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ABSTRACT

THE MEASUREMENT OF SHAME
AND ITS RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PERSONALITY TRAITS

By

Shing-Shiong Chang

Despite Its Increasingly Iimportant position in clinical literature,
the construct of shame has not had adequate theoretical development and
hence has not produced an emplirically verified measurement model. This
study was designed around several measurement Issues. (1) There is the
definition of shame: What thematic expressions are indicative of shame?
(2) There Is the Issue of generality or specificity of shame: |Is
specific shame causally prior to general shame ("conditioning theory")
or is general shame causally prior to specific shame ("vulnerability
theory")? (3) What is the relationship between shame and self—esteem?‘
(4) What are the reliationships between shame and allied constructs such
as embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-consciousness, shyness,
and gullt? Four positions are taken In the literature: the "lidentity,"
“varlants," "shame complex," and "distinct tralts” positions. Further-
more, gender differences In shame and gullt proneness are assessed as
are the relationships of shame and guilt to depression.

Subjects were 926 col lege students (249 males and 677 females). In
order to test varlous measurement models, a variety of outside variables
on emotional and soclial functioning were Included. Path analysis,
confirmatory and exploratory factor analysis, partial correlation, and
meta-analysis were emplioyed. Extensive use of hierarchical measurement

mode s was made.
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causally equivalent to each other and thus define a general factor.

That general factor Is Identical to the general shame factor for the
shame theme scales. It was further shown that general shame is causally
antecedent to specific shame. Thus vulnerability theory was confirmed.
The data showed that shame Is negative self-esteem. WIith regard to
shame and allied constructs, all but the "distinct traits" position were
rejected. Meta-analyses showed that women are slightly more prone to
shame and guilt than men. Flinally, shame Is much more Iimportant than
guilt in depression. In fact, guilt Is not related to depression when

shame Is held constant.
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INTRODUCT ION

The focus of this research Is shame--how to define it and how to
measure it. Shame has been shown to be a critical factor In clinical
work on personality and development. Thlis study will present empirical
findings relating shame to Important measures of emotional adjustment
such as anxiety, depression, loneliness, |ife satisfaction, and so
forth. The study will also present empirical findings relating shame to
important measures of social functioning such as conformity, need for
approval, egocentrism, exhibltionism, dominance, self-revelation, and so
on.

There has been a great deal of research relating emotional
adjustment to self-esteem. An examination of shame and self-esteem
suggests that these are actually the same construct: Shame Is the name
for the negative affect at the opposite end of the same continuum whose
positive pole Is named self-esteem. This study will examine the
relationship between shame and self-esteem measured separately.

There have been great confusions as to the definition of shame.
This study will consider various definitions within the context of
empirical measurement. At a primary level, there Is the question about
how to define shame. First, there is the most narrow semantic question:
What words or phrases are indicative of shame? Examination of the shame

literature (e.g., Alexander, 1938; Plers & Singer, 1953; Lewis, 1971;
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Buss, 1980; Wurmser, 1981; Kaufman, 1985; Miller, 1985; Coen, 1986) and
verbal reports that occur Iin therapy led to the development of six shame
themes: disappointment with oneself, feelings of inferiority, feellings
of defectiveness, feelings of worthlessness, feelings of unimportance,
and feelings of falling short of one’'s own standards or Ideals.

Second, there is the Issue of generallity or specificity of shame.
Some authors have assumed that shame is first developed Iin specific
circumstances In regard to particular aspects of the self (Kaufman, in
press). Shame then generailizes from the particular aspects of the self
to a feeling of general! shame about the self as a whole. In contrast,
Novak (1986) noted that his data suggest the opposite: General shame |Is
causally prior to specific shame. HIis data suggest that some people are
much more vulnerable to shame than others. Those who are vulnerable
tend to develop shame about all or most aspects of the seif. Novak
noted, however, that his study design did not permit a good test of this
hypothesis. The present study will test this hypothesis directly.
Measures of specific shame will be developed using Kaufman's “shame
profile”: shame about competence, about relationship, about character,
or about the body. The questions are these: (1) How high are the
correlations between different speciflic shame affects? (2) how high are
the correlations between different specific shame affects and general
shame? and (3) do the causal relations run from general shame to
specific shame or from specific shame to general shame?

Shame will be related to allled constructs such as embarrassment,
fear of exposure, self-consclousness, shyness, and guilt. Some authors

have argued that these affects define shame itself. Some authors have
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argued that these affects are varlants of shame. Some authors have

argued that these affects are part of a generalized shame complex. This

study willl test all three of these positions.

This study will also examine gender differences in shame and guilt
proneness. In addition, the relationships of shame and gullt to
depression and other emotional adjustment probiems will be Investigated.

For a review of the shame |iterature, the reader Is referred to
Morrison (1983), Mirman (1984), Miller (1985), and Chang (1988). The
reader Is also referred to the major sources: Plers and Singer (1953),
Lynd (1958), Tomkins (1963, 1987), Lewis (1971, 1979, 1981, 1987a,
1987b), Schnelider (1977, 1987), Wurmser (1981, 1987), Morrison (1983,
1987), Kaufman (1985, in press), and Nathanson (1987). Only the select
shame |iterature pertinent to the issues mentioned above will be
reviewed here.

At the outset, shame Iis defined as the negative attitude and
feel ings one has about oneseif. In shame the self becomes the focus of
the negative evaluation (e.g., Lynd, 1958; Lewis, 1971, 1979, 1981).
Shame feelings can be triggered by specific aspects of one’'s behavior or
specific events; however, It Is the seif that Is called Iinto question
and negatively evaluated. The feelings In shame are primarily those of
self-disappointment and self-disgust (Buss, 1980). One judges oneself
to be inferior, inadequate, defective, ugly or repulsive, and feels like
a fallure, or feels unimportant, uniovable, or worthiess. One can put
oneself down for practically anything one dislikes about oneself, for a
poor performance, for being ignored, rejected, or ridiculed. There is

Inevitably a drop In self-esteem when one feels ashamed (Buss, 1980;
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Morrison, 1983). Since one focus of this research Iis the relationship
between the constructs of shame and self-esteem, a brief review of the
self-esteem |iterature Is Iin order.

The area of self-esteem research represents a wide range of
theoretical orientations. Self-esteem has been operationalized In a
variety of ways: as a score on a questionnaire, as a coded behavior, as
an Intervening variable, as a "seif-|ideal discrepancy,” as an evaluation
of task performance, and as a varlety of other functions and tendencies.
A comprehensive review of the self-esteem |iterature is beyond the scope
of this study. | will only review a number of writers, specifically,
Jacobson, Rosenberg, Coopersmith, Buss, and Branden.

In her book Jacobson (1964) states:

Broadly defined, the level of self esteem Is expressive of the

harmony or discrepancy betweem the self representations and the

wishful concept of the self, which Is by no means always ldentical
with the unconscious and conscious ego ideal. Hence, disturbances
of self esteem may originate from many sources and represent a very
complex pathology: on the one hand, a pathology of the ego Iideal or
of the achlevement standards and goals of the ego and, hence, of
the seif-critical ego and superego functions, and, on the other
hand, a pathology of the ego functions and of the self

representations. (p. 131)

Jacobson’s "self representations" correspond to what has now been
commonly referred to as "actual self Image,"” and her "wishful concept of
the self" corresponds similarly to "ideal self Image." Thus her
definition of self-esteem Is equivalent to a currently popular one:
Self-esteem Iis the degree to which actual self image matches Ideal self
Image (Campbell, 1984).

Rosenberg (1965) has constructed one of the best known self-esteem

scales. To him self-esteem signifies a positive or negative attlitude

toward oneself. He states (1979):
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When we characterize a person as having high self-esteem, we are
not referring to feelings of superliority, in the sense of
arrogance, concelt, contempt for others, overweening pride; we
mean, rather, that he has self-respect, considers himself a person
of worth....The person with high self-esteem has philotimo, not
hubris; he does not necessarlily consider himself better than most
others but neither does he consider himself worse. The term "low
self-esteem” does not suffer from this dual connotation. It means
that the individual lacks respect for himself, considers himself
unworthy, iInadequate, or otherwise seriously deficient as a person.
(p. 54)

Coopersmith (1967) sees self-esteem as a "personal judgment of
worthiness that is expressed In the attitudes the individual holds
toward himself." Cheek and Buss (1981) constructed a self-esteem scale
that again taps opinions of self-worth.

Branden (1983) defines self-esteem as follows:

Self-esteem Is a concept pertaining to a fundamental sense of
efflcacy and a fundamental sense of worth, to competence and
worthiness Iin principle....In sum, self-esteem Is an evaluation of
my mind, my consciousness, and, In a profound sense, my person. kt
Is not an evaluation of particular successes or fallures, nor Is It
an evaluation of particular knowledge or skillls....Living up to my
own standards Is, as we shall see when we consider the factors that
enhance or diminish seif-esteem, an essential condition of high
self-esteem. (p. 12)

In short, a sense of competence and a sense of personal worth are key to

his definition of self-esteem.



I. Shame and Self-Esteem

The construct of shame has recently been |inked with depression
(Lewis, 1971, 1979, 1981, 1987a, 1987b; Smith, 1972; Crouppen, 1976;
Morrison, 1983; Mollon, 1984; Kaufman, 1985, In press; Harder & Lewls,
1987; Hoblitzelle, 1987; Cook, 1988a, 1988b), narcissistic disturbances
(Kohut, 1971, 1972, 1977, 1984; Broucek, 1982; Morrison, 1983, 1984,
1987; Mollon, 1984; Mollon & Parry, 1984; Kaufman, 1985, In press;
Kinston, 1987; Lewis, 1987b) and many other emotlional problems. For a
much longer period of time the construct of selif-esteem has held a
central position In much of the psychoanalytic |literature on depression
(Freud, 1917; Rado, 1928; Fenichel, 1945; Blbring, 1953; Jacobson, 1953,
. 1964, 1971, 1975). In narcissistic disturbances, problems of self-
esteem have long been Iimplicated (e.g., Reich, 1960; Kohut, 1971, 1977;
DSM-111, 1980; DSM-111-R, 1987). One cannot help but wonder what kind
of relationship these two constructs, namely, shame and self-esteem,
have with each other. In the literature both constructs have been
studled extensively, but their relationship has not yet been
investigated. Some writers on self-esteem (eo.g., Branden, 1969, 1983,
1987; Wells & Marwell, 1976; Campbell, 1984; Jackson, 1984) have not
even made one indexed reference to shame in their books as if there is
no relationship whatsoever between the two constructs. Keep In mind
Branden’'s definition of self-esteem quoted above (on page §) and, then,
conslider the following statement:

Shame Iis a concept pertaining to a fundamental sense of Inefficacy
and a fundamental sense of lack of personal worth, to incompetence
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and unworthiness in principle. In sum, shame Is a negative
evaluation of my mind, my conscliousness, and, in a profound sense,
my person. It Is not an evaluation of particular successes or
fallures, nor Is it an evaluation of particular knowledge or
skills. Not living up to my own standards Is an essential
condition of shame.
With just a few key words changed from Branden’'s definition of self-
esteem, we have a definition of shame.

In her book Jacobson (1964) states “"broadly defined, the level of
self esteem Is expressive of the harmony or discrepancy between the self
representations and the wishful concept of the seif." As Campbell
(1984) has pointed out, Jacobson’s definition of self-esteem |Is
equivalent to a currently popular one: Selif-esteem is the degree to
which actual self Image matches Ideal self Image. According to Piers
(Plers & Singer, 1953), shame Is manifest when there Is a discrepancy
between one’s Ideals and one’'s actual behavior. In other words, shame
Is the degree to which actual self Image or behavior mismatches ldeal
self Image. Here we can see the striking similarity (or lIdentity?)
between the two constructs.

Let us look at Rosenberg’'s description of people with low self-
esteem: They lack respect for themselives, consider themselves unworthy,
Inadequate, or otherwise seriously deficient as persons (1979). Isn’'t
the above description Rosenberg gives to people wlth'low self-esteem
Just as applicable to people with a strong sense of shame? In other
words, are these people not prone to shame? Buss (1980) states that
there Is Inevitably a sharp drop In self-esteem In shame reactlions.
Morrison (1983) speaks of a fall In self-esteem as the hallmark of

shame. They both clearly see a strong correlation between shame and

self-esteem. Commenting on an empirical study of gullt and consclence
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in the major depressive disorders that suggests that "negative self-
esteem" rather than guilt may form one of the cornerstones for depressed
patients of all types (Prosen, Clark, Harrow, & Fawcett, 1983), Lewis
(1987a) remarks that "shame Is the affective-cognitive state of low
self-esteem."

This study will examine the relationship between the constructs of
shame and seif-esteem. Are they basically the same construct? |Is shame
exactly the same as negative self-esteem at the tralt level? Or are

they two different constructs even though they are highly correlated?

1. Def I_n.lSLQ.Dﬁ_Q.f_S.h.ﬁmﬂ_Lﬂ_thﬂ_LJ_tﬂLlIm.

An examination of the shame |iterature suggests that shame feel ings
about oneself have been talked about in many different ways. Six ways
or themes can be distilied from the |iterature as weil as from our
everyday language and from cllents’ verbal reports In psychotherapy
sessions. They are: dlisappointment with oneself (Lewls, 1971; Buss,
1980), feelings of Inferiority (Adler, 1929, 1931; Alexander, 1938;
Miller, 1985; Novak, 1986), feelings of defectiveness (Wurmser, 1981;
Morrison, 1983; Miller, 1985; Coen, 1986; Cook, 1985, 1988a, 1988b),
feelings of worthlessness (Kaufman, 1985), feelings of unimportance
which are often expressed metaphorically as "feeling smalil" (Miller,
1985; Cook, 1985, 1988a, 1988b), and feelings of falling short of one’'s
own standards or Ideals (Piers & Singer, 1953; Lynd, 1958; Morrison,
1983; Mollon, 1984).

The questions are these: How are these shame themes correlated

with each other? Do they measure the same underlying trait or do they



9
measure different traits? Will these shame themes fit a hierarchical
measurement mode! with general shame as the higher order factor? The
topic of hierarchical measurment model will be elaborated in the section

on "Measurement Models."

I11. The Shame Proflile

In the past few years some writers on shame (e.g., Joffe, 1984;
Kaufman, In press) have proposed "shame profiles.” The profile model
assumes that shame first becomes differentially associated with parts of
the self or specific situations. Kaufman’s theory Indicates that shame
can be more meaningfully understood as a profile of activators and
sources rather than a unitary construct. Joffe’s profile Includes:
competence shame, appearance shame, rejection shame, character shame,
criticism shame, and homosexual shame. Kaufman’'s profile includes:
competence shame, body shame, relationship shame, and character shame.
He postulates that the first stage of magnification (increased duration
and Iintensity) of shame affect includes four primary shame dimensions:
affect shame, need shame, drive shame, and purpose shame. The second
stage magnification fuses these Iinto: competence shame, body shame, and
relationship shame. The final stage of magnification is "character"
shame. A diagram of these stages Is inciuded in Appendix A-1. This
study focuses only on competence shame, body shame, relationship shame,
and character shame. Can we measure such a profile reliably? What
about the validity of such a profile? Can we find different kinds of
shame at the trait level? In his dissertation Novak (1986) pointed out

that there was Iittle support for the formulation of a shame profile In
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existing shame measures "as the profile of shame postulated (according
to shame content or object of shame) is not found."” But he added:

It Is Important to note that the discrete clusters of shame In

Kaufman's schema may exlist, but to be validated requires the

expansion of the domain of present shame measurement to Include the

postulated states. Current shame measurement does not include the
range of shame states formulated In Kaufman’s profile model.

(p. 59)

Novak’'s preliminary finding deserves extension. Therefore, items
were written for this study to measure the separate components of
Kaufman’s shame proflile and to test the validity of such a profile. A
definition of the components of Kaufman’'s shame profile Is in order.
Competence Shame

People with competence shame experience themselves as incompetent,
tend to suffer from feelings of Iinadequacy and tend to doubt their
abilities. There Is a keen sense of being without essential talents and
abilities and without skills one can be proud of. In Its most Intense
form, the self is experienced as a complete failure, as being Incapable
of amounting to anything. The Individuals see others as being endowed
with greater skills and abllities, compare themselves constantly with
others, and conclude that others are more capable and competent. Such
individuals tend to be less adventurous, less willing to try new things
for fear of failing.

Relationship Shame

People with relationship shame experience themselves as uniovable,
and tend to doubt that anyone will ever find them acceptable, or worthy
of being loved or being paid attention to. There is a keen sense of not

belonging, of being unwanted, unweicome, and left out. For the most

part relationship shame does not lead to a focusing on a speclific flaw;
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Iinstead, what is reported Is a global and diffuse feeling that one Is
loathsome, undesirable, unacceptable, and unliovable. The individuals
with relationship shame believe that other people do not care for them
and do not hold them in high regard. They tend to feel iInsignificant to
others around them. They tend to feel discounted, neglected, rejected,
or held Iin contempt.
Body Shame

People with body shame experience themselves as physically
unpresentable and lacking In physical appeal or attractiveness. In Its
most Intense form, the self Is experienced as ugly or funny looking,
offensive to look at, or freakish In appearance. There is a body Image
problem. Common themes include being too fat, too thin, too tall, too
short, or having bodily defects, and so forth. Their attention Is often
drawn to thelr appearance and they feel that other people judge them oﬁ
the basis of their physical appearance (Joffe, 1984).
Character Shame

People with character shame experience themselives as defective In
their personality, as iIf something Is basicailly wrong with them. They
see themselves as hopelessly flawed. They experience disappointment and
disgust for any character flaws they discern In themselves, be it
dependent feelings, emotionality, Irrationality, Immaturity,
unrelflabillty or undependabllity, chronic dishonesty or phoniness, or
feeling weak or spineless or being without Inner substance. Other
people are seen as stronger, more mature and more independent and In

possession of true character and Inner fiber (Joffe, 1984).
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it should be pointed out that there are two ways Kaufman uses the
term “character shame." In some contexts, he uses the word "character
shame" In the same way Joffe does: that Is, as shame feelings about
one’s "character"--be it one’'s Immaturlity, dependency, emotionality,
irrationality, unreliability, undependability, and so forth. The focus
Is on shame about an aspect of oneself, not about the self as a whole.
When "“character shame" Is used In this sense, It Is a part of the shame
profile. But there are other contexts In which Kaufman uses "character
shame" to refer to shame feelings about oneself as a whole rather than
shame about some aspect of personallty.

In this study the term "general shame" I|s used to refer to shame
feel ings about oneself as a whole. Some authors bellieve that all shame
is general shame. Lynd (1958) and Lewis (1971) both used the term
"shame" to refer to negative feelings about onese!f as a whole. They
both see this "whole-self involvement" as one of the distinguishing
characteristics of shame.

In this study "character shame" will be reserved for shame feel ings
about the "character" aspect of oneself, not about oneself as a whole.
"General shame" refers to shame feelings about oneself as a whole.
Profile of Shame: Affect versus Target

It should be obvious that the common denominator in the definitions
of different components of the shame profile Is the shame affect. In
other words, at the level of affect, they are not differentiated. The
affect Is the same In each case; only the target is different. The

stimulus, situation, or event that triggers the shame reaction may be
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different at different times. The result Is still the same affective

exper ience of shame.

IV. Contrasting Theorles of Shame Development

Two contrasting theories of shame development are proposed in the
literature: the "conditloning theory" and the “"vuinerabllity theory"
(Novak, 1986). It should be pointed out that some aspect of Kaufman's
theory of shame (1985, In press) Is primarily a "conditioning theory;"
however, Kaufman does Include the "vulnerablllty factor" as one of the
innate factors to account for individual differences. An outliine of his
developmental theory of shame is Included in Appendix A-1.

Kaufman assumes that shame Is first developed in specific
clrcumstances In regard to particular aspects of the self. Shame then
generalizes from the particular aspects of the seif to a feeling of
shame about the self as a whole, that Is, general shame. He uses such a
model to show how shame spreads throughout the seif and leads eventually
to a shame-based identity (personal communication, October, 1987). In
contrast, Novak (1986) noted that his data suggest the opposite:

General shame I|s causally prior to specific shame. His data suggest
that some people are much more vulnerable to shame than others. Those
who are vuinerable tend to develop shame about all or most aspects of
the selif. Thus there are two competing theorles as to the relationship
between shame toward the self as a whole (here calied “shame" or
"general shame") and shame toward specific aspects of the self (here
referred to as "speciflic shame"): Kaufman’s theory which asserts that

general shame Is derived from speclific shame and Novak’'s theory which
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asserts that general shame is differentiated Into specific shame. These

two theories are contrasted as path models In Figure 1.

Body Shame

Relationship Shame General Shame: Shame

,,,,,_—,,,,,,———”" about Self as a Whole
Competence Shame

Character Shame

Eigure 1a. A path model for the conditioning theory of shame.

Body Shame

Vulnerablility to Relationship Shame
Shame (General Shame)

Competence Shame_]

Character Shame

Figure 1b. A path model for the vulnerablllity theory of shame.

Eligure 1. Contrasting models of shame development.

According to Novak (1986), Kaufman'’'s theory is at heart a
“conditioning theory." Kaufman believes that shame develops from
shaming exper iences or what he calls "breaking of Interpersonal bridge."
A child (or an adult) is made to feel ashamed about some aspect of the
self by a shaming parent or peer or significant other. That shame
experience then conditions the shame affect to that aspect of the self.

Thus shame about each aspect of the self could develop separately and



15
independently. This Is represented In the path diagram of Figure 1a by
the fact that the components of the shame profile are entered into the
causal mode! as "exogenous" varliables. The model In Figure 1a shows the
speclific shame profile components as uncorrelated. This corresponds to
the fact that Kaufman presents no theory that would suggest that the
aspects be correlated. But In the case of a shaming parent it is llikely
that the parent would use shame as a control mechanism for many
behaviors. Thus while It Is possible for the shame aspects to be
uncorrelated as shown in Figure 1a, it is also possible that there is a
correlation In the environmental events which produce the specific shame
components. When the child thinks about the self and remembers shame
exper iences or relilves shame affect, then shame Is conditioned to the
self as a whole. Thus the greater the extent of any glven shame profile
component, the greater the generalization of shame from the specific
aspect of the seilf to the self as a whole. This Is represented In
Figure 1a by the causal arrows from each specific shame profile
component to general shame.

Novak’s "vuinerability theory" assumes that some people are more
vuinerable to shame than others. A person with high vulnerabliilty
exposed to a shaming experience will develop shame about that aspect of
the self. A person with an extremely low vuinerabllity will not respond
to the shaming experience by developing a permanent shame response
toward any aspect of the self. Since shaming experiences are endemic in
life, a person with high vuinerabllity will have a high probability of
developling specific shame toward all aspects of the self, one by one, as

exper iences accumulate. Thus It is whether a person is high or low In
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shame vuinerabiiity that Is the primary causal determinant of individual
differences In specific shame profile components. According to this
theory, general shame measures shame vuilnerabllity. Thus, the
vulnerability theory predicts that general shame Is a primary causal
determinant of each specific shame profile component. This is
represented In the path model of Figure 1b by the fact that general
shame Is the "exogenous" varlable. The role of general shame in
determining Iindividual differences on the specific shame profile
components Is shown by the arrows that run from general shame to the
specific shame profile components.

Both models In Figure 1 predict high correlations between general
shame and each specific shame profile component variable. However, the
two models make drastically different predictions about the correlations
between the shame profile component variables. Conditioning theory
would be satisfied even If the shame profile component variables were
uncorrelated with each other. Small or even moderate correlations
between the shame profile components might be explained by correlation
in the frequency of shaming experiences in relation to different aspects
of the self. By contrast, vulnerability theory predicts very high
correlations between the shame profile components. |If every child was
exposed to the same number of shame exper iences for each shame profile
component, the vulnerablility theory would predict a perfect correlation
between each shame profile component and general shame. This in turn
would predict perfect correlations between the shame proflile components.
However, Idlosyncratic experiences cause the correlation between general

shame and each shame profile component to be less than 1.00 and reduces
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the correlations between shame profile components correspondingly. In
fact, If the correlations between general shame and two shame profile
components are rg.q and rge.o, then the path model of Figure 1b shows
that vulnerabillty theory predicts the correlation between shame
components to be the product of the respective correlation between each
shame component and general shame, that is,
Fetc2 = Tse1 Fsec2
For example, If the correlation between general shame and competence
shame were .90 and the correlation between general shame and
relationship shame were .80, then vuinerablility theory would predict
that the correlation between competence shame and relationship shame
wouid be (.90)(.80) = .72.
Novak (1986) noted that his study design did not permit a good test

of the two contrasting theories. The present study tests these two

theories directly.

V. Shame and Tralts Assoclated with Shame

Some writers do not differentiate shame from embarrassment, self-
consciousness, fear of exposure, or shyness (Lewis, 1971; lzard, 1971;
Wurmser, 1981; Morrison, 1983; Nathanson, 1987). |In fact, some authors
(Lynd, 1958; Schnelider, 1977; Kaufman, 1985) have made embarrassment the
cornerstone of their shame construct. That Is to say, they stress
Iintense experience of exposure and heightened self-conscliousness In
talking about shame affect. Furthermore, both Tomkins (1963, 1987) and
Kaufman (1985) have hypothesized that experiences such as shyness In the

presence of strangers, self-consciousness when talking before a large
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group, embarrassment when seeing oneself as soclally Inappropriate, or
even gulit for a transgression or immorality, while phenomenologically
felt as distinct experiences, are, at the level of affect, variants of
the shame affect.

Other writers (e.g., Buss, 1980; Miller, 1985) have attempted to
differentiate embarrassment from shame. Buss (1980) has differentiated
four varieties of what he labels as "soclal anxiety" (l.e., shame,
embarrassment, audience anxlety, and shyness). All these four varieties
have something In common: acute public self-awareness, In which the
individuals are aware of themselves as soclal objects. Shame is viewed
as a more severe and enduring emotional state than embarrassment. Here,
Buss obviously does not match on the level of intensity. In other
words, Is mild shame still a more severe and enduring emotional state
than intense embarrassment? Buss further states that there Is an
enduring loss of self-esteem Iin shame, but only a temporary loss in
embarrassment. Blushing, a silly smile, and nervous giggling or
laughing are part of embarrassment, but not of shame. Obviously, there
Is no unequivocal answer to the question whether blushing is part of
embarrassment or part of shame. Many authors certainly would disagree
with Buss (e.g., Lynd, 1958; Tomkins, 1963; lzard, 1977; Kaufman, 1985)
as they do not differentiate shame from embarrassment. To Buss, the
embarrassed persons feel foolish or sllly; the ashamed persons feel
disgusted or disappointed with themselves. Severe shame resembles
depression. Audience anxiety Is revealed by the presence of tenslon,
disorganization, worry, and a feeling of panic. Shyness is inferred

from an Inhibition of expected soclal behavior together with feelings of
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tension, discomfort, or awkwardness. The shy person may be concerned
about beling seen as |ll-mannered, clumsy, Intrusive, too loud, or
appearing foolish, or saying the wrong thing.

Miller (1985) attempts to differentiate between shame,
embarrassment, humiliation, and self-consciousness. Shame carries the
conviction that one Is small, Inferior, or defective. There Is a strong
sense of displeasure about one‘'s status and a desire to be different:
to be smarter, stronger, more competent, or more beautiful. In her
view, feeling Inferior and diminished is the core experience of the
shame state. She regards the affect of embarrassment as a response to a
sudden feeling that an aspect of the self has been unwillingly opened up
to view by others. The core experlence of embarrassment Is the excited
or aroused state and the sense of being off-kilter or having lost one’s
composure. Humiliation, on the other hand, reflects the self being
forced Into a debased position. It differs from shame in that shame is
a belief about the selif (e.g., “"| am worthless") whereas humiliation
refers to the temporary change Iin status effected by someone else and
not to an identified, enduring quality of the self. Self-consciousness
refers to a sense of "feeling constantly aware of the self-in-action."
To her, self-conscioushess differs from shame In that It carries less or
little Implication of a sense of defect or inferiority one identiflies In
oneself.

lzard’'s thinking about shame and other affects associated with
shame in his differential emotions theory has changed over the past
decade. It has changed from a consideration of shame as a fundamental

emotion that Includes embarrassment, shyness, and gullt (1971), to
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shame/shyness as different from gullt (1972), to all three as separate
and fundamental emotions (lzard & Hyson, 1986).
Eour Positions Regarding Shame and Related Traits

A closer examination of the |lterature regarding the relationships
between shame and the related traits--that is, embarrassment, fear of
exposure, self-consciousness, shyness, and guilt--indicates that there
have been four positions taken on this issue in the literature. These
positions will be called the "ldentity," "variants," "shame complex,"
and "distinct traits” positions.

First, some have argued that one or more of the related traits Is a
part of the shame process itseif. These authors would expect the
related traits to be perfectly correlated with shame and hence with each
other. This will be called the "identity position.” Helen Block Lewis
Is one of these authors with the exception that she unequivocally
differentiates shame from gulilt. Wurmser (1981), Morrison (1983),
Harder and Lewis (1987), Hoblitzelle (1987), and Nathanson (1987) also
fit the same category. Again, they all differentiate shame from guilt a
la Piers and Singer (1953).

