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The Nature of Pride

JESSICA L. TRACY
RICHARD W. ROBINS

In so far as a man amounts to anything, stands for anything, is
truly an individual, he has an ego about him to which his
passions cluster, and to aggrandize which must be a principal aim
within him.

—Cooley (1902, p. 216)

As the epigraph illustrates, feeling pride in oneself, or having one’s “passions” “cluster
about the ego,” is a central part of human nature. Scheff (1988, p. 399) went so far as to
claim, “We are virtually always in a state of pride or shame.” Although this statement
may be somewhat extreme, Scheff made a prescient observation: our everyday lives are
frequently infused with a sense of mastery and achievement, or conversely, frustration
and failure, and we react to these self-relevant events with often intense self-conscious
emotions.

Yet, despite the importance of pride to everyday social life, this emotion has received
relatively little research attention, particularly compared with fear, joy, and other so-
called basic emotions. Like all self-conscious emotions, pride is generally viewed as a
“secondary” emotion (Lewis, Sullivan, Stanger, & Weiss, 1989), and even compared with
other self-conscious emotions pride is something of an underdog. A PsycINFO search
found only 208 publications with the words “pride” or “proud” in their title, compared
with 1,633 publications with the words “guilt” or “guilty,” and 1,312 with the words
“shame” or “ashamed.” Similarly, in Tangney and Fischer’s (1995) volume on self-conscious
emotions, not a single chapter provided a review of the extant research or theory on
pride, and only four of the 20 chapters discussed it.

However, a growing body of research may change all this: new theory and findings
support the views of Cooley and Scheff, and suggest that pride is a psychologically impor-
tant and evolutionarily adaptive emotion. The pleasurable subjective feelings that accom-
pany a pride experience may reinforce the prosocial behaviors that typically elicit the
emotion, such as achievement and caregiving (Hart & Matsuba, Chapter 7, this volume;
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Herrald & Tomaka, 2002; Stipek, 1983; Weiner, 1985). Over the long term, these same
feelings may contribute to the development of a genuine and deep-rooted sense of self-
esteem. Pride is the emotion (along with shame) that gives self-esteem its affective kick
(Brown & Marshall, 2001; Tracy & Robins, 2007b), and self-esteem in turn influences a
wide range of intrapsychic and interpersonal processes. Meanwhile, the loss of pride, in
the form of humiliation or ego threats, can provoke aggression and other antisocial be-
haviors (Bushman & Baumeister, 1998).

Since the publication of Tangney and Fischer’s (1995) volume, a small body of
research and theory on pride has emerged. Studies have begun to explore the structure,
antecedents, expression, and function of this important emotion. In this chapter, we re-
view these studies and highlight a central implication of their findings: that pride is likely
to be an adaptive part of human nature. The chapter is divided into five sections. First,
we describe a recent set of studies that explore the structure of pride and provide the first
systematic empirical evidence for the long-standing claim that pride has two distinct fac-
ets. Second, we briefly review research on the development of pride (see also Lagattuta &
Thompson, Chapter 6, this volume). Third, we describe a recent line of research testing
whether pride has a recognizable nonverbal expression. Fourth, we discuss the extent to
which pride and its expression may generalize across cultures (see also Edelstein &
Shaver, Chapter 11, this volume; Fessler, Chapter 10, this volume; Goetz & Keltner,
Chapter 9, this volume). Fifth, we describe a functionalist, or evolutionary, perspective on
pride. Finally, we close by proposing several directions for future research. Our overarch-
ing goals for this chapter are to lay the foundation for continued programmatic research
on pride and to convince our readers that there is a reason for pride’s ubiquity in social
life: it is part of what makes us human.

A TALE OF TWO PRIDES

Theoretical and Historical Perspectives Pointing to Two Facets of Pride

“Pride or arrogance . . . has been recognized since early times as a root cause of cruelty
and evil” (Schimmel, 1997, p. 29). Both ancient Greek and biblical thought condemned
what they referred to as “excessive pride” or “hubris” (Schimmel, 1997), and these prev-
alent early philosophical and religious views led Dante to refer to pride as the deadliest of
the Seven Deadly Sins. Yet, in Western culture, “pride has been transformed from a vice
into a virtue” (Schimmel, 1997, p. 37). Much like self-esteem, pride is generally perceived
as something to be sought out, with its acquisition rewarded and encouraged in children
and adults. This raises a perplexing question: Is pride good or bad?

Several researchers have addressed this apparent incongruity by arguing that pride is
too broad a concept to be considered a single, unified emotion, and may be better viewed
as two or more distinct emotions (Ekman, 2003; M. Lewis, 2000; Tangney, Wagner, &
Gramzow, 1989). Consistent with this perspective, pride has been theoretically linked to
markedly divergent outcomes. On the one hand, pride in one’s successes and relationships
is assumed to promote future positive behaviors in the achievement domain and to con-
tribute to further prosocial investments such as relationship maintenance and altruism.
On the other hand, the “hubristic,” “sinful,” or “defensive” pride that is more associated
with narcissism may contribute to aggression and hostility, interpersonal problems, rela-
tionship conflict, and a host of maladaptive behaviors (Bosson & Prewitt-Freilino, Chap-
ter 22, this volume; Kernberg, 1975; M. Lewis, 2000; McGregor, Nail, Marigold, &
Kang, 2005; Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001).
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We recently developed a theoretical model that addresses this paradox by distin-
guishing between two facets of pride: “authentic” and “hubristic” (Tracy & Robins,
2004a; see also Tracy & Robins, Chapter 1, this volume). Psychologists have long noted
that pride occurs in response to internal attributions—that is, when the self is credited as
the cause of the event (Ellsworth & Smith, 1988; M. Lewis, 2000; Roseman, 1991; Smith
& Lazarus, 1993; Weiner, 1985). In our model, two facets of pride are distinguished by
subsequent attributions. Specifically, authentic pride (“I’m proud of what I did”) may re-
sult from attributions to internal, unstable, controllable causes (“I won because I prac-
ticed”), whereas hubristic pride (“I’m proud of who I am”) may result from attributions
to internal, stable, uncontrollable causes (“I won because I’m always great”). This
distinction parallels the distinction frequently made between guilt and shame, where guilt
involves a focus on negative aspects of one’s behavior—the “thing done or undone”—
whereas shame involves a focus on negative aspects of one’s self—the self who did or did
not do it (H. B. Lewis, 1971, p. 30; M. Lewis, 2000; Tangney, Stuewig, & Mashek, Chap-
ter 2, this volume; Tangney & Dearing, 2002). We labeled the first facet “authentic” to
emphasize that it is based on actual accomplishments and is likely accompanied by genu-
ine feelings of self-worth; in contrast, hubristic pride may be a genuine emotional experi-
ence that is fueled by a more inauthentic sense of self (i.e., distorted and self-aggrandized
self-views).1

