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Research has shown that much of consumer behavior is goal-directed. However, such behavior is accompanied by emotions that guide

goal-directed effort. In this research we aim to explain how two equally valenced emotions, shame and guilt, arising from goal

violation could lead to different allocations of effort towards goal attainment. Building on emotion attribution theory, we report one

experiment that demonstrates the underlying mechanisms of shame and guilt and how they differ in their effect on subsequent goal

directed behavior. We also discuss potential moderators of this effect.
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A goal is a desired outcome which enters the mind of a decision maker as a mental representation associated with affect toward which
action may be directed. This research focuses on the emotional reactions to goal progress. Much of this literature has examined these
relations at the level of affect. However, two equally valenced but different discrete emotional reactions to goal progress could lead to two
different subsequent goal-related behaviors. In this research the focus is on two emotions that arise while evaluating oneself: Shame and
Guilt. Tangney (1990) posits that even though shame and guilt might arise from the same situation, they could lead to two different actions.
Shame involves negative feelings about the stable, global self; whereas, guilt involves negative feelings about a specific behavior taken
by the self. Guilt has been shown to play an important role in choices and self control. However, to the best of our knowledge, there is
little research to date that investigates the effect of shame on goal-related behavior.

The goal progress literature offers opposing predictions about goal-directed behavior. On the one hand, when individuals fail to
accomplish their goal they are expected to experience negative emotions and negative emotions that signal an unfavorable event reinforce
avoidance behaviors and therefore lower goal performance (Ilies and Judge, 2005). On the other hand, negative emotions signal a slower-
than-expected progress which in turn leads people to try harder and increase their effort to accomplish their goal (Lawrence, Carver, and
Scheier, 2002).

In guilt the object of concern is some specific action or failure to act. Therefore, when guilty, people feel that they did a “bad thing”;
their self-concept and identity remain intact and the self remains “able”. This causes a motivation for reparative action such as confessing,
apologizing, and repairing.

In shame the object of concern is the entire self. When something bad happens it is experienced as a reflection of a bad self where
the entire self is negatively evaluated. When experiencing shame, people feel as if they are a “bad person” with a considerable shift in self-
perception. When ashamed, people want to remove themselves from the situation that has lead to this experience (Tangney 1990).

Hence, we predict that when people feel guilty towards their goal progress, they would blame it on the behavior rather than the self.
Therefore, they would want to repair their wrong deeds by striving harder towards their goal. Whereas when people feel ashamed towards
their goal progress, they would blame it on their inability to keep on progressing towards their goal. Their self perception is changed and
hence they would have an avoidance reaction and this will lead to goal violation.

However, this effect is moderated by two individual difference factors, shame proneness and guilt proneness. Each individual has
the capacity to experience both shame and guilt. However some are more prone to one than the other. Only people high in shame proneness
tend to blame the self when failures occur. They actively conceal their negative personal information which may lead to better performance
at work. They also tend to experience self-derogation by devaluing the self (Harder, Cutler, and Rockart 1992), whereas people high in
guilt proneness tend to blame the failure on the act rather than on the self. Zemack-Rugar et al. (2007) showed that only people who are
high in guilt proneness tend to respond to guilt inducing situations and repeatedly link guilt with abstinence. When primed with guilt only
those who were high on guilt proneness would show reduced levels of indulgence compared to those who were low on guilt proneness.
Therefore, we extend their findings to predict that only those high in shame proneness and low in guilt proneness would respond to a shame
inducing situation and when primed with shame they would tend to devalue the self and feel that they are unable to pursue their goal and
therefore violate it.

Study 1
Method:  80 subjects participated in the study for course credit. We designed a 2 (Prime: Guilt vs. Shame) x 2 (Guilt proneness: Low

vs. High) x 2 (Shame Proneness: Low vs. High) between subjects design.
First, subjects were given the shame versus guilt manipulation. They were then given the manipulation checks followed by a savings

goal scenario. They were told to imagine that they have had a saving goal for the past few months. Then they were told that a friend of
theirs calls and is going to a concert. Then they were asked to choose whether they would buy the package or not; where choosing to buy
the package will be the goal violation. And finally subjects were given the SCAAI scale to assess the level of proneness to shame versus
proneness to guilt.

Results: Results showed a significant three-way interaction between prime, guilt proneness and shame proneness (F(1, 79)=4.2, p
<0.05), where those who are high on shame proneness and low on guilt proneness and are primed with shame chose to violate their goal
with a mean of 0.752 as opposed to 0.285 (subjects primed with shame but were low on shame proneness and high on guilt proneness).
All other effects were not significant (p>.05). These results are consistent with the hypothesis that shame leads to avoiding your goal and
in turn violating it.

Conclusion
By introducing shame, we were able to address the opposing predictions of goal failures on subsequent behavior. Moreover, we

showed that even though shame is more intense and more painful than guilt (Tangney et al 1990), it doesn’t necessarily lead to higher goal
performance.

