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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

The Effects of Embarrassment on Cognition and Behavior

by

Frank Coffaro

Doctor of Philosophy in Psychology

University of California, San Diego, 2011

Professor Christine R. Harris, Chair

Several studies have found that specific emotions can have distinct effects
decision making, however, very few include embarrassment. A few theoretical
frameworks have been put forth to understand the effects of emotions on decisions.
These frameworks are typically based off of research that investegatégsns that are
unrelated to subsequent judgments or choices.

This dissertation presents findings that examine the effects of ensipaereson

decision making. The results offer an alternative framework, emotiorategylifor

viii



understanding the effects of embarrassment on a variety of judgments and tfatices
are both related (integral) and unrelated (incidental) to the embarrassat@si

Chapter 2 presents data suggesting that incidental embarrassment hets disti
effects on risk perception and risk taking compared to anger, fear, and neutral mood
states, and that these effects may be driven by attempts to alleviateenafjact.

Findings from Chapter 3 suggest that medical embarrassment causasadcre
perceptions of cervical exam embarrassment and decreased screeniransteithhout
influencing cancer risk perceptions. Data provide additional support for an emotion
regulation framework. People tend to choose the route most likely to alleviaty@ega
affect, particularly if it fulfills the motivation of the emotion.

Chapter 4 examines the effects of power as a moderator of subjectiveesperi
of embarrassment and disgust. Rather than high power providing a buffer against
negative affect, the evidence indicates that power increases negative emotion.

Chapter 5 argues that embarrassment has distinct effects on decising amaki

presents a framework for understanding such effects.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Embarrassment is a unique emotion that guides human behavior to remain within
the boundaries of social and cultural norms. Despite its ubiquity and importance to social
functioning, embarrassment’s place in the psychological literature hasbeka in the
shadows of guilt and shame, related self-conscious emotions of which embarrdssment
frequently been considered a milder form. In more recent years there has begnd s
interest in emotions, which has led to embarrassment receiving renewedmhsrdi
distinct emotion. This broader interest in emotions has also given rise to eamgnif
number of studies that investigate the relationship between emotion, cognition, and
behavior. These studies not only explore cognition and behavior associated with a
particular emotional state but also their effects on subsequent judgmentgisiahde

Dating as far back as Plato, scholars have suggested that emotions poison the
decision-making process. Although there appears to be some empirical groorttieg t
notion that emotions can at times lead to damaging outcomes, recent emotimiresea
provides evidence for the argument that emotions are generally adaptive phanoate
can improve decision making. Related to this research are an increasing number of
studies that investigate patterns of emotional effects on a variety of ¢t gumd
decision-making tasks (e.g., attributions of responsibility, evaluations aod et
perceptions of risk, and risk preference). Additionally, a few studies havexalsoeel
potential mechanisms for these effects. However, certain emotions suchrasnahge

fear have been investigated more than others, such as embarrassment.



This dissertation focuses on the effects of embarrassment on cognition and
behavior across different judgments and choices, including risk perception, mgk taki
and medical decision making. Furthermore, this dissertation explores some
psychological variables that may influence embarrassment’s effiectscision making
and presents new data on potential moderators of the experience of embatrassme
Before discussing evidence for embarrassment as a distinct emotigm thoe chapter
with a brief definition of different emotion terms that are often used integeadly in
the emotion literature and then review relevant theoretical perspeotivemotion.
While there are numerous theories of emotion, | focus on two approaches that are
particularly influential in modern emotion research and have further impinsator how
emotional effects on decision making are often framielxt, | introduce negative, self-
conscious emotions and present findings that support the notion that embarrassment is a
distinct emotion. | then review evidence for the role of affect in decision maktiga
particular emphasis on data that illustrate the effects of specifitaama on judgment
and choice. Finally, | provide an overview of the empirical studies presented in this

dissertation.



Defining Emotion

Recent work has suggested that mood, affect, and emotion represent different
psychological states and should therefore be distinguished from one another. Many
emotion theorists argue that emotions are relatively short-lived dtates¢ elicited
when a stimulus is either consciously or unconsciously perceived and evaluated
(appraised), triggering a coordinated set of behavioral responses, physibbbginges,
distinct facial expressions, and a subjective feeling state, designed tot@tben
attainment of survival goals (Ekman, 1992). Affect is generally described as
superordinate category for valenced states, including specific emotionshattdobd”
emotions (e.g., happiness, joy, pride) are categorized as positively-valeheeegasv
“bad” emotions (e.qg., anxiety, fear, jealousy) are categorized as negatehced
(Gross, 1998a). Furthermore, affect may also occur regardless of cons@pssnksas
when one has a quick positive or negative feeling about a particular object. Moods
typically last longer than emotions and may have no known cause. For example, you
may not know why you are in a good or bad mood, whereas you likely know what caused

you to be angry or sad.

Theoretical Perspectives on Emotion

From early theories to more recent empirical research, emotions havedexe

significant amount of attention in the psychological literature. This aitehas led to

theoretical and empirical debates, but there appears to be some cohesion among



researchers whose work is based upon the Darwinian notion that emotions have their
roots in evolution and that emotional behaviors were selected for because they provided
an inclusive fitness benefit. Darwin’s hypotheses (1872/1965) have thus spurrechresea
into identifying distinct emotions and their concomitant characteristigs {acial
expressions, physiological changes, cognitive appraisals, and motivatiovis). T
approaches to studying specific emotions are particularly influential entioeéons

literature, functional and cognitive appraisal approaches to emotions. Trihe ma
difference between these approaches is that they focus on different corapdribat
emotional experience (e.g., motivational versus cognitive), and therefore sach ha
different emphasis on which component is most likely to influence cognition and

behavior.

Functional Approach to Emotions

Despite decades of psychological research and millennia of colloquial wisdom
dictating that emotions are disruptive, modern emotion research is primarily sl
the notion that emotions serve functions (Keltner, Haidt, & Shiota, 2006). Even some
researchers who hold different views on emotion, such as social constructionists who
view emotional experiences and expressions as socially determined|(A980;
Gordon, 1989; Lutz & White, 1986) and evolutionary theorists (e.g., Ekman, 1992;
Tooby & Cosmides, 1990) who view emotional experiences as genetically irdthand
universal, agree that emotions serve important functions. Furthermore, certain
ethological studies (e.g., Eibl-Eibesfeldt, 1989; Krebs & Davies, 1993) and philoglophic

analyses (e.g., Wright, 1973) also converge upon the notion that there is considerable



merit to investigating why humans have emotions and the benefits they pideites(
& Gross, 1999).

The notion of function is at the heart of evolutionary theory (Oatley, Keltner, &
Jenkins, 2006). According to emotion functionalists, emotions are goal-driven states that
have evolved to efficiently address specific challenges or opportunities in t
environment (Keltner, Haidt, & Shiota, 2006; Frijda, 1986; Keltner & Gross, 1999;

Lerner & Tiedens, 2006; Levenson, 1992; Oatley & Johnson-Laird, 1997; Plutchik,
1980). The inclination to act in pursuit of a specific goal while in an emotional sgate ha
been labeled by some researchers as an “action tendency” (Frijda, 1986)arkplegx
functional approaches to emotion have suggested that anger may be designeddo prepar
an individual to act in order to remove potential obstacles in the environment (Lerner &
Tiedens, 2006). According to functionalists, this readiness to act may be acbenhplis

by activating areas of the brain associated with approach behaviors (Haomes &
Sigelman, 2001), increasing blood flow to extremities that are essential totceutda

as the hands (Ekman, Levenson, & Friesen, 1983), and directing cognition and attention
toward the anger-eliciting stimulus (Johnson-Laird, & Oatley, 1992; Lazarus, 1991).
Functional approaches, therefore, stress the swift orientation towhatlenge or

opportunity in the environment and the organization of different systems that allow one

to deal quickly with relevant environmental stimuli.

Cognitive Appraisal Approach to Emotions
Appraisal theories shift the focus of emotional research from emotions as

functions to emotions as evaluation (Oatley, Keltner, & Jenkins, 2006). It is imirta



note that most cognitive appraisal theorists support the notion that emotions evolved to
serve adaptive functions (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). However, instead of focusing on the
goals of specific emotions, appraisal theorists concentrate on the\wageiterminants
that elicit such emotions (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). Specifically, appraisatidse
focus on how an individual's goals and needs influence one’s evaluation of a potentially
emotional situation (Lerner & Keltner, 2000). In turn, according to appraisaigte
those appraisals will then influence the specific emotion that will he Felt example,
imagine an armed hunter and an unarmed hiker walking together in the woods when they
happen upon a large, hungry bear. According to appraisal theorists, the hunter may
experience excitement or happiness because the bear represents an opportumigy to ga
prized trophy. In contrast, the unarmed hiker may experience fear in respdmese to t
overwhelming physical danger that the bear presents (Lazarus, 1991). Appemigats
suggest that even though both individuals were in the same emotional situation, they
experienced different emotions because they evaluated the situation differentl

There are different types of appraisal theories, but two approachescarently
mentioned in the current emotion literature: discrete and dimensional. Discrete
approaches emphasize the “core relational theme” of a specific emoti@mny(a¥991).
The core relational theme is the central meaning of a specific emotiday(&tltner, &
Jenkins, 2006). For example, according to Lazarus (1991), anger is triggered when one
appraises an event as a demeaning offense against oneself or a valued otlssrissadne
felt when one experiences an irrevocable loss, and disgust is elicited whekesne @
is too close to an indigestible object or idea. Therefore, discrete approachesftend t

on the themes and issues that surround and bring forth specific emotional experiences.



In contrast, dimensional approaches to emotion appraisals suggest that emotional
situations are appraised along a fixed number of cognitive dimensions (Smith &
Ellsworth, 1985). For example, Smith and Ellsworth found that each potentially
emotional situation is appraised along at least six dimensions - pleasamstmicipated
effort, certainty, attentional activity, self-other responsibiliyirol, and situational
control. According to these researchers, individual emotions are asgauititeéx unique
combination of appraisals along these dimensions. For instance, Smith and Ellsworth
suggest that disgust is an unpleasant state involving considerable effort, telgpdega
levels of certainty, and a strong desire to avert attention away from gosittinet is
under another person’s control. Whereas Lazarus (1991) characterized emotioirs by the
core relational theme (e.g., sadness is specific to appraisals of irrevassle |
dimensional theorists characterize emotions by their “central apprtaasa¢t. For
example, Smith and Ellsworth suggest that sadness is an unpleasant emotion, like anger
or disgust, but is distinguished from other emotions by appraisals of situatiortiad!.
According to Smith and Ellsworth, someone who is sad would appraise a situation along
each of the six hypothesized dimensions, but the lack of human control (i.e., situational
control) uniquely characterizes sadness. Furthermore, according to dimerisonatg,
changes in appraisals along these dimensions predict the emotion that @idited in a
given situation. These theorists also argue that associating emotionsspétifec set of
cognitive appraisals allows for the direct comparison of emotions based upon their

associated appraisals.



Self-Conscious Emotions

Self-conscious emotions are social emotions that involve the evaluation of one’s
self and the comparison of one’s actions to social standards or rules, in service of
promoting social cohesion and maintaining compliance with social conventions, norms,
and values (Fischer & Tangney, 1995; Keltner, 1995). Guilt, shame, and embarrassment
are often labeled as negative, self-conscious emotions (Tangney, 1999). Althoagh ther
has been some controversy regarding their distinctiveness, emerging esdggests

that embarrassment may be its own unique emotion.

Embarrassment
According to several theorists, embarrassment evolved to motivate behabvior tha

reduces or prevents negative social consequences in situations where a person has
violated a social norm (Harris, 2006; Keltner & Buswell, 1997). The basic premise is
that those who experience and express distress over concerns with othersiompadss
them are more likely to remain connected to their group, thereby increasing thei
inclusive fitness. In contrast, flagrant disregard for social norms cadddeostracism
or worse (Harris, 2006). It has been suggested that embarrassment servesithree ba
functions. First, the dread associated with anticipating or experiencingrassmaent
may serve as a deterrent from future behavior that could lead to feelings of
embarrassment (Harris, 2006). Second, embarrassment may motivate reparative
behaviors, such as verbal apologies, conciliatory actions, increased conforaatyal

rules and norms, and currying favor with those in front of whom the transgression was



made (Harris, 2006; Keltner & Buswell, 1997). In turn, this gesture may elicgatim

or liking for the transgressor. For example, Semin & Manstead (1982) showed
participants four versions of a video in which a man accidentally knocks over a toilet
paper display in a grocery store. The man then displays embarrassmeni &odrfotes

the mess (or not). Although the man who calmly rebuilt the display without exygyess
embarrassment was found to be the most “mature,” the man who displayed
embarrassment was liked more, regardless of whether he restacked tipapateolls

or walked away. Third, embarrassment may serve as an appeasement@esture
acknowledgment that the transgression was unintended and will not occur again in the
future (Harris, 2006; Keltner & Buswell, 1997).

Keltner and Buswell (1997) have provided thorough evidence to support the
notion that embarrassment is associated with a distinct unfolding of non-verbablbghavi
According to these researchers, embarrassment is associated witexgaroplverbal
displays that occur over a short period of time. Specifically, the prototypical
embarrassment expression involves a reliable pattern of gaze averslercasrtipl,
downward head movements, face touches and, sometimes, blushing (Harris, 2006).
Based on past findings suggesting that the downward gaze, smile control, and face
touching are less likely to vary across cultures (Keltner & Buswell, 1996k features
may be the core “theme” of an embarrassment display (Ekman, 1992).

Embarrassment may also be associated with a distinct physiologteahpdh
Harris’ (2001) study on cardiovascular responses to embarrassment, resudtedtfiat
embarrassment may be associated with a substantial increase in blood pressythelur

embarrassing incident. Further, blood pressure levels remained elevatdiveve
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minutes after the embarrassing experience. While heart rate adssigosicantly during
the first minute embarrassment, it dropped back down in the second minute to pre-
embarrassment levels. Harris suggests that this decoupling of heandrétead
pressure may be a hallmark of cardiovascular reactivity during erabiaigaexperiences.
There are several types of situations that have been found to reliably elicit
embarrassment (Keltner & Buswell, 1996). These include social (e.g., burping at a
romantic dinner) or cognitive (e.g., forgetting an associate’s name) béuineiag the
center of attention (e.g., having “Happy Birthday” sung to you in a crowd&dirast;
Sabini, Siepmann, Stein, & Meyerowitz, 2000), or finding oneself in a “sticky sittiati
(e.g., asking a friend to repay an overdue loan). Relative to those involvingguilt a
shame, embarrassing incidents appear to be perceived as more surprisingdantbhcc
and lead more quickly to feelings of embarrassment without much private thought,
dwelling, or rumination (Tangney, Miller, Flicker, & Barlow, 1996). Papiacits who
recall embarrassing experiences also typically report palisignificant amount of
public exposure (Miller, 1996). However, this exposure does not necessarily lead to the
same fears of moral condemnation that may be associated with guilt- orsltimg
events (Tangney et al., 1996). In fact, despite being an unpleasant and dreaded emaotion,
individuals report that many embarrassing situations are relativelyrbandghumorous
(Miller, 2007).
In sum, there appears to be support for the assertion that embarrassmentis dist

from guilt and shame, as well as other emotions.
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Affect and Decision Making

As mentioned earlier, an increasing number of studies are being designed t
investigate how cognition and behavior associated with a particulan\afetite
influence decision making. Traditional theories of decision making have largehgayno
emotion because of the assumption that humans make decisions by engaging in a rational
evaluation of potential decision outcomes and then choosing the outcome that maximizes
positive and minimizes negative consequences (Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003). More
recently however, researchers have argued that decision-making motiglsdtzorate
emotion can more accurately predict decision-making behavior (Lopes, 1987sMelle
Schwartz, Ho, & Ritov, 1997). In the emotion literature, an increasing number studies
are being designed to investigate how emotion influences decision makingpebety
judgments and decisions that may be influenced, and whether specific emotions can have
distinct effects on decision making.

Emotional valence has often been considered one of the primary distinguishing
components of an emotional state (DeSteno, Petty, Wegener, & Rucker, 2000, Russel
1983, 1989). Various approaches to emotion and decision making have suggested that
the specific effects of immediate emotion depend upon whether it is a positively-
negatively-valenced state (Schwarz & Clore, 1983; Johnson & Tversky, 1983). One of
the most prominent valence-based approaches in the emotion and decision-making
literature is Schwarz and Clore’s (1983) affect-as-information model. diogpto this

model, individuals consult their feelings heuristically when those feelpygsaa relevant
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to the object of judgment. Schwarz and Clore provided evidence showing that
participants in their study who were in a positive mood rated their life séibsfdmgher

than those who were in a negative mood, even though participants’ feelings were
unrelated to the judgment task. The authors suggest that instead of particglants m
complex estimates of different dimensions of their lives, they instead askdlves,

“How do | feel about it?” Other researchers, however, question whether valaence ca
reliably predict emotional effects on decision making (DeSteno et al., 200&rl&

Keltner, 2000; Raghunathan & Pham 1999). Anger and sadness, for example, are both
negatively-valenced emotions, but beyond valence, they appear to have little in common
(e.g., cognition, physiology, action tendencies). These differences hawaried s
researchers to question whether distinct emotions, including those of the same, valence
might lead to different effects on subsequent judgment and choice.

Recent research provides evidence for the suggestion that specific emotians of t
same affective valence can have distinct effects on judgment and decisiog maki
(DeSteno et al., 2000; Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001). One of the first such studies,
conducted by Keltner, Ellsworth, and Edwards (1993), investigated the effects of ange
and sadness on judgments of future events and whether those events would be caused by
human or situational factors (e.g., missing an important flight, gettingea job, new car
is a lemon). The authors found that angry participants were significantly ikedyetd
attribute blame for future events on human factors, whereas sad participantsonere
likely to blame situational circumstances. The authors used an apprasalapgpsoach
to explain their findings by citing past research suggesting that aregesasiated with

appraisal dimensions of human responsibility, whereas sadness is assoc¢rated wi
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appraisals of situational responsibility (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). In turn,rdcwpto
the authors, those appraisals carried over to an unrelated judgment and influenced
subsequent attributions. In another study, researchers investigated the etfesgagif
and sadness on the endowment effect (the tendency for selling pricese¢d bxging or
“choice” prices; Lerner, Small, & Loewenstein, 2004). Despite both emotiong bei
negatively-valenced, the investigators found that disgust reduced both selliciypared
prices, whereas sadness reduced selling, but increased choice prices. Thke author
explained their findings by suggesting that disgust is associated withvatoot to
expel (and thus a willingness to sell at a relatively low price and an unwillmgméesy
at a relatively high price), whereas sadness triggers a goal to changeionehstances
(and thus a willingness to sell at a relatively low price and buy at aveyaliigh price).

A considerable amount of attention in the emotion literature has been given to the
effects of emotion experienced at the time of the decision, sometimesddfeas
“immediate emotions” (Loewenstein & Lerner, 2003). Immediate emotiorestheen
shown to influence a variety of judgments and choices, including economic decisions
(Lerner, Small, & Loewenstein, 2004), social judgments (Bodenhausen, Sheppard, &
Kramer, 1994; Goldberg, Lerner, & Tetlock, 1999; Keltner et al., 1993; Tiedens &
Linton, 2001), consumer behavior (Argo, Dahl, & Morales, 2006), risk perception
(Lerner & Keltner, 2001) and preference (Lerner & Keltner, 2001; RaghunatRdraga,
1999). Furthermore, findings suggest that immediate emotions can influencerdecisi
making in several ways, such as by providing heuristic information to the decigkam m
(Schwarz & Clore, 1983), influencing appraisals of subsequent information and events

(Tiedens & Linton, 2001), motivating certain types of behavior (Ragunathan & Pham,
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1999), and overriding all other goals except those related to regulating onetvaffe

state in emotionally intense situations (Loewenstein, 1996). Moreover, thade kéfee

been shown to occur regardless of whether the emotion is related to the decision
(described by some researchers as “integral” emotion, Loewensteam&rl.2003) or
unrelated (described by some researchers as “incidental” emotiomehstein & Lerner,
2003). For example, if a job applicant experiences anxiety when deciding whether or not
to take a job that offers a high annual salary, but low job security (integrabeintte
anxiety that he experiences while making the decision might prompt him to turnltewn t
offer. In contrast, if he is in a good mood when making his decision because he just
enjoyed a nice lunch with his wife (incidental emotion), the good mood might prompt
him to accept the job, based on past research linking good moods to optimistic risk
perceptions (Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, & Welch, 2001). Thus, not all immediate
emotions will lead to the same outcome, and predicting those outcomes based upon the

characteristics of a specific emotional state has become the focuslofesaarch.

