guilt message would be disadvantageous rather than beneficial?" A 

theoretical perspective of interpersonal guilt that does not accommodate this key piece of 

the puzzle stops somewhat short of doing justice to the relational dynamics that 

accompany guilt messages and decisions to use guilt messages in interpersonal 



30 

relationships. 

Of particular concern for a working theory of interpersonal guilt is a balanced 

description and explanation of the outcomes resulting from guilt elicitation for the 

relationship from both partners' standpoint, thereby depicting a transactional approach to 

guilt which accommodates their mutual influence on one another. It is of interest to note 

the arguments of Sommers and Baumeister (1997), who identify three specific ways guilt 

induction may cause damage to the relationship itself. These are: (a) the perception that 

one is being manipulated, (b) the proclivity for a guilt message recipient to derogate the 

inducer, and (c) the potential for a repeated target of guilt induction to devalue the self. 

There is ample evidence that a progressive theory of interpersonal guilt should include 

both the positive and negative outcomes from both partners' perspectives. 

Because of the evidence that guilt appeals are used predominantly in close 

relationships, another objective for interpersonal guilt study should be the effect of 

relationships type (e.g., friends vs. significant others) on the usage and reception of guilt 

appeals (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1995a, 1995b; Vangelisti et al., 1991). In a preliminary 

study, Allspach (1999) examined differences in initiation of guilt appeals, topics of guilt 

appeals, and the long-term outconoes partners expected from guilt appeals for the 

following relationship types: siblings, adult child and parent relationships, friends, and 

romantic others. On average, romantics and children reported a higher likelihood of using 

guilt on their relational partners than did fiiends and siblings. These results partially 

correspond to the findings of Vangelisti et al. (1991), whose participants reported 
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romantic others, mothers and Others of mature children, and best friends as being the most 

likely recipients of guih messages. Comnoon topics of guilt appeals which emerged from 

the AUspach (1999) study included responsibilities and amount of time spent together. 

Friends also reported performing &vors, siblings also reported secrets from parents and 

borrowing things, and romantics also reported money, sex, trust, and jealousy as guilt 

topics. Adult children reported money for school and the issue of living alone as 

additional topics they were likely to communicate through a guilt message. Long-term 

predicted outcomes reported by friends and siblings included payback guilt appeals and 

compliance, while romantics and children additionally reported that the recipient might feel 

the guilt appeal was overdone (used inappropriately). A follow-up investigation of these 

similarities and differences across relationship types, therefore, would appear to offer 

additional insight into guilt's role within different relational contexts. 

Examining the relationship between guilt elicitation and experienced guilt and 

relational variables that may vary within the context of different relationships (e.g., 

interdependence) would also offer useful information regarding whether or not guilt plays 

different roles in different relationships. With respect to individual variables that might 

affect someone's propensity to feel guilt, a number of different fectors appear to play a 

part. Vangelisti et al. (1991) found susceptibility to guilt moves to be positively related to 

shyness and the personal distress component of enqiathy, while being negatively related to 

self-esteem. Proneness to feeling guilt has also been found to be negatively related to 

aggression (Tangney, Wagner, Fletcher, & Gramzow, 1992). 
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To summarize the various issues outlined above that will serve as foci for this study, 

this research examination is aimed toward fleshing out the nature of interpersonal guilt 

from a transactional perspective and will involve data from both dyadic partners in the 

study. It will examine both positive and negative outcomes of guih inductions, specifically 

investigating the effects of guih messages as they are perceived by both sender and 

receiver. It will also examine the potential influence of relationship type on guilt message 

effects, addressing friendship and significant-other relationships. Finally, this investigation 

will also probe the inqiact of relationship variables, in the form of relational satisfaction 

and relational interdependence, on the reception of guilt messages. It is anticipated that 

this analysis will begin to provide researchers with a preliminary working knowledge of 

the elements that likely feed into the process of message choice by guilt elicitors, while 

additionally providing a view of giiilt from a transactional perspective, involving both 

elicitors' and targets' perceptions of guilt appeal usage. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

As outlined above, Baumeister et al. (1995b) found that just slightly over 40% of the 

guilt narratives collected included reports of the guilty party learning a lesson that 

prompted a desire to want to avoid the offending behavior in the future. However, they 

qualify these results, submitting, "Of course, there is no way to verify that participants' 

behavior actually did change as a result of the guilt" (p. 180). They suggest that 

participants' perceptions that they learned a lesson and exhibited some behavioral change 

cflfer enough evidence of the utility of the guilt appeal. Nevertheless, whether or not guilt 
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elicitors feel their guilt messages have served their various purposes certainly seems 

relevant when examining people's choice of employed communication techniques. One of 

the purposes of this study was to address a research question pertaining to the issue of 

guilt elicitors' (senders') perceptions of behavioral or attitudinal change as a result of the 

guilt message. 

RQI: Do guilt elicitors perceive there to have been some behavioral or attitudinal 

change as a result of their guilt message? 

The efifect of certain relational qualities on the use and receipt of guilt messages in 

inteqiersonal relationships would seem relevant to other research issues as well. For 

example, although contemporary researchers have primarily focused on general relational 

intimacy as a predictor of the utilization of guilt appeals, an examination by Allspach 

(1999) provided evidence that relationship type (i.e., parent and adult child, siblings, 

significant others, friends) influenced partners' decisions to use guilt appeals and their 

predicted outcotnes from those appeals. These data demonstrate that relational context 

moderates guilt appeal utilization. Therefore, the first hypothesis will attempt to replicate 

the findings of Allspach's (1999) study, examining perceived conversational 

appropriateness of guilt appeal as a function of relationship type, while the second 

hypothesis will examine relational interdependence's influence on perceived conversational 

appropriateness. 

H1: Relationship type affects partners' perceptions of appropriateness of guilt 

appeal usage such that there is a significant difference between friends' and 
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signficant others' ratings of conversational appropriateness of guih appeals. 

H2: Relational interdependence affects partners' perceptions of appropriateness of 

giiilt appeal usage such that partners who are more relationally interdependent 

see guilt appeals as more appropriate. 

Results from a study by Millar and Tesser (1988) indicate that the existence and 

strength of guilt after a perceived relational transgression depended on the concurrence of 

self-judgment and partner judgment of the transgression. Commenting on these results, 

Baumeister et al. (1994) suggest that what this indicates is an "interactive product of self-

judgment and judgment by one's victim or partner" (p. 253). Couple this with the 

evidence of Jones and colleagues' program of study on guilt (Jones & Kugler, 1993; Jones, 

Kugler & Adams, 1995; Kugler & Jones, 1992), who report "...guih appears to be 

experienced when personal relationships are harmed or in disarray, whether or not the 

behaviors in question are against the law or even frowned upon by society in general" 

(Jones, Kugler & Adams, 1995, p. 318). Thus, guilt appears to be the potential fruit of 

broken relational norms that may be unique to that individual relationship rather than the 

relationship type per se. In accordance with this premise is hypothesis three. 

H3: Targets' ratings of grievance wrongflilness and elicitors' ratings of grievance 

wrongfulness each positively predict targets' reported experienced guilt. 

Related to this, a second research question to be addressed which probed the relationship 

between relational satis^tion and the reported wrongfulness of grievance topics that 

commonly provide the impetus for guilt messages. 
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RQ2: Is agreement between elicitor's and target's ratings of grievance 

wrongfulness positively correlated to partners' relational satis&ction? 

One of the areas which has not been explored satis&ctorily on the topic of 

interpersonal guilt has to do with the cognitive responses that result in a target who has 

been faced with a guilt move. The use of a guilt move by a relational partner is undeniably 

a communication tactic, calling into play relational and self-presentational issues that will 

affect the relationship. 

For a rather simple communication technique, this move undeniably has the potential 

to conjure up a great deal of negative arousal and emotional stress, perhaps demanding 

some weighty decision-making, making the term guilt "trip" (in:^)lying baggage) a fitting 

label indeed. Nevertheless, the multi-functional nature of guilt appeals (offering several 

positive outcomes in addition to potential negative ones) may make them a viable choice, 

despite the potentially negative consequences. In an effort to address not only the 

elicitor's {perceptions of the outcomes of the guilt appeal (examined in research question 

one), a third research question addressed the target's cognitive response to the guilt appeal 

as it concerns the relationship. 

RQ3; What does a partner's attempt to elicit guilt communicate to the target of 

that guilt appeal about the relationship itself? 

Finally, one key point to come out of the guilt literature is the finding that some 

individuals have more of a propensity to feel guih than others. One variable found to be 

correlated with experienced guilt is low self-esteem. Brockner, Davy, and Carter (1985) 
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found low self-esteem to be linked to feelings of reported guilt. Additionally, Tennen and 

Herzberger (1987) found self-esteem and the propensity to feel guilt to be negatively 

correlated (see also Vangelisti et al., 1991). It seems guilt may be moderated by self-

esteem. This issue was addressed by testing hypotheses 4 and 5. 

H4: Target's self-esteem, exposure to the experimental condition (a guih 

induction), and the interaction of these two variables predicts targets' reported 

guilt, such that the lower the target's self-esteem, the more the experinnental 

condition results in targets' experience of guilt. 

H5: Target's self-esteem, exposure to the experimental condition (a guilt induction) 

and the interaction of these two variables predicts elicitors' report of the 

target's change in behavior or attitude, such that the lower the target's self-

esteem, the more the experimental condition is expected to create positive 

behavioral or attitudinal change by the target as reported by the elicitor. 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Participants 

The sample consisted of 84 dyads (students who were paired with a friend or 

significant other). Students were solicited from communication courses at a large 

southwestern university and offered extra credit for their participation. In order to be 

eligible for participation in the study, pairs had to have known their partners at least two 

months. In alL 42 significant-other and 42 friend dyads were recruited. Significant-other 

status did not require that the relationship be exclusive, but referred to dating relationships 

with a minimum 2-month history. A balanced design was employed by randomly assigning 

equal numbers of significant-other and friend dyads to experimental and control 

conditions. 

Within each dyad, the student was assigned the role of elicitor and the partner was 

assigned the role of target. There were 23 male and 61 female elicitors. The elicitors 

ranged in age from 18 to 32, with approximately 90% between 19 and 23 years of age (M 

= 21.57, SD " 2.10). The elicitor sample consisted of predominantly Caucasian 

participants (80%), with the remainder being 8% Hispanic, 5% Black, 4% Asian or Pacific 

Islander, and 4% other. Among targets, 42 were male and 42 were female. The 

breakdown of the sex composition for significant-other dyads (elicitor/target) resuhed in 

13 dyads featuring a male/female composition and 29 dyads featuring a female/male 

composition. The breakdown of the sex composition for friendship dyads (elicitor/target) 



38 

was as follows: eight dyads featured a male/male composition, four dyads a female/male 

composition, two dyads a male/female composition, and 28 dyads a female/female 

composition. Chi-square analyses did reveal that these sex composition breakdowns were 

significantly dififerent for both significant-other dyads, (1, H = 42) = 42.00, p < .001, 

and friendship dyads, (1, N == 42) = 17.01, g < .001, with significantly more female/male 

dyads in the significant-other pairs and female/female dyads in the fiiendship pairs. The 

targets ranged in age from 18 to 50 (M = 22.83, SD = 5.07). The ethnic background of 

the target sample was as follows: 80% Caucasian, 12% Hispanic, 4% Black, 3% Asian or 

Pacific Islander, 1% Native American, and 2% other. 

Participants were asked to respond to the item, "I have known my fiiend/partner 

(how long?)". The length of dyad relationships raided from 5 months to 180 months (or 

15 years), with a mean of 3.28 years (39.39 months). There was no significant difference 

between average length of relationship for friendship dyads (M = 3.34 years, SD = 2.66) 

and significant-other dyads (M = 3.23 years, SD = 2.79). 

Procedures 

Upon their arrival at the lab, participants completed consent forms which informed 

them that their participation was strictly confidential and voluntary, that they were allowed 

at any time to decide to withdraw from the experiment, and that their conversation with 

their partner would be videotaped. Two dyads were excused from the experiment because 

they did not want to be videotaped. Participants were alternately assigned to control and 

experimental conditions. 
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Participants were separated to complete three preinteraction measures which 

examined participants' perceptions of their relational satisfaction, their relational 

interdependence with their partner, and their own self-esteem (described in Measures 

section below). To avoid priming or possible ordering effects, items for these three 

measures were interspersed and rotated, and 10 filler items were added to the aggregate 

measure. These filler items asked for participants' ratings on topics of health and fitness, 

media consumption, and weekend social drinking (see Appendix A). 

