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Abstract  

According to Self-Determination Theory (SDT), parental guilt-induction is linked with 

children’s ill-being by frustrating their basic needs. Studies have shown that need frustration 

is universal once guilt-induction is perceived as controlling. Nevertheless, scholars support 

that cultural background could moderate this relation. Most research on guilt-induction, has 

mainly focused on the cross-cultural differences in the effects of guilt-induction on need 

frustration. Despite literature showing individual differences in cultural values within 

countries, the relationship has yet to be explored from an intra-cultural perspective. Therefore, 

this study aimed to explore the moderating role of individual values of collectivism in the 

relation between objective and perceived guilt-induction and the relation between perceived 

guilt-induction and need frustration. The total sample comprised 227 participants (Mage= 

21.50, SDage= 2.18), with 78.9 % being female. Participants completed an online survey and 

were randomly assigned to three vignettes (i.e., guilt-induction/high warmth, guilt-

induction/low warmth or autonomy-support). Participants indicated the degree to which they 

perceived guilt-induction in response to the vignette and filled out a need frustration scale. 

Results revealed that collectivism did not moderate the relation between objective and 

perceived guilt-induction, nor the relation between perceived guilt-induction and need 

frustration. Nonetheless, further research should be conducted as it can potentially have 

implications in healthcare.  

Keywords: Self-Determination Theory, guilt-induction, need frustration, intra-cultural 

variability, collectivism 
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Self-Determination Theory (SDT) is a theory of motivation applied among others in 

the parenting domain and consists of six mini-theories. Basic Psychological Needs Theory 

(BPNT) constitutes one of them and argues the existence of three basic psychological needs: 

relatedness, competence, and autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). According 

to BPNT, fulfilling all three needs is universally necessary for optimal human development 

and well-being. The frustration of these needs can have profound implications in an 

individual’s life that could result in maladjustment and, in some cases, psychopathology 

(Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 2013; Chirkov et al., 2003). Therefore, need frustration and need 

satisfaction are crucial mechanisms determining an individual’s functioning. Parenting 

practices have been shown to have an undeniable link with the need satisfaction or thwarting 

of their children’s needs. Specifically, when perceived as controlling or accompanied by harsh 

psychological control, practices such as guilt-induction can have detrimental effects on 

children’s well-being (Rudy et al., 2014). Soenens et al. (2015) suggested that cultural values 

can still moderate this relation. Chen et al. (2016) explored this relation cross-culturally, and 

their findings contradicted the theoretical argument proposed by Soenens et al. (2015). 

Despite these findings, Chen et al. (2016) did not account for intra-cultural variation. 

Therefore, this master thesis will explore the moderating effect of individual values of 

collectivism in the relation between maternal objective guilt-induction and perceived guilt-

induction and the relation between perceived guilt-induction and need frustration. Objective 

guilt-induction refers to the maternal behaviour regardless of the participant’s perception. 

The Detrimental Effects of Parental Guilt-induction on Children’s Needs  

Considering need frustration, SDT further distinguishes between different social 

environments in an individual’s life that could either be need thwarting or need supportive. 

Parental figures or caregivers constitute an example of such social environments (Soenens & 

Vansteenkiste, 2010). Different caregivers engage in several parental practices in their daily 
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interaction with their children to discipline or exert psychological control for the child’s 

compliance. Different forms of parenting have different influences on a child’s need 

satisfaction or frustration and, hence, on its well-being and development. Parenting practices 

that are perceived as fostering autonomy cater to the fulfilment of psychological needs, 

whereas perceived controlling parenting thwarts them (Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2010). It is 

critical to distinguish between a lack of satisfaction of needs and need frustration, as the 

experience of low need satisfaction does not necessarily involve frustration of needs. 

However, need frustration is directly linked to low need satisfaction (Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 

2013).  

