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Emotional Responses to Goal Attainment:
Strength of Regulatory Focus as Moderator

E. Tory Higgins, James Shah, and Ronald Friedman

Columbia University

Goals with a promotion focus versus a prevention focus are distingnished. Chronic ideal goals (hopes
and aspirations) have a promotion focus, whereas ought goals (duties and responsibilities) have a
prevention focus. The hypothesis that emotional responses to goal attainment vary as a function
of promotion versus prevention goal strength (conceptualized as poal accessibility) was tested in
correlational studies relating chronic goal attainment (self-congruencies or self-discrepancies) to
emotional frequency and intensity (Studies 1-3) and in an experimental study relating immediate
goal attainment (i.e., success or failure) to emotional intensity (Study 4). All studies found that
goal attainment yielded greater cheerfulness- dejection responses when promotion focus was stronger
and greater quiescence-—agitation responses when prevention focus was stronger.

What makes people feel good or bad about something? Psy-
chologists have recognized for a long time that a major determi-
nant of the perceived value of an event is the extent to which it
fulfills the perceiver's goals. If the event fulfiils the perceiver's
goals, the perceiver feels good. If it does not, the perceiver feels
bad (e.g., James, 1890/1948§; Lewin, 1935; Roseman, 1984; for
a review, see Brendl & Higgins, 1996). Psychologists have also
recognized that emotional responses to goal attainment include
emotional responses to whether one’s perceived actual self is
congruent with or discrepant from one’s desired self. When
individuals’ represented actual self fulfills their goals about who
they would ideally like to be or believe they ought to be, they
feel good. When it does not, they feel bad (e.g., Cooley, 1902/
1964; James, 1890/1948; Rogers, 1961; Stein & Jewett, 1982;
for a review, see Higgins, 1987).

There is little question that there is a relation between goal
attainment and feeling good or bad. But this does not preclude
the possibility that the strength of this relation could vary. Many
people, for example, might hope to be physically fit, but the
relation between success or failure at attaiming this goal and
feeling good or bad could be strong for only some of these
people. What might moderate emotional responses to goal at-
tainment? As a beginning to answering this question, it is useful
to consider the more general question of what might moderate
emotional responses.

In recent review chapters, Clore (1994) and Frijda (1996)
concluded that psychologists studying emotions have paid, sur-
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prisingly, little attention-either to emotional intensity in general
or to how emotional intensity varies with goal attainment. Still,
they hypothesized that goal importance or goal strength would
function as a moderator of the relation between goal attainment
and emotional intensity, with intensity increasing as goal
strength increased (see Clore, 1994; Frijda, 1996, Frijda, Or-
tony, Sonnemans, & Clore, 1992).

Clore (1994) desctibed some preliminary evidence, sug-
gesting that emotional preoccupation over time is greater when
goals are readily associated with an event. Emotional intensity
in this sense is related to the extent to which goals are salient
or readily activated. Thus, one potential moderator of the relation
between goal attainment and emotional responses is the relative
accessibility of different goals (for a review of accessibility and
activation, see Higgins, 1996b). To our knowledge, however,
there is as yet no direct evidence that the relation between goal
attainment and emotional responses is moderated by goal
accessibility.

There is another psychological literature that suggests that
goal strength, conceptualized as goal accessibility, might be a
reasonable candidate for moderator of the relation between goal
attainment and emotional responses. A major issue, over the
years, ameng attitude researchers has been to identify modera-
tors of the relation between attitudes and attitude-related behav-
iors (see Zanna & Fazio, 1982; Zanna, Higgins, & Herman,
1982).

One moderator that has been proposed is aititude strength
conceptualized as attitude accessibility, where greater chronic
accessibility of an attitude object—evaluation association in-
creases the likelihood that behaviors will be cansistent with the
attitude (see Fazio, 1986, 1995). Fazio (1986, 1995) proposed
that greater attitude accessibility increased the likelihood that
responses to the attitude object would reflect the evaluation
associated with the antitude object. That is, across individuals
varying in their attitude toward some object and varying in
their attitude accessibility, the correlation between attitudes and
behaviors should be higher for those individuals whose attitude
accessibility s higher (see Fazio, 1986, 1995).
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Analogous to the attitude accessibility notior, then, we ex-
pected that the relation between goal attainment and emotional
responses would increase as goal accessibility increased. The
accessibility of goals as self-regulatory knowledge, like any
other kind of knowledge, can vary chronically or momentarily
(see Higgins, 1996b). Chyonic goal accessibility would be anal-
ogous to individual differences in chronic attitude accessibility,
whereas momentary goal accessibility would be analogous (o
momentary increases in attitude accessibility from situational
manitpulations (see Fazio, 1986).

We hypothesized that stronger goals, conceptualized and op-
erationalized as goals with higher accessibility, wonld relate to
stronger emotional responses from goal attainment and that this
would be true when goat accessibility was both chronically and
momentarily higher We also hypothesized that the type of goal
that was stronger would determine the type of emotional re-
sponse that was stronger. On the basis of earlier research on
self-discrepancy theory (e.g., Higgins, 1989), a recent chapter
distinguished between two types of goals, or desired end states,
and relaled them te different kinds of emotional responses (o
goal attainment (Higgins, 1996a).

One type of goal was described as having a positive-outcome
focus, concerned with obtaining the presence of positive out-
comes from success and avoiding the absence of positive out-
comes from failure. This type of goal involves a promotion
focus on advancement, accomplishments, and aspirations (see
Higgins, 1996c). Another type of goal was described as having
a negative-outcome focus, concerned with obtaining the absence
of negative outcomes from success and avoiding the presence
of negative outcomes from failure. This type of goal involves
a prevention focus on safety, responsibilities, and obligations
(see Higgins, 1996¢).

Attaining a goal with a promotion focus reflects the presence
of positive outcomes underlying cheerfulness-related emotions,
such as happy or sarisfied, whereas not attaining a goal with
a promotion focus reflects the absence of positive outcomes
underlying dejection-related emotions, such as disappointed or
discouraged. In contrast, attaining a goal with a prevention focus
reflects the absence of negative outcomes underlying quiescence-
related emnotions, such as calm or relaxed, whereas not attaining
a goal with a prevention focus reflects the presence of negative
outcomes underlying agitation-related emotions, such as tense or
uneasy (Higgins, 1996a). We hypothesized that stronger goals
would relate to greater emotional responses {i.e., higher fre-
quency or intensity) and, more important, that which type of
goal focus was stronger would determine the type of emotional
response that was greater.