Second, some (e.g., Tomkins, 1963, 1987; Kaufman, 1985) have argued
that the related traits are varlants of the primary shame affect. These
authors would permit the related traits to have specific factors and
hence not be perfectly correliated with either shame or each other. But
since the specific factors are trivial In nature, they should not
correlate with each other or with the outside variables. Thus these
authors would predict that the related traits would satisfy a

hlerarchical measurement mode! with shame as the general factor. This
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wiil be called the “"variants position."

Third, some authors would argue that there is one general shame
complex that subsumes the related traits. But they would argue that the
general shame scale might also be subsumed under that shame comp!ex
factor rather than be identical to that factor. These authors would
predict that a hlerarchical measurement mode!l would fit the variable
cluster formed by adding shame to the list of related traits. This will
be called the "shame complex position." It should be noted that Buss
(1980) used the term "soclial anxliety" Instead of "shame complex" for the
higher order factor. But his ideas fit this third position.

Fourth, there are those who would simply argue that traits such as
shame, shyness, and gulit measure causally different variables. Some
(e.g., Novak, 1986) would also argue that embarrassment and shame are
distinct as well. These authors would predict that a hierarchical
measurement mode! would not fit the data. This will be callied the
"distinct tralts position."

This study will test the first three positions to see If any of
them are supported by the empirical data In this study. The "distinct
tralts position" will not be tested as such. Rather the "distinct
traits position” is the conclusion implied by the fallure of the other
positions.

It should be pointed out that the pigeonholing of shame authors to
different positions cannot be done perfectly. Authors are not always
consistent in the position that they adopt from one discussion to the

next.
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vVi. Empirical Findings Regarding Shame and Related Trajts
(1) shame and Gullit

There are two issues relating shame and guilt. First, some authors
bellieve that guilt is a form of shame. The corresponding question lis:
Can gullt be differentiated from shame? Second, there has been an
argument as to whether It Is guilt or shame that Is a causal factor in
the causation of depression. If gullt were a form of shame, the second
question would be irrelevant. Thus the discussion of depression will
assume that shame and gulilt can be differentiated.

Are Shame and Gullit Different?

The majority of theorists have differentiated shame from guilt
conceptualiy (Alexander, 1938; Plers & Singer, 1953; Lynd, 1958; Levin,
1967; Lewis, 1971, 1979, 1981, 1987a, 1987b; Buss, 1980; Wurmser, 1981;
Morrison, 1983; Miller, 1985; Fossum & Mason, 1986). Several doctoral
dissertations and studies have expliored the relationship between shame
and gullt psychometrically (e.g., Periman, 1953; Binder, 1970; Smith,
1972; Crouppen, 1976; Korpi, 1977; Negri, 1978; Mirman, 1984; Harder &
Lewis, 1987; Hobllitzelle, 1987; Cook, 1988a). Perliman reported a .61
correlation between his shame and gullt scales (N = 64). Negri used the
revised Periman Anxiety Attitude Survey and reported a .47 correlation
between the two scales (N = 128). Binder and Smith did not report their
correlations. Wood, Pilisuk, and Uren (1973) used the Beall Shame-Gulilt
Test (Beall, 1972) and found a .59 correlation between shame and guilt
orientation (N = 78); Crouppen used the same test but found much higher
correlations (.76 to .81, N = 40 in each of two samples). Revising the

Beall test, Korpl (1977) reported a .41 correlation between the shame
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and gullt scales (N = 173). Mirman used the Korpi Shame-Guilt Test
(Korpl, 1977) and reported a .13 correlation between the two scales (N =
102). Summing scores on three shame-related scales (l.e., the Korpi
Shame Scale, the Cattell Susceptiblility to Embarrassment Scale, and the
Revised Stanford Shyness Survey) and summing scores on four gulilt
measures (three Mosher'’'s guilt subcales and the Korpl Guilt Scale), he
reported that the composite "shame" scores correlate .32 with the
composite gulilt scores. He also reported a .23 correlation between the
Korpi Shame Scale and the composite guilt scores. Harder and Lewis
(1987) constructed the Personal Feelings Questionnaire (PFQ) and
obtained a .47 correlation between the shame and guilt scales (N = 120).
Hoblitzelle (1987) used the Adapted Shame/Guilt Scale (ASGS) and found a
.23 correlation between the two scales (N = 124). Cook (1988a) found a
.61 correliation between his Internalized Shame Scale (1SS) and a gullt‘
scale (N = 103). A simple meta-analysis averaging weighted correlations
between shame and gullt across these studies ylields a .48 correlation.

According to theorists who treat guilt and shame as the same thing,
the corretlation between them should be 1.00. An average correlation of
.48 |Is a substantial positive correlation, but It is far less than 1.00.
Can we then conclude that guilit and shame are different? There are a
number of potential problems with past studies which might have caused
the correlation to be understated. It would be premature to consider
the correlation as given until those problems are considered.

First, It should be noted that the correlations in these studies
were not corrected for attenuation. |In other words, If they had been

corrected for attenuation, the average correlation wouid have been
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higher than .48. However, a check of the studies shows that in all
cases, the scales or combinations of scales being correlated had many
items. By comparison with scales with known relilabiiities, It Is
unlikely that the mean reliabilities would be less than .80. Consider a
more extreme position. Suppose that the mean reliabilities were as low

as .75. Then the corrected correlation would be

.48 / J(.75) J(.75) = .48 / .75 = .64

While .64 Is a substantial positive correlation, It is still far below
1.00. Thus It seems unllkely that the "low" correlation could be
explained on the basis of sampling error.

However, there are also potential problems with construct validity
In some of the studies (Periman, 1853; Wood et al., 1973; Crouppen,
1976; Negri, 1978; Mirman, 1984; Hoblitzelle, 1987; Harder & Lewis,
1987; Cook, 1988a, 1988b). One major problem with certain shame and
guilt scales (e.g., Periman, 1953; Binder, 1970; Beall, 1972; Korpl,
1977) Is that the items In these scales do not specify the inner
affective experience of the respondent in the situations. Respondents
were asked to Indicate how anxious, upset, or uncomfortable they would
feel Iin certain supposedly "consensually validated"” shame or gullit
provoking sltuations. These items may very well tap other affects or
tralts such as anxlety (e.g., “You falsify some Information on a job
application in order to get the job. You’'re worrled about having lied."
"You discover that even by running, you will be at least ten minutes
late for class"), embarrassment (e.g., "You beich In public." "You meet
a friend whose name you have forgotten"), anger (e.g., "You are

criticized In front of your peers." "You overhear your friends making
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fun of you"), and so forth. In Novak’'s dissertation these Items from
Per iman and Beall’'s scales formed a cluster labeled as the "situational
shame" factor and he reported that this factor has a low correlation
with Inferiority (r = .26) and embarrassment (r = .28), and a moderate
correlation with fear of exposure (r = .45). Novak aiso pointed out
that the ltems measuring this factor do not specify the inner affective
experience of the respondent in the situations. He concluded that
"perhaps the scale confounds propensity for other negative affects in
response to the situation with the propensity for shame" (Novak, 1986,
p. §3).

A different potential problem with construct validity was found in
other studies (e.g., Harder & Lewis, 1987; Hoblitzelle, 1987; Cook,
1988a, 1988b). They did not theoretically differentiate between shame
and varlous other traits or affects that have been assoclated with
shame. As a result, their scales contain items which measure affects
other than shame. For examplie, Harder and Lewlis’'s Personal Feelings
Questionnaire (PFQ) includes In the shame proneness scale the following
five items: (1) feeling ridiculous, or laughable, (2) embarrassment,
(3) feeling humiliated, “stupid,"” or "chlldish," (4) feeling helpless,
or paralyzed, and (5) feelings of blushing. Hoblitzelle’s Adapted
Shame/Guilt Scale (ASGS) iIncludes the following words for the shame
factor: shy, bashful, mortified, humiliated, abashed, embarrassed,
depressed, chided, reproached, and ashamed. Cook’'s Internalized Shame
Scale (ISS) Incliudes embarrassment, anxiety, and emptiness items besides
shame Items. The impliclit assumption in these scales is that affects

such as embarrassment and shyness are forms of shame. However, (f that
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assumption is false, then the scales are not pure measures of shame but
are contaminated by these other affects.

In summary, because of the fact that (1) some scale constructors
did not specify the affects measured In their shame and guilt scales and
(2) some scale constructors Included many other affects (e.g.,
embarrassment, shyness, anxlety, or depression) In their shame scales,
the correlation of .48 between "shame" and "gullt" scales obtained in
the meta-analysis of nine previous studies should best be treated as
preliminary.
Shame, Guilit., and Depression

Assume that shame and gullt can be differentiated. The question
iIs: Which is more Important Iin the causation of depression?

Psychoanalytic thinkers have long emphasized the Importance of
negative self-esteem Iin depression (Freud, 1917; Rado, 1928; Fenichel,
1945; Bibring, 1953; Jacobson, 1953, 1964, 1971, 1975). It Is the
hypothesis of this research that negative self-esteem and shame are the
same construct. Thus the psychoanalytic tradition can be Interpreted as
predicting a strong |ink between shame and depression. When viewed from
such a perspective, Helen Block Lewis’s postulation that shame plays a
very Important role In depression is not all that original after all.
In other words, Lewis substituted the terminology of shame for negative
self-esteem without realizing thé similarity of the two constructs. |In
1987 Lewis did see the close relationship between the two constructs
when she stated that "shame is the affective-cognitive state of low
self-esteem."

In the clinical I|lterature of depression, gullt has also long been
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thought of as an Important factor (e.g., Abraham, 1911, 1916, 1924;
Freud, 1917; Rado, 1928; Klein, 1935, 1937; Hamiliton, 1967; Beck, 1967).
In fact, the widely used clinical assessment Iinstrument, the Hamli!ton
Depression Rating Scale (Hamilton, 1967), has focused on gulilt feelings
(ltem 2) to the excluslion of shame feelings. A group of researchers
(Harrow & Amdur, 1971; Prosen, Clark, Harrow, & Fawcett, 1983) reviewed
the clinical literature relating guilt and depression and found the
empirical evidence for such a clinical position lacking.

Harrow and his assocliates have provided preliminary evidence
supporting the greater role negative self-esteem plays In depression
than guilt does. Smith (1972) concluded in his dissertation that "there
was strong and consistent evidence In support of the hypothesis that
shame prone Individuals are more depressed than gullt prone individuals"
(pp. 92-93). Harder and Lewis (1987) and Hoblitzelle (1987) correlated
shame and gullt with depression and have found that shame correlates
more highly with depression than gullt does.

However , existing research does not pit shame and guilt against
each other. Rather existing research asks whether each is correlated
separately. The fact Is that both shame and guilt are correlated with
depression. But this does not mean that both are causally relevant.
Shame and gullt are correlated with each other. Thus If only one of the
two traits were directliy antecedent to depression, the other trait would
still be correlated with depression because of the Indirect I|inkage.

There are two extreme cases: (1) shame Is a causal determinant of
depression while gullt Is not or (2) gullt is a causal determinant of

depression while shame Is not. Assume the case In which shame Is one of
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the causes of depression while guilt Is not. Because guilt Is
correlated with shame, It will also be indirectly Iinked to depression.
Thus guilt too would be correlated with depression. The typical
literature review on the determinants of depression baslically just
counts the relative frequency of statistically significant correlations
between depression and each predictor. From that point of view, gullt
would seem Just as good a predictor as shame. The fact that guilt is
not a causal determinant would not come out unless someone did muiltiple
regression with both shame and gullt as predictors or someone did
partial correlation. The irrelevance of guilt would show most
dramatically In the fact that the partial correlation between guilt and
depression with shame held constant would be 0.

The case In which guiit Is a causal determinant of depression while
shame Is not Is similar. The correlation between shame and guilt would
cause shame to be correlated with depression because of its Indirect
linkage. Thus the irrelevance of shame would only show If someone
computed the partial correlation between shame and depression with guilt
held constant. The partial correlation would drop to O.

The key comparison of shame and guilt as determinants of depression
Is, therefore, a matter of partial correlation rather than zero order
correlation. The past literature has shown that both guilt and shame
are correlated with depression. But what would the two partial
correlations show? |Is guilt still correlated with depression If shame
Is held constant? |Is shame still correlated with depression if guilt is

held constant? This study provides data on these two questions.
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Shame, Gullit, and Other Personallity Variables

The same question can be asked about other personality variables.
How do shame and gulilt relate to trait anxlety, to loneliness, to life
satisfaction, and so forth? This study will provide data on a wide
variety of measures of soclal and emotional functlioning.
(2) Attempts to Differentiate Shame and Other Related Traits

Here the "shame-related tralits" refer to embarrassment, fear of
exposure, self-consciousness, shyness, and gullt. The topic of shame
and gullt has already been discussed above.
Shame, Embarrassment, and Fear of Exposure

In his dissertation Novak (1986) has identified four factors In the
existing shame measures (Periman, 1953; Beall, 1972; Cook, 1985):
situational "shame", fear of exposure, embarrassment, and feelings of
inferiority. He states that embarrassment (or extreme self-
conscliousness) and feelings of Inferiority are not coincident at the
trait level (L = .77); nor are fear of exposure and feelings of
inferiority (r = .76). Fear of exposure and embarrassment correlate
moderately (r = .64) with each other. It should be noted that these
three correlations have been corrected for attenuation. Novak concluded
that shame, embarrassment, and fear of exposure are three distinct
traits. Mirman (1984) found only a moderate correlation between shame
and embarrassment, a correlation of .58 between the Korpl Shame Scale
(Korpl, 1977) and the Cattell Susceptibility to Embarrassment Scale.
Shame and Shyness

There have aiso been studies which suggest a difference between

shame and shyness. Mlirman (1984) reported that the Korpl Shame Scale
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(Korpl, 1977) has only a fairly low correlation (r = .33) with the
Revised Stanford Shyness Survey. Mosher and White (1981) present some
evidence that shyness and shame are distinct and fundamental emotions as
they can be differentiated on the Differential Emotions Scale. Harder
and Lewis (1987) reported a fairly low correlation (r = .31) between the
PFQ Shame Scale and the Stanford Shyness Inventory. Hobllitzelle (1987)
reported moderate correlations between ASGS Shame Scale and three items
from the Stanford Shyness Survey (r ranged from .46 to .51). |In short,
the existing research data strongly suggest that shyness is quite
different from shame.
sShame and Self-Consclousness

Two studies (Harder & Lewls, 1987; Hoblitzelle, 1987) have found
that shame has a low correlation with public self-consciousness (r
ranged from .05 to .47). Novak (1986) argued that embarrassment Is the
extreme form of self-consciousness. |If this Is true, then the
embarrassment scales are self-consclousness scales. However, Novak's
argument was purely theoretical and there Is not yet any empirical
support for that position. Thus the correlation between shame and seif-

consclousness deserves further exploration.
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The conceptual schemes defining shame In the l|iterature span all
levels of measurement methodology: from measurement models which
postulate simple ldentity between different aspects of shame to
hierarchical measurement models with as many as three levels of shame-
related traits. This section will briefly present the measurement
models used In this analysis. For simplicity, the modeis will be
spelled out for the six shame theme scales where only a simple model was

thought to be needed.

Ihe Shame Themes

The most elementay issue Is the expression of shame In the shame
llterature, In our everyday language, and In clients’ verbal reports.
Six shame themes were identified. They are: disappointment with
oneself, feelings of Inferiority, feelings of defectiveness, feelings of
worthliessness, feelings of unimportance which are often expressed
metaphorically as "feeling small," and feelings of falling short of
one’s own standards or ideals. These shame themes were developed Into
six shame theme scales.

The first Iissue Is the quality of the shame theme scales. Do the
Items In each scale measure the Intended construct? The most powerful
statistical methodology for this Is confirmatory factor analysis. |If
the Items are |inearly related to the construct that they measure, then
confirmatory factor analysis can be used to answer the following

question: Do all the items on a given scale measure the same construct?
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If all Items measure the same construct, then Item responses differ from
one another only by random or unsystematic error of measurement.

Note that confirmatory factor analysis Is not a complete answer to
the issue of construct vallidity (See Hunter and Gerbing, 1982, on this
point). The statistical method asks only whether |tems measure the same
construct, not whether that construct Is the right construct. Whether
the items measure the right construct Is largely a substantive question,
that Is, a question of content which Is usually tested by looking at
correlations between the scale and other constructs rather than by
looking at the structure of the Item correlations themselves. At the
level of the shame theme scales, the Issue of the nature of the
construct was dealt with solely In terms of an Item content analysis.
The Items In each shame theme cluster were closely examined to see If
they were psychologically equivalent In both the affect expressed and in
the manner in which that affect was expressed.

Hunter and Gerbing (1982) note that if the right research design is
used, then confirmatory factor analysis can be used to assess item
equivalence In two very different ways: “internal consistency" and
“parallelism” (or "external equivaience"). |If item responses differ
from each other only by random error of measurement, then the Item
errors will not correlate with each other. The correlations between
Items within a scale should then satisfy a mathematical product rule
discovered by Spearman (1904, clited In Hunter & Gerbing, 1982): his one
factor model. |If the correlations between items within a scale satisfy
the Spearman product rule, then the scale Is said to be "internally

consistent.” This Is a weak criterion for item equivalence.
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There Is a stronger criterion for item equivalence: parallelism in
the pattern of correlations between the Items and important “outside"”
variables such as the measures of emotional and social functioning used
in the present study. |If all |Items measure the same construct, then the
item errors will not correlate with any outside variable. The
correlations between Items In a unidimensional scale with any outside
varlable should satisfy a condition called “parallellism" (Tryon, 1939;
Tryon and Bailey, 1970; Hunter, 1973; Hunter and Gerbing, 1982). This
Is a strong test for item equivalence. |If an item Is contaminated by
some inntended variable, and if that contaminating variable Is one of
the outside variables (or Is correlated with one), then the Item will
correlate more highly with that outside varlable than will the other
uncontaminated items. Thus failure to find parallelism not only shows
an item to be contaminated, but It also Identifies the contaminating
variable (Hunter, 1986, 1987). Parallelism can elither be tested by
doing a confirmatory factor analysis including both the items and the
outside variables (as noted by Hunter and Gerbing, 1982) or by computing
the correlations between the items and the outside variables and
examining that correlation matrix for parallelism (as noted by Hunter,
1973, and Tryon and Balley, 1970). Because of the large number of
outside variables, this latter method was the method used In this study.

Confirmatory factor analysis was used to examine the quality of
each shame theme scale. Each scale was checked for homogeneity of
content, for Internal consistency, and for external consistency or
parallelism. To see |f there might be some completely unanticipated

dimension In the data, an exploratory factor analysis of the shame theme
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items was also run.

Once the shame theme scales were shown to be unidimensional, the
correlations between these scales were examined to assess higher order
measurement hypotheses. Consider first the strongest hypothesis: the
identity hypothesis. If the affect assessed by each theme Is the same
affect (l.e., shame) and If all subjects used each semantic theme in the
same way In all slituations, then the shame theme constructs would be
identical to each other. The correlation between any two shame theme
constructs would thus be 1.00. Note that the scales would not be
perfectly correlated because of random error of measurement. However,
If the correlations were corrected for the attenuation due to error of
measurement, then the corrected correlations would differ from 1.00 only
by sampling error. The factors of conflirmatory factor analysis are the
scale constructs and the correlations between factors are thus
(implicltly) corrected for attenuation. Thus |f two shame theme scales
measure the same affect, and If all subjects have the same semantic
patterns of word and phrase use for those two shame themes, then the two
corresponding shame factors Iin the confirmatory factor analysis should
be perfectly correlated.

Even If the affect underliying each shame theme is the same, the
shame theme factors would be less than perfectiy correlated If subjects
differ In their semantic patterns In idlosyncratic ways. |If each
subject tends to use particular words In a somewhat idiosyncratic way,
then the shame theme factors will differ from one another because of
specific factors that reflect those semantic differences. These

specific factors will be trivial as causal factors since they are purely
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semantic in nature. Nevertheless, these trivial specific factors will
cause the shame theme constructs to be less than perfectly correlated.
Thus If trivial semantic factors are present, the test for the identity
hypothesis will fall for trivial reasons. The shame theme factors will
be less than perfectly correlated not because they do not all measure
shame, but because they also measure an unintended specific factor.

General shame is not measured by any single shame theme scale taken
by Itself. Each shame theme scale construct differs from the shame
construct because of Its specific factor. On the other hand, according
to the semantic Idiosyncracy hypothesis, the shame factor Is the only
factor common to all six shame theme scales. Thus the shame construct
Is ldentified by the set of shame theme scales even though it Is not
measured by any one of the scales separately. The shame construct is
the general factor for the shame theme correlation matrix.

The semantic idiosyncracy hypothesis can be tested empiricaily by
seeing If the shame theme scales satisfy a "hlerarchical" or "second
order" measurement model (Hunter and Gerbing, 1982). The hlerarchical
measurement model is mathematically the same as the confirmatory factor
model except that the shame theme constructs play the role of item while
the shame construct plays the role of general factor. That Is, In
confirmatory factor analysis, the scale construct Is the general factor
for the Items within the corresponding Item cluster. |In the shame theme
hierarchical measurement model, the shame theme constructs are placed in
a cluster and the shame construct Is the general factor for that shame
themes cluster. The hierarchical measurement model for the shame themes

Is presented In the form of path dlagrams In Figures 2 and 3. Flgure 2



36

Disappointment with Self

| \

ltem 1 Item 2 Item 3

Elgure 2a. The confirmatory factor model for the first of the shame
theme constructs: disappointment with self.
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disappointment with self

where Dlisapp =
Inferior = feelings of Inferlority
Defect = feelings of defectliveness
Worthiess = feelings of worthlessness
Unimport = feelings of unimportance or "smallness"
Short = feeling that one has fallen short of one’'s ldeals

Elgure 2b. The confirmatory factor model for the shame theme cluster
with general shame as the general factor or higher order construct.
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Elgure 2¢. The combined hierarchical measurement model for all the
items of the shame theme scales.

Elgure 2. The hierarchical model for the shame theme scales showing the
path model for the test for internal consistency.
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presents the path models used to test the hierarchical model for
internal consistency and Figure 3 presents the path models used to test
the hlerarchical model for parallelism or external consistency.

The hierarchical measurement model is constructed and tested in
phases. The first phase constructs confirmatory factor models for each
cluster of primary variables--the shame theme scale items In the present
example. The second phase constructs a confirmatory factor model for
the primary cluster factors--the shame theme constructs in the present
example. Finally, the two submodeis can be combined into the full
hlerarchical measurement mode!. Figure 2 Illustrates these phases in
the form of the path models that would be used to test for internal
consistency.

Figure 2a shows the confirmatory factor model for a typical single
shame theme scale: the scale for disappointment with seif. The generaf
factor for the items In the disappointment with self scale is the
disappointment with self construct. The primary measurement model for
the full confirmatory factor analysis of all of the shame theme Items
would have five more modeis of similar form, one for each shame theme
scale. That Is, the full confirmatory factor model for the shame theme
Items consists of 6 submodeis, one for each shame theme scale or
"cluster of Items.” The combination of the six theme cluster models is
the mode! for the confirmatory factor analysis of the shame theme Item
correlation matrix. The factor analysis of the item correlation matrix
Is called the "primary" or “first order" factor analysis.

To see the role of confirmatory factor analysis Iin assessing

measurment models, it Is necessary to note the ambiguity of a statement



38
such as "item 1 measures disappointment with seif." For a
psychometrician, this sentence always has a missing final phrase:
“except for random error.” That Is, to say that the item measures a
given variable Is not to say that It measures It perfectiy, but to say
that the deviation in measurement Is random or to say that there Is no
systematic contamination of the item response by some other variable.
Since observed measures of a gliven construct are always Iimperfect, the
study will not observe the construct Itself, only estimates of that
construct. Confirmatory factor analysis Is a method for computing the
correlations for constructs from the correlations for observed measures
so long as the measures obey the assumed measurement model.

Consider the Items written to measure the disappointment with self
construct In Figure 2a. |If an Item were a perfect measure of the
construct, then It would correlate 1.00 with the construct. Since that
Item would already measure the construct perfectly, there would be no
need for further items and no need for factor analysis. But, for most
constructs, there Is no perfect item. Instead, we usually find that
every Item has error of measurement. The scale of items has less error,
but Is still not perfect. Even If every Item differed from the
disappointment construct only by random error of measurement, there
would still be error of measurement In the scale (l.e., error In the
average response Is the average of the individual errors which Is
smaller but not usually 0). That Is, the scale too would not have
perfect reliability. The measurement model shown In Figure 2a Is a path
diagram which shows the intent of measurement: that each disappointment

Item measures disappointment with self and only disappointment with self
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(except for random error of measurement). In the path diagram of Figure
2a, the disappointment construct Itself is not an observed variable but
Is to be Inferred from fit of the path model to the correlations between
the disappointment Items with each other and with the outside variables.

Confirmatory factor analysis (a) provides the test of the
measurement model and (b) estimates the correlation between each item
and the construct by analyzing the correlations between items. Suppose
that two of the items were each perfect measure of the construct, then
each would correlate 1.00 with the disappointment construct and hence
each would correlate 1.00 with each other. |If the Item correlations are
less than 1.00, the Item responses must differ from one another. There
Is vast evidence In psychology showing that any single response is
usually determined In part by random elements. This random element in
the Item response causes the item response to differ from the construct
score and hence causes the item to correlate less than perfectly with
the construct and with the other items. The lower the correiation
between Items, the greater the relative Impact of the random element in
the response Iin comparison with the impact of the construct measured.
If the causal agents which cause one response to differ from another are
Just random error, then they are causally trivial. Thus the error of
measurement in one item will be uncorrelated with the error of
measurement in another item. This Is the hypothesis tested by the path
mode! of Figure 2a. |I|f that model fits the data, then the error of
measurement for any one disappointment item Is uncorrelated with the
error of measurement for any other disappointment item. This Iis the

meaning of "Internal consistency" for the disappointment with self
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scale.

The submodel represented by Figure 2a Is the model for Internal
consistency of the disappointment with self theme scale. That model
asserts that the correlations between the shame theme Items can be
explained by a single causal factor--the disappointment with self
construct. |If that model fits the data, then the correlations between
the disappointment Items are entirely explained by the disappointment
factor and the errors In the Individual Items must be uncorreiated with
each other.

The path model Iin Figure 2a is a path model for the single theme
scale written to measure disappointment with self. There are five other
models for the other five theme scales. Each of the six path models
represents the test for internal consistency for that theme scale
considered separately. |If confirmatory factor analysis were appllied to
each scale separately, then each of the six models would be tested
separately for internal consistency. However, the six internal
consistency models were not tested separately. Instead, one global
confirmatory factor analysis was run on the items from all six scales.
That Is, all six scales were considered simultaneously within the same
confirmatory factor analysis. The test for fit of the global mode!
tests for more than Just the Internal consistency of each scale
separately. The global test considers the error of measurement In any
one item in comparison not just to the other Items In its own scale but
In comparison to all other Items In all of the shame theme scales. Fit
of the global model not only requires that errors be uncorrelated within

each cluster but also requires that errors be uncorrelated across
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clusters. That is, If the six factor confirmatory factor analysis model
fits the data for the Item correlation matrix for the combined scales,
then the error of measurement for any one shame theme |tem must be
uncorrelated with the error of measurement with any other shame theme
item; whether that item is In the same scale or not.

Figure 2b shows the confirmatory factor model for the "second
order" factor analysis which defines the general shame construct. In
this model, the "general factor"” Is the general shame theme factor and
the "Items" are the six shame theme constructs placed together in a
cluster. The correlation matrix for this analysis Is the factor
correlation matrix from the confirmatory factor analysis of the shame
theme item correlation matrix. That Is, the factor correlation matrix
from the primary factor analysis becomes the item correlation matrix for
the second order factor analysls.

Consider the shame theme scale construct factor correlation matrix
produced by the primary confirmatory factor analysis, a 6 by 6
correlation matrix. |If there were no ldiosyncracy in the shame themes,
then the shame theme constructs would be perfectly correlated with each
other because each would be perfectly correlated with the general shame
construct. The second order factor analysis would then be unnecessary.
If the shame theme constructs are not perfectly correlated, then they
differ from one another. These differences can be quantified by
"specific factors" where the specific factor for each shame theme
construct Is the aigebraic difference between the construct score and
the score predicted by the general shame construct. That Iis, the

specific factor for each theme construct Is the error in predicting that
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construct from the general theme construct. The semantic Idiosyncracy
hypothesis asserts that the specific factors are substantively trivial.
If the specific factors are trivial, then they will not correlate with
anything eilse. In particular, the specific factors for the shame theme
constructs will not correlate with each other. The path diagram In
Figure 2b tests that assumption. |If the path model In Figure 2b fits
the data, then the data is consistent with the hypothesis that the
correlations between the shame theme constructs can be explained by a
single antecedent causal factor (l.e., general shame). The specific
factors must thus be uncorrelated with each other.

