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From large-scale humanitarian disasters to devel-
opment aid, appeals to feelings of  guilt are often 
used to promote help efforts. Indeed, research 
has shown that feelings of  collective guilt can 
be a powerful catalyst for prosocial behaviour 
towards other groups that are less fortunate 
than our own (Brown & Cehajic, 2008; Doosje, 
Branscombe, Spears, & Manstead, 2006; Hal-
loran, 2007; Klandermans, Werner, & van 
Doorn, 2008; Schmitt, Miller, Branscombe, & 
Brehm, 2010). But when the primary goal is to 
promote helping of  a disadvantaged outgroup, 
appeals to collective guilt may not always be 

the best strategy. This is because the experience 
of  collective guilt implies an acceptance of  the 
ingroup’s responsibility for the outgroup’s dis-
advantage, which constitutes a threat to people’s 
social identity. High identifying group members 

Of  saints and sinners: How  
appeals to collective pride and  
guilt affect outgroup helping

Esther van Leeuwen,1 Wilco van Dijk,2 and Ümit 
Kaynak1

Abstract
We examined how appeals to collective guilt and pride can motivate people to help members of  
a disadvantaged outgroup. Results from two experiments supported the prediction that appeals 
to collective pride are more effective than appeals to collective guilt in prompting high identifying 
group members’, but not low identifying group members’ willingness to help the outgroup. Study 2 
demonstrated that, as expected, pride appeals generated more empathy for the disadvantaged group 
than guilt appeals, particularly among high identifiers, and empathy mediated the relationship between 
emotional appeals and helping. The results complement existing research on collective guilt by 
demonstrating how high identifiers can be persuaded to help members of  a disadvantaged outgroup 
even in the context of  historical harmdoings.
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in particular tend to distance themselves from 
the problem and deny their ingroup’s responsi-
bility (Zebel, Doosje, & Spears, 2009a). In the 
current research, we therefore approached the 
problem of  outgroup helping from a different 
angle. Our point of  departure was the question 
how we can motivate people, through appeals to 
collective emotions, to help members of  a dis-
advantaged outgroup? Specifically, we compared 
the effectiveness of  appeals to collective guilt 
over the ingroup’s negative historical treatment 
of  the disadvantaged outgroup to appeals to col-
lective pride over the ingroup’s positive historical 
treatment of  that group. In two experiments, we 
tested the notion that appeals to collective pride 
result in a stronger motivation among high iden-
tifying group members to help a disadvantaged 
outgroup than appeals to collective guilt.

Collective Guilt
Collective guilt is an aversive, self-focused emo-
tion that can arise when one’s group is responsi-
ble for an existing social inequality or the historical 
ill-treatment of  another group (Leach, Iyer, & 
Pedersen, 2006; Wohl, Branscombe, & Klar, 
2006). Collective guilt differs from personal guilt 
in that it can be experienced even when the per-
sonal self  was not involved in any wrongful acts 
towards the other group (Doosje, Branscombe, 
Spears, & Manstead, 1998). A prerequisite for the 
experience of  collective guilt is that people view 
themselves as members of  the perpetrating or 
“guilty” ingroup (Doosje et al., 1998). However, 
since people are motivated to perceive their 
ingroup positively to the extent that they identify 
with their group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), the rec-
ognition of  (past) ingroup transgressions is in 
conflict with their need for a positive social iden-
tity. Group members can therefore engage in a 
variety of  defensive strategies that are aimed at 
avoiding or alleviating the aversive experience of  
collective guilt, including the denial of  responsi-
bility, dehumanization of  the victims, and legiti-
mization of  the ingroup’s actions or the status 
quo (Castano & Giner-Sorolla, 2006; Morton & 
Postmes, 2011; Sibley, Robertson, & Kirkwood, 

2005; Wohl & Branscombe, 2008). These defen-
sive strategies are particularly pronounced among 
high identifying group members, who are most 
motivated to defend their group identity (Gunn 
& Wilson, 2011; Wohl et al., 2006). Indeed, prior 
research has found that high identifying group 
members express more doubt about the appro-
priateness of  collective guilt (McGarty et al., 
2005) and report less collective guilt about their 
ingroup’s transgressions than low identifying 
group members (e.g., Doosje et al., 1998; Myers, 
Hewstone, & Cairns, 2009).

Klein, Licata, and Pierucci (2011) found evi-
dence for a curve linear relationship between 
identification and collective guilt, such that iden-
tification was positively associated with guilt 
among low identifiers but negatively associated 
among high identifiers. It is important to realize 
that “low identifiers” (typically defined as scor-
ing below the median of  a scale) are not the same 
as “nonidentifiers.” Most low identifiers do self-
categorize as members of  the ingroup, but they 
may view themselves as peripheral rather than 
central members (Jetten, Branscombe, Spears, & 
McKimmie, 2003), or their emotional ties to the 
ingroup are simply not as strong as those of  high 
identifiers. Regardless of  their own level of  iden-
tification, outsiders still view them as members 
of  that particular group. Consequently, low iden-
tifiers do not remain unaffected by their ingroup’s 
reputation, and prior research found that low 
identifiers are just as likely as high identifiers to 
help an outgroup if  this could improve their 
ingroup’s reputation (van Leeuwen & Täuber, 
2012). In the context of  collective guilt, when 
given an opportunity to repair past ingroup 
wrongdoings, Klein et al. (2011) as well as Doosje 
et al. (2006) observed that low identifiers were 
more likely to take this chance than high 
identifiers.