If pride is indeed characterized by these two distinct facets, then each facet should be
associated with unique concepts, subjective feelings, and personality correlates, and the
two facets should be elicited by distinct cognitive attributions. We conducted a series of
studies to test these ideas (Tracy & Robins, 2007b).

The Semantic Structure of Pride

In our first study, we examined people’s conceptualizations of pride. That is, what kinds
of meaning do people infer from pride words and concepts? We asked research participants
to rate the semantic similarity of pride-related words, which were derived from an open-
ended study of the pride nonverbal expression (i.e., words were participant-generated
labels for the pride expression; Tracy & Robins, 2004b). Analyses of participants’ ratings
supported a two-cluster structure that converged with our theoretical distinction between
authentic and hubristic pride. Specifically, words in the first cluster, such as “accom-
plished,” “triumphant,” and “confident,” described feelings about a controllable, typically
effort-driven achievement. In contrast, words in the second cluster, such as “arrogant,”
“cocky,” and “conceited,” connoted feelings associated with narcissistic self-aggrandizement.
This study thus suggested that people conceptualize pride in terms of two distinct seman-
tic categories, which correspond to authentic and hubristic pride.

Experiencing Pride

We next examined whether the pride experience—the way that pride subjectively feels—
is also characterized by two distinct facets. It is possible that, although people think of
pride in terms of the two facets, only a single facet of feelings actually occur during a
pride experience. For example, given that many hubristic pride words have a negative
connotation, individuals may exclusively use authentic pride words to describe their own
subjective feelings; hubristic pride words may exist in the lexicon only to describe pride
felt by others. To test this possibility, we asked participants to write, in a narrative fash-
ion, about a time when they had felt pride, and to rate the extent to which a set of pride-
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related words (including words from both clusters) characterized their feelings. Factor
analyses of their ratings suggested that a two-factor structure provided the best fit to the
data.

Furthermore, the content of the words that loaded on each factor replicated the con-
ceptual clusters found previously, such that an “authentic” pride factor emerged, with
words like “achieving” and “confident” loading highly; and a hubristic pride factor
emerged, with words like “arrogant” and “pompous” loading highly. We replicated these
findings in five subsequent studies, two of which used the same method to assess momen-
tary, state pride, and three of which assessed pride as a trait-like dispositional tendency
(i.e., proneness to pride). Regardless of whether pride was measured as a trait or a state,
we found two factors corresponding to authentic and hubristic pride. Moreover, these
two factors were only weakly correlated (.22–.30 across studies), suggesting that they are
relatively independent facets of pride.

We next tested whether the two factors could be accounted for by distinctions in
evaluative valence (i.e., Do the authentic and hubristic pride factors simply reflect posi-
tively and negatively valenced words for a unitary pride emotion?), activation (i.e., Do
the authentic and hubristic pride factors simply reflect high vs. low activity words for
pride?), or a temporal distinction (i.e., Do the authentic and hubristic pride factors simply
reflect state vs. trait words for pride?). We found that the factors replicated even when
evaluative variance (i.e., ratings of pleasure and displeasure) and activation (i.e., ratings
of activation and deactivation; Feldman-Barrett & Russell, 1998) were partialled out,
suggesting that the two factors are not simply a statistical artifact of the tendency to dis-
tinguish between positive and negative valences or between activated and deactivated
states. We also found that the two factors did not differ substantially in the degree to
which the words defining each factor reflect stable traits versus transient states.

Based on these studies, we now believe that pride is best conceptualized in terms of
two distinct facets, one reflecting authentic feelings surrounding achievement and mas-
tery, and the other reflecting hubristic feelings of arrogance, grandiosity, and superiority.
To facilitate future research, we developed brief, reliable measures of each facet (see
Robins, Noftle, & Tracy, Chapter 24, this volume). These scales tend to be either weakly
or not significantly correlated, suggesting that they assess relatively independent aspects
of pride.

Correlates of Pride

We next set out to test whether the two facets of pride have distinct personality corre-
lates. If they do, then the two-facet perspective could resolve the long-standing question
of whether pride is a psychologically healthy or a “sinful” emotion. Contradictory ideas
about the consequences of pride may exist because one facet is associated with a positive
personality profile and prosocial behaviors, whereas the other is associated with a more
negative profile and antisocial behaviors.

As expected, we found that authentic pride is positively related to self-esteem,
whereas hubristic pride is negatively related to self-esteem and positively related to nar-
cissism. Interestingly, these correlations become even stronger when self-esteem and nar-
cissism are partialled out of each other. We also found that authentic pride is negatively
related, and hubristic pride positive related, to shame-proneness. This pattern is consistent
with theories of narcissism as a defensive process in which explicit self-aggrandizement
and hubris are used to protect the self from deep-seated feelings of shame and inadequacy
(Kernberg, 1975; Kohut, 1977; Tracy & Robins, 2003a). Finally, we found that authentic
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pride was positively correlated with the socially desirable and generally adaptive Big Five
traits of Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Emotional Stability, whereas
hubristic pride was negatively correlated with Agreeableness and Conscientiousness—
two traits that reflect a prosocial orientation, or what Digman (1997) referred to as “so-
cialization.”

