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ABSTRACT

SHAME AND GUILT IN RELATION TO
OTHER ASPECTS OF PERSONALITY

By

Thomas F. Negri

The focus of this study was the assessment of shame and
guilt in relation to: perceptual style (field independence -

dependence) ; defensive style (repression-sensitization); sex role

adherence (endorsement of sex role characteristics in self reports);

attention deployment (attention to positive and negative trait
feedback after experimentally manipulated success or failure, and
an incidental learning task.)

College student volunteers (241 males, 207 females)
completed a packet containing the revised Attitude Anxiety Survey
(Perlman, 1958), Bem Sex Role Inventory (Bem, 1974), Closure
Flexibility Test (Thurstone and Jeffreys, 1965) and the R-S Scale
(Byrne, 1961). Based on above or below median scores on the AAS,
128 subjects (64 males, 64 females) were included in one of four
shame-guilt combined score groups (i.e. High Anxiety, High Shame,
High Guilt, Low Anxiety) and asked to return for a second session.
Equal numbers of females and males within each shame-guilt group

were randomly assigned to experimentally manipulated success or
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failure conditions. The design allowed for inter-group comparisons
on inventory and behavioral measures.

Second session subjects were given several tasks and then
given the opportunity to read trait feedback ostensibly based on
their inventory responses. The task consisted of an incidental
learning paradigm that combined word memorizations and anagram solu-
tions. Anagram solutions were used as the basis for the experimental
manipulation of success and failure. The subjects were then given
ten minutes to read personal trait feedback. Subjects' attendance
to feedbackwas timed in ten second blocks through a one-way mirror.
Subjects were then asked to complete a recall form that included
traits on which they were rated (an additional measure of defensive
style). Subjects were then debriefed.

Reported belief in the success-failure manipulation and
trait feedback was high, though both were in fact false feedback.
Contrary to expectation, shame, along with guilt, was positively
assoclated with sensitization. The pattern was particularly strong
for High Shame and High Guilt subjects. Both High Shame and High
Guilt groups showed elevated field independence. This was unexpected
for the High Shame group. The expectation that femininity and shame,
and masculinity and guilt, would be positively associated was not
borne out. Femininity and guilt, and masculinity and shame, were
positively associated, a reversal of expectation. Males were more
avallable for inclusion in High Shame groups and females, in High

Guilt group.
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High Shame group and High Guilt group subjects were similar
in their level of differentiation and their defensive style, there-
fore muted differences between these groups on attention deployment,
recall, and incidental learning measures, were not surprising.
Statistically non-significant trends suggest a pattern of differences
reflective of an interaction of sex role endorsement and self-
disclosure, with shame and guilt variables.

In general, some support was found for a developmental view
of shame and guilt, particularly in regard to defensive style and

level of differentiation.
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INTRODUCTION

The phenomenology of shame and guilt have been little
studied in the field of psychology. The primary interest of this
paper is to further elucidate each, with particular emphasis on the

development of the experience of shame.

Guilt has gained some attention, largely as a result of its
central place in psychoanalytic theory, and it is a term actively
used in the clinical setting, though research is lacking.

The study of shame has been, until recently, largely non-
existent. Lewis (1971) suggests that this arises from the
QEEEEELLXHQfnﬁhgugggipign of shame in the psychoanalytic theory.
Lynd (1958) attributes the lack of concern with the tendency among
researchers and theorists to subsume the shame experience under the
label of guilt., She further suggests that the very nature of
shame--an experience that arises from that which one wishes to hide--
effects not only the experience and expression of shame, but has
effected the field of psychology overall, via an unwillingness to
approach what is hiding in each of us. The ambiguity of shame and
the wish to defend against exposure to others and to the self exerts
a continual press to substitute more clearly defined and limited
feeling states (Bassos, 1973). Thus, shame has been subsumed under

guilt.



Although there are similarities between shame and guilt,
there seem to be qualitative differences to be explained. Recently,
there has been some attention to shame and guilt as experiential
phenomena, and some attempt to assess their relation to one another.
There also has been some attempt to relate each to specific con-
stellations of characteristics and to personal styles of functioning
(Perlman, 1958; Binder, 1971; Lewis, 1971; Negri, 1974).

This writer views shame and guilt organismically. They
influence and are influenced by other consistent aspects of a person.
It is hypothesized that constellations of characteristics predispose
individuals to experience shame and/or guilt. Further, complex
interactions among factors facilitate the continuance of the personal
style and within it, the modal experience of shame and/or guilt.

The primary focus of this paper and the research described
is to assess shame and guilt as they relate to: perceptual style;
as measured by field dependence-independence; defensive style, as
measured by repression or sensitization responses; sex role adher-
ence, as measured by the endorsement of sex role consistent or
inconsistent characteristics in self descriptions; and attention to
positive and negative feedback after experimentally manipulated

success or failure experiences.



THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Shame

Early Theories Regarding Shame

James (1890), in discussing the "self," suggested that a
person's '"social self" is the result of " . . . an innate propensity
to get ourselves noticed favorably, by our kind" (p. 293). Addi-
tionally, he describes the "self-dissatisfied" as " . . . those good
people who think that they have committed the unpardonable sin and
are lost forever . . ., who crouch, and cringe and slink from notice
and are unable to speak aloud or look us in the eye" (p. 293). In
this vivid description of the self-dissatisfied, James aptly out-
lines, in the extreme, what this writer views as some of the com-
ponents of the shame experience, and characteristics of individuals
prone to shame experience.

James captures the need for approval and affirmation; the
attribution of power to another to control one's self esteem; the
subsequent needs to achieve in order to please the other, attain
perfection and overcome inferiority; the self-directed hostility,
denegration and the tenuousness of positive self esteem; the with-
drawal, inability to speak and aversion of gaze, for fear that the
individual will be made more aware of the environment's ridicule and

loathing, which the individual already assumes is occuring; and most



importantly, the ongoing sense that one has committed an unknown,
and unpardonable sin, that cannot be atoned.

Theories of shame and guilt are presented in the following
pages. .EEEE}gﬂggsearch has been done in th;s;g:eg,Aphpughrsome
descriptive discussions do exist. It is this writer's purpose to

integrate previous writings and operationalize the shame and guilt

phenomena in order to build a suitable framework for research.

Psychoanalytic View of Shame

Lewis (1971) re-evaluated Freud's early published case
studies and she tried to demonstrate the involvement of uninterpreted
shame in symptom formation. She cited a Breur and Freud (1893-1895)
discussion of hysteria. In the Breur and Freud presentation, they
assign to mortification, a variant of shame, a central role in
symptom formation. They observe:

« + .« that an injury suffered in silence is a mortification--
a krankung--which literally means "to make sick.'" When one
suffers an injury, they wrote, one tries to obtain revenge,
as a catharsis. Or one can right the memory of a humilia-
tion (also a variant of shame) by remembering its worth. By
contrast an injury suffered in silence makes one ill (p. 201).
Further they describe hysterical symptoms as:
. . . strangulated affect [where] people grow senseless with
[unexpressed] anger and fright . . . The hysterical symptom
is a nmemic symbol of an unbearable affect . . . Any exper-
ience that elicits distress in affect--anxiety, shame or
physical pain--can be regarded as traumatic (p. 201).

Freud and Breur recognized shame and its derivatives as

sources of symptom formation. Likewise, they appreciated the quali-

ties of shame that prompt directing aggression to the self, and the

difficulty in its expression and communication. However, these



early formulations about shame-like experiences were superseded by
later theoretical emphasis on guilt, and shame was relegated to a
more limited, sexually based context.

Freud (1896) proposed that shame arises from a self-reproach
by the exposure to disapproving others of a sexual act in childhood,
then (1905) expanded this theory, citing shame as nearly synonomous
with disgust and self-loathing, and acting as a force to oppose
voyeuristic and sexual drives generally. In further elaboration
(1914), he differentiated between "a sense of shame' and the '"dread
of conscience," the former was linked to shame, functioning to
insure narcissistic satisfaction by seeing that the ego meaured up
to the ego ideal. 1In 1924, Freud stated, ". . . the biological
necessity demands that an affective state of danger should have an
affective symbol" (p. 19). Shame acts as a symbol or signal to
redirect and limit sexual or pleasure oriented actions and thereby
insures the avoidance of rejection.

Fenichel (1945) presents shame '". . . as the specific force
directed against the urethral erotic temptation" (p. 139), and
counterposes it to ambition, which has as its purpose the conquering
or overcoming of shame. He views shame as arising from loss of or
lack of bladder control in childhood, and relates this to the custom
of pillorizing as punishment. The individual's failure is exposed
to other people. Thus, Fenichel equates the experience of being
looked at with the experience of shame. He suggests that the shamed
individual wishes to hide or avert the face to avoid the gazes of

others because of a magical belief that the aversion of gaze, or



closing of the eyes, will enable him not to be seen. The associative
link of being shamed and being stared at is summarized as ". . . to
be looked at is to be despised" (p. 139).

Fenichel points out that more generally, shame acts as a
motive for defense directed against exhibitionism and scoptophilia.
Here again exposure and looking are coupled, and each is defended
against with shame. Although he did not fully develop the idea,
Fenichel suggests that shame is rooted in a primitive physiological
reflex pattern. As the ego develops, this pattern is used for

defensive purposes, "

« + « 1f you do this or that, you may be looked
at and despised" (p. 139). The ego uses anxiety as a signal to
limit these behaviors, for fear of shame. It is also suggested
that in those individuals in whom there is a damning up of conflict,
signal anxiety fails to operate appropriately and overwhelming
panic-like shame occurs. This writer contends that at this point
the shame reaction, and the counter-energizing measures that are
mobilized to deal with the shame producing stimuli, prompt imagery,
thought, and actions, paralleling those outlined by Fenichel in his
discussion of responses to trauma (regression, helplessness, passive
dependence, and oral trend manifestations).

Several major points arise in Fenichel's description of
shame: the physiological reflex base; the equation of being viewed
or stared at with being despised; the necessary experience of expo-

sure to others; the idea that shame can arise from action, or

thoughts of action of an exposing or "looking" nature. Theorists



attempt to confront these points and integrate them into a broad-
based view of the involvement of shame in personality development.

Levin (1967) also discusses the involvement of shame with
sexuality, suggesting that shame is linked with over-exposure and
subsequent rejection by significant others. This fear of exposure
prompts the individual to take on a '"chameleon-like" quality, in
which these persons develop the ability to '"read" their environment
and change themselves to suit and satisfy those populating their
surroundings, relying on repression and facade to do so.

In order for an individual to be in a position to satisfy

his libido it is necessary for him to expose himself to

others. However, it is also necessary that he be able to

control the degree of self-exposure so as not to reach out

to others indiscriminately and subject himself unnecessarily

to the possibilities of rejection, . . . shame affect contri-

butes to the latter goal . . . [and] also leads to caution

in the face of advances made by others (p. 268).

Gerhart Piers (1953), a major contributor to the literature

on shame, suggests that ". . . only Erikson and Alexander have
ascribed to shame an importance equal to guilt in human pathology"
(p. 11). He refers to Franz Alexander's paper (1938) in which the
latter discusses the experience of inferiority feelings. Although
Alexander attributes both guilt and inferiority feelings to tension
between ego and ego ideal, it is suggested ". . . that they are
fundamentally different psychological phenomena, and as a rule their
dynamic effect on behavior is opposite" (Piers, p. 10). Piers adds
". . . it would seem imperative that emotions phenomenologically and
dynamically so different would also differ structurally" (p. 10).

Erikson's (1950) Neo-Freudian theory further develops the distinc-

tion between shame and guilt.



Elaboration of Ego and Superego Involvement in Shame

Erikson (1950), in presenting his ego development sequence,
recognizes the development of shame as a potential hazard arising
with the beginning of autonomy. One of his most salient points,
which later contributed to the work by Piers (1953), is the use of
the phrase "a sense of shame," implying a state that pervades both
surface and depth, conscious and uncomnscious. Also, ". . . senses
are at the same time ways of experiencing, accessible to intro-
spection; ways of behaving, observable by others; and unconscious
inner states, determinable by tests and analyses" (p. 251). These
two factors broaden the focus with whic¢h to view the shame pheno-
menon, and they attribute particular perceptual, experiential, and
behavioral components to shame.

More specifically, Erikson describes the shame experience
as coupled with doubt and counterposed to autonomy. He discusses
the development of this stage in terms of the move toward autonomous
functioning and learning to "let go." This is an extension and
abstraction paralleling the general physical development of the
child, and in western society parallels too the task of learning
sphincter control over bowel movement. Erikson attributes impor-
tance to the parenting agent, who may show respect for the child's
autonomy, while acting as a vigilant protector against shame- and
doubt-producing failures. This approach communicates to the child
a recognition of separateness, with the availability of the parent
to the child; and facilitates the child's recognition of self-worth

as well as discretion. When this approach is not used, and active



shaming or exposure of the child's shortcomings occurs, the child
experiences a sense of badness that seems all-pervasive.

Weigel (1974) suggests that active shaming by parents prompts
the child to feel that he or she is different and bad becaupe o£

EEE}r shorthm;ngq. This, then, causes the child to hold the self
responsible, not because of the doing or not doing of a particular
act, but because one is a certain way. This gives rise to shame and
self-doubt in the individual.

Piers (1953) presents shame and guilt as forms of intra-
psychic tension, each quality equally important in the manifestation
of pathology in ego development. More specifically, he differen-
tiates between shame and guilt, attributing shame to a tension
between ego and ego ideal, and guilt to a tension between ego and
conscience. Guilt arises when a superego boundary is touched or
transgressed, and shame occurs when there is a failure to meet or
reach a goal set by the ego ideal. Simply put, guilt arises from
transgression; shame arises from failure. Piers views the anxiety

in ghgme as a fear of abondonment, and the anxiety in guilt as the
fear of castration. To this Levin (1967) adds that fear of rejec-
tion as well as fear of abandonment lies at the core of the shame
experience.

Grinker (1955) discussed the individual's '"shame at failures
in realization of growth potential.'" He suggests this was largely

self-reflective and was experienced as "I am not as good as he is

or as they expect me to be, therefore, I hate myself" (p. 36).
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Lewis (1971) views th superego as having multiple functions.
She specifically speaks of the superego as a psychic monitoring
device which regulates the individual's self-evaluation in an
attempt to maintain stasis. "Guilt and shame are among the states
eyoked by the monitoring agency" (p. 19). The superego regulates
drive, and is active as an integrative force dealing with the
development of human values and ideals.

Further, Lewis discusses the Freudian hypothesis that super-
ego development involves an identification phenomenon. The inter-
nalization of the moral code can occur because of castration threat,
and is likened by Lewis to avoidance conditioning. quidance
conditioning occurs because of the attachment of negative conse-
quences to certain inpulses, so that the child comes to view the
impulses as "wrong." A second route of identification is through
the imitation of the beloved and respected parent, facilitating
the early development of the ego ideal. This direct involvement
of the child with the model involves the threat of loss of parental
love, and hence, as far as modeling has occurred, the loss of self-
love and the loss of esteem in the eyes of the valued other. Lewis
does not view these identification patterns as mutually exclusive;

each is likely experienced at one time or another by the child.

Phenomenon of Shame

Piers (1953) uses the word shame to imply an experience
transcending the focus on comparison with external figures that is

implied by "inferiority feelings," as described by Alexander. This
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is not an attempt to negate the importance of external figures,

but to allow for the inclusion and recognition of a more internal-
ized tension between the ego and ego ideal. Theoreticians have also
attempted to recognize something more in shame than sexuality;

shame "

« » « 18 not to be ashamed of loving on account of exposing
or surrendering the body, but to be ashamed that love is not
complete . . . That something inimicable in oneself keeps love
from reaching completion and perfection" (Hegel, cited by Piers,
1953, p. 18).

The etymology of the word shame also belies a broader con-
text than its limited sexual reference suggests. The word shame
has its roots in 0ld English, but appears also in germanic languages.
It carries the meaning of ". . . a wound or the exposure thereof."
It includes a self-reference and can imply 'self-degradation," a
wound to one's self-esteem, and felt unworthiness in one's own
eyes and in the eyes of others. There is no act of repayment or

legal (codal) reference, nor is there necessarily implied the trans-

gression of a code (Webster Dictionary, 1950).

Self Exposure

0f particular importance is the self-referent in shame.
The self acts as the registrant of activities, attitudes, and feel-
ings recognized by the person as one's own. Lewis (1971) suggests
that in shame there exists more self-consciousness than in guilt.
The primary focus of the experience of shame is directly about the

self, and the negative evaluation of it. This occurs as a result
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of the psychic structure that allows shame to occur. Within the
structure, the occurrence of a thought, behavior, impulse, feeling
or need that is shame-worthy, prompts both acute self-awareness, and
an awareness of the self from the negatively evaluating, external
other's viewpoint. There is a doubly intense awareness of the self.
Lynd expands on this premise, describing shame as an
experience ". . . that affects and is affected by the whole
self . . . and that discrete acts or incidents, including those of
seemingly extreme triviality have importance. In this moment of

*self' consciousness, the 'self' stands revealed" (1958, p. 49).

The individual feels exposed for what ome is and is not. This
reflects the awareness of some inappropriate occurrence and acute
awareness and negative evaluation of the self (by the self, the
real or imagined other, and that aspect of the self that acts in
league with the other).

This brings to light again a factor of major importance in
the shame experience, that of exposure, particularly unexpected
exposure. Erikson (1950) describes shame as an experience of
complete self-consciousness, complete exposure, and awareness of
being wholly visible, both for one's external being, and one's
internal life and thoughts; all of one's badness is visible whether
the audience is actual or imagined. Erikson describes the response
to such exposures ". . . as a wish to sink, then and there, into the
ground" (p. 252). He also suggests that experienced shame includes

rage at the self because some failure or inadequacy has been exposed

to a significant other. In the present writer's view, this exposure
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can also be to an internalized image of the other or one's own
ideals. Erikson discusses the shamed individual's wish to force the
shame-inducing eyes to look away; however, the individual retreats
from the scene. He further suggests that shame is induced visually
as well as verbally and the individual feels small in relation to
the other and to the ego ideal.

Although shame often involves visual perception, this sensory
modality is not the exclusive vehicle for the induction or experience
of shame. Congenitally blind individuals who experience shame became
aware of their exposure even though no visual imagery was available
to them and they could not imagine being seen. Blank (1958) and
Feldman (1962) suggest that they construct their images of being
seen from non-visual (e.g., auditory, tactile, and kinesthetic)
elements, and it is through these modalities that they assess that

those perceiving them are doing so in a shaming manner.

Recent Views on the Genesis of Shame

Kell (1973) suggests a discrimination between primary and
secondary shame. Kell's idea, described by Bassos (1973), is that
". . . primary shame experiences occur at the point where some
previously unsuspected or neutrally evaluated part of the self
becomes associated with shame for the first time. Secondary shame
occurs when some aspect of the self that had been previously labeled

shameful is suddenly exposed" (p. 1).

Kell describes the genesis of the shame experience in a

T ——————— . -

developmental model within the family structure. He suggests that
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when a need (such as for attention, care, contact, love) or ex;;c-
tation is expressed directly or indirectly (for the child this may
be magical thoughts of parental foreknowledge), and this need is
ignored, shame may occur for having had the need. If the individual
to whom the request was made attempts to respond to the need later,
the shamed individual will experience a secondary shaming and rage,
based on the exposure of the primary shame. Kell suggests that
the individual experiencing shame directs rage at the self for
having expressed a wish, need, or attitude that could go without
response from the significant other.

This individual does not recognize the ignorance of the
beloved or respected figure, but rather demeans the sglf‘fo: hav;ng

T N ——

had the need, and having had the audacity to express it. The
~ it
individual assumes that in order to be loved and gain response, one
must be like the beloved object; if an expression of needs goes
without receiving a response, the individual experiences this as a
deviation from the ego ideal, which may have been modeled on the
beloved individual. In doing so, the individual sees theneed as
illegitimate, the self as imperfect and 'mot enough to be loved"
and gain response. In this sense, shame, and the anxiety arising
from it, relate to the terror of interpersonal disdain, and when
internalized, to the fear of abondonment for having expressed any
need, thereby risking the rejection of the beloved other.