Within the collective guilt literature, the 
dominant assumption appears to be that the 
experience of  collective guilt will more or less 
directly translate into a willingness to repair the 
harm committed to the outgroup (e.g., Brown, 
González, Zagefka, Manzi, & Cehajic, 2008; 
Klandermans et al., 2008; Wohl et al., 2006). 
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Previous research (e.g., Schmitt et al., 2010; 
Zebel et al., 2009a) has therefore explored fac-
tors that can increase the experience of  guilt 
among high identifiers, and thus the willingness 
to help the victimized outgroup. However, there 
is some evidence that the relationship between 
guilt and helping is not as straightforward as 
often assumed. For example, Leach et al. (2006, 
Study 3) found that feelings of  collective guilt, 
although associated with the abstract goal of  
compensation, did not predict the willingness to 
engage in collective action. Iyer, Leach, and 
Crosby (2003) showed that collective guilt, while 
predicting support for compensatory policy, did 
not predict support for noncompensatory 
efforts such as affirmative action. And Doosje 
et al. (2006, Study 1) found that ingroup identi-
fication and the experience of  collective guilt 
were positively related when the negative his-
torical information was said to come from an 
ingroup source, and thus hard to dismiss, but 
identification was negatively related to the willing-
ness to provide financial compensation to the 
victimized outgroup in this condition. This sug-
gests that high identifiers may be induced to 
report guilt for past transgressions that are hard 
to deny, but reported guilt does not automati-
cally translate into restorative actions. It is there-
fore important to focus more explicitly on the 
relationship between collective guilt and help-
ing, as was the aim of  the current research.

The aforementioned defensive strategies that 
prohibit the experience of  collective guilt in 
response to ingroup transgressions are a serious 
problem for programs aimed at reconciliation 
and repair of  past transgressions (Halloran, 
2007). Indeed, when the primary goal is to elicit 
an apology from a perpetrating group for histori-
cal harmdoings, then feelings of  guilt seem an 
essential part of  this process. However, when the 
goal is to seek support for policies aimed at 
improving the disadvantaged group’s position, we 
propose that appeals to guilt may not be the most 
effective strategy to achieve this goal, given that 
high identifying group members in particular 
have strong defensive mechanisms that keep 
them from experiencing guilt. Instead, an appeal 

to feelings of  collective pride may be more effec-
tive to incite high identifiers’ generosity towards 
the disadvantaged outgroup.

Collective Pride
It may seem strange to speak of  feelings of  pride 
in the same context as historical harmdoings. 
However, the historical treatment of  another 
group can be a source of  ambiguity. For example, 
the Dutch colonization of  Indonesia has had 
many adverse consequences for Indonesia, such 
as the exploitation of  land and labour, but also 
some positive consequences such as the introduc-
tion of  an advanced educational system and a 
solid legal system (Doosje et al., 1998). Positive 
historical acts on behalf  of  the outgroup are 
potential sources of  collective pride, and as such, 
contribute positively to group members’ social 
identity. Whereas an appeal to feelings of  collec-
tive guilt over the negative historical treatment of  
another group may lead high identifiers to protect 
their ingroup from the association with negative 
affect, an appeal to feelings of  collective pride 
over the positive historical treatment of  another 
group could have the exact opposite effect by 
lowering the defensive barriers in order to associ-
ate positive affect with the ingroup.

Some indirect evidence in support of  this 
argument can be found in research by van 
Leeuwen (2007) that was conducted in the after-
math of  the December 2004 tsunami in Southeast 
Asia. When appealing to feelings of  collective 
guilt over the Dutch colonial history in Indonesia, 
Dutch participants who had experienced a threat 
to their national identity were less willing to help 
the Indonesian province of  Aceh to recover from 
the tsunami compared to Dutch participants 
whose national identity was not threatened. At 
the same time, participants whose national iden-
tity was threatened were more willing than par-
ticipants whose identity was not threatened to 
help other affected areas in Southeast Asia in a 
domain that was considered a source of  national 
pride, that is, watermanagement. In other words, 
when social identity concerns were activated, an 
appeal to collective guilt reduced the willingness 
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to help, whereas helping increased when it was 
associated with a domain of  national pride.

Individual pride is a self-focused emotion that 
occurs when one approves of  one’s commenda-
ble actions (Leach, Snider, & Iyer, 2002). There is 
little empirical research that has focused directly 
on the experience of  pride as a collective emo-
tion (but see Harth, Kessler, & Leach, 2008; 
Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007). However, in a 
more general sense, literature provides ample 
indication that people can experience pride on 
behalf  of  their group. The experience of  collec-
tive pride is, for example, reflected in Cialdini’s 
(1976) notion of  “basking in reflected glory.” 
Pride is also closely linked with the theoretical 
concepts of  social identity and collective self-
esteem (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990; Rubin & 
Hewstone, 1998). Social identity theory (Tajfel & 
Turner, 1979) proposes that our treatment of  
other groups is motivated by the desire to 
achieve, maintain, or enhance a positive social 
identity. To the extent that people identify with 
their ingroup, positive ingroup behaviours are 
sources of  collective pride that contribute posi-
tively to group members’ self-esteem. In direct 
investigations of  collective pride, Harth et al. 
(2008) found that intergroup inequality that is 
ingroup focused and legitimate increased feel-
ings of  collective pride, and Leach et al. (2007) 
observed that collective pride was directly related 
to perceived ingroup morality. There is, there-
fore, both indirect and direct evidence for the 
existence of  pride as a collective emotion. 
However, no research to date has examined how 
the positive historical treatment of  another 
group reflects on group members’ feelings of  
collective pride, or how this affects their willing-
ness to help that group in the present.

Overview of  the Studies
We examined, in two studies, the effects of  
appeals to collective guilt and pride on outgroup 
helping in the context of  World War II. The data 
were collected during (Study 1), or soon after 
(Study 2) the annual Dutch commemoration of  
the victims of  WWII on the 4th of  May 2010. 

During WWII, many Dutch people collaborated 
with the Nazis in the persecution of  Jews,1 and 
this is a clear source of  collective guilt for the 
Dutch (Zebel et al., 2009a, 2009b). However, 
many Dutch people also resisted the Nazi regime 
through acts of  sabotage and by hiding victims 
in their homes (e.g., the harbouring of  Anne 
Frank and her family). These acts of  resistance 
can be considered a source of  collective pride. 
Although WWII had ended more than 65 years 
ago at the time of  data collection, the surviving 
victims and their relatives still suffer the conse-
quences of  their persecution. For example, many 
of  the properties that were confiscated by the 
Nazis, including valuable family heirlooms, have 
never been returned to their rightful owners. In 
this and other domains, there is much that the 
Dutch government can still do to help the sur-
viving victims of  WWII and their relatives.

