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Research suggests task-difficulty impedes action. We find task-difficulty signals action if there is a match between task-difficulty type

and emotion. Two studies find anticipated regret prompts effort-difficult while pride prompts skill-difficult tasks. Thus, our research

demonstrates a counter-intuitive reversal – greater action under task difficulty – facilitated by matching task-difficulty to emotion.
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The results confirmed our hypotheses. It is show that choosing for others leads to a greater compromise effect compared to choosing 
for oneself.

Study 2
To broaden the knowledge of others, Study 2 tests whether the level of intimacy of a relationship influences the compromise effect, 

and whether this influence depends on the level of susceptibility to interpersonal influence of the decision maker. Participants were 
randomly assigned to one of eight cells in a 2 (two or three options in the choice set) X 4 (target person: self, family member, friend, or 
classmate) between-participants design. A total of 120 undergraduate students participated in this experiment.

The results support the prediction that the compromise effect varies with the level of intimacy of the relationship with others of the 
decision maker, and is not as different among those with a low level of susceptibility compared to those with a high level of susceptibility.

Study 3
Study 3 examined the effect of accountability on the choice of the middle option. Participants were randomly assigned to one of 

eight cells in a 2 (two or three options in the choice set) X 2 (self or others) X 2 (accountability or no accountability) between-participants 
design. A total of 320 students participated in this experiment. 

The results support the hypotheses. The findings of study show that the compromise effect when choosing for others is weaker 
under the accountability condition than under the no accountability one.

Study 4
The goal of this experiment was to test the impact of the anticipation of regret (negative outcome) on the compromise effect. 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of eight cells in a 2 (two or three options in the choice set) X 2 (self or others) X 2 (anticipation 
of regret or no anticipation of regret) between-participants design. A total of 320 students participated in this experiment.

The results are as expected, the compromise effect in choosing for others is significantly greater in the anticipation of regret than 
in the no anticipation of regret condition.

General Discussion
The purpose of this paper is to explore the relationship between self-other difference and the compromise effect. This research 

can explaining why one has chosen one product over another for someone else makes one more concerned about decision accuracy. 
It also helps strengthen the beliefs of decision makers such that they will be less likely to choose the compromise option. In addition, 
this paper has general implications for the marketing of new and existing products. The positioning of new products, especially those 
often bought for others (e.g., gifts, souvenirs, domestic products) could focus on developing the average attributes to avoid the product 
becoming the extreme option. For existing products, sales staff could be trained to ask consumers for whom they are buying and then 
give appropriate advice.
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Extended Abstract
Health protection campaigns have traditionally relied on fear appeals to promote behaviors. These campaigns have also demonstrated 

the necessity of self-efficacy and the particular problems of motivating difficult behaviors (Sturges & Rogers, 1996; Keller & Block, 1996). 
For difficult behaviors, for which individuals generally have low self-efficacy, fear appeals have been found to be particularly ineffective. 
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More recent research has looked at the motivating influence of other emotions over fear including anger, (Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 
2001), pride (Higgins et al, 2001) and regret (Zeelenberg & Pieters, 2007). Specifically, in the health domain Passyn & Sujan (2006) 
found the motivated action response of regret which is to prevent or correct wrongs, to be more effective at motivating simple health-
preventative behaviors, such as using sunscreen and choosing high fiber foods, than fear with its action response to avoid or deny. Higgins 
et al. found that pride was positively related to diet maintenance. However, the conditions of the study were an imagined diet and an 
imagined piece of pizza likely limiting perceptions of task difficulty. 

This research makes several important contributions to understanding task difficulty. First, we delineate the independence of the 
constructs of self-efficacy and task difficulty. These constructs have often been confounded in research as procedures used to enhance 
perceptions of self-efficacy typically make the task less difficult resulting in the constructs being treated as synonymous (Hu, Huhman, 
& Hyman, 2007). However, we show that perceptions of task difficulty and perceptions of self-efficacy are indeed independent. Second, 
we distinguish among different types of task difficulty. Based on the aptitude versus effort distinction for outcomes, we forward the 
argument that a task can be perceived as difficult for two main reasons: a task can be perceived as difficult because it requires skill–skill-
based difficulty–or because it requires exerting effort–effort-based difficulty. 