Overview of the Dissertation

The present dissertation has several objectives. The primary goal is ine&xam
the effects of embarrassment on decision making because embarrassmnera |l
absent from research that investigates the role of affect in decision mdkirsgmay be
primarily due to the fact that only recently has evidence been put forth snggest
embarrassment is a distinct emotion. This work also explores a framewamathat

account for the effects of embarrassment on different judgment and choice tasks
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Second, this dissertation investigates the relationship between embantasmh
seeking medical care. Although there is a fair amount of correlational work 8aogges
that embarrassment is an affective barrier to medical treatmentatieane studies that
examine the causal effects of embarrassment on intentions to seek meatital ex
Finally, this dissertation goes beyond examining the effects of eméraeatto
exploring psychological factors that may influence the experience ofrexabaent
itself. Specifically, power is examined as a potential moderator of ffexierce of
embarrassment because a prominent theory of power proposes that high power is more
likely to be associated with positive emotions whereas low power is more lkiegy t
associated with negative emotions. The present research experimequiglig®
whether having power reduces the subjective experience of embarrasshiemtyas
been characterized a low power emotion.

The remainder of the dissertation will be divided into four chapters. The focus of
Chapter 2 is on the effects of embarrassment on risk perception and risk taking. The
effects are examined in the context of prominent emotion and decision making
frameworks used to understand some of the effects of specific emotions. Chapter 3
examines how embarrassment influences perceptions of cervical exam esrhanta
risk perceptions of getting cervical cancer, and future cervical exa®anseg intentions.

The chapter also explores whether the framework proposed in Chapter 2 can be expanded
to account for the effects of embarrassment that is related to subsequerarjtsdgna
decisions. Chapter 4 explores the influence of social power on the experience of

embarrassment as well as disgust. The final chapter summarizes tteeakethd three
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empirical chapters and discusses their findings in light of research on assibaent and

the role of affect in decision making.



CHAPTER 2

EMBARRASSMENT AND RISK

Embarrassment may be thought of as a relatively benign emotion compared to
shame or guilt (Keltner & Anderson, 2000; Keltner & Buswell, 1997; Miller &greay,
1994; Parrott, Sabini, & Silver, 1988), but it also appears to have a darker side. A large
correlational literature suggests that the discomfort of embarrassarebe so intense
that people are willing to risk injury, and perhaps even death, to themselves and to others
in order to avoid it. For example, embarrassment is frequently cited as arleolvsta
delaying or failing to seek care for many types of medical conditiomssgline,
Krivoshekova, & Harris, 2007; Harris, 2006; Shinn et al., 2004) and can lead people to
engage in risky sexual practices such as failing to obtain and use condorgst(Lear
Dobbins, 1983; Moore, Dahl, Gorn, & Weinberg, 2006). Embarrassment has also been
argued to be one of the major factors that causes people to neglect helping lothers w
may be in serious need (Sabini, Siepmann, & Stein, 2001). The primary goal of the
current work is to begin filling the void in the emotion and decision-making literature
from which embarrassment is largely absent. In a series of five stewhbarrassment is
induced and its effects on a variety of risk-related judgments and decisangasured.
Before turning to the current studies, research on the effects of emotions on ris
perception and risk preference is reviewed, including findings that suggest

embarrassment may also be one of the emotions to have such effects.

17



18

Affect, Risk Perception, and Risk Taking

As in general emotion and decision-making research, earlier reseatah on t
effects of emotion on risk perception and risk preference took a valence-basethppro
(for reviews see DeSteno, Petty, Wegener, & Rucker, 2000; Forgas, 1995; Lerner &
Keltner, 2000, 2001). For example, Johnson and Tversky (1983) induced positive and
negative affect and then measured risk perception by having participamigtestie
number of yearly deaths from a variety of different causes (e.qg., lightstrikes, heart
disease). Results indicated that negative affect led to increased risptjmercwhereas
positive affect led to decreased risk perception. Over the years, diffelsstoseen
positively- and negatively-valenced affective states have been found ontg ofrisk-
related tasks (Gasper & Clore, 1998; Johnson & Tversky, 1983; Wright & Bower, 1992).
However, as the focus in the general emotion and decision-making literattsdrsinif
positive and negative affect to a specific emotions approach, so too do the studies on
emotion and risk (Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001).

Results from a number of more recent studies on emotion and risk suggest that
specific emotions, even those of the same overall valence, can have distictst @ff
risk perception and risk taking (Fessler, Pillsworth, & Flamson, 2004; Lerneit&eke
2000, 2001). For example, Raghunathan and Pham (1999) manipulated sadness and
anxiety and then measured risk taking using gambling and job-selection taskds Re
indicated that sad individuals were more likely to select the high-risk/kighard
options, whereas anxious individuals were more likely to choose the low-risk/lcaverew

options. The authors argued that these findings make sense when one considers that
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different emotions provide a person with different types of information about tteé wor
and produce different motivations (Lazarus, 1991; Roseman, 1991). The experience of
sadness implies that there is a loss or an absence of reward and primes titegmapli
of reward replacement. Therefore, according to Raghanathan and Phans katines
participants to focus on and then choose the option with a high reward, presumably
because the attainment of better rewards would help repair their mood. In ¢ontrast
anxiety signals uncertainty and the goal of uncertainty reduction. Therafodous
participants avoided the more risky option and by doing so reduced their anxiety. Thus,
one theoretical reason for expecting differences between specific emarmbtizeir
effects on risk is that they signal different states of the world and mtetessfferent
actions from the individual.

The largest body of research on specific emotions and risk judgments and
preferences has focused on differentiating the effects of fear and(Begteno et al.,
2000; Fischhoff, Gonzalez, Lerner, & Small, 2005; Lerner, Gonzalez, Small, &
Fischhoff, 2003; Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001; Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000). For
example, dispositionally fearful individuals were less likely to makeeiskioices
compared to dispositionally angry individuals when given the classic Tversky and
Kahneman (1981) Asian-disease problem, in which people have to choose between two
cures (Lerner & Keltner, 2001). In other work, naturally occurring anxietytbeed-11
attacks was associated with greater perceptions of future risk whidewthe some hint
that naturally occurring anger was correlated with lower percepticiusuné risk
(Lerner, Gonzalez, Small & Fischhoff, 2003). Similar findings have been reported in

work that has experimentally induced fear and anger (Lerner et al, 2003; &erner
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Keltner, 2001). In one such study, risk perceptions were assessed by having ptaticipa
rate their optimism about a variety of future life events (e.g., haviag staen,
marrying someone wealthy). Results indicated that participants in thecamgition
were relatively optimistic (perceived less personal risk), wher@afg@articipants were
relatively pessimistic (perceived greater personal risk).

In discussing such effects, Lerner, Keltner, and colleagues appbpexisal
framework based on theory as well as some research suggesting treaésaciated
with uncertainty and a sense of situational control while anger is asslowidtea greater
sense of certainty and with human control (Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001). Using what
they refer to as “an appraisal tendency approach”, Lerner and Keltner (2000, 2001)
suggest that the primary appraisals assumed to trigger an emotion caeais@cr
predisposition to appraise future events in a similar fashion. These differiragsapp
tendencies, they argue, can account for why fear leads to more pessudgtients and

anger, to more optimistic judgments.

Embarrassment and Risk

Ironically, the strong discomfort of embarrassment that in many casesatasti
one to refrain from behavior that could lead to future experiences of embanassm
(Harris, 2006; Keltner & Buswell, 1997) may, in other situations, be harmful to one’s
own or others’ best interests. Embarrassment’s deterrence functionayanpl
especially important role in cases where embarrassment producesi@raghavior. For

example, Moore, Dahl, Gorn, and Weinberg (2006) found that embarrassment decreases
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the likelihood of purchasing, carrying, keeping or using condoms and thus increases the
possibility of risky sexual encounters. Thus, although embarrassment can hefi@dlen
social effects, it also is associated with negative consequences in satierss,

including those involving life or death. This makes exploration of its causal effects on
risk judgments and choice all the more important.

There is only one study that has experimentally investigated effects of
embarrassment on risk. Leith and Baumeister (1996) induced anticipated emimtass
in 48 male participants by leading them to believe that they were goingecdrded
while singing a song in front of the experimenter. After feigning an equipment
malfunction prior to the participants singing, the experimenter admirdsaeimv-
risk/low-payoff vs. high-risk/high-payoff lottery scenario. Participamse also told that
they would be subjected to aversive noise (three-minute tape of nails scratching
blackboard) if they lost the gamble. Significantly more participants in the@ated
embarrassment condition (86.7%) chose the riskier gamble relative to those in a positive
mood condition (40 %). The authors interpret their findings as indicating that high
arousal negative affect leads to greater risk taking and propose that it dges so b
impairing one’s self regulation. This study is important because it provideslihe
experimental test of whether anticipation of embarrassment has caastd eff risk
taking. Further examination of embarrassment and decision making iy cleeded,
particularly because it is possible that the expectation of embarrassmehaue
different effects than the immediate experience of embarrassment.

In sum, there is a growing body of work that suggests that specific emotions ca

have some distinct effects on risk perception and risk taking and likely do so through a
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number of possible routes including appraisal tendencies, motivations, goaledirecte
behaviors, and emotion regulation. Furthermore, such effects can carry over to
judgments and behaviors that are not directly related to the stimulus thatleha
emotion, sometimes referred to as incidental effects (DeSteno et al., 20§l6r Eeal.,

2004; Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001).

The Current Resear ch

The goals of the current research are to determine if acute expewénces
embarrassment have effects on risk perception and risk taking and, if so, to explore
possible accounts for these effects. These goals are addressed in a Beees of
experiments. The first two experiments examine embarrassment’s effexdsk
perception and risk preferences for decisions involving the self. The next twesstudie
investigate embarrassment’s effects on non-personal risk perception gakdgions
involving others. The final study compares the effects found for embarradsntieose
of two other negative emotions, fear and anger, and examines the possible role of
appraisals in such effects.

Despite the paucity of research on embarrassment and risk, severaldentat
hypotheses can be proposed based on existing research. From Johnson and Tversky’s
(1983) work, sometimes referred to as the affective generalization hygdfRessler et
al., 2004), one might expect that since embarrassment is a negative emotion, it should
increase perceptions of negative events, even ones that are unrelated to theessimdparr

event. Therefore, embarrassment should lead to greater risk perception and, pyesumabl



23

decreased risk taking. An appraisal-tendency framework would likely makarsim
predictions but for different reasons. Studies that have directly compared the
dimensional appraisals associated with specific emotions have not included
embarrassment (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Roseman, 19349wever, other research
suggests that embarrassment is likely associated with an attribution afglerso
responsibility (Miller, 1996), momentary uncertainty about how to act (Miller, 1992;
Parrott & Smith, 1991), and a sense that there is little one can do to control the situation
(Keltner & Buswell, 1997, Table 3, p. 253). Given the apparent similarities between
these appraisals and those noted for fear (i.e., uncertainty and low control), arabpprais
framework might predict that embarrassment, like fear, would lead to percepfi
greater risk as well as a desire for less risky options.

Emotion regulation approaches would make different predictions. For example,
Leith and Baumeister (1996) argue that embarrassment should lead to inaskased r
taking because people supposedly focus on the appeal of the high payoff without
considering the risk, although their own findings were mixed on this point. Other
emotion regulation models such as Isen’s (1984) mood maintenance hypothesis, which
emphasizes that people try to actively change negative moods, would also seem to
suggest that negative affect could lead people to take greater risk in hopes of improving

their mood through higher rewards.

! One exception is Tangney, Miller, Flicker & Barlg®096), who compared the discrete, as opposed to
dimensional, appraisals of embarrassment with tbésbame and guilt
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Experiment 2.1a

As noted above, although one study looked at anticipation of embarrassment, no
work has experimentally manipulated embarrassment and assessedtisnefigc
preferences. The purpose of the present study was to do so. One important difference
between the present work and the study by Leith and Baumeister (1996) is that the
current studies examine the effect of actual embarrassment as opposedfécthefe
anticipation of embarrassment. Embarrassment was elicited using a padagigned
in the lab. After viewing a series of slides, participants in the embarrassomelition
were shown a final slide that purportedly displayed their eye scan patterals, whi
indicated they had been staring at the crotch of a man in tight bathing trunksip&atsi
then were given a risk preference measure similar to the one emplpieth and
Baumeister (1996) in which they had to choose between a high payoff, low probability
option or a low payoff, high probability option.

The current work also included measures of risk perceptions, which have not been
examined in previous experiments on embarrassment. There are several reasaks to t
that embarrassment might impact risk judgments. As noted above, other specific
emotions can have different effects on risk perceptions; angered people tend towards
more optimism relative to fearful people, who lean towards pessimism (Lenkeltier,
2001). There is also at least one correlational study from the behavioral medicine
literature that suggests that across a variety of health hazardsndribieaking a bone,
cancer) higher perceived embarrassment over the problem may be assatidiades

perceptions of personal risk for it. However, that work did not manipulate
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embarrassment and therefore the direction of the causal arrow is unknown (Weinste
1987). In the present work, risk perception was assessed with an optimism measure

similar to ones used in the Lerner and Keltner (2001) studies of fear and anger.

Method

Participants. Seventy-six undergraduate men at the University of California, San
Diego voluntarily participated in return for course credit. Participants i@i8 years
old on average, and their ages ranged from 17 to 26 years. Participant ethnicity was
65.8% Asian, 19.7% Caucasian, 6.6% Latino, 2.6% Pacific Islander, 1.3% Native
American, and 3.9% other ethnicities.

Procedure. Participants were run individually and were randomly assigned to
one of two conditions, neutrai{38) or embarrassment € 38Y. In both conditions,
the experimenter was female because previous work in the lab suggests cross-gender
dyads elicit greater embarrassment. Participants in both conditions Vetteatahe
study consists of two parts, a study on organizational behavior and a pilot study
consisting of different tasks, which was being developed for another experiment.
Participants began with the purported pilot study, which first involved watchinggsctur
on a computer screen. After participants viewed the pictures, they completed the
dependent measures. The order of the presentation of the risk perception and risk

preference measures were counterbalanced.

2 Five participants were excluded from the analym=sause they were either suspicious of the emotion
manipulation, did not follow directions, or repatteeing preoccupied and emotional over events that
occurred outside of the experiment.
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Emotion Manipulation. In the embarrassment and control conditions, participants
viewed four sequentially presented pictures on a computer screen. The firgidhuess
were the same across conditions (a person swimming, people walking on the beach, and a
boat slip). Each picture appeared on the screen for approximately 10 secondsheAfter t
last picture, the experimenter re-entered the room and told participants thay¢he
movements had been tracked and that the experimenter wanted to make sure the eye-
tracking program worked properly. The experimenter then started a progaam
purportedly showed the participants’ eye scan patterns. This depicted the iomgge al
with circles, representing fixation points (these were not real but had e=¢accto
mimic an actual eye-tracking program). In the embarrassment conditidastlipecture
was a close-up of three men standing on the beach in brightly colored tight bathing
trunks. Embarrassment was elicited by pointing out to the participants thaajtiréym
of their eye-tracking lines and fixation points were covering the three memnches,
particularly the man standing in the middle who was most prominently shown in the
picture. In the neutral condition, the last picture showed a generic fauceteand t
subsequent eye-tracking lines were not intended to elicit any emotion.

M easur es

Personal risk perception. The personal risk perception task was adapted from
Weinstein’s (1980) measure of optimism, which asks participants to estimate thei
chances of experiencing a variety of future life events. The scale u$edpresent
study contained ten statements, half of which were positive (e.g., “Having a good job
offer before graduation” and “Living past 85 years-old”) and the other halfinedatg.,

“Being sued by someone” and “Getting my car stolen”). Positive items exszese-
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scored such that higher numbers in this study indicate greater risk perception.
Participants estimated their chances of experiencing these events Brteeiély
unlikely) to 7 (Extremely likely) scale.

Personal risk preference. The personal risk preference task was adapted from
Leith and Baumeister (1996). Participants were asked to choose between tweotdiffer
gambles. Gamble A (low risk/low payoff) offered a 70% chance of winning $2, and
Gamble B (high risk/high payoff) offered a 4% chance of winning $25. Participants
also told that they might have additional opportunities in the experiment to eaah act
money by performing similar types of gambles.

Manipulation check. After completing the dependent measures, participants
rated their current levels of seven different emotions: anger, embagrasamxiousness,

disgust, happiness, sadness, and fear (1 = Not at all, 5 = Very much).

Results and Discussion

Manipulation check. Embarrassed participants reported experiencing greater
embarrassmenM = 2.55) than neutral participantd € 1.37),F(1, 75) = 25.20p <
.001, indicating that the manipulation of embarrassment was successful. Foathises
showed that no other emotion was significantly different between the two conditions (al
p values > .13).
Personal risk perception. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed
with emotion condition as the independent variable and risk perception as the dependent
variable. Items were scored such that higher values indicate greatepton of risk

and were averaged to create a single risk perception factor. As shown inZigure
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participants in the embarrassment conditidn«29.37) perceived significantly less risk

than participants in the neutral conditiovt € 33.11),F(1, 75) = 7.61p< .01.
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Figure2.1: Risk perception means (with Standard Error biarsinen in Experiment 2.1a.

Personal risk taking. The next analysis examined whether the embarrassment
condition, relative to the control condition, led people to prefer a low risk/low payoff
option (Gamble A) over a high risk/high payoff option (Gamble B). A chi-square
analysis of lottery choice did not reveal an effect of embarrassmenkdakiisg
preferencesy” (1,N = 76) = 0.21n.s (Gamble A was preferred by 53% of the neutral
condition participants and by 58% of the embarrassment condition participants).

The results from Experiment 2.1a provide the first direct evidence that
embarrassment can affect risk perception. Embarrassed males wdieasitiypimore
optimistic about their future life events than non-emotional males. These findings
contrast with valence-based models (e.g., Johnson and Tversky, 1983) that suggest that

negative affect increases risk perceptions. The current results lend suppert to t
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argument that different specific negative emotions can have differentsaffecisk
perception.

The risk measures used here were similar to those used in previous work on fear
and anger (Lerner & Keltner, 2001). Interestingly, the effects for eagsment found
here appear to be different than those reported for fear elsewhere. Thisuwshabme
surprising given that fear and embarrassment appear likely to share@omerc core
appraisal dimensions (uncertainty and low control). These data may suggastibat
case of embarrassment, appraisals tendencies are not what lead to theefiis&
perception. This issue will be explored more deeply in Experiment 2.3, which directly
examines the issue of appraisals. What is clear from the present workvial&mate-
based models cannot account for the effects of all negative emotions.

The current risk perception findings might be accounted for by an emotion
regulation model. Embarrassed participants were put in an intensely negatiaamot
state without any direct means to alleviate it. One way of coping with gaivee
emotion would be to imagine more positive consequences in some other domain. One
suggestion is that, in the present study, this may have resulted in participamgsaha
more optimistic outlook for their future.

Although embarrassment led to more optimistic perceptions of risk, it did not
affect risk preferences in a lottery scenario. Embarrassed makesiovenore likely to
prefer riskier options than their neutral mood counterparts. One possibility is tha
embarrassment did not affect preferences on the gamble because the prababrigtie

stated whereas on the risk perception measures probabilities were unknown and therefore
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easier to influence. These issues will be returned to after the nexinegpenvhich

examines the robustness of these results.