Let us begin by considering the tmplications of our major
hypothesis for chronic goals and chronic goal attainments. Self-
discrepancy theory has been concerned with self-guides as
chronic goals and actual-self matches and mismatches to self-
guides ax chronic goal attainments, that is, chronic successes and
failures, respectively (see Higgins, 1989, 1996a). The theory
postulates that when individuals® represented actual self is con-
gruent with their self-guides, they feel good. When it is discrep-
ant, they feel bad {cf. Carver & Scheier, 1990). Self-discrepancy
theory distinguishes between two types of self-guide: (a) ideal-
self-guides, which are people’s representation of someone’s
(self or other) hapes, wishes, or aspirations for them, and (b)

ought-self-guides, which are people’s representations of some-
one’s (self or other) beliefs about their duties, obligations, and
responsibilities.

Self-discrepancy theary states that congruencies to ideals rep-
resent the presence of positive outcomes, whereas discrepancies
represent the absence of positive outcomes. Thus, as ideal mis-
matches increasingly predominate over ideal matches, dejection-
related emotions will increase, and cheerfulness-related emo-
tions will decrease. The theory also states that congruencies to
oughts represent the absence of negative ouwtcomes, whereas
discrepancies represent the presence of negative outcomes.
Thus, as ought mismatches increasingly predominate over ought
matches, agitation-related emotions will increase, and quies-
cence-related emotions will decrease. These basic predictions
have received substantial empirical support (see Higgias, 1989,
1996a).

This is not the end of the story, however. Given that a promo-
tion focus is concerned with aspirations and the presence and
absence of positive outcomes, ideal self-guides involve a promo-
tion focus. And given that a prevention focus is concerned with
responsibilities and the absence and presence of negative out-
comes, ought-self-guides involve a prevention focus. Thus,
strength of promotion focus increases as strength of ideal-self-
guides increases, and strength of prevention focus increases as
strength of ought-self-guides increases.

This analysis leads to two specific predictions: (a) an interac-
tion of ideal-self-guide strength and actual—ideal discrepancy,
so that the correlation between actual—ideal discrepancy and
dejection-related emotions (ar actual-ideal congruency and
cheerfulness-related emotions ) would increase as the accessibil-
ity of ideal-self-guides increased; and (b) an interaction of
ought-self-guide strength and actual-onght discrepancy. so that
the correlation between actual —ought discrepancy and agitation-
related emotions (or actual-ought congruency and quiescence-
related emotions) would increase as the accessibility of ought-
self-guides increased.

Note that these predictions are novel because they consider
setf-guide strength, as measured by self-guide accessibility, to
be independent of magnitude of self-discrepancy, as measured
by actual-self mismatches and matches to self-guides. It is this
presumed independence that uaderlies the predicted interactions.
This is not to say that these two variables have no relation to
one another, however. Indeed, there are at least two possible
relations that work in oppuosite directlions.

First, people are more concerned with reducing discrepancies
to strong than weak self-guides, and thus, stronger self-guides
should relate to smaller self-discrepancies. Some support for
this relatton was found in a study by Newman, Higgins, and
Vookles (1992), which compared the self-discrepancics of
firstborns versus laterborns, Firstborns, whose socialization was
hypothesized to produce stronger self-guides than the socializa-
tion of laterborns, were found to have smaller self-discrepancies.
(In keeping with our major hypothesis, firstborns also suffered
more from those seif-discrepancies that remained!) Second, the
larger a self-discrepancy, the more attention will be given to the
problem it represents, and thus, larger self-discrepancies should
relate to stronger (i.e., more accessible) self-guides. There is
some support for this relation as weil. In a study of self-knowl-
edge interconnections, Higgins, Van Hook, and Dorfman ( 1988)
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found stronger accessibility effects for self-discrepant attributes
than self-congruent attributes. Beyend the conceptual indepen-
dence of the two variables, then, self-guide strength and magni-
tude of self-discrepancy are unlikely to have a reliable relation
to one another in any particular direction.

To test the two predictions of interactions between self-guide
strength and self-discrepancies. we needed to develop a measure
of the chronic accessibility or strength of self-guides. Once
again we were inspired by Fazio’s research on attitude accessi-
bility or strength (see, e.g., Fazio, 1986, 1995). Fazio operation-
alized attitude accessibility through response times. He stated
the following: *‘The latency with which people can respond to
an inquiry about their attitudes is considered to be a reflection
of the accessibility of the attitude’” (Fazio, 1986, p. 215). This
operationalization is eminently reasonable conceptually, given
that accessibility is activation potential, and stored knowledge
units with higher activation potentials should produce faster
responses to knowledge-related inputs (see Higgins, 1996h).
Fazio (1986, 1995) clearly demonstrated empirically the pre-
dictive power of this operationalization. In addition, Bassili
(1995, 1996} provided convincing evidence for attitudes that
the use of response latencies as an implicit measure of strength
of predisposition is preferable to explicit measures, such as
ratings of importance (see also Greenwald & Banaji, 1995).
Our studies, then, considered the latency with which a partici-
pant responded to an inquiry about a self-guide to be a reflection
of the chronic accessibility or strength of the self-guide.

Our major hypothesis was that stronger goals would relate to
greater emotional responses and that which type of goal focus
was stronger would determine the type of emotional response
that was greater. The two predictions concern the implications
of this hypothesis for chronic goals and chronic goal attainments
and were tested in our first three studies. Our fourth study
was designed to test the implications of this hypothesis for
momentary goals and momentary goal attainments.

The strength of a momentary goal, conceptualized in terms
of its accessibility, can be increased temporarily by situationally
activating the goal. To increase the strength of a promotion-
focus goal versus a prevention-focus goal, Study 4 used a fram-
ing technique that kept constant the actual consequences of at-
taining or not attaining the goal, as well as the criterion of
success and failure, but varied the instructions to increase the
accessibility of either a promotion focus or a prevention focus,
For the promotion-focus framing, the instructions were about
gains and nongains; for the prevention-focus framing, they were
about losses and nonlosses. After performance of the task, the
participants were given false feedback that they had either suc-
ceeded or failed on the task. In Study 4, therefore, strength of
regulatory focus and goal attainment (discrepancy or congru-
ency) were both manipulated and, thus, were experimentally
independent.

The basic prediction was that attaining the goal (success
feedback) would increase cheerfulness-related emotions {and
decrease dejection-related emotions ) when promotion focus had
higher accessibility but would increase quiescence-related emo-
tions (and decrease agitation-related emotions ) when prevention
focus had higher accessibility, and that not attaining the goal
(failure feedback) would increase dejection-related emotions
(and decrease cheerfulness-related emotions) when promotion

focus had higher accessibility but would increase agitation-re-
jated emotions {and decrease quiescence-related emotions)
when prevention focus had higher accessibility. Thus, an interac-
tion was predicted between regulatory focus framing (promo-
tion vs. prevention) and type of feedback-induced emotional
change {cheerfulness—dejection related vs. quiescence—agita-
tion related).