Study 1
In this first study, data were collected by means 
of  short interviews of  people attending the 
annual commemoration of  the victims of  
WWII on Dam square, Amsterdam. We manip-
ulated feelings of  collective pride or guilt by 
priming participants with either positive or neg-
ative acts committed by the Dutch during the 
war. National identification was measured. We 
predicted an interaction effect of  identification 
and experimental condition (pride or guilt) on 
participants’ beliefs about the extent to which 
the Dutch government should help the Jewish 
victims of  the war and their relatives. 
Specifically, we expected that national identifi-
cation should be positively related to helping in 
the pride condition (Hypothesis 1a), but nega-
tively related to helping in the guilt condition 
(Hypothesis 1b). We also expected that reported 
feelings of  pride and reported feelings of  guilt 
would mediate the effect of  experimental con-
dition on helping depending on level of  identi-
fication (i.e., moderated mediations). 
Specifically, we expected that more pride would 
be reported in the pride condition than in the 
guilt condition, and that reported pride would 
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mediate the effect of  condition on helping for 
high identifiers but not for low identifiers 
(Hypothesis 2a). With respect to the relation-
ship between guilt and helping, literature has 
shown that support for reparation increases 
when the material and immaterial costs of  help-
ing are lower (Schmitt et al., 2010). The immate-
rial or symbolic costs of  helping include an 
implicit acknowledgement of  responsibility for 
outgroup harm. Klein et al. (2011) argued that, 
for low identifiers, the symbolic costs of  help-
ing are lower than the positive consequences of  
helping in terms of  reconciliation. We therefore 
expected that more guilt would be reported in 
the guilt condition than in the pride condition, 
and that reported guilt would mediate the effect 
of  condition on helping for low identifiers but 
not for high identifiers (Hypothesis 2b).

Method
Seventy-five people were interviewed for this 
study. Eight people indicated being Jewish and 
were excluded from further analyses because, for 
them, helping could be construed as a form of  
ingroup helping. The remaining 67 (30 men, 37 
women, Mage = 36, SD = 12.54) were equally dis-
tributed across two experimental conditions: guilt 
(n = 33) and pride (n = 34).

The 4th May is the day on which the Dutch 
commemorate the victims of  the Second World 
War. At 8 p.m., the deceased are remembered in a 
national ceremony on the Dam square in 
Amsterdam through speeches, wreath layings and 
2 minutes of  silence. A male interviewer 
approached participants on the 4th of  May on 
the Dam square in Amsterdam in the hours 
before the ceremony, and asked them to partici-
pate in a short interview about WWII.

The interviewer first asked participants to 
indicate their agreements with three statements 
assessing their identification with the Netherlands (“I 
feel strong ties with other Dutch people,” “I 
identify with other Dutch people,” “I feel com-
mitted to the Netherlands”; 1 = not at all, 5 = very 
much; M = 3.63, SD = 0.75; α = .88). He then 

proceeded by briefly providing some background 
information about the role of  the Dutch in 
WWII, ostensibly as an introduction to the sub-
sequent questions. In the guilt condition, he 
explained that,

as you may know, many Dutch openly collabo-
rated with the occupier during WWII. Dutch 
people have helped the occupier evict Jewish 
people from their homes, and transport them 
to concentration camps. Dutch people also 
betrayed other Dutch people engaged in 
resistance. In comparison to countries such as 
Belgium and France, the Dutch gave little 
resistance to the Nazis.

In the pride condition, he explained that,

as you may know, many Dutch actively resisted 
the work of  the occupier during WWII. This 
includes sabotaging telephone lines, railways, 
hiding Jewish people, or forging identity cards. 
In comparison to countries such as Belgium 
and France, the Dutch have resisted the Nazis 
very actively.2

Following this introduction, the interviewer asked 
participants to indicate to what extent thinking 
about the role of  the Dutch during WWII made 
them feel guilty and to what extent it made them 
feel proud (1 = not at all, 5 = very much).3 Outgroup 
helping was subsequently assessed with nine items 
(e.g., “To what extent do you agree with the fol-
lowing statement”: “I support the government’s 
plan to allocate more funds to treat people suffer-
ing from complex psychotraumas as a result of  
WWII,” “I think the government should do all it 
can to help the victims of  WWII and their fami-
lies”; 1 = not at all, 5 = very much ; α = .88). At the 
end of  the interview, participants were thanked 
and debriefed.

Results
Unless otherwise indicated, all variables were ana-
lysed in regression analyses with identification 
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(transformed to z-scores), condition (coded −1 
for guilt, 1 for pride) and their interaction term as 
predictors.

Pride and guilt. The degree to which participants 
reported feelings of  pride was affected by condi-
tion, b = .94, t = 10.83, p < .001. More pride was 
reported in the pride condition (M = 3.91, SD = 
0.75) than in the guilt condition (M = 2.03, SD = 
0.77). The analysis also revealed a significant 
interaction term, b = .29, t = 3.33, p = .001. Sim-
ple slope analysis showed that identification was 
positively related to reported pride in the pride 
condition, b = .43, t = 3.18, p = .002, but not in 
the guilt condition, b = −.16, ns. This association 
between identification and pride is consistent 
with social identity theory’s notion that pride is an 
integral component of  social identification (Tajfel 
& Turner, 1979).

The degree to which participants reported 
guilt was affected by condition only, b = −.87, t = 
−8.85, p < .001. More guilt was reported in the 
guilt condition (M = 3.03, SD = 1.05) than in the 
pride condition (M = 1.29, SD = 0.46). These 
results show that the manipulation was successful 
in priming either feelings of  pride or guilt over 
the Dutch role in WWII.

Outgroup helping. Outgroup helping was affected 
by condition, b = .18, t = 3.39, p = .001, identi-
fication, b = .14, t = 2.53, p = .014, and their 
interaction term, b = .17, t = 3.04, p = .003. 