Experiment 2.1b

The goal of the current study was to conceptually replicate and extend the
findings from Experiment 2.1a using a female samplea do so, a different
embarrassment manipulation was used that was adapted from seminal workdoy Aps
(1975). Participants were instructed to act and talk like a five-year old child amtedv
a stuffed animal back.

The examination of females’ responses seems particularly important évalsev
reasons. First, the previous work that experimentally induced embarrasshent a
assessed its effects on risk did not include female participants (Leitlhui&dsster,

1996). Second, some research on the effects of other emotions on judgment and decision
suggests that gender sometimes serves as a moderating variabr @tedsl 2004,

Litvak & Lerner, 2009). For example, Fessler, et al. (2004) found that angercsigtiifi
increased risk taking in men but not women, while disgust significantly dednasise

taking in women but not men. Furthermore, additional work has shown that some of the
gender difference in risk estimates can be explained by emotion diésrenanger and

fear (Lerner et al., 2003). Finally, there is correlational work that steythed

% Due to lab resources and participant availabifitgles and females were run during different acadlem
quarters and therefore are presented separately.
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embarrassment may be a stronger obstacle in women’s decisions to seek oreacadl m

care than in men’s (Consedine, Krivoshekova, & Harris, 2007; Harris, 2006).

Method

Participants. Fifty-four undergraduate women at the University of California,
San Diego voluntarily participated in return for course credit. Participaeres 20.1
years on average and their ages ranged from 17 to 25 years old. Participaiy &tasi
61.1% Asian, 11.1% Caucasian, 11.1% Latino, 5.6% Pacific Islander, 3.7% African-
American, and 7.4% other ethnicities.

Procedure. Participants were run one at a time and were randomly assigned to
one of two conditions, neutral € 27) or embarrassment € 27¥. In both conditions,
the male experimenter told participants that they would be doing two sepads st
One was a study on audio-visual perception that focused on voice perception, and the
other a pilot study being conducted for a colleague that involved completing agew p
and-pencil forms.

Emotion manipulation. An adaptation of Apsler’s (1975) tantrum manipulation
was used. The cover story was the lab was recording and analyzing voicesentdiffe
types of situations in order to better understand voice perception. Participeatside
that their voices would be recorded and analyzed using software set up on a camputer i
the same room and that those recordings would then be used in future studies.

Participants were instructed to act as if they were a five year-dtbtbhowing a temper

* Two participants were excluded from the analysEsabse they were unable or unwilling to throw a
temper tantrum.
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tantrum over a toy being taken from them. The experimenter stressed thsvieny
important to be vocal and to really act as if they were a young child whodntheie toy
back. They were also told that it might help to throw their hands in the air and to kick
their feet in order to really get into it. The experimenter gave theiparits a pink
stuffed animal and then took it away, which signaled to the participant to begin the
tantrum. Tantrums lasted for approximately ten to fifteen seconds. Immgpdifiée)
participants were told that they would now move on to the pilot study while the
experimenter checked to make sure that the voice recording software worked.
Participants completed questionnaires and then were fully debriefed.

Neutral condition participants expected to answer a few questions on voice
perception after listening to someone singing the Star Spangled Bannee. thehil
experimenter was supposedly setting up software needed to play the musiQgudsti
were asked to complete questionnaires for the pilot study. When the experimenter
returned to collect the completed questionnaires from the participants, he used a cove
story that the recording software required to play the song was not functioningyrope
and that the experiment would have to be cut short. Participants were then fully
debriefed.

M easur es

Personal risk perception. Risk perception was assessed with the same optimism
measure used in Experiment 2.1a. ltems were again scored such that higher numbers
indicate greater perceptions of risk and were averaged into a singledbpersonal risk

perception.
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Personal risk taking. The lottery measure used in Experiment 2.1a to measure
risk taking was also used in the current study. Participants were askedt@ibletr a
lower-risk/lower-payoff gamble or a higher-risk/higher-payoff émn

Manipulation check. As in Experiment 2.1a, participants rated their emotions
after completing the dependent measures, including anger, embarrassmensrnass,

disgust, happiness, sadness, and fear (1 = Not at all, 5 = Very much).

Results

Manipulation check. As anticipated, participants in the embarrassment
condition rated themselves as more embarraddedd.96) than in the neutral condition
(M =1.33),F(1,53) = 39.70p < .001. No other emotion was significantly different
between the two conditions (g@livalues > .21).

Risk perception. A one-way ANOVA was performed on risk perception with
emotion condition (embarrassment vs. neutral) as a between-subjects facitar t&im
Experiment 2.1a, results indicated that embarrassed participants percesvesk|¢s =
30.93) compared to neutral mood participaMs=35.40),F(1,53) = 5.41p < .03, (See

Figure 2.2).
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Figure2.2: Risk perception means (with Standard Error biarsjvomen in Experiment 2.1b.

Risk preference. A chi-square analysis was performed to determine if
embarrassment had an effect on the gambling tasks. Women in the embartrassme
condition were significantly less likely to choose the risky gambleveled women in
the neutral mood conditiop? (1, N = 54) = 5.08p < .03, as seen in Figure 2.3. This
suggests that embarrassment caused women to be more risk aversive compared to the

neutral counterparts.
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Figure2.3: Percent of women choosing the safer (Gamble A)rakier (Gamble B) gamble in
Experiment 2.1b.

Discussion

Experiment 2.1b extends the risk perception findings from Experiment 2.1a in
several ways. First, it confirms the suggestion that embarrassment leadetsdeé risk
perception. Embarrassed women were significantly more optimistic aborg fifie
events compared to neutral mood women, which is the same pattern found with males in
the previous study. These results provide support for the argument that specifimemot
even of the same valence can have different effects on risk perception. The risk
perception measures used in Experiment 2.1a and 2.1b were similar to those used in
previous research on fear and anger, and therefore can provide some sense of how
embarrassment compares to these other emotions. Anger was found to decrease risk
perception when compared to fear (Lerner & Keltner, 2001). This raises the pyssibili
that embarrassment’s effects on risk perception may be different than theae @fHich

will be assessed more directly in Experiment 2.3.
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Of interest, although embarrassment led both males and females to have more
optimistic perceptions regarding their futures in Experiments 2.1a and 2.1b, it did not
have a similar effect on their risk taking, at least as assessed by betmaipersonal
gamble. In Experiment 2.1b embarrassment led to a preference for thekgsgption
among female participants. However, embarrassment appeared to have ranefiect
gambling choices of male participants in Experiment 2.1a. One question thesisaise
why embarrassment did not have uniform effects on the risk perception measures and the
gambling task (e.g., why it did not bias people toward seeing less risk and towar
preferring more risky options). In Experiment 2.1a, the possibility wasdadhat
embarrassment might not have had an effect on the gamble because the prelvedibtie
known, and therefore just harder to influence. Implicit in this is the assumption that
embarrassment would lead to greater risk taking if it had an effect. Howlewéact that
embarrassment led tecreasedisk taking on the gamble for women in Experiment 2.1b
while increasing future optimism suggests that the decoupling betwkegrerception
and risk preference in these two studies may be meanmhgfais is examined further in
the next two studies.

A second intriguing finding is that embarrassment appeared to have different
effects on male and female risk taking in the gambling task. There is a sugygethe
literature that some of the effects of different emotions on gamblingrprefes may
vary by gender (Fessler et al., 2004). Specifically, Fessler and cmkefmund that

anger increased risk taking for men but not women, while disgust decreased riskrtaking i

® |t appears that most specific emotion studies Imtexamined risk perception and risk prefereiese
same study. However, across studies there is saggestion that an emotion that increases risk
perceptions, also decreases preferences for riggteons (e.g., Lerner & Keltner, 2001).
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women but not meh. These authors argue that the effects of emotions that decrease risk
taking should be more pronounced in women and those that increase risk taking should
be more pronounced in men. One possibility, based on the Fessler et al. suggestion, is
that the gender difference found in the present work suggests that embarrassment may be
an emotion that leads to decreased risk taking. Whether the effects of eambantas

systematically vary by gender is examined in the next pair of studies.

Experiment 2.2a

Experiments 2.1a and 2.1b examined embarrassment’s effects on decisions and
judgments that had personal relevance. The next set of experiments (2.2a and 2.2b)
investigated whether embarrassment’s effects extend to perceptiortsoaresc
involving risks to others. Previous work with other emotions has been mixed on this
point. Lerner and Keltner (2001) found that the relative effects of anger (smijrand
fear (pessimism) on risk judgments related to the self extended to decisiaohd that
involve the self (e.qg., risk taking measured by the Asian disease problem)veipwe
while Raghunathan and Pham (1999) found differences between the effects of sadness
and anxiety on personal decisions, they did not see the same effects when people
experiencing these states were asked to make decisions for others.

In the next two studies, female (Experiment 2.2a) and male (Experiment 2.2b)

participants were randomly assigned to an embarrassment or neutral mood rti@anipula

® These authors suggested that such differencesemeye to differences in the importance of these
emotions to men and women in the ancestral envieoim
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and then engaged in non-personal risk perception and risk taking tasks. Specligeglly, t
were asked to judge the annual number of mortalities to a variety of causes suc
lightening, electrocution, and lung cancer (Johnson & Tversky, 1983) and to mske a
preference on thelassicAsian disease problem created by Tversky and Kahneman
(1981). In this task, participants are asked to imagine that the United Statgmrggre

for the outbreak of a disease that is expected to kill 600 people. Participants then choose
between two alternative programs to deal with the outbreak. One of the programs
provides an outcome that is certain (e.g., option A will save 200 people) and the other
program offers an uncertain outcome expressed in probabilities (e.g., 1/3 prolbalility
people will be saved; 2/3 probability that no one will be saved). The example provided
above is referred to as a gain frame since the outcomes are stated in teresssaivied.
There is also a loss frame that provides the same information but framesiisrofe
number of lives lost (400 people will die vs. 1/3 probability that no one dies and 2/3
probability that 600 people die). The classic finding with this scenario is that when
framed in terms of lives saved, people want the sure thing, but when framed in terms of
lives lost, they prefer the gamble. This dilemma has been used countlesstthes
literature, but the study most germane to the present work is that of Ledn€ekiner
(2001). They found that dispositionally angry people preferred the riskier optiaaeelat
to dispositionally fearful people. In the current work, these measures wdrtousst
whether embarrassment has effects on risk preferences that impactattierthan the

self and to also assess whether any such effects primarily occur whprobabilities

are not known (as in estimating the number of deaths due to various causes) or also

extend to situations in which the probabilities are known (the Asian Disease problem)
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Method

Participants. Sixty undergraduate women at the University of California, San
Diego voluntarily participated in return for course credit. Participants 2@# years
old on average and their ages ranged from 18 to 35 years old. Participant ethnicity was
71.1% Asian, 16.7% Caucasian, 10% Latino, and 1.7% other ethnicities.

Procedure. The procedure and emotional manipulation were identical to
Experiment 2.1b. Participants were randomly assigned to either a neati@0) or an
embarrassmenh(= 30) condition.

M easur es

Non-personal risk perception. The non-personal risk perception measure was
Johnson and Tversky’s (1983) “Perception of Risk Questionnaire,” in which participants
are asked to estimate the annual number of fatalities for 12 differens adugsath
based on the knowledge that 50,000 people in the United States die in car accidents each
year. In accord with the Johnson and Tversky instructions, participants werecasked t
estimate as accurately as possible and to check their answers forecmysi#is with
previous research in the emotion and decision-making literature that also usasktlais
a risk perception measure for anger and fear (Lerner & Keltner, 2000), th@opatsc
were allowed change their answers in order for the relative frequeéacE®main
consistent across the entire set of fatal events.

Non-personal risk preference. Participants were given the Asian-disease
problem (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981), but “Asian disease” was changed to a “foreign
disease” in order to maintain cultural sensitivity. In the loss frame, thetidins stated,

“Imagine that the U.S. is preparing for the outbreak of an unusual foreign disbade, w
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is expected to kill 600 people. Two alternative programs to combat the disease Imave bee
proposed. Assume that the exact scientific estimates of the consequencesajrédmas
are as follows.” In the gain frame, the instructions stated, “If Prograradopted, 200
people will be saved. If Program B is adopted, there is 1/3 probability that 600 people
will be saved, and 2/3 probability that no people will be saved.” In the loss frame the
instructions stated, “If Program A is adopted, 400 people will die. If Program B is
adopted there is 1/3 probability nobody will die, and 2/3 probability that 600 people will
die.” After each frame, participants were asked, “Which of the two programs ywawuld
prefer?” In this between-subjects design, participants within each condidanlregjual
chance of completing the problem in a gain or loss frame. In both the gain and loss
frames, Program A was the risk-averse choice and Program B the cistiee.
Participants were asked to rate their preference on a six-point scalée(y much
prefer Program A; 6 = Very much prefer Program B). Although the origiweisKy and
Kahneman study used a forced-choice measure, the current study used the sgme rati
scale for preferences as Lerner and Keltner (2001).

Manipulation check. After completing the dependent measures, participants
rated their current levels of different emotions using the same measarthagprevious

studies.

Results
Manipulation check. The emotion manipulation was successful as participants

in the embarrassment condition rated themselves as more embarkhss2d{) than in
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the neutral conditionM = 1.40),F(1,59) = 31.90p < .001. None of the other emotion
terms revealed any differences between conditiong (allues > .34).

Non-personal risk perception. As suggested by Johnson and Tversky (1983),
the risk perception data were logarithmically transformed before conguast ANOVA.
The results indicated that embarrassed participants estimated a lower miifbalities
from the 12 different causes of death (log-transforrved,5.10,SD = 0.39) than control
participants (log-transformety) = 5.35,SD= 0.52),F(1, 58) = 4.54p < .04). Thus, for
women, embarrassment creates more optimistic risk perception not only for persona
judgments as in the previous studies but, also for judgments involving others.

Non-personal risk preference. The next analyses examined whether emotional
state influenced whether participants made relatively risky ofaniskse choices on the
Asian disease problem (regardless of gain or loss frame). An ANOVA with progra
choice as the outcome measure did not reveal a significant difference between the
embarrassmenM = 3.27) and neutral conditions! (= 3.40),F(1, 59) = 0.12n.s

Tversky and Kahneman'’s (1981) Asian-disease problem is often used to illustrate
the effects of framing on choice. This effect was replicated using an AN@WA
framing condition as the independent variable and preference for program akdie
outcome measure. Participants in the gain frdvhe £.67,SD= 1.32) preferred
Program A (risk-averse choice) more than participants in the loss fkamel (03,SD =

1.29), who preferred Program B (riskier choidgt, 59) = 16.04p < .001.
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Discussion

In sum, embarrassed women were significantly more optimistic abowusié c
mortality relative to non-emotional women. This provides preliminary data that
embarrassment leads to optimistic risk judgments not only for risk perceptiahang
the self but also for those involving others. However, this effect did not extend to risk
preferences for others when probabilities are known as in the Asian diseasenprobl
These findings will be further discussed after presenting the findiogsExperiment

2.2b.

Experiment 2.2b

The goal of Experiment 2.2b was to determine if the effects found in Experiment
2.2a would extend to male participants. The same measures of non-personal risk used i

Experiment 2.2a were employed here.

Method

Participants. Twenty-six undergraduate men at the University of California, San
Diego voluntarily participated in return for course credit. Participants 2@r15 years
on average and their ages ranged from 18 to 22 years old. Participant ethnicity was
65.4% Asian, 11.5% Caucasian, 15.4% Latino, and 7.7% Pacific Islander.

Procedure. The procedure and emotion manipulation were identical to
Experiment 2.1a. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions, neutral

(n=13) or embarrassmemt £ 13).
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M easur es
Non-personal risk perception. Non-personal risk perception was measured
using the same “Perception of Risk Questionnaire” (Johnson & Tversky, 1983) as in
Experiment 2.2a.
Non-personal risk preference. The Asian-disease problem (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1983) used in Experiment 2.2a to measure non-personal risk taking was also
used in the current study. Participants within each condition were randonglyesstd
the gain or loss frame. In both frames, Program A was the risk-averse atbice a
Program B the riskier choice.
Manipulation check. The same manipulation check used previously was

employed here.

Results

Manipulation check. Participants’ self-reports indicated that individuals in the
embarrassment condition rated themselves as more embartdss&d70) than those in
the neutral conditionM = 1.00,F(1,24) = 30.25p < .001). None of the other emotion
terms revealed any differences between conditions (all p values > .09).

Non-personal risk perception. As in Experiment 2.2a, the data from the risk
perception questionnaire was logarithmically transformed and entered into@yA\As
the outcome measure. Results indicated that participants in the embarrassmigionc
estimated a lower number of fatalities from the 12 different causes tbf (eg

transformedM = 5.06,SD = 0.30) than participants in the neutral condition (log-
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transformedM = 5.65,SD= 0.84),F(1, 25) = 5.70p < .03. Thus, embarrassment led to
decreased risk perception on non-personal measures in men.

Non-personal risk preference. An ANOVA was performed with program
choice as the outcome measure. Results did not reveal a significant difference in
program choice between conditio®g1, 25) = 0.07n.s). Thus, embarrassment did not
affect non-personal risky decisions.

As in Experiment 2.2a, the framing effects on program choice were examined.
An ANOVA was conducted with framing condition as the independent variable and
program choice as the outcome measure. The results indicated that, as expected,
participants in the gain fram#&1(= 3.29,SD= 1.72) were more likely to choose Program
A (risk-averse choice) than participants in the loss fravhe 4.17,SD= .93,F(1, 25) =
2.48,p = .13), although the difference did not reach statistical significance.

In sum, embarrassed men had significantly more optimistic risk perceptians i
non-personal risk estimation tasks (estimated a significantly lower numbeatbfs from
various causes) compared to neutral mood men. However, embarrassment did not appear
to have an effect on non-personal risk taking when probabilities were known. Both of

these results mirror those found for women in the previous study.

" Framing effects were confirmed with a chi-squarevhich the continuous scale was coded into two
categories (those preferring Program A vs. thoeéepting Program B)? (1,N = 26) = 6.80p < .02.
Only 1 of participants in the loss frame chose PangA (risk-averse choice), which replicates past
findings that individuals are more likely to makeskier selection when the programs are presented
terms of expected deaths.
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Discussion

The previous four studies find consistent evidence that embarrassment cneated a
optimistic bias in risk perceptions. This occurs in both men and women and was apparent
not only in judgments involving the self but also in those involving others. In contrast,
embarrassment did not appear to lead people to prefer riskier options over nzone cert
options either when making decision for themselves or for others. When embarrassment
did influence risk taking it was in the direction of preferring less riskwfflamen making
a decision involving the self).

The possible decoupling of effects on risk perception and risk taking preference is
interesting. One might imagine that if appraisal tendencies are réspdos the effects
of embarrassment found here, that they would carry over and influence both risk
gambling preferences as well as risk perceptions in similar waysexa&omple, Lerner
and Keltner (2001) found that fear was associated with greater perceytisisand in
one study with a preference for choosing less risky options. An appraisal tgnutsohel
suggests both these effects are being driven by appraisals of uncerthiotyave
prominent in fear. On the face of it, an appraisal framework does not seemddilys re
account for the embarrassment findings. The current findings on embarrassgmgnt m
be most consistent with an emotion regulation account. Support for this possibility will
be examined in greater detail in the General Discussion. First, howevepgisrient
2.3, which directly examines appraisals and their possible role in the effects of

embarrassment on risk preferences and perceptions.
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Experiment 2.3

In the previous four studies, the effects of embarrassment on risk perceptions
were relative to a neutral emotional state. This is important becausefents of
embarrassment were able to be identified in absolute terms (i.e., that esrthantas
increases optimism relative to a nonemotional state). In the next studffetis ef
embarrassment on risk were compared to those of other negative emotioagp#ass
to be the first experiment to do so). Since the effects of anger and fear o risk ar
relatively well-studied in the emotion and decision-making literature, ¢fffeicts are
directly compared to those of embarrassment. Doing so enabled the tentativsiconc
that embarrassment appears to have different effects than fear holds up under direct
testing.