Kell (1973) also suggests that if one responds to the

other's need late (i.e., after the initial shame reaction occurs)

the lateness of the response and the initial insensitivity to the

[ our
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request must be communicated. This allows for the individual's need,
recognizes the shame, removes the stigma of the need and the request,
and re-establishes the interpersonal bond often lost (with the loss
of trust) as a result fo the shame experience.

Similarly, Levin (1967) suggests that shame experience can
lead to elaborate shame avoidance behaviors in the service of the
inhibition of sexual and aggressive impulses. The individual must
learn what to do, and what not to do, what to expose and what not to
expose, if one is to avoid shame.

This writer suggests that some experienced shame may also
arise fromthe expression of non-sexual and non-aggressive impulses
that are either purposely shamed or inadvertently ignored, giving
the individual or child the message that those needs are shameworthy.
Though some shame may be necessary for the inhibition of sexual
expression, the occurrence of shame is not limited to sexual or
aggressive expressions. The outcome of inadvertantly or inappro-

priately shamed impulses or needs may be that the shame is inte-

grated as a testament to one's lack of self-worth and badness for

P e e

having had the need. The shamefulness and subsequent lowered self-

regard may become generalized and held as a non-verbal self
experience. This internal conflict revolving around the self,
self-worth, needs and need expression, may occur in the absence of
others and be carried on as a primary mode of perceiving, exper-

iencing, and behaving in adulthood.
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Implications for Defenses

Both Anna Freud (1936) and Valenstein (1961) assert that the
individual's response to shame involves the repression of those
thoughts, feelings and impulses which mobilize the shame affect.
Hence, the experience of shame not only prompts the qqngg;qqg

avoidance of revealing certain thoughts,’feelings, and impulses,

but may algo prompt gep;gsg}on.of Ekgp.

| Fenichel (1945) pointed out that the repressed impulses
rising to consciousness may trigger a signal anxiety of impending
shame, and reinforce the repression. This is discussed later in
regard to sensitization and repression in defensive perception. In
some instances, shame and repression act to limit tabooed sexual or
aggressive expressions, but likewise may also limit the genuine
§§P§P5§}93 of previously shamed non-sexual non-aggressive needs.
In doing so, there is a damning up of the need system of the indi-
vidual, and forced repression. The welling up of the needs over-
takes the signal anxiety apparatus, prompting overwhelming
"panic-like" shame, self-rage at the need expression, fears of
insatiability, and withdrawal (due to secondary shame) before allow-
ing the need to be fulfilled.

Reflective and Non-Reflective Functions
of the Brain in Shame

Another view of the genesis of shame has been offered by
Bassos (1973). He bases his discussion on concepts of brain later-
ality. The left hemispheric cerebral function is seen as a reflec-

tive capacity, enabling prediction, control, and manipulation of the



17

environment. To the right cerebral function is attributed a non-
reflective capacity, which is characterized as non-verbal, spon-
taneous and "unconscious." He suggests that the non-reflective

mode is experienced as an "effortless being," in contrast to the
"doing" quality of the reflective mode. In the reflective 'doing"
mode one experiences an objectified self, whereas in the non-
reflective mode, one is "at one with'" or absorbed with the exper-
ience of the moment. He further suggests that both modes of
consciousness are simultaneously involved in the experience of shame.

Bassos differentiates between objectified and non-objectified
relationships. The former are viewed as "I-You" or "I-It" rela-
tions, where there is an objectified self, and may "not-I" objects.
The reflective mode predicts and controls the distance between the
objectified self and the object. Inherent in this type of relation-
ship is a recognition of separateness. In the non-reflective mode,
separateness is not assumed. Bassos finds "at oneness' more suitable
than "relationship" here, for ". . . there is no discrimination of
a self or other, no attempt to control or predict the self, the
other, and there is an intense focus on that other" (p. 4).

The shame experience occurs when one individual in a non-
reflective state is not received and experienced in that same mode,
but is met with a "finger pointing" response to some aspect of their
being; the person 1is not aware of this aspect of themself while in
the non-reflective, spontaneous state. This causes a startling
self-awareness, and desperate search of the self for the cause of the

finger pointing. The self becomes the focus of all attention,
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including one's own; sees oneself as responsible, and feels oneself
objectified, alone, and denied "at oneness." Bassos describes

this as an undesired separation via objectification. The result is
a jarring back into reflective activity, with an awareness that one
has just been out of self-control. The reflective self now objecti-
fies the non-reflective self. The final outcome is an inability to
organize behaviors, helplessness, and disorientation, until the
reflective capacity is fully restored.

Bassos further suggests that shame, developmentally arising
from a rejection of the child's need for "at oneness,'" prompts a
feeling of power at being able to cause rejection by others but of
powerlessness to gain their positive response. To the child's
mind the rejection is the outcome of being in a non-reflective state.
Essentially, one experiences one's being as rejected. In an attempt
to control one's world and see to it that one'sneeds are met in
the future, the individual (in the reflective mode) plans and behaves
in ways to regain the lost love. Yet in doing so, the individual
gives up being in the non-reflective mode. The outcome may be a
sense of futility and impotence to affect those around one, as it is
oneself who causes others' rejection, yet cannot insure others'
acceptance.

Menaker (1953) also suggests that the development of this
devalued ;;Eg;iﬁage acts to preserve an illusion of a loving and
nurturant parent--inadequacy is felt to be inherent in the child
rather than the parent. He relates the chronically devalued self to

the development of ongoing masochistic trends. Jacobsen (1954)
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suggests that patterns of masochism are related to the cathexis of
the self with too much aggression (i.e., self-directed hostility).
Lewis (1971) also develops and tests the premise that the direction
of expression of hotility is related to superego style. Excessively
shamed individuals are said to experience themselves as less differ-
entiated from their enviromment than individuals who experience
guilt, rely more on the positive regard of others, attribute power
to others to approve or disapprove of them and, in experiencing
external disapproval, they direct anger not at the other, but at

the self for having failed the other.

In psychoanalytic theory (Freud, 1930), the rechanneling of
aggression into the superego arises from a blocking by the ego of
the actual or appropriate aim. Thus, the experience and expression
of anger about disapproval by another is not available to the person
being shamed. The ego acts in league with the shaming other and
directs rage at the self. This fosters the salience of the other,
and negates (or reinforces the early established negation) the
right of the self to have needs, to be separate and internally
directed, and to ask for and gain gratification from the environment.

Negri's (1974) position acknowledges the Freudian and
developmental viewpoints and suggests that shame can arise from
active shaming on the part of the parents (e.g., ridicule or showing
contempt). The parents can indicate disappointment in or dislike of
the child as a person, as well as for the child's sexual or non-
sexual impulses. Additionally, shame may arise from inadvertent

disregard for the child's immediate needs. This can set the stage
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for an individual who will view the self (particularly the non-
reflective or non-doing self) as unworthy of response or regard
and can engender an introjected rage resulting from the perceived

' closeness and affection.

parental withholding of "at oneness,'

Subsequently, exposure of the established primary shame can
give rise to secondary shame. This is because of the shame of
exposure of the primary shame, the re-experiencing of the initial
shame and self as unworthy, and the unexpressed rage at the parent
for the lack of response to the original need.

The outcome for the developing child is one of having a
fragmented, nonaffirmed sense of self. Such a child would believe
that being (in anon-reflective sense) must be controlled or avoided
for fear of secondary exposure of the initial primary shame. This
may further generalize into evaluating the self as worthless and
all emotional needs as illegitimate because they have the power to
cause the loss of the beloved object.

Continuing primary and secondary shame experiences would
lead to a devalued sense of self, and to the repression and suppres-
sion of shamed needs and impulses. This fosters the salience of
the early frustrating identification models, prompting more and
more desperate attempts to please the parent or parent symbol and
to gain the previously withheld affirmation by achievement. It
also gives rise to the description by Levin (1967) of the 'chameleon-

like" person, whose other-directedness is both an attempt to control

the self (avoiding non-reflective experience) and to control the
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environment in hopes of avoiding further shame. There is an attempt
to gain affirmation by being what the environment demands.

This writer finds a useful parallel in Guntrip's (1969)
description of the development of the schzoid personality in terms
of early experienced deprivation and lack of affirmation. Guntrip
suggests that once the schizoid pattern is established, an individual
may desperately attempt to please others, in hopes of regaining the
love missed as a child. At the same time the individual fears that
"letting go" (cf., Erikson, Bassos) into true union with another
will be overwhelming and devastate the brittle sense of self. Hence,
an "in-out program" becomes established. The individual approaches
the relationship out of need. However, they must recoil out of
fear of exposure of early shamed needs, fear of emotional insatia-
bility (a likely resultant of the early experienced lack of fulfill-
ment of some needs), and fear of the expression of the early
experienced rage at parental non-response. Insatiability of emo-
tional needs is a major concern of shame-experiencing individuals
and is tightly controlled, because of the early experience that the
expression of a need or impulse causes pain, frustration, lack of
fulfillment, shame, and ultimately, loss of the other through

rejection and abandonment.

Experiential Characteristics of Shame

Several basic characteristics recur in the descriptions of
the shame experience: unexpected exposure; involvement of the whole

self; incongruity and inappropriateness; threat to trust (Lynd,
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1958). Lewis (1971) adds that intense hostility is directed against
the self.

Negri (1974) found that shame-prone individuals (both sexes)
demonstrate high needs for achievement with high fear of failure. He
viewed this as an expression of a need to arrive at and ensure the
attainment of the idealized self-view. Subsequent failure manifests
itself as an acutely negative evaluation of the self, anxiety about
exposure, and loss of esteem, regard, and respect in the eyes of
the individual and in the fantasized evaluation by others-—-shame.

With the self as the focus of evaluation, we see the shame
experience as sudden and total. 1Its basis in early interaction
with significant others, and subsequent integration as a deviation
fromthe ideal self-view, allows us to appreciate that one's entire
life may act as a preparation for the continuation of such startling
experiences. As dealt with here, the shame response involves an
aspect of interpersonal interaction and is integrated as an expo-
sure of the self to the self and the internalized other. Within
the established shame system, incongruity, loss of or threat to
trust, or unflfilled expectations, may bring to the fore acute
feelings of unworthiness and failure, experienced as shame, by the
individual. The oftentimes trivial nature of those occurrences is
one contribution to the problem of communicating shame experiences.

Lynd (1958) suggests that shame is a wordless, emotionally
and physically preoccupying state. The difficulty in its communica-
tion involves several factors. First, there is a loss of trust in

the self as an accurate monitor of reality, and an acute awareness
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of having built on a false assumption about one's self or others.
Second, there may be a loss of trust for those populating the
environment. The loss may be based on a fear of "being seen
through" at a time when the essence of the self is felt to be
exposed, or based on a realization of having misplaced one's confi-
dence or of having falsely anticipated some particular response that
does not occur. Third, the nature of the shame experience prompts

a need to move away from others, retreating into onself, in order

e N .
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to regain and solidify the self; this is because the experience

is one of momemtary implosion of the self via the breaking through
of earlier repressed impulses which generates self-rage and disdain.
Finally, the stimulus that prompted the shame may be trivial, as
noted above, in which case the individual experiences not only the
primary shame, but also shame for such over-response to triviality.
In sum, the experiential core of shame consists of: the
unexpected exposure; the acute awareness of self; the clarity of
the discrepancy between what is, and what one wishes it to be. Be-
haviorally, the shame experience may be marked by blushing, tremors,
and sweating, which Laing (1960) describes as an '"implosion of the
self" in which the eyes close and the body turns inward on itself;
the intent is to make the person as small as possible, as a response

to the shame and as a protection from further hurt. Shame may be

described as a total, body felt experience, where the senses are
flooded, both by autonomic over-stimulation and by shame thought

and imagery.
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Levin (1967) discusses the blushing that may accompany shame
as both a communication of interest (sexually based) and a sense of
uncertainty and caution about the appropriateness of the expression
of that interest. The present writer agrees that shame masks a
communication of interest and caution but maintains that shame is
a reaction to the thought of or actual acting out of that interest
or need. That is, blushing is interpersonally triggered by the
other's expected negative response. The blushing in secondary shame
probably arises as a reaction to the exposure of a need that pre-
viously had been shamed, was repressed or defensively unexpressed,
and again is breaking through the repression or seeking expression.
Blushing in primary shame arises in reaction to actual or inadvertent
induction of shame by the other.

Lewis (1971), in discussing the direction of expression of
hostility in shame, suggests that the other-oriented individual
attributes to the idealized environmental objects and to their
partial introjects, the capacity to regulate one's own self image
and esteem. In doing so, the individual becomes unable to direct
hostility at the object, for fear of rejection or abandonment and
for fear of permanent loss of esteem. As stated by Freud, ". . .
every plece of aggression whose satisfaction the subject gives up
is taken over by the superego and increases the latter's aggressive-
ness (against the ego)" (1930, p. 31).

This writer suggests that the self is the actual recipient
of hostility in shame, and as such, both the goal attainment and

impulse controlling aspects of the superego direct aggression at
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the self for having allowed overexposure, and in its wake, failure.
It is in this context that both Lewis (1971) and Lynd (1958) suggest
that the "righting" of shame occurs through initial withdrawal and

subsequent reconstruction of the self.

Shame Avoidance

Levin (1967) suggests that the early experience of shame
prompts the development of~g}§borgte avoidance techniqugs. Initially,
signal anxiety acts to alert the individual to situations that might
produce shame, but in cases where the individual experienced exces-
sive shame, signal anxiety is replaced with avoidance behavior.

The present writer agrees with this position and suggests that for
the extremely shame-prone individual, signal anxiety has likely
become overactive and diffuse and prompts the individual to avoid
evaluative risk, even when the outcome would be self-enhancing
praise. This can be seen in extreme in low esteem individuals who,
even when they are given clear messages of liking, are ashamed of
the attention given. Feldman (1962) notes that excessively shy
individuals experience shame with any public attention, whether it
brings glory or debasement.

The present writer suggests that the early and excessive
experience of_fhame can significantly effect the self-image. It can
lead to continual self-debasement, self-hate, and avoidance of risk
;gk;ng with the generalized other, for fear of further rejection.

In doing so, repression and non-expression of needs can lead to
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affective starvation, continued low self-image, and low self-regard,

and continually intensified fears of exposure.

Guilt
In preparation for a discussion of the differences between
shame and guilt, the development, phenomenon and experience of

guilt will be discussed.

Guilt

Phenomenology of Guilt

Fenichel (1945), in discussing the activity of the superego,
points out ". . . that a constant watchman remains effective in the
mind, who signals the approach of possible situations or behaviors
that might result in the loss of the mother's love" (p. 102). He
further suggests that the superego develops by introjection, demon-
strated by the acceptance of parentally defined limits and prohi-
bitions. This is due to the wish to be like the parent. The
identification with parental prohibitions becomes a displacement
for the intended or desired identification with the parents. Con-
science is considered to be developed when the prohibitions retain
their stand in the absence of the parent(s).
The ego '"borrows" from its strong parents the strength
that enables it to suppress the Oedipus complex. In this
way the resolution of the Oedipus complex brings about the
marked and decisive '"step within the ego'" (606), which is
so important for subsequent ego development and which by
its organization is differentiated from its forerunner--
the superego (p. 104, 105).

With the development of the superego, anxiety changes, in

part, into guilt feelings. Hence the feared danger (castration or
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loss of love) is no longer external but is internally represented
by the loss of protection by the superego. This, according to
Fenichel, is felt as an extremely painful decrease in self-esteem
and in extreme cases, as a feeling of annihilation. A need for
absolution arises. Punishment is accepted in the hope that the guilt
and corresponding low self-regard will cease. Penance then acts
as a substitute for castration; it is an active reparation and
allows for the avoidance of the anxiety of passively waiting for
something terrible to happen. Anxiety, manifested as guilt, acts
as an internal signal monitoring the wrongness of one's thoughts,
feelings and actions.

Thus, guilt is a psychological state evoked by the con-
science and the concept has been a generally used shorthand des-
cription of drive regulation in the interest of social and moral
concerns. Guilt seemingly arises out of a conflict between the
ego and the impulse controlling aspect of the superego; it is an
internal tension generated by the transgression of a barrier or
boundary erected by the superego. (See later discussion of super-
ego construct in shame and guilt.) The transgressions are usually,
but not necessarily, expressions of aggressive or sexual impulses
which are unacceptable to the early formed internalized punishing
image. In more general terms, guilt occurs when an individual
becomes aware of doing something, or of an impulse to do something,
which violates the limits set by the conscience. Piers (1953) main-

tains that the anxiety arising in guilt demonstrates a fear of
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punishment by castration. The present writer would modify this to a

more general view of fear of punishment.

Recent Views on the Genesis of Guilt

Guilt arises through transgression and essentially emerges
in a later developmental stage than shame; the child is up and
around and involved in the enviromment. Erikson (1950) suggests
that the 'sense of guilt'" is a result of that period when the child
must come to grips with infantile sexuality, incest taboos, and
for the male child, castration fears. He suggests that the child,
energized by the successful resolution of the Autonomy-Shame/Doubt
stage, directs energy outward, in a more focused way than previously.

In doing so, "

. » . attack and conquest" for the male, and ". . .
catching and making oneself endearing'" for the female, become major
endeavors. It is the vehemence of this energy and the vestiges

of infantile sexuality that promotes the occurrence of guilt.
Erikson suggests that guilt and anxiety are encouraged by increased
genital awareness, as well as by the last desperate attempt to
establish a sphere of unquestioned privilege with the mother, and
the usual failure in this realm. It is at this point that the
child moves from an exclusive involvement with the parents to one
of modified, externally directed initiative. This is a resolution
via compromise where the child learns to regular their wants and to
deal with the external reality. In the male child, this seemingly

arises from resignation to the loss of the mother, at least partially

out of fear of castration by the father. Rules take on relevance
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for the child. It is generally a time of rule setting, where the
parents delineate codes of behavior and ethics and set expectatioms
for compliance. Transgressions of commission or omission prompt
punishment, and with the integration of parental values, self-
regulation and guilt.

Both Lewis (1971) and Piers (1953) also discuss the develop-
ment of guilt as arising in the early Oedipal stage, in which
punishment is meted out on the occurrence of a transgression. The
experience of guilt, as stated, arises from transgressing proscrip-
tive and prescriptive rules, felt responsibility for the action,
and the evaluation of the act, or of the self via the act. It does
not concern survival for the child (i.e., there is no fear of
abandonment) and may follow adaptive responses to the trust-
mistrust and shame/doubt-autonomy stages of development. Thus,
it can be limited to the specific act. It is not integrated as a
wordless self-denegration or questioning of the right to live, but
involves an assessment of culpability and evaluation of the retri-
bution. The ego is intact in guilt, while it is shattered or

dissolved in shame.

Experiential Characteristics of Guilt

The popular meaning of guilt suggests concern with trans-
gression, implying debt and the necessity for subsequent restitution.
Specifically, guilt deals with the real world, acts done or left
undone, and events for which one bears responsibility. Lewis (1971)

suggests that the individual, having experienced guilt, attempts to
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assess and determine the extent of one's own culpability, the
extent of the injury caused, and the reparation and/or punishment
necessary to amend the transgression. There is an objective quality
to this assessment. However, "In cases of irreparable injury, guilt
may lead to despair, which may in turn also evoke shame, as a reac-
tion to the helplessness of the self to reverse the course of
events" (p. 44). This may prompt an additional clouding of the
realistic assessment of the injurious act. Likewise, the more self-
contained, articulate experience of guilt may act as a defense for
the more ambiguous pervasive feelings of shame. This may be demon-
strated in individuals who, after mending the transgression, continue
to carry the guilt ideation. One might suggest also that within
western society there is an institutional recognition of guilt as a
mode of experience, and appropriate ritual for its expiation. This
is not the case with the shame experience.