Figure 2c shows the full hilerarchical measurment model In the form
of the path model which tests for internal consistency. The general
shame construct Is the overall general factor. Under It (and causally
dependent on It) are the six shame theme constructs. Under each shame
theme construct are the items which measure that construct. |If there Is
perfect fit for the primary confirmatory factor analysis of the combined
set of shame theme items, and there is perfect fit for the second order
factor analyslis, then perfect flit for the combined model Is guaranteed.
Thus the combined mode! does not require an additional test for internal
consistency. |If the primary model Is Internally consistent within each
cluster and satisfies external consistency across clusters--implied in
fit of the confirmatory factor analysis of the combined Item correlation
matrix--then fit of the second order analysis guarantees Iinternal
consistency across the combined model!.

Figure 3 differs from Figure 2 In that outside variables are

added to each path diagram. This corresponds to the hypothesis that
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Other
Personality
Disappointment with Self variables
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Elgure 3a. The confirmatory factor model for the first of
the shame theme constructs: disappointment with self.
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where Disapp = disappointment with self
Inferior = feelings of inferlority
Defect feel ings of defectiveness
Worthiless feelings of worthlessness
Unimport = feelings of unimportance or "smallness"”
Short = feeling that one has fallen short of one’'s ldeals

Elgure 3b. The confirmatory factor model for the shame theme cluster
with general shame as the general factor or higher order construct.
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Elgure 3¢c. The combined hierarchical measurement model for
all the items of the shame theme scales.

Elgure 3. The hlerarchical model for the shame theme scales showing the
path model for the test for external consistency or parallelism.
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errors of measurement and specific factors are causally trivial. |If
errors and specific factors are causally trivial, then they will not
correlate with each other--the assumption of Internal consistency--and
they will not correlate with Important outside variables--the assumption
of parallelism or external consistency. This assumption Is represented
In the combined path model of Figure 3c by the fact that there Is no
causal arrow connecting an outside varliable to any Item or to any of the
six theme constructs. This mode!l asserts that all causal connections
between the Items in a construct cluster and any outside variable are
mediated by the corresponding Item construct, the assumption shown
explicitly In Figure 3a. This model asserts that all causal connections
between the shame theme constructs and any outside variable are mediated
by the general shame construct; the assumption shown expliclitly In
Figure 3b. |If any item were contaminated by one of the outside
variables, then the items In that cluster would not be paraliel and the
measurement model would be disconfirmed. |If any one of the shame themes
were related to an outside variable differently from one of the other
shame themes, then the shame theme constructs would not be parallel and
the measurment model would be disconfirmed.

From a substantive point of view, the test for parallelism Is both
stronger and more Important than the test for Internal consistency. It
Is parallelism that is the basis for the use of correction for
attenuation to eliminate the bias In correlations produced by error of
measurement. Thus the test for paralielism Is the test which directly
Justifies the use of correction formulas. Since the correction formulas

are Impliclit In confirmatory factor analysis, It is the test for
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parallelism that Is the heart of the assumptions for confirmatory factor
analysis. The same is true of the hlerarchical measurement modei. It
is the test for parallelism that corresponds directly to the assertion

that the specific factors are causally trivial.

Ihe Shame Profile

Joffe (1984) and Kaufman (in press) place their main developmental
focus on shame about specific aspects of the self rather than on shame
toward the self as a whole. That Is, they stress the causal primacy of
specific shame rather than general shame.

The vulnerability theory of shame development (Novak, 1986)
assumes, on the other hand, that because general shame measures shame
vulnerability, general shame Is the primary causal determinant of the
shame proflle component variables. Figure 1b (on page 14) presented
vulnerabllity theory as a path model. That figure can also be
Interpreted as a hlerarchical measurement mode! path diagram for
Internal consistency. Vulnerabllity theory predicts that the
correlations between the specific shame component variables satisfy a
product rule that Is ldentical to the Spearman (1904) one factor model.
Thus If factor analysis were applilied to the shame profile component
variable correlation matrix, then there should be one general factor and
that general factor would be general shame.

The difference between the two models In terms of empirical
assessment is that In a hierarchical measurement study the general
factor is not usually measured. Rather the general factor Is inferred

from the pattern of correlations among the primary variables and is only
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estimated by summing the primary variable scores. In this study,
general shame Is measured separately by the Items of the shame theme
scales. Thus the path model of Figure 1b (on page 14) can be tested
directly rather than Indirectly through confirmatory factor analysis.

There is a second difference between vulnerablility theory and a
strict hlerarchical measurement model that emerges when the issue of
parallelism Is considered. |If the vulnerability path model fits the
data for the correlations between the shame profile variables, then it
Is possible to define specific factors that differentiate between the
shame proflile variables. Each specific factor is the difference between
the corresponding shame profile construct score and the score predicted
by general shame. Both models then predict that the specific factors
will be uncorrelated with each other. According to the hierarchical
measurement model, the specific factors are trivial In nature and hence
would also be uncorrelated with any outside variable.

However, the vulnerabl|lity model doés not necessarily make that
prediction. According to the vulnerability model, general shame
differentiates to different levels of specific shame because of
Ildiosyncracies In shaming experiences. Conslider one specific aspect of
the self such as the body. Shame vulnerablliity determines the Impact of
any one potentially shaming experience. However, the amount of body
shame that accumulates Is also a function of the number of such shaming
exper iences. |f everyone had the same number of potential body shaming
exper lences, then body shame would be completely determined by shame
vuilnerabllity. That Is, If the number of experiences were the same for

everyone, then body shame would be perfectly correlated with shame
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vulnerablility and there would be no specific factor for body shame. But
the idlosyncraclies of Iife will produce differences in the number of
potentially shaming experiences. Suppose one person experiences more
potentially shaming experiences about their body than do other people.
Then that person will develop more body shame than would be predicted by
his or her level of shame vulnerablility. Thus the specific factor score
for body shame for that person would be positive.

Thus according to vulnerabillty theory, the specific factors are
not necessarily trivial In nature. Rather they measure the extent to
which the person has had more potentialliy shaming experiences In one
area than another. But shaming experiences may produce reactions other
than or In addition to shame. For example, a shaming experience might
produce anger or fear, and so forth.

Suppose that a child is often shamed by his or her parent for
alledged inadequaclies In soclal functioning. |If the chiid Is vuinerable
to shame, then he or she wiil develop relationship shame. However, the
person might also develop fear of others. |If this fear leads to
avoidance of others, then It might also produce loneliness. |If this
were true, then it would Imply a correlation between the specific factor
for relationship shame and loneiiness. This correlation would then be a
departure from the parallelism predicted by the hierarchical measurement
model .

Assume that the correlations between the shame profile variables
satisfy the path model for vulnerability theory. The test of the
triviality of the specific factors can be computed using partial

correlation. Compute the partial correlations between each shame
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profile variable with each outside variable hoiding general shame
constant. These are the sample partial correlations between the
specific factors and the outside varlables. The hierarchical
measurement model predicts that every such population partial
correlation wiil be 0. That Is, all study partial correlations should
differ from O by no more than sampling error. |f one of those
correlations differs significantly from O, then It may be that that
correlation would be explained by the differential experience hypothesis
of vulnerability theory. For example, the previous paragraph presented
a scenario which would predict a positive partial correlation between

relationship shame and loneliness with general shame held constant.

Shame Related Constructs

vVar lous authors have |inked shame to certain other constructs. The
"shame-related constructs" are: embarrassment, fear of exposure, self-
consclousness, shyness, and guilt. There have been four positions taken
relating these constructs to shame and to each other: the "identity
position," the "variants position,” the "shame complex position," and
the "distinct traits position." These positions can be differentiated
empirically by testing various hierarchical measurement models.

Consider the "identity position." For some authors one or another
of the shame-reliated constructs is a part of the shame experlence
Itself. For example, some have taken extreme embarrassment (e.g., "I
would like to crawl Into a crack In the earth") to be the eplitome of
shame. Consider a model which assumes that all of the shame-related

constructs are aspects of the shame experience. A measure of the
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frequency of one of these constructs would thus be identical to a
measure of the frequency of shame Itseif. For example, a measure of the
frequency of embarrassment would be a measure of the frequency of shame.
This predicts that there would be a perfect correlation between shame
and embarrassment. |If all the shame-related constructs were aspects of
the primary shame experience, then each wouid be perfectliy correlated to
shame and hence each would be perfectly correlated with the others.

The "ldentity position” Is thus an extreme case of a hierarchical
measurement model. Once confirmatory factor analysis has eliminated the
effect of error of measurement, the shame-related construct factors
would be perfectly correlated with each other and with the general shame
factor. Thus each of the shame-related constructs would be identical to
the general factor for those constructs. Given perfect correlations
between two shame-related constructs, parallelism is mathematically
guaranteed. Thus the test for Iinternal consistency with perfect
correlations Is both necessary and sufficlent for this position.

Consider the "variants position." Some authors have argued that
shame Is the primary affect in a number of emotional experiences
Including some or all of the shame-reiated construct emotions. That Is,
these authors would argue that while the cognitive or behavioral
components of the experience might differ from one to another, the
affective experience Is always shame. Because the nonaffective
components can occur with different frequencies for different people,
the frequency of a glven shame-reiated construct emotion need not be
perfectly correlated with the frequency of shame. For example,

embarrassment need not be perfectly correlated with general shame. The
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most straightforward mode!l for this position is obtained by assuming
that the nonaffective components of the emotional experience are the
causal determinants of specific factors In the frequency of the various
emotions. Thus this position could be modeled as a hierarchical
measurement model with shame as the general factor. This model is

presented In path analytic form in Figure 4.

General Outside
Shame vVariable
| Embarrass- Fear of ’ Public Shyness Gullt
} ment Exposure sS-C = -—

Eigure 4. The path model representing the "varliants position” which
argues that the five affects shown are all variations of shame.

Since general shame |Is measured separately from the shame-related
constructs, the hierarchical measurement model In Figure 4 need not be
tested using confirmatory factor analysis. Rather path analysis can be
used directly. The test for Internal consistency Is a typical recursive
path mode! and can be tested In the usual way. The test for external
consistency or paralielism can be tested In either of two ways. First,
the correlations between the shame-related constructs and the outside
variables can be computed and assessed for similarity of pattern In the
usual way. Second, the partial correlations between the shame-related
constructs and the outside variables can be computed with general shame
heid constant. The hlerarchical measurement model predicts that every
such partial correlation should be 0 (in the population, differing by

only sampling error Iin the study sample).
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The "identity position” can be viewed as a speclal case of the
“var lants position." It Is the “variants position"” taken together with
the assumption that there Is a perfect correlation between shame and
each of the shame-related constructs.

Consider the "shame complex position." Some authors would argue
that shame is the primary affect for the shame-related constructs.
However, they might doubt whether the general shame scale measures the
right general shame factor. They might worry that the shame theme
scales also measure only a variant of the shame affect. In this case,
the "general shame" factor of the shame theme scales would be better
treated as one of the shame-related constructs rather than as the
explanatory factor. The hlerarchical measurement model for this
position Is shown In Figure §. The difference between Figure 5 for the
"shame complex"” model and Figure 4 for the “variants position” Iis that
the shame theme factor is now one of the primary variables rather than

the general factor for the complex of shame-related constructs.

N

General Shame Outslde
Factor Variable
Shame Theme Embarrass- Fear of Public Shyness Guilt '
Factor ment Exposure s-C I

Eigure §. The path model! for the "shame complex position" which argues
that (1) the traits shown are variants of shame and (2) that the general
factor for the shame theme scales Is also only a variant of shame.

The general shame factor for the shame complex model is not

Independent |y measured. Thus It must be Inferred from the pattern of
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correlations between the shame-related constructs Including the shame
theme factor. This can be tested using a second order confirmatory
factor analysis. The primary confirmatory factor analysis declares six
Item clusters: the item cluster for shame theme Items, for embarrass-
ment, for fear of exposure, for public self-consciousness, for shyness,
and for guilt. The six variable factor correlation matrix from this
primary factor analysis Is then used to assess the Internal consistency
of the second order measurement model. That Is, the confirmatory factor
analysis of the six variable shame-related construct matrix tests the
Internal consistency of the hierarchical measurement mode! that
represents the "shame complex position." Parallelism or external
consistency can be tested by assessing the matrix of correlations
between the six shame-related constructs (including the shame theme
factor) and the outside variables iIn the usual manner.

If partial correlation Is to be used to test for parallelism, then
confirmatory factor analysis must be used to estimate the correlations
between the general factor for the complex and the outside variables.

To do this a confirmatory factor analysis must be run that Includes the
outside variables as well as the shame-related constructs. |f there are
item clusters for each outside variable as well as for the six shame-
related constructs (including a shame theme cluster with all shame theme
Items), then confirmatory factor analysis will estimate a correlation
matrix with (a) the general shame factor of the shame complex, (b) the
shame complex variables, and (c) the outside variables. The desired
partial correlations can be computed from that matrix. Compute the

partial correlations between the shame-related constructs (including the
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shame theme factor) and the outside variables with the shame complex
general factor held constant. The hlerarchical measurement model of the
"shame complex positlion" predicts that each such partial correlation
will not differ from O by more than sampling error.

The “varliants position” can be viewed as a special case of the
"shame complex position.” The "varlants position" would make the extra
assumption that there Is a correlation of 1.00 between the shame complex
general factor and the shame theme factor.

The "varlants position" and the “shame compiex position" can
survive failure of the hierarchical measurement models of Figures 4 or 5§
If the fallure follows one of certain patterns. |In particular, the
hierarchical models In Figures 4 and § assume that all of the shame-
related constructs are variants of the primary shame affect. It may be
that one or more of the shame-related constructs Is not part of the
shame complex. In that case, the appropriate model would be the model
for the subset of constructs which do fit the measurement assumptions.
It Is also true that If a few of the partlal correlations differ only
slightly from O the fundamental position may be correct. It would mean
that there is some correlation between the environmental factors which
cause the nonaffective components of the emotional experiences to differ
in frequency.

If all of the measurement models fall to fit the data, then the
"distinct traits position” Is confirmed by default. That is, the
"distinct tralits position" Is defined negatively. It merely asserts
that there are causal relations between the shame-related constructs

that are not mediated by a general shame factor; causal relations that



54
would presumably be more easily predicted by considering the constructs

Iin Isolation rather than as part of a complex.



METHOD

Study Goals

This study deals with the questions about the nature of shame using
a cross-sectional design measuring the personality traits and affects of
normal adults. The methodology employed Is that of confirmatory factor
analysis and hierarchical measurement. There are three sets of
variables assessed in the study: (a) direct measures of shame which
Include shame theme scales and shame profile scales, (b) measures of
shame-related traits or affects thought to be part of, to be variants
of, or to be directly associated with shame, namely, embarrassment, fe;r
of exposure, public self-consclousness, shyness, and guilt, and (c)
other measures of emotional and soclial functioning.

The study was designed around a sequence of measurement Issues.
These Issues can be developed In a sequence of analyses using
confirmatory factor analysis and the hlierarchical measurement model.

The Issues and analyses will be considered In sequence.

The most elementary Issue is the expression of shame In the shame
Ilterature, In our everyday language, and In clients’ verbal reports.
Six shame themes were Identifled: namely, disappointment with oneself,
feelings of inferiority, feelings of defectiveness, feelings of

worthlessness, feelings of unimportance which are often expressed

§6
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metaphorically as “"feeling small,"” and feelings of falling short of
one’'s own standards or ideals. These shame themes were developed into
six shame theme scales. Confirmatory factor analysis was employed to
examine the dimensionality of each shame theme scale. Each scale was
examined for homogeneity of content, for Iinternal consistency, and for
external consistency. It was tested to see If a hierarchical
measurement model with a higher order factor callied general shame fits
the data. The hierarchical measurement mode! was tested for its
internal consistency as well as external consistency. If both tests are
satisfled, It means that general shame factor Is causally antecedent to
these shame themes and that these shame theme scales fit a second order
unidimensional construct model.

The second main issue Is the structure of shame feelings about
different aspects of the seif, that Is, the shame profile. Lynd (1958)
and Lewis (1971) both emphasize the "whole-self" Involvement as being
one of the distinguishing characteristics of shame. Joffe (1984) and
Kaufman (in press) have proposed “shame profile" models. Furthermore,
Kaufman has attempted to develop a developmental theory of shame. This
theory assumes that shame Is first developed In specific circumstances
In regard to particular aspects of the self. Shame then generalizes
from the particular aspects of the self to a feeling of general shame
about the self as a whole. In contrast, Novak (1986) noted that his
data suggest the opposite: that is, general shame Is causally
antecedent to specific shame. HIis data suggest that some people are
more vulnerable to shame than others. Those who are vulnerable tend to

develop shame about all or most aspects of the self. The questions are
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these: (1) How high are the correlations between different specific
shame affects? (2) how high are the correlations between different
specific shame affects and general shame? and (3) do the causal
relations run from general shame to specific shame or from specific
shame to general shame? Again, the analytic methodology employed Is
that of confirmatory factor analysis and hierarchical measurement.

Once the measurement Issues concerning the shame construct are
dealt with, then the focus of this study Is the relationship of shame
and self-esteem. It will be examined In two ways: (1) How high Is tne
correlation between these two constructs? (2) are they paraliel in terms
of their correlations with relievant outside variables? Essentially, the
question Is about dimensionality. Are they the same dimension or are
they not?

Then the focus is the relationships between shame and allled
constructs such as embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-
consclousness, shyness, and gullt. It has been noted that there have
been four positions taken by authors Iin the shame I|iterature on this
issue. They are called: the "identity position," the "varlants
position,” the "shame complex position,"” and the "distinct traits
position." The methodology is that of second order confirmatory factor
analysis and hlerarchical measurement.

Furthermore, gender differences In shame and guilt proneness are
assessed as are the relationships of shame and gulilt to depression and

other emotional problems.
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Study varijables

The variables measured Iin this study are those necessary to test
the various measurement models. Each measurement model has two aspects:
internal consistency and external consistency or parallelism. Internal
consistency |Is assessed by checking to see whether a set of items or
scales correlate with each other In the predicted manner. Parallelism
Is a check to see if the Items or scales correlate with outside
variables In the predicted manner. Thus, there were two kinds of
variables to be measured In this study: (1) measures of various
constructs thought by some authors to be directly related to shame and
(2) outside variables that are thought to be causally related to shame
but are not a part of the definition of shame.
Shame Constructs

There are three levels of variables that have been postulated to be
part of the shame definition by various authors. First, there are the
shame themes, the elements of the phenomenology of shame. Six such
themes were developed for this study. Second, there are the specific
kinds of shame such as competence shame or body shame. Four specific
kinds of shame were identified for this study, that Is, competence
shame, relationship shame, body shame, and character shame. Third,
there has been considerable disagreement as to how certain constructs,
namely, embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-consclousness,
shyness, and gulilt are related to shame. Are these emotional states
alternate forms of shame or are they different states? All five

constructs were measured for this study.
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Qutside variables

In order to test parallelism, the "outside" variables can be chosen
on two bases: (1) to be important causal antecedents or consequences of
shame or (2) to be possible contaminants In shame measurement. The main
criterion used here was clinical relevance. The outside variables were
those most often used in clinical research, that Is, measures of the
main dimensions In emotional and soclal adjustment. In particutar, one
of the goals of the study was to assess the relationship between shame
and self-esteem. For this purpose, several measures of self-esteem were
Included In the study.
Statistical Methods

The statistical methods used are those of path analysis and
confirmatory factor analysis. Extensive use of hierarchical measurement
models was made. In order to make It easier to detect possible errors
In models, ordinary least squares estimation methods were used (Hunter
and Gerbing, 1982). Partlial correlations were used in this study as
well. The statistical program used on the IBM mainframe computer was

that of PACKAGE (Hunter, 1988; Hunter, Gerbing, Cohen, & Nicol, 1980).



OPERAT |ONAL METHODOLOGY

Subjects

926 university students (249 males, 677 females) who took
undergraduate psychology courses participated In this research. These
students received extra credit for their participation In the study. No
monetary reward was provided.

Procedure

The Inventory (as shown In Appendix A-2) was given to each study
subject. They could fill the questionnaire out in a setting of their
choice. They were assured of anonymity.

Instruments

All the scales used in this study are iInciuded in Appendix A-3 and
are described as follows:
Ihe Shame Theme Scales

The Shame Theme Scales (Chang & Hunter, 1988) have been constructed
specifically for this study. The main reasons for constructing new
scales Instead of using one of the existing shame measures are twofold.
First of all, with the exception of the Internalized Shame Scale (Cook,
1985, 1988a, 1988b), most existing scales (modeled after Perlma&'s
Anxiety Attitude Survey) used sltuational Items which did not specify
the inner affective experience of the respondent In the situations.

They may very well tap affects or traits other than shame (as explained

60
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on pages 24-26). In Novak'’'s dissertation these items formed a cluster
labeled as the "situational shame" factor. He reported that this factor
has a low correlation with Inferiority (r = .26) and embarrassment (r =
.28). Novak concluded that these scales probably tapped affects other
than shame: anxliety, anger, embarrassment, and so forth. Second, even
though Cook's scale Is an Improvement over these other scales, It
measures more than one factor (inferlority, embarrassment, anxiety, and
emptiness). Cook as well the other scale developers (e.g., Harder &
Lewis, 1987; Hoblitzelle, 1987) did not differentiate shame from other
related tralts. Therefore, a decision was made to construct new shame
scales with these differentiations in mind.

An examination of major writings In shame I|iterature, of our
everyday language, and of clients’ verbal reports ylielded six shame
themes: namely, disappointment with oneself, feelings of Inferlorlty,‘
feel ings of defectiveness, feelings of worthlessness, feelings of
unimportance which are often expressed metaphorically as "feeling
small," and feelings of falling short of one’'s own standards or Ideals.
These shame themes were developed Into six shame theme scales. An
extensive effort was made to iook In thesauri as well as the shame
literature for words or phrases and their synonyms for the purpose of
Item writing. After shame items had been written, more Items were
written to describe people who feel good about themselves, who see
themselves as having personal worth, who are happy with themselves, who
see themselves as competent people, and so forth. Initially, 65 items
were written altogether for six shame theme scales. Mainly on the basis

of content meanings, 22 best |tems were retained for this study. Of 22
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items 4 were worded In the positive direction.
Ihe sShame Proflile Scales

Items were written to tap Kaufman's shame profile. The definition
of these four different kinds of shame has been given on pages 10-11.
Initially, 53 items were written. Again, on the basis of content
meanings, 32 Items were retained for this study.

Measures of Traits or Affects Assocjated with Shame

The 8-item Embarrassment Scale was based on Novak’'s embarrassment
cluster In his dissertation (1986). Some |tems were taken from the
older version of the Internalized Shame Scale (Cook, 1985); some were
rewritten or added for this study. The trait of embarrassment Indicates
a disposition for Intense feelings of exposure and heightened self-
consclousness along with the Impulse or desire to hide.

The Self-Consciousness Inventory was written by Fenigstein,
Scheler, and Buss (1975). They define self-consciousness as the
consistent tendency of a person to direct attention inward or outward.
Private self-consciousness refers to the tendency to attend to one's
inner thoughts and feelings, to focus attention on the private aspects
of the seif. Public self-consciousness involves a particular awareness
of oneself as a soclial object, which means that those who are high in
this trait are likely to think about themselves frequently as objects of
the attention of others and are likely to be concerned about others’
opinions of them.

The 7-item Fear of Exposure Scale was based on Novak's cluster In
his dissertation. Some |tems were taken from the Beall Shame-Guilt Test

(Beall, 1972); some were added for this study. The fear of exposure
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tralt Iindicates a disposition to worry or to be apprehensive about
others’ opinlons or scrutiny of one‘s self or aspects of one’s self, as
well as a desire or tendency to conform, to hide aspects of one’'s self,
or to fit In (Novak, 1986).

The Shyness Scale was constructed by Cheek and Buss (1981). They
define shyness as tension, concern, discomfort, and Inhibition In soclal
contexts. They reported that the scale has a .79 coefficlent alpha. An
Independent study reported a .88 alpha value (R. Hunter, 1984). Cheek
and Buss further found that shyness correlates .50 with fearfulness and
-.51 with self-esteem and that the scale predicts how people will behave
when meeting strangers. Briggs and Smith (1986) state that the Cheek
and Buss Shyness Scale and four other self-report shyness scales all
appear to measure more or less the same construct. |In addition, all
five scales show a remarkably similar pattern of correlations with other
self-report measures. In short, the Shyness Scale has good construct
validity.

The Buss and Durkee Guilt Scale (1957) has been modified for the
purpose of this study. The original scale has nine Items. Three Items
have been deleted and some wording has been modified. It Is obvious
that Buss did not differentiate guilt from shame when he and Durkee
constructed thelr guilit scale. Twenty three years later, he went to
some lengths to distinguish shame from gullt (Buss, 1980). A 5-item
short form of the Buss and Durkee Guilt Scale has been used in a few
studies before (e.g., Harrow & Amdur, 1971; Prosen, Clark, Harrow, &
Fawcett, 1983). A new 9-item guilt scale (Chang & Hunter, 1988) was

constructed for this study. It should be mentioned that the definition
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of guilt guiding the item-writing comes from Friedman (1985). In his
paper, Joward a Reconceptyalization of Guilit, Friedman defines guilt as
“the appralsal, conscious or unconsclous, of one’s plans, thoughts,
actlons, etc. as damaging, through commission or omission, to someone
for whom one feels responsible" (p. 529). Gulit motivates a person to
avold harming others and to make reparation If harm is done.
Iwo Se|f-Esteem Scales

Two well-established self-esteem scales are included: the
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1965) and the Cheek and Buss Self-Esteem
Scale (1981). The former measure Is regarded highly and is one of the
best known self-esteem scales. Cheek and Buss found that their scale
correlates .88 with Rosenberg’s scale. |If the correlation Is corrected
for attenuation, they correlate 1.00 with each other.
Ihe Interpalized Shame Scale

A 11-item short form of the Internalized Shame Scale (Cook, 1985)
was used as an alternative shame measure In this study. 1In his
dissertation Novak (1986) used the older version of Cook’'s scale. On
the basis of Novak’'s factor analysis, 11 Items are selected from the
internalized Shame Scale. Out of these 11 Items 10 are Identical with
those Items labeled as the inferiority factor by Novak. None of these
10 items belonged to the embarrassment factor In Novak's findings. The
one extra item Is from the new version of Cook’s scale and shares
similar content meaning with the other 10 |tems.

The two self-esteem scales mentioned above and the Internalized
Shame Scale (short form only) were used to validate the new shame

scales.
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Scales Measuring Emotional Adjustment Probliems

Scales that measure emotional adjustment problems include the
following:

(1) The Beck Depression Inventory (Beck, Ward, Mendeison, &
Erbaugh, 1961; Beck & Beck, 1972): This Is one of the most commonly
used self-rating scales In depression research. The 13-item version was
used In this study instead of the 21-Item version. Beck and Beck (1972)
did not report the reliability of the short form. They only reported
that the short form correlates .96 with the original BDI.

(2) The Tralit Anxiety Scale (Splelberger, 1983; Spielberger,
Gorsuch, & Lushene, 1970): This [s a very commonly used anxiety scale.
A 10-i1tem short form was used In this study instead of the 20-Item
scale. Schnarch (1976) reported a .86 coefficient aipha for the 10-item
scale.

(3) The Tralt Anger Scale (Splelberger, Jacobs, Russell, & Crane,
1983): The 10-item scale correlates between .66 to .73 with the Buss-
Durkee Hostillty Inventory (Buss & Durkee, 1957) which Is generally
regarded as the most carefully constructed psychometric measure of
hostility. The tralt anger scale has a very satisfactory degree of
rellability (alpha about .90) Iin a sample of more than 1600 college
students.

(4) The Loneliness Scale (Russel, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980):
Recently, Hays and DiMatteo (1987) have shortened the scale to 8 Items.
They have reported that the short form has a .84 coefficlent alpha.

They have shown that the short form is reliable, valid, and a practical

alternative to the 20-item scale.
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(5) The Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (Rathus, 1973): This Is the
most widely used and Investigated assertion measure. The 30-item scale
correlates .80 with the College Self-Expression Scale which Is another
very commonly used Iinventory (Galassl| & Galassi, 1980). On the basis of
Rathus‘s item analysis and Galass!l and Galassi’'s factor analysis, the
Rathus scale was reduced to 17 items for this study.

(6) The Satisfaction With Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, &
Griffin, 1985): This S5-Item scale Is narrowly focused to measure global
life satisfaction. It has been shown to have a high reliability (.87
coefficient aipha) and to correlate moderately to highly with other
measures of subjective well-being (Diener et al, 1985).

(7) Buss and Durkee Resentment Scalé (1957): A 3-item short scale
instead of the original 8-item scale was used Iin this study. This short
form was used in two previous dissertations (Schnarch, 1976; R. Hunter,
1984) and was found to have .49 and .58 coefficlient alpha respectively.
Scales Measuring Soclal Functloning

Scales that measure soclial functioning Include the following:

(1) The Conformity Scale (Fenigstein, 1975): This scale measures a
person’s tendency to talk or act to match those about him or her rather
than to express personal views or feellings.

(2) The Egocentrism Scale (Hunter, 1983): Thlils scale taps a
person’s tendency to think that other people think about him or her.

(3) The Exhibitionism Scale (Hunter, 1983): This scale taps a
person’s propensity to enjoy being the center of attention.

(4) The Dominance Scale (Salzman & Hunter, 1983): This scale

measures a person’s tendency to dominate social situations.
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(5) The Self-Revelation Scale (Schnarch & Hunter, 1976): This scale
measures a person'’'s propensity to reveal personal feelings to other
people.

