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Although the notion that guilt can lead to self-punishment is not new, why this is the case remains unclear. The authors propose that

guilty people may engage in self-punishment in order to “protect” the goal that they have failed (which elicits guilt). They refer to

such an explanation as the “deterrence” account. Consistent with this account, the results of three studies show that, guilty participants

demonstrate more self-punishing behavior (e.g., through forgoing pleasant experiences) when they are persistent with their goals,

when the failed goal is more accessible in their mind, or when they believe that self-punishment is useful in achieving their goals.
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On this refined item pool, an initial confirmatory factor analysis was conducted. Bearing in mind that more studies have to be executed 
before finalizing the scale, an initial test of internal consistency and validity was deemed useful as a detection of initial items that may threaten 
the dimensionality of the scale. The factor structure derived from the EFA and from theory showed a manageable initial fit. After deletion 
of items with highly correlated residual errors or low squared multiple correlations the model had a decent fit: the χ²/Df ratio was 1.997, the 
Goodness-of-fit index was 0.89, the Non Normed Fit Index was 0.96 and the Standardized RMR was 0.056. The Root Mean Square Approxi-
mation was only 0.059 but the threshold of 0.05 fell within the 90% confidence interval and had an upper confidence interval limit of 0.067. 
Discriminant analysis showed that all three greed constructs were significantly different and they had adequate composite reliability indices: 
0.84 (insatiability, 7 items), 0.87 (materialistic greed, 10 items) and 0.79 (unethical greed, 5 items), respectively.

RELEVANCE
This model still has to be tested profoundly through further studies on several samples of relevant populations and additional item analy-

sis and estimates of validity across studies have to be executed. Nonetheless, this initial study shows that this scale should be reliable and 
valid. Next the scale will be used to gain insight in greed. First, more research will be executed investigating what it means to be greedy, why 
people differ in how greedy they are, and how the concept of greed is linked to other psychological traits such as materialism, egoism and 
individualism. Second, when we have a better understanding of the effects and motives for greed, experiments will be set up to gain further 
insight into the nature of greed and to see how greed affects economic decisions. Specifically we will explore whether greed necessarily leads 
to uncooperative decision making in economic games, and if so, how these effects differ from those due to (anticipated) envy.
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The self-punishment triggered by the feeling of guilt has been documented in the literature. For example, it has been found that par-
ticipants who cheated in an earlier task tended to impose a higher intensity of electronic shock to themselves later in an unrelated task (Wal-
lington 1973). Similarly, Nelissen and Zeelenberg (2009) manipulated guilt via fairness concern and found that people in the guilt condition 
tended to allocate more penalty points to themselves later on. However, seeking unpleasant experience voluntarily seems to contradict with 
the hedonistic assumptions (e.g., seeking pleasure but avoiding pain), and such a behavior has been explained with the motivation to reduce 
guilt feelings via self-punishment. In other words, it has been suggested that people carry out the “eye for an eye” philosophy even for their 
own wrongdoings and want to balance out the wrong for which they felt responsible by punishing themselves. Self-punishment thus is pre-
dicted to restore moral balance and resolve the negative experience of guilt (Lindsay-Hartz, De Rivera, and Mascolo 1995). This view focuses 
on the affect-regulatory function of self-punishment. 

However, we propose that people can have the intention to “prolong” their negative experience via self-punishment to protect the goal 
that they have failed (which elicits guilt). This view focuses on the strategic motivational function of guilt and is referred to as the “deter-
rence” account. 

The position that self-punishment is viewed as a motivational device for future successes is consistent with the “feeling-is-for-doing” ap-
proach (Zeelenberg and Pieters 2006). According to this approach, emotion facilitates behavior that is aimed to address the concern reflected 
in an emotion. As guilt, a self-conscious emotion, arises when one’s behavior violates norms or goals that guide our behavior, it will be as-
sociated with an unsatisfied goal when such as an emotion is experienced (e.g., Berndsen et al. 2004). In most situations, people do not have 
opportunities to satisfy the goal. Alternatively, they might be in a mind of seeking ways to “protect” the failed goals by strategically choosing 
to stay in negative states. We argue that self-punishment may occur as a way to make the failed goal more likely to be achieved in the future. 

If as we argue that self-punishment (e.g., forgoing pleasure experience) is a strategic behavior to protect one’s goal, those who experi-
ence guilt should be more likely to demonstrate a tendency to engage in self-punishing behavior when and only when participants are mo-
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tivated to achieve the failed goal. Thus, we will find more self-punishing behavior when participants are persistent with their goals (Study 
1), when the failed goal is more accessible in their mind when they make decisions (Study 2), or when they believe that self-punishment is 
useful in achieving their goals (Study 3). 

In study 1, goal persistence was primed with a “sentence unscrambling task”, and guilt was elicited with a recall task. All participants re-
called an experience where they did not spend their own money prudently and felt responsible for their decisions. After that, self-punishment 
was assessed with a “news reading task” where participants chose one piece of news among two: one about a baby who died because of child 
abuse, the other about how to take an enjoyable vacation. As predicted, when experiencing guilt, participants who were persistent with their 
goals were more likely to pick up the sad news than participants who were less persistent with their goals (72.2% vs. 38.9%, p < .05).