Together, these findings support the claim that authentic pride is the adaptive,
prosocial, achievement-oriented facet of the emotion, which likely promotes the develop-
ment of a deep-rooted and stable sense of self-esteem. In contrast, hubristic pride is
uniquely related to narcissistic self-aggrandizement, and may, in part, be a defensive re-
sponse to underlying feelings of shame. In addition, the correlations between hubristic
pride and the Big Five suggest that hubristic pride is the less prosocial facet of pride. Im-
portantly, for each of the Big Five traits except Openness, correlations with authentic and
hubristic pride differed significantly, suggesting that individuals who tend to experience
authentic pride have a markedly divergent personality profile from those who tend to ex-
perience hubristic pride.

Antecedents of Authentic and Hubristic Pride

We next explored whether the two facets are elicited by distinct cognitive antecedents.
Based on our theoretical model (Tracy & Robins, 2004a, and Chapter 1, this volume), at-
tributing positive events to internal, unstable, controllable causes (e.g., effort) should lead
to authentic pride, whereas attributing those same events to internal, stable, uncontrolla-
ble causes (e.g., ability) should lead to hubristic pride.

Across three studies, we found support for our theory that the two facets have dis-
tinct cognitive antecedents. First, based on content coding of narrative descriptions of
pride experiences, we found that positive events with internal, unstable causes tended to
promote authentic pride, whereas positive events caused by an individual’s stable ability,
but not by any efforts made, and by “the self” (as opposed to unstable behaviors or ac-
tions), tended to promote hubristic pride. Second, we experimentally manipulated partici-
pants’ attributions for a hypothetical success, and found that they reported feeling greater
authentic pride when success was attributed to internal, unstable, controllable causes
(e.g., effort) than when success was attributed to internal, stable, uncontrollable causes
(e.g., ability). Reports of hubristic pride showed the opposite pattern. Third, we exam-
ined participants’ dispositional attributional styles, and found that individuals who gen-
erally attribute outcomes to their own effort tend to experience authentic pride, whereas
those who generally attribute outcomes to their own ability tend to experience hubristic
pride.

Importantly, we also found that the two facets of pride are not distinguished by the
kinds of events that elicit them. When we examined participants’ narratives about their
pride experiences, we found no differences between the two facets in the degree to which
the eliciting events involved success in academics, romantic relationships, family, athletics,
or any other dimension, suggesting that people experience authentic and hubristic pride
in response to all kinds of successes. Thus, it is not the event, but the way in which the
event is appraised, that determines which facet is experienced.

As a whole, these studies provide empirical support for the claim that pride is not a
unitary construct, and that, instead, there are distinct authentic and hubristic facets. In
many ways, the relation between the two dimensions of pride seems similar to the rela-
tion between shame and guilt, the two major negative self-conscious emotions. Shame
and guilt tend to be positively related yet have divergent and statistically independent cor-
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relations with other relevant variables. As with shame and guilt, there are reliable and
measurable individual differences in people’s tendencies to experience each of the pride
dimensions. Both pairs are also distinguished by the same causal attributions; shame and
hubristic pride tend to be elicited by internal, stable, uncontrollable attributions, whereas
guilt and authentic pride tend to be elicited by internal, unstable, controllable attributions
(Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Tracy & Robins, 2006a). Finally, like shame and guilt, one
facet of pride—hubristic—seems to have maladaptive correlates, whereas the other
facet—authentic—seems to have adaptive correlates. One remaining question, which
constitutes an important direction for future research, is whether the two facets are two
forms of the same emotion or two distinct emotions.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF PRIDE

Like all self-conscious emotions, pride emerges later in the course of development than
basic emotions like fear and joy (Izard, 1971). Previous research suggests that most basic
emotions emerge within the first 9 months of life (e.g., Campos, Barrett, Lamb, Gold-
smith, & Stenberg, 1983), but that pride does not emerge until close to the end of a
child’s third year (Belsky & Domitrovich, 1997; Heckhausen, 1984; Lewis, Alessandri, &
Sullivan, 1992; Stipek, 1995; Stipek, Recchia, & McClintic, 1992). These studies, which
have examined toddlers’ responses to success, have typically given young children a task
they can accomplish and compared their behavioral and verbal responses after successful
completion versus failure. For example, Stipek (1995) found that 2½- to 3-year-olds who
successfully completed a puzzle tended to smile and look up (i.e., tilt their heads back,
part of the pride nonverbal expression) more frequently than children who observed the
experimenter complete the puzzle. The looking-up response was not observed in younger
children, suggesting the later development of pride (Stipek et al., 1992). Lewis and col-
leagues (1992) and Belsky and Domintrovich (1997) observed 3-year-olds additionally
display an erect posture (expanded chest, shoulders back), and make positive self-
evaluative verbal statements after success; neither of these behaviors were seen in unsuc-
cessful children of the same age, and all of these displays were more frequent when
children succeeded on difficult, as compared with easy, tasks, suggesting that even young
children feel pride only from a true accomplishment.

The capacity to understand pride emerges somewhat later than its experience. The
form of understanding that seems to emerge first is the ability to recognize the pride non-
verbal expression. At age 3, children cannot reliably distinguish the pride expression from
expressions of happiness or surprise, but by age 4 pride recognition is significantly
greater than chance and comparable to recognition of the more basic emotions (Tracy,
Robins, & Lagattuta, 2005). In contrast to pride recognition, the ability to understand
the situations and contexts in which pride is elicited seems to develop later. Harris,
Olthuf, Terwogt, and Hardman (1987) reported that children under the age of 7 cannot
spontaneously generate appropriate situations that would elicit pride. Thompson (1989)
found that even 7-year-olds often attribute pride to individuals whose successful task
completion is due to external (e.g., luck) rather than internal (e.g., effort) factors (see also
Graham, 1988; Graham & Weiner, 1986). Similarly, Kornilaki and Chlouverakis (2004)
found that 7-year-olds were unable to distinguish between the situations that elicit pride
versus happiness. In several of these studies, it was also shown that by age 9 or 10 chil-
dren can make the appropriate attributional distinctions, and become more likely to
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grant pride only to individuals who are the cause of their own success (Kornilaki &
Chlouverakis, 2004; Thompson, 1989).