Considering need-thwarting parenting practices, most research has focused on 

controlling parenting (e.g., Barber, 1996; Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2010). SDT differentiates 

between two manifestations of controlling parenting: internal and external controlling 

parenting. Externally controlling parenting strategies involve overtly exerting control, such as 

yelling, physical aggression or rewards. On the contrary, internally controlling parenting 

strategies involve covertly exerting control, such as subtle, non-verbal, or verbal cues that 

display disappointment (Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2010). Psychological control is a specific 

form of internal control. It is a multidimensional construct that utilizes manipulative tactics 

and intrudes upon a child’s psychological sphere (Barber, 1996; Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 

2010). Under the umbrella of psychological control, several tactics include love withdrawal, 

shaming, and guilt-induction (Barber et al., 2005). Guilt-induction refers to parental attempts 

at inducing guilt to control and pressure children to comply with a request (Barber & Harmon, 

2002; Rakow et al., 2009). Therefore, guilt induction involves the expression of 

disappointment when faced with a non-compliant child, such as “You are breaking my heart” 

or “How could you do this to me? I do so much for you”. 
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Research has shown that psychologically controlling practices, such as guilt induction, 

are associated with internalizing symptoms (e.g., depression) in children (e.g., Barber, 1996; 

Lansford et al., 2014). From a SDT perspective, perceived guilt-induction constitutes a risk 

factor for the frustration of basic needs, leaving children with feelings of loneliness, a sense of 

inefficacy, reduced control and inderiority (Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 2013; Chen et al., 2016; 

Soenens et al., 2017). Moreover, other studies have shown that need frustration can be 

destructive and even pathogenic (e.g., Bartholomew et al., 2011). It is important to note that 

most studies showing the effects of guilt-induction on need frustration are correlational, 

therefore, precluding causal statements. Nonetheless, Chen et al. (2016) conducted an 

experimental study and found that perceived guilt-induction led to suffering in terms of need 

frustration, reaching a consensus with previous literature.   

The Role of Collectivism and Individualism in Parental Guilt-Induction 

Notwithstanding that parental guilt induction can threaten the satisfaction of the basic 

psychological needs, SDT emphasizes the difference between the experience of the event 

itself and its functional significance to the individual (Deci & Ryan, 1987). Accordingly, the 

experience of guilt induction and subsequent need frustration can differ between individuals 

that assign different meanings to the event’s occurrence (Soenens et al., 2015). Therefore, 

there is apparent room for interpretation, and a percentage of this variation may be moderated 

by different cultural backgrounds, personality factors or temperaments (van Leeuwen et al., 

2004; Kiff et al., 2011).  

Scholars have emphasized the principle of universalism without uniformity, which 

posits that most psychological processes exhibit universal features common among 

individuals and context-specific characteristics (Shweder & Sullivan, 1993; Soenens et al., 

2015). Culture has been shown to play an essential role in the varying perceptions of guilt-

induction due to the diverse culturally endorsed values (Deci & Ryan, 1987; Ryan & Deci, 
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2006). Three reasons have been recognized for the existence of cultural diversity within 

BPNT. Firstly, different sociocultural environments may place different levels of importance 

on the basic psychological needs, leading to cross-cultural variability in how individuals 

experience and fulfil these needs (Oishi et al., 1999). Secondly, different cultures may offer 

varying opportunities and resources that facilitate meeting the basic psychological needs, 

resulting in disparities in the average level of satisfaction of these needs across cultures. 

Thirdly, different cultural contexts offer unique ways to satisfy the three needs. Specifically, 

how these needs are satisfied is shaped by the culture’s values and beliefs and reflects the 

norms of the society (Chen et al., 2015). 

Literature has explored the differences between collectivism and individualism in 

parental guilt induction and its effects on need frustration and psychological well-being. In 

collectivistic cultures, guilt induction may be perceived as conveying parental expectations 

and thus as having an informational intent (Fung & Lau, 2012). Additionally, the practice of 

guilt-induction may be perceived as less controlling due to interpersonal obligation. This latter 

concept in collectivistic cultures constitutes a desirable value that aligns with the notion of 

interdependence and relational closeness that characterize the culture. Moreover, it is mainly 

observed within a family context (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Miller et al., 2008).  

Rudy et al. (2014) found that the practice of parental guilt-induction is more common 

in collectivistic cultures than individualistic cultures. Moreover, their findings indicated that 

in collectivistic cultures, guilt-induction was not associated as strongly with harmful 

controlling parental practices. Nonetheless, Chen et al. (2016) further demonstrated that 

despite the perception of guilt-induction as less harmful, once individuals perceive the 

situation as controlling rather than informatory, they experience need frustration regardless of 

their cultural background. Chen’s et al. (2016) findings were consistent with the SDT’s 

assumption regarding the negative cross-cultural impact of perceived parental control. 
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Nonetheless, Soenens et al. (2015) further noted that despite the universality of the processes 

behind perceived guilt-induction, one should not preclude the effect of individual differences 

as suggested by the universalism without uniformity position.  