As noted previously, an appraisal framework is one of the prominent theoretical
approaches used to understand some of the effects of specific emotions, dgrtearar
and anger, on risk judgments (Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001). Therefore, another
important goal of the next study was to examine the role that cognitive abprday in
embarrassment’s effects on risk behavior. As mentioned earlier, embreanass
typically not included in studies that directly compare the appraisaisiats] with
different emotions (e.g., Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). Therefore, some of the cognitive
appraisals that may be associated with embarrassment in Experimenteekarained
and tested to determine whether these appraisals mediate the effectsiah em risk

perception and risk taking.
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Four appraisal dimensions were examined: responsibility (self vs. other),
situational control (circumstances beyond anyone’s control), human controlysether
person), and certainty/uncertainty. These particular dimensions were chosesebec
they include the appraisals that have been hypothesized to be most key for othier specif
emotions that have effects on risk (i.e., fear and anger), and also include shme of t
appraisals that are frequently assumed to be important in the elicitation of

embarrassment.

Method

Participants. Sixty-six undergraduate women at the University of California,
San Diego voluntarily participated in return for course credit. Participaers 20.70
years on average and their ages ranged from 18 to 26 years old. Participany &hgici
68.2% Asian, 16.7% Caucasian, 13.6% Latino, and 1.5% Pacific Islander.

Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions,
anger (| = 22), embarrassmemnt € 22), or fearrf = 22). In all conditions, participants
were told that the experimenters were interested in understanding what emotiona
experience is like for them. They were asked to recall and write about aomahoti
experience and then to answer questions about their experience. Each partespant w
told that their responses were confidential and that the person running the erperim
would not be the one analyzing the data. After completing the recall and waiglg t
and answering the subsequent questions, participants were asked to put their rasponses i
a sealed box that was placed next to their desk. Once finished, participants hyere ful

debriefed.
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Emotion manipulation. The emotion manipulation was adapted from Lerner and
Keltner’'s (Study 4, 2001) investigation into fear, anger, and risk. The written emotion
manipulation instructions asked participants to (1) describe three to five thatigaake
them the most angry (embarrassed, fearful); and (2) describe in more desilatien
that made them the most angry (embarrassed, fearful), such that someone heading t
description might even get mad (embarrassed, afraid) from just leabungthe
situation.

M easur es

Risk perception. Risk perception was measured using the same optimism
measure used in Experiments 2.1a and 2.1b.

Risk preference. Risk taking was measured using the same lottery measure used
in Experiments 2.1a and 2.1b, except rather than use a forced-choice format, ptsticipa
were asked to rate their preference for either the low-risk/low-pggofible or the high-
risk/high-payoff gamble on a 1 (Very much prefer Gamble A) to 7 (Very muchrpref
Gamble B) scale.

Appraisal measures. Participants rated their emotional experiences on four
appraisal dimensions: responsibility, situational control, human (self/otrerpt® and
certainty. The appraisal measures for these dimensions are the dhoseased in the
seminal work by Smith and Ellsworth (1985) with a few minor wording changes (see
Appendix A). Two items were used to measure responsibility, one item was used to

measure situational control, two items were used to measure self/other cowlttbres

8 Situational control was separated from human cbbecause analyses by Smith and Ellsworth (1985)
suggest that these may be two different constructs.
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items were used to measure appraisals of certainty. Each item wasratedate

ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 11 (Extremely) scale. For dimensions withpieult

measures, an overall mean was calculated in order to obtain a single measure.
Manipulation check. After completing the dependent measures, participants

rated their current levels of various emotions as in the previous studies.

Results

Manipulation check. The manipulation checks showed that the emotion
conditions were successful in eliciting the target emotions. Participetiits anger
condition reported experiencing greater aniy¢=(3.50,SD = 1.06) than participants in
the embarrassment conditidvl € 1.91,SD= 1.27),t(42) = 4.52p < .001 and
participants in the fear conditioM(= 1.86,SD= 1.08),t(42) = 5.07p < .001.
Participants in the embarrassment condition rated themselves as moreaesaofivl =
3.64;SD = 1.18) than participants in the anger conditidn=1.77,SD= 1.15),t(42) =
5.31,p <.001 and participants in the fear conditMr€ 1.77,SD= 1.07),t(42) = 5.51p
<.001. Participants in the fear condition reported experiencing greatefea3.68,
SD1.21) than participants in the anger conditibh=1.32,SD= 0.65),t(42) = 8.08p <
.001 and patrticipants in the embarrassment condifon 2.05,SD=1.17),t(42) = 4.55,
p <.001.

Results also indicated that embarrassed participants reported gneater ¢ =
2.86,SD=1.39) than angry participantsl = 1.86,SD=1.08),t(42) = 2.66p < .02, and
the same relationship was found between feaMut(2.91,SD= 1.27) and angry

participantst(42) = 2.94p < .01. There was no significant difference in self-reports of
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anxiety between fearful and embarrassed participants. In both the enthantagasd

fear conditions, t-tests were conducted to determine if the target emotiomin eac
condition (embarrassment and fear, respectively) were experiencedhaio@@nxiety.
Results indicated that embarrassmént«3.64,SD = 1.18) was experienced more than
anxiety M = 2.86,SD = 1.39) in the embarrassment conditi§A1) = 2.51p < .03, and

fear M = 3.68,SD=1.21) was experienced more than anxibty=(2.91,SD=1.27) in

the fear conditiont(21) = 3.04p < .01. Therefore, anger, embarrassment, and fear were
the dominant emotions experienced in their respective conditions.

Risk perception. An ANOVA was conducted with personal risk perception as
the dependent variable and emotion condition as the independent variable. As shown in
Figure 2.4, results indicated that there was a significant differencé ipeiseption
across the three conditiog65) = 4.76p < .03. Planned comparisons of the fear and
anger conditions revealed that angry participants perceived less risk thah fear
participantst(42) = -2.29p < .03. Of particular interest, embarrassed participants
perceived less risk than fearful participani?) = -2.47p < .02, but did not

significantly differ from angry participant§42) = -0.25n.s
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Figure2.4: Risk perception means (with Standard Error blaysgmotion condition in Experiment 2.3
*
p <.05.

Risk preference. An ANOVA was conducted with risk taking as the dependent
variable and emotion condition as the independent variable. As seen in Figure 2.5,
results indicated that there was a significant difference in risk takimgsathe three
conditions,F(65) = 3.63p < .04. In a hypothetical gambling scenario where higher
numbers indicate greater preferences for risk, the results showed thapartigipants
preferred the riskier gamble more than fearful participaf®) = 2.73p < .01. Of
particular interest, it was also found that embarrassed participants hadgigfeesnces
for the riskier gamble compared to fearful participa#f$?) = 2.05p < .05. In contrast,
there was no statistically significant difference in risk taking pesiee between

embarrassed and angry participat(#?) = -0.62p > .54.
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Figure2.5: Risk preference means (with Standard Error arg)articipants in the anger, embarrassment,
and fear conditions in Experiment 2.3.

Appraisal analyses. For each of the four appraisal dimensions, an ANOVA was
conducted with emotion condition as the independent variable and the mean appraisal
score as the dependent variable. First, a significant effect of emotion comdits
found in the responsibility dimension (self vs. othB(B5) = 18.09p < .001, with
embarrassment activating the highest appraisals of self-respangMik 7.50,SD =
2.31), followed by fearMl = 5.80,SD =2.05), and then angdvi(= 3.82,SD= 1.69).

Follow up t-tests indicated that embarrassment activated higher appddisalf-
responsibility than feat(42) = 2.59p < .002, and fear activated higher appraisals of
self-responsibility than ange(42) = 3.49p < .002.

Results from an ANOVA on situational control indicated a significant effect of
emotion conditionF(65) = 3.30p < .05. FearNl = 7.05,SD= 3.02) activated the
highest appraisals of situational control, a trend towards significantighigan anger

(M =5.14,SD= 3.36,t(42) = 2.00p < .06) and significantly higher than embarrassment,
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(M=4.77,SD=3.09,t(42) = 2.47p < .002). Anger and embarrassment did not activate
significantly different situational control appraisai@®) = 0.37.s).

A different pattern emerged for appraisals of human control (self vs. other).
There was a significant effect of emotion conditiB(§5) = 9.36p < .001, with
embarrassmenM = 6.95,SD = 2.26) activating higher appraisals of self control than
anger M =4.18,SD=2.07,t(42) = 4.25p < .001) and fea| = 5.11,SD= 2.16,t(42) =
2.76,p < .01). The effects of anger and fear on human control were not significantly
different?

Appraisals of certainty in the angdé € 6.42,SD = 2.28), embarrassmem (=
5.74,SD= 2.25), and feaM = 6.00,SD = 1.79) conditions were not significantly
different from one anotheF,(65) = 0.58n.s.

Analyses of the individual appraisal items are reported in Figutee2dise
Cronbach’s alphas suggested low internal consistency for the dimensions of

responsibility ¢ = .40), human control¢ = .07), and certaintyd = .44) .

% of interest, the appraisal profile for embarrassnfieund here is similar in some respects to thdseo
other moral emotions. Smith and Ellsworth (19&%)d that high self-responsibility/control apprégsa
best distinguished shame and guilt from other esnsti
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Figure2.6: Individual appraisal item means (with standardrebars) for participants in Experiment 2.3.

In sum, in keeping with the anger profile reported by Smith and Ellsworth (1985),
it was found that anger was primarily associated with high other respapsiow
situational control, and relatively high other human control. Fear was primarily
associated with high situational control as in previous work (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985;
Lerner & Keltner, 2001). Embarrassment, which has typically not been included in
appraisal research that contrasts different emotions, was associat@antrdularly high
self responsibility, high self control and relatively low situational control.rdtvere no
significant differences in certainty among the three emotions. This lig dike to the
difficulty of measuring certainty, which will be discussed after pretentaf the
meditational analyses.

Mediational analyses. Possible mediation effects of appraisals were examined

on risk perception and risk preference. For brevity’s sake, the analyses dhallstéps
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recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) are not included here. Although appraisals of
responsibility, situational control, and human control differed by condition, they were not
significantly related to the dependent variables (risk perception andkisg)taln short,

no evidence was found to support the notion that appraisals mediated the effects of
emotion condition on risk preferences or risk perceptions. (Analyses of individual

appraisal items also did not reveal any significant findings.)

Discussion

The present study examined the effects of embarrassment, anger, awdriskar
perception and risk taking. The results contribute to the literature in sewassl w
Comparisons of fear and anger provided further support for previous findings in the
literature. Fear led participants to more pessimistic assessmemes dfiture and to opt
for the less risky option in a gambling task relative to anger. The lattédt peovides
evidence that in comparison to anger, fear produces risk aversion for tasks not only
involving choices for others as found in earlier work (Lerner and Keltner, 2001)sbut a
for gambling choices involving the self.

Of particular interest in the current work were the comparisons of embaeratssm
to other negative emotions. Results indicated that embarrassed particijpaessec
significantly greater optimism about future life events and had riskieblgam
preferences than fearful participants. However, embarrassment’s effecsk
perception and risk taking were not significantly different than those of angese The
results bolster the mounting evidence that not all negative emotions lead to ¢he sam

cognitive biases in judgment and decision making. They also support the hypothesis,
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suggested by the previous studies, that embarrassment’s effects on riskrdye c
different than those of fear. At first blush, this finding might seem surprisueq ghat
extrapolation of various findings from the literature might suggest that essbarent
would share some key appraisals with fear such as high uncertainty and lstliegber
control, and therefore would have similar effects on risk. However, no previous work has
directly assessed the appraisals that accompany embarrassmearandie same
study. The current work did so and suggests important differences between these
emotions. Embarrassment was associated with greater attributiorsetbalftwas
responsible and influenced the emotional event while fear was associatedeattr g
appraisals that the event was out of anyone’s control (high situational corttislhkely
that when traditional research on embarrassment refers to little pereatral, it is
focusing on control of outcomes after the eliciting event whereas the presd&may
be picking up on antecedent appraisals (e.g., embarrassed people feel they tithgome
to cause the embarrassment).

The current work attempted to assess whether an emotion appraisal framework
might be able to account for the present findings. While several studies iretatiti
have documented effects of specific emotions on risk, it appears that only one previous
study directly examined whether emotion appraisals mediated thosts ¢§aaly 4,
Lerner & Keltner, 2001). That work produced mixed results: Appraisals of control
mediated the effects of fear and anger on risk judgments, however, appraisatsimtfycer
did not. An appraisal tendency account of the current findings appears somewhat
untenable given the failure to find any correlation between appraisals kmnteasures

in the present study. However, such a conclusion needs to be drawn tentatively given
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that appraisals can be quite difficult to precisely measure. Although tlepstsdy
employed measures from classic appraisal research (Smith and Ellsworth |Q®85)
reliabilities were found between the items used to assess the variousapprai
dimensions. Lerner and Keltner (2001) confronted similar issues with thesurasaf
certainty, which, they suggest, is why their meditational tests failedth @mil Ellsworth
also note that of the appraisal factors they uncovered in their research,dheycert
dimension was the one with the least satisfactory solution, suggesting thapaatsi
found it difficult to rate this dimension consistentlyProminent theories suggest that
appraisals likely often operate outside of awareness (Lazarus, 1991; Arnold, 1960).
Therefore, it may be the case that appraisal tendencies aretstlafter the emotion-
eliciting event, as argued by Lerner and Keltner, but have their effie@s unconscious
level making documenting their role in risk perception even more challengingevdow
it should be noted that although no evidence for mediation was found, there was evidence
to suggest that the emotion manipulations influenced self-reported appraisaledor thr
different dimensions, suggesting that at least some aspect of appramshés @aptured

with the present measures.

General Discussion

The present investigation was the first to experimentally examine whethe

embarrassment has effects on risk judgments and preferences. Embarrpestoeetd

1% One issue to examine more thoroughly in followrepearch is to attempt to more carefully differateti
uncertainty over the past vs. the future, as Sanith Ellsworth (1985) also note.
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more optimistic risk perceptions in men and women across a total of 5 separa&® studi
and three different types of embarrassment manipulations. However, it did redt over
increase the desire to take risky action. These results inform the undergtaf
embarrassment and its effects on risk in several ways. First, embaméssiffect of
decreasing risk perception compared to a neutral mood contrasts with thagreditt
some valence-based approaches, which assumed that negative affect geaesatty |
increased risk perception (e.g., Johnson & Tversky, 1983). Second, embarrassment’s
effects on risk perception and risk taking were significantly different thae tifdear,

but not anger, an emotion with which fear’s effects are often contrastedr(Rerne
Keltner, 2001). These findings provide support for the suggestion that embarrassment’s
effects on risk can be significantly different than those of other negativeoaisictind

also provide further support for the specific-emotions approach to investigatingeahoti
effects on decision making. Third, although embarrassment is a self-conscaiisiem

it can create an optimistic bias in risk perception that extends beyond the s&lf It
found that embarrassed participants saw less risk in events not only relatedsel ks

but to others as well. Fourth, there was little evidence to suggest that somsadgprai
which are associated with embarrassment, mediate its effects on asptper or risk
taking. Instead, as discussed below, an affect regulation approach maybest &ar

embarrassment’s effects in this study.

Possible M echanisms
Emotions have been shown to have effects on judgment and decision making that

operate through a variety of routes (e.g., Isen, 1993, Lerner & Keltner, 2000). s othe
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have noted, (e.g., Raganathan & Pham, 1999), the question is not so much which route is
correct, but rather which mechanism or process is most prominent under what
circumstances. Most researchers working on specific emotions do so fronotietiché
framework that emotions evolved as functional “programs” that are eligitaggraisals
and create motivational tendencies accompanied by changes in physidogisal and
nonverbal behaviors. Where researchers have differed is primarily in which espee
emotion process they focus on (e.g., the appraisal or the motivational tendency).

Understanding the effects of specific negative emotions is complex not only
because they are accompanied by different appraisals and action tenden@éso
because negative emotions produce the desire to escape the negativ&affext.
researchers have even suggested that attempts to regulate the emotantageas to
the experience of the emotion that one cannot meaningfully differentiate the®moti
from the regulation of the emotion (Kappas, 2010). While not all theorists would agree
with this view, it does highlight the importance of thinking of emotions as ongoing
processes that include not only the eliciting event but also efforts to cdpthatievent
(Lazarus, 1991).

The effects found here for embarrassment may be most likely due to people’s
attempts to reduce their negative affect in these situations. One importiactidisthat
is often neglected in emotion regulation accounts is whether the individual has the
opportunity to engage in the behaviors that the particular emotion motivates. A basic
assumption in most theories of specific emotions is that each emotion evolved liecause
elicited motivations or behaviors that on average tended to help solve the inclusas fithe

problem that the organism was facing. For example, fear motivates one to afleéd or
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potential threat. Engaging in such behaviors removes the threat and therelageethe
emotion, returning the organism to a state of equilibrium (Arnold, 1960; Frijda, 1986).
From this perspective, one form of emotion regulation, which is referred to as the
“primary route”, occurs by fulfilling the motivations inherent in the emotiotaks
Presumably, this will often lead one to engage in behaviors that are gotadoted to

the situation (i.e., are useful in changing the emotion evoking situation and thereby
reducing the emotion).

However, even a direct or primary route can sometimes produce carryover or
incidental effects. A good example of this can be found in Raghunathan and Pham’s
(1999) work on sadness. They found that elicitation of sadness in one situation led their
participants to go for a higher payoff gambling option in another situation. They argu
this is because sadness informs one that something is missing and motivates rewar
seeking. Itis hypothesized that this effect is occurring via the primaotien
regulation route discussed above. This is the case even though there is a mismatch
between the item that was sought (winning a better payoff) and that which s&sgni
(mother who had died) because the effect is still driven by the primary thotislastate
created during sadness.

Emotion regulation can also have effects via a very different pathway, wghich i
likely to occur when an individual does not have any way to fulfill the motives of the
emotional state. This is referred to as the “secondary route”, which focusesiog c
with the negative affect. It is easy to think of examples of this, particutahighly
social species. For example, an employee who feels angry at what he gexseive

mistreatment by his boss may feel the impulse to engage in angry behavidrsds# c
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not to because the possible negative outcomes far outweigh the possible positive ones
Therefore, his attempts to cope with his negative feelings must take atimdirte.

This type of emotion regulation is likely to be what Leith and Baumeister (1996) we
tapping into when they found that what they considered to be highly arousing emotions
produced increased risk taking in the form of preferring a long-shot gamble gl hi
payoffs over a more probable but lower payoff gamble. Focusing on the higher payoffs i
one way, at least temporarily, to escape negative affect.

Two general routes by which emotion regulation may affect decision making and
judgments were laid out above. It should also be noted that both could be exerting
influences in parallel and may, depending on the specific emotion, interact ictainésli
ways. It seems likely that in the case of embarrassment both types afreragtlation
are at work. The present research repeatedly found that embarrassneianled
optimistic bias in risk perception, but did so without creating an accompanying
preference for engaging in immediate risky action. One possibilityaighis optimistic
bias along with a tendency to not increase risky behavior may be functional in
embarrassment. As noted in the introduction, embarrassment is an emotion that alert
oneself of a social mistake and notifies others that the breach of protocolext shans
was not an intentional challenge (serves an appeasement function). What isat risk i
embarrassment is social exclusion. Therefore, it would make sense thatassrhant
should predispose an individual to not take additional risks since s/he is already in a
precarious social situation. However, the optimistic bias likely induces hope and
probably keeps the embarrassed person from completely fleeing thesituatich

optimism may be particularly likely to occur when other forms of remediatenat
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possible (during secondary emotion regulation attempts) as in the current woek wher
participants did not have the opportunity to restore their social esteem.

It is further suggested that such situations are not confined to social psyckblogist
laboratories but likely occur in many real world situations. One easy to imagngple
is the morning after a party, waking up to recall all the embarrassingreeiserformed
the night before after imbibing too much liquor. In such situations, thereasolitd can
do to actively undo the potential social damage. The current research sutggjeste t
way people might attempt to cope with such situations is to increase theirsop@nout
events in other realms. However, it would not lead them to prefer engaging in riskier
behavior.