This developmental trajectory is consistent with the theoretical perspective that cer-
tain cognitive capacities are prerequisites for the elicitation of any self-conscious emotion:
self-awareness, the formation of stable self-representations, comparisons between one’s
own behavior and external standards, and internal attributions (Lagattuta & Thompson,
Chapter 6, this volume; M. Lewis, 2000; Tracy & Robins, 2004a). By the age of 3, chil-
dren begin to acquire these abilities and display pride-like responses to success, but even
at this age children cannot identify pride in others. The ability to recognize pride emerges
at age 4, but this capacity is not accompanied by a full understanding of the situations
and attributions that elicit pride and distinguish it from happiness. This complex under-
standing of pride is apparently not mastered until children have reached the age of 9 or 10.

THE NONVERBAL EXPRESSION OF PRIDE

One of the major findings in the behavioral and social sciences is the discovery that a
small set of “basic” emotions—anger, disgust, fear, happiness, sadness, and surprise—
have distinct, universally recognized, nonverbal expressions (Ekman, Sorenson, &
Friesen, 1969; Ekman & Friesen, 1971; Izard, 1971). These findings emerged from stud-
ies demonstrating agreement on the emotions conveyed by each of these expressions
across a wide range of nations and cultures, including highly isolated, preliterate tribal
groups. Based on this research, many scientists came to accept Darwin’s (1872) claim that
emotions and their expressions evolved through natural selection. Within the emotion lit-
erature, the knowledge that certain emotions could be assessed through quantifiable, ob-
servable behaviors led to a strong research emphasis on those emotions known to have
expressions, and to a corresponding lack of attention on more complex emotions thought
to not have expressions—such as the self-conscious emotions.

However, Darwin (1872) also suggested that pride should have a recognizable dis-
play, writing: “Of all the . . . complex emotions, pride, perhaps, is the most plainly ex-
pressed” (p. 263). In fact, research on the development of pride supports this claim:
preverbal toddlers show a specific set of nonverbal behaviors in response to success that
are not seen when they fail (Lewis et al., 1992; Stipek, 1995). Furthermore, linguistically
based folk models of pride tie behavioral elements to basic conceptions of the emotion,
such as erect posture, chest out, head held high (Kovecses, 1986). Despite these varying
sources of evidence, however, there was, until recently, no systematic test of whether
pride is associated with a distinct, recognizable nonverbal expression.

Building on findings from the developmental literature, we tested whether the move-
ments shown by successful toddlers might represent an early version of a pride expres-
sion. In a series of studies using forced-choice (i.e., asking participants to match expres-
sions with specific emotion-word options) and open-ended (i.e., allowing participants to
label expressions with any word they chose) response methods, we found that pride is as-
sociated with a distinct, recognizable, nonverbal expression (see Figure 15.1; Tracy &
Robins, 2004b).

We began our research by instructing actors to pose expressions similar to those seen
in young children after a success. We then manipulated potentially relevant components
of these expressions (e.g., extent of head tilt, arm position) to determine the set of compo-
nents that produced the highest level of agreement. Results demonstrated that the best

Pride 269



recognized, or, most prototypical, pride expression includes the body (i.e., expanded pos-
ture, head tilted slightly back, arms akimbo with hands on hips) as well as the face (i.e.,
small smile; Tracy & Robins, 2004b, 2007a). This expression is reliably recognized and
distinguished from similar emotions (e.g., happiness) by adults from the United States
and Italy, and, as was mentioned above, by children as young as 4 years old (Tracy &
Robins, 2003b; Tracy et al., 2005). Pride recognition rates (typically around 80–90%)
are comparable to recognition rates found for the basic emotions, and, like the basic emo-
tions, pride can be recognized from a single snapshot image, both quickly and efficiently
(Tracy & Robins, 2004b, 2004c).

One unique feature of the pride expression is that, unlike basic emotion expressions,
it is not limited to facial musculature. The fact that pride recognition requires inclusion of
at least the upper body (face-only pride expressions are equally likely to be identified as
happiness) may be informative about the expression’s unique evolutionary course. A non-
verbal expression that involves the body as well as the face is more complex than face-
only expressions, and this complexity may be more ideally suited to the complex message
sent by pride. It is also possible that the bodily component makes the pride expression
more easily regulated, which would be beneficial in a number of circumstances (Kemeny,
Gruenewald, & Dickerson, 2004; Tracy & Robins, 2004a). Facial expressions are more
difficult to regulate than body movements and posture because many of the facial muscle
contractions involved are involuntary responses. Thus, although we may wish we could
control the expression of all of our emotions, in our evolutionary history it was likely
adaptive that our basic emotions be involuntarily expressed. The expression of pride,
however, may be less directly linked to survival, and in some cases may be detrimental to
fitness. As we explain below, in many cultures it is considered unacceptable to openly dis-
play pride, and such displays may lower a person’s likeability (Eid & Diener, 2001;
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FIGURE 15.1. Prototypical pride expressions. Expression A is slightly better recognized than Expres-
sion B, but both are identified as pride. From Tracy and Robins (2004b). Copyright 2004 by Jessica
L. Tracy. Reprinted by permission.



Mosquera, Manstead, & Fischer, 2000; Paulhus, 1998; Zammuner, 1996). We may have
evolved to show a pride expression that can be quickly suppressed when appropriate.

More broadly, the importance of the body in the pride expression is consistent with a
growing number of studies suggesting that the body may be utilized in the recognition of
all emotion expressions (e.g., Slaughter, Stone, & Reed, 2004). These studies have shown,
for example, that similar neurological patterns occur during the perception of bodies and
faces, whereas the recognition of ordinary objects recruits a different neurological pro-
cess. Together, these findings suggest that it might be fruitful to focus more attention on
the body in emotion research.