Besides research that has focused on cross-cultural differences in perceptions and 

reactions to psychologically controlling parenting, similar differences have been observed at 

the individual level. Costigan et al. (2006) found both cross-cultural and intra-cultural 

differences, between a sample of Asian Americans and a sample of European Americans, in 

terms of perceptions regarding parental control and conflict.  

The Present Study  

Despite the extensive empirical evidence regarding cross-cultural differences in 

parental guilt-induction and its effects on need frustration, literature has yet to establish the 

intra-cultural variability of individual cultural values. As noted by Chen et al. (2016), 

individual cultural values within a culture were not measured in their study; thus, this could 

implicate the preclusion of further explanations for the differences observed between the two 

cultures. Individuals within a culture may endorse different cultural values depending on 

different factors (Costigan et al., 2006).  

Therefore, the present study aimed to explore the moderating effect of individual 

values of collectivism in the relation between parental guilt-induction and need frustration in a 

sample of Greek individuals. The research questions (RQ) that will be examined are: (RQ1) 

Does objective guilt-induction relate to perceived guilt-induction? (RQ2) Do individual 

values of collectivism moderate this relation? (RQ3) Does perceived guilt-induction relate to 

need frustration? (RQ4) Do individual values of collectivism moderate this relation? It is 

hypothesized that (a) objective guilt-induction will have a negative effect on perceived guilt-

induction. Furthermore, (b) those who endorse higher collectivistic values will perceive guilt-

induction as less controlling and (c) higher perceived guilt-induction will have a positive 
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effect on need frustration. Finally, (d) the more the individuals relate to values of collectivism, 

the weaker the relation between guilt-induction and need frustration will be. 

 Method 

Participants  

The total sample comprised 227 participants, of which 70.9 % fully completed the 

survey. The participants’ age ranged between 18 and 25 years (Mage= 21.50, SDage= 2.18), and 

78.9 % were female. All the recruited participants were born in Greece. Regarding 

participants’ education, 1.3% (n = 3) had attained less than a high school diploma, 52.9% (n = 

120) had attained a high school diploma, 5.7% (n = 13) had attained a 

trade/technical/vocational training, 35.2% (n = 80) had attained a bachelor’s degree, and 3.5% 

(n = 8) had attained a master’s degree. With regards to participants’ marital status, 44.1% (n = 

100) had a partner, 0.4% (n = 1) were married, and 55.5% (n = 126) were single. Lastly, 

58.1% (n = 132) of participants were unemployed, 24.2% (n = 55) had a part-time job, and 

17.6% (n = 40) had a full-time job. The recommended sample was n = 96 and was calculated 

using GPower. 

Procedure 

The convenience sample was recruited through social media platforms, namely 

Instagram, LinkedIn, and WhatsApp and students’ social networks. Participants were invited 

to complete a series of questionnaires created and distributed through the online platform 

Qualtrics. From these questionnaires, the present study employed three. All questionnaires 

were translated into Greek; therefore, participants completed the survey in their native 

language. To achieve conceptual equivalence, back translations from Greek to English by a 

native Greek researcher were conducted. The original questionnaires were then compared 

with the back-translations to inspect for inconsistencies. Before completing the survey, 

participants were informed about the aim of the study, the data collection procedure, potential 



  9 

advantages and disadvantages, their personal data and privacy and provided their informed 

consent. Finally, the duration of the online survey lasted between 20 to 30 minutes. The study 

received ethical approval from the Faculty Ethics Review Committee (FERC) of Utrecht 

University (approval number: 22-2017) and was pre-registered at Open Science Framework 

(OSF).  