Following the administration of the preinteraction questionnaire, participants were 

then provided with a list of "grievance" topics. This list was presented as a collection of 

topics over which relational partners often report experiencing conflict or grievance. Still 

separated fi-om their respective partners, participants were asked to select up to five 

grievance topics they felt were relevant to their relationship with their partner and then 

asked to rate these items in terms of severity (least severe to most severe). Those 

participants designated as elicitors were given a version of this list asking them to choose 

topics reflecting issues they currently were experiencing or had recently experienced with 

their partner. Those participants designated as targets received a version of this same list 

specifying that they choose topics reflecting issues they thought their partner (the elicitor) 

had with them. 

The lists of dyad members were compared for topics chosen and ratings reported. 

The experimenter chose matching topics that were rated at least three or above by the 

elicitor. In cases where more than one topic fit this criterion, the topic receiving the 
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highest rating by the elicitor was chosen. If there were no matches between topics chosen 

by the elicitor and target, the topic rated highest by the elicitor was chosen. There were 

23 cases (27%) where no matches between participants occurred, whereby the topic was 

determined solely by the elicitor. 

The experimenter next took the elicitor into the interaction room, furnished with a 

love seat and chair, coffee tables, lamps, and pictures. Elicitors were asked to be seated 

on the right wall of the room in the chair, whereas when targets entered the room they 

were asked to be seated on the love seat on the side closest to the elicitor. In this 

position, both elicitor and target were opposite the video camera. The elicitor was 

instructed to discuss with his or her partner the grievance topic selected by the 

experimenter. The experimenter script for the experimental coixiition was as follows: 

For the purposes of this experiment, we would like you to discuss the following 

topic with your partner that you just indicated was an area of conflict: . 

We would like you to discuss this topic for 10 minutes with the purpose of coming 

to some resolution. However, we would like you to talk to your partner about this 

subject in a particukir way. Research shows that guOt is often used as a strategy to 

resolve areas of dispute or conflict within a relationship because people often feel 

guilty about doing things (or in some cases nol doing things) that end up causing 

their relational partner harm or hurt. We would like you to use this strategy, that 

is, we would like you to make your partner/friend feel guilty about the topic listed 

above. Please attempt to do this in as natural a way as possible, communicating in 
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ways that are representative of your normal interaction style. We will instruct you 

via intercom when to begin and when to stop. 

In the control condition, the elicitor was simply asked to discuss the topic with his or 

her partner for 10 minutes with the purpose of coming to some kind of resolution. In this 

condition, participants were not given any specific instructions as to the type of message 

they should employ. This, of course, did not eliminate the possibility that sooie elicitors 

might choose to enact a guilt appeal of their own volition. In cases where conversation 

regarding the grievance topic ended before 10 minutes had elapsed, participants were 

allowed to converse or simply wait for the remaining minutes to elapse, whereby they 

were told via intercom that the interaction was over. 

Following the conversation, both partners were again separated to fill out 

postinteraction questionnaires (see Measures section below). These measures examined 

participants' perceptions of such things as the appropriateness of the conversation, 

potential guilt experienced as a result of the conversation, and the outcomes or 

ramifications that participants predicted as a result of the interaction. After completing all 

postinteraction measures, both partners were thoroughly debriefed and allowed to ask any 

questions they had concerning the study. Participants were also reminded that in two 

weeks they would receive via e-mail a 10-item questionnaire to be completed and returned 

via e-mail. 

Development of grievance topics. The list of "grievance" topics was developed by 

combing the extant literature for topics identified by various researchers as being 
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specifically associated with interpersonal (rather than more general) guilt. According to 

Baumeister, Reis, and Delespaul (1995), the main sources of guilt reported by participants 

were interpersonal neglect, filing an obligation to another, romantic or sexual infidelities 

(or more generally betraying a relational partner), being rude or generally uncharitable to 

someone, procrastinating, benefitting at another's expense, taking advantage of another, 

and inequitable good fi>rtune. Additionally, Baumeister et al. (1995b) found guilt stories 

to indicate selfish action on the part of one party to be a catalyst for guilt induction. 

Jones, Kugler, and Adams (1995) found the folioAving to cause guilt: (1) fantasy 

transgressions; (2) coercive transgressions; (3) rebellion; (4) hostility; (5) deceit; (6) 

illegalities; (7) substance use; (8) sexual behavior; (9) unethical behavior; and (10) passive 

irresponsibility. For the purposes of this study, the grievance list presented to participants 

represents a distillation of the above topics. It specifically concentrated on those sources 

of guilt which appear to be directly related to interpersonal relationships, with the addition 

of topics fi-om a study by Downey, Freitas, Michaelis, and Khouri (1998) which have been 

found to cause anger in interpersonal conversations or be considered general grievances of 

relational partners. 

The list of potentially guilt-provoking topics provided to participants of this study 

included: selfish actions, commitment to the relationship, lack of time or effort put into the 

relationship, infidelity or betrayal filing to meet an obligation, sex, benefitting at the 

partner's expense, insensitivity, verbal insults, dishonesty, and an open blank where 

participants could self-report additional grievances (see Appendix B). In the event that a 
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grievance topic reported in the open-ended blank met the requirements for the induction 

conversation, the topic was chosen for the sessioa Variations of this method of topic 

choice have been used by Gottman, Swanson, and Murray (1999) and Downey, et al. 

(1998) in studies of couples and have been found to result in the couples becoming more 

involved in the discussions than when the investigator simply assigns topics. 

Measures 

Preinteraction Measures of Independent Variables 

Relational satisfaction. The first substantive measure included in the preinteraction 

questionnaire was the Hendrick, Dicke, and Hendrick (1998) relationship assessment 

scale, which examines relational satis&ction (see Appendix C). For both partners, this 

instrument demonstrated greater reliability when one item fi-om the five-item instrument, 

regarding expectations, was deleted. For eiicitors the Cronbach's coefiBcient alpha for this 

measure was .70. For targets the scale had a Cronbach's alpha of .86. 

Self-esteem. In an effort to discover the effects of this variable, Rosenberg's (1965) 

self-esteem scale was utilized as a means of examining participants' propensity to feel guilt 

above and beyond the guilt message (see Appendix D). This 10-item measure achieved an 

alpha of .83 for eiicitors and an alpha of .84 for targets. 

Relational interdependence. The interdependence measure employed was one 

compiled by Stem (1994) out of previous measures and found to have very good internal 

consistency for each of the subcomponents of global interdependence as well as for overall 

interdependence (Stem,1994, see Appendix E). This instrument is comprised of three 
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separate subcomponents, each designed to measure one dimension of perceived relational 

interdependence, namely affective interdependence, behavioral interdependence, and 

cognitive interdependence. For elicitors, the affective, behavioral and cognitive 

interdependence reliabilities were .82, .85, and .88, respectively, while the instrument's 

global interdependence reliability (combining all three for elicitors was .93. For targets, 

the affective coefBcient alpha was .76, the behavioral coefiBcient alpha was .80 and the 

cognitive coefficient alpha was .77, with a global interdependence reliability of .89 (see 

Table 1). For purposes of the study, the global measure and the separate subscale 

measures were compared for their relationship to conversational appropriateness. 

Postinteraction Measures 

Conversational appropriateness. In an effort to capture both elicitor and target 

perceptions of the guilt move as a communication tactic, all participants completed a 

measure rating the appropriateness of their partner's conversation during the interaction. 

Canary and Spitzberg's (1987) Conversational Appropriateness Scale was used to 

examine this variable (see Appendix F). This instrument achieved a Cronbach's coefficient 

alpha of .89 for elicitors and .92 for targets. 

Interaction outcomes. The outcomes measures were developed specifically to 

examine both positive and negative outcomes of a guilt induction by a relational partner. 

This four-part measure consisted of Likert-style questions developed to measure positive 

predicted outcomes of the interaction for the relationship, negative predicted outcomes of 
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Table 1 

Inter-item Reliabilities of Measures for Elicitors and Targets 

Variable Elicitor a Target a 

Preinteraction Measures 

Relational Satis&ction .70 .86 

Self-Esteem .83 .84 

Global Relational Interdependence .93 .89 

Affective Interdependence .82 .76 

Behavioral Interdependence .85 .80 

Cognitive Interdependence .88 .77 

Postinteraction Measures 

Conversational Appropriateness of Elicitor .89 .92 

Predicted Positive Outcomes .85 .61 

Predicted Negative Outcomes .61 .42 

Actual Behaviors .49 .56 

Grievance Wrongfulness .80 .84 

Predicted Positivity of Outcomes .80 .72 

Elicitor's Metaguilt .68 N/A 



Inter-item Reliabilities of Measures for Elicitors and Targets - continued 
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Variable Elicitor a Target a 

Elicitor Manipulation Check .82 N/A 

Target's Experienced Guih N/A .82 

Target's Propensity to Conversational Guilt N/A .89 

Delayed postinteraction Measures 

Perceived Positive Outcomes .80 .84 

Perceived Negative Outcomes .58 .66 
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the interaction for the relationship, actual behaviors exhibited by the target in the 

interaction related to en^thy and resentment, and participants' perceptions of how 

grievous the conflict topic discussed in the interaction was for a relationship in general. 

Additionally, some open-ended questions regarding potential outcomes of the 

conversation for the relationship and an additional measure for future research related to 

the decision-making were included (see Appendix G). 

The instruments administered to elicitors and targets were the same except for 

wording changes necessary to correspond to the role of the participants (elicitor/target) 

addressed. As the target was the recipient of the guilt induction, it was the target's 

subsequent attitude or behavior that participants were being asked to predict. For some of 

the outcome measures, reliabilities of the instruments differed by role, although wording of 

the items was identical except for perspective. 

In examining the reliabilities for both elicitors and targets on these measures, there 

were cases where either the elicitor or target measure did markedly better in terms of 

reliability than did its cohort. In light of these variable reliabilities for the elicitor and 

target, a decision was made to examine how well the predicted positive outcome items, 

negative outcome items and actual behavior items related to one another as a global 

measure, with the negative outcome and actual behavior items appropriately reverse-

scored to produce a global measure of positivity. This global measure, including all 14 

administered positive, negative and actual items, achieved a Cronbach alpha of .80 for the 

elicitor and alpha of .72 for the target. By deleting the actual behavior items and utilizing 
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only items measuring predicted positive outcomes and reverse-scored predicted negative 

outcomes, a 10-item scale of positivity with alphas of .77 and .61 were achieved for the 

elicitor and target, respectively. Based on these results, it was concluded that the 14-item 

global measure of positivity (attaining alphas of .80 for elicitors and .72 for the target, 

respectively) should be used for statistical analyses of postinteraction predicted change 

(refer back to Table 1). 

Metaguilt. A brief measure was included in the elicitor version of the postinteraction 

survey to discover whether those in the manipulated guilt condition feh any guilt over 

eliciting guilt from their partner, a phenomenon referred to as metaguilt. This measure 

achieved a weak alpha, so a decision was made to use only two of the three items, which 

together produced a Cronbach's alpha of .68 (see Appendix H, questions 2 and 9). 

Self-report manipulation check. A second measure included in the elicitor version of 

the postinteraction survey was used to assess elicitors' perceptions of whether they felt 

they had followed the manipulation instructions. These seven Likert-style items achieved 

a Cronbach coefficient alpha of .82 (see Appendix H, excluding questions 2, 7, and 9). 

Generally strong reliabilities were achieved for this measure in both the friend condition 

(a = .89) and the significant-other condition (a = .70). 

Experienced guilt. For the target, two brief instruments were included in the 

postinteraction survey. One of these required targets to report their experienced guilt 

during the interaction. This scale was composed of eight items, with wording slightly 

modified to correspond to the laboratory interaction, from Jones' State Guilt measure 
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(copyright 1992, see Appendix I). This measure has been subjected to close scrutiny and 

testing in terms of construct and discriminant validity as part of the Tulsa Guilt Scales and 

has been found to demonstrate considerable evidence for achieving each (Kugler, 1989; 

Kugler & Jones, 1992). This measure produced a Cronbach's coefiBcient alpha of .82. 

Susceptibility to conversational guih. The second measure employed was used to 

investigate whether targets had a natural propensity to experience giiilt induced through 

conversation. This instrument consisted of a four-item measure developed by Vangelisti 

et al. (1991, see Appendix J) is one that has demonstrated sufBcient reliability. This 

measure was found to have a strong inter-item reliability, with a Cronbach's coefScient 

alpha of .89. 

Delayed Post-test Measures 

Perceived interaction outcomes. The ten items on this survey (a similar, though 

abbreviated form of the outcome items used for the postinteraction survey) utilized items 

designed to measure positive and negative outcomes of the interaction as perceived by 

participants aiter two weeks had passed. The items were Likert scale items designed to 

determine whether the elicitors and targets felt that there had been any behavioral or 

attitudinal change on the part of the target as a result of the guilt appeal, as well as to 

examine what potential impacts the induction had had on the relationship (see Appendix 

K). Two of these items (questions 9 and 10) also provided for open-ended answers. 