Participants in the pride condition were more in 
support of  helping the victims and survivors of  
WWII (M = 3.59, SD = 0.38) than participants 
in the guilt condition (M = 3.22, SD = 0.55). 
The positive relationship between identification 
and helping, however, was fully qualified by the 
interaction term (see Figure 1). Confirming 
Hypothesis 1a, simple slope analyses revealed 
that identification was positively related to help-
ing in the pride condition, b = .30, t = 3.67, p = 
.001. However, in contrast to what was predicted 
in Hypothesis 1b, identification was unrelated to 
helping in the guilt condition, b = −.03, ns. 
Tested differently, more support for helping was 
found in the pride condition compared to the 
guilt condition among high identifiers (+1 SD), 
b = .35, t = 4.55, p < .001, whereas no difference 
was found among low identifiers (−1 SD), b = 
.02, ns.

Pride and helping. Outgroup helping was 
regressed on reported pride, identification 
(both transformed to z-scores) and their inter-
action term. Both pride, b = .22, t = 3.92, p < 
.001, and identification, b = .13, t = 2.44, p = 
.018, were significant predictors of  helping, but 
their effects were fully qualified by the interac-
tion term, b = .12, t = 2.39, p = .020. The inter-
action was explored through simple slope 
analyses examining the relationship between 
reported pride and helping for high (+1 SD) 
and low (−1 SD) identifiers. As expected in 
Hypothesis 2a, reported pride had a strong pos-
itive association with helping when identifica-
tion was high, b = .32, t = 5.40, p < .001, but 
was unrelated to helping when identification 
was low, b = .16, t = 1.50, ns.

To examine whether the effect of  condition 
on outgroup helping was mediated by reported 
pride, while this mediation was moderated by 
identification, we conducted a moderated media-
tion analysis using a bootstrap approach. 
Bootstrapping allows us to show that the strength 
of  the hypothesized mediational effect is contin-
gent on specific values of  the moderator (i.e., con-
ditional indirect effect; Preacher & Hayes, 2008; 
Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). We predicted 
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Figure 1. Relationship between identification, 
condition and outgroup helping, Study 1.
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in Hypothesis 2a that the degree to which 
reported pride mediates the effect of  condition 
on helping would be moderated by identification, 
such that the mediation effect would be present 
among high identifiers but absent among low 
identifiers (cf. Preacher & Hayes, 2008, Model 3). 
Following recommendations, we resampled 5,000 
times (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Results showed 
that pride did not mediate the effect of  condition 
on helping among low identifiers (i.e., 1 SD below 
M; boot indirect effect = 0.10, SE = .10, 95% CI 
= −.0913, .2967, z = 1.06, ns). However, signifi-
cant evidence for mediation was obtained when 
identification was high (+ 1 SD; boot indirect 
effect = 0.28, SE = .07, 95% CI = .1461, .4217, z 
= 4.12, p < .001). These findings support 
Hypothesis 2a.

Guilt and helping. Outgroup helping was regressed 
on guilt, identification (both transformed to 
z-scores), and their interaction term. Unexpect-
edly, guilt predicted helping in a negative direc-
tion, b = −.20, t = −4.44, p < .001. The significant 
interaction term, b = −.21, t = −5.18, p < .001, 
revealed that guilt had a strong negative associa-
tion with helping among high identifiers (−1 
SD), b = −.44, t = −6.70, p < .001, but did not 
significantly predict helping among low identifi-
ers (+1 SD), b = .04, t = 0.50, ns. Since the rela-
tionship between reported guilt and helping was 
in a direction opposite to what was expected in 
Hypothesis 2b, the subsequent moderated medi-
ation analysis was no longer relevant.

Discussion
With respect to the effects of  pride, the observed 
findings confirmed our expectations: Participants 
reported feeling more pride in the pride condi-
tion, and pride positively predicted high identifi-
ers’, but not low identifiers’, willingness to help 
the victims of  WWII.

With respect to guilt, however, we unexpect-
edly observed a negative relationship between 
reported guilt and helping among high identifi-
ers, whereas the predicted positive relationship 
for low identifiers was absent. Doosje et al. 

(2006) found that high identifiers did not report 
less guilt than low identifiers in situations where 
guilt was hard to deny. However, despite their 
feelings of  guilt, high identifiers were less in 
favour of  restorative actions than low identifiers 
in that study. In the current study, participants 
were not only confronted with explicit informa-
tion describing their group’s past mistreatment 
(or positive treatment) of  the outgroup, but they 
also received this information in a face-to-face 
interview, conducted on a national commemora-
tion day. Publicly admitting guilt over the Dutch 
collaboration with the Nazis is arguably much 
more threatening than privately and anony-
mously admitting guilt. However, the public set-
ting and the unambiguous information provided 
as part of  the manipulation would have made it 
impossible to directly deny guilt. When it is 
impossible to deny ingroup guilt, denial could be 
expressed indirectly through reduced willingness 
to help the outgroup. Making reparations implic-
itly acknowledges that the ingroup has illegiti-
mately mistreated the outgroup, which may hurt 
social identity (Klein et al., 2011). It seems plau-
sible that, the more high identifiers felt com-
pelled to report guilt to the interviewer, the 
greater the identity threat they experienced. 
Consequently, high identifiers could have tried to 
deflect this threat by reducing their willingness to 
support the victimized outgroup. The high social 
costs involved in publicly admitting guilt could 
even have suppressed low identifiers’ motivation 
to repair the intergroup equilibrium though help-
ing the outgroup.

Study 2
The aim of  the second study was twofold. First, 
we set out to test our hypotheses in a setting that 
was less threatening to participants. Instead of  
face-to-face interviews, data were collected by 
means of  an Internet survey which participants 
could complete anonymously and in the privacy 
of  their own home.

Second, we investigated the mediating role of  
empathy. Empathy implies concern for another’s 
welfare, and its positive effects on helping are 



788  Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 16(6)

well documented (see Batson, 1991, for a review). 
We reasoned in the general introduction to this 
paper that high identifiers, more than low identi-
fiers, are motivated to associate positive affect 
with their ingroup while defending their ingroup 
against associations with negative sources of  
affect. Since empathy is a means by which sepa-
rate entities connect emotionally (Davis, 1994), 
an increase in empathy for an outgroup which 
represents a source of  ingroup pride strengthens 
the association between the ingroup and this 
source of  positive affect. Conversely, the inhibi-
tion of  empathy for a disadvantaged outgroup 
can effectively protect group members from 
associating negative affect with their ingroup.