Measures  

Vignettes  

The three vignettes employed in this study were based on the vignettes employed by 

Chen et al. (2016), based on Van Petegem et al. (2015). The vignettes were employed to 

assess participants' perceived maternal-guilt induction. The vignettes encompassed examples 

of different maternal communication styles as a reaction to the same situation. The parenting 

styles included autonomy support, guilt-induction without warmth and guilt-induction with 

warmth (Appendix A). Participants were presented with the following hypothetical situation: 

“One day you visit your mother and inform her about a lower grade than usual for an 

important course. Because initially you thought the test went fairly well, you expected good 

points, and this is also what you told your mother. When you now inform your mother about 

your low grade, here is what she says: [...].”. The initial situation was slightly adapted from 

Chen et al. (2016) to address young adults instead of adolescents.  

Following this situation, participants were presented with the parental request to study 

more in the future formulated in the three different communication styles priorly mentioned. 

First, in the autonomy support condition, the mother displayed warm, empathetic, and non-

judgmental language and behaviour. Second, in the guilt-induction with high warmth 

condition, the mother displayed warm and empathetic behaviour, such as affective touch, 

accompanied by the expression of disappointment and parental sacrifices. Last, in the guilt-

induction without warmth condition, the mother displayed non-affectionate and cold 
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behaviour, such as distance between her and the young adult, accompanied by 

disappointment. The present study focused only on guilt-induction and used autonomy 

support as a comparison group. As the two conditions “guilt-induction with warmth”, and 

“guilt-induction without warmth” did not differ on perceived guilt-induction and need 

frustration, these two conditions were merged. That is, results of an independent samples t-

test showed that for need frustration, there was not a significant difference between the scores 

of guilt-induction with warmth (M = 4.15, SD = 0.67) and guilt-induction without warmth (M 

= 4.04, SD = 0.62); t(110) = .86, p = .72. Moreover, the same was observed for the perceived 

guilt-induction variable; the conditions guilt-induction with warmth (M = 4.50, SD = 0.54) 

and guilt-induction without warmth (M = 4.31, SD = 0.65) did not differ; t(110) = 1.73, p = 

.18. For the purposes of this study, maternal warmth was not taken into consideration. 

Perceived Psychological Control in the Vignettes 

To assess perceived guilt-induction, a questionnaire that combined fifteen items from 

previously employed measures on guilt-induction was created. The questionnaire preceded 

with the stem, “If my mother reacted in this way, I would feel like she…”. Four items (i.e., “is 

not very sensitive to my needs”) were employed from the Psychological Control Scale-Youth 

Self-Report (PCS – YSR; Barber, 1996), and two (i.e., “is disappointed with me”) from the 

Perceptions of Parents Scales (POPS; Grolnick et al., 1997). Moreover, four items (i.e., “acts 

disappointed when I misbehave”) were from the psychological control scale by Olsen et al. 

(2002), two items (i.e., “uses guilt to control me”) were part of the Perceived Parental 

Autonomy Support Scale (P-PASS; Mageau et al., 2015) and three items (i.e., “believes I 

should be aware of her sacrifices”) were part of the Control by Guilt Induction Scale (CRPR; 

Roberts et al., 1984). All items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree), with this scale showing a high reliability of α = 

.94. 
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Autonomy Support in the Vignettes  

To assess autonomy support, the Autonomy Support Scale of the Perceptions of 

Parents Scale (Grolnick et al., 1991) was employed. A total of four items (i.e., “allows to 

decide things for myself”) were used, and all items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). This scale was found to be 

reliable; α = .96 

Individual Values of Collectivism 

To assess participants’ values of collectivism, the Five-Dimensional Scale of 

Individual Cultural Values (CVSCALE; Yoo et al., 2011) was employed. It consists of 26 

items and five dimensions, namely, Power Distance (PD), Uncertainty Avoidance (UA), 

Collectivism (C), Long-term Orientation (LTO), and Masculinity (M). The present study 

focused only on the dimension of collectivism, which consisted of six items (i.e., “Individuals 

should sacrifice self-interest for the group”). Items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). This scale was found to display low 

reliability; α = .54. The removal of items would even further lower the reliability; hence this 

action was not performed.  

Need Frustration 

To assess need frustration specifically with respect to the vignette, the Basic 

Psychological Need Satisfaction and Frustration Scale (BPNSF; Chen et al., 2015) was 

employed. The questionnaire started with the stem “If my mother reacted in this way, I 

would…” and participants had to rate the different continuations of the sentence. The measure 

consisted of 24 items and six dimensions that fall under the categories of need satisfaction 

(i.e., “…have a sense of freedom”) and need frustration (i.e., “… feel obligated to do certain 

things”). The present study employed only the need frustration scale. BPNSF uses a 5-point 
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Likert scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree). This scale was found to be 

reliable; α = .96.  