The "act" retains the central focus in the experience of
guilt. This does not preclude the possibility of attaching a
negative evaluation to the self, but if done, it is via the act
and the self does not become the center of the experience. The
self is intact and can actively pursue an objective evaluation of
the situation and a rational assignment of responsibility and
subsequent reparation. The preoccupation with these factors may
prompt the guilt affect to subside, leaving guilt ideation and
thoughts about the problem that have an insoluble quality. Unlike

shame, there is no further interference by acute awareness of the
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self. The intactness of the self in guilt also allows for directing

hostility against the self or outward to others in the environment.
Finally, Lewis (1971) proposes that hostility against the

self arising in guilt takes on the quality of righteous indignation

when discharged through the righting of a transgression. In shame,

the hostility directed against the self is a humiliated fury that

is not expressed outwardly and is discharged ". . . only by repair

of the psychic injury to the self" (p. 45).

Definitions: Shame and Guilt

In summary, the present writer offers definitions of shame
and guilt that integrate the above mentioned theories.

The basic qualitative differences between shame and guilt
can be characterized as a conflict between two different aspects
of the superego (ideal self and conscience, respectively). Each
are involved with the self.

In guilt, the impulse-limiting, transgression-oriented
superego function is active with its subsequent fear of punishment,
its expected need for retribution, and its negative evaluation of
the self via the commission or omission of the act.

Shame arises out of the ideal self and its conflict with the
real self, manifested as a failure to achieve the idealized self-
expectation, subsequent negative self-evaluation for being
inadequate, anxiety about having exposed a shortcoming, and fear of
a loss of esteem or respect in the individual's own eyes and the

fantasized evaluation by others.



32

Shame and Guilt

The Self and the Ego

The definitional confusion about the terms self and ego
(and ideal self and ego ideal) has been a continual, unresolved
concern for personality theorists. Allport (1943) notes that the
term ego has been used in at least eight different senses in psycho-
logical theory. Like Allport, Hartmann (1950) suggested the neces-
sity of differentiating the self from the ego.

Ego, as Lewis (1958) defines it and as this writer shall use
the term, is essentially Freudian: ". . . the sybsystem of person-
ality which organizes and controls motility and perception, tests
reality, and is the seat of defenses" (p. 4).

Self is defined here by using descriptions provided by
Chein (1944) and Lewis (1958). Chein distinguishes between ". . .
awareness of the self and knowledge about the larger system of
ongoing motives which constitute ego" (cited by Lewis, 1958, p. 4).
In referring to the self, Lewis adds that it is ". . . that sense of
our own identity which each of us experiences, at times consciously,
and more often unconsciously, . . . the unifying tendency in the
activities of the organism, . . . the registrant of activities,
attitudes and feelings, recognized by the person as his own" (p. 4).

Lewis (1958) demonstrates the distinction between the
involvement of the ego and that of the self in her discussion of
estrangement and depersonalization. She suggests that estrangement

'

is a disturbance manifested as ". . . a strange sense of distance

from the self, i.e., 'the me I know,' though percepts may continue
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to be accurate, vivid and rich" (p. 5). Depersonalization exper-
iences, on the other hand, suggest ego-based difficulties where
", . . inner feelings of identity are disturbed, although the
kinesthetic, visual percepts are again rich and accurate" (p. 5).
Further, Lewis suggests that implicit in the distinction

between self and ego "

« » » 18 the possibility of discrepancy
between the self image and the reality of the ego's function-

ing . . ." (p. 4). With reference to shame, she writes ". . .
distortion between the self-image and ego functioning leads to
under-individuation of the self, i.e., lacking in sense of separate-
ness from the environment" (p. 5). Conflicts can occur between the
self and the ego, the self and ideal self and between the ego and
the ego ideal. One might assume that the functioning egoideal and
ideal self in reality, are ideals, just as the terms indicate.

They would in pure form reflect the perfect functioning of motile,

perceptive, reality testing factors and subsequent high evaluation

of the self, that is, ideal self.

The Superego Construct

As presented by Lewis (1971), the superego construct

includes both "impulse controlling" and "ideal attainment" activi-

ties. The superego has the goal of maintaining stasis (non-conflict)
with the environment. This is mediated by the ego and self func-

tions. Bof@wggilt and shame occur in the service of the superego

to inhibit inappropriate impulse expressions.
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Lewis (1971) suggests that both moral and non-moral shame
exist, but only moral guilt. By this she means that guilt is a
manifestation of a sophisticated, internalized set of values about
attitudes, impulses, and behaviors. Guilt arises as a result of
the transgression of proscriptions and prescriptions. These are
often related to, but not limited to, sexual and aggressive aims.
Psychoanalytic theory maintains that the values arise from defensive
identification in childhood, based on factors such as the fear of
talion-like punishment in retaliation for transgressions of a
taboo, and in the extreme, fear of castration or annihilation.

Thus, in the development of guilt the child initially fears
physical or emotional punishment, including loss of love by the
parents. "If I do transgress I will be punished and lose mother's

love."

The child comes to live out his or her understanding of the
parental values and the parentally defined (and later societally
defined) behavioral manifestations of the values. This assumed
knowledge in turn becomes established internally, and in the event
of transgression or thoughts thereof, the internalized parental
image punishes the self for the thought or act. In this way a
completely internal system is established that can regulate self-
regard in the absence of the actual parental image.

Moral shgm% seems more limited to overexposure of sexual or
aggressive impulses, arising from an anaclitic identification or
positive modeling after a parent. The threat that exposure generates

is of the loss of esteem in the eyes of the significant other and, in

the extreme, rejection or abandonment by the beloved other.
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Non-moral shame, like moral shame, also arises from ana-
clitic identification and involves exposure, fear of rejection, and
the physical expression of shame. Both can be viewed as inhibitors
of impulses, behaviors, attitudes, and needs that are defined by
the environment as taboo. Non-moral shame, however, occurs in the
absence of the narrowly defined sexual and aggressive impulses.
Shame for succorance needs might be illustrative.

Important in both moral and non-moral shame is the psycho-
dynamic structure that differs from guilt and prompts a qualitatively
different experience. Although often described as inherently
involving the presence of the '"shaming other" (Singer, 1953),
shame, like guilt, can occur without the physical presence of an
other. The other may be a partially internalized parental image.
According to anthropologists,‘Ebfﬁmgst prevalent fear in shame is
part;ai“internalization insures that the failure is felt to be
known. It is this writer's view that shame, like guilt, requires
internalized values'and expectations, but that it arises in response
Fq‘failures and inadequacies rather than in the transgression of
limits. Guilt, as anxiety, functions to avoid transgression via
;ié;ai anxiety, and subsequent reinforced repression of the impulse
to transgress. It also punishes transgressions as they occur by
cutting off narcissistic supplies proportional to the severity of
the transgression, and thereby lowers esteem. Shame, as anxiety,

acts to insure the attainment of parentally prescribed behaviors

and values via signal anxiety and subsequent repression of the
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impulse or need. Shame punishes failures by temporarily cutting off
all narcissistic supplies and acutely lowering self esteem.

What difference is there between moral guilt and moral and
non-moral shame? Guilt is fully internalized, allowing for the
modification of esteem level to occur as a matter of course when
there is a transgression. The occurance of guilt also, by defini-
tion, assumes the previous attainment of some level of autonomy and
a sense of separateness of the self. In the event of transgression,
this felt separateness further allows for the assessment, by the
self, of the extent of transgression, the amount of retribution
necessary, and the extent to which self-esteem and narcissistic
supplies will be lowered. In this sense the self is active in its
own assessment; the self assesses the severity of transgression and
extracts a suitable punishment from itself. Environmental punish-
ments interact with this process but are secondary.

The guilty person can actively negotiate with himself and
the environment (if the environment has been impacted by the
transgression), is in control of his or her punishment, and can
accept or reject the appropriateness of environmental punishment.
Note here, the individual who feels they have '"paid their dues" for
a crime though a further criminal sentence may be imposed. In cases
where the self assesses the transgression as less severe than does
the environment, then the self is intact, and able to direct anger
at those in the environment who would punish further. There is
generally a self-righteous quality in the '"righting of guilt," a

sense of having expiated the guilt by reparation. The self is
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intact, and allows for the articulate experience and communication
of the guilt to others, further facilitating expiation. Addition-
ally, guilt is often situation specific.

Shame, on the other hand, while internal, is less well
articulated. The route by which the shame mechanism is established
(anaclitic identification), occurs earlier than that of guilt, at
a time when the self is not experienced as autonomous and separate
from the parent. Initially, the parent intentionally or uninten-
tionally expresses shaming or labels a child's behaviors, thoughts,
impulses, and needs as shameworthy. The child is given the overt
message of shame, and covertly or overtly given the expectation that
he or she should attain the parental values. The suppression or
repression of shamed impulses and needs occurs in the context of
the parental disapproval and/or disregard. When internalization
occurs, its structure allows for the self to evaluate and regulate
its esteem. In addition, the internalized powerful parental image
is available to the self to re-project onto the environment; this
image in turn also evaluates the self. It is the power of the early
loved object, and the attribution to it of esteem regulating capa-
cities that gives shame its other oriented flavor.

The initial fear of the infant or child, in losing the
positive regard of the parent by failing to live up to parental
expectations, is rejection and abandonment. Coming as early as it
does, that is, before autonomy and separateness, loss of positive
regard takes on life and death proportions. The initial and subse-

quent occurance of shame also bring to the fore intense either/or
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self-assessments. The self experiences positive regard as either
fully present or fully absent. Unlike guilt, in shame the capacity
for quantitative and qualitative assessment of the extent of failure
is absent. Either full narcissistic supplies or none at all are
available. The experience of abandonment and panic over the feared
loss of narcissistic supplies occurs when none are available.

The dual evaluation by the self and the internalized other
keeps the self under too much scrutiny for the self to assess the
situation rationally (as in guilt). Likewise, the attribution of
power and the definition of parental ideals as positive, cuts off
the possibility of expressing anger over felt injustice from the
other. The fear that arises, particularly for the infant or young
child, is that as a non-separate extension of the parent, a life
sustaining part of the self would be lost or driven further away.
In order to ensure survival, the individual redirects the hostility
against the self, and views the self as inadequate in order to
maintain the illusion of having a loving parent.

At least in the early life of the child the parents define
those attitudes, behaviors, impulses, and needs that are acceptable
and those that are taboo. Large differences in the type and number
of taboos occurs because of the variety among parents. This writer
suggests that in some cases the inhibition, both by guilt and shame
induction, may prompt the development of an excessively punitive
superego, in both impulse controlling and ideal attainment aspects.
Further, both moral and non-moral shame arise from and are a res-

ponse to the self (and early expressed other) expectations of ideal
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attaimment, based on anaclitic identification. This leads not only
to the continual need to achieve and attain, but to fear the failure
which would generate shame, and abandonment. Such early experienced
orientation to the external world for self-satisfaction encourages
the continued salience of the external (the parent and parent sym-
bol, later manifested as a generalized other), and thus the potential
occurance of shame.

While Lewis (1971) makes good use of the differentiation
between moral and non-moral shame, she remains attached to the
narrow, psychoanalytically defined viewpoint of the negativity of
sexual and aggressive expression. This writer takes issue with
these narrow delineations and sees it as beneficial to view ''sexual"

more broadly, as "alive."

That is, a sexual organism is energized;
it acts upon and reacts to the environment. Likewise, "aggression"
may be viewed as the assertion of a tendency to move toward need
and impulse satisfaction.

Within this perspective, any and many impulses, needs,
behaviors, feelings and attitudes may be shamed. If shaming is
extensive, there can be extensive inhibition, hampering of 1life
and behavior choices, and neurotic symptoms. Lewis (1971) discusses
the tendency of undischarged shame to develop into depressive
symptoms, and undischarged guilt into obsessive symptom patterns.

Perlman (1958) has also explored the qualitative differences
in guilt and shame and their implications. He developed the Atti-

tude Anxiety Survey (AAS) to measure the component affects associated

to the experience of anxiety. Drawing from the earlier writings of
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Alexander (1938) and Piers (1953), he assumed that shame anxiety
and guilt anxiety are two aspects of anxiety. He validated the
questionnaire on a sample of 64 first year medical students. The
purpose of his study was to assess the extent of relationship between
shame and evaluation anxiety (measured by the Mandler Sarason
Questionnaire on Attitudes Toward Three Types of Testing, 1952).

He hypothesized that shame anxiety and evaluation anxiety would

show a positive association. For the overall sample, significant
support for this hypothesis was lacking. Intensive assessment of
six subjects who scored extremely high on guilt or on shame pro-
vided support for the ability of Perlman's questionnaire to identify
an individual's vulnerability to guilt anxiety or shame anxiety.
Individuals who reported high responsiveness to shame items also
expressed, in intensive interviews, strong concerns about issues
involving inadequacy and failure. Individuals highly responsive to
guilt items reported concerns that centered around aggression and
its control. These findings are consistent with the earlier dis-
cussed formulations of Alexander and Piers regarding shame and

guilt respectively.

Review of Previous Research

Several areas of research are relevant to the shame and guilt
experiences. The present writer will discuss the constructs of
psychological differentiation, defense mechanisms, incidental

learning, and sex role endorsement, and present research in each
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area. This research lays a foundation for hypotheses of the main

study.

Psychological Differentiation and
Personality Characteristics

Lewis (1971) and Binder (1971) have both discussed the rela-
tionship of shame and guilt to aspects of psychological differen-
tiation, hypothesizing that shame occurs within a less differentiated,
and guilt within in a more differentiated psychological structure.

The differentiation construct has been characterized as
"a difference between people in the ease with which they are able
to maintain their orientation in space" (Lewis, 1971, p. 127).
Originally formulated by Wertheimer (1938), this construct suggests
the self as an "egotistical product" or a product of interaction
with the "field." Witkin (1950) has suggested that the differing
capacity for perceptual-cognitive discrimination is associated with
relatively consistent differences in personality characteristics
and styles. He uses field dependence-independence as an operation-
alization of this perceptual-cognitive dimension. In turn, this
construct is subsumed under the more general construct of global-
analytic cognitive functioning. Witkin (1954, 1962, 1965, 1969)
suggests that the extent to which a person is perceptually dependent
on the field for information (field dependent) also reflects depen-
dence on external information in making judgments in general (global
functioning). Analytic functioning is associated with a greater
degree of psychological differentiation, including a well differ-

entiated self and less reliance on external information for
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judgments. Global functioning reflects a less separate sense of
self, implying that global people tend to see themselves fused with
other people and with the environment generally. Witkin's construct
of psychological differentiation encompasses cognitive functioning,
functioning of the self, and defense mechanisms.

A frequently used measure of perceptual-cognitive differ-
entiation is the Rod and Frame Test (Witkin, 1949), in which the
individual must discriminate the verticality of an illuminated rod
within an illuminated non-vertical frame, within a darkened room.
The extent to which verticality is attained is considered a measure
of field independence, that is, the ability to use one's internal
cues to assess the body's verticality and that of the rod. This
in turn implies an independence of the body and the self from the
environmental cue of the frame. The individual who is relatively
inaccurate is said to have less firmly established self boundaries
and, thus, is unable to separate himself from the dominant but
misleading environmental cue.

Lewis and Witkin (1958) indicate that extreme accuracy and
inaccuracy in discriminating the rod from the frame (more generally,
the figure from the ground) denotes a self that is over-
differentiated or under-differentiated. Extreme differentiation
allows for precise discrimination but may be associated with a rigid,
wholly analytic style of functioning, with little capacity to
experience "union" with the environment (see previous discussion of

Bassos). Conversely, poor discrimination denotes difficulty in
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in establishing a sense of self that is separate, autonomous, and
internally directed.

Witkin (1969) has found that physical and psychological
separateness develop with a movement away from unity with the
mothering agent, and that the development of the analytic perceptual
style is contingent upon the separation. Witkin's findings, suggest
that mothers of little boys later measured as global tend to lack
definition in their own roles, implying some interference with the
development of separateness in their child. Conversely, more psy-
chologically differentiated mothers tended to encourage an indepen-
dent sense of self in their child. These boys, in turn, later
showed a more articulated (analytic) cognitive style. Seder (1952),
Dawson (1963, 1967), and Berry (1966a & b) confirm these findings
with varying populations and cultures.

There is a tendency for perceptual discrimination to increase
with age. As measured by the Rod and Frame Test, but Witkin,
Goodenough and Karp (1967) have found that individuals who are
global at age eight remain relatively global when retested at age
22, suggesting a relative stability of perceptual-cognitive style
over time. Likewise, global, field dependent individuals tend to
be more influenced by the judgments of others on autokinetic and
Ash-group pressure tests (Sherif, 1946; Linton, 1955; Allen and
Crutchfield, 1963). Sanguliano (1951) demonstrated that field
dependence and suggestibility were positively correlated in a female

psychiatric patient group. Rudin and Stagner (1958) suggest that
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field dependent individuals are more likely to be malleable in their
self views and change them when asked to describe themselves in
different contexts.

These findings suggest a complex interaction of perceptual-
cognitive style with personality characteristics.

« « « One of the main characteristics of differentiation
is specialization of function; another is a clear separation
of the self and not self. Integration refers to the func-
tional relations between parts of a system. At any level
of differentiation, integration is possible, although more
complex integrations would be required at increased levels
of differentiation. Adjustment of the whole personality
may be thought of as reflecting its integration. It is to
be expected that impairments of integration or adjustment
take place at any level of personality differentiation.
The form of impairment or pathology would be expected to
vary with level of differentiation. (Lewis, 1971, p. 131)

Differentiation Research Relevant to
Shame and Guilt

Lewis (1971) has discussed the relationship between psycho-
logical differentiation and the experiences of shame and guilt.

Consistent perceptual, cognitive and defensive styles seem to be

manifested by shame experiencing and guilt experiencing individuals.
‘In her work with Witkin, et al., (1968) she assessed field indepen-
dence, measured with the Rod and Frame Test, and self/body boundar-
ies, measured as the articulation of body drawings (DAP). The
results indicated that those individuals with highly diffuse, non-
ar;icplate self drawings with porous body boundaries tended to be
more field dependent. Likewise, their verbal productions in the
initial sessions of psychotherapy were heavily dominated by reports

of shame oriented experiences. Shame or guilt orientation was
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measured by the Gottscalk method of scoring implied affect (1961,
1969). Verbal productions that suggested fear of abandonment were
used as operationalization of shame, based on Piers' (1953) concep-
tualizations. Additionally, field independence and articulated body
drawings with solid boundaries were positively correlated with guilt
oriented verbal productions. Guilt affect was judged as the pre-
sence of castration concerns.

Lewis suggests, on the basis of these findings, that the
experience éf shéme occurs within a self organization pattern of
‘field dependence and porous self boundaries. The self organization
associated with guilt involves field independence and solid self
boundaries. The porosity of the body boundaries and the inability
to extract a figure from a ground may be indicative of a self
inadequately differentiated from the environment. Under-
Aifferentiation is a characteristic of theoretical descriptions of
Athe.expe;i;ﬁce.of-shame. Conversely, excessive articulation of
body and self boundaries and extreme sense of separateness is
thought indicative of over-differentiation and is consistent with
the theoretical descriptions of guilt.

These findings also support the view that shame experiencing
.}Bgividuals attribute self-esteem regulating capacities to the
environment, and they are consistent with the previously discussed
view that shame arises from thepre-autonomous, anaclitic identifi-

cation patterns of early childhood. Liekwise, the dependence on
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external environmental cues for information and affirmation, supports
the theoretically described difficulty with the discharge of hos-
tility.