These two items specifically focused on perceived positive and negative efifects fi-om the 

laboratory interaction for the relationship. This follow-up was to test over time the efifects 
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of the grievance-aired inductions. 

The reliabilities for the delayed post-test continuous items were variable. For the 

elicitor, an alpha of .80 for the positive outcome items was achieved (see Appendix K, 

questions 1, 4, 6, and 9), while an alpha of .58 for 5 of the 6 negative outcome items 

resulted (questions 2, 3, 5, 7, and 10, eliminating question 8). For the targets, the 

instrument demonstrated similar reliabilities. The same positive outcome items achieved a 

Cronbach's coefficient alpha of .84, while the negative outcome items achieved an alpha 

of .66 (same 5 out of 6 items as used for the elicitor). By reverse coding the negative 

items, a positivity scale for the elicitor resulted with an alpha of .66, deleting the same 

item as eliminated on the negative scale. Using the same procedure for the target, a 

positivity scale resulted in an alpha of .62. Based on these reliabilities, and the study's 

goal to investigate negative as weU as positive effects, the decision was made to use the 

separate positive and negative change items for measurement of delayed postinteraction 

outcomes. 
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CHAPTERS 

RESULTS 

Manipulation Checks 

Perceived efforts to induce a yuih appeal. It vsoU be recalled that participants in the 

experimental condition were asked to discuss this topic in such a way as to make their 

partner feel guilty about having committed this grievance. To examine the effectiveness of 

this manipulation, several steps were taken. First, in the postinteraction survey, elicitors 

completed seven items which asked them to rate their effectiveness in enacting a guilt 

appeal (e.g., "1 tried to make my friend/partner feel guilty," and "I think my attempt to 

make my friend/partner feel guilty was a good one"). A rating of one indicated that the 

elicitor strongly disagreed, while a rating of seven indicated that the elicitor strongly 

agreed. Results of a t-test examining differences in the perceptions of elicitors regarding 

their own efforts to elicit guilt from their target partners indicated that elicitors in the 

experimental group (M = 4.04, SD =1.17) perceived themselves to have made 

significantly better attempts to elicit guilt in their target partners than those in the control 

group (M = 2.77, SD = 1.07), t (82) = -5.19, c <.001. Thus, it can be stated that elicitors 

in the experimental condition believed they had done a credible job of trying to elicit guilt 

from their conversational partners. A 1-test revealed no significant difference across 

relationship types in elicitors' self-reported atten4)ts to make their parmer feel guilty. 

Objective coders' ratings As a means of examining whether the experimental 

manipulation was successful, the video-taped discussions were viewed by two trained 
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coders, blind to whether the dyads were in the control or experimental condition. Upon 

viewing these interactions, the coders were first asked to simply judge whether the elicitor 

had attempted to induce guilt in the target (yes/no). A Cohen's Kappa produced an 

intercoder reliability of .67. Fleiss (1981) has described a Kappa rating of .40 - .60 as fair, 

a .60 - ,75 as good, and a Kappa rating of > .75 as excellent. Coders' ratings of elicitors' 

attempts to induce guilt were also subjected to statistical analysis. For these categorical 

ratings, a chi-square analysis for each coder confirmed that coders perceived elicitors in 

the experimental condition to have made significantly more of an attempt than those in the 

control condition to elicit guilt in their target partners: first coder, (I, N = 84) = 23.26, 

E < .001; second coder, jci 1» H = 84) = 27.43, p < .001. Coder one accurately identified 

the condition the participant was in by the participant's behavior in the interaction 76% of 

the time, while coder two accurately identified the condition the participant was in by the 

participant's behavior 79% of the time. 

Coders were then asked to rate the elicitor's efforts to elicit guilt fi'om the target on 

a scale fi'om one to nine, one indicating that the elicitor had not made eflforts to induce 

guilt, and nine signifying that the elicitor had made a very strong effort to induce guilt. A 

reliability analysis for coders' ratings revealed an intercoder reliability of a = .86. A l-test 

conducted on the average of both coders' continuous ratings of elicitation intensity by 

condition resulted in a significant difiference across groups, t (82) = -5.71, p < .001. 

These ratings indicate that no guilt to very low intensity guilt appeals were induced by 

elicitors in the control condition (M = 1 -50, SD = -87), while moderately low level guilt 
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appeals were induced by elicitors in the experimental condition (M = 3.50, ̂  = 2.10). 

Interestingly, elicitors in significant-other relationships were coded as enacting more 

intense appeals on their partners than did elicitor fiiends when the fiill sample was 

examined, t (82) = 2.13, p < .05, (M = 2.93, SD = 2.07 and M = 2.07, SD = 1.58). Thus, 

elicitors in significant-other relationships who were also in the experimental condition 

enacted the most intense guilt appeals (M = 4.07, SD = 2.22 ), with average ratings by 

coders falling in the moderate range. There was a near-significant difference for intensity 

of guilt appeal for elicitors in the experimental condition across relationship types, i (40) = 

1.82, p = .077 (M = 4.07, SU = 2.22 and M = 2.93, SD = 1 -85). These results provide 

additional evidence that the manipulation instructions were followed, as the self-reported 

efforts to induce guilt by elicitors were corroborated by coders' reports. 

Targets' experienced guilt. A t-test of group means to determine whether targets 

who were in the experimental condition experienced significantly more guilt in the 

interaction than those in the control condition &iled to reach conventional levels of 

significance, I (82) = 1.88, p > .05. Also, the resulting means tended toward the opposite 

direction posited, with targets in the control condition (M = 4.99, SD = 1-29) reporting 

slightly more guilt than those in the experimental condition (M = 4.50, SD =1.16; see 

Table 2). To explore if this might be related to relationship type, fiiends and significant 

others were examined separately by condition. There was no significant difference in 

targets' ratings of experienced guilt in the significant-other relationships. However, target 

friends in the control condition reported significantly more experienced guilt (M = 5.18, 
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Table 2 

Manipulation Checks: Elicitors' Perceptions of Efforts to Induce Guih ApoeaL 

Coders' Ratings of EUcitors' Guih Appeal Intensity. 

and Targets' Reported Experienced Guih 

Variable M SD. 

Experimental Elichors' Efforts 4.04*» 1.17 

Control Elichors' Efforts 1.11** 1.07 

Coders' Ratings of Elichors' Guilt Appeal 
Intensity in Experimental Condition 

3.50*« 2.10 

Coders' Ratings of Elichors' Guilt Appeal 
Intensity in Control Condhion 

1.50*» .87 

Experimental Targets' Experienced Guilt 4.50t 1.16 

Control Targets' Experienced Guilt 4.99t 1.29 

< .001; Elicitors' attempts to induce guilt and coders' ratings of guih appeal intensity. 

tTargets' experienced guilt t (82) = 1.88, p = .064. 
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SD = 1.35) than those in the experimental condition (M = 4.43, SD = -97), 1 (42) = 2.06, 

£) < .05. (Note: the standard deviation from the mean for target friends in the control 

condition is somewhat higher than for target friends in the experimental condition.) To 

determine if this errant pattern was attributable to within-groups differences in targets' 

propensity to experience conversational guilt, an independent sample l-test compared 

control and experimental groups on this postinteraction measure. It yielded significant 

results, t (82) = -3.56, p < .001, with targets in the experimental condition reporting 

higher tendencies to experieiKe conversational guilt (M = 3.96, SD = 1.52) than targets in 

the control condition (M = 2.79, SD = 1 -50). A similar comparison by relationship type 

resulted in significant findings for both groups. Target fiiends in the experimental group 

reported a stronger propensity to feel guilt in conversations (M = 4.0, SD = 1 -46) than 

those in the control group (M = 3.01, SD = 1 -69), 1 (40) = -2.03, p < .05. Likewise, 

target significant others in the experimental group reported a stronger propensity to feel 

guilt in conversations (M = 3.93, SD = 1.61) than those in the control group (M = 2.57, 

SD = 1 -30), t (40) = -3.00, j2 < .01. Thus, the two groups were found to be significantly 

different in their reported propensity to feel guilt when it is induced by a conversational 

partner, but, contrary to what might be expected based on the targets' reported 

experiences of guilt, it was the experimental group that reported a significantly higher 

propensity to feel conversationally-induced guilt. It should be noted that the measure of 

propensity to feel conversational guilt was administered following the laboratory 

interaction. 
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Summarization of manipiilatinn checks Briefly, results would indicate that elicitors 

in the experimental condition did believe they made genuine attempts to make their 

partners feel guilty, significantly more so than those in the control condition These 

attempts were corroborated by objective coders who, blind to the conditions, correctly 

identified experimental elicitors by those elicitors' atten^t to elicit guih in their partner 

76-79% of the time. Additionally, the overall ratings of the coders demonstrates that 

these attempts were significantly stronger than those observed in control elicitors. 

However, a manipulation check failed to reveal that targets in the experimental condition 

were made to feel guilty, though those same targets did rate their elicitors' conversation as 

significantly less appropriate than targets in the control condition reported for their 

elicitors. 

Additionally, though random assignment was employed, targets in the experimental 

condition reported being significantly more prone to feel guilt when it was induced 

conversationally. Since random assignment was utilized, a more plausible explanation is 

that this measure captured group differences emerging fi'om the manipulation itself rather 

than true group differences. As this study's goal was to examine interpersonal guilt in a 

live context, and targets who were predicted to feel guilt in this context did not, this study 

is considerably hampered with respect to those research questions and hypotheses directly 

linked to inducing interpersonal guih. 

Hypotheses Tests 

Perceived conversational appropriateness of yuilt appeal. The first hypothesis. 



57 

which stated that relationship type will affect both partners' perceptions of 

appropriateness of the guih appeal, was investigated through an independent l-test 

comparing both elicitors' and targets' ratings of the elicitors' conversational 

appropriateness in the manipulated condition, as differentiated by whether the participant 

was a member of a friendship dyad or significant-other dyad (see Table 3). There was no 

significant difference between elicitors' ratings of their own conversational 

appropriateness as a fimction of relationship, 1 (40) = .75, p > .05, or targets' ratings of 

elicitors' conversational appropriateness as a function of relationship type, l (40) = -.34, 

p > .05. As a means of discovering if elicitors' and targets' ratings of conversational 

appropriateness differed as a function of the experimental condition, ratings were 

examined for partners' perceptions of conversational appropriateness. An independent 

I-test resulted in significant results for both elicitors, t (82) = 3.10, c < .01, (M = 4.45, SD 

= .91 vs. M = 5.07, SD = -94), and targets, i (82) = 2.06, jj < .05, (M = 5.44, SD = -96 

vs. M = 5.87, SD = -92), indicating that both elicitors and targets rated elicitors' 

conversation as significantly less appropriate when they were in the experimental versus 

control condition. This evidence certainly suggests that targets in the experimental 

condition were sensitive to the efforts of elicitors to induce guilt within the conversation, 

despite their reports of less than significant levels of experienced guilt. Paired l-tests were 

performed to examine elicitors' ratings of their own conversational appropriateness and 

targets' ratings of elicitors' appropriateness. There was a significant difference between 

elicitors' ratings and targets' ratings of elicitors' appropriateness across both conditions. 



58 

Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Conversational Appropriateness 

of Guilt-Tnduciny Elicitor as a Function of Relationship Type 

Variable M SD 

Elicitors' Ratings 

Significant Others 4.55 .86 

Friends 4.34 .96 

Targets' Ratings 

Significant Others 5.39 .96 

Friends 5.50 .99 

Note: i-tests for both these groups resulted in nonsignificant results. 
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1 (83) = -7.10, p < .01, and for the experimental condition alone, 1 (41) = -5.33, p < .01, 

with targets consistently rating elicitors' ̂ propriateness higher than the elicitors 

themselves did. Although elicitors' conversation was perceived by both elicitors and 

targets as being less appropriate when employing a guilt appeal, relationship type did not 

appear relevant to these ratings, thus hypothesis one was not supported. 

Perceived conversational appropriateness anH rplatinnal intCTHgpenHt>TWf 

Hypothesis two predicted that the degree of relational interdependence would affect 

partners' perceptions of guilt appeal uss^e, such that partners who were more relationally 

interdependent would see guilt appeals as more appropriate. An initial 

t-test was conducted to explore any differences in relational interdependence across 

relationship types. Utilizing the average of the interdependence ratings by partners for 

dyads, a t-test revealed that significant others reported significantly higher 

interdependence (M = 6.16, SD = -53) than friends (M = 5.71 SD = -58), l (82) = 3.64, 

p < .001. Pearson's correlation statistic was then utilized to confirm that elicitors' ratings 

of global interdependence and targets' ratings of global interdependence were significantly 

related. Initial results indicated that elicitors' perceptions of global relational 

interdependence were significantly correlated with targets' perceptions of global relational 

interdependence, i (82) = .41, p < .001. When the sample was broken down by 

relationship type, it was found that this correlation was significant for both significant 

others, £ (40) = .37, p < .05, and fiiends, £ (40) = .36, p < .05. Further analysis of only 

dyads in the experimental condition broken down by relationship type resuhed in a 
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significant correlation between dyads' ratings of global interdependence for significant 

others, i (19) = .47, p < .05, and near significance for fiiends, r (19) = .43, p = .055. 