One potentially interesting avenue for future work would be to examine the
effects of embarrassment on risky perceptions that are intrinsicadly afghe emotion
eliciting event. If it is correct that the effects found in this re$eare due to emotion
regulation attempts, then it is possible that embarrassment could have diffiexctatan
judgments of risk in situations where one is afforded the opportunity to avoid future

experiences of embarrassment, one of the argued functions of embarrassment.
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Appendix A
Appraisal Items from Study 2.3

Items measuring responsibility appraisals (high scores indicatete gpeasonal
responsibility)

1. In the situation you described on the first page, how responsible did you feel for having
brought about the event that were making you feel [angry/embarrassed/fearful]

2. In the situation you described on the first page, how responsible did you think someone
or something other than yourself was for having brought about the events that were
making you feel [angry/embarrassed/fearful]? (reverse-scorell item

Items measuring situational control (high scores indicated greatdiaialacontrol)

1. In the situation you described on the first page, to what extend did you feel that
circumstances beyond anyone’s control were controlling what was happening?

Items measuring human (self v. other) control (high scores indicated grélatens®el)

1. In the situation you described on the first page, to what extent did you feel thaidyou h
the ability to influence what was happening?

2. In the situation you described on the first page, to what extent did you feel that
someone other than yourself was controlling what was happening? (reveeskita)

Items measuring certainty (higher scores indicated greatemtgytai

1. In the situation you described on the first page, how well did you understand what was
happening around you?

2. In the situation you described on the first page, how uncertain were you about what
was happening? (reverse-scored item)

3. In the situation you described on the first page, how well could you predict what was
going to happen?



CHAPTER 3

EMBARRASSMENT AND MEDICAL DECISION MAKING

Traditionally, much of the research in the emotion and decision-makingurerat
has investigated the influence of incidental (or unrelated) emotions on judgmeénts a
choices (e.g., Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001; Lerner, Small, & Loewenstien, 2004;
Raghunathan & Pham, 1999). Recently, however, there are an increasing number of
studies that examine the effects of emotions that are integrally (osin#ily) related to
subsequent judgments and decisions (Ketelaar & Au, 2003). For example, it has been
suggested that shame leads to negative behavioral consequences in situationg torelate
the shame-eliciting event (Tangney & Fischer, 1995). A recent study founddbeing
shame in people with a proself orientation increased prosocial behavior irosguati
where shame was integrally related to the decision at hand, but not when the shame-
inducing situation was unrelated to the decision task (de Hooge, Breugelmans, &
Zeelenberg, 2008). This study highlights the notion that it may be important tolstudy t
integral effects of emotions on decision making because they may caussntliéfitects
than those of incidental emotions.

Correlational research suggests that embarrassment may be integrtdito ¢
medical decisions (Consedine et al., 2007; Harris, 2004; 2006; Meerabeau, 1999; Moore,
Brodsgaard, & Rosenberg, 2004). In particular, the relationship between embantassme
and intentions to go for potentially embarrassing cancer screenings hasdece

considerable attention in the
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behavioral health literature (Consedine et al., 2007; Orbell, 1996; Taylor et al., 2002).
For example, researchers have noted that women of varied ages, ethnicitiggreduca
backgrounds, and socioeconomic status levels may find cervical exams egihgrras
(Sutton & Rutherford, 2005; Wee, Phillips, & McCarthy, 2005). Furthermore, additional
research suggests that increases in perceived cervical exam emiiamntasay be
associated with decreased screening intentions (Najem, Batuman, & Smith, Hi886; S
et al., 2004; Wee et al., 2005).

These findings may indicate that embarrassment could be integral tordiffere
judgments and decisions related to cervical exams. For example, women who are
embarrassed by cervical exams may perceive relatively less ggttiofg cancer, which
in turn may lead to decreased screening intentions. Indeed, incidental esthamnta
appeared to decrease risk perception across five studies in the previous chapter.
However, given recent research indicating that incidental and integrabesiatay have
different effects, a fruitful area of research may be to examinefdeisebf
embarrassment that is integrally related to judgments of risk in the médmalin in
order gain purchase on whether incidental and integral embarrassment haeatdiffe

effects on risk perception.

The Current Resear ch

The present investigation moved beyond the initial examination of whether

embarrassment can have incidental effects on decision making to exploringraeitisi

which embarrassment may be integral. In Experiment 3.1, medical embanmbesse
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primed to investigate its effects on perceived cervical exam em&aeas risk
perceptions of getting cervical cancer, and future cervical exam sggeatentions. The
primary goal was to investigate whether the integral effects of eadsanent on risky
judgments may be different than the incidental effects found in the previous chapter.
It was expected that results from Experiment 3.1 might help to determine witnether
emotion regulation framework proposed in the previous chapter could be expanded to
also account for the integral effects of embarrassment. Finally, invesgitja integral
effects of embarrassment on medical decision making also allowed for ¢xplaithe
causal relationship between embarrassment and cervical exam scre@mtigrat
Experiments 3.2 and 3.3 were designed to explore the influence of social respgnsibilit
on screening intentions for embarrassing and non-embarrassing medical ekases. T

studies will be addressed in greater detail later in the chapter.

Experiment 3.1

In order to test the effects of embarrassment on judgments and decisions that a
related to the embarrassing situation, medical embarrassment was lpyiasdng
participants to write about an embarrassing medical experience. Ermbmnasvas
primed in the current study to avoid potential ethical concerns and undue stress for the
participants in an experiential manipulation of medical embarrassment. rétegpa
emotional priming has found that unconsciously activating emotional concepts can
influence judgment and behavior without eliciting a subjective feeling @tkielman,

Berridge, & Wilbarger, 2005). Furthermore, recent studies have shown that it isg@ossibl
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to unconsciously prime specific emotions as opposed to general positive or negative
affect (Skandrani-Marzouki & Marzouki, 2010). After the priming manipulation,
cervical exam embarrassment, risk perceptions of getting cervigarcand cervical
exam screening intentions were measured. It was suggested in the prevideistbas
embarrassment may motivate judgments or decisions that alleviate nedfatove
particularly if they are in service of fulfilling an emotion-specifiotivation, such as
making amends or avoiding future instances of embarrassment. Embarrassment
condition participants in the current study had such an opportunity by expressing thei
intentions to avoid a potentially embarrassing medical exam. Based ds neshé
previous chapter, embarrassment might also prompt one to regulate theiryaffect b
expressing greater optimism about one’s risks for getting cancer. dgveeother
possibility is that embarrassment wilbt influence perceptions of cancer risk because
such perceptions would not provide a significant emotional benefit if participants had a
opportunity to more efficiently regulate their negative affect by avoiflinge

embarrassment.

Method

Participants. Sixty-nine undergraduate women at the University of California,
San Diego voluntarily participated in return for course credit. Participaeres 20.7
years old on average, and their ages ranged from 18 to 33 years. Participany &Bgici
39% Asian, 35% Caucasian, 7% Latino, 6% Pacific Islander, 3% African-Ameand

10% other ethnicities.
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Procedure. Participants were run individually and were randomly assigned to
one of two conditions, neutrah € 36) or embarrassmemt € 33). In both conditions, a
female experimenter told participants that the study consists of two pstislyson
student health and a pilot study, which was being developed for another experiment.
Participants began with the purported student health study that involved an
autobiographical recall-and-write task. After participants finished #he they
completed the dependent measures.

Emotion Manipulation. Participants in the embarrassment condition were asked
to write about their most embarrassing Pap smear or, if they never felrassedrwhile
getting a Pap smear, then they were asked to write about their last Paplieaam
participant never had a Pap exam, then they were asked to write about an embarrass
medical experience. In the neutral condition, participants were asked tobatietlae
previous day’s events, such as what they had for each meal and the main aectivities
which they engaged during the day. As mentioned earlier, priming manipulatigns ma
influence judgment and behavior without influencing subjective feelings of emotion
(Winkielman, Berridge, & Wilbarger, 2005). Therefore, the current emotion
manipulation was not expected to influence self-reported feelings of embamassm
M easur es

The first questionnaire that participants completed was ostensibly @f plaet
student health study, and this questionnaire contained the following dependent sneasure
perceived cervical exam embarrassment, cervical cancer risk pensegnd cervical

exam screening intentions.
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Per ceived embarrassment. Many of the studies in the behavioral medicine
literature that measure the relationship between cervical exam asgraant and future
screening intentions rely on a single-item measure of embarrassmergd{®erst al.,
2007). In this study, participants answered three questions regarding thegsfeé
embarrassment. These questions included, ‘How embarrassing do you géimer&ap
tests?’, ‘How embarrassing do you find having your private parts touched byoa oloat
nurse?’, and ‘How embarrassing do you find being partly undressed while getting a Pa
test?’

Risk perception. There were three risk perception questions, including, ‘What
do you think the chances are that one of your next Pap tests will produce worrisome
results?’, ‘How likely is it that you have been exposed to something that wébise
your chances of developing cervical cancer?’, and ‘How likely is it thatye at risk for
developing abnormal cells that can lead to cervical cancer?’.

Screening intentions. There were also three future screening intentions
guestions, including, ‘How likely are you to delay getting your next Papréeasrée-
scored)?’, ‘How likely is it that you will maintain regularly scheduled Pafs tas
recommended by your gynecologist?’, and ‘How difficult is it for you to getranual
Pap test (reverse-scored)?’

All guestions were rated on a 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Extremely) scale and were
counterbalanced to minimize order effects. Responses within each categery
averaged to create mean ratings for each of the three categories. riigters
indicated greater perceived embarrassment, risk perception, and scietartigns.

The second questionnaire that participants completed was purportedly a part loft the pi
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study. Therefore, this questionnaire was used to maintain the cover story anuedontai

medically-related questions such as family history of cancer and birtfolcosage.
Subjective emotion ratings. After completing the first questionnaire,

participants rated their current levels of seven different emotions: anderrassment,

anxiousness, disgust, happiness, sadness, and fear (1 = Not at all, 5 = Very much).

Results and Discussion

Subjective emotion ratings. An ANOVA was conducted with emotion condition
as the between-subjects factor and each of the emotion terms as dependdasvan
expected, analyses showed no difference in subjective emotions for six of the seven
emotion terms (alp values > .08). Unexpectedly, neutral participants reported
experiencing greater ang& € 1.86,SD = 1.49) than embarrassed participaMs=(
1.15,SD=0.44),F(1, 68) = 6.87p < .02. It is possible that neutral condition
participants may have encountered incidents in the previous day that made them
relatively angrier than those recalling a past embarrassing regperience.

Percelved embarrassment. An ANOVA with average perceived embarrassment
as the outcome measure and emotion condition as the between-subjects fadeat revea
that participants in the embarrassment condition reported greater perceived
embarrassment over receiving a cervical extsinr 6.03,SD = 1.50) than participants in
the neutral conditionM = 3.99,SD= 1.52),F(1, 68) = 8.13p < .01. These results may
indicate that priming medical embarrassment influenced perceptions ofatexatm

embarrassment.
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Risk perception. The effect of integral embarrassment on risk perception was of
particular interest. An ANOVA with average risk perception as the outcorasumeeand
emotion condition as the between-subjects factor did not reveal a significardrdiffe
between embarrassmeM € 2.67,SD=1.39) and neutral conditionsi(= 2.28,SD=
1.19),F(1, 68) = 1.55p = .22. Therefore, priming medical embarrassment did not
appear to influence perceptions of cervical cancer risk.

Screening Intentions. An ANOVA was performed on average screening
intentions with emotion condition as the between-subjects factor. The resuléeddic
that participants in the embarrassment condition reported being less likelgito obt
cervical examsNl = 4.16,SD= 1.74) than participants in the neutral conditivh=5.04,
SD=1.70),F(1, 68) = 4.53p < .04. These data suggest that priming medical
embarrassment may have caused decreased screening intentions for eimdparrass
medical exams relative to a neutral condition.

Mediational analyses. Following the recommendations of Baron and Kenny
(1996), the next analyses tested whether the observed differences in perceived
embarrassment mediated the effects of emotion condition on screening intentions
Screening intentions were regressed on emotion condition and perceived emleamtrassm
Figure 3.1 displays the standardized beta coefficients for these relationsiorEm
condition (neutral vs. embarrassment) predicted perceived embarrassé®nt,15.83,
p < .01; perceived embarrassment predicted screening inten{@8)ss -5.13p < .001;
and the once-significant path from emotion condition to screening intert(ile8s: -
2.13,p < .04) fell to insignificance when the perceived embarrassment factor was

introduced into the same equatit(®3) = -0.78p > .05.
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Figure3.1: Perceived embarrassment appeared to mediatéf¢lce e emotion condition on cervical
exam screening intentions. The dashed line inelictitat the once-significant path from emotion ddorl
(Neutral = -1; Embarrassment = 1) to screeningitides fell to insignificance when the mediating
variable was entered into the equation. The wadwe standardized beta coefficiens< .05 **p < .01.

The purpose of Experiment 3.1 was to examine the effects of integral
embarrassment on judgments of cervical cancer risk. In turn, this study atsieaff
opportunities to investigate the causal effects of embarrassment on cexaical
screening intentions and to explore whether an emotion regulation framework could
account for subsequent findings. The main findings were that medical embamassm
did not appear to significantly influence perceptions of cancer risk compared toa neut
condition. Medical embarrassment did, however, seem to cause a relativednirea
perceived embarrassment of cervical exams and a relative decreasecal egam
screening intentions. Further, perceptions of cervical exam embarrassetkated the
effect of emotion condition on screening intentions.

The risk perception findings add to a growing body of work that investigates the
effects of integral emotion on judgments and decisions (de Hooge et al., 2008aiK&tela

Au, 2003). Results from the current study suggest that integral and incidental
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embarrassment may lead to different risk judgments. Unlike results inetheys

chapter, the current study provides no evidence to suggest that participants in the
embarrassment condition were more optimistic than those in the neutral condition. This
supports the notion that it is important to investigate both integral and incidents effe

of emotions (de Hooge et al., 2008). This suggestion may be particularly important to
investigations of embarrassment because, as the results suggest, it ensgrivas

effects on judgments and decisions that have real-world implications.

The emotion regulation framework proposed in the previous chapter may also
account for the integral effects of embarrassment found in the current stady. A
expected, embarrassment condition participants were relatively legstiletpress
intentions of going for a cervical exam. Further, there was no significact eff
emotion condition on risk perceptions of getting cancer. A suggestion is that
embarrassment condition participants in the current study were able tataltbeir
negative affect by directly achieving a proposed function of embarrassm@av{ng
future threats of embarrassment). As other researchers have noted, somenpromine
emotion and decision making frameworks, such as Lerner and Keltner (2000, 2001), and
colleagues’ (Lerner & Tiedens, 2006) appraisal tendencies framewolkased off of
studies on incidental emotions (Lerner, Han, & Keltner, 2007). Results from thetcurre
study may therefore add to the literature by providing an initial indication thanatoe
regulation framework of embarrassment and decision making may possibly account fo
both the incidental and integral effects of embarrassment on judgments and fchoides

in the current work.
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Finally, as mentioned earlier, correlational research suggestsiangt#p
between embarrassment and cervical cancer screening intentions. Howeeelo thet
appear to be any studies that investigate the causal path between the tlesvaria
Results from the current study may provide the first direct evidence faptiom that
embarrassment may be an affective barrier to treatment (Consedine et al., A0@79r,
these effects did not appear to be influenced by perceptions of cervical cakcer ri
Recall that past findings have indicated that higher perceived embarrasfaent
particular health hazard may be associated with lower perceived riskéVvitinstein,

1987). Based on an emotion regulation framework, it may be possible that if participants
in the current study had no avoidance option, then they may have attempted to alleviate
negative affect by expressing decreased cancer risk perceptions. Hoheceryént

study did not find evidence to suggest that medical embarrassment causesedatska
perceptions of cervical cancer.

Priming medical embarrassment in the previous study was associated with
decisions that could lead to potentially harmful consequences not only for the individual
avoiding the exam but also for those who have a vested interest in their well being.
However, embarrassment has also been associated with prosocial behaigoy (Mil
1996). For instance, acute embarrassment has been shown to increase helping even if
help is requested by someone who did not witness the embarrassing event (Apsler, 1975).
Some research on trait embarrassment also indicates that embarrasaynieat m
connected with concerns about maintaining social esteem. For example, trait
embarrassment has been associated with conscientiousness, sensitivitysto othe

evaluations, and social responsibility (Miller, 1996). A potential implication oftbik
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is that priming thoughts of one’s responsibility to family and friends to maigtaod

health may be one way to influence screening intentions for embarrassirginesdms.
This may be especially true since past research suggests that one erapdorassed
individuals to avoid negative social evaluations is by engaging in behaviors that assur
others of one’s prosocial intentions (Frijda & Mesquita, 1994; Harris, 2006). Exguerim

3.2 explores this possibility.

Experiment 3.2

The purpose of the current study was to explore the effects of social resggnsibil
on intentions to go for an embarrassing medical exam, namely cervical exams.
Participants in the social responsibility condition read a passagestairfriends and
family expect their loved ones to be socially responsible by going forareggiivical
exams. The same measures of perceived embarrassment, risk perceptioreamyscr
intentions used in Experiment 3.1 were also used in the current study. Further, two new
measures were added. One was a perception of social responsibilityerieasasked
women how much they agreed with the suggestion that their loved ones expected them to
go for cervical exams. The second measure added was a single-itemenoéasu
embarrassment. In line with previous research, women were asked to ratvéiaf
cervical exam embarrassment compared to similar-aged others.

Social responsibility was expected to influence screening intentions in ome of t
ways. First, priming social responsibility may increase percaigedcal exam

embarrassment and, in turn, decrease screening intentions. Embarrasayneat m
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increased because an intimate and potentially embarrassing meditailsdxeing
associated with friends and family. Second, social responsibility mageasdecperceived
cervical exam embarrassment and, in turn, increase screening intentions. Wlthoug
cervical exams may generally be perceived as embarrassing, haaoel
responsibility to obtain an exam may decrease some of the negative\gifieaity
associated with cervical exams.

Participants in the social responsibility condition were not expected to bable
completely alleviate their negative affect by expressing eitlheively increased or
decreased screening intentions. For example, decreased screening inmesyietisit
negative affect associated with going against the wishes of one’s faanitylarly,
increased screening intentions may indicate a willingness to fulils obligation to
family and friends, but it may also lead to negative affect associdteadnv
embarrassing medical exam. One way of alleviating negative affeciass with
either going or not going for the exam would be to report relatively dectgasceptions
of cervical cancer risk. Therefore, social responsibility participants @ected to
report lower perceptions of cancer risk than neutral participants.

As in Experiment 3.1, participants completed a second questionnaire that was
purportedly a part of the pilot study in order to maintain the cover story. The questions

were the same as those used in the first experiment.

Method
Participants. Seventy-five undergraduate women at the University of California,

San Diego voluntarily participated in return for course credit. Participgerts 20.01
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years old on average, and their ages ranged from 18 to 24 years old. Participaty ethnic
was 45% Asian, 32% Caucasian, 15% Latino/Hispanic, 2% Pacific Islander, 3%nAfrica
American, and 3% other ethnicities.

Procedure. Participants were run individually and were randomly assigned to
one of two conditions, social responsibility£ 37) or controlf = 38). In both
conditions, a female experimenter told participants that the study condists drts, a
study on student health and a pilot study that was being developed for another
experiment. Participants began with the purported student health study, which involved
reading three separate passages and after each passage participanesl anseries of
guestions.

M easur es

Participant survey. The “Participant Survey” was separated into three sections:
immunizations, cervical exams, and dental exams. The dependent measuiagdiveere
cervical exam section. This section was always in the middle of the immoniaad
dental exam sections to minimize suspicion.