Study 1
Method

Participants

Fifty-nine Columbia University undergraduates (35 men and 24
women) were paid $5 each for their participation in the 30-min study.
Note that no sex differences were found in the study. The participants
were tested in groups of up to 7 people, with each participant sitting in
a separate cubicle in front of an IBM XT personal computer. All partici-
pants indicated that they wete native speakers of English.

Mauterials

A computer measure of actual-self and self-guide attributes was devel-
oped, which was similar 1o the original Selves Questionnaire (see Hig-
gins, 1989). Like the original measure, the computer measure was an
idiographic measure that asked participants to list attributes describing
different self-representations from their own standpoint. Their ideal self
and their ought self, from their own standpoint, were first defined. Their
ideal self was defined as the type of person they ideally would like to
be, the type of person they hoped. wished, or aspired to be, Their ought
self was defined as the type of person they believed they ought to
be, the type of person they believed it was their duly, obligation, or
responsibility to be. The participants were told that they would be asked
to provide attributes describing their ideal and ought selves. Unlike with
the Selves Questionnaire, the participants were told that the set of ideal-
self-attributes and the set of ought-self-attributes had to be different
from each other, and they were asked to provide each attribute as quickly
and accurately as possible. The participants practiced responding on the
computer, by listing some actual-self-atiributes that were unrelated to
either their ideal or ought selves (i.e., actual-self nonmalches).

After the practice period, the participants first provided from three to
five ideal-self-attributes. After each attribute, they rated the extent to
which they would like ideally to possess that attribute {ideal-self extent
rating), as well as the extent to which they believed they actually pos-
sessed that ideal attribute (actual-self extenr rating). The participants
then provided from three to five ought-self atwributes. After each attri-
bute, they rated the extent to which they believed they ought to possess
that attribute (ought-self exient rating), as well as the extent to which
they believed they actually possessed that ought attribute {acrual-seif
extent rating). Each of the extent ratings was given on a 4-point scale,
ranging from 1 (slightly) 1o 4 (extremely).

Self-discrepancy measure. A participant’s aclual-ideal discrepancy
and actual-ought discrepancy were measured by comparing the extent
rating of each self-guide attribute with the extent rating of the actual
self for that awribute. To measure each participant’s actual-ideat dis-
crepancy, the participant’s actual-self extent rating for each ideal-self-
altribute listed was subtracted from that arribute’s ideal-self extent
rating, and the difference scores for all of the listed attributes were
summed. Likewise, to measure each participant’s actual ~ought discrep-
ancy, the participant’s actual-self extent rating for each ocught-self attri-
bute listed was subtracted from that attribute’s ought-self extent rating,
and the difference scores for all of the listed attributes were summed.

Self-guide strenigth measure.  For each self-guide attribute, the com-
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puter measured three response times: (a) the time it took a participant
to produce the self-guide attribute after being asked, (b) the time it took
lo make the self-guide extent rating for that attribute, and (c) the time
it took to make the actual-self extent rating for that attribute. Because
the response time distributions were positively skewed, all response
times were transformed using a natural logarithmic transformation (see
Judd & McClelland, 1989). For each self-guide atribute, a total re-
sponse time was calculated by adding together these three response
times.

The time 1t took to make the actual-self extent rating was mcluded
in the strength measure, along with the direct responses to self-guide
attributes, because strong self-guides should function as strong reference
points for self-evaluation (see Newman et al., 1992}, which would be
revealed in fast actual-self ratings in relation to self-guide attributes.
Note also that the correlations between the response times of each actuul-
self rating (e.g.. the response times of actual-self ratings for ideal-self-
guide attributes) and the magnitude of its related self-discrepancy (e.g.,
the magnitude of actual —ideal discrepancies), controlling for the alterna-
tive self-rating and self-discrepancy (e.g., the response times of actual-
self ratings for ought attributes and actual-ought discrepancies ), were
not significant in any of our studies (all ps > .2).

Ideal-self-guide strength was calculated by averaging the total re-
sponse times for the first three ideal-self attributes. Ought-self-guide
strength was calculated by averaging the total response times for the
first three vught-self-attributes. The first three attributes were used be-
cause output primacy is one criterion for chronic accessibility (see
Higgins, 1996b). (Note, howeaver, that an analysis using all attributes
produced by each participant yielded almost identical results.)

Emotional frequency questionnaire.  After the participants responded
to the questions on the computer, they complered a paperand-pencil
checklist questionnaire, containing eight emotional frequency items.
They were asked to indicate how often they had felt each emotion during
the last week, on a S-point scale ranging from O (almosi never) to
4 (almost always). The questionnaire contained four dejection-related
items— disappointed, discouraged, low, and sad-—and four agitation-
related items —ugitated, on edge, uneasy, and tense. A dejection-related
emational frequency score and an agitation-related emotional frequency
score were calculated, by summing the four dejection-related items and
somming the four agitation-related items, respectively.

Procedure

Up to 7 participants were tested at a time. The participants were
placed in scparate cubicles, each with its own computer and paper
and-pencil questionnaire, which was facedown. The participants first
completed the computer questions measuring self-discrepancies and self-
guide strength and then filled out the paper-and-pencil measure of emo-
tional frequency during the last week.

Results and Discussion
Analysis Overview

Two participants failed to answer just one item on the emo-
tions checklist and were assigned the average score for that
item. All self-discrepancy scores, self-guide strength scores, and
emotional frequency scores were first standardized, to reduce
any collinearity among the independent variables (see Cohen &
Cohen, 1983 ). Hierarchical multiple regressions were then per-
formed separately for the dejection-related emotional frequency
score and for the agitation-related emotional frequency score.

Because significant interrelations are typically found in our
studies between dejection-related and agitation-related emo-
tional frequency scores and between actual—ideal discrepancy

and actual—ought discrepancy scores, and because a significant
interrelation was also expected between ideai-self-guide
strength scores and ought-self-guide strength scores (and, in-
deed, was found in this study, r = .73, p < .001), the unique
relations between a specific type of seif-guide strength or self-
discrepancy and a specific type of emotional frequency were
determined, controlling for the alternative type of self-guide
strength or self-discrepancy and the alternative type of emotional
frequency. Thus, each emotional frequency score was regressed
on the other emotional frequency score, ideal-self-guide
strength, actual—ideal discrepancy, the interaction of these two
ideal-seif measures, ought-self-guide strength, actual-ought
discrepancy, and the interaction of these two ought-self
measures.

To facilitate interpreting the direction of the obtained effects
in the regression analyses, the participants were divided by me-
dian splits into those high and low in ideal-self-guide strength
and those high and low in ought-self-guide strength. The unique
relations (i.e., controlling for the alternative type of discrepancy
and type of emotional frequency ) between actual-ideal discrep-
ancy and dejection and between actual—ought discrepancy and
agitation were then determined for these distinct groups varying
in self-guide strength.