To test the hypothesis, partners' global ratings of interdependence were averaged 

and partners' ratii^s of the elicitor's conversational appropriateness were averaged. 

These two composite variables were then exansined for their relatedness. The average of 

both partners' interdependence and both partners' ratings of the elicitors' conversational 

appropriateness in the experimental condition did not result in a significant correlation, 

£ (40) = . 18, p > .05. When examining this correlation by relationship type, the Pearson 

product-moment correlation did not support a significant association between average 

interdependence and partners' average ratings of elicitors' conversational appropriateness 

for significant others in the experimental condition, £ (19) = -.03, p > .05, but it 

approached conventional levels of significance for friends in the experimental condition, 

I (19) = .39, p = .079. This relationship reached significance for the full sample of friends, 

r (40) = .36, p < .05. 

The relationship between elicitors' and targets' separate ratings of conversational 

appropriateness and dyad's average ratings of global interdependence was also examined. 

Regardless of relationship type, elicitors' ratings of conversational appropriateness were 

not significantly correlated with interdependence. In significant-other dyads, targets' 

ratings of elicitors' conversational appropriateness also &iled to demonstrate a significant 

correlation with the dyads' average interdependence. The only significant correlation to 

emerge was for targets in friendships; dyads' average ratings of interdependence were 
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found to be significantly correlated to targets' ratings of conversational appropriateness, 

r (19) = .46,12 <.05. 

The individual components of relational interdependence (affective, behavioral, and 

cognitive interdependence) were examined separately for elicitors and targets for their 

association with partners' ratings of conversational appropriateness in the experimental 

condition. As a group, significant others demonstrated no relatedness in their ratings of 

the separate components of interdependence and ratings of elicitors' conversational 

appropriateness, separately or averaged across the dyad. However, numerous significant 

correlations emerged for fiiends (see Table 4). These significant results included 

correlations between target fiiends' ratings of cognitive interdependence and dyads' 

average ratings of conversational appropriateness, i (19) = .62, p < .005, and target 

friends' ratings of cognitive interdependence and targets' ratings of the elicitors' 

conversational appropriateness, i (19) = .53, < .05. Ratings by elicitors in fiiendships 

resulted in only one significant correlation between elicitors' perceived behavioral 

interdependence and targets' ratings of the elicitors' conversational appropriateness, 

r (19) = .52, <• 05. Some near-significant positive correlations were observed between 

elicitors' perceptions of behavioral interdependence and dyads' average ratings of 

conversational appropriateness, i (19) = .40, p = .08, and targets' perceptions of 

cognitive interdependence and elicitors' ratings of conversational appropriateness, c (19) 

= .40, c = .07. These are noteworthy because of the moderately large to large effect size 

for all these relationships. Therefore, while this hypothesis was not strongly supported by 



62 

Table 4 

Correlations amony Friends' Ratines of Relational Interdependence and Perceptions of 

Elicitors' Conversational Aopronriateness in the Fxperimental Condition 

Variable 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 

1. Average Conversational 1.00 
Appropriateness 

2. Elicitors' Conversational .75" 1.00 
Appropriateness 

3. Targets' Conversational .76" .14 1.00 
Appropriateness 

4. Elicitors' Affective -.07 -.16 .04 1.00 
Interdependence 

5. Elicitors' Behavioral .40 .07 .52* .31 1.00 
Interdependence 

6. Elicitors' Cognitive .04 -.13 .18 .76" .28 1.00 
Interdependence 

7. Targets' Affective .22 .04 .30 .34 .38 .28 1.00 
Interdependence 

8. Targets' Behavioral .37 .23 .33 .20 .41 .01 .69" 1.00 
Interdependence 

9. Targets' Cognitive .62" .40 .53* .14 .49* .12 .73" .63" 
Interdependence 

*11 <-05; "n <.01. 
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this data set, the data would suggest that rated appropriateness is linked to target friends' 

perceptions of relational and cognitive interdependence and elicitor friends' perceptions of 

behavioral interdependence. 

Grievance wrongfulness and experienced guilt. Hypothesis three predicted that both 

targets' ratings and elicitors' ratings of grievance wrongfulness would be positive 

predictors of targets' reported guilt. Initial correlations between targets' perceptions of 

the grievance's wrongfulness and target's experienced guih, and elicitors' perceptions of 

the grievance's wrongfulness and targets' experienced guilt, revealed no significant 

correlations, r (82) = -.17, > .05, and i (82) = -.17, p > .05, respectively. To assess for 

the possibility of suppression effects, a hierarchical regression analysis was performed, 

regressing targets' reported guilt on targets' and elicitors' perceptions of the grievance's 

wrongfiilness (step one) and the interaction of these two variables (step two). This 

resulted in nonsignificant results, with elicitors' ratings of grievance wrongfulness 

resulting in p = -.24, jj > .05, and targets' perceptions of grievance wrongfulness resulting 

in a p = -.21, p > .05, and the interaction term resulting in a P = .06, p > .05 (see Table 5). 

Regression analyses were also conducted separately for relationship type. Elicitors' and 

targets' ratings of the grievance's wrongfulness and the interaction term of these variables 

were not found to be significant predictors of targets' experienced guilt for significant 

others, P = -.76, ji > .05, P = -.85, p > .05, and P = .77, p > .05, respectively. Nor were 

they significant predictors for fiiends, with elicitors' ratings achieving a p = .43, p > .05, 

targets' ratings achieving P = .43, p < .05, and the interaction of these two variables 
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Table 5 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Targets' Experienced Guilt from Partners' 

Ratings of Grievance Wronyfiilness fN = 42) 

Variable £ ji 

Step 1 

Elicitors' Ratings -.24 .69 

Targets' Ratings -.21 .71 

Step 2 

Elicitors' Ratings by Targets' Ratings .06 .95 

Note. B." = .07 for Step 1; = .00 for Step 2 (ps > .05). 
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achieving a P = -.71, p < .05. As such, analyses of these data would indicate that elicitors' 

and targets' individual ratings of the grievance's wrongfulness are not significant 

predictors of experienced guilt on the part of the target. Thus, it can be said that 

hypothesis three was not supported. 

Self-esteem, experimental condition, and experienced guik. The fourth hypothesis 

predicted that targets' reported self-esteem and the experimental condition would interact 

to explain targets' experienced guih, such that lower self-esteem and exposure to the 

experimental condition would cause greater experienced guilt. A correlation between 

targets' self-esteem and targets' reported guilt revealed a near-significant correlation, 

r (82) = .20, p = .07. A correlation between only manipulated targets' self-esteem and 

reported guilt also revealed a near-significant correlation, i (40) = .30, p = .054. It should 

be noted that while the measure for self-esteem demonstrated good reliability (a = .84 for 

targets), responses to this measure would indicate some ceiling effects, with targets' 

average rating of self-esteem resulting in a mean of 6.1 on a scale of 1-7, with the lowest 

reported self-esteem being a 3.9. Therefore, as reported, none of the targets in this sanqile 

can be said to have reported low self-esteem. Efforts to somewhat manipulate these data 

to create more centered scores did not result in a distribution significantly different from 

the original. 

These variables— targets' self-esteem, presence or absence of manipulation, and the 

product of targets' self-esteem by manipulation— were entered into a hierarchical 

regression analysis to determine whether they might function as predictor variables for 
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guilt experienced by the target in the experimental condition. In the first step, targets' 

self-esteem and exposure to the experimental condition were entered, and in the second 

step, the interaction variable of targets' self-esteem by the experimental condition was 

entered. Though the analysis resulted in near significance for the first step of the model, 

results for the entire model were nonsignificant, with targets' self-esteem resulting in p = 

-.21, ji > .05, and exposure to the experimental condition resulting in P = -1.10, p > .05 

(see Table 6). The interaction variable, targets' self-esteem by exposure to the 

experimental condition, also failed to result in significance, P = .93, p > .05. Regression 

analyses run separately by relationship type demonstrated no difference across groups. In 

sum, hypothesis four was not supported. 

Self-esteem, experimental condition, and change in hehavinr or attitude. The final 

hypothesis predicted that targets' self-esteem and the experimental condition would 

interact to explain the targets' change in behavior or attitude, with lower self-esteem and 

the guilt condition causing more positive change as perceived by the elicitor. The delayed 

postinteraction measure was utilized as the dependent variable for this analysis. A 

regression analysis was performed by regressing elicitors' perceptions of positive 

behavioral or attitudinal change by the target since the interaction on targets' self-esteem, 

presence or absence of the experimental condition, and the interaction of these two 

variables. Results of this analysis showed both predictor variables and the interaction of 

the predictor variables to be nonsignificant in this equation (see Table 7). Utilizing the 

same equation for fiiends and significant others resulted in no group differences. 



67 

Table 6 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Targets' Experienced GuUt from Self-esteem. 

Exi?erimental Condition, and Self-esteem bv Experimental Condition rN = 84^ 

Variable £ P 

Step 1 

Targets' Self-esteem -.21 .57 

Experimental Condition -1.10 .22 

Step 2 

Targets' Self-esteem by Experimental Condition .93 .30 

Note. R* = .07 for Step 1; aR  ̂= .01 for Step 2 (jjs > .05). 
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Table 7 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Rlicitors' Reported Positive Outcomes from 

Self-esteem. Experimental Condition, and Self-esteem bv Experimental Condition 

rN = 63^ 

Variable ^ p 

Step 1 

Targets' Self-esteem -.36 .43 

Experimental Condition -.94 .37 

Step 2 

Targets'Self-esteem by Experimental Condition .91 .38 

Note. R- = .00 for Step 1;AR^ = .01 (ps > .05). 
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Therefore, there was no support for this fifth hypothesis. 

As a post hoc test, the same predictor variables were regressed on elicitors' 

perceptions of negative behavioral or attitudinal change by the target since the interaction. 

Interestingly, results of this analysis were significant for the experimental condition, 3 = 

2.43, < .05, and the interaction variable of experimental condition by targets' self-

esteem. p = -2.33, p < .05, and reached near significance for targets' self- esteem, P = .82, 

E = .06 (see Table 8). To probe these results further, a separate bivariate regression 

analysis splitting the control and experimental groups was conducted. Results of this 

analysis resulted in nonsignificant results for the control group, p = . 19, p > .05, but 

significant results for the experimental group, p = -.42, p < .05, indicating that for the 

experimental group, elicitors' perceptions of negative outcomes were predicted by targets' 

lower self-esteem. An examination of the influence of relationship type revealed a 

significant outcome only for fiiends, with the experimental condition, targets' self-esteem 

and the experimental condition by targets' self-esteem all demonstrating significance as 

predictors of elicitors' reports of negative outcomes (see Table 9). 

Research Questions 

Elicitors' perceptions of change. The first research question addressed whether 

elicitors perceived there to have been behavioral or attitudinal change on the part of the 

target as a result of their guilt induction. The postinteraction scale, measuring global 

positivity of predicted outcomes was utilized to explore group differences in elicitors' 

predictions of targets' behavior after the interaction. A Hcst examining group differences 
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Table 8 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting EMcitors' Reported Negative Outcomes from 

Targets' Self-esteem, the Experimental Condition, and Self-esteem bv Experimental 

Condition fN=63'> 

Variable fi j2 

Step I 

Targets' Self-esteem 1.89 .06 

Experimental Condition 2.44 .02* 

Step 2 

Targets' Self-esteem by Experimental Condition -2.44 .02* 

Note: E* = .05 for Step 1; = .08 for Step 2 (jjs > .05). 
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Table 9 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Friend Elichors' Reported Negative 

Outcomes from Targets  ̂Self-esteem, the Experimental Condition, and Targets' 

Self-esteem bv the Experimental Condition (N = 

Variable  ̂ p 

Step 1 

Targets' Self-esteem 1.18 .04* 

Experimental Condition 2.90 .03• 

Step 2 

Targets' Self-esteem by Experimental Condition -2.86 .03  ̂

Note. = .00 for Step 1; = .15 for Step 2 (ps > .05). 

*12 <.05. 
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with respect to the overall positivity of outcomes was conducted. There was a significant 

diflference between groups, t (82) = 2.67, p < .01 (M = 5.28, SD = -85 for the control 

group and M = 4.80, SD = -82 for the experimental group), with the experimental group 

predicting significantly less positively valenced outcomes overall fi'om the conversational 

interaction than the control group. A t-test examining group differences for relational type 

in the experimental condition yielded nonsignificant results, l (40) = -1.13, p > .05. 