The main purpose of this research is to understand what type of emotions best spur different types of difficult health behaviors. 
Specifically, we examine if anticipated regret for the mistake and the heightened potential for failure–and hence regret–when task effort-
difficulty is made salient will erase self-efficacy doubts, and motivate effortful action. In addition, we examine if anticipated pride for 
task accomplishment and the heightened potential for pride when the behavior is considered challenging will erase self-efficacy doubts, 
and motivate challenging action. In pretests and two studies, we examine the effectiveness of these emotions in comparison to each 
other and fear. The first study compares the effectiveness of fear versus regret at motivating simple versus effortful behaviors in the 
context of condom usage. The second study compares regret and pride at motivating simple, effortful, versus challenging behaviors in 
the context of CPR training. 

Surveys (Essien, Ross, Eugiena, & Williams 2006) suggest that condom usage on campus is so low because young adults find it 
too effortful to interrupt the mood and say, “We need to use a condom.” Study one a 2(emotion: fear versus regret) X 2 (task difficulty: 
easy versus effortful) demonstrates how consumers can be motivated to act when taking action is effortful. A pretest confirmed that 
undergraduate students report that condoms are effective protection against STDs. Furthermore, we document the reality of “in-the-
moment” feelings during a sexual encounter at heightening task effort difficulty, reducing perceptions of self-efficacy, and intentions to 
use condoms. The results of study 1 confirm our predictions that regret will motivate effortful behaviors with a task difficulty x emotion 
interaction (F( 1, 67)=5.87, p<.02). Specifically, we replicate the general finding of Protection Motivation Theory that under conditions 
of fear, increasing the salience of the difficulty of the task significantly decreases perceptions of self-efficacy (Mfear-control=3.68 vs. 
Mfear-difficult=2.76; t(67)=3.24, p<.01) and behavioral intentions ((t(67)=1.92, p<.05; Mfear-control=5.45 vs. Mfear-difficult=4.14). However, 
under conditions of regret, we find a reversal effect; increasing the salience of the difficulty of the task, significantly enhances perceptions 
of self-efficacy(Mregret-control=3.77 vs. Mregret-difficult=4.30; t(67)=2.56, p<.01) and behavioral intentions (t(67)=1.95, p<.05; Mregret-
control=6.97 vs. Mregret-difficult=8.12). Thus not only is regret robust in its ability to promote both easy and effortful behaviors, but the 
motivational impact of regret is improved under conditions that make the task effort-difficulty salient. 

Study 2 is a 2(emotion: pride versus guilt) X 3 (task difficulty: easy versus skill-based versus effort-based) between-subjects design. 
Half the participants were primed by words that cue pride (mastery type words) and the other half by words that cue regret (repentance 
type words). In an “unrelated” study that follows, participants were asked to sign up for a CPR class. Administering CPR was described 
as potentially life saving in all conditions to produce the necessary level of arousal for emotion and action. In addition CPR was described 
as easy (for 1/3 of the participants), described as a difficult skill that not everyone can perform correctly (for 1/3 of the participants), or 
described as needing significant time commitment (for 1/3 of the participants). Pretests confirmed that the priming tasks produced felt 
pride and regret and that the three descriptions of CPR resulted in easy, skillful, and effortful assessments of task difficulty. Although, 
data collection and analysis is still in progress preliminary results confirm that as in study one regret results in a reversal effect under 
conditions of effort-based task difficulty, with significantly enhanced perceptions of self-efficacy, increased behavioral intentions and 
increased behavior (as measured by on-line signing up for CPR courses). In addition, pride also results in a reversal effect for skill-based 
task difficulty, with significantly enhanced perceptions of self-efficacy, increased behavioral intentions, and increased behaviors. However, 
regret was not effective at motivating skill-based task difficulty and pride was not effective at motivating effort-based task difficulty. 

In summary, the big impact of this research is finding how to best motivate big health behaviors, those that require a big effort are 
best motivated by regret, those that require big time skills are best motivated by pride. 
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