In an attempt to illuminate the relationship of shame and
guilt with other consistent characteristics of individuals, Binder
(1971) described the relationship of shame and guilt (as measured
by a variation of the Perlman, 1958, scale of shame and guilt),
with attention deployment (Mayman and Voth, 1967; Bush, 1967:
Reality Close-Reality Distant Scale), self-ideal self discrepancy
(Mayman, 1953: Sense of Self Inventory), the tendency to falsely
present oneself in a positive way (MMPI, K scale), and defensive
cognitive-perceptual style (leveler-sharpener dimension). There
was a significant correlation between the extent of awareness of
self-ideal self discrepancy and shame or guilt separately, for
women only. Running counter to Binder's hypothesis, women with a
high tolerance for self-ideal self discrepancy tended to experience
shame; women with a low tolerance for self-ideal self discrepancy
tended to experience guilt. Consistent with his hypotheses shame
was found to be related to a leveler cognitive and defensive style,
and guilt to a sharpening style. Correlations supported the view
that individuals who have a low tolerance for self-ideal self
discrepancy and who have high external attention deployment, tend
to falsely present themselves in a positive manner. Conversely,
high tolerance for discrepancy and high internal attention deploy-

ment subjects tended to present themselves in a negative manner.
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The present writer would expect that people with a high
tolerance for self-ideal self discrepancy would more likely exper-
ience shame, due to their awareness of their own shortcomings.
Although Binder found a positive relationship between shame and
leveling cognitive style, the present writer will hypothesize that
individuals who expereince intense shame will have a more heightened
awareness of their environment and their self-functioning.

Lewis (1971) and Binder (1971) also theorize that individuals
who modally experience shame use repressive defenses, and individuals
who experience guilt use sensitizing defenses. The present writer
disagrees with these formulations and will test hypotheses that
reflect a reversal of the above theory regarding shame.

Research on Defense Mechanisms Relevant
to Shame and Guilt

Witkin (1950) posits differences in the cognitive-perceptual
style, functioning of the self, and defensive style, as a function
of the extent of differentiation. These differences can be use-
fully described as the extent to which there is a reliance on exter-
nal or environmental information. This is one operationalization
of the global-analytic cognitive functioning construct. Two specific
areas that can be used to assess this construct are differences in
defensive style (a measure of defensive perception), and more
generally, differences in attention deployment (a measure of the
style of perception, both defensive and non-defensive). This writer

has focused primarily on the repression-sensitization dimension of
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defensive perception presumably demonstrative of global and analytic
cognitive styles, respectively.

The construct of repression-sensitization arises from theo-
retical and research literature concerning individual differences
in defense style (see Byrne, 1961; Eriksen, 1968). Repressors are
characterized as individuals who tend to try to avoid recognizing
and reporting anxiety inducing stimuli. Sensitizers are character-
ized as defending by approaching anxiety inducing stimuli, such as
by showing perceptual vigilence in perception studies. The sensiti-
zer tends to use isolation of affect (Bertini, 1961; Benfari, 1966;
Gardner, 1962), and intellectualization (Weiner, Carpenter and
Carpenter, 1957), or, more neutrally, heightened recognition, as a
defense style. Repressors typically use avoidant mechanisms, such
as denial, repression, or, more neutrally, lowered perceptual reports
or recall of information (Mischel, Ebbeson, and Zeiss, 1973).
Repression and sensitization are not considered mutually exclusive
mechanisms. It has been noted that in response to neutral words,
neither group may employ defensive perception. However, a basic
perceptual style which some assume tounderlie the defense style is
in fact measurable with neutral stimuli (Markowitz, 1969; Klein,
1954). A sensitizing attention style may prompt an ongoing aware-
ness of negative self qualities, in turn maintaining a negative
self-view. The present writer proposes that this may be the
template on which recurring proneness to an experience of shame

may be based.
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Studies of attention style essentially attempted to denote
what is perceived in the environment. Two operationalizations of
attention style are relevant to the present research. These include
the relationship of attention style with the use of sensitizing
or repressing defenses and the relationship of incidental learning
as a measure of attention style with defensive style.

Luborsky, et al., (1965) have studied the breadth of scanning
of environmental stimuli and have shown that individual differences
in scanning do exist, and that as an aspect of attention deployment,
they define the attentional range. Narrow scanning of the stimulus
field was correlated with the perceptual defense of repression, and
broad scanning was correlated with sensitization. The researchers
theorized that limiting the range of what is seen reduces the proba-
bility of receiving inputs that may threaten the established repres-
sion or denial. Conversely, a broad scanning range facilitates the
sensitizer's vigilance, providing information of conflictful
situations.

Incidental learning paradigms can also be used to measure
individual differences in the breadth of attention deployment.
Incidental learning is that learning that occurs in the absence of
formal instructions to learn. Structurally, one paradigm presents
an instruction for the individual to learn one set of words (focal
task) and then tests the individual for knowledge of other words
that were present (peripheral task/incidental task) during the
focal task. The variation of this paradigm that will be used in

the present study was developed by Mendelsohn and Griswold (1964).
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Subjects are asked to memorize words on a typed word list (focal
list) while a tape recording presents other words (peripheral
stimuli). The subjects are tested later on an anagram task. Some
of the anagram solutions were included in the focal list and some
in the peripheral stimuli. The extent to which the subject is able
to do the anagrams whose solutions were cued focally or peripher-
ally, is the measure of incidental learning. Using this model.
Mendelsohn and Griswold (1966) found that poor performance on
anagram solutions is correlated with repression, as measured by
the MMPI R scale (repression, denial).

Differences in attention deployment of sensitizers and
repressors seem to be accentuated under threat. Markowitz (1969),
in a study of incidental learning, showed that sensitizers looked
around more, responded with increased vigilence, and had a higher
recall of incidental stimuli under a high threat condition. Re-
pressors, who tend to look around little responded with even
narrower attention under threat. More broadly, this suggests that
manifest anxiety may facilitate effective responses or, depending
on the environmental task, impair it. Sarason (1972) suggests
that individuals differing in test anxiety also differ in the
degree to which they attend to environmental stimuli and how they
use cues in problem solving.

The effects of threat on defensive perception and attention
style was also assessed by Mischel, Ebbeson and Zeiss (1973). They
exposed groups of sensitizers and repressors to personal feedback

material labeled either as assets or as deficits and recorded time
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spent with the feedback. Sensitizers who had been previously told
they had done poorly on a task tended to spend significantly more
time reading negative feedback than positive feedback. The sensi-
tizers in the control condition also spent more time on their
liabilities than did repressors; sensitizers spent much less time
on their assets than did repressors.

The apparent consistency of these findings suggests that
the sensitizing mode acts as a selective attending device that may
prompt awareness of, interest in, and responsiveness to, negative
feedback from the environment in the absence of clear positive
environmental cues.

Theories previously discussed suggest that heightened
awareneééﬂgé negative cues from the environment is an active factor
.inlghéw;ﬁ;;; éﬁperience. From the tradition of research on percep-
tual defense, Dulaney (1957) points out that perceptual vigilence
occurs when one's perceptual response is instrumental in the
avoidance of punishment and competing responses are punished;
repressive modes occur when one's perceptual response is responded
to with punishment. Byrne (1964) hypothesized that the repressive
orientation would arise in a restrictive family, in which the
child's expression of impulses are punished; a sensitizing orien-
tation would arise in a permissive family, in which the impulses
were allowed expression. His own data suggest a reversal of
prediction, with sensitizers reporting more restrictive home
backgrounds and repressors, more permissive home backgrounds.

Donelson (1973) comments that the vigilence of the sensitizer may
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be adaptive as a response to the sternness of the parental restric-
tions, whereas the repressor may not have sensed as clear a need
for vigilence. Parents with whom vigilence is required may also
be likely to provide shame inducing experiences for the child.

Along with others, the present writer views threats to the
esteem of an individual as leading to defense, of which perceptual
vigilence and acute awareness of the potential threat of the environ-
ment, may be part. These factors have been previously discussed as
an integral part of the shame structure.

This selective review of research prompts the present writer
to propose that there may be a relationship between attention deploy-
ment, defensive perception, and shame and guilt affects. A more
elaborate review of attention and defense research is beyond the
scope of the present paper, but it is available in Eriksen (1968)
and Silverman (1970).

The present study will combine the Mendelsohn and Griswold
incidental learning paradigm and the Mischel, Ebbeson and Zeiss
method and relate behaviors observed within these paradigms to
repression-sensitization, as measured by the R-S scale, and to shame

and guilt variables.

Sex Differences in Perceptual Style and
Their Relationship to Shame and Guilt

Several factors prompt a discussion of the interaction of
sex differences, perceptual style, and shame and guilt. The extent
of separateness is theoretically relevant to the experience of shame

and guilt; the non-separate individual is predicted to be prone to
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shame, and the more separate individual to guilt. Traditionally,
it has been assumed that women are less psychologically separate
than are men. Lewis (1971) suggested that women experience more
shame than do men, and women experience less guilt than men.
Hoffman (1975) reports data suggesting that males show greater
concern with detection for wrongdoing, than do females. Fear of
detection can be viewed as more an aspect of the shame experience,
than of the guilt experience. Thus, there seems to be an inter-
action between pairs of these factors, though no empirical study
has shown a relationship almong all the variables treated together.
Several theoretical approaches suggest that there should be
sex differences in these areas. Bakan (1966) discusses differences
in agency and communal orientations. Self-protection, self-
assertion, and self-expression are attributed to agency. A sense of
"at oneness'" with the communal whole characterizes communion.
Freud's postulated self versus species preservation tendencies are
paralleled by Bakan's concepts. Similarly, the Logos and Eros princi-
ples, delineated by Jung parallel the antitheses of separateness and
communion. Logos attributes, marked by compartmentalization, dis-
crimination, analytic thinking, independence, and self-sufficiency,
are said to be characteristic of the masculine principle. The
Eros attributes of subjectivity, passivity, tender mindedness, sen-
sitivity and dependency are viewed as characteristic of the

feminine principle. Eros binds together what Logos separates.
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Gutmann (1965, 1970) discusses the differences in auto-
centric versus allocentric ego styles. The autocentric style is
marked by a sense of union and interaction with the external and
non-self aspects of the environmental stimuli. The allocentric
style is marked by a separateness from non-self aspects of environ-
mental stimuli and a view that that which is external to the self
had a logic of its own. With more permeable ego (self) boundaries,
the distinction between the self and other (environment) is not as
sharply made, the self being more easily a part of the stimulus
(Donelson, 1977b). Guttman (1970) notes that the work world conven-
tionally inhabited by men, is an impersonal one in which firm ego
boundaries between self and others are adaptive in using others in
the pursuit of ones own goals, for self preservation. In contrast,
firm ego boundaries would be disruptive in the self-extending
habitat assigned to women, where the dominant task is more one of
species preservation.

Taken as a whole, these theoretical formulations propose
differences in perceptual attention styles, and maintain to varying
extents that self-extending qualities are attributable to females,
while self-preservatory qualities are attributable to males.

Significant sex differences can be found in some tests of
perceptual-cognitive style, as represented in studies of sensory
threshold, responses to strong stimulation, responses to discrete
segments versus whole configurations, awareness of subtle differ-
ences in configurations, attention versus inattention to interfering

irrelevant stimulus cues (see Silverman, 1970). Witkin cites cross
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cultural findings that suggest support for females being more field
dependent than males during some life periods. Lewis (1971) has
found perceptual-cognitive style sex differences on the Embedded
Figures Test and posits that a very close relationship exists
between sex differences and perceptual style.

. +» » the factors which generally result in difference in

perceptual style, should be the same factors that result

in sex differences in perceptual style. (Lewis, 1971,

p. 145)

Donelson's (1977a) discussion of conventional feminine
socialization points out the extensiveness of the requirement of
social responsiveness for females in this social structure. The
emphasis on self-extending qualities exacts a toll from the female
in t he form of a lessened sense of separateness.

The present writer views the Donelson discussion as adding
important elaboration to Lewis' position in that it acknowledges
the contribution of sex role training to sex differences, and
explicitly recognizes within-sex differences based on the extent
to which traditional sex role consistent behaviors are endorsed.

Recent research and criticism suggests caution in generaliz-

ing from sex difference findings, due to a lack of consistency
across studies (see Maccoby, 1966; Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974).
All findings, therefore, must bé considered in this light. However,
Silverman (1970) in his survey of findings suggests that sex differ-
ences do exist, and variation or deviation from these (i.e., within-
sex variation) occurs as a function of "moderator variables,"

including anxiety level, level of ego strength, defensiveness, and



56

masculinity-femininity. The present writer suggests that the number
of recognized moderator variables, their widespread presence in
this culture, their pervasive influence on personaltiy, and their
overall level of importance, makes difficult the isolation of any
existing biologically inherent sex differences. Of particular
concern is Silverman's relegation of masculine and feminine sex
roles to a '"moderator" status. The present writer disagrees with
this position and emphasizes the importance of the sex role training
factor in the development of what heretofore have been considered
inherent sex differences (e. g., in areas of perceptual-cognitive
functioning, extent of separateness of self, and shame and guilt
affects).

Sex role modeling, regardless of biological sex, within the
masculinity-femininity dimension impacts the individual's cognitive
style, and prompts a questioning of assumed inherent biological
sex differences. The present writer does not negate that relevant
biological sex differences may exist, but points out the importance
of sex roles and the socialization experiences typically related
to sex differences.

Barclay and Cusumanos (1965) have found that field depen-
dence in boys tends to increase as a function of father absence.
Bieri (1960) found that father identified women tended to be field
independent. For men, the same finding was apparent though it was
not significant. Milton (1957) has found that high masculinity or
femininity scores inconsistent with biological sex were associated with

the perceptual style and problem solving approach typically used by
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the other sex. Vaught (1965) also shows that feminine females
and males show poorer performance on the Rod and Frame Test than
do masculine males and females.

Regarding sex role training, there has recently been a
questioning of the traditionally bipolar view of masculinity and
femininity.as a single dimension. Constantinople (1969) suggests that
it is more useful to view them as separate dimensions. Some indi-
viduals show a mixture of traditionally stereotyped masculine and
feminine qualities. Bem (1975) hypothesizes that androgyny (rela-
tively equal masculine and feminine scores) allows for behavioral
adaptability inhibited in either consistent (same sex) or inconsis-
tent (other sex) sex role stereotyped endorsements. She demonstrated
that masculine and androgynous subjects conformed less to peer
pressure than feminine subjects, and that feminine and androgynous
subjects showed greater nurturance than did masculine subjects.

In the present writer's research, the effects of sex roles
is being explored in relation to both field independence and shame
and guilt experiential orientations. As Lewis (1971) discussed,
females are more likely to be shame oriented and field dependent;
males are more likely to experience guilt and be field independent.
It is the present writer's view that sex role commitment and not
necessarily inherent biological sex, is associated with the
cognitive-perceptual orientations, and shame or guilt. Masculine,
feminine, and androgynous subjects of each sex will be compared on

field independence, sensitization, and shame or guilt affects.



STATEMENT OF RESEARCH PROBLEM

The previously described theory and research seem to provide
reason to claim that shame is associated with field dependence, and
the use of sensitizing defenses, and is more prevalent for females
or males who endorse feminine sex role characteristics. Guilt is
assumed to be associated with field independence, and is more pre-
valent for males or females who endorse masculine sex role char-
acteristics.

Lewis (1971) rated the early session psychotherapy tapes
(using the Gottscalk System for Evaluation of Implied Affect),
administered the Witkin (1950) Embedded Figures Test and Draw a
Person Test to eight out-patient psychiatric subjects. She found
that diffuse ego boundaries (measured as field dependence) is
related to the experience of diffuse affective states (i. e.,
shame). To this she adds that: shame is typically greater for
females; the anger arising in shame is discharged against the self
rather than against the external environment; shame is related to
the use of repressive defensive style (e. g., repression and
denial). Conversely, firm ego boundaries (measured as field inde-
pendence) is found to be related to the experience of more limited
and bound affective states (e. g., guilt). She also suggests that:

guilt is more typical for males; the anger arising in guilt is

58



59

usually discharged against the environment rather than the self;
guilt is related to the use of sensitizing defensive style (e. g.,
intellectualization).

Several factors led the present writer to re-assess the
Lewis (1971) findings. One reason for reevaluation was the fact
that a psychiatric sample was used in her study. The present writer
felt that a non-psychiatric sample should be tested in order to
report results that were more typical of the general population.
Secondly, Lewis' sample was a small group (n = 8) of intensively
studied cases, and it seemed appropriate that a larger sample should
be tested in this study. The present study employed objective
measures of shame and guilt affects, rather than using tape ratings,
and administered objective measures of all the other variables of
interest. The shame and guilt scale employed was a modified version
of the Perlman (1958) Attitude Anxiety Survey (see Test Instrument
Section) that was restructured to provide male, female, and self
reflective forms.

Although Lewis does not view shame and guilt as mutually
exclusive, the focus of her research emphasizes the bipolar quality
of these affects. In turn there is emphasis on the bipolarity of
the differentiation construct, defensive style, and sex role endorse-
ment, in relation to shame and guilt. The present Pilot Study
tests some of Lewis' contentions, based on this bipolar view. Thus,
hypotheses in the Pilot Study use a bipolar conceptualization of
shame and guilt as they relate to differentiation (measured as

field independence-dependence), and to sex role endorsement. It
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is expected that there are relationships between shame and feminin-
ity, and between guilt and masculinity; negative relationships are
expected between shame and masculinity and between guilt and
femininity. Two final hypotheses concern the relationship of differ-
entiation with sex role endorsement.

However, there are problems with some bipolar concepts. In
the Main Study, the method uses a technique by which subjects are
grouped into classifications based on their shame and guilt scores
separately. The instrument selected can obtain independent scores
on each affect. Median cutoff points were established for the
sample on each variable, allowing for a designation of subjects as
above or below the median value on both shame and/or guilt. This
allowed for the separation into four groups of high or low scores
on both shame and guilt.

The complexity of the Main Study design was thus increased
but this method acknowledged shame and guilt as separate dimensions,
and allowed for the assessment of the relationship between the
level of shame and guilt separately, and the individual's level
of differentiation, attention style, defensive style, and sex role
endorsement. The extent of differentiation and defensive style
were each assessed by measures that reflected bipolar aspects of
a single dimension. Masculinity and femininity were treated as
separate dimensions.

According to Lewis (1971), the experience of shame is
related to a self structure that is diffuse (measured as field

dependence and a lack of ego and body boundaries). Conversely,
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guilt is related to a self structure that reflects strong body and
ego boundaries and demonstrates field independence. These hypo-
theses are tested here using a larger, non-psychiatric sample,
evaluated with objective measures. It is hypothesized that:
1. Shame scores (on the AAS described below) will be
negatively associated with closure flexibility (field

independence).

2. Guilt scores will be positively associated with closure
flexibility (field independence).

Based on the assumption that males and females endorse
fully what has typically been described as sex role consistent
behaviors, Lewis asserts that males would be more familiar with the
guilt experience, and females with the shame experience, based on
her earlier described theory and research. The present writer fully
supports the importance of the recognition of sex role training, but
questions two assumptions inherent in Lewis' position. It cannot be
assumed that all males and females, because of biological sex,
have endorsed traditionally sex role consistent behaviors to the
same extent. Secondly, her assumptions are based on a bipolar view
of masculine and feminine sex roles. This viewpoint has been
reassessed by a number of researchers (Constantinpole, 1969; Bem,
1974; Spence, Helmreich and Stapp, 1975) who have found it useful
to view masculinity and femininity as separate dimensions rather
than polar opposites of the same dimension. This has allowed for
the acknowledgment of the value of developing characteristics pre-

viously seen as appropriate for only one sex. Additionally, this
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conceptualization facilitates the consideration of within-sex
differences in sex role endorsements.

The present writer posits a relationship between sex role
endorsement and shame and guilt affects. The self-extension quality,
and capacity for union with the enviromment, expressed in the
feminine sex role, is viewed as facilitative of the shame experience.
This occurs due to a theoretically greater receptivity to environ-
mental information and assessments for those individuals (females
and males) endorsing femininity. Receptivity to environmental
assessment has been discussed earlier as an integral part of the
shame experience. Conversely, the self-survival quality and
required separateness of the masculine role theoretically leads to
a greater familiarity with situation-specific guilt affect, facili-
tated by a heightened sense of separateness from the environment
in both males and females.

The research does not view masculinity and femininity or
guilt and shame as bipolar, but will test two hypotheses that are
correlation based and reflect a bipolar view of these variables,
in order to test Lewis' theory. Additional hypotheses (5 and 6),
tested only in the Main Study, allow for the evaluation of an
association between sex role endorsement viewed as separate dimen-
sions and the level of shame and guilt. Therefore, these hypotheses
seem reasonable. They are that:

3. Shame scores will be positively associated with femininity

and negatively associated with masculinity in both males
and females.
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4, Guilt scores will be positively associated with masculinity
and negatively associated with femininity in both males and
females.