Credibility, Relevance and Frequency in the Vignettes 

To assess how believable, frequent and relevant the vignettes were, participants were 

presented again with the hypothetical situation without the maternal reaction. Subsequently, 

they were asked to answer: “How relevant is the situation as such (without the reaction of the 

mother)?”, “Do you think individuals your age ever experience such a situation?”, and “How 

believable is the situation as such (without the reaction of the mother)?”. All items were 

evaluated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not relevant at all) to 7 (very relevant) 

(relevance item), 1 (never) to 7 (frequently) (frequency item) and 1 (not believable at all) to 7 

(very believable) (credibility item).  

Plan of Analyses  

All data were analyzed in SPSS (version 28.0.1.0). Initially, descriptive statistics and 

Pearson’s correlations were employed to examine associations between the study variables. 

Following, a Univariate Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was performed to check the 

relation between the background variables (i.e., age, sex, job, marital and student status) and 

the outcome (i.e., need frustration). Subsequently, in the primary analyses, a basic moderation 

analysis (PROCESS by Hayes) was performed to check whether individual values of 

collectivism moderate the effects of objective guilt-induction on perceived guilt-induction. 

Lastly, an additional moderation analysis was employed to check whether individual values of 

collectivism moderate the effects of perceived guilt-induction on need frustration.  
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 Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

To check whether the variables were normally distributed, skewness and kurtosis 

values were obtained for all variables. The data of Collectivism (zSkewness = -0.54; zKurtosis = 

0.60) were fairly symmetrical whereas the data concerning perceived guilt-induction (zSkewness 

= -0.68; zKurtosis = -1.17) and need frustration (zSkewness = -0.63; zKurtosis = -0.78) were 

moderately skewed. Nonetheless, since no excess skewness was observed, the parametric 

Pearson’s correlations were employed in order to measure the variable correlations (Bulmer, 

1979). Descriptive statistics of and bivariate correlations between the study variables are 

reported in Table 1. Perceived guilt-induction correlated positively with need frustration 

whereas collectivism was unrelated to all study variables.  

Furthermore, the relation from the background variables of gender, marital status, age, 

student, education, and job status to need frustration was assessed employing an ANCOVA. 

To check for the homogeneity assumption Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances was 

employed and demonstrated a non-significant p-value (p = .43); therefore, the assumption was 

met. Main effects were compared using a Bonferroni adjustment. Results demonstrated no 

significant effects of age (F(1, 135) = .00, p = .96, ηp2 = .00), gender (F(1, 135) = .00, p = .95, 

ηp2 = .00), marital status (F(2, 135) = .91, p = .40, ηp2 = .01), education (F(1, 135) = .46, p = 

.50, ηp2 = .00), job status (F(2, 135) = 1.34, p = .27, ηp2 = .02) and student status (F(1, 135) = 

2.92, p = .09, ηp2 = .02) on need frustration.  
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Table 1 

Descriptives of and Pearson’s Correlations Between the Study Variables 

 M SD 1 2 

1. Perceived guilt-induction 3.59 1.33 -  

2. Need frustration 3.48  1.13 .89*** - 

3. Collectivism  3.53 0.70 -.05 -.07 

Note. ***p < .001. 

Primary Analyses 

To examine whether collectivism moderated the effects of objective guilt-induction 

(part of the vignette condition variable) on perceived guilt-induction, I employed a 

moderation analysis utilizing PROCESS macro in SPSS (Table 2). The condition variable was 

dummy-coded (objective guilt-induction = 1, autonomy support = 2). To check for the 

assumptions of multicollinearity, normality, homoscedasticity, linearity, and outliers, I 

employed a Linear Regression Analysis where I reconstructed the model that PROCESS ran. 