Study 2 extended the findings of Study 1 in three aspects. First, a different goal violation scenario was employed to elicit guilt: failure 
in academic performance. Second, rather than goal persistence, participants’ chronic achievement motivation was measured and used as the 
moderator (Hart and Albarracín 2009). Third, self-punishment was measured more directly.  Participants indicated the amount of penalty they 
wanted to allocate to themselves for giving a wrong guess. Supporting the “deterrence” account, guilty participants allocated significantly 
more penalty points to themselves than did non-guilty participants only when chronic achievement motivation was high (2.81 vs. 1.45, p = 
.001), but not when it was low (1.24 vs. 1.59, p = .373).

Study 3 further supported the “deterrence” account by showing the moderating role of individual beliefs regarding whether self-punish-
ment is a good way for goal achievement. It found that participants were more willing to forgo pleasant experiences in response to guilt (than 
non-guilt) only when they regarded self-punishment as useful in achieving their goals. Belief regarding the instrumentality of self-punishment 
was assessed with 3 items (e.g., “Self-punishment for one’s goal failure makes one remember the failed goal better”; Cronbach’s α = 0.77). 
Guilt was manipulated as in study 2, and self-punishment was assessed with two scenario questions (e.g. forgoing a coupon of dinning at a 
five-star restaurant, accepting a concert ticket from a close friend). Results hold for both combined and separate responses. 

Overall, this research added to the growing body of research on self-conscious emotions by looking at the strategic motivational func-
tion of guilt. 

REFERENCES
Berndsen, Mariëtte, Mariëtte Joop van der Plight, Bertjan Doosje, and Antony S. R. Manstead (2004), “Guilt and Regret: The Determining 

Role of Interpersonal and Intrapersonal Harm,” Cognition & Emotion, 18 (1), 55-70.
Hart, W. and D. Albarracín (2009), “The Effects of Chronic Achievement Motivation and Achievement Primes on the Activation of 

Achievement and Fun Goals,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97 (6), 1129.
Lindsay-Hartz, J., J. De Rivera, and M.F. Mascolo (1995), “Differentiating Guilt and Shame and Their Effects on Motivation,” in Self-

Conscious Emotions: The Psychology of Shame, Guilt, Embarrassment, and Pride, ed. J. P. Tangney and K. W. Fischer, New York: The 
Guilford Press.

Wallington, Sue A. (1973), “Consequences of Transgression: Self-Punishment and Depression,” Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 
28 (1), 1-7.

Zeelenberg, Marcel and Rik Pieters (2006), “Feeling Is for Doing: A Pragmatic Approach to the Study of Emotions in Economic Behavior,” in 
Social Psychology and Economics, ed. D. De Cremer, M. Zeelenberg and K. Murnighan, Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 117-37.

Individualism, Collectivism, and Goal-Oriented Saving
Zhenfeng Ma, University of Ontario Institute of Technology, Canada

Terry Wu, University of Ontario Institute of Technology, Canada
Zhiyong Yang, University of Texas, USA

Tamotsu Nakamura, Kobe University, Japan

Domestic savings rate in the United States is persistently lower than that in some East Asian countries such as Japan. The United States 
and East Asia also differ markedly on an important cultural dimension, namely individualism (vs. collectivism). The United States is charac-
terized by higher individualism and lower collectivism than are East Asian countries (Hofstede 1980). It may be tempting to posit that indi-
vidualism is associated with lower propensity to save than is collectivism. In this research, we show that chronically salient or situationally 
primed individualism is actually associated with a higher propensity for goal-oriented saving than is collectivism, provided that the saving is 
for self-enhancing rather than self-indulging purposes.

Hypotheses. People often save money for a specific purpose. We recognize two distinct types of saving in terms of their purposes. The 
first type involves saving for self-enhancement, such as saving for a better education or career. The other type relates to saving for self-
indulgence, such as saving for a vacation or a luxury car. The dichotomy between the self-enhancing and self-indulging goals is akin to the 
dichotomy between virtues and vices (Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000). 

We expect that people high in individualist value (the “individualists”) have a higher propensity to save for self-enhancing purposes than 
do those high in collectivist value (“collectivists”). Such differential propensity to save for self-enhancement can be explained by the differ-
ence in self-orientation associated with the individualists versus the collectivists. The individualists define the self as an autonomous entity 
separated from others, whereas the collectivists view the self as part of a social network and connected with others (Markus and Kitayama 
1991). Because of their orientation toward the self, the individualists will attach more importance to goals that hold high stakes for self-
enhancement (Markus and Kitayama 1991). Consequently, the individualists will be motivated to save for self-enhancing goals, especially 
when saving is the only means for achieving such goals. By contrast, the collectivists insist on self-others connection and show pervasive 
attentiveness to the relevant others. Research has shown that the perception of an extended social network can serve as a psychological “cush-