Each of the three sections began with a short statement followed by a series of
guestions. In the control condition, the cervical exam statement read, “®octor
recommend that young women get screened for cervical cancer by having Regula
smears.” In the social responsibility condition, the first sentence wasnieeasathe
neutral condition. However, the social responsibility condition contained an additional
sentence that served as the social responsibility manipulation. The sentdnce rea
“Family members and friends also expect their loved ones to be socially respduysibl

getting screened for cervical cancer in order to detect it earlye’imiimunization and
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dental exam statements were the same in both the control and social responsibilit
conditions. The immunization statement read, “Immunization (also known as

vaccination) is the process by which an individual is exposed, usually through an

injection, to an agent that is designed to strengthen his or her immune systeshtagéai

agent. When the human immune system is exposed to a disease once, it can develop the
ability to quickly respond to a subsequent infection.” The dental exam stateaent r

“On average, seeing a dentist twice a year works well for most peoftav people can

get away with fewer visits; others may need more frequent visits.”

In the cervical exam section, the perceived embarrassment, risk perception, and
screening intentions questions were the same as those used in Experiment 3. desAvera
for each of the three types of questions were again calculated with higherraumbe
indicating greater perceived embarrassment, risk perception, and sgredentions.

The social responsibility measure check asked, “Do you think that most people who are
important to you expect you to go in for regular Pap tests?” Participsedstiheir

agreement on a 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Extremely) scale. A single-item neeaistalative
embarrassment was also added. The question asked, “As compared to other women your
age, how embarrassing do you find pap tests?” Participants responded on a 1 (Much less
embarrassing) to 5 (Much more embarrassing) scale. The dental exam and atioruniz
sections each contained six questions that were used in order to keep partiopants fr
seeing that the study was specifically examining embarrassment. @$tega were

similar to the cervical exam questions (e.g., “How uncomfortable arewmgd dental
exam?”, “How likely is it that you will go in for a vaccination if it is reco@nded by

your doctor?”) and answered on the same seven-point response scale
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Medical Questionnaire. The “Medical Questionnaire” was the same as

Experiment 3.1.

Resultsand Discussion

Per ceptions of social responsibility. An ANOVA was run with perceptions of
social responsibility as the outcome variable and social responsibility conditiba a
between-subjects factor. Results indicated that participants in the sspiahsibility
condition werdesslikely to agree with the notion that important people in their lives
expect them to go in for cervical exans £ 4.03,SD = 1.65) than participants in the
control condition i1 = 4.87,SD= 1.69),F(1, 74) = 4.71p < .04. These data suggest that
priming social responsibility for an intimate medical exam may have lédipants to
disagree with the suggestion that their loved ones expect them to go for cexaiTel.

Percelved embarrassment. An ANOVA was run with average perceived
embarrassment as the dependent measure and social responsibility condition as the
between-subjects factor. Results indicated no significant differencesrege
perceived embarrassment between the social responsibility5.02,SD = 1.60) and
control conditionsil = 4.77,SD=1.98),F(1, 74) = 0.35n.s. A second ANOVA was
run with the single-item measure of comparative embarrassment as thdeatdgpe
variable and social responsibility condition as the between-subjects f&adicipants in
the social responsibility condition reported being more embarrassed by Rap test
compared to women of the same adge<3.19,SD= 1.19) than those in the control
condition M = 2.66,SD= 1.09),F(1, 74) = 4.01p< .05. These results indicate that

priming one’s responsibility to family and friends may not lead to signifiddf@rences
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in general perceptions of cervical exam embarrassment compared thosere/imotwe
primed. However, when asked to judge one’s embarrassment relative to women of the
same age, priming social responsibility appears to cause greatearedine

embarrassment compared to a control condition.

Risk perception. An ANOVA was run with average perception of cancer risk as
the outcome measure and social responsibility condition as the between-dabjects
Results indicated that participants in the social responsibility condition yedlcel
significantly less risk of getting cervical cancht € 2.19,SD= 0.96) compared to
control condition participantd = 2.76,SD = 1.33),F(1, 74) = 4.36p < .05. Therefore,
the data suggest that priming one’s responsibility to family and friendseiveean
embarrassing medical exam caused women to perceive less risk of gettiogl cancer
compared to a control condition.

Screening intentions. The effects of social responsibility on intentions to receive
an embarrassing medical exam were of particular interest. Reglittsted that
participants in the social responsibility condition were significantly ileslined to get a
cervical examl = 3.83,SD = 1.63) compared to those in the control conditMn=(
4.70,SD=1.94),F(1, 74) = 4.41p < .04. Thus, after being primed with the notion that
family and friends expect their loved ones to get a Pap smear, womeregslikdly to
plan on getting a cervical exam compared to controls.

Mediational analyses. The next analyses tested whether ratings of comparative
embarrassment or judgments of risk perception mediated the effects of social
responsibility on screening intentions. Baron and Kenny’s (1996) recommended steps to

establishing mediation were again followed. In the first set of analyseensty
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intentions were regressed on social responsibility condition and comparative
embarrassment. Figure 3.2 displays the standardized beta coefficiehtsrigationship
between social responsibility condition, comparative embarrassment, antdrsgree
intentions. Social responsibility condition predicted comparative embarras$fnént
2.00,p < .05; comparative embarrassment strongly predicted screening intet{iidins;
-4.27,p < .001; and the once-significant direct path from social responsibility condition
to screening intentiong;74) = -2.09p < .04 fell to insignificance when the comparative
embarrassment factor was introduced into the same equéfiéns= -1.34p > .05.
Comparative embarrassment also explained a significant proportion of the vamiance i
screening intention®’ = .20,F(1,74) = 18.23p < .01. A similar pattern emerged for
the risk perception factor, but the full pattern of links required to show mediation did not

reach significance.
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Figure 3.2: Comparative embarrassment appeared to mediagffdut of responsibility condition (Control
= -1; Social Responsibility = 1) on cervical exacreening intentions. The dashed line indicatesttie
once-significant path from responsibility conditimscreening intentions fell to insignificance wtbe
mediating variable was entered into the equatibme values are standardized beta coefficiengs<*05
**p<.01.



82

The goal of Experiment 3.2 was to explore the effects of social responhility
intentions to go for an embarrassing medical exam. The main findings werarthagpr
social responsibility appeared to decrease screening intentions compaceshtmh
condition. General perceptions of cervical exam embarrassment were riatesidjiyi
different between conditions, but social responsibility participants Hagaédcdomparative
embarrassment significantly higher than those in the control condition. Moreover,
comparative embarrassment mediated the effect of social responsimidiion on
screening intentions.

Associating an intimate medical exam that involves touching genitalia and
possible sexual undertones with family and friends may have heightened neffiative a
Data from the perceived embarrassment measures appear to indicate tbatiwtmne
social responsibility condition did not perceive cervical exams as genei@iky m
embarrassing than controls. However, priming social responsibility didrappea
increase comparative embarrassment. One possibility is that social resippns
participants imagined that going for a cervical exam at the behest of omédisdad
friends would be more embarrassing compared to their peers who may be under no such
obligation. One might expect that pairing family with cervical examg aiso create
dissonance. In order to reduce this dissonance, one possibility is that socialibdggons
participants rated their family and friends as less likely to expect tivgm for a cervical
exam compared to controls. In sum, these results and data indicating tlcgigrddiin

the social responsibility condition were less likely to express cerweah screening
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intentions might suggest that going for a cervical exam elicitedegreagative affect
than not going for the exam.

Priming social responsibility also decreased cervical cancer risggients
compared to a control condition. In Experiment 3.1, it was suggested that avoiding
cervical exams may have alleviated participants’ negative affdobutitictivating
additional attempts to regulate emotion. However, it is possible that social liegjppns
participants in the current study also felt negative affect from not goirthd exam.

The risk perception results may therefore indicate that social respongibitiicipants

were attempting to relieve the negative affect associated with n@t fgoithe exam by
perceiving less risk and, in turn, less need to go for an exam. These resultsgaagnt
because they may indicate that two potential sources of negative affect {goan

intimate exam that is associated with family and friends and not going &oaan

despite the expectations of family and friends) may lead to separatptateramotion
regulation. However, risk perception did not mediate the effect of condition on sgreeni
intentions. Thus, the negative affect associated with going for an embarrassiicgl
exam may have been greater than the potential dissonance that social reggonsibil
participants felt by avoiding cervical exams.

Experiment 3.3 examined the effects of social responsibility on intentions to go
for a non-embarrassing medical exam, namely dental exams. If priouiad s
responsibility increases intentions to go for a non-embarrassing mediogltéea such
findings may provide support for the notion that it is the embarrassing nature oathe ex

that may influence intentions to seek medical care when social responsiplimed.
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Experiment 3.3

The goal of the current study was to examine the effects of social rds|ynsi
on intentions to seek non-embarrassing medical care. Based on findings from the
previous study, it is possible that priming social responsibility leads to safjeeerease
in intentions to seek medical care, including care that is typically notiperdces
embarrassing. In contrast, if it can be shown that social responsibilitysasrea
intentions to seek non-embarrassing medical exams, then such findings might provide
additional support for the suggestion that embarrassment can influence intentesis to s
medical care. Participants in the current study read a passage thiatifnggnds and
family expect their loved ones to be socially responsible by going foraregeshtal
exams. Perceived embarrassment of dental exams, dental risk perceptiongnaioasnt
to go for a dental exam were measured. Priming social responsibiligxwpasted to
increase screening intentions for a non-embarrassing medical exam witheriging

dental exam embarrassment or dental risk perceptions compared to a contradrconditi

Method
Participants. Fifty-one undergraduate women at the University of California,
San Diego voluntarily participated in return for course credit. Participaerts 20.41
years old on average, and their ages ranged from 18 to 28 years old. Participaty ethnic
was 67% Asian, 22% Caucasian, 5% Latino/Hispanic, 1% Pacific Islander, 1% nAfric

American, and 4% other ethnicities. The procedure was the same as Experiment 3.2.
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Procedure. Participants were run individually and were randomly assigned to
one of two conditions, social responsibility% 25) or controlit = 26)!* The remainder
of the procedure was the same as Experiment 3.2.
M easur es

Participant Survey. The “Participant Survey” contained questions on the same
three types of medical care as described in Experiment 3.2. However, the main
dependent measures in the current study were in the dental exam section. tibnis sec
was always in the middle of the immunization and cervical exam sections taltever
purpose of the study.

As in the previous study, each of the three sections began with a short statement.
In the control condition, the dental exam statement read, “Dentists recommeywlitgt
women go for regular dental exams to maintain oral health and to identify possble
for serious medical conditions such as cancer.” In the social responsibilityiconttie
first sentence was the same as the control condition but it contained an additional
sentence that served as the social responsibility manipulation. The socialif@kiyons
statement read, “Family members and friends also expect their loved onesdtmbye s
responsible by getting dental exams in order to detect medical conditions déue
immunization and cervical exam statements were the same in both the controliaind soc
responsibility conditions. The immunization statement was the same asnEue3i 2.
The cervical exam statement read, “Doctors recommend that young womeregats

for cervical cancer by having regular Pap smears.”

" Three participants were excluded from the analpsesuse of language difficulties, two participants
were excluded because they did not follow direcj@nd two participants were excluded because they
heard about the experiment prior to participating.
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In the dental exam section, participants were asked about their perceived
embarrassment of dental exams, risk perceptions of dental disease, and inteig@ons
for a dental exam. The perceived embarrassment questions included, ‘How ssntgrra
do you generally find dental exams?’, ‘How embarrassing do you find hasurgnouth
open while a dentist or dental assistant checks your teeth?’, and ‘How embgrdass
you find your face and mouth being looked at while you are lying down in a dentist’s
chair?’ Risk perception questions included, ‘What do you think the chances are that one
of your next dental exams will produce worrisome results?’, ‘How likelytisat you
have been exposed to something that will increase your chances of developing gum
disease?’, and ‘How likely is it that you are at risk for developing swoltdleeding
gums or oral sores?’. Future screening intentions questions included, ‘How likely ar
you to delay getting your next dental exam? (reverse-scored)’, ‘How l&élyhat you
will maintain regularly scheduled dental exams as recommended by yowst®eand
‘How difficult is it for you to get regular dental exams? (reverseesbar Questions
were rated on a 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Extremely) scale. An average eatedifor each
guestion type such that higher numbers indicated greater perceived embarrasskne
perception, and screening intentions. The immunization section contained six questions.
The questions were similar to the dental exam questions (e.g., “How likethad you
will go in for a vaccination if it is recommended by your doctor?”) and answard¢he
same response scale. Cervical exam questions were the same as those used in
Experiment 3.2. As mentioned above, immunization and cervical exam statements were
the same in both conditions. Therefore, no response differences between conditions were

expected or found.
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Medical Questionnaire. The medical questionnaire was the same as the previous

experiment.

Resultsand Discussion

Percelved embarrassment. An ANOVA with average perceived embarrassment
as the outcome measure and social responsibility condition as the betweetsdabijer
did not reveal a significant difference between conditifs, 50) = 0.72n.s. As
expected, priming social responsibility to go for a dental exam did not influence
perceived embarrassment of dental exams.

Risk perception. An ANOVA was run with average risk perception as the
outcome measure and social responsibility condition as the between-subjects fac
Results indicated that judgments of dental risk did not differ between condi{@dns0)
= 1.60,n.s. Thus, as expected, priming social responsibility did not influence dental risk
perceptions.

Screening intentions. Average screening intentions was the primary measure of
interest. As shown in Figure 3.3, results from an ANOVA with screening iotesndis
the outcome measure and social responsibility condition as the betweenssiatject
showed that participants in the social responsibility condition reportecgneintions
to go for a dental exanM(= 5.40) than participants in the control conditivh= 4.53),

F(1, 50) = 4.19p < .05. Thus, women who were primed with the notion that friends and
family expect their loved ones to go for a dental exam expressed incretesgns to

go for the exam compared to a control condition.
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Non-Embarassing Exam Intentions
5

Control Social Responsibility

Figure 3.3: Mean intentions (with Standard Error bars) tdg@oa non-embarrassing (dental) exam.

The current results support the hypothesis that priming one’s social reslggnsibi
to family and friends may increase intentions to seek medical care whetthasenot
embarrassing. As expected, there was no evidence that social respoisiloiityced
perceptions of dental exam embarrassment or perceptions of dental risk. Thendata f
Experiments 3.2 and 3.3 provide support for the suggestion that the embarrassing nature

of the exam may influence screening intentions when social responsibilitynedpr

General Discussion

The present investigation began with an examination of the integral effects of
embarrassment on medical decision making. In Experiment 3.1, priming medical
embarrassment did not influence perceptions of cervical cancer risk. Howeglgralme

embarrassment increased perceptions of cervical exam embarrassangntnwurn
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decreased screening intentions. Experiments 3.2 and 3.3 explored the effects of socia
responsibility on embarrassing and non-embarrassing medical exams. Social
responsibility increased comparative embarrassment of cervical exami,iwturn
decreased screening intentions. Further, social responsibility decreasgdqes ae
cervical cancer risk. However, cancer risk perceptions did not mediatdebeof

social responsibility condition on screening intentions. In Experiment 3.3, social
responsibility increased screening intentions without influencing pecte

embarrassment of dental exams or dental risk perceptions.

Integral VersusIncidental Effects of Embarrassment

The effects of integral embarrassment on risk perception in Experiment 3.1 were
different than those of incidental embarrassment in the previous chapter. Unlike
participants in Chapter 2, participants in Experiment 3.1 had an opportunity to express
avoidance of a future threat of embarrassment (by avoiding cervical exants),isvan
argued function of the emotion (Harris, 2006). In turn, an emotion regulation framework
would predict that, by fulfilling a motivation inherent to embarrassment en route to
achieving an emotion-specific goal, participants would be able to efficieigulate their
negative affect. As such, it was predicted that there would be a decreaskddikeif
other, less direct routes being activated, which would mean relatively segrea
perceptions of risk. This is because the most efficient route to emotion rexguvatild
be to fulfill the motivation inherent to embarrassment and simply avoid future

embarrassing exams.
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Some researchers have suggested that testing the effects of incicheriiahe on
decision making helps to isolate the causal effects of a specific emotioa decikion
making (Han, Lerner, & Keltner, 2007). Indeed, this paradigm was followed in the
previous chapter. However, results from the current work show that incidental ernotiona
effects may not necessarily generalize to integral emotional sitgaparticularly if an
emotion-specific goal can be achieved. Since one of the major objectives mireamut
decision-making research is to predict behavior based upon one’s emotionadhassate, t
results may add to the literature by providing some indication that embagrassiany
have different effects on risk perception if one can avoid the threat of future

embarrassment.

Social Responsibility and M edical Exams

The effects of social responsibility were intriguing for severalorsas First,
results from Experiment 3.2 seem to indicate that not only did priming social
responsibility for an intimate exam fail to increase screening intenfidmed the
opposite effect. This finding may be useful to research investigating sormies fiett
may influence the uptake of preventative exams, particularly exams thésemay
perceived as embarrassing. Second, the effects of social responsibitte@mirsg
intentions for an embarrassing exam may have provided additional support for the
emotion regulation framework. Participants in Experiment 3.2 seemed to face two
potential sources of negative affect (going for an embarrassing examadithg an
embarrassing exam despite family and friends’ expectations). Therefoether

participants in the social responsibility chose to go for cervical exams,dheyptstill
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faced negative affective repercussions. In turn, participants appeared hatdo w
participants in Experiment 3.1 did not have to do, which is explore related routes to
emotion regulation (decreased risk perceptions). Third, results from Expei3n3 may
have provided some support for the suggestion that the embarrassing nature of the exam
can have a (negative) impact on treatment uptake for potentially ensiragragams
even when — rather, especially when - social responsibility is primed.

In the current investigation, it has been shown that embarrassment can influence
choices that have serious, real-life consequences. Moreover, when aigetmpti
influence behavior relating to a potentially embarrassing experiencefaudy and
friends may fail to help one overcome the effects of embarrassment. Based onetite curr
results, one might wonder what, if anything, could possibly overpower the expasfence
embarrassment. According to some recent work, there is reason to believe that one
aspect of social life may have the power to overcome embarrassment. Namely, pow

itself.
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CHAPTER 4

THE EFFECTS OF POWER ON NEGATIVE EMOTIONS

The present chapter explores how power influences the subjective experience of
negative emotion. There has been a recent resurgence of interest in power &auldts ef
on cognition and behavior. Particularly relevant is research indicating that pas/
implications for the experience of emotion, and one of the emotions that has been
specifically linked to power is embarrassment.

Power is frequently defined as relative control over another’s valued resource
and the capacity to dispense rewards and punishments (Anderson & Berdahl, 2002;
Emerson, 1962; Fiske & Berdahl, 2007; French & Raven, 1959). Much of the work on
power and emotion stems from the approach/inhibition theory of power (Keltner,
Gruenfeld, & Anderson, 2003). This theory, in part, puts forth the notion that high power
is associated with increased positive affect and increases the likelihoodtvieposi
approach-related emotions, such as happiness and pride. In contrast, low power is
suggested to be associated with negative affect and increases the likelihogativEne
inhibitory emotions, such as embarrassment and fear. As Keltner et al. (2003)osite
of the studies used to support their propositions are correlational. There appears to be
only one published whose a priori goal was to investigate the causal relationslaprbet
power and emaotion.

Berdahl and Martorana (2006) manipulated power by assigning one (high power)
participant in a three-participant group the responsibility of moderating @sdisa on

an emotional topic (causes of poverty). Each participant was told that there wauld be

92
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$300 lottery at the end of the experiment and the group leader was responsible for
determining how much money each of the members would receive if their goouihev
lottery. The results indicate that high-power participants experiencedparessed more
positive emotion and less anger than low-power participants during the emotional
discussion. There was, however, no difference between high- and low-power pédicipa
on a general measure of negative affect.

This study is important because it provides noncorrelational evidence that
differences in power cause different emotional reactions. However, thissrtieat
causal evidence rests upon a single manipulation of both power and emotion. Further,
since there was no difference between high- and low-power participants naralge
measure of negative affect, the investigators and their findings sugaest fut
investigations of power’s effects on specific emotions.