In subsequent studies, we aim to address the limitations of the first study. First, we will elicit shame and guilt through goal-related
manipulations. Then, we aim to show that the underlying mechanism behind these effects lies in attributing the failure to oneself. Finally,
we aim to explore how shame would interact with two regulatory focus orientations (promotion versus prevention; Higgins 2002). In this
sense, goal failure could stem from not doing a good thing (e.g. not going to the gym) or doing a bad thing (e.g. eating unhealthy food).
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Social Desirability and Indirect Questioning: New insights from the Implicit Association Test
and the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding

Hendrik Slabbinck, Ghent University, Belgium
Patrick Van Kenhove, Ghent University, Belgium

Contrary to previous studies that treated Social Desirability Bias (SDB) as a one-dimensional construct, the two-dimensional
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding, revealed that Indirect Questioning (IQ) is not completely free from SDB. IQ avoids egoistic
response tendencies, but not moralistic response tendencies. Furthermore, by combining IQ with the Implicit Association Test (IAT) and
behavioural measures, results indicated that IQ assesses individual differences of both the participant and the third-person, used as subject
in IQ. The immunity to SDB of the IAT is further confirmed. The study topic was physical concern and designer clothes.

Introduction
When asking socially sensitive or delicate questions, respondents will not always reveal their true thoughts and prefer to respond in

a socially correct manner. This discrepancy between someone’s true and reported thoughts is called Social Desirability Bias (SDB) and
can easily lead to faulty conclusions (Tourangeau & Yan, 2007). SDB is even considered one of the major sources of systematic error in
social sciences research (Mick, 1996). Surprisingly, given the importance and omnipresence of SDB, only few marketing researchers have
taken SDB into account in their research (Steenkamp et al., in press). Even, if SDB is considered, most researchers applied (a short form
of) Marlowe and Crowne’s one-dimensional scale (1964). Recent studies, however, indicated that some people are more likely to exhibit
SDB in a communion-related context, associated with love, connectedness, ... whereas other people are more likely to exhibit SDB in an
agency-related context, associated with power, status, …. These two types of SDB are referred to as moralistic (MRT) and egoistic (ERT)
response tendencies (Paulhus & John, 1998). Currently, only Paulhus’ Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR: Paulhus,
1992) is able to distinguish between MRT and ERT.

Instead of assessing SDB, different approaches exist to avoid SDB. Two such approaches are Indirect Questioning (IQ) and the
Implicit Association Test (IAT: Greenwald et al., 1998).

With IQ, sensitive questions are reformulated in the third-person. As such, while respondents are uninhibitedly describing the opinion
of the third-person, they are revealing their own opinion because the respondents’ own opinions serve as their reference point. Despite
its ability to avoid SDB and its simplicity (Fisher, 1993), the validity of IQ is still questioned because respondents could give estimates
of the true answers of the third-person instead of projections of their own thoughts. So far, this question has not yet been fully answered.

The IAT, a response latency task initially developed to measure implicit attitudes, has received a remarkable level of attention to
validity concerns. Several studies also concluded that the IAT is rather immune to SDB (Nosek et al., 2007). However, compared to IQ,
the IAT requires a complex, time consuming administrative procedure. Moreover, the IAT only produces relative measures with arbitrary
zero-points.

Research Objectives and hypotheses
The validity of IQ will be studied by combining an IQ and IAT measure of the same concept. In sum, the first goal of this research

is to provide a firm answer to the question whether and under which circumstances IQ is able to avoid SDB. Second, a large collection
of validity studies involving the IAT (Greenwald et al., in press), is persuasive evidence that the IAT measures something in the person.
Thus, if IQ assesses individual differences of participants and not of the third-person used in IQ, we may expect that the IQ measure will
correlate with the IAT measure, notwithstanding many conceptual differences between the two techniques (Sheldon et al, 2007). Finally,
to test the predictive validity, IQ and IAT should predict behaviour of participants and not of the third-person.

Research Design
A pretest (n=101) revealed that questioning shopping behaviour of designer clothes was most prone to SDB. As such, participants’

physical concern (PhC) was assessed in combination with their possessions of designer clothes (DC). This was done with a 3 X 2 within
subjects design. PhC was assessed with a direct measure (Netemeyer, Burton & Liechtenstein, 1995), the IAT and IQ (Netemeyer et al.‘s
scale, rephrased in the third-person). All measures were counterbalanced. Next, SDB was assessed with the BIDR (Paulhus, 1992). Finally,
several questions were asked about the amount of designer clothes participants possessed. These questions were also rephrased in the third-
person to obtain an IQ measure. Reliabilities of all measures were satisfactory. Data was collected in the context of a methodological
course, resulting in a large sample of 348 undergraduate students.

Results
The first major finding is that IQ is not completely free from SDB. As expected, all direct measures (PhC and DC) were significantly

correlated with ERT and/or MRT. Furthermore, IQ was not correlated with ERT (rPhC-ERT=.01, p>.05; rDC-ERT=-.05; p>.05), but
correlated significantly with MRT (rPhC-MRT=-.12, p<.05; rDC-MRT=-.16, p<.01).