To explore group differences for perceived actual outcomes occurring in the two-

week period following the interaction, an independent t-test was conducted to compare 

the control and experimental groups, using the delayed postinteraction subscale variables. 

Results of these tests were nonsignificant, 1 (62) = .20, ji > .05, for positive outcomes and 

t (62) = -.90, p > .05, for negative outcomes. Similarly, an examination of friends and 

significant others in the experimental condition also yielded nonsignificant results for 

positive and negative outcomes, t (32) = .28, jj > .05, and t (32) = -1.01, p > .05, 

respectively. Thus, no group differences in elicitor perceptions of actual outcomes were 

evident after the 2-week time span following the laboratory interaction, despite initial 

predictions by elicitors in the experimental condition that these outcomes would be less 

positive than outcomes reported by elicitors in the control group. 

Content analvsis of open-ended postinteraction and delaved post-test reports of 

change. For both the postinteraction and delayed post-test surveys, the open-ended 

questions focusing on relational outcomes were initially subjected to a contextual theme 

analysis, using a program developed by Lambert (in press) called Theme Machine. This 
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program categorizes text by making associations between words featuring lexical 

similarity, focusing specifically on content words and ignoring words such as "the", "and", 

and "or" (Bonito, 1999). The output of this program results in a basic clustering of 

similar thematic responses, as well as listing those responses which the program was 

unable to group. These resulting "themes" were used as the basis for a simple taxonon^ 

for categorizing participants' self-reports of predicted post-interaction and actual 

perceived delayed postinteraction outcomes. This resulted in 13 categories of responses 

overall. 12 of which applied to friends and 11 of which applied to significant others, from 

the postinteraction survey. A minimum of 2 responses qualified a category, with 100% of 

the subjects responding. For the delayed postinteraction survey, this resulted in 8 reported 

categories to the open-ended question regarding positive outcomes and 9 reported 

categories to the open-ended question regarding negative outcomes for friends and 

significant others. This survey achieved an 81% response rate for elicitors in the 

experimental condition and a response rate of 69% for elicitors in the control condition. 

For targets, the response rate was 50% for the experimental condition and 55% for the 

control condition. It should be noted that in many cases, participants responded similarly 

to the delayed postinteraction questions, regardless of whether the question addressed 

positive outcomes or negative outcomes. Thus, the taxonomies for positive and negative 

outcomes are quite similar. 

Chi-square analyses were conducted on these postinteraction and delayed 

postinteraction outcome categories reported by elicitors to determine if the open-ended 
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data demonstrated any significant differences across experimental and control conditions 

or relationship types for relational outcomes of the interaction (see Tables 10, 11 and 12). 

Results of these analyses feiled to indicate a significant difference between those relational 

outcomes predicted fi-om the interaction by elicitors in the experimental versus control 

condition. Also, there was no significant difference between actual reported relational 

outcomes as reported by elicitor friends versus significant others in the experimental 

condition. 

As a means of fiirther probing these data, categories were aggregated into positive, 

negative, and neutral categories (e.g., "talk more openly" was assigned to the positive 

category, "anger, grudge and mistrust" was assigned to the negative category and "topic 

not important" was assigned to the neutral category). Chi square analyses were then 

conducted on these three categories. These also &iled to reveal a significant difference 

across groups or across (2, H = 84) = 2.79, p > .05) or relationship types (2, N = 

42) = .40, p > .05). 

However, to address the research question directly, it is important to recognize that 

elicitors in the experimental condition (as well as the control condition) did report 

predicted as well as actual changes for the relationship as a result of the interaction. The 

predicted change outcomes for their relationship in descending order were as follows: (a) 

will work on it and take into consideration (7% control, 12 % experimental), (b) better 

understand one another and one another's needs (control 12%, experimental 5%), (c) talk 

more/talk more openly (control 7%  ̂ experimental 10%), (d) resolved conflict (control 



Table 10 

Elicitor Responses to Postinteraction Questions Reyardiny Predicted Outcomes 

Predicted Relational Outcome Control Experimental 

Talk more/talk more openly 3 4 

Better understand one another/one another's needs 5 2 

Spend more time together 2 1 

Will work on it/take more into consideration 3 5 

Anger/grudge/mistrust 2 2 

Resolved conflict 4 2 

No consequences 8 16 

No harmilil consequences; communication is good 2 2 

Topic not important enough to have an effect 3 1 

We've talked about this before 6 3 

I'll be teased 2 0 

Unable to categorize response 2 4 
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Elicitor Responses to Postinteraction Questions Regardiny Predicted Outcomes -

continued 

Number of responses 42 42 

r (11,N=84)= 10.26,p=.51 
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Table 11 

Elicitor Responses to E)elaved Postinteraction Questions on Positive Outcomes 

Experienced Relational Outcome Control Experimental 

Talk more/talk more openly 11 9 

Better understand one another/one another's needs 6 6 

Positive change in behavior or attitude 5 10 

No consequences 2 5 

No harmiul consequences, communication is good 2 2 

Topic not important enough to have effect 2 2 

We've talked about this before 2 0 

Unable to categorize response 1 0 

Number of responses 29 34 

r (7, N = 63) = 7.81,12 = 35 
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Table 12 

Elicitor Responses to Delayed Postinteraction Questions on Negative Outcomes 

Experienced Relational Outcome Control Experimental 

Talk more/talk more openly 3 4 

Positive change in behavior or attitude 1 0 

No consequences 8 11 

No harmilil consequences, communication is good 4 1 

Disliked experiment/experiment effects negative 1 4 

Topic not important enough to have effect 2 1 

We've talked about this before 0 2 

Resolved conflict 0 1 

Unable to categorize response 2 0 

Number of responses 21 24 

r (8, M = 45)= 10.40,12 =.24 
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10%, experimental 5%), (e) anger/grudge/mistrust (control 5%, experimental 5%), and 

lastly (f) spend more time together (control 5%, experimental 2%). Results of the follow-

up delayed postinteraction content analysis resulted in the following actual relational 

outcomes as experienced by the elicitor (also in descending order): (a) talk more/talk 

more openly (38% control, 26% experimental), (b) positive change in behavior or attitude 

(17% control 29% experimental), and (c) better understand one another (21% control, 

18% experimental). However, since elicitors in both the control and experimental groups 

reported similar outcomes, these outcomes cannot be linked in any clear way to the 

experimental manipulation. Additionally, collapsing these delayed categories (to parallel 

the analyses run on the postinteraction data) was deemed inappropriate because of 

participants' tendency to repeat their answers for both survey questions, regardless of the 

items' request for specifically positive or negative outcomes. 

Grievance wronyfulness and relational satisfaction The second research question 

addressed whether the agreement between elicitors' and targets' ratings of the 

wrongfulness of the transgression would be positively related to reports of relational 

satisfaction by those partners in the experimental condition. First a variable representing 

the difference between partners' ratings of the grievance's wrongfulness was computed. 

Partners' average satis&ction was also computed. A correlation was then calculated 

between this new variable and partners' average relational satis&ction. Resuhs of this test 

indicated no significant association between partners' average relational satisfaction and 

the correspondence between partners' ratings of the grievance's wrongfulness, i (40) = 
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-.10,12 >.05. 

As a means of discovering whether either partners' ratings of grievance 

wrongfulness related to dyads' average ratings or individual ratings of satis&ction, 

elicitors' ratings of grievance strength, targets' ratings of grievance strength, elicitors' 

ratings of relational satis&ction, targets' ratings of relational satis&ction, and dyads' 

average ratings of satis^tion were correlated. In no case were either partners' ratings of 

grievance wrongfulness significantly correlated with partners' averaged or individual 

ratings of relational satis&ction. Additionally, targets' ratings of grievance wrongfulness 

and elicitors' ratings of grievance wrongfulness were significantly correlated in both 

relationship types, r (40) = .39, p < .001 for significant others, and r (40) = .42, p <. 01 

for friends, when correlated for the entire sample. These correlations became 

nonsignificant when only those partners in the experimental condition were examined. 

However, when partners' individual ratings of satis&ction were correlated with their 

average ratings of the grievance's wrongfulness, targets' satis&ction was found to be 

significantly and negatively correlated when targets were in the fiiend relationship, r (19) = 

-.44, ]2 < .05. This represented the only significant correlation fi*om these analyses. 

As a means of further exploring relational satis&ction as a relevant variable, 

relationship types were compared. There was no significant difference in ratings of 

relational satis&ction across relationship types for either the full sample or the 

experimental groups. Thus, for this data set, partners' agreement as to the wrongfulness 

of a grievance was not found to be related to partners' averaged or individual ratings of 
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relational satis&ction, except in friendships, where targets' individual ratings of relational 

satis&ction were significantly but negatively correlated with partners' average rating of 

the grievance's wrongfulness. 

Influence of yuilt induction on targets' view of relationship. The third research 

question addressed what inq>act the use of a guih appeal by an elicitor would have on the 

target's perceptions of the relationship. One of the open-ended postinteraction questions 

on the targets' version of the survey (administered immediately following the laboratory 

interaction) dealt specifically with targets' interpretations of a relational partner's 

utilization of a guilt appeal. This question asked targets to report their perceptions of the 

meaning such a usage would convey about the relationship itself. These open-ended 

answers were content-analyzed by the author for thematic categories. This resulted in 10 

categories of responses from targets, with 2 responses qualifying a category and 100% of 

the targets responding. The resulting categories in descending order were as follows: (a) 

combination of responses (from the other categories), (b) we have a poor quality 

relationship/there is a lack of respect, (c) negative internal attributions made about the 

partner using the guilt appeal, (d) partner is tryii  ̂to influence or exploit me, (e) the 

partner eliciting giiilt is hurt or disappointed and is trying to transfer the emotion to roe, (f) 

unaccounted for responses, (g) partner is using this strategy as a last resort/it's a power 

issue/they're frustrated, (h) partner doesn't/wouldn't use them, (i) partner thinks I've 

done something wrong/I need to reflect on my behavior, and (j) it wouldn't reflect on our 

relationship/we're all human (see Table 13). Chi-square analyses did not reveal significant 
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Table 13 

Targets' Perceptions of How GuUt Appeal Relationship 

Meaning for Relationship Control Experimental 

We have a poor quality relationship/lack of respect 11 2 

Last resort/power issue/fiustration I 4 

Negative attributions made about eliciting partner 7 4 

Elicitor is hurt/disappointed, transferring emotion 5 4 

Partner thinks I've done something wrong/I need/ 
to reflect on my behavior 

2 2 

Partner is trying to influence or exploit me 3 7 

Partner wouldn't/doesn't use them 3 2 

Wouldn't reflect on relationship; we're all human 1 1 

Combination of the above responses 6 13 

Responses unaccounted for 3 3 

Number of responses 42 42 

r(9,N = 84)=l3.34,p = .15 
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differences for the full san^)le across conditions, x^(9, H = 84) = 13.34, p > .05, nor for 

significant others as a group across conditions, 3C^(8, N = 42) = 11.44, p > .05, which 

would seem to speak to the utility of the taxonomy. However, a significant difference did 

result for fiiends across experimental and control conditions, 3f(9, H = 42) = 17.55, c < 

.05 (see Table 14). Target fiiends in the control condition reported being more likely to 

perceive guilt usage as signifying a poor quality relationship or that their partner bad a lack 

of respect for them and being more likely to make negative attributions about their partner 

than target fiiends in the experimental condition. 



84 

Table 14 

Target Friends' Perceptions of How Guih Appeal Usage Reflects on Relationship 

Meaning for Relationship Control Experimental 

We have a poor quality relationship/lack of respect 5 1 

Last resort/power issue/frustration 0 2 

Negative attributions made about eliciting partner 6 1 

Elicitor is hurt/disappointed, transferring emotion 2 1 

Partner thinks I've done something wrong/I need/ 
to reflect on my behavior 

2 2 

Partner is trying to influence/exploit me 2 3 

Partner wouldn't/doesn't use them 2 0 

Wouldn't reflect on relationship; we're all human 0 1 

Combination of the above responses 2 7 

Responses unaccounted for 0 3 

Number of responses 21 21 

r(9,H = 42) = 17.55, p<.05 
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CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

Summary of Goals and Results 

This examination of interpersonal guilt was aimed at addressing five specific 

h>potheses and three research questions that would better enable us to understand the 

character of guilt in interpersonal relationships. This investigation attempted to investigate 

interpersonal guilt virtually as it was occurring in relationships, by putting relational 

partners in a live setting where guilt was elicited and measuring experiences of guilt 

immediately after these inducements. Whereas previous investigations of interpersonal 

guilt have relied almost solely on retrospective accounts and narratives, this approach to 

the study of interpersonal guilt has, in reviewing the extant literature, not been attempted 

previously, and was not without its risks. The results of this study were varied. It is clear 

that this investigation encountered some significant challenges and complications with 

respect to inducing guilt in the experimental condition. Nevertheless, it provided insightful 

evidence on such issues as the differences in guilt message elicitation across relationship 

types, differences in partners' perceptions of a guilt appeal's appropriateness, and targets' 

perceptions of the relational meaning of a guilt appeal. An initial review and discussion of 

the findings fi-om this study that inform us on the use of guilt in interpersonal relationships 

will be presented. 