Much of the research on the pride expression, like the large majority of research on
basic emotion expressions, has taken the form of judgment studies demonstrating that a
posed version of the expression is highly recognizable (Tracy & Robins, 2004b, 2006b;
Tracy et al., 2005). However, several studies have used encoding methods—assessing
behaviors shown during actual pride experiences. These studies address the important
question of whether the expression reliably identified by observers as pride is displayed
when people feel proud. In addition to the developmental studies examining the sponta-
neous displays shown by toddlers after success, Weisfeld and Beresford (1982) found that
high school students’ performance on an exam was positively correlated with the in-
creased erectness of their posture, suggesting that students who did well (and likely felt
pride) expanded their posture more than those who did poorly. In another study, examin-
ing proprioceptive responses (i.e., how body movements influence perceptions and feel-
ings) to success, Stepper and Strack (1993) found that individuals who were instructed to
expand their posture while successfully completing a task reported greater pride than
those who succeeded but did not make the corresponding postural movement.

In addition, in the only cross-cultural, naturalistic encoding study, Tracy and
Matsumoto (2007) found that Olympic judo winners of medal (i.e., gold, silver,
bronze) and nonmedal competitions tended to show aspects of the pride expression im-
mediately after a match was completed. Winners typically displayed a head tilted back,
expanded chest, torso pushed out, arms outstretched from the body, and hands in
fists—all components of the recognizable pride expression—and these findings held
across the wrestlers’ gender and culture. Losers of these matches were much less likely
to show pride. This research suggests that the well-replicated finding of accurate pride
recognition is due to the fact that the pride expression is displayed during real-life
pride evocative experiences.

CROSS-CULTURAL RESEARCH ON PRIDE

A Universal Pride Expression

Perhaps the strongest evidence for the pride expression is the recent finding that it is rec-
ognized across highly diverse cultures that have little or no contact with each other (Tracy
& Robins, 2006b). Researchers since Darwin (1872) have suspected that the pride ex-
pression may be universal. Ethnographic accounts support this view. For example, Fessler
(1999) noted that a pride-like emotion discussed among the Malay people of Indonesia is
thought to be associated with an erect posture, and Lindholm (1982) made a similar obser-
vation of the Swat Pukhtun of northern Pakistan. Until recently, however, these descrip-
tive reports had not been empirically tested. In fact, a 2002 study, using meta-analyses to
analyze the results of all judgment studies of emotion expressions conducted, found studies
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examining recognition of 36 different possible emotional states—none of which included
pride (Elfenbein & Ambady, 2002).

However, in a recent study conducted in rural villages near Bobo Dioulasso, Burkina
Faso, we examined whether preliterate individuals could accurately identify the pride ex-
pression (Tracy & Robins, 2006b). We chose to collect data in Burkina Faso because, as
the third-least developed country in the world (United Nations Human Development Re-
port, 2005), it is highly isolated from the rest of the world’s shared cultures and media,
making our Burkinabe participants unlikely to have learned the pride expression through
exposure to Western media. The participants in our study live in mud huts in rural vil-
lages, have had no formal education, speak only their native African language, and can-
not read or write. As a result, these individuals have virtually no exposure to Western me-
dia (e.g., television, film, magazines, newspapers), a fact evidenced by their inability to
recognize photographs of George Bush, Tony Blair, Tom Cruise, or several other well-
known Western figures. Similar to the Fore tribe in Papua New Guinea, who, in Ekman
and colleagues’ (1969, 1971) seminal studies were found to recognize the basic emotion
expressions, our participants’ lack of exposure to foreign cultures made them an ideal
sample to test the universality of pride.

To assess emotion recognition in Burkina Faso, we photographed male and female
Caucasian Americans and West Africans posing emotion expressions, and asked partici-
pants to choose from a list of emotion words (spoken aloud in their native language) the
word that best matched the expression shown by each individual. Participants were also
given the option to say “I don’t know” and “other emotion.” The mean pride recognition
rate, 57%, was significantly greater than chance, p < .05, and comparable to the recogni-
tion rates found for the six basic emotions in this study (M = 50%) and in previous stud-
ies of preliterate cultures (Ekman et al., 1969). The pride recognition rate did not differ
for male versus female participants or targets. There was a small but significant tendency
for American targets to be better recognized than African targets—but given that only
four targets were used, this effect was likely due to the posing ability of these specific in-
dividuals.

These findings suggest that pride is reliably recognized and distinguished from re-
lated emotions, even by non-Western, culturally isolated, nonliterate individuals. Pride
thus meets the primary criterion for universality that exists within the emotion literature
(Ekman, 1992). It has previously been assumed that self-conscious emotions differ from
basic emotions because they lack universally recognized expressions (Ekman, 1992), but
our research challenges this assumption and suggests that even a highly social, cognitively
complex, self-evaluative emotion like pride may be universal.

Cross-Cultural Views of Pride

Despite universal recognition, it is nonetheless likely that there are cultural differences in
the expression and experience of pride. Beyond its isolation, Burkina Faso is an ideal
place to test the universality of pride because African countries tend to have highly
collectivistic cultural values (Hofstede, 1984), which contrast sharply with the more indi-
vidualistic values of most Western cultures (Wong & Tsai, Chapter 12, this volume). Per-
ceptions of emotions and self processes relevant to pride (e.g., self-esteem) differ dramati-
cally across these two types of cultures (Eid & Diener, 2001; Heine, 2004; Markus &
Kitiyama, 1991). In particular, collectivistic cultures tend to promote the group over the
individual, such that individuals are more prone to accept status differences rather than
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try to change them and assert the self (Hoftstede, 2001; Rossier, Dahourou, & McCrae,
2005). Such values seem inconsistent with pride, an emotion geared toward enhancing
and affirming the self. Thus, evidence for similarities in the recognition of pride across
Burkina Faso and the United States suggests that, at least to some extent, the emotion
transcends a fundamental cultural difference.