5. For high shame subjects, feminine scores will be greater
than masculine scores.

6. For high guilt subjects, masculine scores will be greater
than feminine scores.

Witkin (1969) presents findings of sex differences in
field dependence/independence showing that females are more field
dependent than males in some age spans. The present writer, with
Witkin, suggests that sex role training includes sex role consistent
perceptual-cognitive training. Therefore:

7. Closure flexibility scores (field independence) will be
associated negatively with feminine sex role endorsement
in females and in males.

8. Closure flexibility scores (field independence) will be
associated positively with masculine sex role endorse-
ment in males and in females.

Lewis suggests that the level of differentiation, defensive
style and shame and guilt affects are highly interrelated. She
theorized a relationship between field dependence and the use of
repressive defenses. Conversely, field independence is said to
be related to the use of sensitizing defenses. Yet, Binder (1971)
found that it was those subjects who were aware of (or sensitized
to) a self-ideal self discrepancy who experienced shame, though on
some perceptual tasks they were labeled levelers rather than

sharpeners.

The term sensitization is being used here to represent the

extent of awareness of the environment (i. e., broad vs. narrow

attention deployment), as well as in the more limited definition as
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a defensive perceputal style that arises in response to intermal or
external threat. Operationally, we will test (in the Main Study)
the overall level of sensitization by measuring the extent of atten-
tion deployment in personal feedback reading and feedback recall,
and in an incidental learning paradigm. The narrower defense style-
based definition of sensitization will be tested with the Repression-
Sensitization Scale, R-S (Byrne, 1961).

The Main Study will assess selective attention deployment
(as measured by time spent reading positive and negative personal
feedback) for high shame and high guilt subjects, after experimen-
tally manipulated success or failure experiences. It is expected
that high shame subjects will demonstrate greater interest (sensi-
tization) in negative feedback (measured as time spent reading
feedback and recall of feedback) than in positive feedback, and that
this relationship will be greater than for high guilt subjects in
both success and failure conditions. The relationship between
sensitization and the use of incidental environmental information
will be assessed by the use of a modified form of the Mendelsohn
and Griswold (1964) incidental learning paradigm. Finally, recall
of positive and negative trait feedback received after success or
failure experiences will be assessed with a trait recall inventory.

It is hypothesized that:

9. Shame scores will be positively related to sensitization,
as measured by the R-S Scale; this relationship will be
stronger than for guilt scores and sensitization.
10. High shame (low guilt) subjects will spend a greater amount

of time than high guilt (low shame) subjects reading nega-
tive feedback, under both success and failure conditionms.
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High guilt (low shame) subjects will not differentially
attend to positive or negative feedback under success
conditions.

After failure, both high shame (low guilt) and high guilt
(low shame) subjects will attend more to negative feedback
than positive feedback; however, the high shame (low
guilt) subjects will attend to negative feedback more

than will high guilt (low shame) subjects.

High shame (low guilt) subjects will perform better on
an incidental learning task than high guilt (low shame)
subjects.

High shame (low guilt) subjects will have greater recall
scores about feedback material after success experience
than after a failure experience; this will not be true
for high guilt (low shame) subjects.



PILOT STUDY

A Pilot Study was designed to assess the feasibility of using
shame and guilt variables for subject classification and allowed for
the re-evaluation of the item homogeneity and test/retest reliability
of a modified version of the Attitude Anxiety Survey, AAS (Perlman,
1958) and the item homogeneity reliability of the Bem Sex Role
Inventory, BSRI (Bem, 1974). A preliminary testing of hypotheses
1-4, 7 and 8 was also carried out.

Subjects were 93 student volunteers enrolled in introductory
and advanced psychology classes at Michigan State Univeristy.

In order to assess the test-retest reliability of the AAS
instrument, two sessions were scheduled. Two forms of the shame-
guilt instrument were given to each subject in each session. The
BSRI was also administered in the first session. The Closure Flexi-
bility Test, CFT (Thurstone and Jeffrey, 1956), a test of field inde-
pendence was administered in the second session. Subjects completed

group forms of these inventories.

Testing Instruments

Original Attitude Anxiety Survey (AAS)

The Attitude Anxiety Survey, AAS, was developed by Perlman
(1958) to delineate two component affects associated with the exper-

ience of anxiety. Based on the earlier writings of Alexander (1938)
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and Piers (1953), he proposed that two affective aspects of
anxiety, shame and guilt anxiety, could be isolated and assessed.

The AAS is an objective paper and pencil measure of both the
relative proneness to guilt and shame and the intensity level of
each. The test consisted of 54 statements which the subject rates
along a nine point contiﬁum "how anxious you feel most people would
be were this (the situation) to happen to them." The situations were
described by statements such as, "John becomes aware that he has
mistreated a friend," and "Frank belches in public" (See Appendix
A).

Scoring yielded four separate, but non-independent socres:
guilt anxiety score; shame anxiety score; total anxiety score
(guilt plus shame score); difference score (difference between the
number of guilt items and shame items rated above the subject's own
median rating for the two._types of items combined). The median
based difference score is used as the measure of relative proneness
to shame and guilt. For the sake of brevity, this index will be
referred to as the relative score.

Perlman (1958) administered the items to a group of 64 male,
first year medical students on two separate occasions. Face valid-
ity of items was established by using only those items on which
three training psychoanalysts and a majority of 11 clinicians agreed
reflected the definitions of shame and guilt. His estimates of
reliability were based on a combined internal consistency as test-

retest method and yielded coefficients of .80, .83 and .35 for guilt
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score, shame score, and relative score. Test-retest reliability of

the total anxiety score was .71.

Revised Attitude Anxiety Survey

Several changes in the AAS seemed worth investigation. First,
to facilitate responsiveness for both females and males, feminine
gender names were used on a female form. Slight alterations of
phrasing were made in two of the original items (items 42 and 50)
for which the situations seemed unlikely to occur for a woman.
Situations were matched in intensity to the male form. When it was
possible, in other items (items 7, 12, 15, 24, 32, 44) situations
were changed to a sex role neutral situation of equal intensity as
the original (male) one. Item changes were made and agreed upon
by the experimenter and project chairperson. See Appendix A for
changes.

Additionally, a third form was created with a subject or
self-orientation. The instructions asked for the subject's own
response to the situation; statements of "he" were changed to '"you."
The rationale for this form was that it might elicit more immediate
personal affective responsiveness. It posed the risk, however, of }:;

v

prompting defensiveness, as well. The relative advantages of the
—_

Self and Other instructions were considered an empirical question.
Finally, for the sake of scoring convenience, the continuum
was extended from a nine point to a ten point scale, ranging from

"not at all anxious" (1) to "extremely anxious'" (10).



69

Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI)

The Bem Sex Role Inventory, BSRI (Bem, 1974) was the measure
of sex role endorsement. The BSRI differs from earlier sex role
inventories in several important ways. First, the items were
selected by male and female judges as being more socially desirable
for women or for men. Most previous inventories selected items on
the basis of differential endorsement by males and females and
often included more desirable items scored as masculine. Second,
masculinity and femininity were treated as two continua rather than
as one bipolar dimension. In addition, the scale contained items
which were neutral with respect to sex roles, and provided a measure
of social desirability set.

Bem selected twenty items for each of three scales (mascu-
line, feminine, and social desirability) out of a pool of 400
personality characteristics, on the basis of ratings by 100 student
judges on the appropriateness of the characteristic for men or for
women. A personality characteristic was labeled masculine or
feminine if it was independently judged by both male and female
judges as significantly (p < .05) more desirable for one sex than
for the other. Characteristics were considered neutral if they
were judged by both male and female judges to be no more desirable
for one sex than for the other (t - 1.2, p < .2). Ten positive and
ten negative sex role neutral personality characteristics were
selected; these provide a measure of socially desirable response

bias.
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Four scores were obtained: masculinity (M), femininity
(F), social desirability (SD), and androgyny (A). Bem's androgyny
score was originally defined in terms of t for the F-M difference
distribution for each subject; the smaller the statistic for any
subject, the greater the androgyny. Bem states that a simple differ-
ence score (F-M) is highly correlated (r = .98) with the estimated
androgyny score (i. e., the F-M mean difference score multiplied
by 2.32). Bem (1975) has recently recognized the value of a
different operationalization of androgyny, as will be discussed
later.

Bem's test-retest reliability coefficients for a four week
interval were quite high: Masculinity, r = .90; Femininity, r =
.90; Androgyny, r = .93; Social Desirability, r = .89. BSRI scales
were not correlated with the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperment Survey
(masculine-feminine scale) and had a low positive correlation with
the feminine scale of the California Psychological Inventory (1962).
Bem (1974) suggested that the lack of high correlation between the
BSRI and these other tests indicated that the BSRI measured aspects

of sex roles which were not directly tapped by the other tests.

Closure Flexibility Test (CFT)

The Closure Flexibility Test, CFT (Thurstone and Jeffrey,

1956) was designed to measure what Thurstone (1944) identified as

the "second factor," also called the reasoning function, consisting

of the ability to hold a configuration in mind despite distraction

and to see a given configuration (diagram, drawing, or figure)
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which is '"hidden" in a larger, more complex drawing, diagram, or
figure. This Thurstone second factor arose in a large project on
perception. Included in the testing materials was the Gottscaldt
Figures Test (1929). The Gottscaldt Figures Test, on which the CFT
is based, essentially tests two capacities. Thurstone's second
factor reflected one of the capacities of the Gottscaldt figures,
namely, the ability to form and to hold a perceptual closure despite
distraction and to form the closure in the face of distraction.
Thurstone (1944) found that the two factors delineated by Gottscaldt
are relatively highly correlated (.38).

The CFT evolved from this original base with modification:

a time limit (Bechtold, 1947); paper and pencil format; and a
requirement for subjects to check those figures in which the basic
figure is embedded (Botzum, 1950).

Thurstone reported a split half reliability of .78 (without
modification) while Pemberton (1951) reported a corrected split half
reliability of .94 on the time limited, paper and pencil form of
the test., Validity was based on the earlier Gottscaldt figures and
subsequent validation of the CFT forms. Thurstone suggested that
the perceptual factor on which the Gottscaldt Figures Test had its
highest loading (.51) was associated with his reasoning factor (.39).
Yela (1949) reported a correlation of .59 between the reasoning
factor and a perceptual factor that he identified as flexibility of
closure. Thurstone found a correlation of .63 between inductive
reasoning and flexibility. Botzum (1950) confirmed this relation-

ship between reasoning factors and flexibility of closure; in a
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second order factor analysis, closure flexibility had a loading of
.64 on what he suggested was an analytic reasoning factor.
Pemberton's (1951) data supported the relationship between analytic

ability and the previously discussed closure factors.

Procedure

Ninety-nine student volunteers, 44 males and 55 females,
enrolled in introductory and advanced psychology classes at
Michigan State University, participated in a two-session pilot
study for which they were given extra credit. The study was
designed to assess the reliability of measures and the extent of
correlations among AAS, BSRI, and CFT scores. Data on two males
and four females was excluded from complete analysis because they
did not complete the second testing session. The first session
data range for these cases (Self and Other forms of the AAS and
BSRI) was comparable to the overall group. Shame, guilt, total
anxiety, and relative scores for the excluded group are in Appendix
B.

The volunteers were told that the task involved the assess-
ment of attitudes toward various life experience. Subjects were
identified by student number (or a self chosen number code) and
sex. All subjects were offered feedback and discussion on the
research study on completion of the second session. At the first
session subjects were asked to complete a test packet which included

the Self and Other forms of the AAS and the BSRI. One half of each
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sex group was given the AAS in the Self-Other order, and the remain-
ing half of each group was given the test in the Other-Self order.
This was followed by the BSRI.

At the second session, scheduled for a date between 14 and
18 days after the initial session, subjects again completed the Self
and Other forms of the AAS, given in the same order as in the first
session. CFT was also given to the group and timed for 11.5 minutes.
Although the CFT norms are devised on the basis of ten minutes of
testing time, with answers recorded in the test booklet, computer
answer sheets were employed here to reduce scoring time. Therefore,
1.5 minutes were added to compensate for the methodological change.

The data were analyzed to determine: AAS test-retest relia-
bility and inter-item reliability of the BSRI, using Pearson product
moment correlations; intercorrelations between all test sub-scores;
sex differences, using t-tests, Computations were carred out by

the SPSS program package (Version 6.5).

Results
Complete results are reported in Appendix B. Of immediate
relevance are those data pertinent to the assessment of the instru-
ments, subject classification and unexpected findings regarding

hypotheses.

Assessment of BSRI

Reliability on the BSRI was comparable to the reliability
found by Bem (1974). However, in the data of this study social

desirability was positively correlated with feminine (r = .55;
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p < .001) and masculine (r = .23; p < .02) sex role endorsement,
while Bem reported zero order correlations for each. Compared with
Bem's normative sample, more females were classed masculine than
males were classed feminine. Approximately 33% of the subjects of
this sample were classified androgynous based on the estimated t
values set out by Bem (see Table 1). This was consistent with the
27-34% androgynous in the Bem sample. These results have implica-

tions for later discussed subject classification.

Assessment of the AAS

A primary purpose of the pilot study was to assess the item
homogeneity and test-retest reliability of the revised AAS (Self
and Other forms). Present findings were comparable to the relia-

bilities obtained by Perlman (1958).

Subject Classification on the AAS

In addition to the intercorrelation analysis for the total
sample, the relative score on the Self form of the AAS was used for
subject classification into high, medium and low shame or guilt
groups. The intercorrelations among all scores for the high and
low, guilt and shame subjects (four groups) were computed. The
variability of the Self form was less than for the Other form and
scores extended less far into the possible total shame range (Table
3). Mean relative scores on the Other form were lower (first ses-
sion, 2.88; second session 3.36) than on the Self form (first ses-

sion, 6.15; second session, 6.89) in each session.



75

Table 1

Classification of Subjects, Based on Bem Norms

Bem t-based Criteria¥* Present Study¥*

Females (N = 50) Males (N = 43)

Feminine (t < 2.025) 12 1
Near Feminine (1 < t < 2.025) 9 4
Androgynous (-1 < t < 1) 19 14
Near Masculine (-2.025 < t < -1) 5 13
Masculine (t < -2.025) 5 11

*Bem norms are approximated by multiplying the mean differ-
ence score by 2.32 or by t < 2.025, df = 38, p < .05. Bem (1974)

reports a .98 correlation between the two methods.
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Table 2
Attitude Anxiety Survey: Perlman and Current Study

Item Homogeneity Reliability

Testing Instrument N Alpha Standardized
Item Alpha

AAS (Self form, lst session) 89 .93 .93

AAS (Other form, lst session) 89 .92 .93

AAS (Self form 2nd session) 89 .83 .86

AAS (Other form 2nd session) 89 .95 .95

BSRI 89 .96 .96

Test-Retest Reliability

AAS Test-Retest (14-18 days) Perlman r* Present Study r
Self Form - Shame .73
- Guilt .75
- Total Anxiety .83
- Relative .62
Other Form - Shame .80 .76
- Guilt .83 .73
- Total Anxiety .71 .75
- Relative .35 .53

*Perlman reliability computed by a combined internal consis-

tency and test-retest method.
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Table 3

Criterion Groups Based on AAS Relative

Guilt Criterion Group
_(Highest 20%)

.

1st Session
(N = 18)

2nd Session

(N = 18)

Shame Criterion Group
(Lowest 207%)

1st Session
(N = 18)

2nd Session
(N = 18)

Score for Each Sex

Range
R=9
(10 - 18)

R=17
(11 - 17)

R=28
(-4 - 3)

R=9
(-5 - 3)

1=

Males =
Females

Males =
Females

Males =
Females

Males =
Females

o

12

12

= 2

In Both Sessions

Males = 2
Females = 6

Males = 8
Females = 2
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The AAS criterion groups were composed of the highest and
lowest 20% (paralleling Perlman, 1958) of the Relative scores on
the Self form for each session separately (see Table 3). Of the 18
subjects included in the first session guilt criterion group (Highest
20%) eight also appeared in the second session guilt criterion
group (2 males, 6 females). In the shame criterion group (Lowest
20%), 10 of the 18 subjects appeared in both first and second ses-
sions (8 males, 2 females). There were more men than women in the
shame criterion group (first session: M = 11, F = 7; second session:
M =16, F = 2), Similarly, the number of men in the shame criterion
group was greater than in the guilt criterion group (first session:
M = 5; second session: M = 6). The shame group males were more
androgynous, near masculine and masculine rather than feminine and
near feminine (Table 4). There were a greater number of females
than males in the guilt group, though no consistency was apparent in
the sex role endorsements of the females of this group.

This suggested a reversal of Lewis' (1971) hypothesis of
greater guilt for males than females. It also contradicted the
present writer's expectation of the relationship of femininity to
shame and masculinity to guilt, though support was found in the

correlational analysis for the overall group.

Intercorrelations: Total Sample

Main analysis of hypotheses consisted of intercorrelations
among variables for the total sample. Complete results are included

in Appendix B. For the sake of brevity, only summary findings for
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Table 4

Number of Subjects of Each Sex Within Criterion

1st Session
20% highest
(10-18)

20% lowest
(shame prone)
(-4 - 3)

2nd Session
20% highest
(11 - 17)

20% lowest
(shame prone)
(-5 -3)

Shame-Guilt and Sex Role Endorsement

Categories (N = 18 per group)

Males
Females

Males
Females

Males
Females

Males
Females

Total
Males
Females

F = Feminine (t < 2.025)

N O

N O

11

10

NF
1
1

wwo

NF = Near feminine (1 < t < 2.025)

A = Androgynous (-1 < t < 1)

NM = Near masculine (-2.025 < t < -=1)

M = Masculine (t < -2.025)

D W v >

v N

25
13
12

M
2
2

16
11
5

Ll <4

=N

14
11
3

Total

12

72
39
33



80

the total sample are reported here. Each statement of relationship
refers to both the Self and Other forms of the AAS, for both ses-
sions (i. e., four questionnaires), unless otherwise noted. Specific
results of hypotheses are reported in Appendix B, as are individual
correlations.

The findings indicated an unexpected negative association
between guilt and field independence rather than the expected posi-
tive one. There was a trend for anxiety (combined shame and guilt
scores) to increase with the decrease in the capacity to analytically
interpret the field. Likewise, shame and guilt, each taken inde-
pendently, both were related negatively to analytic capacity.

Shame scores had the predicted positive correlation with
femininity for both sexes combined, though only marginally. Guilt
was non-significantly positively correlated with masculinity in
males and females combined on all but the lst session, Other form.
Shame was also non-significantly positively related to masculinity
on all but the first session, Self form, a reversal of prediction.
Counter to prediction, the obtained correlation between guilt and
femininity was positive (r = .37; p < .001). Secondary support for
these findings was found in the high proportion of females (73%) in
the high guilt criterion group and the high proportion of masculine
males (75%) in the high shame criterion group, as just noted.

As predicted, closure flexibility was correlated negatively
with femininity (r = -.33; p < .001). The obtained correlation
between closure flexibility and masculinity was non-significantly

negative (a reversal of prediction).
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There was a general trend suggesting that feminine and
masculine role endorsement in males and in females is associated
with greater anxiety (guilt and shame separately and combined).
Both femininity (r = .55; p < .001) and masculinity (r = .23;

p < .02) were correlated with social desirability.

T-tests for the total sample demonstrated a significant sex
difference in the Self form, second session, on the AAS relative
score; higher shame was found for males. On the remaining three
AAS variables there were no significant sex differences. Signifi-
cant sex differences for the total sample were demonstrated on
femininity scores and androgyny scores on the BSRI, reflecting a
feminine direction of deviation from perfect (0) within androgyny
for females and a masculine direction of deviation from perfect

(0) within androgyny for males (See Appendix B).

Discussion and Implications

Data from the pilot study demonstrated adequate reliability
for the revised AAS instrument and had implications for subject
classification in the main study.