Relation Berween Self-Guide Strength and
Self-Discrepancy Magnitude

It was noted earlier that a nove! aspect of our predictions was
the fact that they considered self-guide strength, as measured
by self-guide accessibility, to be independent of magnitude of
self-discrepancy, as measured by actual-self mismatches and
matches to self-guides. In this study, the partial correlation be-
tween ideal-self-guide strength and actual-ideal discrepancy
(controlling for ought-self-guide strength and actual -ought dis-
crepancy) and the partial correlation between ought-self-guide
strength and actual-ought discrepancy (controliing for ideal-
self-guide strength and actual-ideal discrepancy) were both
nonsignificant (pr = .08, and pr = .07, respectively ).

Ideal-Self-Guide Strength as a Moderator of the Ideal
Discrepancy—Dejection Relation

The hierarchical multiple regression analysis on the frequent
dejection scores revealed only one significant effect. The inter-
action of ideal-self-guide strength and actual-ideal discrepancy
had a significant positive partial correlation with frequent dejec-
tion (pr = .33), F(1, 50) = 7.01, p = .0l. In comparison,
the interaction of ought-self-guide strength and actual-ought
discrepancy had a nonsignificant negative partial correlation
with frequent dejection (pr = —.08). The median split analysis
revealed that the unique relation between actual—ideal discrep-
ancy and frequent dejection was significant for participants high
in ideal-self-guide strength (pr = 41), F(1,25) = 491, p <
035, but was not significant for participants low in ideal-self-
guide strength (pr = ~.10, F < 1).

T check on whether the interaction obtained between ideal-
self-guide strength and actual—ideal discrepancy might be in-
fluenced by the extremity of the participants’ extent ratings, the
multiple regression was performed again, including a measure



REGULATORY FOCUS STRENGTH AND EMOTIONS 519

of response extremity. This measure added together each partici-
pant’s extent ratings for the ideal-self-guide attributes and the
actual-self extent ratings in relation to those attributes. The inter-
action remained significant when this response extremity vari-
able was included in the regression.

Qughr-Self-Guide Strength as a Moderator of the Qught
Discrepancy—Agitation Relation

The hierarchical multiple regression analysis on the frequent
agitation scores revealed only one significant effect. The interac-
tion of ought-self-guide strength and actual-ought discrepancy
had a significant positive partial correlation with frequent agita-
tion (pr = .31), F(1, 50) = 331, p < .05. In comparison, the
interaction of ideal-self-guide strength and actual—ideal discrep-
ancy had a nonsignificant negative partial correlation with fre-
quent agitation (pr = —.19, F < 1). The median split analysis
revealed that the unique relation between actual—ought discrep-
ancy and frequent agitation was significant for participants high
in ought-self-guide strength (pr = .47), F(1, 26) = 738, p =
01, but was not significant for participants low in ought-self-
guide strength (pr = —.32), F(1, 25) = 2.80, p > .10.

Once again, to check on whether the interaction obtained
between ought-self-guide strength and actual-ought discrep-
ancy might be influenced by response extremity, the multiple
regression was performed again, including an extremity mea-
sure that added together each participant’s extent ratings for the
ought-self-guide attributes and the actual-self extent ratings in
relation to those attributes. The interaction remained significant.

Finally, to check on whether the abtained effects on dejection
and agitation were unique to interactions involving the same
self-guide (i.e., the relation of dejection to the interaction of
ideal strength and ideal discrepancy and the relation of agitation
to the interaction of ought strength and ought discrepancy),
additional analyses werc performed for the interactions involy-
ing different self-guides (i.e., the interaction of ideal strength
and onght discrepancy and the interaction of ought strength and
ideal discrepancy). There were no significant effects on either
dejection or agitation for these crossed interactions (all ps
> .15).

In Study 1, we tested the following two predictions: (a) a
predicted interaction of actual-ideal discrepancy and ideal-self-
guide strength, so that the unique relation between possessing
an actual—ideal discrepancy and experiencing dejection-related
emotions would increase as the accessibility of ideal-self-guides
increased and (b) a predicted interaction of actual-ought dis-
crepancy and ought-self-guide strength, so that the unique rela-
tion between possessing an actual —ought discrepancy and expe-
riencing agitation-related emotions would increase as the acces-
sibility of ought-seif-guides increased. The results of Study 1
supported both of these predictions.

The basic purpose of Study 2 was simply to replicate these
findings with an independent sample. The method used in Study
2 was almost identical to that used in Study 1. The only differ-
ences were that the emotional frequency items were presented
on the computer rather than on the paper-and-pencil question-
naire used in Study 1| and that they included items from the
positive ends of the dejection—cheerfuiness and agitation —quies-

cence dimensions, as well as from the negative ends of these
dimensions.

Study 2
Method

Participants

One hundred and thirty-eight Columbia University undergraduates
(63 men and 75 women) were paid $5 each for their participation in
the 30-min study. Note that no sex differences were found in the study.
The participants were tested in groups of up to 7 people, with each
participant sitting in a separate cubicle in front of an IBM XT personal
computer. All participants indicated that they were native speakers of
English,

Materials

All materials were identical to those described in Study 1, with the
exception of the emotional frequency questionnaire. In Study 2, the
emoticnal frequency questions were presented on the computer. After
the participants responded to the self-guide questions on the computer,
they responded to 12 emotional frequency items. They were asked to
indicate how often they had felt each emotion during the last week, on
a 5-point scale ranging from 0 (almost never) to 4 (almost always).
The questionnaire contained six dejection—cheerfulness-related items —
disappointed, discouraged, low, sad, happy. and satisfied —and
six agitation—quiescence-related items-—aqgitated, on edge, uneasy,
tense, calm, and reluxed.

An overall dejection-related emotional frequency score and a separate
agitation-related emotional frequency score were calculated, by sum-
ming the four dejection-related items and the two cheerfulness-related
iters (reversed scored ) and by summing the four agitation-related items
and the two quiescence-related items (reversed scored), respectively.
Note that when the analyses described below were performed with va-
lence of emotion (i.e., positive vs, negative) as an additional variable,
there were no effects of emotional valence (all Fs < 1). Thus, the
findings could be described in terms of greater actual—ideal congruency
relating to greater cheerfulness rather than greater acinal —ideal discrep-
ancy relating to greater dejection, or greater actual—ought congruency
relating to greater quiescence rather than greater actual-ought discrep-
ancy relating to greater agitation.

Procedure

As in Study 1, up to 7 participants were tested at a time. The partici-
pants were placed in separate cubicles, each with its own computer and
paper. The participants first completed the computer questions measuring
self-discrepancies and self-guide strength and then answered the com-
puter questions about their emoticnal frequency during the last week.