However, evidence for a cross-culturally recognized pride expression does not pre-
clude the possibility that there are cultural differences in other aspects of pride, such as
the situational elicitors, display rules, and societal value placed on the emotion. In fact,
several studies have found that pride is viewed more negatively in collectivistic versus in-
dividualistic cultures. In a study comparing views of emotions in two individualistic
(United States, Australia) versus two collectivistic (China, Taiwan) cultures, Eid and
Diener (2001) found that pride was one of the few emotions valued differently across the
cultural groups. In both collectivistic cultures, pride (along with contentment) was one of
only two positive emotions not considered desirable, whereas among the two individual-
istic cultures pride was fairly highly valued. Similarly, Mosquera and colleagues (2000)
compared the experience and expression of pride in Spain (a collectivistic, “honor-related
valuing” culture) and the Netherlands (a more individualistic culture), and found that
Dutch participants expressed more positive feelings in their descriptions of pride and
were more likely to tell others about the pride-eliciting situation, as compared with Span-
ish participants. Finally, Scollon, Diener, Oishi, and Biswas-Diener (2004) assessed daily
reports of pride and other emotions in five cultures (Asian American, European Ameri-
can, Hispanic American, Indian, and Japanese), and found the single largest cultural dif-
ference in reports of pride. Hispanic Americans reported feeling the most pride, and the
three Asian cultures reported the least. Furthermore, cluster analyses showed that in India
pride clustered with the negative emotions, but in Japan pride clustered with the positive
emotions. These findings raise new complexities concerning the individualist/collectivistic
distinction because Hispanic and Japanese cultures are both considered collectivistic.
Nonetheless, all of these studies converge on the finding that the experience of pride is
culturally variant.

The presence of two distinct facets of pride may make it particularly vulnerable to
diverging cultural views. It is possible, for example, that in collectivistic cultures the pre-
dominant conceptualization of pride is tilted toward the hubristic facet. If this is the case,
it could account for the more negative view of pride found in several collectivistic cul-
tures. Alternatively, pride may be well accepted and valued in collectivistic cultures—as
long as it is pride about one’s group instead of one’s individual self. In a study comparing
pride in China and the United States, Chinese participants reported more positive views
of pride that resulted from others’ accomplishments than from their own (Stipek, 1998).
Recent research suggests that group pride can be authentic or hubristic, but it must be elic-
ited by the activation of collective, rather than personal, self-representations (i.e., when the
individual’s social group succeeds; Pickett, Gonsalkorale, Tracy, & Robins, 2006).

Furthermore, in addition to conceptualizations and subjective reports of pride, even
the universally recognized pride expression may be influenced by culture. Research sug-
gests that that the in-group bias typically found in emotion recognition (i.e., higher levels
of recognition when expressions are derived from the same culture as the research partici-
pants), which has emerged in our pride expression research, may be the result of “cultural
dialects” in expressions (Elfenbein & Ambady, 2002). According to this perspective, cul-
tural influences produce small but noticeable changes in otherwise universal expressions,
such that expressions are best recognized when individuals view them in the precise way
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that they are displayed within their own culture. In other words, although Burkinabes
can recognize the American version of the pride expression, there may be some other,
slightly different, version that they would identify with greater accuracy. Of note, the in-
group bias could also be explained by culturally divergent display rules for showing pride
(Matsumoto, 2002). According to this perspective, if Burkinabe culture prohibits the ex-
perience or expression of pride, as some collectivistic cultures seem to do (Eid & Diener,
2002; Zammuner, 1996), then Burkinabe individuals would openly display the expres-
sion only infrequently. If viewing the pride expression is an uncommon experience in
everyday social life, a lack of familiarity with it could promote the lower levels of recog-
nition found in Burkina Faso. It is noteworthy, however, that in our Olympic judo com-
petition study, cultural differences were not found in the tendency to display pride after
success, suggesting that Asian, Latin American, European, and North American judo
wrestlers were equally likely to display the expression in response to a victory (Tracy &
Matsumoto, 2007).

In general, to the extent that pride is an adaptive emotion that functions to maintain
and enhance social status, it is likely to be universal. Culture may influence the way it is
displayed, regulated, and experienced, but not the core environmental contingencies that
elicit it (i.e., its evolutionarily programmed cognitive antecedents) or the behavioral re-
sponses it generates (i.e., its adaptive outcomes).

PRIDE AS A FUNCTIONAL EMOTION

In this section, we build on Darwin’s (1872) claim about pride to present a functionalist
account of the emotion. We first describe the potential adaptive value of the pride experi-
ence, and then turn to the likely adaptive benefits of its expression. We conclude by con-
sidering whether the two facets of pride might serve distinct functions.

Adaptive Benefits of Experiencing Pride

Emotions are likely to have evolved through natural selection to serve two primary functions:
promoting the direct attainment of survival and reproductive goals, and promoting the
attainment of social goals (e.g., getting along and getting ahead) which are more distally
related to survival and reproduction. According to Kemper (1984), “when we examine
the biological survival value of emotions, we see that [it] entails not merely the survival of
organisms, but the preservation of patterns of social organization. Hence . . . emotions
have not simply biological, but social survival value” (p. 373). As social creatures, social
goals are essential for our survival, but their attainment represents a more intermediary
step toward adaptive fitness than the direct attainment of survival goals. Whereas basic
emotions clearly serve both survival and social functions, self-conscious emotions, like
pride, seem to promote the attainment of specifically social goals (Keltner & Buswell,
1997; Tracy & Robins, 2004a).