To our knowledge, no research to date has 
investigated the relationship between collective 
pride and empathy. Prior correlational research 
did however inspect the association between col-
lective guilt and empathy, often reporting a posi-
tive correlation between the two (Brown & 
Cehajic, 2008; Leith & Baumeister, 1998). 
However, according to Tangney (1995), collective 
guilt may not necessarily be a consequence of  
empathy, but rather a state that can be triggered 
by the same source as empathy. Indeed, Miron, 
Branscombe, and Schmitt (2006) argued that col-
lective guilt, rather than reflecting an empathic 
concern for the harmed group, is a more self-
focused distress response to the outgroup’s suf-
fering. Although collective guilt and empathy 
could coexist in correlational research due to 
their common cause, the causal relationship 
between the two is debatable. In our research, we 
activated feelings of  collective guilt by confront-
ing participants with negative historical actions 
of  their ingroup, making it hard to deny collective 
guilt. In line with prior research demonstrating 
that the association between collective guilt and 
helping is absent when guilt is hard to deny 
(Doosje et al., 2006), we do not expect that guilt 
that is induced in this manner will increase empa-
thy for the outgroup.

We propose that high identifying group mem-
bers, more than low identifiers, should be moti-
vated to empathize with the disadvantaged 
outgroup when the historical bond with this 
group is presented as a source of  pride, but not 

when it is presented as a source of  guilt. This 
empathic bond should make them more attuned 
to the outgroup’s current needs, and thus more 
willing to help the outgroup.

In addition to the predictions with respect to 
collective pride, guilt, and outgroup helping, as 
examined in the first study (Hypotheses 1a 
through 2b), we expected that an appeal to collec-
tive pride would elicit more empathy for the vic-
tims of  WWII than an appeal to collective guilt, 
particularly among high identifiers (Hypothesis 
3a). Moreover, empathy was expected to mediate 
the interaction between condition and identifica-
tion on outgroup helping (Hypothesis 3b).

Method
Sixty-one psychology students (50 women, 11 
men; Mage = 20, SD = 2.07) from the VU 
University Amsterdam participated in this study 
in return for course credits. All participants had a 
Dutch nationality and none indicated being 
Jewish. Participants were randomly assigned to 
one of  two conditions: guilt (n = 29) and pride (n 
= 32).

The study was set up as an Internet survey 
which participants could fill out in their own 
time and in the privacy of  their own home. The 
survey was included in a list of  studies available 
for students in exchange for course credit. 
Students who signed up for the study received a 
link to the survey via email, with instructions to 
complete the study in a quiet and private envi-
ronment. We stressed that their responses were 
anonymous. This setup was chosen to ensure 
greater anonymity and privacy in comparison to 
Study 1.

Unless otherwise indicated, all items were 
assessed on 7-point scales (1 = not at all, 7 = very 
much), with the introduction “To what extent does 
the following statement apply to you.” The sur-
vey commenced with a measure of  Dutch identi-
fication (4 items, e.g., “I feel strong ties with other 
Dutch people”; M = 4.39, SD = 1.04; α = .82). It 
then presented participants with an article about 
the role of  the Dutch in WWII, which they were 
instructed to read carefully. In the guilt condition, 
the article described that many Dutch had 
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collaborated with the Nazis and actively assisted 
with the deportation of  Jews. In the pride condi-
tion, the article described the Dutch resistance to 
the Nazi regime, and described how many Dutch 
had actively helped to hide Jews and prevent their 
deportation.

Feelings of  collective guilt and pride about the 
role of  the Dutch with respect to the persecu-
tion and deportation of  Jews in WWII were 
measured directly following the manipulation 
with single items (“When I think about the role 
of  the Dutch with respect to the persecution 
and deportation of  the Jews in WWII, I feel … 
guilt/pride”). Empathy was measured with 4 
items (e.g., “I feel strong ties with the people 
that were persecuted in WWII”; “I feel sympa-
thy for the people that were persecuted in 
WWII”; α = .66). Outgroup helping was assessed 
with 5 items (e.g., “I think the Dutch govern-
ment should do all it can to help the victims of  
WWII and their kin”; “I support the plan of  the 
Dutch government to change legislation in 
order to facilitate the retrieval of  Jewish prop-
erty that was confiscated during WWII”; α = 
.75). At the end of  the study, participants were 
thanked, their credits were assigned, and they 
were electronically debriefed.

Results
Unless otherwise indicated, all variables were ana-
lysed in regression analyses with identification 

(transformed to z-scores), condition (coded −1 
for guilt, 1 for pride) and their interaction term as 
predictors.

Guilt and pride. Pride was affected by condition 
only, b = 1.82, t = 13.63, p < .001. More pride was 
reported in the pride condition (M = 5.30, SD = 
0.94) than in the guilt condition (M = 1.62, SD = 
0.83). Guilt was affected by condition only, b = 
−.62, t = −3.21, p = .002. More guilt was reported 
in the guilt condition (M = 4.38, SD = 1.27) than 
in the pride condition (M = 2.69, SD = 1.07). 
These results show that the manipulations were 
successful.

Outgroup helping. Outgroup helping was 
affected by the interaction term between con-
dition and identification only, b = .44, t = 3.93, 
p < .001. Simple slope analysis (see Figure 2) 
revealed that identification was positively 
related to helping in the pride condition, b = 
.51, t = 3.12, p = .003. This finding confirms 
Hypothesis 1a. In support of  Hypothesis 1b, 
identification was negatively related to helping 
in the guilt condition, b = −.37, t = −2.41, p = 
.019. Tested differently, high identifiers were 
more in support of  helping in the pride condi-
tion compared to the guilt condition, b = .57, t 
= 3.59, p = .001, whereas low identifiers were 
marginally less in support of  helping in the 
pride condition compared to the guilt condi-
tion, b = −.31, t = −1.99, p = .052.