The goal of the current work was to experimentally manipulate power and to
examine its effect on specific emotions as well as to provide insight intoettigamsms
responsible for such effects. Based on the literature, there is a pgssibilihigh power
increases the likelihood of experiencing positive affect because high power leads
individuals to appraise a situation differently than those in low power (seee§ct299
for an overview). For instance, Scherer (1999) suggests that if a situatoorilable,
meaning that the course of events can be influenced, then appraised power, defined as
having the ability to control the outcome of the situation, will determine subsequent
emotion. Imagine a situation in which a person puts forth an idea during a business
meeting that receives little support from other attendees. If in a lowesrpole, that

person lacks the power necessary to push the idea forward and is left wittolitttol
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over the professional consequences. The individual’s lack of power provides little
protection from feeling sadness over the idea being eschewed, embarragsmagirtg

put forth an idea that was disregarded by colleagues, or even fear of having made a ca
limiting move. However, in this same situation, but a high-power role, the peeson m
know that they have the resources necessary (money, organizational pduencajfto
reward others in return for their support (e.g., salary increases) or puniskvtioode

not provide support (e.g., poor job evaluations) in order achieve their goal and reap the
subsequent rewards. Therefore one possibility is that appraisals assettlated

position of high power may provide high-power individuals with a cognitive buffer
against experiencing negative emotions and increase the likelihood that positi@smot
will be felt. Thus, the cognitive threshold for triggering negative emotiangdibe
relatively high for those in high-power positions, whereas the threshold forringge

such emotions would be relatively low for those in low-power positions.

The Current Resear ch

The main goal of the current chapter is to investigate the causal effgoaer
on the experience of specific negative emotions — embarrassment (Expériinemtd
disgust (Experiment 4.2). Although past studies on power have included measures of
emotion, most have not placed high- and low-power participants in situations that would
be expected to elicit emotion (Anderson & Berdahl, 2002; Brifiol, Petty, Valle, Ru&ker
Becerra, 2007; Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003; Smith & Bargh, 2008; Smith &

Trope, 2006). The results across many of these studies indicate that thergraged on
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null effects of high or low power on emotion in the absence of an emotion-provoking
situation. As mentioned previously, Berdahl & Martorana (2006) did create an erhotiona
situation, but the emotion induction and power manipulation were inherently intertwined.
Therefore, high- and low-power people were likely not experiencing an identic
emotional situation.

To extend the literature on power and emotion, the current studies experimentally
manipulated power, and placed high- and low-power individuals in exactly the same
emotional context, which was designed to elicit a specific emotion in order to measur
how it was affected by power. Specific emotions were induced to (1) deterimatiean
correlational findings extend to laboratory manipulations of acute power dad sta
emotions; (2) clarify the types of negative emotions on which power has at) affd
(3) shed light on the mechanism responsible for these effects. Based on the mower as
psychological buffer hypothesis, one would predict that high-power particypdhts
experience less embarrassment and disgust than low-power participantexplosed to

the same emotion inducing situations.

Experiment 4.1

The first study examined the effect of power on the experience of endmaeras
Different methods of manipulating power have been used successfully in pastiresea
including experientially. In this study, structural power was manipulsed) a scenario
similar to other studies that have randomly assigned participants tozehigh- or low-

power role (Anderson & Berdahl, 2002; Berdahl & Martorana, 2006; Galinsky,
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Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003). Individuals in both the high- and low-power conditions
were then placed in an identical emotional situation. Embarrassment was lchosese

it has been described as an inhibitory and submissive emotion that is more likely to be
experienced by those in low power (Keltner et al., 2003; Mondillon et al., 2005). Based
on correlational research (Keltner et al., 2003), one might expect that inducing an
emotion that is so strongly associated with low power would cause low-poweduralgyi

to feel significantly more embarrassment than those in high power. This would not only
support some of the research on emotion and power but also provide evidence for the

emotional benefits of high power in negative emotional situations.

Method

Participants. Participants were 85 undergraduates (46 male, 39 female) from the
University of California, San Diego who participated for course creditir @ges ranged
from 17 to 30 yeard = 19.68,SD= 1.66). The sample was 66% Asian, 15% Hispanic,
13% Caucasian, and 6% other.

Design and Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two
power conditions (high or low) and one of two emotion conditions (neutral or
embarrassment). The four groups were high power/neatra(), high
power/embarrassmemnt € 21), low power/neutrah(= 22), and low
power/embarrassment € 22)*? All male participants were run by the same female

experimenter, and all female participants were run by the same matarexger since

12 Five participants were excluded from the analyssause they were either suspicious of the power or
emotion manipulation, did not follow directions, r@ported being preoccupied and emotional overtsven
that occurred outside of the experiment



97

previous work in the lab suggests cross-gender dyads elicit greater essilpema
Participants were told that they would be participating in two experiments;sihanf
organizational behavior study (power manipulation), and the second, an experiment
piloting a task for future studies (emotion manipulation).

Power manipulation. The organizational behavior study ostensibly involved
investigating hiring situations. Participants in the high-power conditioa teét that
they were going to conduct an online interview of two actual lab applicants artdethat
would have the power to decide which applicant would move on to a second round of
interviews. They were given a binder containing background information on th@ppsiti
a job description, and a list of 21 possible interview questions from which they were
asked to pick ten. High-power participants were told that they were on an online
conference chat with both applicants and were instructed to ask each question one at a
time until all of the questions were answered. They were asked to select tbarappl
that they believed to be best suited for the job based upon all of the applicants’ answers
In reality, the experimenter responded to the questions for both applicants, usiegsansw
that were previously written. Low-power participants were told thatdahdyanother
supposed participant were going to be interviewed by an actual lab emplogdeadvh
the power to decide which participant would remain in the lab for the rest of the
experiment to work on quick, interesting tasks, and which participant would be sent down
to the basement to work on long, boring tasks. They were instructed to wait for the
guestions to appear on the computer screen and to answer each question until the

interviewer indicated that the interview was complete.
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Emotion manipulation. The emotion manipulation was the same manipulation
used in Experiments 2.1 and 2.2 in Chapter 2. As mentioned in the previous chapter,
participants in each condition viewed four pictures, presented sequentially opateom
screen. The first three pictures each had an aqueous theme (a person swinopiag, pe
walking on the beach, and a boat slip) and were the same for both emotion conditions.
Each picture appeared on the screen for approximately 10 seconds and then a new picture
appeared. After the fourth picture, the experimenter re-entered the rocmip&ats
were told that their eye movements had been tracked while viewing the pictdrist
the experimenter wanted to make sure the eye-tracking program workedyprdpres|
experimenter then started a program that purportedly showed the parsicgyaat
tracking lines along with circles, representing fixation points (thre&sct were not real
but had been created to mimic an actual eye-tracking program). In the esthantas
condition, the last picture was a close-up of three men standing on the beach in brightly
colored tight bathing trunks. Embarrassment was elicited by pointing out to the
participants that the majority of their eye-tracking lines and bxapioints were covering
the three men’s crotches, particularly the man standing in the middle whoaosés
prominently featured in the picture. In the neutral condition, the last pictureedtaow
generic faucet, and the subsequent eye-tracking lines were not intended &mgli
emotion.

Dependent measures. After the picture task, participants completed several
measures, including rating their current levels of different emotionsr,ange
embarrassment, anxiousness, disgust, happiness, sadness, and fear (1 = Notatall, 7 =

Very much). Embedded amongst other questions, were two power manipulation checks
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(“ had the most power during the first experiment” and “I controlled the outcdnhe
first experiment”) rated on a 1 (Disagree strongly) to 5 (Agree sypagéhle.
Participants were fully debriefed at the end and informed of the deceptiodinggie

eye-tracking.

Results

There were no gender differences in Experiment 4.1. Therefore, results were
collapsed across gender.

Power manipulation check. High-power participants reported having
significantly more power\] = 4.10,SD = 1.04) than low-power participant¥l & 3.41,
SD=0.92),F(1, 84) = 10.41p< .003, and feeling significantly more in contrbd €
4.15,SD=1.04 vsM = 3.41,SD= 0.97) during the interviews(1, 84) = 11.43p < .002,
indicating that the power manipulation was successful.

Effects of power on embarrassment. To examine the effects of power on
embarrassment, a 2 (Power Condition: high vs. low) by 2 (Emotion Condition:
embarrassment vs. neutral) ANOVA was conducted. As expected, embarrassed
participants reported feeling significantly more embarrassmnt 3.00,SD= 1.23)
than participants in the neutral conditiovt € 1.14,SD= .42),F(1, 84)= 87.62 p<
.001. As seen in Figure 4.1, there was no significant main effect of power on
embarrassmenk(1, 84) = 2.88p > .05. However, of particular interest was the
significant interaction-(1, 84) = 4.49p < .04, between power condition and emotion
condition. Contrary to the predictions of the buffering hypothesis, high-power

individuals M = 3.33,SD= 1.02) reported significantly greater embarrassment than low-
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power individuals ¥ = 2.60,SD = 1.33) in the embarrassment condition, as confirmed
with a follow-up t-testt(41) = 2.05p < .05. This finding provides evidence that high

power may increase feelings of embarrassment in a potentially essagraituation.

O Low Power
m High Power

Self-Reported Embarrassment

Neutral Embarrassment

Figure4.1: Mean ratings (with Standard Error bars) of seffarted embarrassment for high- and low-
power participants in the neutral and embarrassemmditions.

As noted above, the embarrassment manipulation was successful in eliciting
embarrassment relative to the neutral condition. Two other emotions also esdes gr
the embarrassment condition: angdr< 1.40,SD= 0.76),F(1, 84) = 9.87p< .003, and
disgust M = 1.60,SD= 0.91),F(1, 84) =16.84p < .001. However, additional analyses
revealed that embarrassment was significantly greater than gdgé¢r 7.67p < .001,
and disgust(42) = 7.18p < .001, in the embarrassment condition, which suggests that

embarrassment was the primary emotion experienced during the task.
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Discussion

The power buffer hypothesis would predict that low-power participants should
experience more embarrassment than high-power participants when confrahtecewi
same emotion-inducing situation. However, contrary to this view, participamts in t
high-power condition reported significantly greater embarrassment thanithive low-
power condition. When state power was manipulated and participants were subsequently
placed in an acute emotional situation, the present findings suggest that notldnghdi
power fail to buffer participants from embarrassment, it actually inteddifieir
experiences.

The findings indicating that power caused an increase in embarrassmerdtcontra
with data from correlational studies, which suggest that embarrassmeoreis m
frequently experienced by those with low power. One possible explanationt not ye
discussed, of the intriguing link between high power and greater embarrassment in the
current work has to due with the social nature of the power and embarrassment
inductions. The high-power manipulation elevated participants’ social stafedigg
made them the person with the authority to purportedly determine two other people’s
fates). One of the major threats in embarrassment is fear of negai@eevaluation or
the loss of face (Miller, 1996). Therefore, high-power subjects may wedleed more
to lose when their social images were threatened by the embarrassamegnilation. In
a sense, the higher one is socially, the further one can fall. If this ace@antact, then
it would suggest that the link between greater power and greater negatitrerewould
not generalize to other negative emotions, but would be unique to embarrassment (or at

least to emotions that threaten social image). The next study examines s$ibgdifyos
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Experiment 4.2

The findings in Experiment 4.1 could indicate that power provides no benefit
across negative emotional situations of which embarrassment is just one extmsple
also possible that power can provide a buffer against some negative emotions,
particularly in cases where the negative emotion does not directly threaten Janest
this latter possibility, a second negative emotion, one not intrinsically ceahiecthe
power manipulation was examined, namely disgust. Disgust is experienceudlynatie
cultures and can be elicited across a variety of contexts, from contasrioade to blood
and gore, to perceived socio-moral transgressions (Haidt, Rozin, Mccaulepd&,

1997). Disgust was elicited by having participants view a picture of a bloodgauns
victim. Power was manipulated using the same methods employed in Experiment 4.1.

If the “higher you are, the further you fall” account of the embarrassinelitigs
is correct, then one would not expect power to have a similar enhancing effeciraysfeel
of disgust. Furthermore, if power can provide a buffer against negativeoantben
individuals with high power should experience less emotion when confronted with

disgust stimuli.

Method

Participants. Participants were 64 undergraduates (32 male; 32 female) from the
University of California, San Diego who participated for course credieiriages ranged
from 18 to 25 yeard = 20.06,SD=1.70). The sample was 65% Asian, 16%

Caucasian, 6% Hispanic, 2% African-American, 3% Pacific Islander, Znoki@er.
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Design and Procedure. The procedure for the second study was similar to the
first study in this chapter. Participants were randomly assigned to one pbwer
conditions (high or low) and one of two emotion conditions (disgust or neutral). The four
groups were high power/neutral£€ 17), high power/disgush & 14), low power/neutral
(n = 18), or low power/disgushE 15)** The same cover story was employed here as in
Experiment 4.1.

Power manipulation. The power manipulation was the same as in Experiment
4.1.

Emotion manipulation. Participants looked at a series of pictures using the same
program described in the previous study. The first three pictures shown in eadnemoti
condition were of an abstract painting, a mountain, and a cluttered office. The last
picture in the disgust condition, however, was designed to elicit disgust by showing a
close-up photograph of a gunshot victim who had suffered serious facial injuareg (
Bradley, & Cuthbert, 2008) while the fourth picture in the neutral condition was of a
wooden chair.

Dependent measures. The emotion measures from Experiment 4.1 were used in
this study. Since the successful power manipulation used in the previous study is
identical to the one used in this study, the questions for the power manipulation check

were eliminated in the interest of time.

3 Four participants were excluded from the analysesuse they did not follow directions or reported
being preoccupied and emotional over events thatroed outside of the experiment.
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Results

There were no gender differences in Experiment 4.2. Therefore, results were
collapsed across gender.

Effects of power on disgust. To examine the effects of power on disgust, a
2 (Power Condition: high vs. low) by 2 (Emotion Condition: disgust vs. neutral) ANOVA
was conducted. Disgusted participants reported feeling significantlydisgrest U1 =
3.34,SD = 1.52) than participants in the neutral conditish=1.00,SD= 0),F = (1, 63)
=96.04,p<.001. There was a significant effect of power on disgust5.47,p < .03,
which was qualified by a significant interactidf(l, 63) =5.47p < .03. Means are
presented in Figure 4.2. As in Experiment 4.1, high power did not buffer negative
feelings. Instead, high-power individuaM € 3.93,SD = 1.14) reported significantly
greater disgust than low-power individual4 £ 2.80,SD = 1.66) in the disgust
condition, as confirmed with a follow-up t-te§®7) = 2.12p < .05. This finding
provides additional evidence that high power may increase feelings of negatitienem

in potentially negative emotional situations.
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O Low Power
m High Power

Self-Reported Disgust

Neutral Disgust

Figure4.2: Mean ratings (with Standard Error bars) of seffarted disgust for high- and low-power
participants in the neutral and disgust conditions.

Self-reports of other emotions were examined, besides disgust, and results
indicate that people in the disgust manipulation reported significantly gleats of
anger M = 1.50,SD=0.74),F = (1,63) = 10.32,p< .01, embarrassmerii(= 1.55,SD
=0.95),F=(1,63) =5.74,p< .03, sadnesM = 2.40,SD=1.18),F = (1,63) = 29.68,p
<.01, and fearM = 2.56,SD= 1.50),F = (1,63) = 24.71 p< .01, relative to those in the
neutral condition. Disgust was, however, the most intensely experienced emotion as

confirmed by t-tests comparing it to each of the other emotions.

Discussion
Results from Experiment 4.1 left open the possibility that power can provide an

emotional benefit in negative emotional situations, but that those benefits would be more
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likely to occur when the emotional situation does not threaten one’s power. Togest thi
hypothesis, disgust was induced in both high- and low-power participants. Findings
indicate that high power leads to significantly greater disgust, as it thd wi
embarrassment. Findings from both studies provide no evidence for the power buffer
hypothesis. Power did significantly affect negative emotion, but in the direction @pposi
of the buffer hypothesis.

Another interpretation of the results in Experiment 4.1 is that the powerful
experience increased feelings of embarrassment compared to those witiwless
because high-power individuals have more to lose, and thus further to fall, in an
embarrassing situation. Results from Experiment 4.2 do not support the furtair-to-f
hypothesis because disgust does not pose a threat to power, yet high-power individuals
still experience more disgust than low-power individuals. Overall, resultstfobim
studies appear to indicate that power does not provide a buffer in potentially negative

situations irrespective of whether power is threatened.

General Discussion

The current research appears to be the first to experimentally manjpuhse
while also experimentally inducing specific emotions. This approachedldov
exploring the effect of power on emotional experience when the emotion inducing
situation is the same for both high- and low-power participants. Experimentally
manipulating both power and specific emotions provided the best opportunity to isolate

the causal effects of power on the experience of specific emotions. Experiment 4.1
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focused on embarrassment, which is frequently described as an emotionytypicall
associated with low power (Keltner et al., 2003; Mondillon et al., 2005), whereas disgust
was elicited in Experiment 4.2, which is an emotion not typically associated witlohi

low power.

The findings suggest that when high-power individuals are placed in an acute,
negative emotional situation, power provides little benefit in reducing the expeoé
negative emotion and may actually be detrimental in such situations. There was no
evidence to support the notion that power raises the threshold for experiencing negative
emotions. In fact, contrary to a buffer hypothesis, when confronted with an essbagra
and disgusting situation, high power caugeshterembarrassment and disgust compared
to low power. In non-emotion inducing situations, the findings are consistent with past
research and indicate that state power does not have a significant effect iom.emot

The findings add to the literature in that they provide support for the suggestion
that power can have a causal effect on specific emotions. However, at leasisetioé ¢
embarrassment and disgust, the causal effect is different than what onentiggbé.tz
from past research. As noted in the introduction, most correlational studies and many
theories suggest that individuals with high power experience less negaticterelfitive
to those with low power. The current work suggests that this relationship is not due to
power providing a cognitive buffer against negative emotional experienocesha®
mechanism might account for these correlational findings?

One explanation is that powerful individuals do not find themselves in the same
types of negative situations as the less powerful. For one, being powerfidseaabl

individual to have greater options in choosing situations to enter into. Interestingly,
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situation selection is one of the key strategies discussed in models of emotiatiargul
(Gross, 2001). A large body of research suggests that the best way to redtice nega
emotional responding is to engage in behaviors that prevent the emotion from occurring
in the first place, commonly referred to as antecedent strategiestrathdrying cope
with the emotion once it has occurred (e.g., Gross, 1998b; Gross, & Levenson, 1993;
Harris, 2006). Avoiding negative emotional situations may be what the powerful are
particularly strong at doing.

Even situations that may on first blush, appear similar for high- and low-power
individuals could actually be inherently different. This suggestion fits wittn&es
work on teasing and embarrassment (Keltner, Young, Heerey, Oemig, & Mpnarc
1998). High-power fraternity members showed less embarrassment than low-powe
fraternity members when they were the object of teasing interactianseudr, they also
did not receive the same types of teasing. For example, the jokes made petise @t
high-power members were more prosocial (more polite and less hostile) than thos
targeted at low-power fraternity members. An interesting implicatidheo€urrent work
is that, had the high-power fraternity members been teased to a sinelalr, &xty may
have experienced even greater embarrassment than low-power fyatembers did.
The findings suggest that high-power individuals may be less able to regutdierem
once it occurs.

In closing, additional experimental work is needed to determine if thesfect
power on embarrassment and disgust are unique, or whether power is also dssdhiate

greater experience of other specific negative emotions. The area of pwlv@mation is
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a rich area for research and the hope is that this work inspires further heéaers

domain.
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CHAPTER S

CONCLUSIONS

This dissertation has been concerned with embarrassment and its effects on
cognition and behavior. A primary focus has been on examining the effects of
embarrassment on judgments and decisions that are both related and unrelated to the
embarrassment eliciting situation. Before reviewing the findings frorartiprical
studies presented in Chapters 2 through 4, | will briefly review two prominenetivabr
perspectives on emaotion, as well as basic findings from emotion and decisiorgmaki
research that are, in part, understood in light of these perspectives.

