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Abstract
The question of whether guilt, shame, and pride can translate to productive work has long
intrigued management scholars. In this chapter, we will explain that people's propensity to
experience self-conscious emotions can shape a range of important employee outcomes. We
discuss how guilt, shame, and the two facets of pride can be conceptually mapped along two
dimensions. The first dimension is whether people positively or negatively deviate from social
expectations, and the second dimension is the attributions people make for this deviation. By
synthesizing social psychological and organizational behavior research on self-conscious
emotions, we find that whether people positively or negatively deviate from social expectations
may matter less than the attributions people make for these deviations in terms of the
consequences for their daily work lives. In particular, attributing deviations to one's more
mutable behavior as compared to something core and fixed about the self can facilitate positive
employee outcomes, including prosocial and ethical behavior, task effort and persistence, and
leadership emergence and effectiveness.

2

SELF-CONSCIOUS EMOTIONS AND EMPLOYEE OUTCOMES

3

From self-consciousness to success: When and why self-conscious emotions promote
positive employee outcomes
Self-conscious emotions of guilt, shame, and pride are some of the most private emotions
people experience, and yet, they are central emotions for governing collective and organizational
life. A missed deadline, a forgotten email or a poor performance review can evoke feelings of
guilt or shame. Victory over a competitor, a successful product launch, or a compliment from a
colleague can evoke feelings of pride. Organizational scholars have theorized about how selfconscious emotions affect a range of employee outcomes such as responses to layoffs (Brockner,
Davy, & Carter, 1985), positive inequity (Adams, 1965; Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978),
and institutional reproduction (Douglas Creed, Hudson, Bokhuysen, & Smith-Crowe, 2004), but
empirical evidence in support of these claims has been sparse, particularly in comparison to
research on other emotional experiences such as positive and negative affectivity.
Guilt, shame, and pride are considered to be not only self-conscious, in the sense of
requiring a focus on the self and self-evaluations, but also moral emotions, because of the central
role they play in determining moral choices and motivating people to behave in line with moral
standards (Tangney, Stuewig, & Mashek, 2007). These emotions predict a range of important
moral and ethical behaviors (Cheng, Tracy, & Henrich, 2010; Dearing, Stuewig, Tangney, 2005;
Dorfman, Eyal, & Bereby-Meyer, 2014; Hart & Matsuba, 2007; W. Hoffman & Fisher, 2012;
Tangney, Stuewig, & Martinez, 2014). The association between self-conscious emotions and
morality is, in and of itself, important to organizations that seek to promote ethical workplaces.
However, guilt, shame, and pride regulate not only people's moral life, but also the more amoral
aspects of their work days. In this chapter, we will explain that people's propensity to experience
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self-conscious emotions can shape a range of important employee outcomes including prosocial
and ethical behavior, leadership, and task effort.
The Function of Self-Conscious Emotions`
Self-conscious emotions link individuals to the groups to which they belong (Tangney &
Fischer, 1995; Tracy & Robins, 2007a). They reinforce socially valued behaviors by providing
information about how well or poorly one is meeting standards of expected behavior (Tangney &
Dearing, 2002; Tangney & Fischer, 1995; Tracy, Robins, & Tangney, 2007; Weidman, Tracy, &
Elliot, 2016). Guilt or shame signals that one has violated (or will violate) standards of expected
behavior, and thus one’s social standing and self-worth is in jeopardy. Pride indicates that one is
meeting or exceeding these standards, and thus one’s standing and self-worth is secure
(Weidman et al., 2016). These emotions align individual action with collective behavior because
(theoretically) people will adjust their behavior to meet social expectations, in order to avoid the
aversive experience of guilt or shame and to increase the positive experience of pride (Barrett,
1995).
In support of this functionalist account, research has shown that people automatically
display nonverbal expressions of pride in response to success, and nonverbal expressions of
shame in response to failure. Tracy and Matsumoto (2008) found that sighted, blind, and
congenitally blind individuals in the Olympic and Paralympic Games displayed nonverbal
expressions of pride in response to success in a competition, and nonverbal expressions of shame
in response to failures. Pride displays to success were observed among athletes from all cultural
contexts examined, but the extent to which athletes showed nonverbal markers of shame varied
across cultures, with sighted athletes from highly individualistic countries displaying less
pronounced nonverbal expressions of shame. Combined with the finding that congenitally blind
athletes across cultures displayed shame, these results suggest that individuals from highly
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individualistic Western cultures likely suppressed displays of shame upon losing a competition,
presumably because of the stigma associated with shame in Western cultural contexts.