All assumptions were met except for the multicollinearity assumption (objective guilt-

induction, Tolerance =.04, VIF = 22.90; objective guilt-induction*collectivism, Tolerance = 

.03, VIF = 33.83) (Appendix B). Results of the moderation analysis showed that the overall 

model was significant F(3, 171) = 206.37, p = .00 and explained 89% of the variation in 

perceived guilt-induction. Individuals in the guilt-induction condition perceived significantly 

more guilt-induction than those in the autonomy support condition. Nonetheless, the variable 

collectivism did not have an effect on perceived guilt-induction, nor did it moderate the effect 

of the conditions on perceived guilt-induction; R2 = .00, F(1, 171) = 2.33.    
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Table 2 

Moderation Analysis: Effects of Collectivism between Objective Guilt-induction and 

Perceived Guilt-induction 

Model B SE t p 95% CI 

     LL UL 

Intercept  6.90 .14 48.75 .00 6.62 7.18 

Condition  -2.51 .10 -24.81 .00 -2.71 -2.31 

Collectivism .28 .20 1.38 .17 -.12 .69 

Condition*Collectivism -.20 .13 -1.53 .13 -.47 .06 

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit.  

To examine the moderating role of collectivism in the relation between perceived 

guilt-induction and need frustration, a moderation analysis was performed utilizing PROCESS 

macro in SPSS (Table 3). To check for assumptions, I followed the same process as described 

above. All assumptions were met except for the multicollinearity assumption (perceived guilt-

induction, Tolerance = .04, VIF = 27.99; perceived guilt-induction*collectivism, Tolerance = 

.03, VIF = 33.26) (Appendix C). Results showed that the overall model was significant (F(3, 

158) = 204.28, p = .00), and the model explained 89% of the variation in need frustration. 

Perceived guilt-induction had a positive effect on need frustration. However, collectivism did 

not have an effect on need frustration, nor did it moderate the effect of perceived guilt-

induction on need frustration; R2 = .00, F(1, 158) = 2.79.   
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Table 3 

Moderation Analysis: Effects of Collectivism between Perceived Guilt-induction and Need 

Frustration 

Model B SE t p 95% CI 

     LL UL 

Intercept  3.49 .04 85.49 .00 3.41 3.57 

Perceived GI  .75 .03 24.33 .00 .69 .81 

Collectivism -.02 .06 -.40 .69 -.14 .09 

Perceived GI*Collectivism .07 .04 1.67 .10 -.01 .16 

Note. GI = Guilt-induction. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit. 

Discussion 

Although there is empirical evidence on the effects of cross-cultural differences of 

guilt-induction in the experience of need frustration (e.g., Rudy et al., 2014), less is known 

regarding the effect of intracultural variation on need frustration. Therefore, the present study 

sought to examine whether individual cultural values of collectivism moderate the relation 

between objective and perceived guilt-induction and the relation between guilt-induction and 

need frustration in Greek individuals. It was expected that objective guilt-induction would 

have a negative effect on perceived guilt-induction and that collectivism would moderate this 

relation as well. Furthermore, it was hypothesized that guilt-induction would have a positive 

effect on need frustration and that collectivism would moderate this relation.  

Significance of Findings  

Results showed that individuals in the guilt-induction condition perceived higher guilt-

induction compared to those in the autonomy support, confirming the first hypothesis. 

Previous literature suggests that the objective experience of guilt-induction is more strongly 
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linked to perceptions of guilt-induction than autonomy support. This study supports these 

findings as autonomy support facilitates individuals' independent and volitional functioning 

(Soenens &Vansteenkiste, 2010; Rote et al., 2022). Objective guilt-induction in this case, 

could lead to feelings of inadequacy compared to the autonomy support condition, leading to 

greater perceptions of guilt-induction (Donatelli et al., 2007) 

Moreover, the findings did not support the second hypothesis. The moderation 

analysis showed a non-significant interaction effect between objective guilt-induction and 

collectivism. Surprisingly, this finding contradicts research supporting the theoretical 

argument that individuals within collectivistic cultures appraise guilt-induction as less 

controlling and coming from a caring and informational point of view (e.g., Cheah et al., 

2019; Fung & Lau, 2012). The low reliability of the collectivism variable may have resulted 

in this construct's unreliable measurement, resulting in a lack of moderation. Moreover, 

violating the multicollinearity assumption might have impacted the absence of an interaction 

effect (Allen, 1997). Additionally, the variable collectivism had a moderate variability in the 

sample. This suggests that the relative similarity in individual levels of collectivism among 

participants could have led to the lack of a moderation effect. Lastly, participants being solely 

Greek, may have had individual characteristics that impacted their intersubjective perceptions 

and experiences in a manner that limits generalizability to other collectivistic cultures (Chiu et 

al., 2010).   