Results and Discussion

One male participant was dropped from the analysis because
his responses to the ideal-self-guide attributes were interrupted,
which produced an ideal-self-guide strength score that was over
4 standard deviations above the sample mean. As in Study 1,
hierarchical multiple regressions were performed separately for
the dejection-related emotional frequency score and for the agi-
tation-related emotional frequency score.
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Relation Between Self-Guide Strength and
Self-Discrepancy Magnitude

As in Study 1, the partial correlations between ideal-self-
guide strength and actuai —ideal discrepancy and between ought-
self-guide strength and actual-ought discrepancy were both
nonsignificant (pr = .06, and pr = —.185, respectively).

Ideal-Self-Guide Strength as a Moderator of the Ideal
Discrepancy-Dejection Relation

The hierarchical multiple regression analysis on the frequent
dejection scores revealed only one significant effect. The inter-
action of ideal-self-guide strength and actual--ideal discrepancy
had a significant pasitive partial correlation with frequent dejec-
tion (pr = .20}, F(1, 128) = 4.75, p < .05. (As in Study 1, this
interaction remained significant when the response extremity
variable was included in the regression.) In comparison, the
interaction of ought-self-guide strength and actual—ought dis-
crepancy had a nonsignificant negative partial correlation with
frequent dejection (pr = —.07, F < 1). The median split analy-
sis revealed that the unique relation between actual—ideal dis-
crepancy and frequent dejection was significant for participants
high in ideal-self-guide strength (pr = 28), F(1, 64) = 4.04,
p < .05, but was not significant for participants low in ideal-
self-guide strength (pr = —.15), F(1, 64) = 1.0, p > .30.

Ought-Self-Guide Strength as a Moderator of the Qught
Discrepancy—Agitation Relation

The hierarchical multiple regression analysis on the frequent
agitation scores revealed only two significant effects. As pre-
dicted, the interaction of ought-self-guide strength and actual—-
ought discrepancy had a significant positive partial correlation
with frequent agitation (pr = .19), F(1, 128) = 4,80, p < .05.
(As in Study 1, this interaction remained significant when the
response extremity variable was included in the regression.)
In comparison, the interaction of ideal-self-guide strength and
actual-ideal discrepancy had a significant negative partial cor-
relation with frequent agitation (pr = —.22), F(1, 128) = 6.33,
p < .05, The median split analysis revealed that the unique
relation between actual--ought discrepancy and frequent agita-
tion was significant for participants high in ought-self-guide
strength (pr = .27), F(1, 63) = 5.54, p < .05, but was not
significant for participants low in ought-self-guide strength (pr
= —16), F{1,65) = 142, p > 20.

Although the negative relation between frequent agitation and
the interaction of ideal strength and ideal discrepancy was not
predicted, such a relation could be understood in terms of a
promotion focus inhibiting a prevention focus and thus inhib-
iting the emotional responses associated with that focus (i.e.,
agitation-related responses ). In a study on emotional sensitivity
to varying gains and losses, for example, Brendl and Higgins
(1996) found evidence suggesting that a promotion focus and
a prevention focus can inhibit one another, thereby reducing
emotional sensitivity.

As in Study 1, additional analyses were performed for the
crossed interactions of ideal strength with ought discrepancy
and ought strength with ideal discrepancy. Once aggin, these

crossed interactions had no significant effects on either dejection
or agitation (all Fs < 1).

Study 2 retested the predicted interactions relating ideal
strength and ideal discrepancy to dejection and ought strength
and ought discrepancy to agitation and again found support for
both unique relations. Study 3 was conducted during the second
session of a larger investigation, involving two sessions sepa-
rated by at least 1 week. This larger investigation was concerned
with different questions about motivation and performance, but
it allowed the findings of Studies 1 and 2 to be replicated and
extended because the second session (Study 3) included mea-
sures of self-guide strength, self-discrepancies, and emotions.

Studies 1 and 2 tested whether self-guide strength moderates
the relation between self-discrepancies and emotional frequency.
In terms of Frijda et al’s (1992) discussion of the parameters
of subjective emotional awareness (aiso called parameters of
subjective intensity), Studies 1 and 2 were concerned with the
degree of recurrence of the different types of emotions. Study
3 was concerned with a different parameter of subjective emo-
tional awareness: overall felt intensity. Thus, this study permit-
ted a test of whether self-guide strength moderates the relation
between self-discrepancies and emotional intensity as well as the
relation between self-discrepancies and emotional recurrence.
Rather than asking participants to report on how often they felt
different emotions during the previous week, Study 3 asked
participants to report on how intensely they felt different emo-
tions during the experimental session.

Study 3 also modified the measure of self-guide strength to
make it more equivalent for ideal-self-guides and ought-self-
guides. In Studies 1 and 2, the participants responded to all of
the ideal-self-guide attributes before responding to the ought-
self-guide attributes. Although this measure was the same for
all participants and did not produce any obvious asymimetry in
the findings, it was possible that this procedure could reduce
the power of measuring cught-self-guide strength in relation
to measuring ideal-self-guide strength. Therefore, in Study 3,
participants responded to ideal- and cught-self-guide attributes
in an apparently random order.

Study 3
Method

Participants

Ninety-five Columbia University undergraduares (40 men and 55
women) were paid $6 each for their participation in a 30-min study.
Note that no sex differences were found in the study. The participants
were tested in groups of up to 7 people, with each participant sitting in
a separate cubicle in front of an IBM XT personal computer. All partici-
pants indicated thar they were native speakers of English,

Materials

The computer method for measuring self-discrepancies and self-guide
strength was basically the same as that used in Studies I and 2, with
two modifications. First, the participants were nat given practice re-
sponding on the computer by having them list some actual-self-attributes
that were unrelated to either their ideal or ought selves (i.e., actual-self-
nonmatches ). This part of the procedure was elimiinated both to save
time and to avoid any possible interference of the practice session on
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subsequent respomses. Second, rather than listing all ideal-self-guide
attributes before listing ought-self-guide attributes, the participants were
asked to list an ideal attribute, then two ought atiributes, ancther ideal
attribute, a final ought attribute, and a’ final ideal attribute. The partici-
pants were not told of this response order beforehand, and subsequent
debriefing indicated that, as intended, they perceived the order as random.

Self-discrepancy and self-guide strength measures. These measures
were calculated the same way as in Studies 1 and 2.

Emotional intensity measure. This measure was given on the com-
puter, as was the emotional frequency measure used in Study 2. The
participants reported on a 9-point scale, ranging from 0 (no? af afl) to
8 (extremely), how intensely they currently felt the following emotions:
discouraged, happy, tense, and relaxed. An overall dejection-related
emotional intensity score and a separate agitation-related emotional in-
tensity score were calculated, by summing the dejection-related item
and the cheerfulness-related item (reversed scored) and by summing the
agitation-related itern and the quiescence-related item (reversed scored ),
respectively.