The evidence that pride and shame displays are reliably shown by individuals across
cultures and by blind individuals, who could not have learned to show them from watching
others, suggests that these displays may be evolved behavioral tendencies, which likely function
to communicate one's success or failure—and thus one's status (i.e., the amount of respect,
admiration, and deference one deserves) to others. Shariff and Tracy (2009) and Shariff, Tracy,
and Markusoff (2012) directly tested this idea by assessing people's automatic associations
between these nonverbal displays of emotion and high or low status concepts. In support of their
predictions, participants responded more quickly when nonverbal displays of pride were
associated with high status rather than low status, and when nonverbal displays of shame were
linked with low status than with high status. Moreover, these associations held even when
participants viewed competing and contradictory information about a displayer’s status (e.g.,
when they viewed a pride displayer who appeared to be homeless; Shariff et al., 2012). In
subsequent work, these authors documented a similar pattern of results in Fiji, with participants
who were highly isolated members of a traditional small-scale society, who had never previously
used a computer (Tracy, Shariff, Zhao, & Henrich, 2013). These findings suggest that the pride
and shame displays may be universal signals of high and low status.
Despite similarities in the theorized function of self-conscious emotions, these emotions
are not similarly "functional” at regulating behavior to become more in line with collective
standards. A central theme to emerge from research on self-conscious emotions is that similar
emotional experiences (e.g., guilt and shame) can have divergent effects on the regulation of
behavior (see Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tracy & Robins, 2007b for reviews), with guilt and the
psychologically adaptive facet of pride—known as authentic pride—more effectively regulating
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behavior in the theorized way than shame and the more psychologically maladaptive facet of
pride—known as hubristic pride (Tracy & Robins, 2007b). This difference arises in part because
of the different attributions for one’s behavior that are associated with these emotional
experiences (Tracy & Robins, 2006; 2007b).
Distinguishing Guilt and Shame and Authentic Pride from Hubristic Pride
As shown in Figure 1, the self-conscious emotions can be conceptually mapped along
two dimensions, the first being whether people positively or negatively deviate from social
expectations. We consider a positive deviation to mean meeting or exceeding standards of
expected behavior and a negative deviation to mean falling short of these standards. The second
dimension is the attribution people make for this deviation. Do people attribute it to a mutable
behavior or to something core and fixed about the self?
Distinguishing Guilt and Shame.
Shame arises when people attribute the source of their failure to something core and
fixed about themselves; in contrast, guilt arises when people attribute the source of their failure
to a controllable and therefore changeable behavior that is often specific to the situation
(Niedenthal, Tangney, & Gavanski, 1994; Tangney & Tracy, 2012; Tracy & Robins, 2006).
Consider an employee who makes a mistake on an important presentation to a client. If this
employee attributes the transgression to her erroneous behavior in this situation (e.g., "I made a
mistake because I didn’t take enough care to go over all the details."), she is likely to experience
guilt. If she instead attributes the transgression to something core about herself (e.g., "I made a
mistake because I am a careless person."), she is likely to experience shame.
Not surprisingly given this attributional distinction, guilt and shame relate to distinct
patterns of agency and control (Lewis, 1971; Tangney, 1995; Tracy & Robins, 2006). Guilt
prompts people to focus on what they could have done differently, or what they could do
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differently in the future (Niedenthal et al., 1994). Shame focuses people on how things would be
different if they were different people (Niedenthal et al., 1994). To wit, guilt-proneness is
positively associated with a growth-oriented mindset, whereas shame-proneness is positively
associated with an entity, or a performance-oriented, mindset (Tangney & Dearing, 2002).
Moreover, changing people's attributions for their transgressions can affect the extent to which
they feel guilt or shame. Niedenthal and colleagues (1994) had participants write an essay about
a transgression. In one condition, participants focused on how the events described in their essay
would have been different if they had behaved differently. In the other condition, participants
described how the events would have been different if they possessed different personal
attributes. When the counterfactual prompt focused participants on their behaviors, participants
reported greater feelings of guilt than shame; when the counterfactual prompt focused
participants on their internal qualities, they reported greater feelings of shame than guilt.