The range for pilot data showed that the relative score of
the AAS Self form accentuated guilt responses and minimized shame
responses. In comparison, the range on the Other form showed
more balance of guilt and shame (R = 25; -13 to 11; R = 28; -15 to
13). Based on these differences and a concern for the possibility
that the Self form was eliciting defensive responding, the AAS

Other form was used in the main study.
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The scoring method by which the shame and guilt criterion
groups were established (Relative score) did not reflect the actual
intensity of guilt or of shame separately or together. What it
provided was a difference score between shame and guilt responses.
Analysis of data based on the Relative score provided less useful
information than did the analysis of the absolute scores for
Shame, Guilt, and Total Anxiety (See Appendix B). For this reason,
absolute Shame and Guilt scores were used for subject classifica-
tion and main analysis in the main study.

Overall, correlational trends suggested some support for the
positive association of shame, femininity, and field dependence.
The association of guilt and masculinity was supported, but the
expectation of a positive relationship between guilt and field
independence was reversed by the data. The findings, therefore,
countered some of the expectations in the direction of correlation.
Analyses of AAS Relative score-based criterion group data and the
BSRI classification (feminine, masculine, androgynous) provided
little apparently useful information.

No significant sex differences were found between males and
females in shame and guilt. Some trends were opposite to prediction.
Masculine sex role endorsements in males and females combined was
non-significantly positively correlated with guilt but also with
shame. Likewise, although no significant sex differences were
found with t tests, feminine sex role endorsement in males and
females was positively (non-significant) correlated with guilt.

Further, findings also suggested that feminine sex role endorsement
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was positively correlated with total anxiety (combined guilt and
shame scores), reflecting greater overall receptivity to shame and
to guilt with femininity.

Whereas the correlational analysis of the total group data
supported some of the present writer's views, it must be noted that
based on the Relative score, males showed a greater concern with

shame issues, and females showed more concern with guilt issues,

than was expected.



MAIN STUDY

The major interest in this experiment was to assess the
relationship of shame and guilt proneness with the extent of differ-
entiation and the extent of awareness of and responsiveness to the
external environment. Specifically, time spent reading positive or
negative information about the self after positive or negative per-
formance feedback was measured for high shame subjects and high
guilt subjects. Defensive style (repression-sensitization), inci-
dental learning, and recall of trait feedback were studied as
indicators of attention deployment. The interrelationship of shame
and guilt with sex role endorsement was also explored.

This research design arose in part from the correlational
results of the pilot study which indicated a need for a more detailed
assessment of the shame and guilt affects and their relationship to
psychological differentiation as manifested in attention style.
Hypotheses presented here are sequentially numbered 9-13. These
are followed by two additional hypotheses (5 and 6) tested as group
differences in the pilot study (results reported in the pilot study)
and refined and retested in the main study to specifically reflect
the relationship of high shame or high guilt with sex role endorse-
ment. A summary of results for the main study reflecting the hypo-
theses presented and tested in the pilot study, is also included in
the Results section.

84
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Hypotheses

This writer asserts that global orientation increases the
awareness of the external world and in this way increases the possi-
bility of personally acknowledged recognitionof negative and positive
inputs from the environment. We posit a relationship between a
global orientation and a cognitive style that implies a sensiti-
zation to environmental inputs. This hypothesis runs counter to the
previously described relationship between global orientation and
lowered sensitization (i. e., repression, when measured on the
bipolar R-S Scale developed by Byrne, 1961). The contention is
that the shame experiencing individual receives (is sensitized to)
and is impacted by evaluative inputs from others in the enviromment,
more than is the guilt experiencing individual, though Lewis (1971)
posits greater sensitization for guilt experiencing individuals.
Therefore, we hypothesize that:

9. Shame will be positively related to sensitization as
measured by the R-S Scale; this relationship will be
stronger than for guilt and sensitization.

The sensitizing tendency facilitated by the shame experience
is to take negative evaluation as legitimate and valid, direct
hostility at the self for having failed the other, and lower self-
esteem. Thus, it seems that given a choice to spend time with exter-
nally provided positive or negative information, more time will be
spent with negative than with positive feedback. This does not
mean that the positive feedback is not valued by the shame exper-
iencing individual. Rather, the contention is that the dynamics of

shame include fear of exposure and loss of the other's respect,
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which prompts a concern for negative feedback. As developed in
theoretical perspective, the shame experiencer is concerned with
either the complete presence or absence of narcissistic supplies;
hence, any negative feedback will threaten the esteem, and engender
concern and attention.

It is hypothesized that after experimentally manipulated
failure, subjects will spend more time reading negative personal
feedback than positive feedback, and that this will be more marked
than after success. In both failure and success conditions, the high
shame subjects will spend more time with negative information than
will subjects who score low on shame but high on guilt. Specifi-
cally:

10. High shame (low guilt) subjects will spend a greater
amount of time than high guilt (low shame) subjects

reading negative feedback, under both success and

failure conditions. High guilt (low shame) subjects

will not differentially attend to positive or negative

feedback under the success condition.

11. After failure, both high shame (low guilt) and high

guilt (low shame) subjects will attend more to nega-

tive feedback than positive feedback; however, the

high shame (low guilt) subjects will attend to

negative feedback more than will high guilt (low

shame) subjects.

The theoretical framework presented suggests that shame ex-
periencing individuals are more vigilant about the environment, and
its potentially threatening evaluation, than are guilt experiencing
individuals. Of interest is whether the basic level of sensitiza-

tion in the absence of threat differs for the two subject groups.

A variation of the Mendelsohn and Griswold (1964) incidental
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learning paradigm will be used to measure the extent of sensitiza-
tion, based on the use of incidental cues in anagram solving. It
is hypothesized that:

13. High shame (low guilt) subjects will perform better on an
incidental learning task than high guilt (low shame)
subjects.

Although the "other" is given esteem regulating power, and
although the individual may retain the awareness of negative feed-
back, high shame individuals may choose or choose not to make an
evaluative person(s) aware of their importance and the importance of
negative feedback. By choosing not to share the impact of the other
with the other, the high shame individual can avoid further exposure,
although aware of (sensitized to) the negative feedback, by denying
its impact. This arises from an initial shame reaction, and fear
of exposure; that is, not only is there shame, but fear that the
other will know that the self has been shamed. Given the theoretical
proposition that shame arises as a result of the experience of
failure, the concern with exposure (measured as recall of trait
feedback) should be more pronounced for shame subjects after an
experimentally manipulated failure than after a success. Guilt is
theoretically related to wrongdoing rather than failure and it is
expected that guilt subjects will not differ in recall as a function
of the experimental manipulation of success and failure.

We will test the relationship between high shame and recall
by an inventory recall measure of personal traits completed after an

experimentally manipulated success or failure experience. The hypo-

thesis is:
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13. High shame (low guilt) subjects will have greater recall
scores about feedback material after success experience
than after failure experience; this will not be true for
high guilt (low shame) subjects.

The relationship of shame and guilt with sex role endorse-
ment was explored in the Pilot Study. The specific pilot hypotheses
(3 and 4) reflected bipolar definitions of shame and guilt and
masculinity and femininity. The hypotheses were tested by Pearson
Product Moment correlations in order to assess several aspects of
Lewis' (1971) theory. Although some support for the hypotheses
was found, it was believed important to assess the impact of the
individual levels of shame and guilt separately, as they relate to
sex role endorsement. The present hypotheses (5 and 6) acknowledge
shame and guilt and masculinity and femininity as separate dimen-
sions.

The expectation is that femininity scores will be higher
than masculinity scores for high shame subjects. Conversely, high
guilt subjects will have higher masculinity scores than femininity
scores. These hypotheses reflect the theoretical discussion regard-
ing the greater involvement of the self with the environment and
greater receptiveness to environmental assessment inherent in the
tradition feminine sex role and acknowledges the involvement of
receptiveness to environmental assessment in the shame experience.
Conversely, the lessened involvement with, and receptiveness to,
the environment and to environmental assessment is theoretically
linked to the masculine sex role and has been presented as conducive

to the experience of guilt affect.
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Two secondary hypotheses were tested in the main study that
reflect the numbering of pilot study hypotheses. In acknowledging
masculinity and femininity as separate dimensions, no hypotheses
are presented regarding negative relationships between high shame
and masculinity or high guilt and femininity. Hypotheses will be
tested with correlational and multivariate analyses and t-tests for
group differences. The hypotheses reflect (in part A) the corre-
lational analysis for the total group of shame and guilt affect with
sex role endorsement, and (in part B) the specific relationship of
sex role to high shame and to high guilt. Thus, it is hypothe~
sized:

5. Shame scores will be positively associated with femininity:

a. Shame scores will show a greater positive association

to femininity scores than will guilt scores.
b. For high shame subjects, feminine scores will be greater
than masculine scores.
6. Guilt scores will be positively associated with masculinity:
a. Guilt scores will show a greater positive association
to masculinity scores than will shame scores.

b. For high guilt subjects, masculine scores will be

greater than feminine scores.

In hypotheses referring to shame-guilt classification, high
shame refers to subjects scoring high (above the median) for shame
but low (below the median) on guilt. High guilt refers to subjects
scoring high (above the median) for guilt but low (below the median)
on shame. These median classifications are based on the level of the
absolute shame and absolute guilt scores. The absolute scores were

employed in order to provide a more accurate and sensitive measure of

the level of shame and gujlt independently. Hypotheses are not
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included concerning subjects either high (high anxiety) or low (low
anxiety) on both shame and guilt. These latter classifications will
be included in the correlational and multivariate analyses and
reported where relevant. Of interest are the similarities and
differences between these two groups and the high shame group and
high guilt group.

The htpotheses will be tested by using a revised form of the
Perlman (1958) Attitude Anxiety Survey; Bem Sex Role Inventory;
Closure Flexibility Test; Repression-Sensitization Scale; experi-
mental manipulations of success and failure; incidental learning
measures; and attention to and recall of personal feedback to which

the subject attended.

Method

The present design allowed for inter-group comparison on
behavioral and inventory variables among the four AAS classifica-
tions: (1) high anxiety (high shame, high guilt), (2) high shame
(high shame, low guilt), (3) high guilt (high guilt, low shame) and

(4) low anxiety (low shame, low guilt).

Subjects

An equal number of male and female subjects were selected
for participation in the second session on the basis of their shame
and guilt scores on the AAS given in the first session. The first
session consisted of larger group meetings for the purpose of filling

out the inventory measures. The sujbect pool consisted of
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individuals participating in introductory psychology courses. Sub-
jects received extra credit for participation.

Subjects' inclusion in one of the four cells was determined
by their shame and guilt score levels. Median cutoff points were
established on the subject score distributions on shame and guilt
scales, independently. Subjects were further divided into experi-
mental success and failure groups; placement was random within sex
and shame-guilt score levels. Full details of the experimental
structure are described in the Procedure section below.

Pilot study subjects were classified originally in a nine
cell format based on high, medium and low shame and guilt levels
on the relative score. Additionally, an attempt was made to classify
subjects into categories based on a combination of variables. Cate-
gories were established combining high, medium and low, relative
scores on the AAS with comparable classification on the Closure
Flexibility Test and with masculine, feminine and androgynous groups
on the BSRI, separately. The attempt to combine two groups of
variables in order to define subject classifications, increased
substantially the difficulty in findings appropriate subjects for
the cells. This prompted two decisions: to use shame-guilt level
alone as a subject classifer; to collapse the nine cell design,
based on high, medium and low shame and guilt levels, down to a
four cell high and low, shame and guilt design. All combinations
of variables considered as potential methods of subject classifica-

tion are included in the Appendix C.
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Testing Instruments

Attitude Anxiety Survey:
Subject Classification

The Other form of the revised AAS (developed by Perlman,
1958) was used to establish shame-guilt cutoffs for subject classi-
fication. This form was selected because it produced a greater
range of responses than the Self form for shame and guilt raw scores
and for the relative score, a secondary measure of shame and guilt
proneness.

Appropriate high-low cutoff points were established for both
the distributions of shame scores and guilt scores independently.
Four combination classifications were established on this basis.
Equal numbers of males and females were selected from each of the
four combined shame-guilt levels. This procedure has the disadvan-
tage of translating ordinal data into nominal data. However, the
method is sensitive to both the overall score intensity (shame plus
guilt scores) and the relative intensity of shame and guilt. Also,
pilot data indicated that separate shame and guilt scores were more
sensitive to interrelationships between variables than the median-

based relative score, and were more reliable over time.

Bem Sex Role Inventory

The BSRI (Bem, 1974) described in the Test Instrument sec-
tion of the Pilot Study, was used as a measure of masculine,
feminine and androgynous sex role endorsement. The Pilot Study
reliability assessment of the BSRI is comparable to Bem's (1974)

findings. Scoring revisions were based on the Spence, Helmreich
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and Stapp (1975) definition of androgyny as high scores on both
masculine and feminine subscales, rather than simply relative
equality (low or high) of scores on each. Sex role designations
were based on masculine and feminine scale scores, dichotomized
at the median for each scale on each sex separately. This scoring
system gives four possible sex role designations:

High scores on both masculine and feminine are classed
androgynous.

Low scores on both masculine and feminine are classed undif-
ferentiated.

A high score on masculine and a low score on feminine is
classed masculine.

A low score on masculine and a high score on feminine is
classed feminine.

Closure Flexibility Test

The Closure Flexibility Test (Thurstone and Jeffrey, 1956)
was administered as a measure of field independence. A complete
description of the test is included in the Test Instrument section

of the Pilot Study.

Repression-Sensitization Scale

The R-S Scale (Byrne, 1961) was administered as a measure
of the extent of use of repression relative to sensitization de-
fense. The R-S scale consists of 156 scoreable and 26 buffer true-
false items. The 182 items were drawn from Depression, Psychathenia,
Hysteria, Lie, K, and F subscales of the MMPI. High scores indicate

sensitization and low scores indicate repression. Byrne (1961)
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reports an internal consistency coefficient, based on split-half
reliability, of .88. Test-retest reliability is reported at .88

over a six week period.

Procedure
Student volunteers enrolled in introductory psychology
courses at Michigan State University participated in a two session
study. It was designed to assess the effects of success of failure
on time spent reading positive and negative feedback, for individuals

designated as high and low on guilt and shame measures.

Session 1

A packet of the revised AAS, BSRI, R-S Scale and the Closure
Flexibility Test was completed by each subject. Subject groups con-
sisted of approximately 15 students per session. Sessions were
carried out over a six month period.

In addition to imstructions for completing the tests (see
Appendix A), a cover letter explaining the nature of the experiment
suggested that on the basis of the tests, feedback would be pro-
vided concerning individual personality traits. The first session
was 1 1/2 hours.

The letter read:

Dear Student:

Thank you for your agreement to participate in this experiment.
Enclosed, you will find a series of Questionnaires, each with
specific instructions. You are to fill them out according to
the instructions. Among them you will find a test marked
Closure Flexibility Test. You are to fill this out only dur-

ing the period (10 minutes) that has been set aside for that
purpose. Please complete the tests in the following order:
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Closure Flexibility Test; Attitude Anxiety Survey; Bem Sex
Role Inventory; R-S Scale.

Purpose of This Study: It has long been of interest to this
experimenter, whether responses to life experiences are
related to other consistent aspects of the individual's
personality. We will be processing these tests in order to
assess such relationships. Additionally, it will provide
you with personal trait feedback.

During this session you will be asked to make a one hour
appointment for the second session of this experiment. At
the next meeting additional tasks will be assigned and you
will be given feedback on our findings based on the ques-
tionnaires you fill out today. Questions concerning the
experiment will be answered at that time.

Again, I appreciate your participation. Please be reminded
that extra credit will be contingent on your participating
in both sessions.
Cordially,
Equal numbers of males and females within each category of

shame and guilt, previously described, were requested to partici-

pate in the second session.

Session 2 - General Procedure

Subjects were scheduled for a one hour individual session.
They were received in a reception area, given general instructions,
and then taken to a room in which there was a comfortable chair.
They were told that there would be a ten minute task followed by

the opportunity to obtain feedback on the previous measures.

Behavioral Task

The task was an incidental learning paradigm used by
Mendelsohn and Griswold (1964). This provides word memorization and

anagram problem solving scores. False feedback about the number of
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anagram solutions were used as the success-failure manipulations.
Actual scores were analyzed as the measure of incidental learning.
The task was introduced to the subject in part, as an

experiment of "memory under interference conditions." A list of
25 words was given to the subject, with the instructions that he or
she would be given 10 minutes to learn the words. A second list of
25 words would be played on a tape recorder in the room during the
memorization period, in order to provide the interference. The
solutions for 10 of the 30 anagrams were 'cued" by words on the
memory list (focal cues); 10 of the 30 words were 'cued" by words
on the recorded list (peripheral cues); the final 10 anagrams were
not "cued," as a measure of general anagram solving ability.
Specific instructions were given. They were:

You will be given a list of words to memorize. They can be

learned in any order, and you may use any device you wish to

aid you in memorization. You will have ten minutes to learn

the words and later on you will be asked to write down the

words you remember.

There is more, however. During the time you are learning the

words, another list of words will be played on the tape

recorder. You are asked to concentrateon the list in front

of you and to memorize it as well as you can while the other

words are being played in the background. In addition,

after your ten minutes are up, you will be asked to solve

some problems. When the problems are over, then you will

have a chance to write down the words you remember from the

list you have memorized. Do you understand?

Memory list (Starred words are focal cues for anagram solutions)

hares cause swine teach apple*
miles uncle* night tutor tower
paper¥* erase¥ divan tiger¥* twins*
throb slope brick#* haste house

repel chair* whale* start spice
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Recorded Word List (Starred words are peripheral cues for
anagram solutions)

drink*® mouth* plant* dozen* medal
cheap throw* plate cloud broth
bacon* blows north stems* child*
spare leapt lakes frost scarf*
stead storm* snipe linen clams

The completion of the ten minute memorization period was
followed by an anagram problem solving tasks. Thirty single
solution, five letter anagrams were chosen for equal difficulty from
ana anagram list developed by Rees and Israel (1935). The anagram
problem task was introduced as a 'cognitive-verbal manipulation

tast - an aspect of intelligence."

Anagrams:

Group A (focal Group B (peripheral Group C (neutral)
cues) group)

saree - erase idnkr - drink trewa - water
ihrac - chair oabnc - bacon nirsa - rains
plepa - apple otsmr - storm etebs - beets
cikbr - brick naptl - plant vesno - ovens
uheso - house metss - stems fiken - knife
stniw - twins nelin - linen ensce - scene
greti - tiger nedoz - dozen sdlen - lends
ehlaw - whale dlchi - child neque - queen
ulenc - uncle frsca - scarf ytpar - party
eprpa - paper htmou - mouth macre - cream

After the completion of the anagram task, the subject was
asked to write down those words that they memorized earlier. No
feedback was given on the memorization task. At this point the
pre-programmed false negative or false positive assessment of their

anagram task performance was given by the experimenter.
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Success/Failure Manipulation

The behavioral task had been already programmed as a failure
or success randomly, based on the subject's prior placement by sex,
in shame-guilt combined level groups. Both conditions were carried
out by a pretense scoring the number of correct anagram solutions
in the room, with the subject present. The experimenter carried
a clipboard, with a complex graph, to which he referred, having
asked the subject's age. The subject was not allowed to consult
the graph. For subjects in the failure condition, the experimenter
looked somewhat perplexed and informed the subject that his/her
scores was in the 30th percentile, based on age, for this task. For
the subject in the success condition, the experimenter smiled at
the subject after he consulted the graph. He told the subject
that the score he/she had achieved is in the 95th percentile based
on age. It was explained that these norms are based on nationwide
studies of many college age people. The experimenter noted that the
score was below (or above) average scoring and suggested that it
could be discussed further after the subject completed the experi-

ment.

Trait Feedback

Following the anagram task and recall, the experimenter
explained that ten minutes had been set aside for the subject's
review of the personality trait feedback on the previous session's
questionnaires. The subject was conducted to an adjacent table,

asked for their identification number assigned in the first session,
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and told that their file would be brought in. The experimenter
left and returned with an envelop on which the student's identifi-
cation number was visible on a (conveniently removable) tag.