Furthermore, the findings supported the third hypothesis. Results showed that 

perceived guilt-induction had a positive effect on need frustration. This result is not surprising 

considering the vast amount of literature on the cross and intra-cultural effect of guilt-

induction on need frustration (e.g., Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2010; Chen et al., 2016). This 

result suggests that Greek individuals, despite being from a collectivistic culture once they 

perceived the vignette as guilt-inducing suffered in terms of need frustration.  
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Nonetheless, the findings did not confirm the fourth hypothesis. Intracultural 

variability of collectivism did not moderate the relation between perceived guilt-induction and 

need frustration. This finding contradicts the universalism without uniformity position that 

individual differences and, in this case, individual values of collectivism moderate this 

relation (Shweder & Sullivan, 1993; Soenens et al., 2015). The observed lack of moderation is 

rather consistent with the notion based on SDT that once guilt-induction is perceived as 

controlling, there is a universality in the experience of need frustration (Deci & Ryan, 2000; 

Ryan et al., 2016). An underlying reason for the inconsistency between our findings and 

previous research could be the chosen age group (18-25). Previous research has shown that 

generational status moderates the relation between guilt-induction and its subsequent effects 

on well-being and need satisfaction (Costigan et al., 2006). Therefore, including different 

generational groups in the sample could yield different outcomes due to a potentially higher 

variability of the collectivism variable. Moreover, van der Kaap-Deeder et al. (2017) 

suggested that the quality of the mother-child relationship matters. The present study did not 

account for the quality of this relationship; hence, a similarity in the quality of the 

participants’ relationships could result in unreliable findings. 

Strengths and Limitations 

One of the present study’s strengths was that the sample size was sufficiently large 

(n = 161), fostering generalization and robustness of the findings. Additionally, the 

questionnaires were translated into the participants’ native language, which ensures less bias 

in the item interpretation. Moreover, an experimental study permitted greater control and 

the establishment of causal effects of objective guilt-induction (versus autonomy support) on 

of perceived guilt-induction and of perceived guilt-induction on need frustration. 

Additionally, the study was pre-registered at the Open Science Framework, contributing to the 
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findings’ transparency, reliability, and reproducibility. Lastly, our study utilized validated and 

previously used instruments.    

Despite the several strengths of this study, several limitations should be considered. 

First, the measure of collectivism had poor reliability (α = .54). The moderator's low internal 

consistency could have affected the employed moderation analyses, resulting in unreliable 

findings. Moreover, the questionnaire did not assess the participants’ parental cultural 

background. Participants could have been second-generation immigrants with native 

proficiency in the language. Therefore, since the present study was interested in parent-child 

relationships, their parents’ cultural backgrounds should have been assessed. A third 

limitation concerns the sole assessment of maternal guilt-induction; therefore, the findings of 

the relations of the variables cannot be generalized to paternal parenting.  

Future Research and Clinical Implications  

Despite the non-significant results of the moderation analyses, we should not preclude 

a possible moderation of the relation between perceived guilt-induction and need frustration. 

Considering the poor reliability of the moderator, future research should utilise other available 

measures that are more internally consistent and potentially include paternal guilt-induction to 

achieve a higher level of generalizability. Moreover, scholars should consider including 

participants with different generational statuses. Furthermore, to achieve the generalizability 

of the findings, the explored model should be replicated in populations from different 

countries. Lastly, to further examine the universalism without uniformity perspective, the 

moderating role of other cultural values (i.e., power distance) should be explored (Yoo et al., 

2011).  

The lack of moderations observed suggest that interventions targeting the reduction of 

need frustration by addressing perceived guilt-induction may be effective cross-culturally. 

Nonetheless, this should not preclude culturally driven individual differences in coping 
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responses to need frustration due to parental guilt-induction. Chen et al. (2016) found that 

individuals from collectivistic cultures have different coping responses than those from 

individualistic cultures. Therefore, considering the literature discussed in this paper, this 

applies intra-culturally. Accordingly, healthcare practitioners should be sensitive to treatment 

targets and potential misdiagnoses. 