Relationship Variables 

The first three hypotheses and the second research question were aimed at examining 
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relational variables for their influence in the usage and reception of guih messages. Some 

interesting findings resulted. One emerging &ctor from the study came not from the 

testing of the hypotheses themselves, but from the manipulation check analyses. Coder 

ratings of elicitors' conversational behavior within the interactions indicated that 

significant others enacted significantly more intense guilt appeals than did friends. This 

result included not just the elicitors in the experimental condition, but the frill sample of 

elicitors. This is provocative in that it suggests that significant others are in general more 

likely to induce guilt and use a more intense guilt communication tactic than those partners 

in friendships. 

Hypothesis one examined how relationship type might be associated with the 

perceived conversational appropriateness of a guih appeal, with the prediction that 

relationship type would make a difiference. Results indicated that relationship type did not 

affect perception of guilt appeal appropriateness. This is curious in light of the evidence 

that relationship structure may indeed set the tone for how guilt messages are elicited (e.g, 

significant-other elicitors using more intense guilt appeals). However, it may be 

sp)eculated that guilt messages are judged by receiving targets along some dimension other 

than appropriateness, and that dimension may in &ct be related to relationship type. 

Testing of the second hypothesis, which explored the potential association between 

relational interdependence and partners' perceptions of the guilt appeals' appropriateness, 

also produced somewhat unexpected results. Significant others reported more relational 

interdependence than friends, but no significant relationship was discovered between 
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interdependence and conversational appropriateness of guilt appeals for significant others. 

Conversely, the less interdependent friends demonstrated an association between relational 

interdependence (as well as cognitive interdependence) and conversational 

appropriateness. To examine whether relational interdependence might be related to the 

intensity of guilt appeals rather than conversational appropriateness, this potential 

correlation was explored but received no support. One interpretation of these results is 

that when relationships reach a certain level of interdependence, communications may be 

less subject to evaluations on the appropriateness dimension. 

The above results are intriguing in that they seem to suggest there is a combination 

of contextual Actors in relationships that affect both the usage and reception of guilt 

messages. The possibility that multiple relational variables could have varying impacts on 

guilt communication between partners cannot be ignored. However, the results of this 

study's attempts to uncover what may be considered the relevant relationship variables 

that impact the elicitation and reception of guift messages between friend and significant-

other dyads are inconclusive. 

In the same vein, tests of the third hypothesis, which attempted to link targets' and 

elicitors' perceptions of grievance wrongfulness to targets' reported guilt also gained no 

empirical support. Relationship type did not impact these results. There was also no link 

between relational satis&ction and partners' perceptions of grievance wrongfulness, 

addressed by the second research question. A correlation between dyads' average 

satisfaction and the intensity of the guUt appeal used by the elicitor reached near 
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significance, which may indicate a tendency for more satisfied partners to perceive more 

freedom to use and less negative consequences from a more intense guilt appeal. 

However, the sum total of these findings is perplexing in its sheer lack of consistency. To 

review, relationship type was foimd to be associated with intensity of the guilt appeal 

(with significant others using more intense £q)peals) and appeared to be a &ctor in the link 

between relational interdependence and perceptions of the guih appeal's appropriateness 

(with a positive correlation between these variables resulting for fiiends), while the 

variable of relationship satis&ction achieved only a near-significant association with guilt 

appeal intensity and evidenced no significant correlation with partners' perceptions of the 

grievance's wrongfiilness. Whereas relational variables such as relationship type, 

relational interdependence, and relational satisfaction offer some evidence of moderating 

the usage and reception of guilt, the results indicate no clear pattern for their various 

effects. One point that should be made, however, is that the smaller size of the sample (42 

experimental dyads; 21 fiiends, 21 significant others) likely did not afford these analyses 

adequate power to detect significant differences. 

Efforts to Identify Predictors of Experienced Guih and Positive Outcomes 

An important issue for this study's success in testing two of its hypotheses (four and 

five) depended on the experimental manipulation, that is, inducing guilt in targets. This 

effort fell somewhat short. Two manipulation checks provided verification that the 

manipulation itself was not entirely faulty; elicitors' self-reports and the corroboration of 

objective coders that authentic attempts were made by elicitors in the experimental 
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condition to induce guih through a guilt message offer evidence to this effect. The guilt 

induction attempts made by elicitors in the experimental condition were foimd to be 

significantly stronger/more intense than those in the control condition by both elicitors and 

coders. Additionally, targets' reports of elicitors' conversation being significantly less 

appropriate in the experimental condition would also seem to ofifer some tangential 

support for this interpretation. 

Complicating this, however, were the responses by manipulated targets. Targets in 

the experimental condition did not report experiencing a significantly different level of 

guilt fi-om those in the control condition. Possible causes for this complication might 

include an unpropitious recruiting procedure. Elicitors were offered extra credit to come 

to the study and were required to bring a fiiend or significant other with them for the 

experiment. This likely set up a context whereby fiiend and significant-other partners felt 

they were doing elicitors a &vor by participating. In the experimental condition, these 

favor-providing partners were then put in the role of target and subjected to a guilt appeal 

about some relational transgression or grievance they had committed. It is postulated 

fi-om the results that perhaps this context set the stage for these manipulated partners to 

experience reactance (Brehm, 1966). Briefly, they may have felt they had already been 

imposed upon to do the experiment, and then they were faced with a guilt appeal. They 

very likely presumed this to be aimed at influencing them to amend their grievous 

behavior, and caused them to emotionally compensate in the interaction. It is argued that 

they may have experienced guilt but refiised to admit it, or they feh another emotion 



90 

entirely, namely anger/resentment. This would &11 in line with research by Pinto and 

Priest (1991) that found a curvilinear relationship between the strength of guik appeal 

iised in advertisements and experienced guilt of the consumer (participant), while anger 

was found to increase as the intensity level of the guik appeal increased. Therefore, it is 

surmised that as participants recognized their partners' attenqns to elicit giiilt (attempts 

that were found to be significantly stronger in the experimental condition) they may have 

become more angry while experienced guilt actually dropped. 

The postinteraction data on propensity to experience conversational guilt might also 

be said to support this view. Despite random assignment to conditions to assure that 

groups were equal, the manipulated target group reported a significantly higher 

susceptibility to experiencing guilt fi-om conversational inducements. It should be noted 

that the purpose of administering this measure of susceptibility to guilt communications 

following the laboratory interaction rather than before was to avoid priming participants to 

the topic of the study. However, the experimental condition itself may have primed 

targets on the measure, giving an account for the contrary (and potentially arti^tual) 

results. 

It is suggested that targets in the experimental condition recognized the inducement 

as a guilt appeal and realized they were supposed to feel guilty in response to the 

induction. As a result of the postulated reactance, however, these targets self-reported 

experienced guilt at a level that was actually perceived as less than that reported by targets 

in the control condition, who likely perceived less or no pressure to experience guilt, and 
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simply felt guilty that their relational partner feh aggrieved about their attitude or 

behavior. It is speculated that the targets in the experimental condition, primed as to the 

purpose of the study, did not want to appear unaffected by the concerns voiced by their 

partners in the interaction, and thus reported having a higher propensity to feel 

conversational guilt. The in^lied qualifying message from these targets is that they feel 

guilt "when it's a situation that is legitimate." 

Another possible explanation is that this conversation took place in an invoked 

context, and targets in the experimental condition did not respond to the manipulation 

because they felt it was not "real." Also, it is possible that the measure for experienced 

guilt may have feiled to fiiUy captured targets' emotive experiences. Although the 

measure showed acceptable reliability and appeared to be focusing on an experience of 

guilt that should have been closely aligned to the interaction context, nevertheless, it may 

not have demonstrated ecological validity for this experiment, in that it did not allow for 

targets to report what emotions they may have been experiencing outside of guilt (e.g., 

anger or resentment). 

The ramifications of the targets' contradictory responses are apparent in that it is 

unlikely that either hypothesis four or five received an ideal test, since exposure to the 

experimental condition and the interaction variable of self-esteem by exposure to the 

experimental condition do not appear to have induced su£5cient levels of interpersonal 

guilt for there to have been an accurate test. Therefore, it is argued that the lack of 

support found for hypotheses four and five should not be considered conclusive. Future 
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projects examining interpersonal guilt using this or a similar method will need to take 

sufScient pains to eliminate the posited causes of &ilure outlined above. Of primary value 

would be rigorous pretesting of the guilt manipulation. 

Having addressed the methodological issues that may have contributed to the ̂ ure 

of this study to induce a measurable experience of guik in participants in the experimental 

condition, it is also relevant to address some corresponding theoretical issues. Briefly, the 

theoretical direction for this research efifort was founded on the framework put forth by 

Baumeister et al. (1994, 1995a, 1995b), is presented as an interpersonal guilt framework 

from a functional (and it is argued sender) perspective. This framework presents guilt as 

serving one or more of three primary functions for the guilt elicitor; (a) relationship 

enhancement, (b) social influence, and (c) redistribution of emotional distress. 

One justification for conducting this study rested on the evidence that the nature of 

this theoretical framework of interpersonal guilt forwarded by Baumeister et al. (1994, 

1995a. 1995b) failed to encompass the experiences of both partners and did not address 

the effects of guilt messages for the relational unit. It was argued that, as such, this 

framework required additional modification to efifect a more transactional theory of 

interpersonal guilt. What the outcomes of this experiment have demonstrated, however, is 

that this may be a particularly challenging and con^ilicated aspiration, one that has been 

encountered dead-on in other areas of research. For example, researchers in the area of 

fear appeals have variously approached the definition of a fear appeal from a sender 

perspective, a receiver perspective, or a more transactional perspective (e.g., Leventhal, 
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1970; O'Keefe, 1990; \Mtte, 1992). Along these same lines, this study can be said to have 

been successful from a message (sender) perspective, but to have &llen short from a 

receiver perspective (and therefore also from a transactional perspective) in regard to 

testing two of the hypotheses thoroughly. 

Despite this, in the testing of these hypotheses, the near-significant association 

between self-esteem and experienced guilt did provide some support for the argument that 

self-esteem likely plays a role in the experience of guilt. Intriguingly, an association was 

also found for predicted negative outcomes from guilt appeals, as illustrated by the results 

of the post hoc analysis. This analysis found predictions of negative outcomes by elicitors 

in friendships to be forecast by the variables of lower self-esteem, the experimental 

condition, and the interaction variable, providing further evidence that though low self-

esteem may invoke individuals to experience more guilt (see for e.g., Brockner, Davy, & 

Carter, 1985; Tennen & Herzberger, 1987), the outcomes of those experiences may 

nonetheless involve negative consequences for the relationship. In sum, this study's 

efforts to measure the affective impact of guilt elicitations on targets were, unfortunately, 

handicapped. 

Perceived Relational Outcomes 

The design of this study did capture some compelling data that did not depend on 

manipulated targets' experiencing and reporting guilt. One of the central aims of this 

study was to identify the perceived relational outcomes (attitudinal as well as behavioral) 

and relational meanings (cognitive responses) that result from guilt elicitation. Research 
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question one addressed guih messages from the elicitor's standpoint. Results did not 

support that differing relationship types (those under study) have differing impacts on 

predicted relational outcomes and reported actual outcomes. The data provide categories 

of outcomes that would appear to apply similarly to both friends and significant others; 

however, the power to detect differences across groups in this instance is notably limited. 

Of interest is the &ct that in many cases, both in predicted and actual outcomes, elicitors 

repx)rted positive outcomes or at least no harmful outcomes resulting from the guilt 

induction. This would correspond with the findings by Baumeister et al. that guilt can 

often result in positive outcomes for relationships. However, it should be cautioned that 

the actual outcomes reported did occur two weeks after participants participated in the 

study and were debriefed as to its mechanics. As such, these results may represent diluted 

or even negated effects of the guilt induction. 

The categories developed from the open-ended data also provide a means of 

examining the utility of the Baumeister et al. (1994) functions from the elicitor's 

standpoint. Five of the twelve categories of outcomes predicted by elicitors, 

encompassing 33% of the responses, deah with positive outcomes of the guilt induction 

including the following: (a) talk more/more openly, (b) better understand one another/one 

another's needs, (c) spend more time together, (d) will work on it/take more into 

consideration, and (e) resolved conflict. Talking more and more openly and better 

understanding one another's needs would seem to fit neatly into either of the Baumeister 

et al. functions of relationship enhancement or redistribution of emotional distress. The 
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remaining three outcomes also seem to support the functional perspective (social 

influence) in that elicitors predicted their conversation to have an influence on their 

parmers. 