(6) The Competitiveness Scale (Gerbing & Hunter, 1979): This scale
taps a person’'s tendency to adopt a competitive stance towards others.

(7) The Need for Approval Scale (Salzman & Hunter, 1983): This
scale measures a person’s propensity to worry about what others might
think of his or her actions.

(8) The Audience Anxlety Scale (Buss, 1981): This scale taps a
person’s tendency to be fearful and anxious about public speaking.

Table 1 IIsts outside varliables used to validate key scales in this
study.
Table 1

List of Qutside varlables and Item Source

Varlable Name Item Source

Depression Beck & Beck (1972)
Anxiety Splelberger et al. (1970)
Anger Splelberger et al. (1983)
Lonel iness Russel et al. (1980)
Assertiveness Rathus (1973)
Satisfaction with Lite Diener et ai. (1985)
Resentment Buss & Durkee (1957)
Conformity Fenigstein (1975)
Egocentr ism Hunter (1983)
Exhibitionism Hunter (1983)

Dominance Salzman & Hunter (1983)
Self-Revelation Schnarch & Hunter (1976)
Competitiveness Gerbing & Hunter (1979)
Need for Approval Salzman & Hunter (1983)

Audience Anxlety Buss (1981)




RESULTS

In order to Investigate the relationship between shame and self-
esteem, the first step Is to examine the construct of shame. Thus the
first results assess the measurement aspects of shame Instruments
constructed for this study. The shame instruments are of two types:
shame theme scales and shame profile scales.

The phrase "expioratory factor analysis” here means: (1)
communalities were estimated as the largest correlation, (2) principal
axis factors were followed by VARIMAX rotation, and (3) the VARIMAX
factors were used to generate a "blind" confirmatory factor analysis.
However, it Iis the VARIMAX factors that were used for the purposes of
this research. The eligenvalue cutoff for the number of factors was
initially set at 1.00, though this was often subsequentiy reduced to see

If the factors thus forced were meaningful.

I. Ihemes in the Expression of Shame
A. Six Shame Theme Scales--Development and Testing
During the stage of item writing, shame items were written
according to six themes. These shame themes refer to different ways
people express how they feel about themselves, to different words used
in reference to shame feelings. One question for this research was

whether these shame themes refer to different dimensions of shame.

68
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1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Twenty two shame i(tems were grouped In six shame theme clusters on
the basis of content meanings: disappointment with oneself, feelings of
inferlority, feelings of defectiveness, feelings of worthlessness,
feelings of unimportance, and feelings of falling short of one’'s own
standards or ldeals. Then a confirmatory factor analysis was performed
on these a priori clusters. The result Is In Table B-1 in the Appendix.
It shows that a priorl clusters hold up quite well Iin confirmatory
factor analysis; the Items within each theme cluster appear to be
equivalent to each other.
2. Exploratory Factor Analysis
An exploratory factor analysis was performed on the 22 shame theme
items. When eigenvalue was set at 1.00, only one factor was found.
When a second factor was forced, It was found to be meaningless. That
is, a two-factor soliution with elgenvalues set at .50 or .60 ylelded two
factors that correlate .90 with each other. As far as content meanings
are concerned, these two factors are not different. The key fact Is
that the exploratory factor analysis did not reveal some unanticipated
dimension In the shame theme Items. The secondary fact is that the
exploratory factor analysis was not able to detect the shame theme
specific factors. The shame theme speciflc factors are so small In
variance accounted for that some of the random sampling error factors
turned out to be larger.
3. Parallelism
Items In each of the six shame theme clusters were examined in

terms of how they correlate with outside variables. Summary data for
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outside variables are listed in Table B-2 in the Appendix. The
correlations of the six shame theme cluster items with outside variables
are listed In Table B-3 In the Appendix. [t appears that Items within
each cluster are paralliel to each other In terms of their correlations
with outside varlables.
B. Hierarchical Measurement Model
Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations, and reliabilities of
the six shame theme scales and the general shame scale. The general
shame scale Is the sum of all the Items In the six shame theme scales.
All these scales have very respectabie reliabilities (with coefficient
alpha ranging from .71 to .95).
Table 2

Means. Standard Deviations and Rellabllities of Six Shame Theme
Scales and General Shame Scale

Number Standard
of Items Mean Deviation Reliability

Disappointment with Self 4 9.13 2.68 .80
Feelings of Inferiority 4 8.27 2.91 .84
Feelings of Defectliveness 4 9.76 2.99 .75
Feelings of Worthlessness 6 10.33 3.88 .89
Feelings of Unimportance 2 3.41 1.49 .76
Falling Short of standards 2 §.52 1.72 .71
General Shame 22 46. 41 13.65 .95

The Intercorrelations between six shame themes are shown In Table 3.
The six shame themes are very highly correlated with each other.
Furthermore, the pattern of the correlations is that for a single

factor. This leads to the hypothesls that the six shame themes all



measure the same general shame factor.

Table 3

Intercorrelations among Six Shame Theme Scales

1. Disappointment with Self .93 .95 .91 .87 .85
2. Feelings of Inferiority .92 .90 .89 #7
3. Feelings of Defectiveness .86 .83 .84
4. Feelings of Worthlessness .94 .68
5. Feelings of Unimportance .70
6

. Falling Short of Standards

1. Internal Consistency
a. Path Model
A hlerarchical measurement model has been constructed with regard
to the causal relationship between the general shame factor and the six
shame themes as shown In Figure 6. A higher order confirmatory factor
analysis produces the correlations between the general shame factor and

six shame theme constructs.

General Shame

i T | =
Disappointed | ln'erlor}‘ Defective WOrthless‘ Unimpor-| | Falling
with self " ) H (D) M) || tant || short
(DS) ) || CFs)

. The hierarchical measurement model of general shame: A model
for the test for Internal consistency.
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b. Fit of the Path Model

Hunter and Gerbing (1982) have shown that If all the items in a
cluster measure the same factor, then the correlations between the Items
will satisfy the Spearman (1904) "product rule for internal
consistency." That is to say, If X and Y are two items In the same
unidimensional cluster and T is the cluster true score, then the
correlation between the items should satisfy the product rule:

Fxyy = T'xTlyT
That Is, the correlation between two items in the same cluster shouid Le
the product of their correlations with the underlying trait. There are,
then, two steps to test for Internal consistency: (1) estimate the
parameters ryy and FyT from the data, and (2) see if the product rule
reproduces the Iinter-item correlations to within sampling error. That Is
to say, ryy - ryyryt should be zero to within sampling error.

By the same token, If several scales all measure the same
underliying trait, then the correlations between the scales will also
satisfy the same “"product rule for internal consistency" and |ikewise we
can see |f the product rule reproduces the interscale correlations to
within sampling error.

Let us now look at the path mode! and examine the differences
between gbserved correlations and reproduced correlations between these
six shame theme scales. |If the underlying trait Iis unidimensional,
these differences (l.e., errors) should not differ from zero by more
than sampling error.

We can see In Table 4 that the errors (or differences) are very

close to zero. A chi-square test shows that the differences are not
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significantly different from O. That Is, the path model has a good flit.
The correlatlions between the six shame themes satisfy the internal
consistency requirement for a general shame hierarchical measurement
model .

Table 4

Error Analysis for the Model In Figure 6

Shame Themes
Shame Themes DS | D w u FS
Observed Correlations
Disappointment with Self 1.00 .93 .95 .91 .87 .85
Inferiority .93 1.00 .92 .90 .89 77
Defectliveness .95 .92 1.00 .86 .83 .84
Worthlessness .91 .90 .86 1.00 .94 .68
Unimportance .87 .89 .83 .94 1.00 .70
Falling Short of Standards .85 .77 .84 .68 .70 1.00
Reproduced Correlations
Disappointment with Seif 1.00 .95 .95 .92 .90 .80
Inferiority .95 1.00 .92 .89 .87 .78
Defect lveness .95 .92 1.00 .89 .87 .78
Worthlessness .92 .89 .89 1.00 .85 .75
Unimportance .90 .87 .87 .85 1.00 .74
Falling Short of Standards .80 .78 .78 .75 .74 1.00
Errors

Disappointment with Self -.02 .00 -.01 -.03 .05
Inferiority -.02 .00 .01 .02 -.01
Defectiveness .00 .00 -.03 -.04 .06
Worthlessness -.01 .01 -.03 .09 -.07
Unimportance -.03 .02 -~.04 .09 -.04

Falling Short of Standards .08 -.01 .06 -.07 -.04

2. Parallelism
In order to test the parallelism of the six shame themes, two

methods were employed:
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a) Correlations between six shame themes and outside variables were
calculated and are shown In Table B-4 Iin the Appendix. As can be seen
from Table B-4 these six shame themes are parallel In terms of their
correlations with outside variables;

b) Parallelism was computed by using the similarity coefficient
formula (Hunter & Gerbing, 1982). The similarity coefficients are shown
In Table 5. They are all close to 1.00, that Is, perfect parallielism.
Table §

Similarity Coefficlents of Six Shame Themes

2 3 4 5 6
1. Disappointment with Self 1.00 1.00 .99 .99 .99
2. Inferiority 1.00 .99 1.00 .99
3. Defectiveness .99 .99 .99
4. Worthlessness 1.00 .98
5. Unimportance .98

6. Falling Short

C. Conclusion
The results show clearly that each of the six shame theme scales Is
unidimensional. However, both the pattern of high correlations between
shame theme scales and the exploratory factor analysis show that the six
scales are not independent of each othér. Rather those analyses suggest
that the six shame theme scales measure a general shame construct and

each shame theme scale construct differs from that general factor by
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only a small and trivial specific factor. To check this suggestion, a
hierarchical measurement model was tested. First, the six shame theme
clusters form a correlation matrix that Is Internally consistent.
Second, the shame theme clusters are externally consistent in their
correlations with outside variables. It is, therefore, concluded that
the general shame scale measures only one useful construct. The
different shame themes do not refer to different emotlions or different

dimensions of shame.

Il. Shame Proflile
A. Four Shame Profile Scales--Development and Testing

32 items were written to tap the shame profile: competence shame,
relationship shame, character shame, and body shame. These shame
profile clusters were tested using confirmatory factor analysis. This
revealed a problem with the character shame scale. It had two
subclusters. Four character shame items (i.e., "I feel defective as a
person, as If something Is basically wrong with me"; "I feel there Is
something defective In my character"; "l see myself as intact and
without personal defects”; "I am down on myself for any character flaws
in me") were too general. The other six items deal specifically with
dependency Issues (e.g., "I feel ashamed for not being more
Iindependent”; "| feel ashamed for being too dependent on others").
Therefore, the four nonfitting items were dropped and character shame
cluster was renamed dependency shame. All further analyses were done on

the 28 remaining Items.
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1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Confirmatory factor analysis resuit is shown in Table B-5 In the
Appendix. The confirmatory factor analysis shows that the four shame
profile clusters hold up very well; the items within each cluster appear
to be equivalent to each other.
2. Exploratory Factor Analysis
Once the four too-general "character" shame items were dropped, the
character shame cluster was renamed dependency shame. Then all the
shame profile Items were submitted for an exploratory factor analysis as
a check on the confirmatory factor analysis results. A four-factor
solution was obtained when the eigenvalue was set at .50. The four
VAR IMAX factors suggest clusters that exactly match the a priorl
clusters. That Is, when the Items were 5!Ind|y grouped together using
the highest loading from the four varimax factors, the clusters thus
formed were exactly the shame profile clusters. The four-factor
solution is Included In Table B-6 In the Appendix.
3. Parallelism
Items Iin each of shame proflle clusters were examined In terms of
how they correlate with outside variables. These correlations are
listed in Table B-7 in the Appendix. This table shows that items within
each cluster are parallel to each other in terms of their correlations
with outside variables.
B. Hierarchical Measurement Model
Table 6 shows the means, standard deviations and reliabilities of
the four shame profile scales. These scales all have high reliability

as measured by coefficient aipha (ranging from .80 to .91).
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Relationship shame and dependency shame scales have only six Items each
but they both have respectable reliablility (.84 and .80).
Table 6

Means. Standard Deviations and Reliabliities of Shame Proflle
Scales

Number Standard

of Items Mean Deviation Relliability

Competence shame 8 17.93 5.38 .89
Relationship shame 6 11.46 3.90 .84
Dependency shame 6 12.28 3.99 .80
Body shame 8 20.91 6.62 .91

The Intercorreiations between the four shame profiie factors are
shown In Table 7. The correlations are all positive and show the
Spearman pattern for one common factor. Therefore, the hypothesized
hierarchical measurement model was tested.

Table 7
Intercorrelations of Shame Profile Factors

2 3 4
1. Competence Shame .82 71 .67
2. Relationship Shame .62 .58
3. Dependency Shame .38

4. Body Shame
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Vulnerability theory makes two predictions: First, the shame

profile scales will fit a hierarchical measurement model. Second, the
general factor for that model will be the construct for the general
shame theme scales, that Is, general shame. |If both hypotheses are

true, then there is no need to use confirmatory factor analysis to
define a general factor for the shame proflle. Instead, the general
shame factor measured by the shame theme Items would act In that role.
That Is, the general factor for the shame profile would be independently
measured rather than computed by factor analysis. The Internal
consistency test for the hierarchical model would be tested using
ordinary path analysis, a path model with the measured variable general
shame as the causal determinant of the four shame proflile scales. That
path analysis was carried out. The path diagram predicted by
vuinerability theory Is presented In Figure 7.

It Is also possible to test the two hypotheses separately. This is
done with a two cluster confirmatory factor analysis with one cluster
defined by the shame profile cluster and a second cluster defined by the
general shame scale. According to the first hypothesis, the
confirmatory factor model should show perfect fit for the shame profile
cluster (fit for the general shame cluster was already tested).
According to the second hypothesis, the correlation between general
shame factor and the shame profile general factor should be 1.00. That
would then show that the factor defined by the confirmatory factor
analysis Is Iin fact identical to the general shame factor. This

analysis was also carried out.
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1. Internal Consistency
a. Path Model
A hierarchical measurement model was constructed for the causal

relationships between the shame proflile factors. |If the general shame
factor measured by the shame theme scales Is substituted for the general
factor of the profile scales, then the measurement model becomes the
simple path diagram as shown in Figure 7. The correlations between the
general shame and shame profile are shown. A separate higher order
confirmatory factor analysis (data not included) shows that the higher
order factor correlates 1.00 with general shame. In other words,

general shame Is the higher order factor for the shame profile.

General Shame

Competence Relationship Dependency Body Shame
Shame (CS) Shame (RS) Shame (DS) (BS)

Elgure 7. The hlerarchical measurement model of general shame and shame
profile.
b. Fit of the Path Model
Let us look at the path model and examine the differences between
observed correlations and reproduced correlations between the shame
profile. If the underliying tralt Is unidimensional, these differences
(i.e., errors) should not differ from zero by more than sampl!ing error.
The computations for testing this model are shown In Table 8 and we
can see that the errors are very close to zero. A chi-square test shows

that the differences are not significantly different from 0. That Is,
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the path model has a good fit. The correlations between the shame
profile factors are Internally consistent with a general shame
hlerarchical measurement model.
Table 8

Error Analysis for the Model in Figure 7

Shame Profile
Shame Proflie (o1 RS DS BS
Qbserved Correlations
Competence Shame 1.00 .82 .71 .67
Relationship Shame .82 1.00 .62 .58
Dependency Shame .71 .62 1.00 .38
Body Shame .67 .58 .38 1.00
Beproduced Correjations
Competence Shame 1.00 .86 .66 .65
Relationship Shame .86 1.00 .62 .61
Dependency Shame .66 .62 1.00 .47
Body Shame .65 .61 .47 1.00
Errors
Competence Shame -.04 .05 .02
Relationship Shame -.04 .00 -.03
Dependency Shame .05 .00 -.09
.Body Shame .02 -.03 -.09

2. Parallelism
Vulnerabillity theory predicts that the shame profile correlations
will satisfy the parallelism condition for a hierarchical measurement
mode!. According to vulnerablility theory, the only reason that a shame
profile scale correlates with any other variable is that the shame
profile scale Is correlated with general shame. |f general shame were

held constant, there would be no correlation between any shame profile
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scale and any other personality variable. Two tests of the parallelism
prediction were done:

a) Correlations between the shame profile and outside variables
were calculated and are shown in Table B-8- In the Appendix. As can be
seen from the table the shame proflle factors are parallel in terms of
their correlations with outside variables.

b) The general shame factor was partialed out of the correlations
between the shame profile and outside varliables. The result Is shown in
Table 9.

Table 9 shows that the specific factors In the shame profile are
not correlated with most of the outside variables once the general shame
factor Is partialed out. Out of 104 partial correlations only 11 have
absolute values equal to or greater than .29.

Once the general shame factor is partialed out, we do observe that
the specific factor In competence shame still correlates to a slight
degree with variables having to do with handling of interpersonal
situations. People suffering from competence shame seem to have some
probliem with shyness (r = .32), lack of assertiveness (r = .29), trait
anxlety (r = .29) and audience anxlety (r = .29); tend not to want to be
center of attention (exhibitionism, r = -.34), or be a leader
(dominance, r = -.35). The specific factor in relationship shame
correlates quite highly with loneliness (r = .67) and moderately with
lack of self-revelation (L = .44). In other words, people with
relationship shame (greater than predicted by their level of general
shame) suffer from ioneliness and Intimacy problems. In addition,

people with dependency shame have some difficulty with guilt (r = .33)
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and tralt anxiety (r = .30).
Table 9

Correlations between Shame Profile and Qutside variables with
General Shame Partialed OQut

Competence Relationship Dependency Body

Shame Shame Shame Shame
Embarrassment .27 -.08 .07 .19
Fear of Exposure .18 .05 .11 .06
Public Self-Consciousness .03 -.17 .10 .18
Shyness .32 .09 .08 .05
Guilt (1) .10 -.11 .27 .14
Gullt (2) .04 -.11 .33 .09
Seif-Esteem (1) -.03 .33 .20 -.10
Selif-Esteem (2) -.13 .11 .09 -.11
Depression -.15 .06 .06 -.08
Trait Anxiety .29 .19 .30 -.13
Trait Anger -.02 .13 .13 .00
Lonel iness -.06 .67 .07 -.20
Assertiveness -.29 .06 -.12 -.12
Satisfaction with Life -.02 -.05 .12 -.04
Resentment -.03 .03 .17 .05
Conformity -.12 -.11 .23 -.01
Egocentrism .06 -.13 .13 .21
Exhibitionism -.34 -.10 .02 -.01
Dominance -.35 .04 .01 -.06
Self-Revelation .17 -.44 .09 .03
Competitiveness -.20 .20 .03 -.11
Need for Approval .19 -.26 .26 -.03
Audlience Anxiety .29 -.19 .05 .05

Note: Guilt (1) Is measured by Buss and Durkee Guilt Scale; Guilt (2)
Is measured by Chang and Hunter Gullt Scale. Selif-esteem (1) is
measured by Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale; Self-esteem (2) Is measured
by Cheek and Buss Self-Esteem Scale.
C. Conclusion

When a higher order factor anaiysis was performed on the shame
profile scales, the higher order factor correlates 1.00 with the general
shame factor of the shame theme scales. That Is to say, the higher

order factor for the shame proflle scales Is general shame. When tested

for Internal consistency, the shame profile scales are consistent with a
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unidimensional construct model. There are specific factors in the shame
profile. The speciflic factors for competence shame and relationship
shame are very small In magnitude while the specific factors for
dependency shame and body shame are much larger. The test for
parallelism shows that the specific factors for body shame and
dependency are not significantly correlated with any of the outside
measures of soclal and emotional functioning. Thus the specific factors
for dependency shame and body shame are large but trivial.

The test for parallelism revealed a large number of correlations of
about .30 between competence shame and the measures of social and
emotional functioning. However, since the correlation between
competence shame and general shame Is .95, these small relationships
would be Invisible to most analyses without massive sample size. Thus
competence shame does appear to have a not-completely-trivial specific
factor but It Is of no clinical significance.

Finally, we come to the specific factor for relationship shame. It
Is small In magnitude since relationahip shame Is correlated .90 with
general shame. However, that specific factor has two large correlations
with two outside varliables: .67 with loneliness and -.44 with self-
revelation. This means that those who develop relationship shame to a
greater extent than would be predicted from thelr level of general shame

also have a probliem forming Intimate relationships.

1. Shame and Self-Esteem
The correlations between shame and self-esteem can be seen in Table

10. Shame is measured by two scales (Chang & Hunter, 1988; Cook, 1985)
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and seif-esteem is measured by two widely used scales (Rosenberg, 1965;
Cheek & Buss, 1981).

Table 10 shows that shame and self-esteem are very highly
correlated (with an average correlation of -.92). They are not only
very highly correlated with each other, but they aiso form a correlation
matrix that Is internally consistent from the point of view of a one
factor measurement model.

Table 10

Correlations between Shame and Self-Esteem

Cook Shame Rosenberg Cheek & Buss

Self-Esteem Self-Esteem

General Shame .99 -.95 -.94
Cook Shame -.90 -.90
Rosenberg Self-Esteem 1.00

Hlerarchical Measurement Model
1. Internal Consistency
We can use a more rigorous test for internal consistency by
computing the differences between the observed correlations and the
Yeproduced correlations. The differences (or errors) should not differ
from zero by more than sampling error. First, a higher order
confirmatory factor analysis produces the following correlations as

shown in Figure 8.
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Higher Order Factor
Shame & Self-Esteem

.99 .95 ~.98 -.97
General Shame Cook Shame Rosenberg Cheek & Buss }
(GS) (CS) Self-Esteem Self-Esteem |
J (RSE) (CBSE) |

Elgure 8. The hlerarchical measurement model for shame and self-esteem.
The computations for testing such a model is provided In Table 11.

The errors are within sampling error of 0. |In other words, shame and
self-esteem scales form a correlation matrix that Is Internally
consistent for a one factor model.

Table 11

Error Analysis for the Model in Figure 8

Shame and Self-Esteem -
Shame and Selif-Esteem GS cs RSE CBSE
Observed Correlations
General Shame 1.00 .99 -.95 -.94
Cook Shame .99 1.00 -.90 -.90
Rosenberg Self-Esteem -.95 -.90 1.00 1.00
Cheek & Buss Self-Esteem -.94 -.90 1.00 1.00
Reproduced Correlations
General Shame 1.00 .94 -.97 -.96
Cook Shame .94 1.00 -.93 -.92
Rosenberg Self-Esteem -.97 -.93 1.00 .95
Cheek & Buss Self-Esteem -.96 -.92 .95 1.00
Errors
General Shame .05 .02 .02
Cook Shame .05 .03 .02
Rosenberg Self-Esteem .02 .03 .05

Cheek & Buss Self-Esteem .02 .02 .05
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2. Parallelism

Parallelism of shame and self-esteem was assessed by examining how
they correlate with outside variables. By prediction, If shame and
self-esteem are equivalent constructs they should correlate with outside
variables In a parallel manner.

Shame and self-esteem are parallel in their correlations with
outside varlables, as can be seen In Table 12.

The parallelism was further assessed In terms of similarity
coefficlents by using Hunter ‘s PACKAGE and Is shown In Table 13.

Table 12 and 13 show very clearly that shame and self-esteem are

paraliel with each other In terms of thelr correlations with outside

variables.

Table 12

Correjations of Shame and Self-Esteem with Outside variables

General Cook Rosenberg Cheek & Buss
Shame Shame Self-Esteem Self-Esteem

Depression .64 .61 -.66 -.71
Anxiety .86 .86 -.80 -.84
Anger .17 .23 -.10 -.14
Lonel Iness .77 .81 -.69 -.72
Assertiveness -.59 -.61 .61 .62
Life Satisfaction -.73 -.72 77 .82
Audience Anxiety .35 .37 -.38 -.40
Embarrassment .58 .60 -.57 -.61
Fear of Exposure .65 .67 -.62 -.66
Shyness .62 .65 -.64 -.67
Public S-C .17 .23 -.10 -.16
Resentment .46 .49 ~-.42 -.51
Conformity .42 .44 -.33 -.40
Egocentrism .50 .54 -.47 -.53
Exhibitionism -.41 -.42 .49 .48
Dominance -.43 -.44 .51 .50
Self-Revelation -.40 -.39 .42 .43
Competitiveness .02 .02 .03 -.02

Need for Approval .53 .52 -.59 -.57
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Table 13

Similarity Coefficients between Shame and Self-Esteem Scales

Cook Rosenberg Cheek & Buss

Shame Self-Esteem Self-Esteem
General Shame 1.00 -1.00 -1.00
Cook shame -.99 -1.00
Rosenberg Self-Esteem 1.00

Conclusion

It has been shown that shame and self-esteem are identical
constructs as measured by two shame scales (Chang & Hunter, 1988; Cook,
1985) and two self-esteem scales (Rosenberg, 1965; Cheek & Buss, 1981).
They are not only aimost perfectly correlated, but also parallel in
their correlations with outside variables. Thus they are unidimensional
by both the test for Internal consistency and the test for external
consistency (or parallelism). It Is, therefore, proposed that shame and
self-esteem are the same dimension. That Is, there Is only one

dimension of shame and self-esteem.

Iv. Clinical Concepts Related to Shame

This section will consider the relationship between shame and the
related constructs: embarrassment, fear of exposure, self-
conscliousness, shyness, and guilt. For this study "self-consciousness"

is defined by the Fenigstein, Scheler, and Buss (1975) Public
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Self-Conscliousness Scale. There have been four positions taken on this
issue In the literature. First, some have argued that one or more of
the related constructs Is a part of the shame process itself. These
authors would expect the related constructs to be perfectiy correlated
with shame and hence with each other. This will be called the "identity
position." Helen Block Lewis is one of these authors with the exception
that she differentiates shame from guilt. Second, some (e.g., Tomkins,
1963, 1987; Kaufman, 1985) have argued that the related constructs are
var lants of the primary shame affect. These authors would permit the
related constructs to have specific factors and hence not be perfectly
correlated with either shame or each other. But since the specific
factors are trivial in nature, they should not correlate with each other
or with the outside variables. Thus these authors would predict that
the related constructs would satisfy a hierarchical measurement model
with shame as the general factor. This will be called the "varlants
position." Third, some authors would argue that there is one general
shame complex that subsumes the related constructs. But they would
argue that the general shame scale might also be subsumed under that
shame compiex factor rather than be identical to that factor. These
authors would predict that a hierarchical measurement model would fit
the variable cluster formed by adding shame to the list of related
constructs. This will be called the "shame complex position." It
should be pointed out that Buss (1980) used the term "social anxiety" as
the name for the higher order factor. He did not use the term "shame
complex." But It seems that his ideas fit this third position. Fourth,

there are those who wouild simply argue that constructs such as shyness,
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shame, and gullt measure causally different variables. Some would also
argue that embarrassment and shame are distinct as well (Novak, 1986).
These authors would predict that a hlerarchical measurement mode! would
not fit the data. This will be called the "distinct traits position."
The "distinct traits position" will not be tested as such. Rather it is
the conclusion implied by the fallure of the other three positions.

The “identity position" predicts that the related constructs will
each be perfectiy correlated with shame and hence perfectly correlated
with each other. This hypothesis falls by a wide margin as shown In
Table 14. The highest correlation between shame and one of the related
constructs is the correlation of .65 with fear of exposure. The
correlation between shame and publiic self-consciousness Is only .18.
Embarrassment and shyness correlate .58 and .62 with shame respectively.
Guilt correlates .52 with shame. The "identity position" is thus

rejected.

Table 14

2 3 4 5 6
1. Shame .58 .65 .18 .62 .52
2. Embarrassment .87 .46 .74 .61
3. Fear of Exposure .48 .82 .65
4. Public Self-Consciousness .24 .47
5. Shyness .46
6. Guilt

Note: Gullt Is measured by Buss & Durkee Gullt Scale and Chang & Hunter
Guilt Scale combined as one scale.
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"Var "
Some authors have postulated that shame Is the higher order factor
for these other related constructs. To test this "variants position,” a
hierarchical measurement model! with general shame as the higher order
factor was constructed. Figure 9 shows the path model for the test for

internal consistency.

General Shame

N

.65 .6 .58 .52 17
Fear of Shyness Embarrass- Guilt Public
Exposure ment — s-C

Eigure 9. A hierarchical mode! with general shame as higher order
factor: the test for internal consistency.