The controllable, and mutable attributions characteristic of guilt are at the heart of what
makes this emotion more functional than shame in terms of regulating behavior (see Tracy &
Robins, 2006). Because guilt is associated with the belief that one's behavior can change, it has a
reparative action tendency; it leads people to amend their past mistakes and to adjust their
behavior to prevent future missteps (Tangney, 1990; Tangney, Wagner, Hill-Barlow, Marschall,
& Gramzow, 1996). Moreover, guilt-proneness is positively associated with perspective taking
and other-oriented empathy because feelings of guilt focus people on their behaviors and how
these behaviors affect others (Leith & Baumeister, 1998; Tangney, 1995; Tangney et al. 1996).
In contrast to guilt, shamed individuals see their bad actions as stemming from a fixed,
immutable feature of their character. This belief leads people to engage in behaviors that
minimize their painful feelings of self-reproach (Lindsay-Hartz, Rivera, & Mascolo, 1995), even
if these behaviors are unproductive for themselves or their organizations, such as avoiding
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Harty, & McCloskey, 2010; Tangney, 1995; Tangney, Wagner, Fletcher, & Gramzow, 1992;
Tracy & Robins, 2006). Moreover, the painful self-focus of shame also disrupts empathic
processes because it leads people to focus more on the consequences of their actions for their
own character than on the consequences of their actions for others (M.L. Hoffman, 1984;
Tangney, 1995).
Distinguishing Authentic and Hubristic Pride
Pride is generally defined as an emotion that is “generated by appraisals that one is
responsible for a socially valued outcome or for being a socially valued person” (Mascolo &
Fischer, 1995, p.66). Some regard pride as hubris and as a sin; others see it as virtue and key to
personal achievement (Tracy, 2016; Tracy & Robins 2006, 2007b). This discrepancy exists
because pride is a multifaceted emotion. The same term, in English, captures pride in the sense
of self-aggrandized views or narcissism, and also pride in the sense of authentic feelings of
confidence or self-worth, typically about specific achievements or prosocial behavior.
Tracy and Robins (2004, 2007b) theorized that the attributional differences that
distinguish guilt from shame may also distinguish these two facets of pride, which they labeled
hubristic and authentic pride. Imagine an employee who delivers a great presentation to a client.
If this employee attributes the success to mutable behavior (e.g., "I succeeded because I worked
hard"), the employee is likely to experience authentic pride. If this same employee attributes the
success to a fixed, internal feature of the self (e.g., "I succeeded because I am the best."), the
employee is more likely to experience hubristic pride. In support of this, across several
correlational and experimental studies, Tracy and Robins (2007b) found that controllability and
stability were key attributional dimensions distinguishing the two facets of pride, with
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controllable, unstable attributions associated with authentic pride, and uncontrollable, stable
attributions more associated with hubristic pride.
To illustrate, in one experiment (Tracy & Robins, 2007b, Experiment 4), participants
imagined themselves in a variety of pride-eliciting scenarios such as doing very well on an exam.
The scenarios differed in the attributional focus for the success event, with some scenarios
attributing the event to unstable, controllable causes (e.g., the participant’s effort), and other
scenarios attributing the event to stable, uncontrollable causes (e.g., the participant’s ability).
Participants reported that they would feel greater authentic pride in response to the scenarios that
involved unstable, controllable attributions for the success event, and greater hubristic pride in
response to the scenarios that involved stable, uncontrollable attributions for success event.
Authentic pride and hubristic pride are both associated with an approach orientation
(Carver, Sinclair, & Johnson, 2010), but relate to different ways of engaging the social world and
pursuing one's goals (Tracy & Robins, 2007b). People who are high in authentic pride are highly
motivated to pursue their goals, but they put both their failures and successes in perspective. In
contrast, people who are high in hubristic pride tend to have unrealistic goals. They also see any
positive outcome as proof of their own greatness (Carver et al, 2010; Tracy & Weidman, 2018).
However, this does not mean that people who are high in hubristic pride always see themselves
as great. In fact, whereas authentic pride is related positively to both explicit and implicit selfesteem, hubristic pride is negatively related to self-esteem, yet positively to narcissism (Tracy,
Cheng, Robins, & Trzesniewski, 2009). Tracy and Robins (2003) have argued that hubristic
pride may be part of a defensive self-regulatory strategy used by those with fluctuating, unstable
self-esteem. In this view, individuals with unstable or event-contingent self-esteem are
chronically motivated to suppress shame and increase pride, as a way of attaining (momentary)
high levels of self-esteem. Yet the pride these individuals seek is typically not the authentic
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variety that promotes more stable self-esteem, but rather a more defensive and artificial hubristic
pride, which can provide momentary relief from shame but not promote a stable sense of selfworth (Tracy & Robins, 2003; Tracy, Cheng, Martens, & Robins, 2011). Moreover, authentic
pride is associated with a relatively adaptive and socially desirable personality profile, but
hubristic pride is not (Tracy & Robins, 2007b; Tracy et al., 2009).