Two major categories of outcomes predicted by elicitors involved there being no 

harmful consequences or that the communication itself was positive for the relationship. 

These two categories alone accounted for 43% of the outcomes predicted by elicitors in 

the experimental condition. Combined with the positive predicted outcomes, this results 

in 76% of the elicitors in the experimental condition predicting either no consequences, no 

harmful consequences or positive consequences. This becomes interesting when 

compared to the scaled data results where elicitors in the experimental condition predicted 

significantly fewer positive outcomes from the interaction than those in the control 

condition. One possible explanation for these results may be that the open-ended question 

asked elicitors to report consequences from the interaction other than those listed 

previously. Thus, having reported the relevant listed outcomes, the remaining outcomes 

did not register as particularly negative. 

The content category of "we've talked about this before" which emerged from the 

transcripts of the postinteraction survey is interesting in that it offers some support for the 

idea that conflict topics may become thematic in relationships, recurring to plague 

relational partners without ending in resolution. This has been demonstrated in the results 

of other studies examining conflict (e.g., Siegart & Stamp, 1994), and may provide a 

valuable direction for further investigation of the types of messages partners crafl to 
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address such thematic conflict topics in relationships. 

Overall, responses to these open-ended questions did not result in any real surprises. 

By and large, the positive outcomes predicted and perceived can be said to be accounted 

for within the functional framework outlined by Baumeister et al. The negative 

consequences reported here, though not focused on by this theoretical framework, are 

nevertheless representative of the general negative consequences associated with guilt 

messages and experienced guilt. 

Relational Meanings Associated with Guih Appeal Usaye 

The third research question addressed targets' perceptions of guilt appeal usage in a 

relationship for its relational meaning. The categories resulting from the content analysis 

of this data are interesting from two perspectives. First, this taxonomy provides insight 

into the cognitive processing of guilt messages by recipients, giving us a glimpse of the 

valence of these interpretations as well as the focus of these responses to guilt messages. 

In this way, these results offer heretofore unprovided insight into the relational 

ramifications of guilt messages from targets' perspective. Additionally, this taxonomy can 

be compared and contrasted with the categories of predicted outcomes that elicitors 

provided, furnishing a means of examining how partners' roles in guilt communication 

may influence their views of it. In terms of the former, it is important to note that targets 

reported few positive relational meanings for their partner using a guilt message. This is in 

stark contrast to the outcomes reported by elicitors. In light of the discussion presented 

above on negative outcomes predicted by targets' self-esteem and exposure to the 
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experimental condition for friends, it is also relevant to note that the subsample of friends 

in this study demonstrated significant differences across conditions for relational meanings 

reported. What makes this particularly interesting is the fact that friends in the control 

condition ref)orted experiencing more guilt than friends in the experimental condition, 

which should (if we suspend the transactional approach for a moment to entertain the 

receiver approach) give us a friirly accurate assessment of how targets experiencing guilt 

affectively and cognitively evaluate guilt messages. A review of the number of responses 

for each category for target friends (as shown in Table 14) demonstrates that those 

experiencing more guilt in the interaction reported more negative relational meanings for 

guilt usage than those in the experimental condition, with the most common responses 

being "we have a poor quality relationship/lack of respect" and targets responding by 

making "negative attributions made about eliciting parmer." These response data would 

offer support for the idea that the ideal approach to understanding and viewing 

interpersonal guilt should indeed be balanced in such a way as to accommodate both the 

negative and positive relational perceptions of guilt messages because targets' perceptions 

are clearly not being accounted for currently (i.e., from a frmctional/sender approach, such 

as the one presented by Baumeister et al., 1994). Clearly, by examining the target data, 

there appear to be some meaningfril negative outcomes to guilt messages. Thus, a 

comprehensive theory of interpersonal guilt would account for both the positive and 

negative outcomes perceived by elicitors from appeals, while also including both the 

positive and negative outcomes perceived by the targets of those appeals. 
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Related to the meaning categories reported by targets, it is interesting to note that 

Baumeister et al. (1994, 1995a, 1995b) specifically identify guilt as playing a functional 

role in preserving communal relationships, identifying these relationships as those which 

give a high priority to mutual concern, as compared to exchange relationships which 

feature equity as a salient issue. These researchers have advanced that guflt serves a 

homeostatic role in close relationships, helping to keep relationships in some type of 

•'workable" or "acceptable" state of equilibrium; one could even say a maintenance 

strategy. For example, Baumeister et al. (1995b) state, "Guilt may indeed serve as a 

substitute for formal or objective power, in that it allows the powerless to get their way 

(p. 187)." This view is also supported by Vangelisti et aL (1991). In the case of these 

data, the emerging categories of "last resort/power issue/frustration" and "social 

influence/exploitation" would seem to indicate that the use of guilt in a relationship is 

perceived by targets as a means of obtaining more benefits from the relationship. 

Finally, the response category "we have a poor quality relationship/lack of respect" 

necessarily should gamer our attention, as this category (perhaps more than all the others) 

would speak to the potential damage that utilization of guilt messages may wreak on a 

relationship's health. Friends in the control condition (who reported experiencing more 

guilt, though it was not implemented by the condition parameters) reported this relational 

meaning over 25% of the time, for and away more often than any other response category. 

Thus, this may represent one of the more important points to come out of this 

investigation as it highlights two significant issues. The first is that interpersonal guilt 
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experienced in a condition not specifically intended (or perceived as being intended) to 

induce guilt (as in the control condition whereby grievance topics were simply being 

discussed with the purpose of some kind of resolution) nevertheless induced a measurable 

level of guilt, which potentially provides the motivating force to repair relational 

transgressions (see Lewis, 1993, quotation discussed earlier). Secondly, it ei]:q>hasizes the 

negative cognitive response that targets are likely to have to what they perceive as 

intentional giiilt induction, with a quarter of targets reporting the elicitation as reflecting 

poorly on the relational partner/the relationship itself. The implications for message 

producers using a guilt appeal is that a less obvious guilt elicitation may, as suggested 

above, be more successful in eliciting guilt and the motivating effects of it, than more 

explicit attempts. 

Curiously, this study provided no support for there being a link between targets' or 

elicitors' perception of the wrongfulness of a grievance behavior and experienced guilt, 

ofiFering evidence contrary to the results reported by Millar and Tesser (1988). This 

study's lack of support for this association emphasizes that it is feasibly not the behavior 

itself which sets the stage for an experience of interpersonal guilt, but more specifically the 

harmful efifects of behavior (whether or not the behavior itself is perceived as grievous). 

Another interesting finding to emerge from this taxonomy was that targets reported that 

their interpretation of a partner's use of such a message was likely to reflect negatively on 

the relationship itself and/or on their partner. 
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Future Directions 

The investigation of guih during or immediately after its occurrence, though 

challenging, should not be abandoned to embrace retrospective or narrative data. With 

fine-tuning, a method for examining guilt in a live context is possible and offers a fruitful 

means of understanding its character within interpersonal relationships. It is possible that 

a study, ostensibly designed to investigate multiple communication tactics over a series of 

interactions (longitudinal), with guilt being one of the key variables of study, offers the 

most in terms of desensitizing participants to laboratory effects and manipulations, while 

maintaining the obvious benefits of studying guilt in a live context. 

The results of this investigation actually provide a number of prospective avenues for 

future research on interpersonal guih. First, not surprisingly, results would indicate that 

specific relational factors do seem to impact both the usage and reception of guilt appeals, 

but it is unclear how these variables operate. A more concerted effort to identify the 

workings of these variables in the usage and reception of guilt messages appears to offer a 

call to researchers. Certainly a larger san^le would allow for a better examination of such 

variables. Also, it is noted that the hypotheses and research questions addressed in this 

investigation were tested with the specific goal of trying to advance a particular theoretical 

framework and, as such, were somewhat narrow in their scope. A more descriptive and 

exhaustive examination of relational variables as they relate to guih messages and guih 

message outcomes would augment such efforts. 

The relational outcomes and relational meanings of guilt appeals gleaned from this 
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study deserve additional attention. The categories of responses provided by participants 

generally speak to partners seeing guilt primarily as a tool of influence within interpersonal 

relationships, with responses to this approach varying in both degree and valence. In line 

with the arguments of Sommers and Baumeister (1997) there are negative effects from 

guilt messages and these were evident in the response data of this study. In the interest of 

verification, a means of replicating the findings of this investigation with respect to the 

relational meaning of guilt messages should be undertaken, and, provided that these data 

are validated, these components should be incorporated into a balanced transactional 

model of interpersonal guilt theory. 

Another avenue for future research would be to examine other relationship types 

(i.e., siblings, parent/child) to more fiiUy capture the effects of relationship type on the 

usage and reception of guilt messages. Finally, as more data are collected, there would be 

the obvious goal for fiiture research to examine the short-term versus long-term relational 

outcomes of guilt appeal usage within the context of different relationship contexts. 

Limitations 

A number of the limitations of this study have been outlined previously in the 

discussion section for purposes of addressing the results. Briefly, these included 

methodological issues related to recruiting, the laboratory setting, and a state guilt 

measure that may not have sustained ecological validity in capturing the emotive state of 

participants for this investigation. Each of these limitations conceivably affected targets' 

responses to guilt elicitation by their partners such that a true test of the effects and 
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outcomes of experienced guilt was not achieved. Any efforts to replicate this type of 

study should involve a thorough exploration of these potential flaws; also, a rigorous 

pretest procedure for the manipulation would appear to offer considerable benefits. 

Some additional methodological concerns also emerged. A procedural weakness 

that may have contributed to the results involved occurred because of space restrictions. 

Dyad partners were separated to fill out questionnaires and then the elicitor was taken first 

to the interaction room and given instructions for the interaction, while the partner waited 

in a front room. Ideally, partners should be con:q>letely separated. In this way, partners 

would perhaps be less likely to anticipate experimental effects for the interaction. 

As is many times the case, the generalizability of results from this study is restricted 

in that the overwhelming majority of participants were college students. Both in terms of 

age cohort and education, the results from this sample should be considered in terms of 

their external validity for the study of interpersonal guilt as it operates in relationships. 

For instance, the age range of participants had some obvious impact on average length of 

relationships studied in this investigation. With an average of slightly over three years for 

length of these relationships, it is clear that this investigation focused more on 

relationships of moderate length. As another example, the high mean for self-esteem 

achieved by targets of the study (6.1 on a 1-7 scale) is likely to be an artifact of the sample 

population; such a high self-esteem mean would probably not result from a more 

representative sample of the population. Also, educational level of participants obviously 

included some college with specific exposure to the communication discipline, a &ctor 
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clearly not representative of the general population. Additionally, it must be noted that the 

dyads in the friendship pairs were predominantly female/female pairs and the dyads in the 

significant-other couples were predominantly female/male pairs. Research would indicate 

evidence of sex differences in experienced guilt, with females evidencing more proneness 

to experiencing guilt (e.g., Bybee, 1998; Harvey, Gore, Frank, & Bates, 1997; Lutwak & 

Ferrari, 1996). This may account for some of the odd results of this study, specifically 

that targets in the friend control condition self-reported more experienced guilt than target 

friends in the experimental condition and targets in significant-other dyads. Other sample 

concerns relate to the relatively small number of dyads in each condition. WhUe the 

original sample of 168 is a reasonable number, the analysis by relationship type as well as 

condition can be expected to have had a &irly significant impact on the power of the study 

to identify effects if actual effect sizes were small. It is argued that these &ctors likely 

affected the outcomes of this study. 

Other limitations of this study included the actual measures utilized. This study 

would have been better served to have remeasured the relational variables under 

investigation following the guilt induction. Also, the lack of parallelism between the 

postinteraction measures and delayed postinteraction measures undercut the study's 

efforts to examine effects of guilt inductions from a more longitudinal perspective. 

Originally, the measures were designed with an overall parallelism in mind; however, 

subject responses to the postinteraction data indicated that the perspective-taking of 

targets differed from elicitors in such a way as to cause the reliabilities of the instruments 
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to be quite difierent across partners. As a result, the decision was made to abandon 

parallelism in &vor of acceptable measure reliabilities that would allow analysis of the 

research questions and hypotheses. Future studies should pretest measures for evidence of 

consistency across relational partners as well as general reliability and validity concerning 

the variable under study. Additionally, efibrts to measure initial equivalence between 

groups (particularly in light of the odd results of the proneness to conversational guilt 

measure that was conducted after the laboratory interaction) and to obtain subjects that fit 

all the criteria of the study (e.g., subjects with low self-esteem) should also be attempted. 