Note again that when the analyses described below were performed
with valence of emotion (i.e., positive vs. negative) as an additional
variable, there were no effects of emotional valence {all Fs < 1). Once
again, therefore, the findings could be described in terms of greater
actual-ideal congruency relating to greater cheerfulness rather than
greater actual—ideal discrepancy relating to greater dejection, or greater
actyal-ought congruency relating to greater quiescence rather than
greater actual—ought discrepancy relating to greater agitation.

Procedure

When the participants first arrived at the experiment, they began by
answering the emotional intensity questions on the computer, supposedly
because we were concerned that their current mood might influence
their subsequent behaviors in the study. They were then given instructions
for, and practiced, a paired-associate task. For reasons not germane to
the predictions of Study 3, the participants were randomty assigned to
experimental conditions whose purpose was to influence performance
on the task, although no evaluative feedback was provided. Following
the instructions and practice, but before starting the actual task, the
participants answered the emational intensity questions a second time.
The self-discrepancy and self-guide strength measures were obtained at
the end of the session.

Not surprisingly, there was little change in emotional intensity between
the two measurements. Indeed, the correlation between the two measures
of current emotional intensity was very high for both the dejection-
related mood score (r = .70, p < .001) and the agitation-related moed
score {r = .73, p < .0G1). Given this, the two measures of current
emotional intensity were combined in the analyses, to increase the relia-
bility of our emotional intensity measure. Two additional points should
be emphasized, however. First, both the experimental conditions for the
tasks and participants’ performance on the practice items were included
in the analyses as covariates when testing the predictions of Study 3, to
control for any possibie effects that they might have. Second, when the
predictions were tested for the first measure of current emotional inten-
sity only, that is, before the experimental instructions or practice oc-
curred, the results of the sindy remained basically the same,

Results and Discussion
As in Studies 1 and 2, hierarchical multiple regressions were

performed separately for the dejection-related emotional inten-
sity score and for the agitation-related emotional intensity score.

Relation Between Self-Guide Strength and
Self-Discrepancy Magnitude

As in Studies 1 and 2, the partial correlations between ideal-
self-guide strength and actual-ideal discrepancy and between
ought-self-guide strength and actual-ought discrepancy were
both nonsignificant (pr = .06 and pr = .08, respectively).

Ideal-Self-Guide Strength as a Moderator of the Ideal
Discrepancy—Dejection Relation

The hierarchical multiple regression analysis on the dejection
intensity scores revealed only two significant effects. The inter-
action of ideal-self-guide strength and actual-ideal discrepancy
had a significant positive partial correlation with dejection inten-
sity (pr = .22), F(1, 80) = 4.00, p < .05. (As in Studies 1
and 2, this interaction remained significani when the response
extremity variable was included in the regression.) In compari-
son, the interaction of ought-self-guide strength and actual—
ought discrepancy had a significant negative partial correlation
with dejection intensity (pr = —.26), F(1, 8) = 560, p <
05. The median split analysis revealed that the unique relation
between actual-ideal discrepancy and dejection intensity was
borderline significant for participants high in ideal-self-guide
strength (pr = .20}, F(1, 39) = L.65, p = .10, but was not
significant for participants low in ideal-self-guide strength (pr
=—13, F<1).

Although the negative relation between dejection intensity
and the interaction of ought strength and ought discrepancy was
not predicted, such a relation could be understood, as suggested
earlier, in terms of a prevention focus inhibiting a promotion
focus and thus inhibiting the emotional responses associated
with that focus (i.e., dejection-related responses).

Qught-Self-Guide Strength as a Moderator of the Ought
Discrepancy—-Agitation Relation

The hierarchical multiple regression analysis on the agitation
intensity scores revealed only one significant effect. The interac-
tion of ought-self-guide strength and actual—ought discrepancy
had a significant positive partial correlation with agitation inten-
sity (pr = 23), F(1, 80) = 441, p < .05. (As in Studies 1
and 2, this interaction remained significant when the response
extremity variable was included in the regression.) In compari-
son, the interaction of ideal-self-guide strength and actual —ideal
discrepancy had a nonsignificant negative partial correlation (pr
= —.07, F < 1). The median split analysis revealed that the
unique relation between actual—ought discrepancy and agitation
intensity was significant for participants high in ought-self-
guide strength (pr = 44), F(1, 38) = 8.99, p < .01, but was
not significant for participants low in ought-self-guide strength
(pr=-07, F < 1).

As in Studies | and 2, additional analyses were performed
for the crossed interactions of ideal strength with ought discrep-
ancy and ought strength with ideal discrepancy. And once again,
these crossed interactions had no significant effects on either
dejection or agitation (all Fs < 1).

Study 3 retested the predicted interactions relating ideal
strength and ideal discrepancy to dejection and ought strength



522 HIGGINS, SHAH, AND FRIEDMAN

and ought discrepancy to agitation and again found support for
both unique relations. In addition, Study 3 extended the findings
of the previous two studies by measuring emotional intensity
rather than emotional frequency.

Studies 1-3 supported our major hypothesis that stronger
goals would relate to stronger emotional responses and that
which type of goal focus was stronger would determine the type
of emotional response that was stronger. These studies tested
this hypothesis for chronic goals and chronic goal attainments.
Study 4 was designed to test the implications of this hypothesis
for momentary goals and momentary goal attainments. The
strength of a momentary goal, again conceptualized in terms of
its accessibility, can be increased temporarily by situationally
activating the goal. Study 4 used a framing technique to increase
the strength of a promotion-focus goal versus a prevention-focus
goal while keeping constant the criterion for success and failure
and the consequences of success and failure, After performance
of the task, the participants were given false feedback that they
had either succeeded or failed on the task. An advantage of
Study 4’s concern with momentary goals and their attainment,
therefore, was that both regulatory focus and goal attain-
ment (discrepancy or congruency) could be experimentally
manipulated.

The basic prediction was that attaining the goal (success
feedback) would increase cheerfulness-related emotions (and
decrease dejection-related emotions ) when promotion focus had
higher accessibility but would increase quiescence-related emo-
tions (and decrease agitation-related emotions } when prevention
focus had higher accessibility and that not attaining the goal
(failure feedback) would increase dejection-related emotions
(and decrease cheerfulness-related emotions ) when promotion
focus had higher accessibility but would increase agitation-re-
lated emotions (and decrease quiescence-related emotions)
when prevention focus had higher accessibility. Thus, an interac-
tion was predicted between regulatory focus framing ( promo-
tion vs. prevention) and type of feedback-induced emotional
change ({cheerfulness—dejection-related vs. quiescence—agita-
tion-related).

Study 4
Method

Participants

Ninety-two Columbia University undergraduates (42 men and 50
women) were recruited, by flyers, for a study 'in which payment was
contingent on performance. Note that no sex differences were found in
the study. All participants indicated that they were native spsakers of
English.