Trait-Based Differences in the Experience of Self-Conscious Emotions
The studies by Niedenthal et al. (1994) and Tracy and Robins (2007b) show that
changing the attributions people make for their success or failures can change the emotions
people experience in response to the event. However, studies have found that there are reliable
individual differences in people’s propensity to experience these emotions (see Tangney, 1990;
Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tracy & Robins, 2007b). Faced with the same transgression, some
people tend to experience shame, some people tend to experience guilt, some people tend to
experience both emotions, and some people tend to experience neither. These general tendencies
reflect the extent to which an individual is guilt-prone and shame-prone (Cohen, Wolf, Panter, &
Insko, 2011; Tangney, 1990; Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tangney et al., 1992). Similarly, faced
with the same success, some people tend to experience authentic pride, some people tend to
experience hubristic pride, some people tend to experience neither emotion, and some people
experience both emotions (Tracy & Robins, 2007b).
Self-Conscious Emotions and Positive Employee Outcomes
In the following sections, we overview recent research which has identified how people’s
experience of guilt, shame, and pride relate to a range of employee outcomes such as prosocial or
ethical behavior, leadership, and task effort. We focus on these emotions as predictors of
employee behavior rather than on the factors in one's workplace that elicit these emotions. Thus,
we do not address a range of important topics including what drives people to experience guilt
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and pride for others' actions (e.g., collective guilt, or collective pride) and the factors that
engender specific discrete emotions as work.
Prosocial and Ethical Behavior
Guilt and shame. Feelings of shame and guilt can lead to opposing effects on moral and
ethical behavior (Tangney et al., 2007). Previous research has explored these differences at
length (see Cohen & Morse, 2014; Cohen, Panter, & Turan, 2012; Tangney et al., 2007), with
two of the main insights being that shame and guilt are not equally moral emotions (Tangney et
al., 2007) and that highly guilt-prone people are some of the most moral and cooperative
members of society (Cohen & Morse, 2014).
In support of these insights, guilt-proneness (but not shame-proneness) has emerged as
one of the most important factors to distinguish high moral character from low moral character
individuals (Cohen, Panter, Turan, Morse, & Kim, 2014). Moreover, guilt-proneness (but not
shame-proneness) is positively associated with a range of prosocial and ethical behaviors such as
lower levels of delinquency in adolescents and recidivism rates among previously incarcerated
populations (Tangney et al., 2014; Dearing et al., 2005). In the workplace, guilt-proneness (but
not shame-proneness) has been shown to relate positively to organizational citizenship behavior
and negatively to counterproductive work behaviors (Cohen et al., 2014). Guilt-proneness also is
associated negatively with using unethical behaviors in negotiations (Cohen, 2010).
Authentic pride and hubristic pride. From a theoretical perspective, pride is thought to
encourage ethical behavior because people derive self-worth from behaving in ways that meet or
exceed moral standards (see Barrett, 1995; Tangney et al., 2007), and, indeed, some research
suggests pride encourages prosocial behavior (see Michie, 2009). However, other research
suggests it does not (Mishina, Dykes, Block, & Pollock, 2010). Similar to the distinction
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between guilt and shame, whether pride promotes or inhibits ethical behavior depends on the
specific facet of pride people experience.
Authentic pride is positively associated with volunteering to help and advise others,
increased generosity, and the self-control that allows individuals to avoid temptations (Cheng et
al., 2010; Dorfman et al., 2014; Hart & Matsuba, 2007; W. Hoffman & Fisher, 2012). Moreover,
authentic pride is negatively, and hubristic pride positively, associated with anger and
aggression—correlations that may help explain why pride can both enhance and impede
prosocial behaviors (Brosi, Spörrle, Welpe, & Shaw, 2016; Tracy et al., 2009).
In one test of this suggestion, Sanders and colleagues (2009) asked participants to reflect
on scenarios that evoked either authentic or hubristic pride. Participants then played a dictator
game in which they could divide 50 lottery tickets between themselves and a supposed other
participant. On average, participants who were induced to feel authentic pride gave more tickets
to the supposed other participant than those induced to feel hubristic pride. Other work consistent
with this suggestion has found that individuals experimentally induced to feel hubristic pride
demonstrate greater prejudice toward those who are different from them (i.e., individuals
belonging to a different ethnic group or sexual orientation), whereas individuals induced to feel
authentic pride show greater support and empathy toward the same outgroup members (AshtonJames & Tracy, 2012).