The computations for testing the above model are shown In Table 15.
Table 15 shows that the path mode!l did not fit the data as the errors
between observed and reproduced correlations are far from zero. That
Ils, embarrassment, fear of exposure, shyness, guilt, and public self-
consciousness do not satisfy the Internal consistency requirement for a
hierarchical measurement model! with general shame as the higher order
factor. In other words, embarrassment, fear of exposure, shyness,
gulit, énd public self-consciousness are much more highly correlated
with each other than would be predicted from their correlations with
shame. Thus each measure differs from shame by something more than a

trivial specific factor.
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Table 15

Error Analysls for the Mode! In Figure 9

Yariables
variables FE S E G PSC
Observed Correjations
Fear of Exposure 1.00 .82 .87 .65 .48
Shyness .82 1.00 .74 .46 .24
Embarrassment .87 .74 1.00 .61 .46
Guilt .65 .46 .61 1.00 .47
Public Self-Consciousness .48 .24 .46 .47 1.00
Reproduced Correiations
Fear of Exposure 1.00 .40 .38 .34 .12
Shyness .40 1.00 .36 .32 .11
Embarrassment .38 .36 1.00 .30 .10
Guilt .34 .32 .30 1.00 .09
Public Self-Consclousness .12 .11 .10 .09 1.00
Errors -

Fear of Exposure .42 .49 .31 .36
Shyness .42 .38 .14 .13
Embarrassment .49 .38 .31 .36
Gullt .31 .14 .31 .38
Public Self-Consclousness .36 .13 .36 .38

Table 16 shows that the model did not satisfy the test for external
consistency elther. |If general shame were the higher order factor for
these related traits, we would predict that the partial correlations
between specific factors of these traits and the outside variables would
not differ from zero by more than sampling error. Table 16 shows that
37 out of 72 partial correlations in absolute values are greater than
.30, and 12 partial correlations In absolute values are equal to or
greater than .50. For example, embarrassment still correlates

negatively with assertiveness (r = -.50), exhibitionism (r = -.35), and
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dominance (r = -.35); but positively with blushing (r = .51), audience
anxiety (L = .52), resentment (r = .39), conformity (r = .43),
egocentrism (r = .59), and need for approval (r = .45). Fear of
exposure correlates negatively with assertiveness (r = -.52),
exhibitionism (r = -.31), and self-revelation (r = -.51). In addition,
public self-consclousness, shyness, and gullt aiso still correlate
significantly with many outside varliables when general shame Is
partialed out.

In conclusion, the "variants position" Is rejected as the
hypothetical hierarchical measurement model did not satisfy the tests
for internal consistency and external consistency.

Table 16

Partial Correlations between Embarrassment, Fear of Exposure,
Self-Conscliousness, Shyness. and Guilt and Qutside Variables with
General Shame Partjajed Out

Embarrass- Fear of Public Shyness Gulilt

ment Exposure s-C
Depression -.04 .03 -.14 .07 -.04
Anxlety .18 .20 .14 .14 .21
Anger A7 .16 L1 -.04 .20
Lonel iness .05 .28 -.11 .46 -.10
Assertiveness -.50 -.52 -.19 -.76 -.23
Life Satisfaction -.05 -.24 -.05 -.18 .05
Resentment .39 .47 .33 .29 .31
Conformity .43 .55 .46 .28 .35
Egocentrism .59 .56 .71 .26 .47
Exhibitionism -.35 -.31 .10 -.59 -.05
Dominance -.35 -.29 .01 -.58 .05
Self-Revelation -.18 -.51 .02 -.32 -.06
Competitiveness .02 .10 .03 .03 .01
Need for Approval .45 .43 .33 .40 .24

Audience Anxiety .52 .35 .22 .49 .21
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In the previous section, It was found that shame Is not the higher
order factor for embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-
consciousness, shyness, and guiit. The next question is: Is It possible
that shame, embarrassment, fear of exposure, publiic self-conscliousness,
shyness, and guilt can be subsumed under a higher order factor? In
other words, is there a hierarchical measurement model that subsumes all
these tralts, Including shame?

The correlations between the six shame-related constructs are shown
in Table 14. This correlation matrix was used to test the hierarchical
measurement model! for Internal consistency. The results are presented
In Appendix B-9. The flt was good for all varliables except public self-
consciousness. For public self-consciousness, there were major
departures from unidimensionallity. Therefore, further testing of the
hlerarchical measurement model excluded public self-consciousness from
the model. Figure 10 shows the hypothetical hierarchical measurement
model for the five shame-related traits (excluding public self-

consclousness).

Higher Order Factor

.97 .89 .82 71 .66
Fear of Embarrass- Shyness Shame Guilt
Exposure (FE) ment (E) (SHY) (s) (G)

Elgure 10. A hypothetical hierarchical model subsuming shame,
embarrassment, fear of exposure, shyness, and gullt: the test for
Internal consistency.
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Computations for testing the Internal consistency of the model in
Figure 10 are shown In Table 17. We can see In Table 17 that all the
errors are very close to zero. That Is, embarrassment, fear of
exposure, shyness, shame, and guilt satisfy the internal consistency
requirement for a hierarchical measurement model.

Table 17

Error Analysis for the Model In Figure 10

varijables
vYariables FE E SHY S G
Observed Correjlations
Fear of Exposure 1.00 .87 .82 .65 .65
Embarrassment .87 1.00 .74 .58 .61
Shyness .82 .74 1.00 .62 .46
Shame .65 .58 .62 1.00 .52
Guilt .65 .61 .46 .52 1.00
Reproduced Correlations
Fear of Exposure 1.00 .86 .80 .69 .64
Embarrassment .86 1.00 .73 .63 .59
Shyness .80 .73 1.00 .58 .54
Shame .69 .63 .58 1.00 .47
Guilt .64 .59 .54 .47 1.00
Errors

Fear of Exposure .01 .02 -.04 .01
Embarrassment .01 .01 -.05 .02
Shyness .02 .01 .04 -.08
Shame -.04 -.05 .04 .05
Gullilt .01 .02 -.08 .05

Hunter and Gerbing (1982) have pointed out that the test for
Iinternal consistency Is a weak test for unidimensionality. We must also
test the model for external consistency before making any conclusion

regarding whether a hierarchical measurement model fits the data. Thus
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a test for parallelism was performed. The higher order factor was
partialed out of the correlations between embarrassment, fear of
exposure, shyness, shame, and guilt and outside variables. |If the
hierarchical measurement model were to fit, then the partial
correlations with outside variables should not differ from zero by more
than sampling error. Table 18 shows these partial correlations.
Table 18
Partlal Correjations between Shame, Fear of Exposure, Embarrassment,

Shyness. and Guilt with Qutside variables (with the Hypothetical Higher
Order Factor Partialed Out)

Shame Fear of Embarrass- Shyness Guilt
Exposure ment

Public Self- -.23 .19 .15 -.26 .25
Consclousness
Depression .44 -.40 -.33 .01 -.07
Anxliety .69 -.78 -.42 -.15 .00
Anger .00 -.01 .05 -.21 .14
Lonel iness .52 -.40 -.54 .29 -.24
Assertiveness -.03 .60 .19 -.54 .12
Life Satisfaction -.50 .22 .39 -.02 17
Resentment .01 -.05 -.07 -.08 .12
Conformlty -.08 .14 -.03 -.15 .16
Egocentrism -.056 -.12 .15 -.29 .22
Exhibitionism .00 .35 .02 -.44 .21
Dominance -.05 .33 -.01 -.45 .29
Self-Revelation -.05 -.51 .25 -.1 .15
Competitiveness -.01 .20 -.01 .01 -.06
Need for Approval .07 -.28 .00 .07 -.03
Audience Anxiety -.11 -.47 .20 .21 -.02

Table 18 shows that the hypothetical hlerarchical measurement model
does not fit the data. Many partial correlations are far from zero.
There are 7 partial correlations (In absolute value) greater than .50.
There are 14 more partial correlations (in absolute value) In the range

of .30 to .50. Furthermore, the specific factors do not make much
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substantive sense as many partlial correlations are simply not
interpretable. In particular, some partlal correlations between fear of
exposure and embarrassment and outside variables are meaningless. For
example, the partial correlations between fear of exposure and some
outside varlables are as follows: -.40 with depression, -.78 with
anxlety, and .60 with assertiveness. The partlal correlations between
embarrassment and some outside variables are as follows: -.33 with
depression, -.42 with anxlety, and -.54 with loneliness. |In other
words, even though a higher order factor was created mathematically, the
results were not substantively meaningful.

Summarizing results from Tables 17 and 18, we can see that the
correlations between shame, fear of exposure, embarrassment, shyness,
and guilt are Internally consistent with a hypothetical hierarchical
measurement model; but when the higher order factor Is partialed out
many partial correlations with outside variables are different from zero
by more than sampling error. That Is to say, these traits are not
paraliel In terms of their correlations with outside variables. It Is,
therefore, concluded that there is no hierarchical measurement model
that subsumes shame, fear of exposure, embarrassment, shyness, and
gullt. Thus the "shame complex position" is rejected.

Three positions in regard to the shame complex have been tested.
First, the "lidentity position" was tested. The analysis showed that
embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-consciousness, shyness, and
gulilt are not identical to shame. Second, the "variants position" was

tested. This analysis showed that shame Iis not the higher order factor
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for embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-consciousness, shyness,
and gullt. Third, the "shame complex position" was tested. This
analyslis showed that there Is no higher order factor that subsumes all
the shame-related traits including shame. In other words, the "identity
position," the "variants position,"” and the "shame complex position" are
all rejected. The "distinct tralts position" Is, therefore, accepted by
default. What this means Is that shame is causally differentiated from
embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-consciousness, shyness, and

gullt.

V. Shame and Guilt

The key question for this section is the relationship between
shame, gullit, and depression. Are both shame and gullt correlated with
depression? Are both causal determinants of depression? These same
questions can be asked for any measure of emotional adjustment.
Therefore, the analysis was done for all eight measures of emotional
adjustment included In the study. The relevant correlations are
presented In Table 19.

Table 19 presents first the simple or zero order correlations
between shame and guilt with each of the 8 measures of emotional
adjustment. Shame Iis highly correlated with 6 of the 8 measures, all
except audlience anxiety and anger. Guilt Is more moderately correlated
with all but the same two varliables. Guilt Is more highly correlated

with audlience anxiety and anger than Is shame. |In particular, shame

correlates .64 with depression and guilt correlates .31 with depression.
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Table 19

Correlations of Shame and Gulilt with Emotional Adiustment Problems: in
Isolation and with Each Other Partialed Qut

Shame Gullt Shame* Gul|t=>=

zero zero partial partial
Depression .64 .31 .59 -.03
Anxiety .86 .52 .80 .17
Lonel iness 77 .35 .73 -.08
Life Satisfaction -.73 -.34 -.45 .06
Assertiveness -.59 -.49 -.69 -.26
Resentment .46 .49 .28 .34
Audience Anxiety .36 .38 .21 .25
Anger 17 .26 .08 .20

* Gullt partialed out
** Shame partialed out

Table 19 aliso presents the partial correlations needed to check for
indirect (or "spurious") correlation. The column for shame partial
correlations shows the correlations for shame with guilt held constant.
If shame were only Indirectly linked to a variablie through guilt, the
corresponding partial correlation would be 0. The only partial
correlation that is O Is that for anger. But the zero order correlation
between shame and anger was only .17 to begin with. Thus shame Is not
indirectly linked to any of the other varlables by gulit.

The column for guilt partial correlations shows the correlations

for guilt with shame held constant. |If guilt were only Indirectly
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Iinked to a variable through shame, the corresponding partial
correlation would be 0. The guilt partial correlations for depression,
loneliness, and life satisfaction are in fact 0. Thus guilt Is not a
causal determinant of any of these three variables. The guilt partial
correlation for anxlety drops from .52 to .17. Thus gullt also makes
little or no contribution to the determination of anxiety.

On the other hand, the gulit partlals are nowhere near 0 for
assertiveness, resentment, audience anxiety, or anger. Each of these
variables Is assocliated with responses to people and are thus more
soclal iIn nature than the first four variables. It would appear that
while gulit Is only Indirectly connected to feelings of emotional well-
being, it may be directly connected to measures of social Interaction.

In particular, consider the results for depression. The partial
correlation for shame (with guilt partialed out) is .59, only slightiy
smaller than the zero order correlation of .64. Thus the |ink between
shame and depression does not depend on guilt. The partial correlation
for gullt (with shame partialed out) Iis -.03, virtually 0. Thus gullt
appears to be indirectly linked to depression through its positive

correlation with shame.

Vi. Gender Differences In Shame and Gulilt Proneness

Table 20 shows the means and standard deviations of college males
and females on shame, self-esteem, and guilt scales. Table 21 shows the

correlations between gender and these scales.
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Table 20

Males (N=249) Females (N=677)

Number
Scales of Items M sD M sD
1. General Shame 22 45.83 13.09 46.63 13.85
2. Competence Shame 8 17.33 §.17 18.15 5.44
3. Relationship Shame 6 11.72 3.82 11.37 3.92
4. Dependency Shame 6 12.00 3.71 12.38 4.08
5. Body Shame 8 18.33 §.60 21.86 6.73
6. Cook Shame 11 24.63 6.62 25.21 7.25
7. Rosenberg Self-Esteem 10 38.65 6.46 37.95 7.06
8. Cheek & Buss Self-Esteem 6 23.05 4.02 22.55 4.51
9. Buss & Durkee Gullit 6 17.70 3.86 18.76 3.91
10. Chang & Hunter Guilt 9 27.65 5.57 29.00 6.02
Tablie 21

Correlations between Gender and Shame, Self-Esteem. and Guilt

Gender Gender (with General
Scales Shame Partialed Out)
1. General Shame .02 -
2. Competence Shame .07 .16
3. Relationship Shame -.04 -.15
4. Dependency Shame .05 .04
5. Body Shame .24 .31
6. Cook Shame .04 -
7. Rosenberg Self-Esteem -.04 -
8. Cheek & Buss Self-Esteem -.05 -
9. Buss & Durkee Guilt .15 .16
10. Chang & Hunter Gulilt .11 .11

Note: For the variable of gender, 1 = Male, 2 = Female.
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Table 21 shows that there are no gender differences In general
shame proneness among col lege students. College females do report
experiencing more body shame and slightly more competence shame and
gullt. On the other hand, college males report experiencing slightly

more relationship shame.



DISCUSSION

Much of the contemporary |iterature on shame Is directed to the
questions of definition. What is shame? Does shame Include traits such
as embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-conscliousness, shyness,
or gullit? These questions are answered by the present research.

This research consldered the concept of shame at three levels.
First, there Is the phenomenology of shame. This study produced six
themes used by people In describing their shame experiences. Do these
shame themes describe different affects or do they describe the same
shame affect? Second, there is a literature on the specificity of
shame. Some have argued that shame Is first developed toward particular
aspects of the self and then generalized to the self as a whole. Others
have argued instead that specific aspects of shame differentiate from a
general shame vulnerability. Those who are highly vulnerable to shame
develop shame toward nearly all aspects of the self while those who are
very low In vulnerabillity do not become ashamed of any aspect of the
self. This argument was crystaiized in terms of contrasting path models
for the "shame profile." These contrasting models were labeled as
"conditioning theory" and "vulnerability theory" and were tested In this
research. Third, several concepts closely related to shame were
conslidered: embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-consciousness,

shyness, and guilt. Four theoretical positions towards these

102
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shame-related traits were developed from the |lterature. These
positions were tested In this research.

The first section of the discussion will review the findings of the
study In regard to the questions: What is shame? What Is not shame?
The Semantics of Shame

It Is critical to distinguish between semantic issues and
substantive issues In defining shame. It Is always possible to expand
the word "shame" as broadly as is desired by semantic definition. This
Is broadness by flat.

However, It Is both a scientific and a logical maxim that a word
ceases to be meaningful unless the things denoted by that word are
equivalent in some Important sense. In psychologica! measurement, this
principle Is registered as the search for equivalence. |If two concepts
are to be referred to by using the same word, then there should be som;
Important way In which they are psychologically equivaient. There are
two criteria which were used In this study. First, variables are
equivalent If they are causally equivalent. Second, variables are
equivalent If they are clinically equivalent, that Is, If they relate to
all Important clinical variables In the same way.

Consider causal equivalience. When are two variables causally
equivalent? |If we build a causal model that includes the two variables,
then the model works best If the two varliables are tied together as
measures of one underlying construct (Hunter & Gerbing, 1982). This Is
the psychometric principle of perfect parallelism. Parallelism within a
set of equivalent measures Iis called "Internal consistency" or factor

analytic unidimensionality. Parallelism with respect to variables
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outside the domain of equivalence Is called "external consistency" or
"parallelism." In this sense, embarrassment would only be part of the
shame concept If the measure of embarrassment were causally equivalent
to the measure of shame. |If they are not causally equivalent, then the
two concepts are better considered separately.

Consider clinical equivalence. Two varliables are clinically
equivalent If they relate In an identical! manner to ail Important
clinical variables. For example, |If embarrassment Is to be regarded as
an aspect of shame, then the correlations between embarrassment and
Iimportant clinical variables should exactly match the correlations for
shame. |If there were a match, then maximal correlations would be
obtained by merging the concepts. |If there is not a match, then maximal
multiple correlations would require that the concepts be kept separate.
Mathematically, cliinical equivalence Is a special case of causal
equivalence.

The Shame Themes

How do people describe their shame experiences? A search was made
of the clinical Iliterature, clients’ verbal reports in psychotherapy
sessions, and everyday language. Six shame themes were distilled from
this search: disappointment with oneself (Lewis, 1971; Buss, 1980),
feelings of Inferlority (Adler, 1929, 1931; Alexander, 1938; Mliller,
1985; Novak, 1986), feelings of defectiveness (Wurmser, 1981; Morrison,
1983; Miller, 1985; Coen, 1986; Cook, 1985, 1988a, 1988b), feelings of
worthiessness (Kaufman, 1985), feelings of unimportance which are often
expressed metaphorically as "feeling small" (Mliler, 1985; Cook,. 1985,

1988a, 1988b), and feelings of falling short of one’'s own standards or
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ideals (Plers & Singer, 1953; Lynd, 1958; Morrison, 1983; Mollon, 1984).

Each shame theme was translated into a scale. The analysis showed
that each scale was unidimensional. Thus each affect defined by a shame
theme was successfully measured. The six shame theme clusters are very
highly correlated with each other. These shame themes are internally
consistent and parallel In terms of thelir correlations with outside
variables (l.e., they are externally consistent). Thus the six shame
theme scales satisfy a one factor hlerarchical measurement model. That
factor Is here called the general shame factor. The specific factors
which differentiate the shame theme constructs from the general shame
theme factor are both very small In magnitude and trivial In their
causa! connections to emotlional and soclial functioning.

Thus while six distinct phenomenological patterns to the
description of shame can be Identified, they all refer to the same
underlying affect. Therefore, the combined shame theme scales define
the general shame affect.

Ihe Shame Profile

This study has shown that the shame profile clusters form an
Internally consistent correlation matrix and that they are parallel in
terms of thelir correlations with outside variables. In other words,
they define a unidimensional hlerarchical measurement model. The
underiying trait has been shown to be the same general shame factor as
for the six shame theme scales. This study further shows that the
specific factors In the shame profile become trivial In terms of their
correlations with most of the outside variables once the general shame

factor Is partialed out. That Is to say, the general shame factor Is
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the major causal factor for the significant correlations between the
shame profile factors and the outside variables.

There are a few exceptions. Once the general shame factor Is
partialed out, we do observe that the specific factor In competence
shame still correlates to a siight degree with varliables having to do
with handling of Iinterpersonal situations; and the specific factor In
relationship shame correlates moderately with loneliness and lack of
self-revelation. People suffering from competence shame seem to have
some problem with shyness, lack of assertiveness, and audience anxiety;
tend not to want to be center of attention, or be a leader. People with
relationship shame suffer from loneliness and intimacy problems.

Although some of the specific factors of the shame profile are
correlated with some of the emotional and social varliables, the overall
pattern Is that the specific factors are of little Importance. Thus the
shame profile has a higher order factor which Is general shame and the
specific factors In the shame profile become trivial once the general
shame factor is partialed out. In other words, It Is the susceptibility
to general shame that causes a person to focus on body shame when he or
she has been teased or shamed about his or her body or appearances, or
causes a person to experience competence shame when he or she has been
laughed at for being Incompetent. It is not the specific types of shame
that lead to general shame.

Ihe Shame Complex

Some writers have postulated that shame is the higher order factor

for other shame-related constructs, namely, embarrassment, fear of

exposure, public self-consclousness, shyness, and gullt. Such a
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position Is not supported. When a hierarchical mode! was constructed
with general shame as the higher order factor, the path model did not
fit as the residuals between observed and reproduced correlations are
far from zero. When the effect of general shame was partialed out,
these shame-related traits still correlate with many outside varliables.
In other words, the speclfic factors in embarrassment, fear of exposure,
public self-consclousness, shyness, and guilt are not trivial once the
general shame is partialed out. Furthermore, a question was raised
regarding the possibility that there might be a hierarchical measurement
mode! that could subsume shame, embarrassment, fear of exposure, public
self-conscliousness, shyness, and gulit. That hlerarchical measurement
model did not fit the data. Thus It was shown that shame is well
differentiated from embarrassment, fear of exposure, publiic self-
consclousness, shyness, and gullt.

In the literature, some writers emphasize inferiority as the core
definition of shame (e.g., Alexander, 1938; MIiller, 1985; Novak, 1986);
some emphasize embarrassment or exposure (Lynd, 1958; Schnelider, 1977;
Wurmser, 1981; Kaufman, 1985); some even Include feelings of emptiness
and fragllity (Cook, 1988a, 1988b). Kaufman’'s definition of shame
Inciudes feelings of exposure and Inferiority (or deficlency). Some of
these authors have been shown to have extended the label of "shame" to
affects that are not psychologically equivalent to shame. In
particular, these variables, namely, embarrassment, fear of exposure,
emptiness, and fragillity relate to Important clinical variables very
differently from shame. Therefore, It Is very unwise to confuse these

concepts with shame.
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Cook's Studies (1988a, 1988D)

Cook (1988a) claimed to have evidence showing the shame concept to
be multidimensional. In a more recent study, Cook (1988b) has changed
his position and created one "internalized shame scale" summing across
all the items In his original Inventory. The evidence from the first
study on the factor structure of the original Inventory will be examined
here. The conclusions of both the first and the second study will then
be reconsidered.

Cook (1988a) identified four dimensions Iin his Internalized Shame
Scale. They are named: (1) Inadequacy and deficlency, (2) emptiness
and loneliness, (3) feelings of exposure and self-criticalness, and (4)
feel ings of insignificance and fragiliity. However, Cook did not start
with a theoretically defined measurement model. He used an exploratory
factor analysis procedure to cluster his shame Items and then tried to
name the factors after the fact. One of the potential problems with
exploratory factor analysis Is that It automatically groups Into a
factor (or cluster) any items that correlate highly with one another
regardiess of whether or not they measure the same construct. Indeed
the items need not even have simllar content. This blind reliance on
size of correlation also makes exploratory factor analysis more
vulnerable to sampling error because of caplitailzation on chance.

Let us examine each factor Cook has identified. Items in Factor 1
(inadequacy and deficlency) share a common meaning: that of Novak's
(1986) Inferiority factor and the general shame factor identiflied in
this study. Nine out of ten items Iin Factor 1 are the same items picked

to form the 11-item short form of the ISS for this study. Thus his
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Factor 1 does measure shame.

Factor 2 Is pure and clear In terms of content meaning: The four

items that Cook names "emptiness and Ioneliness" are "| always feel |ike
there is something missing"; "1 have this painful gap within me that |
have not been able to fill"; "I feel empty and unfulfilled"; “My

loneliness is more |like emptiness.” However, Novak (1986) In his study
left out this entire group as they do not share the same content meaning
with shame or inferiority. That Is, Novak rejected Cook’'s Factor 2 on
the basis of Inappropriate content. This study presented clear evidence
showing that such closely related concepts as embarrassment, fear of
exposure, public self-consciousness, shyness, and gullt are distinct
from shame. |t seems unlikely that a concept as different as emptiness
or loneliness would be causally or clinically equivalent to shame.
Although the content of these Items is more "emptiness"” than
“lonelliness," thils study does have direct data on the relationship
between lIoneliness and shame. The correlation between shame and
loneliness is .77 (corrected for attenuation) which Is well less than
1.00. Thus Cook'’'s Factor 2 does not measure shame.

Factor 3 Is not clear. It Is a mixture of four inferiority items
(e.g., "I see myself striving for perfection only to continually fall
short”; "l think others are able to see my defects"), two embarrassment
items ("1 would llke to shrink away when | make a mistake"; "When | feel
embarrassed, | wish | could go back In time and avoid that event"), one
public self-consciousness Item ("I seem always to be either watching
myself or watching others watch me") and one neuroticism (?) item ("I

become confused when my guilt is overwheiming because | am not sure why
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| feel guilty"). Thus only 4 of the 8 items are shame [tems.

Factor 4 Is also mixed. 1[It has three neuroticism (or anxiety)
Items ("At times | feel llke | will break Into a thousand plieces"; "I
replay painful events over and over in my mind until | am overwhelmed”;

“1 feel as If | have lost control over my body functlons and my
feelings"), one inferiority item ("Sometimes | feel no bigger than a
pea"), one embarrassment item ("At times | feel so exposed that | wish
the earth would open up and swalliow me"), and one residual (l.e.,
unclassifiable) item ("| really do not know who | am"). The majority
content of Factor 4 Is neuroticism, though It is not a unidimensional
scale for neuroticism either.

To summarize, on the basis of content analysis and the findings in
Novak ‘s dissertation, Cook’s ISS items can be regrouped into four
clusters: (1) Inadequacy and deficlency (or inferilority), (2)
embarrassment, (3) neuroticism (or anxiety), and (4) emptiness. Thus it
Is understandable that Cook found 4 factors In his Inventory. Cook's
factors did not line up perfectly with the four constructs measured
because of sampling error. However, this analysis shows that Cook'’s
results do not show that shame Is a multidimensional concept but that
Cook’'s inventory contained some Items that are related to concepts other
than shame. Even those authors who Include the concept of embarrassment
as part of their semantic definition of shame do not Include the
concepts of emptiness and neuroticism.

There is a second point to be made about his subscales. Cook did
not correct for attenuation and thus understated the correlations

between the four factors. Once we correct his data for attenuation (see
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Tables 22-23), these factors correlate with each other much higher than
what Cook has thought, especlally In the cross-validation samples. The
fact that most of the correlations for the normal population reach .90
indicates that the exploratory factor analysis did not correctly assign
items to clusters. Thus the potential distinctions between the four

constructs Included In his Iinventory were blurred by sampling error.

Table 22 Table 23
Correlations between Four Correlations between Four Factors
Eactors In Basic Samples In Cross-Yalldation Samples
Factors Factors
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
1 _ 82 85 82 1 _ 84 90 84
2 79 75 .84 2 76  __ 87 90
3 83 72 .87 3 85 70  __ 90
4 75 77 81 _ 4 75 76 79

Note: Correlations below dlagonal are from non-clinical samples and
correlations above diagonal are from clinlical samples.

A reexamination of the results In Cook’'s (1988a) factor analysis
shows that his Inventory Is multidimensional but that the shame concept
Is unidimensional. The multidimensionality In Cook’s inventory stems
from the presence of a scattering of items that do not measure shame but
Instead measure other concepts such as emptiness, embarrassment, and
anxiety. Cook’'s first cluster is a pure shame scale. It was also these

Items which Novak (1986) selected as shame Items on the basis of a



112
content analysis. These Items were used in the present study as the
Cook Shame Scale.

In his more recent study, Cook (1988b) responded to criticisms of
his eariler work by rejecting the hypothesis of multidimensionality.
However, he did not then focus his scale on the pure shame |tems.
Rather he summed across all the items in the inventory. Thus his
“Internalized Shame Scale" Includes the non-shame |tems measuring
emptiness, embarrassment, and anxlety. It Is llkely that these Items
have little impact on the total score which should be very highly
correlated with shame. However, the presence of these Items greatly
confuses the literature on the substantive nature of shame by blurring
the affective nature of shame.

Cook’'s more recent paper (1988b) is also confusing in its relation
to seif-esteem. In the main body of the results, Cook argues that shame
and self-esteem are separate constructs. Yet In several places, Cook
recommends adding 7 self-esteem items to the Internalized Shame Scale.
He does not address the self-contradictory nature of this recommenda-
tion. This issue will be considered further In the later section on the
relationship between shame and self-esteem.

Gender Differences In Shame and Guilt Proneness

This study found no gender differences In general shame proneness
(L = .02). College females do report experiencing more body shame
(L = .24, or .31 with general shame partialed out), slightly more
competence shame (r. = .16 with general shame partialed out), and more
guilt (r = .15, or .16 with general shame partialed out). On the other

hand, college males report experiencing slightly more relationship shame
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(L = -.15 with general shame partialed out).

Four other empirical studies that examined gender differences iIn
shame and guilt proneness were located. Table 24 shows the correlations
between gender and shame proneness In these studies. In the case of
Cook (1988a), only the data for non-clinical samples was used.
Furthermore, since the total scale contains many non-shame Items, the

data for "Scale 1"--the pure shame measure--was used.

