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Introduction Experiment 1 Results

» Prosocial deception: false statements Gu.n Bromotes Prosocial Decept.on Mediation through Concerns for » While most papers on guilt assume
made with the intention of selational Har that behavior following guilt Is
misleading and benefitting a target : motivated out of concerns for the
(Levine & Schweitzer, 2015); b < 001 victim (e.g., De Hooge, 2011), In

» People anticipate less relational harm ! | | Concerns for relational harm this study we disentangle
when telling a prosocial lie (vs. A transgressors’ concern for the
honesty) (Levine & Cohen, 2018); 5 2.82 b = 0.20, b = 0.42, relationship per se from

» State guilt motivates individuals to S p =050 p<.001 transgressors’ concern for the victim
actively repair and restore a é by demonstrating that guilt promotes
relationship (Tangney, 1991); E it ve Control P <00 prosocial deception under situations

(1=Guilt, 0=Control) - Prosocial deception where the cost of dishonesty for the
: recipients is high;
| Guilt Control Indirect effeg;;,f(:?L[J(i)l_toc())21p,r(c))iggi16]ll deception: side-e_ffect Of_ guilt: Whi_Ch is raised

* \We expect state guilt to promote from Its relationship-oriented nature;
prosocial deception through their * We demonstrated that this effect Is
concerns for relational harm:; : through transgressors’ concerns for

* As behavior following guilt is Experiment 2 Results relational harm, and this effect
mostly interpr_eted as moral behavior, Contrasting Guilt with Shame Mediation through Concerns for canno_t be generated Fo other
we focus on situations where the Relational Harm negative moral emotions (e.g.,
cost of dishonesty for the recipients shame).

Is high, therefore revealing the 3:1'3"'9 YS&_COt"trO'
. . - das Inaicator.
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1.72 . What | | ab ilt? Acting jally” at the disad f
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Dependent variable - Exp.1 | Exp.2 | 3=Guilt, 1=Control)
» Intention of prosocial deception | | Contact
Prosocial |ying task (Lupoli et gl ' Indirect effect of guilt on prosocial deception:
’ X Control Shame Guilt 95%Cl [0.2136, 1.8912]

2017)

e

BUSINESS SCHOOL

shike@student.le.edu