Pride and helping. We regressed outgroup helping 
on reported pride, identification (both trans-
formed to z-scores), and their interaction term. 
The interaction term was significant, b = .34, t = 
2.90, p = .005. Simple slope analysis revealed that 
reported pride was positively associated with 
helping among high identifiers (+1 SD), b = .24, t 
= 3.04, p = .004, but unrelated to helping among 
low identifiers (−1 SD), b = −.09, t = −1.11, ns. 
We conducted a moderated mediation analysis 
using a bootstrap approach to examine whether 
the indirect effect of  condition on outgroup 
helping was mediated by reported pride, while 
this mediation was moderated by identification. 
Supporting Hypothesis 2a, pride did not mediate 
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Figure 2. Relationship between identification, 
condition, and helping, Study 2.
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the indirect effect of  condition on helping among 
low identifiers (−1 SD; boot indirect effect = 
−0.09, SE = .23, 95% CI = −.5496, .3772; z = 
.71, ns). However, pride did mediate the indirect 
effect of  condition on helping among high iden-
tifiers (+1 SD; boot indirect effect = 0.51, SE = 
.25, 95% CI = .0324, .9840; z = 2.14, p = .033).

Guilt and helping. Outgroup helping was regressed 
on reported guilt, identification (both trans-
formed to z-scores), and their interaction term. 
The interaction term was marginally significant, b 
= −.23, t = −1.80, p = .077. Guilt was unrelated 
to helping among high identifiers (+1 SD), b = 
−.02, t = −0.14, ns, but positively related to help-
ing among low identifiers (−1 SD), b = .27, t = 
2.40, p = .02. Supporting Hypothesis 2b, moder-
ated mediation analysis using the bootstrap 
approach showed that the indirect effect of  con-
dition on outgroup helping was mediated by 
reported guilt among low identifiers (−1 SD; 
boot indirect effect = −0.20, SE = .09, 95% CI = 
−.3862, −.0070; z = −2.07, p = .038), but not 
among high identifiers (+1 SD; boot indirect 
effect = 0.03, SE = .07, 95% CI = −.1732, .1156; 
z = −.40, ns).

Empathy. Empathy was regressed on condition, 
identification, and their interaction term. Empa-
thy was affected by condition, b = .32, t = 2.80, p 
= .007. More empathy was reported in the pride 
condition (M = 5.53, SD = 0.87) than in the guilt 

condition (M = 4.89, SD = 0.97). However, this 
effect was qualified by the interaction term, b = 
.24, t = 2.14, p = .037, as predicted in Hypothesis 
3a. The means are presented in Figure 3. Simple 
slope analysis revealed that condition was a posi-
tive predictor of  empathy among high identifiers 
(+1 SD), b = .57, t = 3.49, p = .001, which means 
that high identifiers in the pride condition 
reported greater empathy for the victims of  
WWII than those in the guilt condition. Condi-
tion was unrelated to empathy among low identi-
fiers, b = .07, t = 0.45, ns. Tested differently, the 
negative association between identification and 
empathy in the guilt condition was marginally sig-
nificant, b = −.31, t = −1.96, p = .050, but the 
positive association in the pride condition was 
not, b = .19, t = 1.09, p = .28.

Empathy correlated positively with outgroup 
helping, r = .45, p < .001. We used the bootstrap 
approach to examine whether the observed inter-
action between identification and condition on 
outgroup helping was mediated by empathy. Zero 
fell outside the 95% confidence interval, which 
ranged from .0027 to .2430. In support of  
Hypothesis 3b, participants’ reported empathy 
for the victims of  WWII mediated the interaction 
between identification and condition on out-
group helping.

Pride, guilt, and empathy. To examine in more detail 
the extent to which empathy was specifically 
related to reported feelings of  collective pride, 
empathy was regressed on pride, identification 
(both transformed to z-scores), and their interac-
tion term. The analysis revealed a significant 
effect of  reported pride, b = .31, t = 2.66, p = 
.010, which was qualified by the interaction term, 
b = .27, t = 2.26, p = .028. Simple slope analysis 
showed that reported pride positively predicted 
empathy among high identifiers (+1 SD), b = .27, 
t = 3.53, p = .001, but did not predict empathy 
among low identifiers (−1 SD), b = .02, t = 0.26, 
ns. We subsequently conducted a mediation analy-
sis using the bootstrap approach to investigate 
whether the interaction between reported pride 
and identification on outgroup helping was medi-
ated by empathy. Zero fell outside the 95% 
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confidence interval (which ranged from .0026 to 
.2770). These results demonstrate that empathy 
mediated the interaction between reported pride 
and identification on outgroup helping.

Empathy was also regressed on reported guilt, 
identification, and their interaction term. This 
analysis yielded no significant predictors. Empathy 
also did not mediate the interaction between 
reported guilt and identification on outgroup 
helping (zero was included in the 95% confidence 
interval which ranged from −.1771 to .1037).

Discussion
When asked to report their feelings of  guilt in an 
unthreatening anonymous and private setting, we 
found full support for our general hypothesis 
that identification is negatively related to partici-
pants’ willingness to help the disadvantaged out-
group when confronted with the ingroup’s 
historical ill-treatment of  that group. Moreover, 
reported guilt mediated the effect of  our manip-
ulation on helping among low identifiers. 
Replicating the results from Study 1, national 
identification was positively related to the will-
ingness to help when appealed to feelings of  
pride, and reported pride mediated this effect 
among high identifiers.

Empathy for the victims of  WWII was posi-
tively related to the willingness to help this group, 
which is consistent with existing literature 
(Batson, 1991). More interestingly, participants 
reported greater empathy in the pride condition 
than in the guilt condition, and this effect was 
most pronounced among high identifiers. Further 
analysis showed that empathy was predicted by 
feelings of  pride among high identifiers but not 
among low identifiers, and that the interaction 
between reported pride and outgroup helping 
was mediated by empathy. In other words, the 
positive treatment of  another group triggered 
feelings of  collective pride, which led high identi-
fiers in particular to strengthen their bond with 
the outgroup, as reflected in increased levels of  
empathy. Empathy, consequently, resulted in a 
greater willingness to help this group.