Table 24

Investigator Date Sample Size Correlation
Negr i 1978 448 .07 .
Mirman 1984 102 -.11
Harder & Lewis 1987 120 .20
Cook 1988a 1296 .19
This study 1988 926 .02

Ihe Meta-Anaiys|s

Total sample slze = 2892
Average sampie size = 578.4
Ave(r) = .107

var(r) = ,0077

var(e) = .0017

Ave(p) = .11

SD(p) = .08

Chi-square = 22.88 with df = 4

The weighted average correlation between gender and shame proneness
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across these studies with a total sample size of 2892 Iis .11. This
would suggest that women are slightly more shame prone than men.
However, the results are not homogeneous across studies. The chi-square
statistic Is 22.88 (df = 4) which Is highly significant. The key
differences are those for the present result (r = .02, N = 926) which is
.09 below the average and the result from Cook (L = .19, N = 1296) which
is .08 above the average. These departures are small by ordinary
standards, but the sample sizes are 926 and 1296 respectively and thus
both deviations are statistically significant. Furthermore, the two
studies differ from each other: = .02 versus r = .19, a statistically
significant difference of .17. Although there appears to be no
difference In how the studies were run, there Is a large difference in
the study results. |If both studies are removed, the meta-analysis on
the remaining studies yields an average correlation of .07. This Is not
far off from the average of the present finding and the Cook finding:
L = .105. Thus it Is Ilkely that both studies are off by sampling
error. The Cook finding Is too high by more than the usual ol= .05
level and the present study finding Is too low by more than the usual
Ol= .05 level. After all, extreme sampling errors must happen some of
the time. That is, In 1 In 1000 cases, the p = .001 level of sampling
error occurs. It may be that very large sampling errors occurred In
both studies. |If this hypothesis Is correct, then the meta-analysis
provides the best estimate: [ = .11, By whatever standard, the gender
difference on shame proneness Is very small in magnitude.

Table 25 shows the correlations between gender and guilt proneness

In four studies. A meta-analysis was performed on these results. The



1156
weighted average correlation between gender and guilt proneness across
these four studies with a total sample size of 1596 Is .13.
Furthermore, these results are homogeneous across studies. The
estimated variance of population correlations is not positive and the
chi-square statistic Iis 2.76 (df = 3) which Is right at the chance
level. Thus women are slightly more prone to guilt feelings than men.

This Is certainly contrary to what Helen Block Lewis would predict.

Table 25

A Meta-Analysis of Correlations Between Gender and Guilt Proneness In
Eour Studles

Ihe Four Studles
Invest ilgator Date Sample Size Correlation
Negr | 1978 448 .18
Mirman 1984 102 .01
Harder & Lewis 1987 120 .10
This study 1988 926 .13

Ihe Meta-Analysis

Total sampie size = 1596
Average sample size = 399
Ave(r) = .126

var(r) = .00108

var(e) = .,00243

Ave(p) = .13

SD(p) = 0

Chi-square = 2.76 with df = 3

She has postulated that "because of thelir lesser sociability and greater

aggression, and their unfair position of superiority in the world of
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power, [men] are more susceptible to guilt [than women]" (Lewis, 1987a).
The meta-analysis across several studies shows just the opposite: Women
are slightly more guilt prone than men.

To summarize, meta-analyses have shown resuits consistent with the
findings of this study. Women are just slightly more prone to shame
than men (r = .11) and aiso just slightly more prone to guilt than men
(L =.13).

Women are somewhat higher than men on the body shame specific
factor (partial r = .31). This Is not unexpected since women grow up
under greater soclietal pressure to be pretty and to be thin and hence
have a greater tendency to be dissatisfied with thelr weight and looks
(see Siiberstein, Striegeli-Moore, & Rodin, 1987).

Men are slightiy higher than women on the relationship shame
speciflic factor (partlal r = -.15). No previous studies have examined
the gender differences on relationship shame. The currently popular
thinking is that women are more soclalized around relationship building
than men and men are, therefore, more deficlent in their ability to
establish relationships. Another possibility may be that parents tend
to handle thelir girlis with kid gloves but tend to treat their boys with
harsher measures. Boys are soclialized as If thelr feelings do not get
hurt as easlly as giris and hence they may feel less lovable. Again, it
should be pointed out that the correlation Is very smail In magnltude
(L = -.15).

Shame and Self-Esteem
The present study shows that shame and self-esteem are the same

construct. They form two ends of the same dimension. That Is, shame is
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negative self-esteem. Shame and self-esteem as measured by two shame
scales and two self-esteem scales correlate -.92 with each other. These
four scales form a very highly correlated and highly internally
consistent correlation matrix; and they are perfectly parallel with each
other In terms of their correlations with outside variables. If we
examine the semantic meanings of shame and self-esteem Items, they all
share very similar content meanings. It Is, therefore, concluded that
shame and self-esteem are Identical constructs.

Cook (1988a, 1988b) claims that his data show that shame and self-
esteem are distinct constructs. His evidence from both studies will be
reexamined here.

Consider first the earlier study. In this study Cook (1988a) did
not correct his correlations for attenuation and thus those correlations
are understated. Cook measured self-esteem with the Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale. Cook did not report the reliability for the Rosenberg
scale, but It was used In this study and the coefficient alpha was .90.
Table 26 (on next page) presents Cook's correlations corrected for
attenuation. Cook’'s "Scale 1" is the pure measure of shame. It
measures Inferiority (or Inadequacy and deficiency as Cook names It).
That scale correlates -.90 with seif-esteem In a non-clinical sample and
-.99 in sex offenders sample. Thus corrected for attenuation, Cook's
pure shame scale Is perfectly correlated with self-esteem. The scales
which do not correlate perfectly with self-esteem are those which

include extraneous |tems measuring emptiness, embarrassment, or anxiety.



118
Table 26

Correlations of Internalized Shame Scale (ISS) with Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale (with Correction for Attenuation)

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale

Non-Clinical Sample Sex Offenders Sample
ISS Total -.88 -.95
Scale 1 -.90 -.99
Scale 2 -.75 -.94
Scale 3 -.82 -.92
Scale 4 -.72 -.89

In his more recent paper, Cook (1988b) offers a series of muitiple
regression analyses as evidence that shame and self-esteem are different
constructs. Unfortunately, he did not correct for attenuation before
doing these analyses and thus the resuilts were spurious. In essence,
each analyslis took the following form: He created a shame scale summing
across his Inventory but without any self-esteem items. He created a
self-esteem scale using 7 of the Rosenberg self-esteem items. He then
computed the Incremental multiple regression of some dependent variable
onto the shame and self-esteem scales. HIis test for multidimensionality
was to see If adding the second scale would add to the prediction
accuracy generated by the first scale. He did both analyses: shame
followed by self-esteem, and self-esteem followed by shame. He
consistently found that the multiple correlation was larger than either

of the two single scale zero order correlations. He then concluded that
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shame and self-esteem account for different variance in the dependent
varlable and are therefore different constructs.

The error In this reasoning stems from the fact that he did not
correct his correlations for attenuation due to error of measurement.
Thus the Increase In the multiple correlation could be due to a
reduction In error of measurement rather than due to capturing some
second causal agent. Consider an analogous example. Suppose we start
with a 20 Item vocabulary scale that has relilability of .81 and a
correlation of .50 with performance In a psychology class. We then
create two 10 item scales by summing either the even items or the odd
items. The reliablliity of each 10 item scale drops from .81 to .68.
The correlation with class performance drops from .50 to .46. Consider
now Cook’'s (1988b) multiple regression analysis for multidimensionality
applied to the odd and even vocabulary tests. We first compare the
multiple correlation adding the even item test to the odd Iitem test.
The multiple regression will combine the two subtests In a manner
equivalent to adding them back to form the original total test score.
Thus the multiple correlation will be .50 while the correlation for the
odd Item test alone Is .46. Since the even item test adds to the
prediction of class performance, Cook would then conclude that the even
item test measures some construct different from the construct measured
by the odd item test. That conclusion would be false.

This example shows that Cook’s regression analysis Implicitly
assumes that the two constructs to be compared are measured without
error. Since Cook did not correct for attenuation due to error of

measurement, his shame and self-esteem scales were both short of perfect
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measurement. Thus the multiple correlation could be Increased due to
the fact that the combination of the two scales is a more reillable
measure of shame than is elther scale alone. Cook’s hlerarchical
regression findings are thus not evidence of multidimensional ity between
shame and seif-esteem as he claimed.

Consider all the evidence. This study found shame and self-esteem
to be virtually perfectly correlated. Even more Important, shame and
self-esteem are perfectly parallel In their correlations with outside
variables. Thus they are causally and clinically equivalent. The pure
Cook shame scale (his "scale 1" In Cook, 1988a) also correlated
perfectly with self-esteem. Examination of the correlations with
outside variables In both Cook’s papers (1988a, 1988b) showed that shame
and self-esteem were perfectly paralle! in this data too. Thus Cook’s
data Is not Iinconsistent with the present findings. Finally, Cook
(1988b) did not correct for attenuation due to error of measurement and
hence his hierarchical regression analyses could confound an increase In
reliabllity with multidimensionality. Thus Cook’s findings are all
consistent with the hypothesis that shame and self-esteem are the same
construct.

In short, even though Cook (1988a, 1988b) has argued that shame and
self-esteem are distinct constructs, a reanalysis of his data showed
that he too found them to be virtually perfectly correlated.
Shame and Gullt

This study has shown that shame and gulit are distinct from each
other. At the level of zero order correlation, they correlate .52

(corrected for attenuation) with each other. This Is consistent with
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the correlation of .48 (uncorrected for attenuation) between "shame" and
"gullt" scales obtained In the meta-analysis of nine previous studies.
Furthermore, from the point of view of a hierarchical measurement model,
it has been shown that shame and gullt are not equivalent to each other.
This Is consistent with the clinical literature spearheaded by Alexander
(1938), Plers and Singer (1953), and Lewis (1971) that has emphasized
the distinction between shame and gulilt.

It appears that the role of guilt as a contributing factor in
emotional difficulties has been overrated in the cliinical Iliterature.
Researchers have been misied by considering correlations for guilt in
isolation rather than in comparison to results for shame. Whenever
guilt Is correlated with emotional problems without taking shame or
self-esteem into account, gullt corre!atos substantially with emotional
difficulties. However, once shame is held constant, many of the partial
correlations for guilt drop to 0. The reverse Is not true. When gullt
is partialed out, the correlations for shame drop by very little.

In predicting feelings of well-being--depression, anxiety,
lonel iness, and |ife satisfaction--guilt appears to be relevant only
because It Is an Indirect iIndicator of shame. That is, It appears that
trait gullt Is a causal consequence of shame and that It Is not a causal
antecedent of feelings of emotional well-being. |f shame is measured,
then guilt will make no further contribution to the understanding of any
of these measures. In particular, the present results suggest that
gullt will not make an independent contribution to the understanding of
depression.

The partial correlations for gullt do not vanish for the emotlional
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measures that are most closely related to social functioning:
assertiveness, resentment, audience anxiety, and anger. Thus gullt may
be a causal determinant of some of these measures of social functioning.
Shame, Guilt, and Depression

There Is a long history of psychoanalytic theorizing that negative
self-esteem is a key factor In depression (Freud, 1917; Rado, 1928;
Fenichel, 1945; Bibring, 1953; Jacobson, 19583, 1964, 1971, 1975). This
hypothesis predicts a negative correlation between self-esteem and
depression. That predictlion has been borne out (Harrow & Amdur, 1971;
Smith, 1972; Prosen, Clark, Harrow, & Fawcett, 1983). |If we equate
shame with negative self-esteem, as this study has shown, then that
evidence shows a positive correlation between shame and depression.
This study found a correlation of .64 between shame and depression.

There has also been a long history of theorizing that guilt is a
causal determinant of depression. This would Imply that guilt and
depression are positively correlated. This too has been found In the
literature (Harrow & Amdur, 1971; Prosen, Clark, Harrow, & Fawcett,
1983). This study found a correlation of .31 between guilt and
depression.

The findings relating guilt to shame for personality in general
suggest that while guliit Is correlated with depression at the zero order
level, this correlation is spurious (in the language of path analysis).
If shame Is held constant, then gullit should not be correlated with
depression. At least one group of researchers have suggested that
“negative self-esteem" (i.e., shame) rather than guilt forms a

cornerstone In depressed patients of all types (Prosen, Clark, Harrow, &
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Fawcett, 1983). The findings of this study are consistent with their
conclusion.

Other studies have found results for guilt and shame consistent
with the findings of this study. A higher order confirmatory factor
analysis was performed on Hoblitzelle’'s data (Hoblitzelle, 1987) and It
was found that guilt as measured by her Adapted Shame/Guilt Scale (ASGS)
correlates .20 with depression with shame partialed out whereas shame
(as a higher order factor for ASGS shame, Beall Shame-Guilt Test shame,
and Fear of Appearing Incompetent) correlates .68 with depression with
guilt partialed out.

Another higher order confirmatory factor analysis was performed on
Harder and Lewis‘’s data (Harder & Lewis, 1987) and It was found that
guilt (as a higher order factor for Personal Feelings Questionnaire
guilt and Situational Upset Scale guilt) correlates -.19 with depression
with shame partialed out whereas shame (as a higher order factor for PFQ
shame, Kaplan‘'s self-derogation, Eagly’'s negative self-esteem, and
Rosenberg‘s instabllity of self-image) correlates .74 with depression
with gullt partialed out. The results of these two higher order factor
analyses are Included in Table B-10 and B-11 in the Appendix.

In the two studies reanalyzed, the partial correlations between
guilt and depression with shame held constant were +.20 and -.19, an
average value of 0. The partial correlations for shame with depression
with guilt held constant were .68 and .74, an average value of .71. The
present study found a partial correlation of -.03 between guilt and
depression with shame held constant (Table 19), a value exactly

consistent with the other studies. The present study found a partial
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correlation of .59 between shame and depression with guliit held constant
(Table 19), a value not significantly different from the average of the
other studies.
Implications for Clinical Psychology and Personallty Theory

Four key Iissues will be discussed with regard to the Implications
the findings in this study have for clinical treatment and personality
theory. One iIssue Is related to the causal relationship between general
shame and specific shame (i.e., shame profile). Should psychotherapy
focus on specific shame or on general shame? The second issue Is the
use of language In psychotherapy and everyday life Iin regard to
exper iences related to shame, embarrassment, fear of exposure, public
self-consclousness, shyness, and guilt. The third Issue is whether to
focus on gullt or on shame In the treatment of depression. The last
Issue Is the developmental theory of shame.
Clinical Implications of General Shame versus Speclfic Shame

The hlerarchical measurement model relating general shame and the
specific shame profile shows that general shame is causally antecedent
to specific shame. In the long run, any changes In general shame will
be passed on to all or most of the specific shame dispositions.
However, the reverse is not true. In the long run, the specific shame
profile components adjust to be consistent with general shame. Thus
changes on specific shame will tend to be unstable.

What are the implications for psychotherapy? There are
implications for both diagnosis and treatment. Conslider clinical
diagnosis. In the initial Interview, the client who suffers from shame

often emphasizes shame with respect to some aspect of the seif, namely,



125
that specific shame which Is most intense or most persistent, say body
shame. The therapist should be alert to the fact that people who are
high on any one dimension of specific shame are usually high on general
shame. Thus the client probably exper iences shame about most aspects of
the seif. The speciflc aspect stressed In the Initial Interview is
likely to be the most extreme of the specific shame factors since that
Is what makes it salient to the client. But many other aspects may be
nearly as painful. Furthermore, the total pain due to shame experlence
across the minor aspects may be greater than that for the one most
extreme aspect.

Consider the Iimplications for treatment. The causal implications
of the hilerarchical measurement model are that changes In specific shame
may be transitory while changes In general! shame generalize to all the
specific aspects. If general shame can be reduced, then over time there
should be a corresponding decrease In all specific shame aspects. Thus
the therapist may be better off to treat the client for general shame
rather than the specific shame emphasized by the client In the initlal
clinical Interview. Consider first the Iimplications for treatment
focused on the extreme aspect emphasized In the Initial Interview.
Focused treatment of specific shame aspects may not generalize to
general shame. Thus the client will be treated for only that one aspect
of shame and not for the many other aspects of shame that are probably
present. Furthermore, If the specific factors tend to be transitory
over time, then there may be a tendency for the focal aspect to return

to Its original high level after therapy.
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Clinical Implication For Language Describing Emotions

Language that describs emotions is used at three different levels
in clinical work. First, there is communication between professionals
on personality theory. Second, there Is the language used by therapists
when talking to clients. Third, there Is the language used by cllients
talking to therapists. This study has findings relevant to all three
levels.

Consider communication between professionals. This can be regarded
as the focus of the present study: to clear up confusions and
ambiguities as to what is and what Is not shame. This study has shown
that most of the clinicial literature has been too broad, that too many
different concepts have been Iinappropriately grouped under the label of
"shame." Some clinicians have referred to shame-related traits or
emot lons such as embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-
conscliousness, and shyness as a "shame family of emotlions" (e.g.,
Wurmser, 1981; Nathanson, 1987). Morrison (1983) used shame to subsume
many "closely enough related" emotions. The findings of this study show
that at the level of zero order correlations shame is differentiated
from embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-consciousness,
shyness, and gullt. Furthermore, It has been shown that shame Is pot
the higher order factor for these related traits or emotions. This is
contrary to the "shame famlly of emotions"” hypothesis.

Consider now the language used by therapists talking to clients.
Empathic understanding has been shown to be very important In counseling
and psychotherapy (e.g., Carl Rogers, Heinz Kohut). Having a clinical

language that speaks to and further clariflies cllients’ experiences is
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most essential In helping relationships. There are two ways that
current language use can confuse understanding. First, the client may
use the right word but the therapist makes a false Inner translation.
Second, the client may use the wrong word and the therapist may not ask
the follow-up questions that would properly identify the affect.

Consider false translation by the therapist of the correct word
used by the client. Some contemporary therapists are prone to translate
many other affects into shame. Suppose the client refers to feelings of
"embarrassment" or "shyness." Just because someone reports feeling
embarrassed It does not necessarily mean that they feel ashamed. A
person can feel shy without feeling ashamed; or guilty without feeling
ashamed. Thus the current tendency to treat many negative affects as
shame leads to a high probability of false Interpretation by the
therapist. It Is also Ilikely that cllients would be confused if they
talk about "shyness"--most often a fear of strangers--and their
theraplist responds with questions about "shame."

Consider false acceptance by the therapist of a wrong word used by
the client. The word "shame" Is often used by ordinary people for other
affects such as embarrassment or guilt. Thus, some cllients may say "I
feel ashamed of myself" when they actually mean embarrassment. A
therapist preset to transliate many negative affects into shame will not
think to question the word used by the client. It is wise for the
therapist to try out other words or descriptive phrases to make sure
that the actual affect Is ldentified accurately.

Even after science teaches therapists how to use their words with

precision, ordinary people will continue to use words In the rough
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manner as the present. There are two Implications. First, therapists
should use clarifying responses to correctiy identify the affect.
Second, therapists may be able to train clients to improve their
emotional language. There was once a therapy derived from General
Semantics which had some success just by focusing on identifying
illogical bellefs and by making éllents aware of them (Korzybski, 1933).
That therapy did look for logical errors In addition to wrongful word
use, but Incorrect word use was a frequent cause of Illoglcal
general izatlion and accompanying false bellefs.
Clinical Implications for the Treatment of Depression by Focusing on
Shame or Guilt

Many traditional treatments of depression focus on guilt. The
findings of this study are that gullt Is only related to depression
because It Is an indicator for shame. As shame has been shown to be a
more Important factor In depression than guilt the treatment of
depression should focus on shame rather than gullt. Lewis (1971, 1979,
1987a) has written amply on the focus of shame In treating depression.
Describing the clinical features of affective disorders In Comprehensive
Jextbook of Psychiatry, Lehmann (1985) stated that "feelings of personal
inadequacy [1.e., shame] seem to have replaced guilt feelings" (p.794).
Developmental Theory of Shame

Two contrasting theoretical models of shame have been proposed in
the shame |iterature (Novak, 1986). One is the shame profile model
(Joffe, 1984; Kaufman, In press) which says that shame affect first
becomes associated with particular aspects of oneself or with particular

situations. It then generalizes to shame about the whole self. The
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second mode!l suggests, instead, that differences In shame vulnerability
lead to differences In the extent of specific kinds of shame. According
to this theory, general shame measures shame vulnerability. Therefore,
“vulnerability theory" can be rephrased to say that the specific kinds
of shame (l.e., shame profile components) develop from general shame.
The first model Is called "conditioning theory"; and the second model
"vulnerabllity theory." The findings In this study support the
"vulnerability theory" of shame and disconfirm the predictions of
“conditioning theory."
Euture Directions

A large body of research |iterature on self-esteem has been
accumulated over the past half century. Only In the past decade or so
have writers and researchers started to focus on shame. The findings of
this study show that, at the trait level, shame and self-esteem are
ldentical constructs. Thus researchers can start to bridge the two
fields. Quantitatively oriented researchers can utilize the meta-
analytic methods to sort through such a rich jungie of empirical
findings.

The major focus of this study was the measurement of shame. The
next step Iis to builld causal models of shame. Some very Important
research questions are: What are the causal antecedents to shame? What
makes one person susceptible to shame while another Is Immune to It?
Are there genetic bases for shame? What are the consequences of shame?
Are there different sets of causal antecedents for shame, embarrassment,
fear of exposure, public self-conscliousness, shyness, and guilt? How

are these traits different from each other substantively?
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As scales have been constructed to measure shame, embarrassment,
shyness, audience anxiety, and publlic self-consciousness, the Buss
(1980) mode!l of self-consclousness and soclial anxiety can be put to
empirical test.

Some questions can be asked: What are the relationships between
shame, pathological narcissism, and healthy narclissism? What about
shame and irrational beliefs? Shame and alexithymia?

Shame has been shown to be related very substantially to emotional
problems. Thus, It Iis of great practical Iimportance to explore what to
do about or how to cope with shame. Much of the focus in psychotherapy

sessions deals with Issues about shame and self-esteem.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUS IONS

In the recent past the concept of shame has assumed an Increasingly
Important position In the clinical literature on psychopathology and
psychotherapy. However, the concept of shame has not had adequate
theoretical development and hence has not produced an empirically
ver | fied measurement model. Therefore, this study had two goals.
Definition and measurement of shame were the first priority of this
study. Second, this study sought answers to a number of ciinically
relevant questions about shame. What Is the relationship between shame
and self-esteem? What Iis the relationship between shame and guilt? How
does shame develop? Should treatment for shame focus on specific shame
aspects or on general shame vulnerablility? Are there large gender
differences on shame and gullt proneness?

This study was a cross-sectional study of correlations based on a
non-clinical sample of 926 college students. A large number of [tems
were generated in order to fully Iinvestigate a wide variety of concepts
associated with the concept of shame. Scales were found or constructed
to measure six shame themes, four components of the shame profile, and
five shame-related traits (i.e., embarrassment, fear of exposure, public
self-conscliousness, shyness, and gullt). The clinical relevance and
causal equivalence of variables were assessed by measuring variables

that assess the quality of emotional and social functioning. Variables
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that measure emotional well-being or problems are: depression, anxiety,
anger, loneliness, assertiveness, satisfaction with life, and
resentment. Varliables that measure soclal functioning are: conformity,
egocentrism, exhibitionism, dominance, self-revelation, competitiveness,
need for approval, and audience anxiety.
The Definition and Measurement of Shame

This study sought a scientific definition of shame that would
include concepts that are causally and clinically equivalent to each
other but exclude concepts that are not equivalent. Six themes were
distillied from clinical llterature and clients’ reports of thelir shame
experliences. Six scales were constructed, one for each shame theme.
The data showed each scale to be internally and externally consistent.
It was shown that at the level of a hlierarchical measurement model, the
six shame theme constructs are causally equivalent to each other and
thus unambiguously define a general factor. The general factor for
these shame themes Is callied “"general shame."

Some authors have argued that there are many shame traits: one for
each aspect of the self toward which the person might feel shame. This
has been crystalized in the concept of "shame profile": four major
shame traits for competence shame, relationship shame, body shame, and
character shame. A scale was constructed for each component of the
shame proflile. The results showed that the character shame scale
defined only a narrower shame aspect called dependency shame. The four
scales were internally and externally consistent. FIit of a hierarchical
measurement model showed that the four components of the shame profile

are causally equivalent to each other. Thus they unambiguously define a
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general factor. That general factor Is identical to the general factor
for the shame theme scales. Thus the same construct of general shame
captures all the clinically relevant information In the Items of the six
shame theme scales and the four shame profile scales.
Shame and Related Traits

var lous authors have postulated a number of theories relating shame
to embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-consciousness, shyness,
and guilit. These five concepts are referred to as the "shame-related
traits.” Scales were found or constructed for each of the five shame-
related traits. Four theoretical positions were ldentified from the
literature and were tested In this study. Some authors have argued that
one or more of the shame-related affects are actually forms of shame and
thus would be Identical to shame at the trait level. The results showed
that not one of the shame-related tralits Is identical to shame. Some
authors have argued that one or more of the shame-related affects Is a
variant of shame. Thus, while that trait might not be identical to
shame at the trait level, It would be causally equivalent. The data
showed that none of the shame-related traits is causally equivalent to
shame. Some authors have argued that shame and the five related tralts
form a larger complex of variations from an underlying higher order
factor (e.g., social anxiety). At the level of a hlerarchical measure-
ment model, these tralts would be causally equivalent to each other.
The data showed that this, too, Is false. In other words, these shame-
related affects are pnot varliations of shame at any level. The affects
of embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-consciousness, shyness,

and gullt are all distinct from shame at both the state and trait level.
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Shame and Self-esteem

The most sallient clinical variable that would be expected to be
related to shame Is self-esteem. This study hypothesized that shame and
self-esteem are simply the two ends of the same bipolar dimension.
Self-esteem was measured by the two most commonly used scales In the
literature: the Rosenberg scale and the Cheek and Buss scale. The data
showed that shame and seif-esteem are Identical constructs. They are
almost perfectly negatively correlated (r = -.92, corrected for
attenuation). More Importantly, they are perfectiy parallel in their
correlations with aill outside variables. Thus they are causally and
clinically equivalent. From the point of view of a hierarchical
measurement model, they are unidimensional by both the test for internal
consistency and the test for parallellsm. In short, shame and self-
esteem are the same dimension.
Shame and Guilt

This study found a correlation of .52 (corrected for attenuation)
between shame and gullt, a correlation close to the average correlation
of .48 (uncorrected for attenuation) In a meta-analysis across several
studies. Furthermore, from the point of view of a hierarchical
measurement model, It was shown that shame and gullt are not equivalent
to each other. It was, therefore, concluded that shame and gullt are
two distinct traits.
Shame, Guilt, and Depression

This study found that shame correlates more highly with depression
than guilt does. The method of partial correlation showed that gullt

does not correlate with depression when shame Is partialed out whereas
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shame still correlates quite highly with depression when guiit is
partialed out. Similar results consistent with this study were found by
applying the method of partial correlation on the data of two other
studies (Harder & Lewis, 1987; Hoblitzelle, 1987). It was concluded
that the role of guilt has been overstated in the literature of
depression.
Gender Differences in Shame and Guilt Proneness

Gender differences were examined. In this study there was no
difference between men and women on shame proneness. However, a meta-
analysis showed that the average correlation across several studies Is
.11. It was concluded that the present study probably had a value that
was low by sampling error. Thus women are glightly more vuinerable to
shame than men.

Gender differences on guilt proneness were also examined. The
difference In this study was smalil (r = .13). This exactly matched the
value found In a meta-analysis. Thus women are also slightly more
vulnerable to guilt than men. This Is contrary to what Helen Block
Lewis would predict.

Gender differences on specific aspects of shame were also examined.
Women are higher on body shame than would be predicted from the
difference on general shame (partial r = .31). This presumably reflects
the societal focus on good looks In women. Men are sliightly higher on
relationship shame than would be predicted from the difference on
general shame (partial r = -.15). The currently popular thinking Is
that women are more socialized around relationship bullding than men and

men are, therefore, more deficient In their ability to establish



136
relationships and hence slightly more prone to feel uniovable. Another
possibility may be that parents tend to handie their giris with kid
gloves but tend to treat their boys with harsher measures. Boys are
socialized as If their feelings do not get hurt as easily as giris and
hence they may feel less lovable.
implications for Language Use In Therapy

This study has shown that In the clinicial literature too many
concepts have been grouped Inappropriately under the label of “shame."
Some cliniclans have referred to shame-related tralts or emotions such
as embarrassment, fear of exposure, public self-conscliousness, and
shyness as the "shame family of emotions" (Wurmser, 1981; Nathanson,
1987). The findings of this study show that at the level of zero order
correlations shame is differentiated from embarrassment, fear of
exposure, public self-consclousness, shyness, and gullt. Furthermore,
it has been shown that shame is not the higher order factor for these
related traits or emotions. This Is contrary to the “shame family of
emot ions" hypothesis.

The Implication for language use In psychotherapy Is that
therapists need to pay more attention to the feeling words that cllients
use in describing their emotional experiences. It Is unwise for
therapists to use these feeling words too loosely or Iinterchangeably.
This often may confuse clients. For example, clients may be confused |f
they talk about "shyness"--most often a fear of strangers--and their
therapist responds with questions about "shame." Accurate and empathic
understanding of clients’ affective experiences has been shown to be

essential In psychotherapy (e.g., Carl Rogers, Heinz Kohut).
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Shame Therapy: To Focus on General Shame Or Specific Shame?

The hlerarchlical measurement mode! relating general shame and the
specific shame profile shows that general shame Is causally antecedent
to specific shame. In the long run, any changes in general shame wil|
be passed on to all or most of the specific shame dispositions.

However, the reverse is not true. That iIs, treatment of specific shame
would have no impact on the underliying shame vulnerability. In other
words, changes In specific shame may be transitory and may not
generalize to general shame. Thus the therapist may be better off
treating the client for general shame rather than the specific shame
emphasized by the cliient In the Initlal clinical interview. Treatment
of specific shame would have Ilittlie long term benefit.