Conclusion 

The present study found a causal relation between objective and perceived guilt-

induction. Nonetheless, I did not find a moderating relation between objective guilt-induction 

and perceived guilt-induction. However, I found a causal relation between perceived guilt-

induction and need frustration. Lastly, no moderation was found between perceived guilt-

induction and need frustration. Despite the non-significant findings of the moderating effects 

of individual values of collectivism, future experimental research should further investigate 

this relationship as it can potentially have implications for the potential treatment targets and 

progress, rapport, and demotivation of minority groups to seek help.  
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Appendix A 

Vignette 

Autonomy-supportive scenario  

Aw, I know you had a good feeling about it and you probably expected to do better. You tried 

your best, so I can imagine this grade is not what you hoped for. Why do you think you got 

this result? It happens ……. sometimes you do better on a test than other times. Ok, I know it 

didn’t go well this time, but you can try to learn from what went wrong. Perhaps you can try 

to see it as a challenge and think about other ways that you can try to learn the study material? 

If you need help, you can always rely on me.  

Guilt-inducing scenario, High warmth:  

Your mother sits down next to you and puts her arm around you. She says:   

“You gave me hope that your result would be good, so how can I be anything but sad and 

disappointed with this result? Don’t you feel guilty about this inferior score? You know I 

really care for you, but you probably didn’t put much effort into studying for the test. You 

know, I try really hard to take care of you and this family.”   

Your mother smiles at you and before she walks away, she gives you a hug and adds:   

“I do all of this for you, so that you can study hard and get good grades. Is this poor result the 

thanks I get for my hard work? Please, I beg you, try not to disappoint me like this again. 

Study hard for your next test so that you don’t get a bad grade.”    

Guilt-inducing scenario, Low warmth:  

Your mother sits across from you. She says:   

“You gave me hope that your result would be good, so how can I be anything but sad and 

disappointed with this result? Don’t you feel guilty about this inferior score?  I hate to 

reiterate again and again how much I care for you. You probably didn’t put much effort into 

studying for the test. You know, I try really hard to take care of you and this family.”  
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Your mother stares at you and as she is walking away she adds:  

“I do all of this for you, so that you can study hard and get good grades. Is this poor result the 

thanks I get for my hard work? Please, I beg you, try not to disappoint me like this again. 

Study hard for your next test so that you don’t get a bad grade.”   

 

Appendix B  

Assumption Checks 

Table 1b  

Model Summary and Durbin-Watson Test 

Model  R R2 SE Durbin-Watson 

 .89 .78 .63 1.63 

 

Figure 1b 

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

 

Note. Dependent variable = Perceived guilt-induction 
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Figure 2b 

Scatterplot Checking for Homoscedasticity 

 

Note. Dependent variable = Perceived guilt-induction 

Figure 3b 

Partial Regression Plot between Perceived Guilt-Induction and the Condition Variable 

 

Note. Dependent variable = Perceived guilt-induction 
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Figure 4b 

Partial Regression Plot between Perceived Guilt-Induction and Collectivism 

 

Note. Dependent variable = Perceived guilt-induction 

 

Figure 5b 

Partial Regression Plot between Perceived Guilt-Induction and the Interaction Variable 

 

Note. Interaction = Condition*Collectivism  
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Appendix C 

Assumption Checks  

Table 1c 

Model Summary and Durbin-Watson Test 

Model  R R2 SE Durbin-Watson 
 .89 .79 .52 1.63 

 

Figure 1c 

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual  

 

Note. Dependent variable = Need frustration 
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Figure 2c 

Scatterplot Checking for Homoscedasticity 

 

Note. Dependent variable = Need frustration 

 

Figure 3c 

Partial Regression Plot between Need Frustration and Perceived Guilt-Induction 

 

Note. Dependent variable = Need frustration 

 

Figure 4c 

Partial Regression Plot between Need Frustration and Collectivism 
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Note. Dependent variable = Need frustration 

 

Figure 5c 

Partial Regression Plot between Need Frustration and the Interaction Variable 

 

Note. Interaction = Perceived guilt-induction*Collectivism  