Feelings of  collective guilt predicted outgroup 
helping among low identifiers, but this effect was 
not mediated by empathy, and reported guilt and 
empathy were uncorrelated. Literature on the 
association between empathy and collective guilt 
shows that the association between guilt and 
empathy is far from straightforward. Tangney 
(1995) argued that both guilt and empathy are 
likely to be aroused by another person’s distress. 
But Miron et al. (2006), across two studies, failed 
to find a relationship between empathy and guilt. 
Instead, their results showed that collective guilt 
is a self-focused emotion that is associated with 
distress experienced when confronted with the 
suffering of  another group. Outgroup helping 
can alleviate this aversive emotion. In a similar 
vein, participants in the current study could have 
used helping not so much out of  genuine 
empathic concern for the well-being of  the sur-
viving WWII victims and their relatives, but 
rather to alleviate the negative emotion of  guilt.

General Discussion
The results from the current research demon-
strate that high identifying group members, com-
pared to low identifying group members, (a) are 
more willing to help a disadvantaged outgroup 
when an appeal to collective pride is made com-
pared to an appeal to collective guilt, and (b) have 
more empathy for the disadvantaged outgroup 
when appealed to collective pride compared to 
collective guilt. The observation that collective 
guilt increased low identifiers’, but not high iden-
tifiers’ willingness to help is consistent with exist-
ing literature (e.g., Doosje et al., 1998; Klein et al., 
2011; Zebel et al., 2009a). Collective pride, how-
ever, has rarely been a topic of  investigation in 
and of  itself  (but see Harth et al., 2008; Leach et al., 
2007). This research is the first to study the rela-
tionship between collective pride, empathy, and 
helping, and thus the first to demonstrate that 
feelings of  pride associated with the positive his-
torical treatment of  another group can increase 
empathic feelings for this group, which in turn 
promote the willingness to help this group.
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Limitations

There are several limitations that need to be con-
sidered. Research on parochial altruism has dem-
onstrated that people are often more cooperative 
towards the ingroup, and more defensive towards 
outgroups (Bernhard, Fischbacher, & Fehr, 2006; 
De Dreu et al., 2010). Although more specific lit-
erature on intergroup helping has actually failed 
to find convincing evidence of  such an ingroup 
bias in helping (see Saucier, Miller, & Doucet, 
2005, for a meta-analysis), it is possible that peo-
ple nonetheless assume that helping is generally 
restricted to the ingroup and its allies. As a result, 
informing people that their ingroup has helped 
an outgroup in the past could lead them to con-
clude that this outgroup is closely allied with the 
ingroup—more so than when this outgroup was 
harmed—and this could stimulate high identifi-
ers’ motivation to help this group in the present. 
In that regard, our measure of  empathy could 
have tapped into participants’ psychological bond 
with the outgroup. The current research was not 
equipped to examine this explanation, but future 
research should include measures of  categoriza-
tion to assess to what extent past outgroup help-
ing affects the perceived closeness between 
outgroup and ingroup and the subsequent will-
ingness to help.

Another way of  circumventing this problem is 
by manipulating collective pride in a manner that 
is not associated with helping. A reference could 
be made to a specific ingroup performance or 
competence that is associated with the outgroup, 
but that is unrelated to helping. For example, the 
Danish architect Jorn Utzon who designed the 
iconic Sydney Opera House following a competi-
tion “put Denmark on the world map with his 
great talent,” according to Danish Culture Minister 
Carina Christensen (“Sydney Opera House archi-
tect dies,” 2008). By manipulating collective pride 
on a dimension that differs from the dependent 
variable of  helping, group members are unlikely 
to conclude that the outgroup is somehow an 
ingroup ally. Perhaps even more important, this 
could also exclude an alternative explanation for 
the current findings in terms of  the need to be 

self-consistent. Self-consistency needs can moti-
vate people to adjust their current behaviour to be 
consistent with past behaviour (Swann & 
Buhrmester, 2012). In other words, past helping 
could trigger present helping simply because peo-
ple want to be consistent. By disentangling the 
dimensions of  historical pride and current out-
group treatment, self-consistency considerations 
may be eliminated.

Another limitation of  the present work is the 
absence of  a control condition. Although corre-
lational analyses with reported pride and guilt 
indicated that it was mainly pride that elevated 
high identifiers’ willingness to help and guilt that 
elevated low identifiers’ willingness to help, future 
research should include a baseline control condi-
tion that allows for a more strictly controlled 
experimental investigation of  these processes. 
Such a baseline condition should be selected with 
care, however. Since negative actions generally 
capture more attention than positive actions, 
many ambiguous situations that include both 
positive and negative historical actions could, 
without further information or emphasis, be con-
strued by participants as primarily negative (e.g., 
WWII or a colonial history). Emphasizing both 
positive and negative elements simultaneously in 
those ambiguous situations does not create a neu-
tral control condition either, as it merely provides 
more scope for low and high identifiers to focus 
on different aspects of  the information (Doosje 
et al., 1998).

In both our studies, we assessed the willing-
ness to help the outgroup through participants’ 
support for government measures. This depend-
ent variable could be criticized on the basis that it 
does not reflect actual behaviour, such as making 
a donation or signing a petition. Expressing sup-
port for government policy does not involve 
much personal cost and may therefore not always 
translate into actual behaviour—although the 
costs involved with signing a petition are proba-
bly similarly negligible. The problem with study-
ing intergroup behaviour is that it is in fact quite 
difficult to assess actual intergroup behaviour, par-
ticularly with respect to large groups. Donating 
money or volunteering time and effort are clear 
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expressions of  behaviour, but as they are essen-
tially behaviours expressed by individuals, they can 
be criticized for not reflecting intergroup pro-
cesses. For example, if  we had asked participants 
to personally donate money for a foundation 
aimed at helping the victims of  WWII, helping in 
the guilt condition could also be interpreted as 
the individual strategy of  distancing from the col-
lective, by presenting oneself  as a generous and 
caring individual in contrast to the Dutch collec-
tive that inflicted such harm on the outgroup (see 
van Leeuwen & Täuber, 2012). We opted for the 
current measures since we reasoned that inter-
group behaviour where large groups are con-
cerned is often reflected in the actions of  group 
representatives, such as governments, and (demo-
cratic) governments depend on the support of  
the people they represent. By assessing support 
for the Dutch government’s actions in helping 
the Jewish victims of  WWII, we aimed to assess 
support for intergroup helping, albeit not at a 
behavioural level.