It was explained to the subject that due to the complex
design of the study and the experimenter's interests, the data
was processed and was output in a form that separated positive and
negative findings. The purpose for this was to make the feedback
manageable for the experimenter and the subject.

Within the envelope were two lists of ten numbers each
(positive and negative), which referred to traits in the trait man-
uals. These lists were removed, placed on stationary clipboards
on t h e same table but distant enough from one another to prevent
simultaneous comparison (approximately 3 - 4 feet). Next to the
clipboard (further from the subject) to each side, were manuals
(labeled Positive and Negative) taped to the table. Each manual
was developed to include a substantial amount of filler discussing
traits not used, as well as the randomly interspersed traits that
were used. The subjects were told that if they wanted feedback,
they should read their lists, then go to the appropriate manual
to find and read the trait descriptionms.

The room was set up with one chair and they were invited to
move the chair to the trait feedback table. The subject was told
that he or she would have ten minutes to read the feedback, and told
that after ten minutes, the experimenter would return to discuss

any questions the subject had. If they finished before the allotted
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ten minutes, they were told to simply open the room door and that
the experimenter would come in as soon as possible.

One set of ten positive and ten negative traits was used
for all subjects. The traits were taken from the Edwards Personal
Preference Test (1953), the California Personality Inventory (1962),
and the Omnibus Personality Inventory (1957). A listing of all
trait dimensions and descriptive sketches was included in the manual
for negative and positive traits. Trait lists and sources, trait
descriptions, and listings of positive and negative traits used
as feedback, are included in Appendix D. Students were given the
following instructions:

Dear Student:

The analysis of the test battery taken in the first session has
been completed. 1Its purpose is to give you individual feed-
back on your personality characteristics. We hope that this
feedback will be helpful to you. On completion of today's
experiment any questions or concerns you have may be dis-
cussed with the experimenter.

Specific instructions: You will receive separate lists of
your 10 highest positive score categories and your 10 highest
negative score categories. The numbers printed on the posi-
tive and negative lists are reference numbers. They corres-
pond to the numbers of those traits on which you scored highly
positive or negative.

First, note the first reference number on which you were
scored, then go to the appropriate catalogue and look up
the character description for that dimension (it will also
be preceded by the same number). For your convenience we
have separated positive and negative character descriptions
for each dimension and placed them in separate booklets.
You will find booklets labeled "Positive Trait Descrptions"
and "Negative Trait Descriptions" to your right and left.

The trait manuals were structured to allow for the use of the

same trait name followed by positive (+) or negative (-) notations,
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depending on which manual they appear in. Certain items drawn from
the Edwards Personal Preference Test were not created as positive or
negative manifestations of the trait listed, but simply provided
one description for the trait. Where this was the case, the trait
description was sorted along a positive-negative dimension and

separated out into two descriptions.

Timing Selective Attention to Feedback

An observer behind a one-way mirror recorded which manual
was approached first and took a time measure on how much time was
spent at each of three positions: Positive, negative, neither. Time
was kept in ten second blocks for ten minutes after the experimenter
left the room. Time spent not attending to feedback was scored

"nothing."

Training of observers consisted of explaining the pro-
cedure for scoring time spent reading positive and negative feedback.
Additionally, the experimenter monitored the scoring of approximately

the first three subjects for each of the observers. This was

carried out correctly by both observers.

Post Feedback Period

After the ten minute feedback period the experimenter re-
entered the room and replaced the trait lists in envelopes. A
brief questionnaire was given the subject with a request that she
or he fill it out before discussion began. The questions (below)
provided a report on recall of feedback, and were used to assess

the effectiveness of the manipulations.
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Recall Measure

The subject was presented with a list of traits with the
specific instruction; 'For the listed traits place a "P'" of an "N"
next to those which appeared on your positive (P) or negative (N)
trait lists." The trait list included 30 of 38 traits listed in
the manuals (see Appendix D), and represented all positive and
negative traits (20) from the feedback lists they received, along

with 18 filler items.

Manipulation Check

Subjects were asked the following questions in written form:
1. How did you feel about the anagram task feedback?
2. How did you feel about the personal trait feedback?
3. Did you believe the experimenter when he told you that you
were above average or below average on the anagram task?

(Yes/No)

4, Do you feel that the trait feedback was truthful, in rela-
tion to you? (Yes/No)

5. In some cases, feedback on the performance on the anagram
task was truthful, in some cases it was false. Which
group did you feel you were in? (True/False)

6. Some people got true feedback on their trait lists, others

got false feedback. Overall, which group do you think you
were in? (True/False)

Debriefing

It was explained to the subiect that:

1. the study was not focused on intellectual achievement, or
personality trait assessment;

2. the feedback, "above average,'" 'below average" on performance
task, was all false; that no national norms exist;
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3. all trait feedback, even that which seemed to the subject
to be true, was not based on the subject's responses to
first session questionnaires. All subjects were exposed
to the same feedback.

A complete explanation of the study was given. Subjects
were asked not to discuss the actual purposeof the study or its
design with other people for the remainder of the time the study
was going (one term). A complete explanation of the individuals'
actual scores on each Inventory was given. Additionally, the
subjects were given the opportunity to ask questions of the experi-

menter and were told that results of the total study would be

available in Spring, 1977.



RESULTS

The presentation of results is organized into two sections.
In the first section descriptive statistics regarding Inventory
measures and results pertaining to Hypotheses 5, 6, and 9 are pre-
sented. The second section presents descriptive statistics concern-
ing second session feedback reading and recall measures, evaluation
of Hypotheses 10 through 13, and the assessment of the effectiveness

of the experimental manipulation.

Subjects
Four hundred and forty-eight subjects (241 males, 207

females) participated in the first session of the experiment. From
this group, 128 subjects (64 males, 64 females) were selected on

the basis of their meeting criteria for one of the four shame-guilt
combined score groupings. An equal number of males and females
within each shame-guilt group were randomly assigned to success

and failure conditions. Cutoff points for high and low shame and
guilt were based on a median for shame (163) and guilt (195) scores
separately. For practical reasons, median cutoff points for subject
classification were based on 212 subjects. The medians for this
sample were virtually the same as the mean for the sample (N = 128)

gselected for the second session.
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Table 5

Attitude Anxiety Survey (N = 128)

Obtained Possible
Mean S.D. Median Range Range

163.71  22.35 163 R=142 (96-237) R=260 (0-260)

192.84  28.33 195 R=123 (123-245) R=260 (0-260)
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Subjects were not equally distributed among the four shame-
guilt categories. Chi Squares computed for each sex separately
across the four categories were significant (males, x2 = 98,24,

p < .001; females, x> = 35.53, p < .001). High shame-guilt (high
anxiety group) and low shame-guilt (low anxiety group) subjects
were most frequent for both sexes. Consistent with the findings on
the pilot study, there were more high shame-low guilt (high shame
group) males than females. Conversely, low shame-high guilt (high
guilt group) females were more numerous than comparable males.

Descriptive Statistics: Individual
Variables (first session

Each questionnaire and behavioral variable was analyzed to de-
termine, for the overall sample (N = 128), the group means, standard
deviations, and ranges. Additionally, frequencieswithin variable com-
binations were tallied. Pearson product moment correlations, within
and across questionnaire variables were computed. Descriptive sta-

tistics were obtained through the SPSS program package (Version 6.5).

Attitude Anxiety Survey (AAS)

The sample was more guilt than shame oriented by several
indices. The mean guilt score (192.84) was significantly (.001)
higher than the mean shame score (163.71) based on a pairwise t-test
(n= 128, df = 127, t = 12,44, p < .001). Standard deviations of
these scores were comparable (Guilt, 22.35; Shame, 28.33). The
range of the shame scores (R = 142: 96 to 237) was larger than for
guilt scores (R = 123: 123 to 245. No significant sex differences

were found with t-tests. The sample mean for the relative score,
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Table 6
Number of Subjects of Each Sex Available for Inclusion

in Each Cell, Based on the Total Sample

High Guilt Low Guilt Total
High Shame male= 94 male= 33 male=127
female= 96 female= 28 female=124
Low Shame male= 17 male= 97 male=114
female= 30 female= 53 female= 83
Total male=111 male= 13 male=241
female=126 female= 81 female=207

Males, xz-ga.za. p<.001
Females, X =35.53, p<.001
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denoting the difference between the number of guilt items and shame
items above each individual's own median rating, was moderate in the
direction denoting higher intensity (above the median) responses to
guilt items than to shame items.

Pearson product moment correlations for variables within
the AAS were calculated (Table 7). Guilt scores were positively
correlated (p < .001l) with: shame scores (r = .47) and total AAS
score (r = .8l); and with the relative score (r = .30), reflecting
again the guilt direction of response by this sample. Shame scores
were positively correlated with the total AAS score (r = .87; p <

.001) and negatively (r = -.54; p < .001l) with the relative score.

Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI)

Means and ranges on Masculine (M) and Feminine (F) subscale
of the BSRI were significantly different from each other (t-test:
n = 128, df = 127, t = 1.85, p < .01). The sample mean on Social De-
sirabiltiy (5.08) was marginally significantly greater (t-test: n =
128, df = 127, t = -.184, p < .06) than the M score (4.96) and signi-
ficantly greater (t-test: n = 128, df = 127, t = -4.23, p < .001)
than the F subscale score (4.78), though the ranges were all compar-
able. There were marginally significant differences on M and F
scores for females (t-test: n = 128, df = 127, t = -1.57, p < .12)
and significant differences for males (t-test: n = 128, df = 127,
t = 4,85, p < .001). The Derived Androgyny score (Bem, 1974), con-
sisting of the difference between the individual's F and M mean scores
multiplied by 2.32, showed a slightly negative trend, denoting Andro-

gyny (-.45) with a slight masculine deviation from perfect (0).
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Table 7

Attitude Anxiety Survey: Intra-Test Correlations

Shame Total Relative
AAS Guilt AT .81% .30%
AAS Shame ——— 87% -.54%
AAS Total ———— -.18%%

*p<.001, n=128
*%p<,02, n=128
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Classification into Masculine and Feminine categories was
defined by Bem (1974) as the extent of movement away from perfect
Androgyny (0) in a negative or positive direction, respectively.
The classifications are based on the absolute mean F-M difference
score. A more complex, median-based method of scoring (Spence,
Helmreich and Stapp, 1975) provided a more refined sex role cate-
gorization. This study used both the Bem and the Spence methods
at different points, and reference is made to the system employed
in the presentation of results.

Subjects were also individually classified on the basis of
the Spence scoring methods. This scoring system allowed for the
clagssification of subjects into androgynous, feminine, masculine,
and undifferentiated categories based on placement above or below
median levels on M and F subscales (Table 9). Median levels were
determined for each sex separately rather than for both sexes com-
bined, an alternate method. The largest percentage of subjects
were classified as undifferentiated (low on both F and M) (28.9%).
The median based scoring requires this group to be viewed as separ-
ate from the androgynous group (high on both F and M), which composed
an additional 26.6% of the sample. Feminine classification had
the lowest number of subjects in the sample. Within the male
sample, using the Spence system, the greatest number of subjects
were classified as undifferentiated. The classification of androgyny
produced the next highest group, followed by masculine and feminine
classifications. Females were more equally dispersed among the

four classifications than were males. There were a higher number
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of males than females in both androgynous and undifferentiated
categories, and more females than males in feminine and in masculine
categories. Results of a Chi square test were significant (x2 =
4.54, p < .05).

Compared with the Bem (1974) normative samples, the present
sample showed, for males: M scores and F scores that were slightly
higher than the two Bem samples; for females, M scores were slightly
higher than the Bem sample while the F scores were slightly lower.

F scores of the BSRI were expectedly positively correlated
(r = .40; p < .001) with the Derived Androgyny score reflecting a
feminine direction of sex role endorsement within androgyny (Table
6). Conversely, the M score negatively correlated (r = -.71; p <
.001) with the Derived Androgyny score, reflecting a masculine
direction of sex role endorsement within androgyny. F and M scores
were correlated with each other (r = .16; p < .02). Both M (r = .28;
p < .001) and F (r = .16; p < .001) were positively correlated with

Social Desirability.

Closure Flexibility Test (CFT)

The mean Closure Scale score for this sample (55.84) was
within the average range (40 to 60) described by Thurstone and
Jeffery (1965). Correct Closure responses were correlated posi-
tively with the Closure Difference score (r = .87; p < .001) and
the Closure Scale score (r = .86; p < .001), as would be expected
from the earlier description of the scoring procedures. Likewise,

the expected negative correlations were found between the Incorrect



Median-Based Sex Role Classification

Androgyny
Feminine
Masculine
Undifferentiated

All

x% = 4.54; p < .05

(Based on Spence Method)

Median F=4.80 Median F=4.80
Median M=5.15 Median M=4.60

£
19
9
14
22

64
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Table 9

Male

13
29.7
14.1
21.9
34.4

100.0

Female

£
15
17
17
15
64

2t
23.4 34
26.6 26
26.6 31
23.4 37
100.0 128

Both

|>e

26.6
20.3
24.2
28.9

100.0
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Table 10

Bem Sex Role Inventory: Intra-test Correlations

Social Androgyny
Masculinity Desirability Derived
Femininity .16% .16* .40*
Masculinity ———— «28% -.71%
Social Desirability ——— -.13%

#p < .001, n=128
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Closure score and both Closure Difference and Closure Scale scores
(r = -.44; r = -.45; p < ,001). No significant sex differences

were found on Correct or Incorrect Closure scores with t-tests.

Repression-Sensitization Scale (R-S)

The mean repression-sensitization score (66.60) was compar-
able to the overall sample mean (62.44) reported by Byrne (1961).
The female score average (61.22, n = 64) was almost identical with
that reported by Byrne (61.80, n = 230). The male mean in the
present sample (67.98, n = 64) was somewhat higher (more sensiti-
zation) than in the Byrne sample (63.08, n = 394). A t-test for
sex differences on the R-S score was significant (t-test: n = 128,
df = 127, t = 2.13, p < .035).

First Session Inventory Measures:
Hypotheses 5, 6, and 9

A multivariate analysis was computed on a three way design
that assessed the effects of shame level (high-low), guilt level
(high-low), and sex. Dependent variables were the Bem Sex Role
Inventory (BSRI), Closure Flexibility Test (CFT), and Repression-
Sensitization Scale scores individually. Alphas were set to allow
for multiple testing. Alphas for shame effect, guilt effects and
shame by guilt interaction effects was .05. Sex effects within
each of the four shame-guilt'groups were tested separately at an
.0125 alpha level. 1In testing for main effects on the specific
univariates, the overall alpha was divided by the number of depen-

dent variables for each scale. For shame, guilt, and shame by guilt
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Table 11

Closure Flexibility Test: Intra-test Correlations

Closure Closure Closure

Incorrect Difference Scale
Closure Correct <04% 87% .86%
Closure Incorrect ——— JAb4* J45*%
Closure Difference @ = = —=e——- J99%

*p < ,001, n=128
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interaction effects alpha was set at .0125 for BSRI variables
(.05/4); .0166 for CFT variables (.05/3); at .05 for R-S score
(.05/1). For shame-guilt by sex effects, alpha was set at .0031
for BSRI variables (.0125/4); at .0041 for CFT variables (.0125/3);
at .0125 for the R-S score (.0125/1).

Additionally, t-tests were computed to assess group and
pairwise differences. T-tests relevant to hypotheses are reported

in the text. The remainder are included in Appendix E.

Hypothesis 5

Shame scores will be positively associated with femininity.

A. Shame scores will show a greater positive association with
feminine scores than will guilt scores.

There was no support for this hypothesis. The correlations
for guilt and femininity (r = .04; p < .30) and shame and femininity
(r = .04; p < .33) were equally low.

B. For high shame group subjects, feminine scores will be
greater than masculine scores.

No support was found for higher femininity (4.78) than for mas-
culinity (5.07). In fact, the obtained means pattern within the
high shame group was a reversal of the predicted relationship
suggesting an association between shame and masculinity rather than
femininity. However, a t test showed no significant difference
between M and F scores within the high shame group with sexes com-
bined (t-test: n = 32, df = 31, t = 1.50, p < .14). High shame
group males showed a significantly higher M score than F score

(t-test: n =16, df = 15, t = 2,16, p < .04) and females showed a



118

Table 12

BSRI Variables Within Shame-Guilt Levels

High Shame
Femininity

Masculinity

Social Desirability
Androgyny Derived
Low Shame
Famininity
Masculinity

Social Desirability
Androgyny Derived
All Groups
Femininity
Masculinity

Social Desirability

Androgyny Derived

High Guilt Low Guilt
Males Females Both Males Females Both
4.78 5.05 4.91 4.66 4.89 4.78
5.35 4.62 4.99 5.27 4.86 5.07
4.92 5.19 5.05 5.18 5.16 5.17
-1.31 .82 -.24 -1.91 .14 -.88
4.64 4.70 4,67 4.70 4.81 4.75
5.21 4.29 4.80 5.03 4.79 4.91
4.95 5.16 5.05 4.77 5.35 5.06
-1.48 .72 -.38 -.78 13 -.32
4.69 4.86 4.78
5.22  4.67 4.94
4.96 5.21 5.08
-1.37 .45 -.45
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non-significantly higher F score than M score. Neither the shame
effect (p < .68) or the shame by guilt interactive effect (p < .67)
was significant in the multivariate analysis on BSRI variables

(Tables 13 and 14).

Hypothesis 6

Guilt scores will be positively associated with masculinity.

A. Guilt scores will show a greater positive association with
masculine scores, than will shame scores.

There was no correlational support for this hypothesis. A
reversal of the predicted relationship was indicated. Shame had a
non-significant positive relationship with masculinity (r = .12;

p < .07), while guilt showed a non-significant negative relation-
ship with masculinity (r = -.07; p < .19).

B. For high guilt group subjects, masculine scores will be
greater than feminine scores.

M and F means for the high guilt group subjects (sexes
combined) were in the predicted direction, though a t test was not
significant (See Table 12).

Cell means on BSRI M and F scales for each sex separately
within shame-guilt categories, showed that in every category mascu-
line scores were higher for males than for females, and conversely,
feminine scores were higher for females than for males (See Table
12) . The results showed that there was expected support for this
hypothesis for males and a reversal for females. Within the high
guilt group, the significant sex effect was isolated on Masculine

(F = 8.10; p < .005) and Derived Androgyny (F = 8.35; p < .004),
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Table 13

Table of Multivariate F Tests for Effects of Shame,

Guilt, and Sex on Inventory Measures

Bem Sex Role Inventory

Sources

Shame

Guilt

Sex x High Anxiety
Sex x High Shame
Sex x High Guilt
Sex x Low Anxiety
Shame x Guilt

Closure Flexibility Test

Sources

Shame

Guilt

Sex x High Anxiety
Sex x High Shame
Sex x High Guilt
Sex x Low Anxiety
Shame x Guilt

Repression-Sensitization Scale

Sources

Shame

Guilt

Sex x High Anxiety
Sex x High Shame
Sex x High Guilt
Sex x Low Anxiety
Shame x Guilt

b4

.5681
.1986
3.6855
2.0291
3.6933
3.2688
.5787

.8722
.7026
.8643
.3250
.2389
.1872
5.2298

3.8789
2.5878
4.,5149

.5956

.0531
1.4708
1.8444

* gignificant at .0125, as required
** gignificant at .0166, as required
kk*gignificant at .05, as required

.6846
.9387
.0073
.0948
.0073
.0140
.6787

4577
«5524
4618
.8074
.8691
.9050
.0021

.0513
.1104
.0357
L4418
.8181
.2277
.1770

*

*
*

*x%

*kk
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Table 14
Table of Univariates

(1) Bem Sex Role Inventory

Source
Sex by High Anxiety

Variable
Bem Feminine
Bem Masculine

Bem Social Desirability
Bem Androgyny Derived

2)

Source
Sex by High Guilt

Variable

Bem Feminine

Bem Masculine

Bem Social Desirability
Bem Androgyny Derived

3

Source
Sex by Low Anxlety

Variable

Bem Feminine

Bem Masculine

Bem Social Desirability
Bem Androgyny Derived

(4) Closure Flexibility Test

Source
Shame by Guilt Interaction

Variable
Closure Correct

Closure Incorrect
Closure Scale

F

1.2229
6.4879
1.7610
7.8983

.0646
8.1087
1.1659
8.3512

.2212
.7209
8.3812
1.4597

7.9273
4.1004
2.3366

2711
.0122
.1871
.0058

«7998
.0052
.2825
.0046

.6390
.3976
.0046
.2294

.0057
.0451
<1291

Kk
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Table 14 (con't)

(5) Repression-Sensitization Scale

Source
Shame
Variable F )3
R=-S 3.8789 «0513 kkkk

(6) Repression-Sensitization Scale

Source
Sex by High Anxiety

Variable
R-S 4.,5149 .0357 **

* approaches significance at .0031
%% - approaches significance at .0125
*%% - gignificant at ,0160

*kkk - approaches significance at .05
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though neither meet the adjusted alpha level (p < .003). Likewise,
within the high anxiety group, a significant sex effect was isolated
on the Derived Androgyny score (F = 7.89; p < .0058), though again,
the adjusted alpha level was not met (p < .0031). Differences in
cell means in both instances suggested effects attributable to
actual sex differences of the respondents rather than to level of
guilt. These findings reflected a higher masculine score for males
than females, and derived androgyny scores that reflected a deviation
from 0 in the direction of masculinity for males, greater than the
deviation from O in the direction of femininity for females.
Neither the guilt effect (p < .93), nor the shame by guilt inter-
action effect (p < .67) was significant on any BSRI variables (See
Tables 13 & 14).