The Development of Shame

Two contrasting theoretical models of shame have been proposed in”
the shame I|iterature. One is the shame profile mode! which says that
shame affect first becomes assoclated with particular aspects of oneself
or with particular situations. It then generalilizes to shame about the
whole self. The second model suggests, instead, that differences In
shame vulnerablility lead to differences in the extent of all specific
kinds of shame. In other words, specific kinds of shame develop from
general shame. The first model Is called “conditioning theory;" and the
second model “"vulnerabllity theory.” The findings In this study support
the "vuinerability theory" of shame and disconfirm the predictions of

“conditioning theory."



APPENDIX A-1

An Outline of Kaufman’'s Developmental Theory of Shame



An outline of Kaufman's theory is given here. The interested
reader is referred to his forthcoming book, The Psychology of Shame:
Iheory and Treatment of Shame-Based Syndromes (in press) and Shame: The
Power of Caring (1985).

It Is beyond the scope of this study to give a comprehensive
treatment of Kaufman’s theory of shame. Only four aspects of his theory
will be mentioned here.

First, Kaufman postulates some Innate factors which include
different innate thresholds for the activation of shame affect for
different Individuals, varlations In the actual strengths of innate
shame affect In different individuals, and temperament (e.g.,
introversion vs. extroversion). These factors are used to account for
Iindividual differences. Kaufman’'s Innate factors include an innate
predisposition or susceptibility to shame independent of shaming
exper iences; however, this Is not the dominant position he takes.

Second, he conceptualizes the internalization process of shame
affect: He sees shame internalization as a very significant
developmental process. "Prlor to internalization, shame remains a
feeling which Is generated and then passes on, whereas following
internalization, shame can be prolonged indefinitely" (Kaufman, 1985,
pP. 7). Through this iInternalizing process, shame can spread throughout
the self, ultimately shaping one’'s emerging ldentity. He postulates
four contributing sources of Internallization which Include developments
of affect-shame binds, drive-shame binds, Interpersonal need-shame
binds, and purpose-shame binds. For example, any affect that meets with

sufficient shaming can develop Into an affect-shame bind; that is to
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say, the expression of that particular affect becomes bound and
controlled by shame. The same process takes place with regard to
expressions of drive, Interpersonal needs, and purpose; that Is, they
become drive-shame binds, interpersonal need-shame binds, and purpose-
shame binds. In other words, expressions of these four basic human
motivational systems are now bound and associated with shame. This
aspect of Kaufman's theory Is clearly a “conditioning theory." This is
the dominant position Kaufman has taken on shame development.

Third, Kaufman postulates the magnification process: Shame about
particular attributes of the self becomes magnified to Include shame
about the whole self via imagery and language. These isolated shame
experiences are Initially Induced interpersonally and they are stored in
memory In the form of scenes. Through language, one comes to iInterpret
separate shame experiences as signifying essential meanings about the
self. Scenes of shame fuse together, thereby magnifying each other and
generating a “"script" (in Tomkins’s sense) of shame about the self.

Lastly, Kaufman postulates a developmental process of the shame
profile: He views the shame profile as emerging across time. He
postulates that the first stage of magnification of shame affect
Includes four primary shame scene dimensions: purpose shame, affect
shame, drive shame, and interpersonal need shame. The second stage of
magnification fuses these into: competence shame, body shame, and
relationship shame. The final stage of magnification is character shame
(or shame-based ldentity). The three stages of magnification are

dlagramed as follows (Kaufman, In press):
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Stage 111 Character Shame
Stage 11 Competence Body Relationship
Shame Shame Shame
Stage | Purpose- Affect- Drive- Interpersonal
Shame Shame Shame Need-Shame
Scenes Scenes Scenes Scenes

Eigure 11. Stages in psychological magnification.

Kaufman advocates a longitudinal methodology to study the
developmental theory of shame; that is, data on changes In developing
children over time would be more direct and relevant In testing his
developmental theory of shame.

it should be pointed out that this study did not test all aspects
of Kaufman’s theory which Is much more elaborate and extensive. This
study focused on some aspects of his developmental theory, I.e., the
concept of shame profile and the Issue of generality vs. specificity of

shame.



APPEND IX A-2

Inventory Filled Out by Study Subjects



Directions: Please Read Carefully! And Do Not Skip Any ltems!

Mark your responses to the questionnaire items on the IWO enclosed
machine-scoreable answer sheets. Please use PENCIL as these sheets will
be scanned by machine.

Each section of the questionnaires Is preceded by a direction and a
response key. Read them first. Then respond to the items In that
section using that key.

On the EIRST answer sheet (hlue), please enter your responses to
items #1 through #200 and stop right on item #200 on the answer sheet.
Then for your reponses to item #201 through #277, please enter them on
the SECOND answer sheet (rad). That Is to say, answer #1 Is for your
response to item #201; answer #2 Is for your response to Item #202...
answer #77 is for your response to Item #277.

ltem # Answer ¢
1 1
2 All on the first
. answer sheet (bhlue)
200 200
201 > 1
202 > 2 All on the second
. . answer sheet (rad)
277 > 77 -

Please be sure that the Item numbers correspond to the answer
numbers on the answer sheets as |llustrated above.

Do not enter your name or student number anywhere on the answer
sheets.

Please return the questionnaires and two answer sheets to: Room
133, Snyder Hall, Department of Psychology. 9am-12 noon. Monday-Friday!'!

Ihank you and hope this wil] be a meaningful experience for you!
Before you get started, please complete the following:

Today's Date Your Age

On both machine-scoreable answer sheets, please blacken F In the

SEX column if you are a female student, and blacken M If you are a male
student.
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A number of statements which people have used to describe
themselves are given below. Read each statement and fill In the proper
place on the answer sheet to Indicate how you generally feel. There are
no right or wrong answers. Do Not Spend Too Much Time On Any One
Statement but give the answer that describes how you generaliy feel.
Please Do Not Skip Any ltems. Use the following key:

1= Never _2= Sejdom 3= Sometimes 4= Often S= Almost Always
1. | am “calm, cool, and collected."”
2. | don‘t lIlke my physical appearance.
3. | feel llke | am never qulite good enough.
4. | have a flery temper.
§. | feel ashamed for being an emotionally weak person.
6. | lack companionship.
7. | feel somehow left out.
8. | feel | am Jjust as good as my friends.
9. | am happy.
10. | think that people look down on me.
11. | see others as being more mature than me emotionaily.
12. | feel uniovable.
13. Compared to other people | feel like | somehow never measure up.
14. | am quick-tempered.
15. | feel ashamed for being overly emotional.
16. | scold myself and put myself down.
17. | feel ashamed for not being more independent.
18. | see myseif as being very small and Insignificant.
19. | feel disappointed In myself.
20. | say to myself, “how could anyone really love me or care about me?"
21. | can easily describe myself as self-confident.
22. | feel defective as a person, as If something is basically wrong
with me.
23. | am down on myself for any character flaws In me.
24. | feel as If there Iis something repuisive about my body.
25. | feel like | don’'t belong.
26. | feel ashamed for needing a lot of advice and support from others.
27. | am worthy of being loved.
28. When someone ignores me, | cannot help wondering what Is wrong with
me.
29. | feel unwelcome, unwanted by others.
30. | feel competent as a person.
31. | can’'t seem to do anything right.
32. | put myself down for being incompetent.
33. | always seem to fall short of what | aspire to be.
34. There is no one | can turn to.
35. | feel very inadequate as a person.
36. | have disturbing thoughts.
37. | doubt that anyone will ever love me or accept me.
38. | am a hotheaded person.
39. | feel ashamed for being too dependent on others.
40. | am an outgoing person.
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42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
§0.
51.
52.
53.
54.
§5.

56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
8§5.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
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| am a worthwhile person.

I am content.

It makes me furious when | am criticlzed In front of others.
| feel left out.

feel like a fallure.

feel secure.

get angry when |I‘'m slowed down by others’ mistakes.

feel isolated from others.

feel like | am not worthy of being loved.
become tense and upset when | think about my present concerns.
feel like | am good for nothing.

get Infuriated when | do a good Job and get poor evaluation.
can find companionship when | want it.

Compared to other people | feel like | don‘t measure up.

| feel that difficulties are piling up so that | cannot overcome
them.

| feel so unimportant, just Iike a nobody.

fly off the handle.

am unhappy being so withdrawn.

feel worthless as a person.

worry too much over something that really doesn’t matter.

feel that | look ugly.

see myself as Intact and without personal defects.

don‘t have confidence In myself.

find that | don‘t live up to my own standards or ideals.

feel annoyed when | am not given recognition for doing good work.
don‘t like myself.

don‘t feel competent In most things.

People are around me but not with me.

I feel llke a useless person.

| feel intensely inadequate and full of self doubt.

Some unimportant thought runs through my mind and bothers me.

| can easily describe myself as good-looking and attractive.
When | get mad, | say nasty things.

| feel | am a complete fallure as a person.

| feel pleasant.

| feel ashamed of myself.

| see myself striving for perfection only to contlnually fall short.
|

|

feel very unattractive.
fee!l unsure of myself.
| am pleased with myself.
When | compare myself to others | am just not as important.

| am ashamed of my body.

When | get frustrated, | feel like hitting someone.

It Is difficult for me to accept a compliment.

| feel like | am just not quite good enough.

| feel ashamed of my weight.

| feel Inferior to most of my friends.

| feel there Is something defective in my character.

| feel so Insignificant to others that | feel as If | aminvisible.
| hate certain parts of my body because they make me 100k

unattractive.
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You are to read each of the following statements and decide if the
statement Is true of you or not. You then flll out the corresponding
space on the enclosed machine scoreable answer sheet using the following
key:

Strongly Dlisagree

1=
2 = Disagree
3 = Uncertain or Indifferent
4 = Agree
§ = Strongly Agree
91. On the whole, | am satisfied with myselif.
92. |'m concerned about what other people think of me.
93. The few times | have cheated, | have suffered unbearable feelings
of gulilt. .

94. Most people seem to be more aggressive and assertive than | am.
95. At times | think | am no good at all.

96. | usually worry about making a good impression.

97. It bothers me that | did not do more for my parents.

98. | have hesltated to make or accept dates because of "shyness."
99. | feel that | have a number of good qualities.

100. |I'm concerned about the way | present myself.

101. | have done many things that made me feel gullty afterwards.

102. When the food served at a restaurant Is not done to my satisfac-
tion, | complain about It to the waliter or waitress.

103. | am able to do things as well as most other people.
104. |I'm self-consclous about the way | look.
105. | am concerned about being forgiven for my sins or wrongdoings.

106. If a salesperson has gone to a lot of trouble to show me something
which | don‘t really like, | have a hard time saying "No."

107. | feel | do not have much to be proud of.

108. I'm usually aware of my appearance.

109. When | do wrong, my consclence punishes me severely.

110. | enjoy starting conversations with new acquaintances and
strangers.

111. | certalnly feel useless at times.

112. One of the last things | do before leaving the house Is look In the
mirror.

113. | often feel that | have not Iived the right kind of life.

114. | often don‘t know what to say to attractive persons of the
opposite sex.

115. | feel that I‘'m a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with
others

116. 1‘'m concerned about my style of doing things.

117. | sometimes have bad thoughts which make me feel awful about
myself.

118. | will hesitate to make phone calls to business establishments and
Institutions.

119. | wish | could have more respect for myself.

120. | reflect about myseif a lot.
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140.
141,
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143.
144,
145.
146.
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148.

149.
150.
151.
152.
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154.

156.
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| would rather apply for a Job or for admission to a college by

writing

All In

find

letters than going through with personal Interviews.

all, | am Inclined to feel that | am a falilure.
I'm generally attentive to my inner feelings.
| often feel guility.

Strongly Dlisagree
Disagree

Uncertain or Indifferent
Agree

Strongly Agree

AhWN =
(I B B B )

It embarrassing to return merchandise.
take a poslitive attitude toward myself.

have felt very guilty for letting down those close to me.
have avolided asking questions for fear of sounding stupid.

| have a

|
|
I'm always trying to figure myself out.
|
|

low opinion of myself.

I'm constantly examining my motives.

It bothers me that

members.
| am open and frank about my feelings.

| often wish
I1’'m alert to changes

| have not done more for my parents or family

| were someone else.
in my mood.

| have felt very gulilty for not being there when someone close to
me needed me.
| often have a hard time saying "No."
inmy life.

| tend to scrutinize myseif.
| often feel very guilty afterwards.
| tend to bottle up my feelings rather than make a scene.

Things are all mixed up

When |

I‘'m fairly sure of myself.

Genera

let my anger out

Ily, 1'm not very aware of myself.
| feel horrible for having hostile feelings toward other people.
| complain about poor service in a restaurant and elsewhere.

faillure.

I’'m aware of the way my mind works when | work through a problem.

Somet imes

| cannot forgive myself for how | have treated others,

for the hurt feelings | have caused.

If a couple near me In a theater or at a lecture were conversing
loudly, | would ask them to be quiet or take their
conversation elsewhere.

rather

| am basically worthwhile.

I'm often the subject of my own fantasies.
In the past few years | have felt so guilty that | may do something

terrib

le to myself.

Anyone attempting to push ahead of me In a line is In for a good

battle

| sometimes have the feeling that |I'm off somewhere watching

myself

Sometimes | hurt people

about

It afterwards.

love or care for and feel very guilty
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| am quick to express an opinion.

| often cannot forgive myself for having caused deep palin In those
| love or care for.

| often feel guilty for being better off than my family members.
1'd llke to shrink away when | make a fool of myself In public.

| often feel llke | don’t want to be seen.

| am soclally somewhat awkward.

wWhen | become embarrassed, | would llke to go hide In the corner.
| often worry that | might do something Inappropriate In soclal
slituations.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Uncertain or Indifferent
Agree

Strongly Agree

NAWN =
(N B B B

I find It hard to talk to strangers.

When | am embarrassed, | wish the earth would open up and swallow
me.

| am afrald that my faults or weaknesses will be exposed in front
of others.

| feel tense with people | don’t know well.

Sometimes | feel so exposed, so self-consclious that | wish | could
sink Iinto the ground.

| often hesitate to reveal myself to others.

When conversing, | worry about saying something dumb.

Sometimes | feel like there are 1,000 eyes staring at me.

| worry about making foollish mistakes, and wonder what other people
would think.

| feel nervous when speaking to someone in authority.

often feel embarrassed by compliments people pay to me.

worry that others might think some of my Ideas are "crazy."

am uncomfortable at parties and other social functions.

blush easlily.

keep secrets and worry that they might be discovered.

feel Inhibited In social situations.

get embarrassed when people ask me very personal questions.
have trouble looking someone right in the eye.

in certain situations | feel |like meliting away.

| am very concerned about the Impression | make on others.

| am more shy with members of the opposite sex.

| blush easi!ly when | am embarrassed.

| am often afraid of exposing the sensitive, iIntimate and
vulnerable aspects of myself to others.

| get easily embarrassed when people tease me.

When | look back on what’'s happened to me, | can’‘t help feeling
resentful.

In different situations and with different people, | often act |ike
very different persons.

In public places, | am always aware of people watching me.

I Iike to tell jokes.
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| feel that | can dominate a soclal situation.

| feel unable to tell anyone all about myself.

The most Important thing In life Is winning.

Before | raise my hand In class, | always worry about what other
classmates might think of my question.

| fee!l very relaxed before speaking in front of a group.

It makes me mad when | see other people getting things that they
don‘t deserve.

wWhen | am uncertalin how to act In soclal situations, | look to the
behavior of others for cues.

| worry about what other people are saying about me.

| am satisfied with my life.

s=» REMINDER: Starting on Item #201, please switch to the SECOND answer
sheet (rad). Use Answer #1 for your response to Item #201; Answer 2
for your response to ltem #202...Answer a77 for your response to |tem

#277.

ltem @ Answer @ on the Second Answer
Sheet (Rad)
201 > 1 -
202 > 2 All on the Second
. Answer Sheet!!

277 > 77
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1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Uncertain or Indifferent
4 = Agree

$ = Strongly Agree

| enjoy being the center of attention.

In most soclal sltuations, | emerge as the leader.

| reveal my deepest feelings to my friends.

| would rather cooperate and share than compete and win.

| usually maintain my position even when my superiors disagree.

| feel anxlous when | speak In front of a group.

| am bitter about not getting what is coming to me.

Even If | am not enjoying myself, | often pretend to be having a
good time.

The conditions of my |ife are excellent.

| often wonder about what gossip there Is about me.

| would enjoy speaking to a large group.

| feel that | can control a social situation, even though it may
not be obvious to other people.

If someone Is important to me, it is easy for me to let them know
it.

My life would not be meaningful without a chance to compete and do
better than others.

| usually avoid doing something that might provoke criticism.

| feel very nervous while performing Iin front of people.

1‘'m not always the person that | pretend to be.

In most ways my life is close to my ideal.

| try to be Inconspicuous.

| easlily change my mind after | hear what others have to say.

My volice never shakes when | recite In class.

| often put on a show to impress or entertain people.

| seldom try to call attention to myselif.

| feel comfortable being different from those around me.

Sometimes my body trembles when | speak up In class.

At parties and soclal gatherings, | do not attempt to do or say
things that others will |[like.

| enjoy entertaining other people.

| find It hard to do anything that my parents would disapprove of.
| may decelve people by being friendly when | really disllike them.
I'm Ilkely to discontinue doing something that others think Is not
worthwhile.
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1 = Strongly Dlisagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Uncertain or Indifferent
4 = Agree

§ = Strongly Agree

231. So far | have gotten the Important things | want In life.

232. When | take a stand | tend to hold on to It even If others
disagree.

233. If | could live my Iife over, | would change aimost nothing.

The following statements mention ways parents sometimes react. Read
each one and decide how It relates to the way your parents
characteristically reacted to you before the time you were Iwalve years
old.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Uncertailn or Indifferent
Agree

Strongly Agree

NhWN =
s e

234. My parents were often critical of what | did.

235. My mother avolided looking at me when | disappointed her.

236. My parents never seemed satisfled with what | did.

237. | was sometimes punished with a stick or switch.

238. My father avoided looking at me when | disappolinted him.

239. My parents had a ot of expectations of me growing up.

240. | was often spanked.

241. Sometimes when my mother disapproved of something | did, she was
cold and distant.

242. When | hurt my mother’'s feelings, she stopped talking to me unti| |
pleased her again.

243. My parents rarely tried to make me conform to their values.

244. When | upset my mother, she did not have anything to do with me
until | found a way to make up.

245. My parents were easygoing and rarely commented on what | was doing.

246. My parents believed In spanking when | broke the rules set for me.

247. My parents gave me lots of warmth and affection.

248. Sometimes when my father disapproved of something | did, he did not
speak to me for awhlle.

249. My parents expressed affection toward me more than most parents.

250. My parents belleved that physical punishment bullds character.

251. When | hurt my father's feelings, he stopped talking to me until |
pleased him again.

252. My parents were somewhat reserved towards me.

253. My parents were not particularly Interested in what | did.

254. When | upset him, my father didn’'t have anything to do with me
until | found a way to make up.
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The following statements mention what some people went through while
they were growing up. Read each one and decide how it relates to how
people around you generally treated you before the time you were 12
years old.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Uncertain or Indifferent
Agree

Strongly Agree

NAWN =
s 800

255. | was often Ignored by some klids of my age.

256. | was often mocked and laughed at by my peers.

257. | was often ridiculed by other kids.

258. | was looked up to by most of my peers.

259. | was well accepted, well liked by other kids.

260. | was often rejected by other kids.

261. | was often looked down upon.

262. | was often scolded or yellied at by some grown-ups.

263. | was often rejected by some adults.

264. | was often laughed at or made fun of by some grown-ups.

Following are groups of statements. Please read the entire group of
statements In each category. Then pick out the one statement in that
group which best describes how you have felt in the PAST TWO MONTHS.
Please mark your answer In the appropriate place on the answer sheet.
Enter the number (1, 2, 3, or 4) In front of the statement in each
category that best describes you.

265.

1 | do not feel sad.

2 Sometimes | feel sad or blue.

3 | am blue or sad all the time and | can’'t snap out of Iit.
4 | am so sad or unhappy that | can’'t stand It.

266.

| am not particularly pessimistic or discouraged about the future.
| feel discouraged about the future.

3 | feel | have nothing to look forward to.
i

4 feel that the future is hopeless and that things cannot improve.
267.

1 | do not fee! like a fallure.

2 | feel | have falled more than the average person.

3 As | look back on my life, all | can see Is a lot of fallures.
4 | feel | am a complete failure as a person.

268.

1 | am not particularly dissatisfied.

2 | don‘t enjoy things the way | used to.

3 | don‘t get satisfaction out of anything anymore.

4 | am dissatisfled with everything.
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269.

1 | don’'t feel particularly gullity.

2 | feel bad or unworthy a good part of the time.

3 | feel quite guilty.

4 | feel as though | am very bad or worthless.

270.

1 | don‘'t feel disappointed In myself.

2 | am disappointed in myself.

3 | am disgusted with myself.

4 | hate myself.

271

1 | don’'t have any thoughts of harming myself.

2 | feel | would be better off dead.

3 | have definite plans about committing suicide.

4 | would kIl myself If | had the chance.

272.

1 | have not lost Interest In other people.

2 | am less Interested In other people than | used to.
3 | have lost most of my interest in other people and have little

feeling for them.

4 | have lost all of my interest In other people and don't care about
them at all.

273

1 make decislions about as well as ever.

2 try to put off making decisions.

|
|

3 | have great difficulty in making decisions.
|

4 can’‘t make any decislions at all anymore.

274

1 1 don’'t feel | look any worse than | used to.

2 | am worried that | am looking old or unattractive.

3 | feel that there are permanent changes In my appearance and they
make me look unattractive.

4 | feel that | am ugly or repuisive looking.

275.

1 | can work about as well as before.

2 It takes extra effort to get started at doing something.

3 | have to push myself very hard to do anything.

4 | can’'t do any work at all.

276.

1 | don‘t get any more tired than usual.

2 | get tired more easlily than | used to.

3 | get tired from doing anything.

4 | get too tired to do anything.

277.

1 My appetite iIs no worse than usual.

2 My appetite Is not as good as it used to.

3 My appetite Is much worse now.

4 | have no appetite at all anymore.
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Ihe Shame Theme Scales (Chang & Hunter, 1988)

(1) Disappointment with Self

66. | don‘t like myself.
80. | am pleased with myselif.
19. | feel disappointed In myself.
76. | feel ashamed of myself.
(2) Feelings of Inferiority
85. | feel like | am just not quite good enough.
87. | feel Inferior to most of my friends.
54. Compared to other people | feel like | don’'t measure up.
8. | feel | am jJust as good as my friends.
(3) Feelings of Defectiveness
22. | feel defective as a person, as |f something Is basically
wrong with me.
88. | feel there Is something defective In my character.
23. | am down on myself for any character flaws In me.
62. | see myself as Intact and without personal defects.
(4) Feelings of Worthliessness
59. | feel worthless as a person.
69. | feel Ilke a useless person.
§1. | feel like | am good for nothing.
74. | feel | am a complete fallure as a person.
45. | feel llike a fallure.
41. | am a worthwhile person.
(5) Feellings of Unimportance
§6. | feel so unimportant, just |lke a nobody.
89. | feel so Insignificant to others that | feel as If | am Iinvisible.
(6) Falling Short of Own Standards or ldeals
33. | always seem to fall short of what | aspire to be.
64. | find that | don’t live up to my own standards or lIdeals.

Note: The Chang and Hunter General Shame Scale (1988) is made up of all
the above six shame theme scales.
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63.
35.
79.
32.
21.
31.
67.
30.

82.
24,
61.
90.

78.

86.
72.

49.
12.
37.
29.
2§.
27.

39.
15.
17.

26.
11.
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Shame Profile Scales (Chang & Hunter. 1988)

(1) Competence Shame

don’'t have confidence In myself.

feel very Iinadequate as a person.

feel unsure of myself.

put myself down for being Incompetent.

can easlily describe myself as self-confident.
can’‘t seem to do anything right.

don‘t feel competent in most things.

feel competent as a person.

(2) Body Shame

am ashamed of my body.
feel as If there Is something repulsive about my body.

feel that |

look

ugly.

hate certain parts of my body because they make me look

nattractive.

feel very unattractive.

don‘t Ilke my physlical appearance.

feel ashamed of my weight.

can easlly describe myself as good-looking and attractive.

(3) Relationship Shame

feel like | am not worthy of being loved.

feel unliovable.

doubt that anyone will ever love me or accept me.
feel unwelicome, unwanted by others.

feel Iike | don’t belong.

am worthy of being loved.

feel ashamed
feel ashamed
feel ashamed
feel ashamed
feel ashamed

for
for
for
for
for

(4) Dependency Shame

being too dependent on others.

being overiy emotional.

not being more Independent.

being an emotionally weak person.

needing a lot of advice and support from others.

see others as being more mature than me emotionalily.
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Rosenberg Seif-Esteem Scale (1965)

891. On the whole, | am satisfied with myself.

95. At times | think | am no good at all.

99. | feel that | have a number of good qualities.

103. | am able to do things as well as most other people.

107. | feel | do not have much to be proud of.

111. | certainly feel useliess at times.

115. | fee! that |I'm a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with
others.

119. | wish | could have more respect for myself.

122. All In all, | am inclined to feel that | am a fallure.

126. | take a positive attitude toward myself.

Self-Esteem Scale (Cheek & Buss. 1981)

130. | have a low opinion of myself.
134. | often wish | were someone else.
138. Things are all mixed up in my life.
142. |1'm fairly sure of myself.

146. | am a failure.

150. | am basically worthwhile.

Interpaijized Shame Scale (Cook, 1985; selected by Chang & Hunter)

3. feel llke | am never quite good enough.
7. feel somehow left out.
10. think that peopie look down on me.

|
[
|
13. Compared to other people | feel |like | somehow never measure up.
|
|
|
|

16. scold myself and put myself down.

18. see myself as being very small and Insignificant.

20. say to myself, "how could anyone really love me or care about me?"

22. feel defective as a person, as If something Is basically wrong
with me.

70. | feel Intensely Iinadequate and full of self doubt.

77. | see myself striving for perfection only to continually fall short.

81. When | compare myself to others | am Just not as important.

Embarrassment Scale (Modified from Cook, 1985, by Chang & Hunter)

165. When | am embarrassed, | wish the earth would open up and swallow
me.

162. When | become embarrassed, | would Iike to go hide in the corner.

168. Sometimes | feel 80 exposed, so self-conscious that | wish | could
sink Into the ground.

182. In certain slituations | feel Iike melting away.
159. 1'd like to shrink away when | make a fool of myself In public.
171. Sometimes | feel llke there are 1,000 eyes staring at me.

187. | get easily embarrassed when people tease me.
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180. | get embarrassed when people ask me very personal questlions.

Eear of Exposure Scale (Modifled from Beall, 1972 by Chang & Hunter)

166. | am afraid that my faults or weaknesses will be exposed In front
of others.

172. | worry about making foollish mistakes, and wonder what other people
would think.

163. | often worry that | might do something inappropriate In soclal

situations.
175. | worry that others might think some of my ideas are "crazy."

186. | am often afraid of exposing the sensitive, Intimate andvul-
nerable aspects of myseif to others.

178. | keep secrets and worry that they might be discovered.

169. | often hesitate to reveal myself to others.

Public Self-Consclousness (Fenlgstein et al,, 1975)

92. |I'm concerned about what other people think of me.
96. | usually worry about making a good impression.
100. |'m concerned about the way | present myself.

104. 1'm self-conscious about the way | look.

108. I'm usually aware of my appearance.
112. One of the last things | do before leaving the house Is look In the

mirror.
116. |'m concerned about my style of doing things.
183. | am very concerned about the impression | make on others.
Shyness Scale (Cheek & Buss, 1981)
161. | am soclally somewhat awkward.
164. | find It hard to talk to strangers.
167. | feel tense with people | don‘t know well.

170. When conversing, | worry about saying something dumb.
173. | feel nervous when speaking to someone In authority.
176. | am uncomfortable at parties and other soclal functions.
179. | feel Inhibited In social slituations.

181. | have trouble looking someone right In the eye.

184. | am more shy with members of the opposite sex.
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+ Modifled Buss & Durkee Gulilt Scale (1957)

93. The few times | have cheated, | have suffered unbearable feelings
of guilt.

101. | have done many things that made me feel guilty afterwards.

105. | am concerned about beling forgiven for my sins or wrongdoings.

109. When | do wrong, my conscience punishes me severely.

113. | often feel that | have not lived the right kind of life.

117. | sometimes have bad thoughts which make me feel awful about
myself.

Gullt scale (Chang & Hunter, 1988)

157. | often cannot forgive myself for having caused deep pain In those
| love or care for.

148. Sometimes | cannot forgive myself for how | have treated others,
for the hurt feelings | have caused.

155. Sometimes | hurt people | love or care for and feel very gullity
about it afterwards.

136. | have felt very gullty for not being there when someone close to
me needed me.

128. | have felt very gullty for letting down those close to me.

140. When | let my anger out, | often feel very gullty afterwards.

144. | feel horrible for having hostile feelings toward other people.