Conclusion 

This study oflfers anqile evidence to support the argument that a more holistic 

approach to theorizing guilt appeal usage and the relational outcomes of such messages 

should be attempted and should include both positive and negative outcomes. Some 

points to consider emerging fi'om this examination would include such issues as whether 

elicitors in natural circumstances who choose to use a guilt appeal would rate that appeal 

less positively than the recipients in terms of conversational appropriateness (as was 

demonstrated in this investigation), and whether they would also predict less positive 

outcomes fi-om the message than would actually ensue, or whether this might be a 

phenomenon caused by the experimental condition. Investigation of these topics would 

provide additional support for a transactional model of interpersonal guilt, incorporating 

both partners' perceptions of guilt appeal usage and its efifects. 

Pursuance of this transactional model of guilt offers much, particularly in view of 
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one of the unexpected findings from this study which indicated that targets appeared to 

recognize an enacted guilt appeal, but &iled to experience guilt as an outcome of its 

reception. It is quite likely that fiirther investigation of guilt appeals that are successful in 

eliciting guilt versus those that are not (e.g., examining differences having to do with 

perceived intentionality of the elicitor) would contribute significantly to our understanding 

of the relational antecedents of guilt elicitation as well as the predictable outcomes of 

these appeals. There is, of course, the obvious question, "If targets view guilt elicitation 

as reflecting negatively on the elicitor and their relationship with the elicitor, is this an 

outcome that is contingent on them actually experiencing guilt as a result of the appeal?" 

In conclusion, in providing information regarding both partners' perceptions of a 

single guilt elicitation event, this study begins to extend the descriptive knowledge base of 

conversational guilt in an interpersonal context and proffers some conceptualizations that 

can be incorporated into a more transactional model. 
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Appendix A 

Filler Items used for Preinteraction Questionnaire 

Please answer the following questions by rating your agreement with the following 
questions according to the scale provided at right. Circle the number beside each 
statement indicating how much you agree with it. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1. I don't feel I need to go out and drink every week. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. I don't think there's anything wrong with going to 1234567 
parties and drinking beer on the weekends. 

3. I watch a lot of television. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I keep up-to-date on current events by reading the 1234567 
newspaper everyday. 

5. The stereo is on almost constantly when I am at home. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I think exercise is important for both my mental and 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
physical health. 

7. I exercise regularly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Exercise helps me cope with the stress in my life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Getting a college degree is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I O.I don't think a person has to get a coUege degree in 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
order to be successful. 
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Appendix B 

Grievance Topics T.ist 

Please examine the following list of conunon grievances between relational partners. 
Please choose up to 5 conflict topics that reflect issues you currently have (or have 
recently had) with your relational partner (that is to say, you would consider these items 
representative of current problems your partner is causing you in this relationship). Rate 
them in terms of their severity from 1 to 5, 1 being the least severe, 5 being the most 
severe. You will be asked to discuss one of these topics with your partner for your 
videotaped conversatioa 

1. selfish actions 
2. commitment to the relationship 
3. lack of time/eflfort put into the relationship 
4. infidelity or betrayal 
5. failing to meet an obligation 
6. sex 
7. benefitting at your expense 
8. insensitivity 
9. verbal insults 
10.dishonesty 
11 .other (Please list) 
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Appendix C 

Relational Satisfection Measaire 

Please answer the following questions about your relationship with your partner by 
reading each statement and rating it according to its corresponding scale. Circle the 
appropriate number. 

1. How well do you feel your 
partner meets your needs? 

2. In general, how satisfied are 
you with your relationship? 

3. How good do you feel your 
relationship is compared to 
most? 

4. How often do you wish you 
hadn't gotten into this 
relationship? 

5. To what extent does your 
relationship meet your 
original expectations? 

Low Satis&ction 1 2 3 4 5 High Satisfaction 

Low Satis&ction 1 2 3 4 5 High Satis&ction 

Very Poor 1 2 3 4 5 Very Good 

Never 1 2 3 4 5 Always 

High Satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 Low Satisfaction 
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Appendix D 

Self-esteem Measure 

Please answer the following questions by rating your agreement with the following 
questions according to the scale provided at right. Circle the number beside each 
statement indicating how much you agree with it. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1. I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on 
equal basis with others. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a &ilure. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. I am able to do things as well as most other 
people. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I take a positive attitude toward myself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. I wish I could have nwre respect for myself. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. I certainly feel useless at times. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10.At times I think I am no good at all. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix E 

Interdependence Measure 
Please answer the foUowing questions by rating your agreement with the following 
questions according to the scale provided at right. Circle the number beside each 
statement indicating how much you agree with it. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
AfiFective Interdependence 

1. I feel very close to my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. My partner's emotional support is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. It bothers me when my partner is upset with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. depend on my partner to be there for me when I am 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
down. 

5. My partner's mood does NOT affect my mood/ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
emotional-state. 

6. I like my partner more than most people I know. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. My partner doesn't encourage me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Sharing personal stuff with my partner is important to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
me. 

9. My partner doesn't know how to cheer me up when 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I'm down. 

10.1 don't tell my partner personal things about myself I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Behavioral Interdependence 

11.1 don't spend time with my partner on a regular basis. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12.1 don't spend much time with my partner when I see 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
him/her. 

13.1 do a wide variety of activities with my partner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



Interdependence Measure - cnnHnued 

14.1 spend leisure time with my partner (e.g., watching 
TV). 

15.1 don't run errands or do chores with my partner. 

16.1 arrange my schedule so I can do things with my 
partner. 

17.1 interact with or talk to my partner frequently. 

Cognitive Interdependence 

18. The information I get from my partner is in^mrtant 
to me. 

19. My partner's opinions don't really matter to me. 

20. My partner's interpretations of events are 
enlightening. 

21. The feedback my partner provides me is useful. 

22.1 don't seek out my partner's viewpoint. 

23. My partner's assessment of problems is important 
to me. 

24.1 find my partner intellectually boring. 

25. My partner shows me different ways to view 
situations. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix F 

Conversational Appropriateness Scaie 

Complete the following items about the conversation you just had with respect to vour 
partner in the conversation. Use the scale at right to indicate your agreement with the 
following statements. Circle the number which corresponds to your agreement with the 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

I. S/he said several things that seemed out of place in the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
conversation. 

2. S/he was a smooth conversationalist. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Everything s/he said was appropriate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Occasionally, her/his statements made me I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

uncomfortable. 
5. Her/his conversation was very suitable to the situation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Some of the things s/he said were awkward. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Her/his commimication was very proper. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. S/he said some things that should not have been said. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. I was embarrassed at times by his/her remarks. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. Some of her/his remarks were inappropriate. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11.1 was comfortable throughout the conversation with 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

her/his remarks. 
12. Some of the things s/he said were in bad taste. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. None of her/his remarks were embarrassing to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. S/he said some things that were simply the incorrect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

things to say. 
15. S/he did not violate any of my expectations in the 

conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. The WAY s/he said some of her/his remarks was 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

unsuitable. 
17. The things s/he spoke about were all in good taste 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

as &r as Fm concerned. 
18. Some of her/his remarks were singly improper. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. S/he interrupted me in the conversation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. At least one of her/his remarks was rude. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

(Items 1, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 19 and 20 are reverse-coded.) 
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Appendix G 

Postinteraction Survey 

Please answer the following questions about your perceptions of the grievance you 
just discussed with your partner and your perceptions of the conversation itself. 

Please rate vour agreement with the following questions according to the scale 
immediatelv below: 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1. The topic I just discussed with my partner is something 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
that I consider problematic for a close relationship 

2.1 expect my partner will try to make me feel guilty the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
next time I do something that he/she doesn't like. 

3. My partner expressed no empathy toward me during this 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
conversation. 

4. My relational partner is resentful because of the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
discussion we just had. 

5. The topici just discussed with my partner is a tolerable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
thing for close relationships. 

6. My partner showed that he/she feh bad about what 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
he'd/she'd done. 

7. My partner is unlikely to use a guilt trip on me in the 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
future. 

8.1 think my partner is more satisfied with our relationship 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
as a result of our conversation. 

9. The issue we just discussed is just a bad thing to have 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
happen in a close relationship. 

10.lt is O.K. for the topic we discussed to happen in close 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
relationships. 
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Postinteraction Survey - continued 

11 .The discussion my partner and I had gave us a better 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
understanding of each other's needs. 

12.1 don't think my partner likes me any less as a result 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
of our conversation. 

13. My partner will not hold a grudge against me because 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
of our conversation. 

14. My partner is less likely to take my thoughts/feelings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
into consideration as a result of our conversation. 

15. Because of the conversation we just had, I feel my 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
partner's behavior or attitude will improve. 

16. My relational partner will not change the behavior or 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
attitude that was the topic of the conversation we just 
had. 

17.1 feel that the discussion we just had about the topic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
resolved the conflict. 

18. It is "just wrong" for the topic we discussed to happen 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in close relationships. 

19. It is acceptable for the issue we discussed to happen 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
in close relationships. 

20. Because of my partner's responses in our conversation, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
I feel better about the whole thing. 

Please write out your answer to the following questions, being as thorough and 
thoughtful as possible: 

1. Do you think there will be any additional outcomes to vour relationship with vour 
partner as a result of your conversation? Please explain. 
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Postinteraction Survey - continued 

2. (For target) What does h say to you about your relationship with your partner if your 
partner uses a gtiih trip on you about some area of conflict that he/she has with you? 

My partner using a guih trip on me would mean.... 
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Appendix H 

MetaPiiilt anH Tndiictinn Manipulation Check Measures 

Please answer the following questions about the conversation you just had with your 
friend. Use the scale provided at right to indicate your agreement with the following 
statements. Circle the number which corresponds to your agreement with the item. 

1. I tried to make my friend feel guilty. 

Strongly Disagree 

2 3 

2. I don't think there was anything wrong with me 
using this guilt appeal on my friend. 

3. I believe I came up with an effective guilt appeal 
during the course of our conversation. 

4. My efforts to make my friend feel guilty weren't 
all that great. 

5. The guilt appeal I used on my friend was a 
good one. 

6. I would rate my effectiveness in delivering a guilt 
appeal to my friend as poor. 

7. In attempting to make my friend feel guilty, I 
found myself feeling bad. 

8. I think my attempt to make my friend feel 
guilty was a good one. 

9. I believe the guilt appeal I used on my friend 
was harmless. 

10.1 wasn't able to come up with a guilt appeal 
about the topic I just discussed with my friend. 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

4 

4 

Strongly Agree 

5 6 7 
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Appendix I 

Experienced Guilt Measure 

We would like you to answer the questions below based on how you were feeling when 
you were having your discussion with your partner. So please take a moment to think 
about how you felt when you were talking to your partner and, for this section of the 
questionnaire, answer the questions using the response format presented. 
Please answer the foUowiag questions by rating your agreement with the following 
questions according to the scale provided at right. Circle the number beside each 
statement indicating how much you agree with it. 

During our conversation, I was feeling that: 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1. I am calm and worry-free. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. I have done something that I deeply regret. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. I feel good about myself and what I have done. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. If I could relive the last few weeks or months, there 
is absolutely nothing I have done that I would 
change. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. I don't feel particularly guilty about anything I have 
done. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I would give anything if, somehow, I couki go back 
and rectify some things I have done wrong. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. There is at least one thing in my recent past that I 
would like to change. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. My life would have been much better if only I hadn't 
done what 1 did. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix J 

Susceptibility to Guilt Communication Techniques Measure 

Please answer the following questions by rating your agreement with the following 
questions according to the scale provided at right. Circle the number beside each 
statement indicating how much you agree with it. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 

1. In conversations, guilt is the best way to make mel 234567 
feel bad. 

2. It is easy for people to make nne feel guilty. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. The way to get something from me is to make meI234567 
feel guilty. 

4. Guilt is a very effective way to get me to do 1234567 
something. 
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Appendix K 

Delayed Postinteraction Questionnaire 

Please answer the following questions regarding the outcomes of your interaction 
with your partner in our bb. 

Please rate vour agreement with the following questions according to the scale 
orovided. Write in the aPDropriate number for each statement indicating how much 
vou agree with it. 

1. My partner takes my thoughts/feelings more into consideration since our conversation. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2.1 feel my partner has increased his/her offending behavior/attitude since our discussion. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. My partner doesn't seem resentilil about our conversation. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.1 feel that my partner learned a lesson from our discussion. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. My partner seems to be carrying a grudge against me since our discussion. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6.1 feel that my partner changed his/her offending behavior/attitude for the better as a 
result of the discussion. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Delayed Postinteraction Ouestinnnah-p - rnntinued 

7. My partner has tried to make me feel guilty about something since our discussion 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.1 feel my partner continued his/her offending behavior. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9.1 feel that our discussion had a positive effect on our relationship. 
Write in the appropriate number please. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

In what way? Please explain: 

10.1 feel that our discussion had a negative effect on our relationship. 
Write in the appropriate number please. 

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

In what way? Please explain: 
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