Procedure

When they arrived for the experimental session, the participants were
seated at computer terminals. The procedure of the study was computer-
ized. All participants were given the same general instructions for the
task. They were told that a series of letter strings (trigraphs) would be
presented to them on their screen, one al a time, and that their task was
to read and study each string in preparation for a subsequent test of rote
memorization of the strings. They were also told that each trigraph
would remain on the screen for as long as they wanted. They were told

that after the memory test, the computer, supposedly, would calculate
and display their level of performance on the test, showing them where
they stood in relation to other college students who had participated in
the experiment.

After these general instructions about the nature of the task, the partici-
pants were randomly assigned to either the promotion-focus or preven-
tion-focus framing condition. In the promotion-framing condition, the
participants received the following additional task instructions:

‘We want your performance to exceed the 70th percentile of students
who have participated in this study. Thus, although we have set the
payment at $5 for completion of this part, it is passible to gain $1.

If you score above the 70th percentile, that is, if you remember a
lot of letter strings, then you will gain $1. However, if you don’t
score above the 70th percentile, that is, if you don’t remember a
lot of letter strings, then you will not gain $1.

In the prevention-framing condition, the participants received the fol-
lowing additicnal task instructions:

We want your performance to exceed the 70th percentile of students
who have participated in this study. Thus, although we have set the
payment at $6 for completion of this part, it is possible to lose 81,

If you score above the 70th percentile, that is, if you don’t forget
a lot of letter strings, then you won't lose $1. However, if you don’t
score above the 70th percentile, that is, if you do forget a lot of
letter strings, then you will lose $1.

The above instructions mention the consequences of success first and
the consequences of failure second. Half of the participants in each
framing condition were randomly assigned to this order, and the other
half received the alternate order. The analyses revealed that there was
no effect of order of instructions.

Note that the criterion for success at the task was the same for all
participants: exceeding the 70th percentile of students who had partici-
pated in the study. This criterion, or reference point, established the
same desired end state for all participants (see Carver & Scheier, 1990).
In addition, the prospective outcomes or objective consequences of suc-
cess and failure were also the same for all participants: 36 for success
versus $5 for failure.

After the participants received the task instructions, they responded
to a fouritem emotional intensity questionnaire. They were asked to
indicate how happy, tense, discouraged, and relaxed they were at the
current time, on a 9-point scale ranging from 0 (nof at alf) to 8 (ex-
tremely). They were also asked to indicate what they believed their
performance level would be on the following trial. They answered this
expectancy question on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (very low perfor-
mance) to 7 (very high performunce). This question was included to
check on whether the two framing manipulations induced different per-
formance expectancies that, in turn, might influence emotional responses
to success and failure feedback.

The participants next performed the memory task. Twenty trigraphs
were randomly presented, 1 at a time, to the participants. The list of
trigraphs was designed so that no letter appeared more than once in the
same ordinal position (e.g., the letter Z could not appear last in more than
1 trigraph ) and no letter appeared in more than 3 trigraphs, regardless of
ordinal position. The trigraphs were all pretested for intelligibility and
familiarity, and none could be readily associated with an established
word or acronym, such as IBM or NBC. Each trigraph remained on the
screen until the participant pressed a key to go on. When all 20 trigraphs
had been viewed, the computer administered a free-recall test of them,
There was no time limit on this expected free-recall test. The computer
recorded each participant’s trigraph entries.

After completing the recall test, the participants waited several sec-
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onds while the computer supposedly calculated their recall score and
compared it with those of the previous participants. They then received
feedback about their performance level. On the basis of random assign-
ment, half of the participants in each framing condition were told that
they had reached the goal of scoring above the 70th percentile (success
feedback), and the other haif were told that they had not reached this
goal (failure feedback ).

After the performance feedback, the participants again filled out the
four-item emotional intensity questionnaire. The participants were then
told that the study was over. They were asked questions to check whether
they had believed that their payment for the study depended on their
performance. They were then fully debriefed and thanked for their
participation.

Results and Discussion
Analysis Overview

One participant was dropped from the analysis for having a
change in mood that was over 3 standard deviations above the
general mean. Eight of the participants expressed suspicions
during debriefing about whether their payment for the study
depended on their performance. These participants were ex-
cluded from the analyses. (Note, howevey, that the hypothesized
results remained significant when these participants were in-
cluded in the analyses.) Overall, then, 83 of the 92 original
participants were included in the analyses.

The major hypothesis concerned different types of feedback-
induced emotional change as a function of strength of regulatory
focus. Feedback-consistent emotional change involved feeling
better after success feedback and feeling worse after failure
feedback. With stronger promaotion focus, participants should
feel more cheerful (and less dejected) after success and more
dejected (and less cheerful) after failure. With stronger preven-
tion focus, participants should feel more quiescent (and less
agitated) after success and more agitated (and less quiescent)
after failure. Feedback-consistent emotional change scores were
calculated separately for the ¢heerfulness—dejection dimension
and for the quiescence-agitation dimension.

For the cheerfulness—dejection dimension, feedback-consis-
tent emotional change scores were calculated as follows: (a)
for success feedback, sum of postfeedback happy minus initial
happy and (reversed scored) postfeedback discouraged minus
initial discouraged; {b) for failure feedback, sum of postfeed-
back discouraged minus initial discouraged and (reversed
scored ) postfeedback happy minus initial kappy. For the guies-
cence—agitation dimension, feedback-consistent emotional
change scores were calculated as follows: (a) for success feed-
back, sum of postfeedback relaxed minus initial relaxed and
(reversed scored) postfeedback fense minus initial rense; (b)
for failure feedback, sum of postfeedback fense minus initial
tense and (reversed scored) postfeedback relaxed minus initial
relaxed.

Note again that when the analyses described below were per-
formed with valence of emotion (i.e., positive vs. negative) as
an additional variable, there were no effects of emotional va-
lence (all Fs <t 1). Thus, the findings reflected changes in the
positive emotions as much as changes in the negative emotions.

Results

The major prediction was that feedback-consistent emational
change would be difterent in the promotion-framing versus pre-

vention-framing conditions. Feedback-consistent change on the
cheerfulness ~dejection dimension would be greater for partici-
pants in the promotion-framing condition than those in the pre-
vention-framing condition, whereas feedback-consistent change
on the guiescence—agitation dimension would be greater for
participants in the prevention-framing condition than those in
the promotion-framing condition. A Regulatory Focus Framing
(promotion vs. prevention) X Type of Feedback-Consistent
Emotional Change (cheerfulness—~dejection vs. quiescence—agi-
tation) analysis of variance on participants’ feedback-consistent
emotional change scores was performed, to test this prediction.
As shown in Table |, the predicted interaction was obtained,
F(1,78) = 8.2, p < .01. When controlling for change in the
alternative emotional dimension, the effect of regulatory focus
framing on feedback-consistent emotional change was signifi-
cant for both the cheerfulness—dejection dimension, F(1, 76)
= 38, p < .05, and the guiescence—agitation dimension,
F(1,76) = 6.5, p = 0l

As evident from Table 1, there was also a significant main
effect for type of feedback-consistent emotional change, F(1,
78) = 7.57, p < .01, reflecting the fact that there was more
feedback-censistent emotional change overall for the cheer-
Julness—dejection dimension than for the guiescence—agitation
dimension. Finally, note that regulatory focus framing had no
effect on (a) participants’ prefeedback emotions (F < 1); (b}
participants’ prefeedback performance on the task (F < 1);
and (c) participants’ performance expectancy (F << 1).