Humans evolved to navigate within a social structure that has complex layers of
multiple, overlapping, and sometimes nontransitive social hierarchies (e.g., the highest
status hunters were not always the highest status warriors). These complex social con-
texts likely promoted the unique ability to hold complex self-representations and use self-
awareness to coordinate and motivate behaviors essential to these social dynamics
(Robins, Norem, & Cheek, 1999). Self-conscious emotions may have evolved to provide
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information about one’s current self-representations (i.e., self-evaluations), and to moti-
vate the functional behaviors (e.g., achievement and caregiving) that allow individuals to
maintain a positive self-concept and the respect and liking of others. Self-conscious emo-
tions guide individual behavior by compelling us to do things that are socially valued and
to avoid doing things that lead to social approbation (Tangney & Dearing, 2002). We
strive to achieve, to be a “good person,” or to treat others well because doing so makes
us proud of ourselves. Put simply, society tells us what kind of person we should be; we
internalize these beliefs in the form of actual and ideal self-representations; and pride mo-
tivates behavioral action toward the goals embodied in these self-representations. Thus,
although we might know cognitively that we should help others in need, it takes the psy-
chological force of the desire to feel pride to make us act in altruistic ways (Hart &
Matsuba, Chapter 7, this volume). Similarly, we strive to achieve in school and work not
only because we think that doing so will promote our status, but because the pride we ex-
perience when we succeed feels good. The reinforcement properties of pride are sup-
ported by a study showing that pride (at least as experienced by European Canadians)
may facilitate memory for pride-eliciting events and make these events seem temporally
more recent (Ross, Heine, Wilson, & Sugimori, 2005). In one of the few other studies
examining the effects of pride, Herrald and Tomaka (2001) found that participants
manipulated to experience pride showed higher task performance during and immedi-
ately following the pride experience.

Self-esteem may play an important role in this motivational process. Researchers
have suggested that self-esteem functions as a social barometer, or “sociometer,” to in-
form individuals of their social status and ensure that they behave in ways that will main-
tain their status and the acceptance of others, and avoid group rejection (Leary, Tambor,
Terdal, & Downs, 1995). Given that pride (along with shame) is the emotion most
strongly related to self-esteem (Brown & Marshall, 2001), it may be the affective motiva-
tor behind the maintenance and enhancement of self-esteem, and thus a key component
of an individual’s sociometer. Specifically, when individuals experience a success, they feel
pride in response, and over time and with repetition, these feelings may promote positive
feelings and thoughts about their global self, leading to the high self-esteem that informs
individuals of their social value. This longitudinal process is somewhat speculative, how-
ever, and the precise nature of the relation between pride and self-esteem is an important
direction for future research.

Adaptive Benefits of Expressing Pride

In the previous section, we discussed how the experience of pride can motivate adaptive
behaviors. Here we consider how the pride expression may serve a complementary adap-
tive function: alerting others that the proud individual merits increased group acceptance
and social status. The cross-cultural generalizability of the pride expression is consistent
with the possibility that it is an evolved response. Furthermore, similar displays (e.g.,
standing upright, pilo-erected fur, a “cocky” gait) have been observed in dominant non-
human primates, suggesting that the expression may have evolved directly from earlier
“protopride” displays in our evolutionary ancestors (de Waal, 1989; Maslow, 1936). In
human research, studies have found that high-status individuals are assumed to feel more
pride than lower status individuals working on the same task; if this link works
bidirectionally, high status would likely be inferred from the pride expression (Tiedens,
Ellsworth, & Mesquita, 2000).
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Guilford and Dawkins (1991) have argued that the evolutionary “design” of social
signals should reflect cues that perceivers will be best able to detect and interpret. Accord-
ing to the theory of ritualization, emotion signals begin as purely functional displays, and
over time become simplified and exaggerated to the highly obvious expressions we see in
everyday life (Eibl-Eisenfeldt, 1989). Thus, it may be fruitful to examine the components
of a universal signal for insights into its possible original functions, bearing in mind that
each component may be somewhat different than its original form.

One necessary component of the pride expression is expanded posture (Tracy &
Robins, 2006b), which makes the individual showing pride look larger. Increased size
conveys dominance, and might also attract attention. This would promote greater recog-
nition from peers at the moment when such recognition is most desired: after an achieve-
ment. Another critical feature of the pride expression is the small smile. The fact that the
smile is small helps observers distinguish pride from happiness, but the necessary pres-
ence of a smile in the expression (Tracy & Robins, 2004b) may reveal another function.
Smiles convey friendship or alliance, and displaying a smile after an achievement sends
the message “I’m dominant, but I’m still your friend; do not attack.” Without the smile,
the pride display could promote hostility from others, as well as a desire to conspire
against a person who has become too dominant.

Do the Two Facets Serve Distinct Functions?

Our functionalist account of pride raises a perplexing question: Why does pride have a
dark side? If pride evolved to promote status, why would a hubristic facet, which could
foment coalitions against the proud individual, have evolved?

One possibility is that the two facets solve unique adaptive problems regarding the
acquisition of status. For example, authentic pride might motivate behaviors geared to-
ward the long-term attainment and maintenance of status, whereas hubristic pride might
be a “shortcut” solution, providing status that is more immediate but fleeting. A related
possibility, suggested by the correlations between the facets and the Big Five factors of
personality, is that authentic pride promotes status through relationship-oriented, pro-
social means (i.e., “getting along”), whereas hubristic pride promotes status by eliciting
the admiration, if not the liking, of others (i.e., “getting ahead”). In fact, the personality
correlates, as well as the correlations with self-esteem and narcissism, suggest that
hubristic pride may be associated with psychopathy or Machiavellianism—two personal-
ity dispositions that may have short-term adaptive benefits despite causing long-term in-
terpersonal problems (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). More generally, the likely outcomes of
hubristic pride (e.g., boastfulness, competitiveness) may be adaptive in situations where it
is advantageous to display one’s relative superiority to an adversary in order to intimidate
an opponent. In contrast, authentic pride may be more tailored toward the formation and
stabilization of longer term relationships and social bonds. Future studies are needed to
disentangle the potentially unique functions of the two facets.

A broader question for future research in this area is whether pride is one emotion
with two facets, as we have been assuming, or whether there are two distinct pride-
related emotions. Our research to date suggests that, in terms of the way people concep-
tualize and experience pride, there are two facets so distinct as to have unique cognitive
antecedents and entirely opposite personality correlates. However, in other research
(Tracy & Robins, 2007b) we have found that both facets are reliably associated with the
same nonverbal expression, suggesting that, from a behavioral perspective at least, there
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is only one pride. Future studies addressing this complicated issue might test whether
both facets exist across cultures, and whether the two facets are associated with distinct
behavioral responses and interpersonal reactions—that is, whether each facet might, in
fact, serve an independent function.