132. It bothers me that | have not done more for my parents or family -
members.

168. | often feel guilty for being better off than my family members.

Beck Depression Inventory (Beck & Beck., 1972)

265.

— | do not feel sad

— Sometimes | feel sad or blue

| am blue or sad aill the time and | can’‘t snap out of It
| am so sad or unhappy that | can’'t stand it

266.

— | am not particularly pessimistic or discouraged about the future
— | feel dlscouraged about the future

— | feel | have nothing to look forward to

— | feel that the future is hopeless and that things cannot improve
267.

— | do not feel llke a failure

| feel | have falled more than the average person

— As | look back on my life, all | can see Is a lot of failures

—— | feel | am a complete fallure as a person (parent, husband, wife,

etc.)
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I have not lost Interest In other people

| am less Interested In other people than | used to

| have lost most of my Interest In other peoplie and have little
feeling for them

I have lost all of my Interest in other people and don’t care about

268.

— | am not particularly dissatisfied

— | don’t enjoy things the way | used to

— | don’t get satisfaction out of anything anymore
— | am dissatisfied with everything

269.

- | don’'t feel particularly guilty

__ | feel bad or unworthy a good part of the time
—— | feel qulite gullty

— | feel as though | am very bad or worthless
270.

—— | don’t feel disappointed in myself

| am disappointed In myself

— | am disgusted with myself

— | hate myself

271.

— | don’t have any thoughts of harming myself
— | feel | would be better off dead

— | have definite plans about committing sulclide
— | would kill myself If | had the chance

272

them at all
273.
— | make decisions about as well as ever
— | try to put off making decislons
— | have great difficulty In making decislions
— | can’t make any decisions at all anymore
274

| don‘t feel | look any worse than | used to

| am worried that | am looking old or unattractive

| feel that there are permanent changes In my appearance and they
make me look unattractive

| feel that | am ugly or repulsive looking

275.
— | can work about as well as before
— |t takes extra effort to get started at doing something
— | have to push myself very hard to do anything
| can’t do any work at all
don‘t get any more tired than usual

|

| get tired more easily than | used to
| get tired from doing anything

| get too tired to do anything

L1113
o
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My appetite Is no worse than usual

My appetite Is not as good as It used to
My appetite Is much worse now

| have no appetite at all anymore

LM
IIII;:

Iralt Anxijety Scale (Splelberger et al., 1970)

1. | am “calm, cool, and collected."

9. | am happy.
36. | have disturbing thoughts.
42. | am content.
46. | feel secure.
50. | become tense and upset when | think about my present concerns.
§5. | feel that difficulties are piling up so that | cannot overcome

them.

60. | worry too much over something that really doesn’t matter.

71. Some unimportant thought runs through my mind and bothers me.
75. | feel pleasant.

Irait Anger Scale (Spielberger et al., 1983)

4. | have a fiery temper.
14. | am qulick-tempered.
38. | am a hotheaded person.
43. |t makes me furious when | am criticized Iin front of others.
47. | get angry when |'m siowed down by others’ mistakes.
§2. | get Infuriated when | do a good Job and get poor evaluation.
§7. | fly off the handle.
65. | feel annoyed when | am not glven recognition for doing good work.
73. When | get mad, | say nasty things.
83. When | get frustrated, | feel Ilke hitting someons.

Loneliness Scale (Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona. 1980: short
form selected and vallidated by Hays & DiMatteo. 1987)

6. | lack companionship.

34. There Is no one | can turn to.

40. | am an outgolng person.

44, feel left out.

48 . feel Isolated from others.

53. can find companionship when | want it.

|
|
|
§8. | am unhappy being so withdrawn.
68. People are around me but not with me.
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98.
102.
106.
110.
114,
118.
121.
125.
129.
133.
137.
141,
145.
149.
153.

156.

200.
209.
218.
231.
233.

188.

197.

207.
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Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (Rathus., 1973)
(Short form selected by Chang. 1988)

Most people seem to be more aggressive and assertive than | am.

| have hesitated to make or accept dates because of "shyness."
When the food served at a restaurant Is not done to my satisfac-
tion, | complain about it to the waliter or waitress.

If a salesperson has gone to a lot of trouble to show me something
which | don’'t really llke, | have a hard time saying "No."

| enjoy starting conversations with new acquaintances and
strangers.

| often don’'t know what to say to attractive persons of the
opposite sex.

| will hesitate to make phone calls to business establishments and
Institutions.

| would rather apply for a job or for admission to a college by
writing letters than going through with personal Iinterviews.

I find It embarrassing to return merchandise.

| have avoided asking questions for fear of sounding stupid.

| am open and frank about my feelings.

| often have a hard time saying "No."

| tend to bottle up my feelings rather than make a scene.

| complain about poor service in a restaurant and elsewhere.

If a couple near me In a theater or at a lecture were conversing
rather loudly, | would ask them to be quiet or take their
conversation elsewhere.

Anyone attempting to push ahead of me in a line Is In for a good
battle.

| am quick to express an opinion.

Satisfaction With Life Scale (Dlener et al., 1985)

| am satisfied with my life.

The conditions of my life are excellent.

In most ways my life Is close to my ldeal.

So far | have gotten the Important things | want In life.

It | could Iive my life over, | would change aimost nothing.

Resentment (Buss & Durkee. 1957)

When | look back on what’'s happened to me, | can‘t help feeling
resentful.

It makes me mad when | see other people getting things that they
don‘t deserve.

| am bitter about not getting what Is coming to me.
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198.

208.

217.
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229.
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210.

191.
201.
211.
219.
223.
227.

192.
202.
212.

193.
203.
213.
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Conformity (Fenigstein, 1975)
In different situations and with different people, | often act |ike
very different persons.
When | am uncertain how to act In soclial situations, | ook to the
behavior of others for cues.
Even If | am not enjoying myself, | often pretend to be having a

good time.

I‘'m not always the person that | pretend to be.

| often put on a show to Impress or entertain people.

At parties and soclal gatherings, | do not attempt to do or say
things that others will |ike.

| may decelve people by being friendly when | really dislike them.

Egocentrism (Hunter, 1983)

In public places, | am always aware of people watching me.
| worry about what other people are saying about me.
| often wonder about what gossip there is about me.

Exhibitionism (Hunter, 1983)

Ilke to tell jokes.

enjoy being the center of attention.
would enjoy speaking to a large group.
try to be Inconsplicuous.

seldom try to call attention to myself.
enjoy entertaining other people.

Dominance (Hunter, 1983)

| feel that | can dominate a social situation.

In most social slituations, | emerge as the loader.

| feel that | can control a soclial situation, even though it may
not be obvious to other people.

Self-Revelation (Schnarch & Hunter, 1976)

| feel unable to tell anyone all about myself.

| reveal my deepest feelings to my friends.

If someone |Is Important to me, It Is easy for me to let them know
it.
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196.
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216.
221.
225.
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Competitiveness (Gerbing & Hunter, 1979)

The most important thing In life Is winning.

| would rather cooperate and share than compete and win.

My 1ife would not be meaningful without a chance to compete and do
better than others.

Need for Approval (Saizman & Hunter, 1983)

Before | raise my hand In class, | always worry about what other
classmates might think of my question.

| usually maintain my position even when my superlors disagree.

| usually avold doing something that might provoke criticism.

| easily change my mind after | hear what others have to say.

I feel comfortable being different from those around me.

I find It hard to do anything that my parents would disapprove of.
I‘'m llkely to discontinue doing something that others think is not
worthwhile.

When | take a stand | tend to hold on to It even if others
disagree.

Audlence Anxlety (Buss, 1981)

| feel very relaxed before speaking In front of a group.
| feel anxious when | speak in front of a group.

| feel very nervous while performing Iin front of people.
My volice never shakes when | recite In class.

Sometimes my body tremblies when | speak up in class.
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Table B-1

Summary of the Results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis
for Six A Prliori Shame Theme Clusters: Correlations
between |tems and Factors (Decimals Omitted)

Correlations of Items (Grouped by Factor) with Factors

DS | D W u FS
Disappointment with Self (DS)
66 80 72 74 74 69 60
80 73 69 67 66 64 61
19 68 63 68 58 56 69
16 64 60 62 61 58 51
Feelings of Inferiority (1)
85 80 79 78 71 69 67
87 67 79 69 71 72 56
54 74 78 75 72 72 63
8 58 65 56 57 53 45
Eeelings of Defectiveness (D)
22 69 67 77 68 65 58
88 70 72 72 68 68 62
23 65 58 67 53 51 64
82 48 47 48 39 35 37
Eeelings of Worthlessness (W)
59 71 72 67 85 80 51
69 75 75 70 84 78 52
51 69 68 68 81 76 52
74 64 63 61 76 71 45
45 76 71 69 68 65 66
4 63 65 60 64 59 45
Feelings of Unimportance (U)
56 74 72 70 79 79 70
89 63 68 62 68 79 53
Ealling short (FS)
33 63 57 64 51 54 75
64 65 58 62 51 50 75
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Table B-2

Summary Data for Outside Varlables and Other Key Scales

Number Standard
Personality Scale of Items Mean Deviation Reliability
Embarrassment 8 24.20 5.94 .86
Fear of Exposure 7 20.72 4.97 .80
Public Self-Consciousness 8 30.13 4.77 .81
Shyness 9 24.47 6.36 .84
Buss & Durkee Gullt 6 18.47 3.92 .66
Chang & Hunter Gullt 9 28.63 5.93 .81
Combined Gulilt 15 47.10 8.91 .84
Beck Depression 13 18.92 5§.83 .90
Spielberger Trait Anxliety 10 24.94 5.84 .84
Splelberger Trait Anger 10 28.38 6.19 .83
Lonel iness 8 17 .54 5.42 .85
Assertiveness 17 §2.80 10.13 .84
Satisfaction with Life 5 16.52 3.87 .80
Resentment 3 9.03 2.16 .53
Conformity 6 22.51 3.82 .64
Egocentrism 3 9.65 2.42 .68
Exhibitionism 6 19.33 3.65 .68
Dominance 3 9.38 2.42 .78
Self-Revelation 3 10.49 2.54 .64
Competitiveness 3 7.28 2.28 .67
Need for Approval 7 18.88 4.05 .74
Audlience Anxiety 5 17.17 3.80 .76
Rosenberg Self-Esteem 10 38.14 6.91 .90
Cheek & Buss Self-Esteem 6 22.69 4.38 .85
Cook Internalized Shame 1 25.05 7.08 .90
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Table B-3

Correlations of Six Shame Theme Cluster |tems
with Outside variables (Decimals Omitted)

Qutside variables (see note)
) 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

-
N
w
F'S

66 44 50 17 46 33 49 69 12 §7 -44 -63 37
80 41 45 7 43 29 52 69 12 56 -44 -65 33
19 37 42 18 39 38 42 62 18 §1 =37 =83 25
16 42 46 13 43 33 41 56 11 48 -42 -47 32
Eeelings of Inferiority
85 48 5§56 17 50 37 49 67 10 &8 -51 -§8 35
87 43 45 15 48 35 47 56 11 §2 -47 -48 27
54 47 S0 20 50 35 46 60 13 59 -48 -54 37
8 35 41 15 42 30 38 50 2 47 -44 -47 19
Eeelings of Defectiveness
22 40 47 11 44 33 47 66 15 62 -38 =54 37
88 42 52 17 47 36 48 62 15 57 -41 -§1 38
23 45 49 23 36 33 31 57 19 46 -36 -46 37
62 34 33 19 30 25 26 42 7 32 -31 -42 24
Eeelings of Worthlessness
29 42 45 6 46 30 54 61 12 §9 -40 -51 39
69 45 49 7 46 34 49 63 14 60 -45 -53 29
21 36 40 S 41 29 47 61 12 56 -38 -49 36
14 32 36 -2 40 24 51 52 8 48 -36 -44 29
45 43 45 13 44 29 45 63 12 58 -41 -53 35
41 32 40 -2 41 22 49 59 5 54 -41 -49 22
Feelings of Unimportance
26 42 48 11 48 29 49 65 14 63 =43 -55 39
89 41 47 7 48 32 48 56 11 61 -41 -47 39
Falling Short of Own Standards or ldeals
33 39 44 15 40 35 36 56 15 45 -39 -47 31
64 38 42 20 36 33 36 57 18 44 -35 -48 28

Note: 1 = Embarrassment, 2 = Fear of Exposure, 3 = Public Self-
Conscliousness, 4 = Shyness, 5 = Guilt, 6 = Depression, 7 = Anxlety,

8 = Anger, 9 = Loneliness, 10 = Assertiveness, 11 = Satisfaction with
Life, 12 = Resentment
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Table B-3 (cont'd)

Correlations of Six Shame Theme Cluster Items
with Outside Varliables (Decimals Omitted)

Qutside variables (see note)
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Disappointment with Self
66 28 38 =30 =31 =27 -1 38 25
80 26 33 -35 -36 =34 1 41 28
19 36 38 -21 -24 -16 -3 33 26
16 31 37 -23 -30 -23 -7 37 24
Eeelings of Inferjority
8% 31 43 -34 -39 -29 -2 46 29
87 30 40 -30 -35 -30 -6 45 28
24 35 42 -32 =33 =30 -1 49 30
8 27 3§ -29 -36 -29 -9 39 29
Eeelings of Defectiveness
22 28 36 -30 =29 =32 8 32 23
88 35 44 -28 -28 -32 6 40 24
23 35 38 =19 =23 -21 2 35 23
62 21 33 -16 -24 -13 -4 30 26
Eeelings of Worthlessness
89 29 33 =31 -29 =33 8 38 23
€9 28 3 -34 -37 -35 3 41 26
51 24 28 -29 -24 -28 5 35 24
14 19 29 =30 =27 =26 9 34 19
45 26 34 -30 -34 =25 -5 38 31
41 22 25 -3§ -3§ -33 9 34 22
Feelings of Unimportance
56 28 33 -32 -30 -34 6 41 22
89 28 36 =31 -33 =34 1 34 22
Ealling Short of Own Standards or ldeals
33 3§ 32 =21 -25 =22 -2 31 26
€4 33 33 =19 =22 -25 9 30 21

Note: 13 = Conformity, 14 = Egocentrism, 15 = Exhibi-
tionism, 16 = Dominance, 17 = Self-Revelation,

18 = Competitiveness, 19 = Need for Approval,

20 = Audlence Anxiety
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Table B-4

Correlations of Six Shame Theme Scales
with Outside variables (Decimals Omitted)

DS | D W u FS
Embarrassment 68 57 61 50 53 52
Fear of Exposure 84 64 69 56 60 57
Public Self-Conscliousness 19 22 27 6 12 23
Shyness 60 63 59 §7 61 51
Buss & Durkee Guilt 59 53 60 45 46 63
Chang & Hunter Gulilt 46 45 48 36 38 46
Beck Depression 65 60 §7 64 62 48
Spielberger Tralit Anxiety 90 78 86 78 77 75
Spielberger Tralt Anger 19 12 21 14 15 22
Lonel iness 75 72 75 73 79 59
Assertiveness -68 -63 -55 =53 -563 -50
Satisfaction with Life -80 -69 =73 -65 -65 -63
Resentment 45 39 52 41 49 39
Conformity 42 41 45 32 36 45
Egocentrism 51 §3 §7 40 44 43
Exhiblitionism -38 -42 =35 -41 -40 =27
Dominance -43 -48 -40 -40 -40 -31
Self-Revelation =35 -39 -37 -39 -43 =31
Competitiveness -4 -6 5 6 4 5
Need for Approval 52 59 52 48 48 41
Audlience Anxiety 36 39 37 31 28 32
Rosenberg Self-Esteem -96 -92 -89 -92 -85 -73
Cheek & Buss Self-Esteem -95 -90 -87 -89 -86 -74
Cook Internallized Shame 97 98 100 90 89 86

Note: DS = Disappointment w Self, | = Feelings of Inferiority,

D = Feellings of Defectiveness, W = Feellings of Worthlessness,

U = Feelings of Unimportance, FS = Falling Short of Own Standards or
ldeals
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Table B-5

Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysis
for Shame Profile Clusters: Correlations
between Items and Factors (Decimals Omitted)

Correlations of Items (Grouped by Factor) with Factors

Cs RS DS BS

Competence Shame (CS)
63 76 59 48 55
35 73 73 55 51
79 72 59 52 57
32 71 53 54 44
21 70 §5 48 49
31 69 58 47 40
67 69 83 48 46
30 64 59 §3 41
Relationship Shame (RS)

49 60 78 46 43
12 51 71 36 37
37 S0 70 40 41
29 60 66 46 39
25 61 63 46 43
27 54 63 39 33
Dependency Shame (DS)

39 45 36 73 23
15 39 34 67 19
17 50 40 67 29

5 48 42 66 24
26 48 46 60 27
1 40 35 46 23
Body Shame (BS)
82 52 44 31 84
24 52 47 34 79
61 56 51 31 78
90 44 35 24 77
78 61 54 36 73
2 46 35 22 70
86 33 26 19 67
72 55 49 30 64
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Table B-6

Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis on Shame Profile Items:
Factor Loadings of Shame Profile Items (Decimals Omitted)

yarimax Factors
1 2 3 4
ltem »
82 so* 17 13 16
90 79* 12 11 8
24 74 17 17 20
86 74* 1 11 5
61 65* 35 5 23
2 64* 29 2 9
78 59* 40 9 26
72 51% 40 3 24
63 30 63* 22 24
21 24 61* 22 23
79 34 58+ 27 21
67 22 56* 26 21
31 15 55« 26 28
32 20 54+ 35 19
30 16 48* 32 33
25 19 43+ 24 40
39 7 17 70+ 8
15 6 6 69* 13
5 8 16 63* 19
17 10 29 61* 8
26 9 22 53* 23
11 8 21 3s* 17
49 19 24 21 70*
37 21 13 18 68*
12 16 21 13 66*
27 9 28 17 58+
35 25 45 31 46*
29 15 39 25 46*

Proportion of Varliance:
1 2 3 4
0.16 0.14 0.711 0.1
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Table B-7

Correlations of Shame Profile |tems
with Outside vVarlables (Decimals Omitted)

Qutside variables (see note)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Competence Shame

63 47 51 18 54 33 42 62 7 54 -51
23 45 48 8 47 31 48 66 12 61 =-42
9 52 53 23 52 35 44 69 14 56 -54
32 43 48 15 42 33 34 59 14 42 -40
21 47 50 13 56 30 40 61 6 §§ -56
31 40 42 10 42 32 37 59 19 46 =37
67 43 45 8 44 34 42 56 13 49 -44
30 38 40 7 43 25 41 58 7 48 -39
Relationship Shame
49 36 42 5 40 29 51 58 13 58 -34
12 26 32 3 34 15 37 52 13 56 -28
37 29 37 4 34 23 42 51 12 §3 =29
29 40 47 11 47 28 37 60 22 71 -41
25 43 49 1 52 31 40 60 17 76 =45
27 28 38 1 34 22 35 50 10 48 =32
Dependency Shame

39 7 32 10 29 35 34 47 15 36 -28
18 22 26 8 22 33 26 39 18 29 -23
17 33 35 18 35 34 32 47 9 39 -39
2 29 33 13 32 33 33 49 16 40 =31
26 32 38 15 34 37 29 49 1 40 -34
1 24 28 9 27 26 27 36 11 30 -26
Body Shame

82 38 35 19 34 27 31 40 9 30 -36
24 37 36 20 31 28 30 42 14 32 -32
61 43 41 20 39 30 33 46 11 39 -39
20 37 33 28 27 28 26 37 11 24 =29
18 43 41 16 43 34 38 49 9 42 -42
2 36 35 19 36 21 25 37 6 32 =35
86 30 24 20 21 23 21 27 1 17 =23
2 39 39 7 41 28 32 43 -2 44 -47

Note: 1 = Embarrassment, 2 = Fear of Exposure, 3 = Public Self-
Consciousness, 4 = Shyness, 5 = Gullt, 6 = Depression, 7 = Anxlety,
8 = Anger, 9 = Lonellness, 10 = Assertiveness
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Correlations of Shame Profile Items

with Outslide Variables (Decimals Omitted)

Outside Variables (see note)

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Competence Shame

63 -55 30 26 37 =39 -41 -28 -9 43 38
33 -53 40 29 34 =33 =30 =32 S 37 25
19 -58 33 33 41 -33 -41 -24 -10 42 35
32 -43 33 33 37 =-28 =30 -16 -1 40 29
21 -56 29 19 36 ~-46 -49 -26 -7 43 39
31 -43 28 21 31 -26 -29 -20 3 36 20
67 -48 30 28 35 =31 -33 -18 -8 38 31
30 -45 23 18 33 -38 =37 -26 2 40 26
Relationship Shame

49 -49 32 20 28 -28 -19 -38 12 29 16
12 -43 25 15 19 =25 -24 -38 9 22 15
37 -45 24 19 25 -20 -1§ =35 12 22 10
29 -46 34 30 3§ -30 -34 -35 5 31 21
25 =51 34 30 36 =31 -34 -36 -3 26 22
27 -42 25 21 21 -32 =27 -38 8 25 17
Dependency Shame

39 =31 29 25 27 =15 -18 =12 4 34 15
15 -20 24 28 24 =11 -10 -5 0 28 16
17 =31 23 30 35 -20 -25 -13 -4 38 22
S =30 35 31 25 -22 =19 =17 0 36 22
26 -33 34 27 32 -22 =21 -22 8 35 19
1 -26 16 26 21 -1 -20 -15 5 29 12
Body Shame
82 -36 25 19 36 -19 -23 -16 -7 26 21
24 -36 28 23 38 -17 =20 -18 -2 25 17
61 -43 28 25 42 =19 -25 -20 -2 27 22
20 -37 25 24 39 =16 =21 -15 -5 23 21
18 -45 29 23 38 =29 =31 =27 -5 31 26
2 -41 27 21 31 -23 =25 -18 -3 29 21
86 -28 25 16 32 -1 -1 -9 -4 20 11
12 -46 22 18 28 =37 -43 -30 -13 28 29

Note: 11 = Satisfaction with Life,

12 = Resentment,

13 = Conformity, 14 = Egocentrism, 15 = Exhibitionism,

16 = Dominance,

17 = Self-Revelation,

19 = Need for Approval,

18 = Competitiveness,
20 = Audience Anxiety
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Table B-8

Correlations between Shame Profile
and Outside Variables

Competence Body Relationship Dependency

Shame Shame Shame Shame
Embarrassment .62 .51 .49 .44
Fear of Exposure .66 .48 .60 .51
Public Self-Conscliousness .18 .25 .09 .20
Shyness .67 .46 .59 .47
Gullt (1) .55 .47 .45 .54
Guilt (2) .44 .37 .36 .53
Self-Esteem (1) -.91 -.68 -.80 .61
Self-Esteem (2) -.91 -.67 -.82 .62
Depression .58 .40 .59 .48
Trait Anxiety .86 .54 .81 .71
Trait Anger .16 .12 .21 .21
Lonel iness .72 .44 .88 .57
Assertiveness -.63 -~-.48 -.51 .48
Satisfaction with Life -.71 -.53 -.67 .45
Resentment .43 .35 .43 .43
Conformity .36 .28 .33 .44
Egocentrism .50 .48 .40 .43
Exhibitionlism -.48 -.29 -. 41 .27
Dominance -.51 -.34 -.37 .30
Self-Revelation -.34 -.26 -.54 .22
Competitiveness -.04 -.07 .11 .03
Need for Approval .56 .35 .38 .53
Audience Anxlety .43 .28 .24 .28
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Table B-9

Error Analysis for a Hypothetical Hierarchical Model
Subsuming Shame, Embarrassment, Fear of Exposure,
Public Self-Conscliousness, Shyness, and Guilt

Higher Order Factor

EYERNS

Fear of Embarrass- ' Shyness Guilt Shame ’} Public '
Exposure ment ‘] s-C J

— L | S

Eigure 12. A hypothetical hierarchical mode!l subsuming shame-related
traits, including shame.

Error Analyslis for the Model Above:

variables
variables FE E SHY G S PSC
Observed Correlations
Fear of Exposure 1.00 .87 .82 .65 .65 .48
Embarrassment .87 1.00 .74 .61 .58 .46
Shyness .82 .74 1.00 .46 .62 .24
Guilt .65 .61 .46 1.00 .52 .47
Shame .65 .58 .62 .52 1.00 .18
Public Self-Conscliousness .48 .46 .24 .47 .18 1.00
Reproduced Correlations
Fear of Exposure 1.00 .90 .76 .71 .66 .45
Embarrassment .90 1.00 .70 .66 .61 .41
Shyness .76 .70 1.00 .55 .52 .35
Guilt 71 .66 .55 1.00 .48 .32
Shame .66 .61 .52 .48 1.00 .30
Public Self-Consclousness .45 .41 .35 .32 .30 1.00
Errors
Fear of Exposure -.03 .06 -.06 -.01 .03
Embarrassment -.03 .04 -.05 -.03 .05
Shyness .06 .04 -.09 .10 =, 11
Guilt -.06 -.05 -.09 .04 15
Shame -.01 -.03 .10 .04 =.12

Public Self-Consclousness .03 .06 =11 215 =,12
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Table B-10

sSummary of Results of Higher Order Conflirmatory Factor
Analysis on Hobllitzelle (1987) Study Data (Decimals Omitted)

1 2 3 4 5§ 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. ASGS Guilt 100 -24 35 -10 14 30 16 100 -24 18 27
2. BSGT Guilt -24 100 16 16 16 02 -02 -24 100 23 00
3. ASGS Shame 35 16 55 46 56 57 44 35 16 74 60
4. BSGT Shame -10 16 46 39 46 30 29 -10 16 62 35
5. FOAI 14 16 56 46 55 43 44 14 16 74 51
6. Zung Depression 30 02 57 30 43 72 71 30 02 61 84
7. Beck Depression 16 -02 44 29 44 71 72 16 -02 §55 84
8. 501 100 -24 35 -10 14 30 16 100 -24 18 27
9. 502 -24 100 16 16 16 02 -02 -24 100 23 00
10. 503 18 23 74 62 74 61 55 18 23 100 69
11. 504 27 00 60 35 651 84 84 27 00 69 100

Note: ASGS = Adapted Shame/Guilt Scale (Giolella, 1981; Hoblitzelle
1982); BSGT = Beall Shame-Gullt Test (Smith, 1972); FOAl = Fear of
Appearing Incompetent (Good & Good, 1973); Zung Depression = Self-
rating Depression Scaie (Zung, 1965). 501 Is ASGS Guilt; 502 Is BSGT
Guilt; 503 is higher order factor for three shame scales; 504 Is
higher order factor for two depression scales.
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Table B-11

Summary of Results of Higher Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis
on Harder & Lewis (1987) Study Data (Decimals Omitted)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910 11 12 13 14 15

1. PFQ Shame 52 55 41 35 47 18 11 20 43 50 72 60 11 20 58
2. Self-Derogation §5 60 26 56 41 14 14 21 68 51 78 51 14 21 74
3. Self-Esteem 41 26 19 24 35 20 16 08 23 23 43 51 16 08 29
4, Self-Instabillity 35 56 24 36 32 07 04 14 41 42 59 36 04 14 51
5. PFQ Guilt 47 41 35 32 29 27 13 10 44 40 61 52 13 10 52
6. SUS Gullt 18 14 20 07 27 29 08 27 14 04 23 52 08 27 11
7. Mosher Guilt 11 14 16 04 13 08100-42 11 11 18 19100-42 14
8. Sex 20 21 08 14 10 27-42100 12-09 25 34-42100 02
9. MAACL Depression 43 68 23 41 44 14 11 12 65 64 69 54 11 12 80
10. Beck Depression 50 51 23 42 40 04 11-09 64 65 66 41 11-09 80
11. 501 72 78 43 59 61 23 18 25 69 66100 78 18 25 83
12. 502 60 51 51 36 52 52 19 34 54 41 78100 19 34 58
13. 503 11 14 16 04 13 08100-42 11 11 18 19100-42 14
14. 504 20 21 08 14 10 27-42100 12-09 25 34-42100 02
15. 505 58 74 29 51 52 11 14 02 80 80 83 58 14 02100

Note: PFQ Shame = Personal Feelings Questionnaire (Harder & Lewis,
1987); Self-Derogation = the Kaplan Self-Derogation Scale (Kaplan &
Pokorny, 1969); Self-Esteem (reflected) = Janis-Fleld Self-Esteem
Scale (Eagly, 1967); Self-Instabillty = Rosenberg Instability of
Self-Image Scale (1965); PFQ Gullt = Personal Feelings Questionnaire
(Harder & Lewis, 1987); SUS Guilt = Situational Upset Scale Guilt
(Beall, 1973); Mosher Gulilt = Mosher Total Guilt Scale (1968); Sex:

1 = male, 2 = female; MAACL Depression = Multiple Affect Adjective
Check List Depression (Zuckerman & Lubin, 1965); 501 is the higher
order factor for PFQ Shame, Self-Derogation, Self-Esteem (reflected),
and Instability of Self-image; 5§02 Is the higher order factor for PFQ
Guilt and SUS Gulilt; 5§03 Is the Mosher Guilt; 504 Is the sex varlable;
5§05 Is the higher order factor for MAACL Depression and Beck Depression.
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