Task Effort
Guilt and shame. Distinguishing guilt and shame clarifies the relationship between
negative self-conscious emotions and task effort. Feelings of guilt are thought to relate positively
to task effort because people who feel guilt often work harder (i.e., put in more effort) as a means
of ameliorating the negative, behavior-focused feeling of guilt (Tangney & Dearing, 2002). In
support of this relationship, highly guilt-prone employees exert greater effort at their job-related
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tasks and perform better than their less guilt-prone counterparts—over and above other
established predictors such as the Big Five personality traits (Flynn & Schaumberg, 2012).
Shame similarly tells individuals experiencing it that their behavior does not, or will not, meet
expectations. However, because shame is associated with avoidance and blaming of a negative
global self, rather than specific behaviors, feelings of feelings of shame do not reliably translate
into greater effort (see Flynn & Schaumberg, 2012).
Authentic and hubristic pride. Although studies examining the effect of pride on task
effort and persistence typically have not distinguished between the two facets of pride, from a
theoretical stance, it makes sense that authentic pride—the facet of the emotion linked to
specific, hard earned achievements, high conscientiousness, and effort attributions (Tracy &
Robins, 2007)—would be more positively predictive of task effort compared to hubristic pride—
which is not as associated with traits relevant to effort and responsibility. Consistent with this
suggestion, one study found that individuals dispositionally high in authentic pride showed high
levels of achievement at a creativity task, whereas those dispostionally high in hubristic pride
performed poorly at this task (Damian & Robins, 2012). Similarly, Herrald and Tomaka (2002)
showed positive effects of pride on the quality of participants' responses to a series of interview
questions. Similarly, Williams and Desteno (2008) found that participants induced to experience
pride in one task exerted greater effort on a subsequent tedious task, compared to participants not
induced to experience pride. In these latter two studies, the researchers did not separately
measure authentic versus hubristic pride, but several of the items they used to assess pride (e.g.,
“satisfied with their performance”) suggest that participants were likely experiencing the
authentic variety.
Another possibility, however, is that even authentic pride can be negatively associated
with task effort—if this relation emerges because low levels of authentic pride are experienced in
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response to poor performance. In such cases, low authentic pride may serve an informational
function, telling the experiencer that his or her behavior must change in order to improve
performance and attain higher desired levels of pride. In line with this suggestion, Weidman and
colleagues (2016) observed that students who did poorly on a class exam and felt low authentic
pride about their poor performance responded by studying harder for their next exam, and
consequently did better on this later exam. In a series of longitudinal studies, these authors were
able to directly trace participants’ low levels of authentic pride to improved exam performance
over the course of the term. Similarly, Becker and Curhan (2018) proposed that pride may
engender complacency; people infer from their feelings of pride that they are accomplished in a
domain, and thus subsequently exert less effort –and, as a result-- perform less well in that same
domain. They tested this idea in the context of sequential negotiations. The authors found that
negotiators' feelings of pride for their performance in the first negotiation related negatively to
their objective performance in the second negotiation.
Leadership Emergence and Leadership Effectiveness.
Who ends up in leadership roles and how do they perform in these roles? The first
question concerns leadership emergence. Research on emergent leadership is generally
conducted in the context of small, leaderless groups of equal-status peers and is focused on
identifying who ends up leading the group and why that individual ends up in the leadership
position (Bales, 1950; deSouza & Klein, 1995). The second question is about leadership
effectiveness, and is often concerned with the characteristics, styles, and situational factors that
make people more or less successful in their leadership positions (Hogan, Curphy, & Hogan,
1994; van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003). Self-conscious emotions are associated with perceived
and actual achievement and status (e.g., Tracy & Matsumoto, 2008), and the socioemotional and
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task initiating behaviors people exhibit in groups. Consequently, self-conscious emotions are
relevant to both leadership emergence and leadership effectiveness.
Guilt and shame. Guilt and shame show different relationships and with leadership
emergence, which can be attributed, at least in part, to these emotions’ different action
orientations. Guilt is associated with an approach orientation, whereas shame is associated with
an avoidance orientation. People who are prone to experience guilt take action to try to make
situations better, but people who are prone to shame do not. Schaumberg & Flynn (2012)
reasoned that with their strong sense of duty and responsibility for others as well as their strong
action-orientation, high guilt-prone people would be more likely than low guilt-prone people to
emerge as leaders. To test this prediction, they had groups engage in two leaderless group tasks
and then rate the emergent leadership behaviors of each group member (e.g., the extent to which
he or she assumed a leadership role, influenced the group’s decisions). Guilt proneness was
positively associated with emergent leadership. This was not the case for shame proneness,
which showed a negative albeit weak overall relationship with leadership emergence.