Functional and cognitive appraisal approaches to emotions are mostly built
around the theoretical framework that specific emotions are functional dicitesl &y
appraisals that create motivational tendencies, accompanied by physicdogisal and
nonverbal behavior in a coordinated effort to address specific challenges or opigsrtunit
in the environment. These approaches differ on the aspect of the emotion process on
which they focus. Functional approaches focus on action tendencies (Frijda, 1986),
specific goal-driven behaviors said to quickly mobilize an organism to disatelevant
stimuli. Appraisal approaches focus on appraisal themes, either as disouefets or as
a unique set of appraisals along specific dimensions, that elicit emotiong asdeatses
through which the world is understood and acted upon. Each of these perspectives has
been used to identify and understand specific emotions, including embarrassment.

Although only recently considered to be a distinct emotion by some,

embarrassment may serve critical functions in maintaining adheesoeial norms and
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preventing ostracism. Fears of being negatively evaluated appear tutiaé toethe
elicitation of embarrassment, which may, in part, be caused by social tssiggse
cognitive errors, or the focus of unwanted or unexpected attention. Embarrassyent m
in turn motivate expressions of appeasement, prompt reparative behaviors, arahact as
affective deterrent from future embarrassing behavior, all in servicéowofirad) an
individual to remain connected to the group, thus increasing inclusive fitness. Evidence
that may support the argument for embarrassment as a distinct emotion is not only
important in understanding embarrassment as the sum of its parts, but also to
understanding how those parts may influence judgment and behavior and whether that
influence is unique from other emotions.

Emotions have typically been excluded from traditional decision-making models.
However this approach has been challenged by recent research, as amgoteaber
of studies indicate that emotion may play an important role in decision making. While
general positive and negative affect received most of the early attémemotion and
decision-making research, the literature is now evolving toward a spatiitons
approach. Anger, fear, sadness, and disgust, among others, have been shown to have
distinct influences on a variety of different judgment and decision-makskg.tal hese
effects are often framed in terms of functional or cognitive appraisal ajhy@®#o
emotions. According to some appraisal theorists, for example, fear may leactttaised
risk perception and decreased risk taking due to appraisals of situational andtrol
uncertainty (Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001; Lerner & Tiedens, 2006). Other researcher

have suggested that sadness may increase risk taking, not because sadnesstig inhe
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associated with risky tendencies per se, but rather sadness may metaate seeking
behavior (Raghunathan & Pham, 1999).

Recent research suggests that embarrassment may also have distirgdlappra
motivations, and goal-driven behaviors. Its effects, however, are relativedylores in
the emotion and decision-making literature. Therefore, the two main quest®ns thi
dissertation seeks to address are whether embarrassment has disttebafjludgment
and choice and, if so, do cognitive appraisals associated with embarrassmepbsegr

functions of embarrassment influence subsequent decision making.

A Review of the Findings:
Does Embarrassment Have Distinct Effects on

Decision Making?

| turn now to the findings presented in the previous chapters and how they bear on
the relationship between embarrassment and decision making.

Measures of risk perception and risk taking have been used to investigate the
effects of emotion on decision making from earlier valence-based studies (Johnson &
Tversky, 1983; Tversky & Kahneman, 1981) to more recent specific emotionhesear
(Leith & Baumeister, 1996; Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001; Lerner et al., 2003;
Raghunathan & Pham, 1999). According to some researchers, incidental emotions may
be particularly useful in these examinations (Han, Lerner, & Keltner, 2007). For
instance, Han, Lerner, and Keltner (2007) stated that “incidental emotiomgdased to

integral emotions] can be experimentally manipulated independently from the judgme
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and decisions at hand, allowing one to test the causal effects of emotions on jgdgment
and choices”.

In Experiments 2.1(a/b) and 2.2(a/b), the effects of incidental embarrassment
risk perception and risk taking were examined. Using two different ersbareat
manipulations and two different risk perception measures that have been used in past
research, the results suggest that incidental embarrassment decs&gserseption
compared to a neutral mood. These results are interesting because theyirstadhe
show the effects of embarrassment on risk perception. Furthermore, this effect of
embarrassment was identified in comparison to a nonemotional state, thusgatiosvi
results to be identified in absolute terms. However, many studies in th@emaoti
decision-making literature compare the effects of specific negatigéama to one
another (e.g., Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001; Raghunathan & Pham, 1999). In
Experiment 2.3, therefore, the effects of embarrassment were comptresdof anger
and fear. The resulting data suggest that embarrassment may alscstiageatiects
from those of fear. Specifically, embarrassment appears to decrégsercsption and
increase risk taking compared to fear, but the effects of embarrassmesttajpear
significantly different than those of anger.

In sum, incidental embarrassment appears to have distinct effects on risk
perception compared to both a neutral mood and a fearful state. Additionally, while
embarrassment may increase risk taking compared to fear, the oveeati patisk
taking results suggests that embarrassment does not motivate riskychoice

Data from Experiment 3.1 suggest that integral embarrassmentisodyaae

distinct influences on judgments and decisions. Results indicate that medical
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embarrassment may lead to increased perceived cervical exam esrbamaand
decreased cervical cancer screening intentions compared to a neutri@bicondi
Perceived embarrassment also appears to mediate the effect ainecooidition on
screening intentions. These results may provide the first causal evidence td suppor
correlational research that suggests that embarrassment may beradaeeking
certain types of medical care. Unlike findings from Chapter 2, panitspa the
embarrassment condition do not rate themselves as being at less risk f@l cancer
than those in the neutral condition. Therefore, incidental effects of embamassme
risk perception might not extend to its integral effects. Potential reagaissfo
difference are discussed in the next section.

Social responsibility was manipulated in Experiment 3.2 in order to explore its
effects on intentions to seek embarrassing (cervical exam) medicat.eSouial
responsibility was investigated because some research suggegdtstagtatentially
adaptive motivation that may be associated with embarrassment. One pypssithiat
priming one’s social responsibility to obtain an embarrassing medical megnncrease
screening intentions. However, data from Experiment 3.2 suggest that primiag one’
social responsibility to family and friends to go for a cervical exam doesicrease
screening intentions. In fact, participants in the social responsibility camdgport
being significantlylesslikely to plan on getting a cervical exam than control condition
participants. Furthermore, priming social responsibility does not appearueniod
general perceptions of cervical exam embarrassment compared to a comdrobn.

Therefore, there appears to be a negative effect of social responsibilitientions to go
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for a cervical exam, but this effect does not seem to be influenced by gemeeakipas
of cervical exam embarrassment.

Results from Experiment 3.2 may indicate that priming social responsibility
decreases screening intentions for certain types of embarrassircahesdims. A
possibility is that priming social responsibility decreases screemiagtions for all types
of medical exams, including those that are typically not perceived as esdagraln
Experiment 3.3, the effects of social responsibility on non-embarrassing heztea
were examined. In contrast, to results from Experiment 3.2, data from fBepéeR.3
suggest that priming social responsibility may increase screenimgoms for non-
embarrassing medical exams compared to a control condition. This finding maleprovi
some indication that social responsibility could have different effects on ahedic
screening intentions depending upon the embarrassing nature of the exam. In turn,
findings from Experiment 3.2 and 3.3 could provide additional support for the notion that
embarrassment may influence medical decision making, including situatiamsch
one’s responsibilities to family and friends are evoked.

Based upon the findings presented above, the empirical work reported in Chapters
2 and 3 provide some of the first evidence to support the assertion that embaEnrtassm

may have distinct effects on judgments and decisions.
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IsTherea Framework That Accountsfor

the Effects of Embarrassment on Decision Making?

As mentioned earlier, cognitive appraisal and functional accounts of emotions
have been used to understand emotional effects on judgment and choice. One of the main
goals of this dissertation was to explore whether these approaches could aksb tioe us
account for embarrassment’s effects on decision making. Based upon findings from
some of the current studies, the results appear mixed.

Experiment 2.3 specifically examined whether an appraisal frarkdear.,

Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001; Lerner & Tiedens, 2006) could be used to understand the
incidental effects of embarrassment on risk perception and risk taking foundpteCha
It was also designed to replicate some of the past appraisal and deciking-fimaings
from studies that investigated the effects of anger and fear on riskdrdiatisions
(Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001). There is work that suggests that embarrassment i
associated with appraisals of self-responsibility (Miller, 1996), unceytaint lack of
control (Keltner & Buswell, 1997). Past research also suggests thatanger i
characterized by central appraisals of certainty and human control, wfeses
characterized by uncertainty and situational control (Lerner & Keltner, 2000,.2001)
Furthermore, findings from one study suggest that control appraisals miatertee
effects of anger and fear on risk perception (Lerner & Keltner, 2001, Study 4).
Therefore, four appraisal dimensions were measured (responsibilityiosigdaontrol,

human control, certainty/uncertainty) for each of the three emotions in ordentomexa
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whether emotional differences in cognitive appraisals may account fefféae of
emotion condition on risk perception and risk taking.

Results indicate that three of the four self-reported appraisal dimensions
(responsibility, situational control, and human control) were significantlyenfied by
the emotion manipulations. These findings may provide some support for the assertion
that specific emotions may differ across certain appraisal dimensignsSeith &

Ellsworth, 1985). However, the appraisal differences did not appear to mediate the
effects of emotion condition on risk perception or risk taking. Thus, it does not seem that
a cognitive appraisal approach can account for the effects of incidentiraggment on

risk perception or risk taking that were found in Chapter 2.

The first experiment in Chapter 3 was designed to examine the integrs eff
embarrassment on decision making. Similar to the Chapter 2 studies, Experiment 3.1
also contained a risk perception measure, which may allow for a comparis@eihéhe
effects of incidental and integral embarrassment on judgments of tusthefmore,
participants in Experiment 3.1 also had an opportunity to judge the likelihood of avoiding
future instances of embarrassment. As mentioned earlier, it has beeneityshis
is a behavior that embarrassment may motivate (Harris, 2006). The opportundtgeo |
one’s likelihood of avoiding future instances of embarrassment may be impgmetanise
fulfilling an argued motivation associated with embarrassment could prayite s
insight into whether a functional approach can help to account for such judgments

Results from Experiment 3.1 indicate that embarrassment condition participants
reported being less likely to go in for future cervical exams than those in thal neut

condition. These results may thus provide some initial support for the suggestion that a
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functional account of embarrassment may help predict embarrassments efifec
judgments and decisions in which there is an opportunity for a person to fulfill a
motivation associated with embarrassment. Results from Experiment 3.Adxsbea
that participants in the embarrassment condition did not judge themselves ag$®ing |
likely to get cervical cancer than those in the neutral condition. Thus,ahtegr
embarrassment does not appear to have the same effects on risk perception as did
incidental embarrassment, at least when using the measures thaiweena ¢ghe current
set of studies.

In sum, a functional approach to emotional decision making may help to
understand the decreased screening intentions for embarrassment conditgpaptati
in Experiment 3.1. However, since the risk perception and risk taking measures used in
Chapter 2 did not provide participants with an opportunity to exercise one of the argued
motivations associated with embarrassment, a functional approach does nat seem t
account for the incidental effects of embarrassment on risk that were fouhdpteC2.
Further, results from Experiment 2.3 suggest that an appraisal approaalsmagt be
able account for such effects. In turn, neither functional nor appraisal eppsceem to
account for differences in risk perception findings between Chapter 2 (enshazrds
decreases risk perception) and Experiment 3.1 (no effect of embarrassmskt on ri
perception). This may indicate that there may be other routes through whiecbrsmot
can influence judgment and decision making. A mechanism or process that helps to
understand some of the effects of embarrassment that were found in the current
dissertation, particularly findings that do not appear to be accounted for bysapprai

functional frameworks, is therefore of particular interest.
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Emotion Regulation Framework

Emotion regulation may be one process through which some of the current
findings may be understood. As mentioned earlier, some investigators have sliggeste
that emotions allow one to quickly deal with challenges or opportunities in the
environment (Frijda, 1986; Keltner & Gross, 1999; Levenson, 1994; Oatley & Johnson-
Laird, 1996). Additionally, it has been suggested that once these challenges or
opportunities are successfully handled, one can then return to the emotiorthbstate
existed prior to the event (Lerner & Tiedens, 2006). A possible implication of these
suggestions is that emotions may not only function to prompt judgments and choices that
allow for the most efficient handling of an emotional situation, but also thosprthadie
the quickest route to re-establishing one’s pre-existing emotional statexafaple, it
was mentioned earlier that embarrassment condition participants inrfagpei.1
fulfilled a proposed function of embarrassment by expressing a relatinegieg
likelihood of avoiding a future potentially embarrassing experience (cepxeahs). In
this situation, making such a judgment may also be the most direct route to nggulati
negative affect and restoring the pre-existing emotional state.

An emotion regulation approach may also account for the effects of social
responsibility on embarrassing and non-embarrassing medical exams imiexsr3.2
and 3.3, respectively. It was suggested in Chapter 3 that participants in Exp&rZnent
may have reacted negatively to pairing family and friends with anatéi medical exam.
One possibility is that avoiding cervical exams was the quickest routetiatiig
negative affect, as opposed to going for the exam and fulfilling one’s social rdsitgnsi

to family and friends. In contrast, participants in the social respohgitindition in
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Experiment 3.3 may have more effectively regulated their affect bififgftheir social
responsibility to family and friends and going for a relatively noma&amassing dental
exam.

An important point to note, and one that is particularly relevant to findings in
Chapter 2, is that emotional situations may not always provide opportunities toydirectl
deal with the emotional event. For instance, an example was given earlt@cimawv
subordinate who is angry at his boss may not be able to directly act upon his anger
without jeopardizing his career. Similarly, certain laboratory studies aeimeal
emotions may not provide opportunities to fulfill a proposed function of a specific
emotion (e.g., Leith & Baumeister, 1996; Lerner & Keltner, 2000, 2001). For example,
the studies in Chapter 2 contained dependent measures that did not provide an
opportunity to fulfill any argued functions of embarrassment, such as avoiding futur
instances of embarrassment. An interesting question is whether individusdsen t
situations make judgments and decisions that may be understood within an emotion
regulation framework. For instance, the risk taking findings in Chapter 2ndaie
that embarrassed participants were no more likely to take risks than pauti@pants in
order to prevent any further degradation in mood. However, embarrassed pasticipant
may have been relatively more optimistic about their own future and others’ gl be
because such judgments may have provided emotion regulatory benefits. Iretleeabs
of judgments or choices that allowed embarrassed participants to fulfikatigbt
motivation associated with embarrassment, an emotion regulation framevwgbitk m
suggest that this specific pattern of risk perception and risk taking fingiflgsts an

unconscious attempt at regulating one’s affective state. This argumienias ® the
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one put forth by Leith and Baumeister (1996) in which the authors stated that
embarrassed participants in their study, who also did not have an opportunity tarulfill
embarrassment-specific function, made choices consistent with the perceatibigh-
risk/high-reward options would be the most effective in improving participants’
emotional state compared to participants in a good mood. An emotion regulation
framework may also be able to account for the differences in risk perceptiamg
between the studies in Chapter 2 and those from Experiment 3.1. Specifically,
embarrassed participants in Experiment 3.1 may not have been significargly mor
optimistic regarding their chances of getting cervical cancer betaexsavere able to
more efficiently regulate their affect by fulfilling a motivatiossaciated with
embarrassment (i.e., avoiding cervical exams).

In sum, the emotion regulation framework put forth above predicts that specific
emotions will motivate judgments and choices that may lead to fulfilling axti@m
specific motivation. These judgments and choices may be adaptive becausiewhey a
one to most efficiently handle the emotional event and might also be the quickegbrout
re-establishing one’s emotional state prior to the event. In the absence of anrofyport
to fulfill such motivations, then individuals may be expected to make judgments and
choices that are perceived as being most likely to alleviate negéfieet or, at the least,
not exacerbate it.

It has also been suggested that certain psychological or situational wanyle
influence the likelihood of experiencing certain affective states, incligpagific
emotions such as embarrassment. For example, Keltner, Gruenfeld, and Anderson (2003)

suggest that individuals in lower levels of social power are more likely toierper
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embarrassment compared to those in higher levels of power. This suggestion may
indicate that high power may be another route toward alleviating or prevaegagve
affect associated with an embarrassing event. Experiment 4.1 was désitgstdhis

suggestion.

Embarrassment and Power

Emotions have been experientially manipulated in the emotion and decision-
making literature, and social power has been manipulated in the power literature
However, Experiments 4.1 and 4.2 are one of the few studies in which power and
emotion are both manipulated. Further, these experiments may be the only studies in
which people in different levels of power are placed in the exact same eahotion
situation. This is important because it allows for isolating the causat effpower on
emotion. In Chapter 4, the power buffer hypothesis was presented, which predicts tha
power may raise the threshold of experiencing negative emotion and thus help ito expla
why people in high-power positions ostensibly experience less negativeethatn
those in relatively low-power positions.

Experiment 4.1 was of particular interest because it examined the effpcwer
on embarrassment. The study was inspired by work suggesting that enmbantassan
emotion typically associated with low power (Keltner et al., 2003). Based ot rece
work, one hypothesis is that high-power participants would experience less
embarrassment than low-powe participants. However, data from Experiment £4tsugg

the opposite. Specifically, not only did power fail to provide a buffer from sptirted
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embarrassment, it appeared to exacerbate it. It was mentioned above, hdwaever, t
embarrassment has been specifically linked to low-power positions. Therefore, one
possibility is that power may not have provided a buffer against self-rdporte
embarrassment because the high-power participants may havatéiteay had more to
lose in an embarrassing situation. The implication is that power may provide a buffer
against certain negative emotions, but the emotions from which high-power individuals
will most likely be buffered are those that may not threaten one’s level of power.

Disgust is not typically associated with specific levels of power amdftre
represented an opportunity to again test the power buffer hypothesis but with amemoti
that is unlikely to threaten one’s power or result in a loss of face. Results from
Experiment 4.2, however, also indicate that high-power participants were méyedike
report greater feelings of disgust compared to their low power counterpassgefore,
even in emotional situations that do not appear to have any power implications, power
failed to provide any protection against them. Indeed, power again increased self
reported negative emotions. Thus, the powerful may have further to fall, but tlezy app
to do so regardless of whether an emotion is tied to power.

Based on the above data there may be other fruitful avenues of explorfadir
example, it is possible that power may buffer negative emotions but that the daxerf
not used to being in situations where negative emotions are likely to be experienced, and
thus have difficulty coping with them. Another possibility is that the powerful are
generally more emotional. For example, it would be interesting to explore thieilggss
that placing high-power participants in positive emotional situations rsayesult in

greater self-reports of positive emotion compared to low-power participbassly, the
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powerful may have more positive expectations for situations in which they aret@bout
enter and therefore unexpectedly negative situations represent a gatenvof
expectations for high- compared to low-power individuals. One area that maythe w
exploring is to manipulate expectations as well as power in order to determitnemwhe
similar expectations among high- and low-power participants elimirtagexffiect of

power on negative emaotion.

General Conclusion

This dissertation had two primary objectives. The first was to examine the
relatively unexplored effects of embarrassment on decision making, anddhd ses
to explore what framework might account for any such effects. Basear@nt results,
there appears to be some support for the notion that embarrassment may have distinc
effects on judgment and choice. Embarrassment may therefore be abhethe j@nks
of other negative emotions, such as anger and fear, which have been shown to uniquely
and predictably influence decision making. Importantly, findings in this dissertalso
suggest that otherwise adaptive motivations that have been proposed to be associated
with embarrassment may sometimes lead to harmful behavior, such as avolngnt
medical exams.

Although appraisal and functional approaches have been used to account for
specific emotional effects on decision making, the effects of embarrassniieatcurrent
studies reveal a complex emotion that may require multiple explanationgto hel

understand embarrassment’s influence on decision making. One frameworkyhat ma
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deserve increased attention is an emotion regulation framework. The frdomeayobe
particularly useful in situations where appraisal and functional accouetsaiifons do

not appear applicable. One aspect of embarrassment, however, does appear clear
embarrassment appears to be a unique and complex emotion whose potentially life-
altering effects appear worthy of continued experimental investigafhis

investigation may not only illuminate the effects of a relatively unexglensotion in the
literature, it may also lead to new discoveries that add to our overall understanding of

emotional effects on judgment and choice.
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