General Discussion

All four studies found that stronger regulatory focus was
related to stronger emotional responses to goal attainment, with
stronger promation focus relating to stronger cheerfulness—de-
jection-related emotions and stronger prevention focus relating
1o stronger guiescence—agitation-related emotions. The first
three correlational studies found these effects for chronic goals
and chronic congruencies and discrepancies to these goals, on
measures of both emotional frequency (Studies 1 and 2) and
emotional intensity (Study 3). Specifically, the following two
predictions were supported: {a) The unique relation between
actual—ideal discrepancy (or congruency ) and dejection-related
{or cheerfulness-related ) emotions increased as the accessibility
of ideal-self-guides increased, and (b) the unique relation be-
tween actual—ought discrepancy ( or congruency ) and agitation-
related (or quiescence-related ) emotions increased as the acces-
sibility of ought-self-guides increased. Study 4, which experi-
mentally manipulated regulatory focus through framing and goal

Table L
Mean Feedback-Consistent Emotional Change as a Function
of Regularory Focus Framing and Emotional Dimension

Emotional dimension

Cheerfulness— Quiescence—
Regulatory focus framing dejection agitation
Promotion 1.07 —-0.52
Prevention 0.78 0.68




524 HIGGINS, SHAH, AND FRIEDMAN

attainment through feedback, found parallel effects on a measure
of emotional intensity for momentary goals and momentary suc-
cess or failure.

These findings are important for a number of reasons. To
begin with, they provide support for a central proposal of self-
discrepancy theory that has not previously been tested directly,
namely, that self-guide strength conceptualized as self-guide
accessibility is an important variable that influences emotional
responses and is independent of the magnitude of self-discrep-
ancy per se (see Higgins, 1989). Previous tests of self-discrep-
ancy theory have been concerned mainly with distinguishing
between the emotional effects of actual—ideal and actual—ought
discrepancies as different types of goal discrepancy. The present
research tests the effects of strength of goal. Our studies found
that type of goal discrepancy and strength of goal are indepen-
dent, both in the sense that they are uncorrelated as chronic
variables and in the sense that they can be independently
manipulated.

The present studies found that the emotional effects of goal
attainment {discrepancy or congruency) were greater when a
self-guide or, more generally, a regulatory focus was stronger.
What implications does this have for our previous findings relat-
ing self-discrepancies to emotional problems? Because of the
independence of magnitude of self-discrepancy and self-guide
strength, both high-discrepancy samples and low-discrepancy
samples will include individuals with strong and with weak self-
guides. The results of the present studies suggest that it was the
individuals with relatively strong self-guides that contributed
most (o the emotional effects of self-discrepancies found in our
previous correlational studies (see also Newman ct al., 1992).
There was an additional factor, however, in our previous experi-
mental studies (e.g., Higgins, Bond, Klein, & Strauman, 1986;
Strauman, 1989; Strauman & Higgins, 1987). These studies
primed the self-guides in individuals’ self-discrepancies in order
o activate the self-discrepancies. But the self-guide priming
would also have increased self-guide accessibility, thereby acti-
vating individuals® self-discrepancies and increasing the strength
of regulatory focus. This type of priming, then, should have,
and does have, strong effects on emotional responses.

Note also that the development of a measure of self-guide
strength that is independent of self-discrepancy magnitude opens
up possibilities for several new lines of research, because sclf-
guide strength directly reflects strength of regulatory focus,
whereas magnitude of self-discrepancy does not. In recent stud-
ies, for example, we found that strength of ideal- and ought-self-
guides predicts task performance better than does magnitude of
ideal- or ought-self-discrepancies per se. Moreover, we also
obtained evidence that strength of ideal-self-guides (promotion
focus ) and ought-self-guides ( prevention focus) predicts rela-
tive sensitivity to the emotional significance of different attitude
objects, such as individuals’ speed of evaluating how happy
different objects make them (promotion related) versus how
relaxed the same objects make them (prevention related),
respectively. ‘

The results of the present studies also have implications be-
yond sell-discrepancy theory for an important issue in the emo-
tional literature more generally. Self-guides function as chronic
goals, and sell-guide strength was conceptualized and operation-
alized as sclf-gutde accessibility. Self-discrepancies and cengru-

encies represent chronic goal attainment. Our studies, then, test
the notion that chronic goal accessibility or strength can moder-
ate emotional responses to chronic goal attainment. This notion
has been proposed by major theorists in the emotional literature
(see Clore, 1994; Frijda, 1996; Frijda, Ortony, Sonnemans, &
Clore, 1992), but it has rarcly becn investigated. The results of
the present studies provide direct support for this notion.

Not only do the results of the present studies provide such
evidence, they go further by explicitly distinguishing between
types of chronic goals and types of emotional responses to
goal attainment. The results clearly indicate that the chronic
accessibility of ideal goals can moderate cheerfuiness—dejec-
tion-related responses to the attainment of such goals, and that
the chronic accessibility of ought goals can moderate quies-
cence—agitation-related responses to the attainment of such
goals. Moreover, these moderating effects were found on mea-
sures of both emotional frequency and emotional intensity.

The present studies, then, significantly extend and expand the
theoretial and empirical implications of self-discrepancy theory
for some important emotional and motivational issues. Bul the
present studies also go beyond self-discrepancy theory by ex-
plicitly considering how strength of regulatory focus per se
influences emotional responses to goal attainment. Only by con-
sidering regulatory focus strength as a distinct variable would
Study 4 have been conducted.

The findings of Study 4 closely parallel the findings of the
other three studies, but this study does not concern individuals’
self-guides and actual-self relations to self-guides. The parallel
between Study 4 and the other studies derives from the hypothe-
sized effects of regulatory focus strength on emotional re-
sponses to goal attainment, These effects are not derivable from
self-discrepancy theory per se. What the present studies demon-
strate is that the hypothesized effects of regulatory focus
strength apply to both chronic and momentary goals and to both
chronic and momentary goal attainment. Thus, regulatory focus
strength influences motivation and emotion more generally than
self-discrepancies per se. Just how general are the effects of
regulatory focus strength is an exciting guestion for future
research.
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