Schaumberg & Flynn (2012) found similar patterns of results when they assessed leadership
effectiveness. Young managers were assessed by their colleagues, clients, and supervisors on
their leadership ability. Guilt proneness related positively to these leadership effectiveness
ratings, but shame proneness did not.
The positive relationship between guilt proneness leadership emergence and effectiveness
likely emerges because high guilt-prone people feel a greater responsibility for others compared
to low guilt-prone people (Levine, Bitterly, Schweitzer, & Cohen, 2018; Schaumberg & Flynn,
2012), which leads high guilt-prone people to be more trustworthy than low guilt-prone people
(Cohen et al., 2011; Levine et al., 2018). That said, the relationship between guilt proneness and
leadership effectiveness may not be axiomatic. Leaders are tasked with making tough decisions,

SELF-CONSCIOUS EMOTIONS AND EMPLOYEE OUTCOMES

16

in which no matter what they do some constituent may be harmed. In these instances, in which
people face competing standards of expected behavior, it is not clear how high guilt-prone (or
high shame-people, for that matter) will respond and whether their decisions are always the best.
Authentic and hubristic pride. There is strong evidence to suggest that both authentic
and hubristic pride may promote leadership emergence, but through different routes; in fact,
some have argued that pride evolved in humans to facilitate the fundamental need of social rank
attainment (Cheng, Tracy, Foulsham, Kingstone, & Henrich, 2013; Henrich & Gil-White, 2001;
Tracy, 2016; Tracy, Shariff, & Cheng, 2010). Hubristic pride may facilitate leadership
emergence via dominance by motivating individuals to behave in an aggressive and intimidating
manner, and providing them with a sense of grandiosity and entitlement that allows them to take
power rather than earn it, and to feel little empathy for those who get in their way (Ashton-James
& Tracy, 2012; Tracy et al., 2009). In contrast, authentic pride may facilitate the attainment of
prestige by motivating and reinforcing achievements and other indicators of competence, and
providing individuals with feelings of genuine self-confidence that allow them to demonstrate
social attractiveness and generosity (see Tracy, 2016). In support of this account, one study
found that undergraduate varsity athletic team members who were prone to authentic pride
tended to be judged by their teammates as highly prestigious, whereas team members who were
prone to hubristic pride tended to be judged by their teammates as dominant (Cheng et al., 2010).
Whether or under which circumstances authentic pride and hubristic pride relate to
leadership effectiveness remains a more open question. On average, leaders tend to be more
effective when they exert their power in more subtle ways, taking care to affirm the autonomy
and self-worth of their subordinates (Yukl, 1989). In contrast, leaders engender resistance from
subordinates when they display power in a more arrogant, manipulative, or domineering manner
(Yukl, 1989). This suggests that authentic pride—with its positive relationship to prestige—
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would facilitate leadership effectiveness, whereas hubristic pride—with its positive relationship
to dominance—would impair it. That said, the relationship between each facet of pride and
leadership effectiveness may depend on situational demands. Contingency models of leadership
suggest that leadership styles linked to specific contextual demands result in better performance
outcomes. When the situation demands an autocratic leadership style, hubristic pride may be a
positive leadership characteristic. In contrast, when the situation demands a more participatory or
consultive leadership style, authentic pride may be a more valuable leadership characteristic
(e.g., Vroom and Yetton, 1973).
Conclusion
The question of whether guilt, shame, and pride can translate to productive work has long
intrigued management scholars (e.g., Adams, 1965; Walster et al., 1978). By synthesizing social
psychological and organizational behavior research on self-conscious emotions, it is clear that
these emotions can motivate people to work hard, behave well, and to take charge, but these
behaviors depend on the specific self-conscious emotion people experience——with guilt and
authentic pride being more positive drivers of these outcomes than shame and hubristic pride.
This suggests that it may not be the valence of the self-conscious emotion, but the attribution
people make for their behaviors that give rise to these emotions, that are the most important for
facilitating positive employee outcomes.
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Figure 1. Conceptual mapping of the self-conscious emotions according to direction of the
deviation from social expectations and the attribution made for this deviation
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