Theoretical Implications
Prior research has produced mixed results regard-
ing the relationship between collective guilt, iden-
tification, and helping. Correlational research 
often finds that identification is negatively related 
to the report of  collective guilt (e.g., Doosje et al., 
1998; Myers et al., 2009), although this correla-
tion is certainly not universally observed (e.g., 
McGarty et al., 2005). Ferguson and Branscombe 
concluded in 2010 that “the role of  group identi-
fication on collective guilt is likely to be complex 
and would be a useful avenue for future research” 
(p. 141). The current research may help shed 
more light on this complicated relationship. We 
believe that an important moderator in the rela-
tionship between identification, collective guilt, 
and helping, lies in the extent to which collective 
guilt can be denied directly or only indirectly. 
Perhaps not surprisingly, in the few existing stud-
ies in which collective guilt was directly and 
unambiguously manipulated, reported guilt was 
affected by this manipulation only, unmoderated 
by identification (e.g., Doosje et al., 1998, 2006). 

This does not automatically mean that high and 
low identifiers accept responsibility for past 
transgressions, and subsequently suffer the iden-
tity implications, to an equal extent. Rather, it is 
possible that the defensive mechanisms set in at a 
later stage, where there is more room for deflec-
tion or denial of  guilt. Such an opportunity exists 
when asked to help the disadvantaged outgroup. 
Since making reparations implies an acknowl-
edgement and acceptance for past mistreatment 
of  the outgroup (Klein et al., 2011), helping may 
threaten group members’ social identity. 
Consequently, reported guilt in situations where 
guilt is hard to deny may not always automatically 
result in a greater willingness to help the disad-
vantaged outgroup. In fact, data from our first 
study suggest that when denial is very difficult 
while the threat associated with reporting guilt is 
exceptionally high (e.g., a public setting), reported 
guilt may even be negatively related to helping.

The finding that an appeal to collective pride 
increased high identifiers’ willingness to help a 
disadvantaged outgroup sides with recent insights 
from research on strategic intergroup helping, 
which has demonstrated that people are some-
times highly motivated to help other groups as 
long as this allows them to feel good about their 
ingroup, and to communicate positive ingroup 
qualities to the outgroup (van Leeuwen & Täuber, 
2010). For example, Nadler, Harpaz-Gorodeisky, 
and Ben-David (2009) found that high identifying 
group members are more motivated than low 
identifiers to help outgroup members in an 
attempt to protect their ingroup’s high status 
position. And Hopkins et al. (2007) demonstrated 
that high identifiers helped other groups in order 
to demonstrate that kindness and generosity were 
important qualities among members of  their 
ingroup (see also van Leeuwen & Täuber, 2012). 
Given that high identifiers are motivated to estab-
lish and maintain a positive social identity (Tajfel 
& Turner, 1979), strategies that tap into that 
motivation by highlighting positive ingroup quali-
ties should be more effective in enticing high 
identifiers towards acts of  generosity on behalf  
of  a disadvantaged outgroup than strategies that 
highlight negative ingroup qualities.
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Practical Implications
The current research provides important new 
insights for those who want to stimulate the help-
ing of  disadvantaged outgroups. Of  crucial 
importance is the question whether the disadvan-
taged group’s primary goal is to receive an apol-
ogy from the perpetrating group for (historical) 
harmdoings. If  so, the experience and expression 
of  guilt appears to be an essential component of  
this process (Wohl et al., 2006). Research has 
shown that the knowledge that guilt motivated an 
apology increased victims’ willingness to forgive a 
perpetrator, compared to apologies motivated by 
pity (Hareli & Eisikovits, 2006). However, if  the 
primary goal is to prompt outgroup helping, 
appeals to collective guilt may not be quite as 
effective as appeals that emphasize feelings of  
ingroup pride.

Some caution is in order when implementing 
pride appeals in campaigns aimed at the promo-
tion of  outgroup helping, however. Although 
research has demonstrated that providers of  
pride-motivated helping (i.e., helpers who pro-
vided assistance because it made them feel good 
about themselves) are seen as more kind than 
providers of  guilt-motivated helping (i.e., help-
ers who assisted because if  they hadn’t, they 
would have felt bad about themselves; Shorr, 
1993), other research suggests that members of  
disadvantaged groups may be unreceptive to 
strategically motivated help from more advan-
taged groups when the intergroup status rela-
tions are unstable (Nadler & Halabi, 2006; 
Täuber & van Leeuwen, 2012). Even well-
intended offers of  help could backfire because 
they are interpreted as strategic and ingroup-
serving. Future research should therefore focus 
on the disadvantaged group’s response to help 
offers from advantaged groups, and investigate 
under what conditions an offer of  help will 
indeed improve the disadvantaged group’s posi-
tion without psychologically reinforcing the 
existing social inequality.

Notes
1.  Although the Dutch victims of  WWII also include 

many non-Jewish people, including Roma and Sinti 

or people associated with resistance movements, 
we focused on Jewish victims in this study because 
(a) Jews constitute the biggest single group among 
the WWII victims, (b) the Jewish identity is strongly 
associated with WWII victimization, and (c) Jewish 
people are the most active and best organized 
group with respect to seeking compensation.

2.  By explicitly referring to Jewish victims, while our 
participants were not Jewish, we aimed to activate 
a level of  categorization in which Jews were viewed 
as the outgroup.

3.  We based our measure of  collective guilt on that 
used by Doosje et al. (2006; see also Doosje et al., 
1998), who used the following items: “I feel guilty 
about the negative things the Dutch have done to 
Indonesians”, “I feel regret for the harmful past 
actions of  the Dutch toward the Indonesians”, 
and “I can easily feel guilty about the bad out-
comes received by Indonesians which were 
brought about by the Dutch in the past”. We opted 
for a single item as opposed to a scale because we 
were interested in comparing the effects of  collec-
tive guilt with those of  collective pride in this 
study, which would have become more compli-
cated if  the methods used to assess these con-
structs varied. A single-item measure allowed us to 
create an exact mirror version for the assessment 
of  collective pride.
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