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this chapter, we have reviewed the small but growing literature on pride. Recent re-
search and theory suggest that this emotion (1) has two conceptually and experientially
distinct facets with distinct cognitive antecedents and personality correlates; (2) develops
somewhat later than the more biologically basic emotions, but is experienced and recog-
nized by the time children reach the age of 4 years; (3) has a cross-culturally recognizable
nonverbal expression; and (4) evolved to promote dominance and status. Despite this
emerging understanding of the nature and function of pride, much work remains to be
done on this fundamental emotion.

We would like to highlight several directions for future research, inspired by linguist
Noam Chomsky, neuroscientist David Marr, and ethologist Nico Tinbergen’s proposed
levels of analysis for understanding a faculty of the mind. These researchers have inde-
pendently argued that a faculty of the mind needs to be understood in terms of: (1) “its
real-time operation (how it works proximately, from moment to moment)”; (2) “how it is
implemented in neural tissue”; (3) “how it develops in the individual”; (4) “its function
(what it accomplishes in an ultimate, evolutionary sense)”; and (5) “how it evolved in the
species” (Pinker, 2002, p. 70).

Real-Time Operation

Regarding the first level of analysis, the “real-time operation” of pride, more research is
needed on the pride expression to establish that the spontaneous display of pride corre-
sponds to the recognizable posed display. Our study on Olympic judo wrestlers addressed
this issue by demonstrating that elements of the recognizable expression are shown in re-
sponse to a success experience (Tracy & Matsumoto, 2007), but future research should
test whether individuals in these kinds of situations report feeling pride, make pride-eliciting
cognitive attributions (i.e., internal), and show physiological responses that might be as-
sociated with the emotion (e.g., low cardiac and/or vascular activity; Herrald & Tomaka,
2001).

Also relevant to the real-time operation of pride is its connection to stable individual
difference variables such as self-esteem and narcissism. Our research suggests that the
two facets of pride show predicted correlations with these pride-related dispositions, but
the process underlying the connection remains unclear. Is self-esteem simply the trait-like
dispositional tendency to experience pride with great frequency across situations and
over time? How does a pride experience boost one’s self-esteem? And how might the dy-
namic interplay between (hubristic) pride and shame promote narcissism?

Neural Level

To date, we know of no research on the neural bases of the experience, expression, or
recognition of pride. Evidence for distinct prefrontal cortex activity in response to task-
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contingent (i.e., pride-eliciting) versus noncontingent (i.e., happiness-eliciting) reward
suggests that the pride experience, at least, may have a distinct neural signature
(Davidson & van Reekum, 2005; see also Beer, Chapter 4, this volume), but considerably
more work is required before we can begin to develop a neurobiological model of pride.

Development

Developmental research on pride has provided insights into the age at which children first
experience, recognize, and understand pride. However, we know little about the develop-
ment of pride beyond childhood, and research is needed on later periods of life including
adolescence, adulthood, and old age. One important direction is to explore the link be-
tween pride and self-esteem development. Studies suggest that self-esteem is at its highest
during childhood but drops dramatically during adolescence and again in old age
(Robins, Trzesniewski, Tracy, Gosling, & Potter, 2002); developmental changes in pride
experiences (e.g., less frequent pride in adolescence and old age) may influence these nor-
mative changes.

Function

Based on the research reviewed in this chapter, we have formulated hypotheses about
pride’s function. In our view, pride likely evolved to serve several distinct functions. The
experience of pride reinforces prosocial and achievement-oriented behaviors and informs
the individual that he or she has done something to increase his or her status and group
acceptance. At the same time, the expression of pride may serve a third function: inform-
ing other group members that the individual deserves higher status and acceptance. All
three functions seem ideally suited toward the overarching function of promoting social
status, and suggest that humans may have evolved to communicate social messages about
status, in part, through transitory emotions.

To test this functional account, we plan to examine the status implications of the
pride expression (e.g., Does it convey dominance and promote higher status in those who
show it?) and the pride experience (e.g., Is it associated with prosocial and achievement-
oriented behaviors that might enhance the individual’s status over the long term?) Addi-
tional cross-cultural studies are also needed to test whether the conceptual and experien-
tial components of pride found in our research are universal. For example, do Burkinabes
infer the same meaning from the pride expression as Westerners? Do they agree about the
situations and contexts that elicit pride?

Evolutionary Level

Finally, future studies should begin to tackle the last level of analysis: the evolutionary
level. The functional level of analysis asks about the purpose of pride, but the evolution-
ary level asks a broader question: Given our evolutionary history, how did humans come
to experience and express pride in the ways that we do? This level may be the most im-
portant for the functionalist view of pride because it addresses the critical “how” and
“why” of pride’s existence. Extant research provides few answers to these questions, but
researchers might begin with the comparative literature and the growing evidence that
humans, and possibly the great apes, are the only animals that experience pride (Hart &
Karmel, 1996; Tracy & Robins, 2004a). Combined with the fact that pride and other
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self-conscious emotions share a small set of features that distinguish them from other
emotions and that seem relevant to some of the psychological characteristics unique to
humans (e.g., self-awareness, self-representations, causal attributions; Tracy & Robins,
2004a), understanding the evolution of pride may provide important clues toward under-
standing humans’ unique phylogenetic history. We hope that future researchers begin to
address this issue, and, in doing so, reinvigorate the perspective on pride adopted over a
century ago by psychologists such as Cooley, James, and others. Part of what it means to
be human is to seek out the pride experience, and, perhaps, to show it to others.

NOTE

1. In a previous paper, we labeled authentic pride with the somewhat narrower descriptor
“achievement-oriented” (Tracy & Robins, 2004a).
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