Results of t-tests demonstrated significantly higher M scores
than F scores for high guilt group males (t-test: n = 16; df = 15,
t = 3.20, p < .006) and non-significantly higher F scores than M

scores for females.

Hypothesis 9

Shame scores will be positively related to sensitization;
this relationship will be stronger than for guilt and sensitzation.

Both shame (r = .11; p < .09) and guilt (r = .16; p < .03)
were positively correlated (marginally significant) with sensitiza-
tion., There was no support for a stronger correlational relationship

between shame and sensitization than between guilt and sensitization
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for the overall sample. In fact, guilt had a slightly stronger
correlation with sensitization.

Significant support was provided by the results of the multi-
variate analysis with the R-S Scale score as the dependent variable.
The analysis demonstrated a significant shame effect (high-low),
as predicted (F = 3.87; p < .05). The high shame groups had a
higher R-S mean (67.67) than the low shame groups (61.53). The
guilt main effect (p < .11), and the shame by guilt interaction
effect (p < .17) were not significant (See Tables 13 & 14).

Although the shame by guilt interaction was not significant
the pattern of cell means is noteworthy (Table 15). Of the four
cell means for shame-guilt groups, the high shame group (t-test:

n =64, df = 62, t = 2.20, p < .03), high guilt group (t-test: n =
64, df = 62, t = 2.01, p < .04), and high anxiety group (t-test:

n =64, df = 62, t = 2,20, p < .03), obtained mean R-S scores were
significantly higher than the low anxiety group, though no signifi-
cant differences were found between the high shame and high guilt
groups. This suggested that high shame and high guilt, each aspects
of high anxiety, were related to increased sensitization.

The same suggestion was prompted by the interaction of sex
with shame and guilt levels (See Table 13). The sex effects were
not significant by the adjusted alpha (.0125), but the pattern of
obtained means was potentially instructive, suggesting heighted
sensitization with increased shame and/or guilt (See Table 13 & 14).
For example, high guilt group and high shame group females' obtained

means were higher than for the other two groups of females.
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Table 15

R-S Mean Scores by Shame-Guilt Level Compared to Total Group
and Byrne Sample
High Guilt Low Guilt Total Byrne

High Shame

Males 74,68 69.68 72,12 63.08
Females 61.43 64.87 63.15 61.80
Both 68.06 67.28 67.67 62.44
Low Shame

Males 66.87 60.68 63.47

Females 65.43 53.12 56,27

Both 66.16 56.91 61.53

Total 67.11 62.04 64.60
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Similarly, the high shame and high guilt group males had higher
sensitization scores than low anxiety group males, though high
anxiety males had the highest sensitization scores.

In every shame-guilt group, male R-S scores exceeded female
R-S scores, indicating higher sensitization scores for males over-
all. The sensitization scores for females in all but the low
anxiety group were comparable to the total sample (n = 128) and to
Byrne's female sample. Within the high anxiety group, this sex
difference was significant by conventional criteria (F = 4.51; p <
.035), though short of the adjusted alpha (p < .0125). Thus, the
suggested sensitization effect seemed most marked for males.

An additional notable finding is also relevant here regard-
ing the low anxiety category. For the overall sample a negative
correlation was found between the BSRI Social Desirability Scale
and the R-S score (r = -.35; p < .001), indicating an inverse rela-
tionship between sensitization and concern for the portrayal of a
socially acceptable self image. Thus, in view of the unipolar
measurement of repression and sensitization defenses on the R-S
scale, concern with one's social appearance and at least in part,
denial of negative aspects of the self, was positively related to
repression.

Observed R-S scores for the low anxiety group were non-
significantly lower for both males and females than for the overall
sample and for other shame-guilt categories. A multivariate
analysis demonstrated that for the low anxiety group, a sex effect

approaching significance was found for the Social Desirability scale
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(F = 8.38; p < .0046: adjusted alpha at .003). Greater concern
was shown by low anxiety group females with presenting a socially
acceptable image, than by low anxiety group males, suggesting that
the repressive trend was more marked for low anxiety group females
than males (See Table 15).

Evidence of support for a relationship between shame-guilt
and the broad conceptualization of sensitization (i.e., awareness
of the environment) was available in the significant shame by
guilt interaction effect for Correct Closure responses on the
CFT (F = 7.92; p < .005). Although Correct Closure was not corre-
lated with shame (r = .05; p < .26) or guilt (r = .0l; p < .41), the
Correct Closure mean scores within the high shame group (105.40)
and within the high guilt group (104.80) were significantly higher
than the mean scores for the high anxiety (91.62) and the low
anxiety (95.22) groups (See Appendix E); means of the high shame
and high guilt groups exceeded the means of the high and low
anxiety groups by more than 9 points (See Table 16). The high
shame and high guilt group Correct Closure mean scores were not
significantly different. Incorrect Closure mean scores were margin-
ally significantly different (t-test: n = 64, df = 62, t = -1.41,
P < .16). The data pattern suggested that either high shame or
high guilt can increase the individual's sense of separateness
from the environment as measured by the ability to make figure-

ground discriminations.
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Table 16

Shame-Guilt Groups: Means for Closure Correct on CFT

High Guilt Low Guilt
High Shame 91.62 105.40

Low Shame 104.80 95.22
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Comparison of Main Study Results and Pilot
Study Results with Regard to Pilot
Study Hypotheses

Some hypotheses were of major concern only in the pilot
study, but relevant data were available in the main study as well.
These hypotheses predicted a negative relationship between shame
and correct closure, as measured by Correct Closure scores on the
CFT, and a positive relationship between guilt and correct closure.
Also, it was expected that shame would be positively, and guilt
would be negatively, associated with femininity. Conversely, guilt
was predicted to be positively, and shame negatively, associated
with masculinity. Finally, it was hypothesized that masculinity
and correct closure would be positively associated, and femininity
and correct closure would be negatively associated.

The purpose of comparing results of the main and pilot
studies with regard to the pilot hypotheses (1-4, 7 and 8) was to
provide additional information, further enabling this writer to
assess the Lewis (1971) contentions, based on bipolar conceptualiza-
tions of shame and guilt, sex role endorsement and differentiation.

Results of the main study were relatively consistent with
those of the pilot study. However, both studies provided only
marginal support for hypotheses outlined above. In fact, with
minimal exceptions, even the correlations which attained conven-
tional significance levels were almost trivally low.

Both shame and guilt correlated negatively but non-

significantly with correct closure responses. This finding supported
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the hypothesis regarding shame and was a reversal of the predicted
relationship in regard to guilt. These results were consistent
with the pilot findings.

Neither shame (r = .03; p < .33) nor guilt (r = .04; p <
.30) scores were significantly positively correlated with femininity.
In the pilot study, shame and femininity were marginally positively
correlated, and guilt and femininity were significantly (.001) posi-
tively correlated. The direction of correlation in the main study
was consistent with that of the pilot study in each case, but was
not significant. Guilt was not found to be significantly positively
correlated with masculinity in either the pilot or main study re-
sults, a reversal of prediction. Shame proved to be positively
and non-significantly (r = .12; p < .07) related to masculinity;
this was inconsistent with the pilot hypothesis. Pilot results
demonstrated a non-significant correlation but also reflected a
positive direction of relationship.

Correct Closure responses correlated non-significantly and
negatively with femininity. The relationship was expected, though
of a lower degree than found in the pilot study (r = .33, p < .001).
The positive non-significant correlation between masculinity and
correct closure was supportive of the Pilot hypothesis, but incon-
sistent with the findings in the pilot study.

Eight specific questions were tested in the pilot study;
four were supported, while four showed a reversal of predicted
direction of relationship. Three hypotheses were supported by the

results of the main study and five showed reversals. In instances
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of reversal, three hypotheses were consistent with reversals found
in the pilot study results and two were not. A summarization of
correlational findings are included in Table 17.

Second Session Inventory and Behavioral
Measures: Hypotheses 10-13

Results for Session 2 measures concerned the assessment of
the effectiveness of the experimental manipulation employed in the
second session, total group results (n = 128), and specific results
relevant to the testing of hypotheses 10 through 13, regarding
incidental learning, trait feedback reading, and trait recall.

A multivariate analysis was computed for a four way design
to assess the effects of shame level, guilt level, sex, and task
condition (success-failure). Dependent variables consisted of
time spent reading positive and negative feedback, total correct
and total incorrect trait recall, and positive minus negative
correct and incorrect recall.

Alpha level for this analysis was set at .05 for guilt
effect, shame effect and shame by guilt interaction effect. The
alpha for shame-guilt by sex effect was .0125. In testing for main
effects on specific univariates, the overall alpha was divided by
the number of dependent variables (6). For shame effect, guilt
effect, and shame by guilt interaction effect on the dependent mea-
sures the alpha was .0083 (.05/6). For sex effects within shame-
guilt groups alpha was set at .0020 (.0125/6).

No significant effects emerged from the analysis. However,

several interesting trends were apparent and will be discussed.
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The implications of the lack of significant results will be dis-
cussed in regard to specific hypotheses and elaborated in the
discussion section.

Additional, t-tests were computed for group and pairwise
differences. Results are reported where relevant. All t-tests

are reported in Appendix E.

Manipulation Check

Six questions were asked of subjects at the end of the
second session of the experiment to assess the effectiveness of

the manipulations in the session.

1. How did you feel about the feedback on the anagram solving
task?

2. How did you feel about the feedback on the trait lists?

3. Did you believe the experimenter when he told you that
you were above or below average on the anagram task?

4. Did you feel that the trait list feedback was truthful
in relation to you?

5. In some cases the feedback on the anagram task was truthful,
in other cases it was false. Which group did you feel you
were in?

6. Some people got true feedback on the trait lists, others

got false feedback. Overall, which group do you feel you

were in?

Questions 1 and 2 were used to obtain subject reports as
unbiased as possible by suggestions of the appropriateness of reject-
ing feedback. Doubts about performance or trait feedback truthful-
ness were expressed primarily on the more structured questions.

Two questions requesting the individual to describe how
they felt in response to the feedback (task and trait) prefaced the

four, more objective questions regarding believability. The sub-

jective responses on anagram feedback were classified into:
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ego-enhancing (e.g., surprised, delighted, good-feeling), neutral
(e.g., simple factual statement, no feeling expressed), ego-
depleting (e.g., bad feeling, failure, self-dissapointment), and
other (e.g., not classifiable in any other category). Approximately
equal numbers of subject responses were included in each category
(about 25% for each group).

The subjective responses to the question regarding the trait
feedback prompted the inclusion of approximately 75% of the sub-
jects in the '"agreed with feedback: totally or in part' category.
The remaining 25% of the subjects either disagreed with the feed-
back or gave neutral, vague, or no classifiable responses. This
observational assessment of the data provides support for the
viability of the manipulation and points to somewhat higher levels
of reported belief than was apparent in the later, more objective,
questions (3-6).

Belief reported about the anagram task feedback in the
first structured question (Question 3) was quite high (88.3%). As
expected, when given the option to reassess the truthfulness of
the feedback (Question 5), reported belief decreased somewhat
(76.6%Z). Reported belief in the trait feedback (Questions 4 and 6)
was moderate overall and lower than reported belief in task feed-
back. Approximately two thirds (66.4%) of the subjects initially
reported believing the personal trait feedback. It was expected
that false personality feedback purporting to describe the indi-
vidual would be suspected more than performance feedback. It is

noteworthy, though, that when given the option to reassess the
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truthfulness of the trait feedback (Question 6), subjects (both
males and females in the success and failure conditions) did not
report decreased belief (69.5%) (See Table 18). Thus the sugges-
tion of false feedback increased reported rejection of the task
feedback, but subjects were more hesitant to question the validity
of the personal trait feedback.

Although reported belief in the experimental manipulations
was less than desired, the manipulations appear sufficiently effec-
tive. Further, therewere no significant correlations between task
or trait feedback belief and dependent variables of concern (time
spent reading trait feedback or recall of trait feedback). 1In
addition, the average reading time and the average trait recall
were not significantly different for subjects reporting belief in
trait feedback versus those reporting lack of belief (Question 4
and 6).

When responses to Questions 1 and 3 about task feedback
were viewed within shame-guilt level, sex, and success-failure
condition, only high anxiety group males in the success condition
increased reported belief (1 person) when asked if they received
true or false task feedback. All other groups showed either no
change or lower belief (from O to -5). In regard to trait feed-
back, all groups but one (low anxiety group males in the success
condition) showed either no change or increased belief when asked

if they received true or false trait feedback.
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Attention to Positive and Negative Feedback

Attentiveness to, or 'reading" of positive or negative
feedback was operationally defined as actual reading (i.e., eyes
directed to the feedback page), or more general focusing on a
particular manual (i.e., actual reading of the manual alternating
with other activity at the manual, including gazing at it, looking
forward or up while in front of the manual, and returning to
reading). The designation of 'Not-reading,'" that is, not reading
either positive or negative feedback, was defined by a variety of
behaviors, including pushing the chair away from the table, closing
the manuals and gazing around the room, reading other material
(that the subjects may have brought into the room).

Subjects were given 10 minutes (600 seconds) to read person-
al trait feedback. Typically, subjects (50%) attended primarily
to positive and negative feedback, each being read for approxi-
mately 200-400 seconds, with a minimum of time spent not reading
feedback (0-200 seconds). Twenty percent (20%) spent 0-200 seconds
attending to each type of feedback, while the remainder of their
time (200-400 seconds) was spent not attending to feedback. An
additional twenty percent (20%) primarily focused on either positive
(10%) or negative (10%) feedback (400-600 seconds) and spent the
remainder of their time with the other type of feedback or no feed-
back. The remaining ten percent (107%) responded with still other
patterns of attention.

Although subjects (n = 128) generally approached the positive

feedback before the negative (64.9% approached positive first),
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subjects spent approximately 20 seconds more attending to negative
feedback (259.84 seconds) than attending to positive feedback
(237.18 seconds). A noteworthy difference, if minimally significant,
results from a t-test between mean positive and mean negative
reading times (t-test: n = 128, df = 127, t = -1.71, p < .08).
Significantly (.001) more time was spent attending to positive
(t-test: n = 128, df = 127, t = 7.71, p < .001) and/or negative
feedback (t-test: n = 128, df = 127, t = 9,24, p < .001l) than was
spent not attending to any feedback (102.90 seconds). The greater
attentiveness to negative feedback occurred for both males and -
females and within both the success and the failure conditioms.
Males attended to positive feedback more than did females. Con-
versely, females spent more time attending to negative feedback
than did males. Subjects in the failure condition spent less time
attending to either type of feedback, than in the success condition,
and correspondingly less time attending to either positive or
negative feedback, compared with subjects in the success condition
(Table 19).

A multivariate analysis assessing the effects of shame-
guilt level, success-failure condition, and sex, on the time spent
attending to positive and negative feedback was not significant

(Table 20).

Hypothesis 10

High shame (low guilt) subjects will spend a greater amount

of time than high guilt (low shame) subjects reading negative
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Table 20

Table of Multivariate F Tests for Effects of Shame,
Guilt, Sex, and Condition, on Reading and Recall

of Trait Feedback

Sources

Shame
Guilt
High Anxiety x Success-Failure
High Shame x Success-Failure
High Guilt x Success Failure
Low Anxiety x Success-Failure
High Anxiety x Sex x Success
x Failure

High Shame x Sex x Success

x Failure
Bigh Guilt x Sex x Success

x Failure
Low Anxiety x Sex x Success

x Failure
Shame x Guilt Interaction

b4

.7383
.2663
1.0353
.6031
.5786
1.6844
.7987
.6139
.3785
1.1116
.6815
.7036
.5851
4418
1.2707

.6200
.9515
. 4067
.7273
<7467
.1318
5731
.7188
.8913
.3605
.6649
6474
.7416
.8494
.2770
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feedback, under both success and failure conditions. High guilt
(low shame) subjects will not differentially attend to positive or

negative feedback under the success condition.

Hypothesis 11

In the failure condition, both shame and guilt groups will
attend more to negative feedback than to positive feedback; however,
the high shame group subjects will attend to negative feedback
more than will the high guilt group subjects.

The general tendency in both the success and failure condi-
tions to attend more to negative feedback was accentuated for the
high shame (low guilt) subjects in the success condition, though
not significantly. The high shame (low guilt) subjects in the
success condition spent non-significantly more time (283.10 seconds)
attending to negative feedback, than did high guilt subjects in
the success condition (248.70 seconds), in part supporting Hypothe-
sis 10.

In the failure condition, however, high guilt subjects
spent non-significantly more time attending to negative feedback
(257.50 seconds) than did high shame subjects (243.40 seconds), a
reversal of the predicted relationship (Hypothesis 10 and 11). In
addition, the high guilt subjects' time with negative feedback, in
the failure condition, was almost 19 seconds greater than their
time with positive feedback, though a t-test does not show this to
be significant. High shame subjects actually spent more time

attending to positive (248.70) feedback in the failure condition
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than to negative feedback (243.40). Though a t-test showed this
to be non-significant, it was a reversal of the prediction (Hypo-
thesis 11).

Overall, high shame subjects attended more to positive
personal trait feedback than did high guilt subjects in both success
and failure conditions, though the differences were not significant.
High shame subjects spent more time attending to both positive and
negative feedback in the success condition, than in the failure
condition. Conversely, the high shame subjects spent much less
time attending to feedback of either type in the failure condition,
than in the success condition.

High guilt subjects in the success condition specifically,
were not significantly differentially attentive to positive
(254.40 seconds) and negative (248.7 seconds) feedback (t-test,

n =16, df = 15, t = .10, p < .91), and in fact, spent more time
reading positive than negative feedback. In view of the non-
significant multivariate analysis and the absence of predicted
significant differences in regard to high shame group subjects'
performance (Hypothesis 10), the lack of a significant difference
for the high guilt group is not particularly meaningful (See Table
20).

An observation is appropriate in regard to the not-reading
time scores. In both success and failure conditions, high guilt
subjects spent approximately the same amount of time (success,
96.88; failure, 103.70) not reading any feedback (t-test: n = 32,

df = 30, t = -.17, p < .86). High shame group subjects showed a
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considerable difference between success (39.37) and failure

(107.80) conditions (66.43 seconds) on the time spent not attending
to feedback (t-test: n = 32, df = 30, t = -1.74, p < .09). Their
not-reading score in failurewas higher (but comparable to) not-
reading scores for the high guilt group in success and failure. The
high shame group not-reading score in success was considerably dif-
ferent from that of the high guilt group (t-test: n = 32, df = 30,
t =1,61, p< .12). Although the multivariate analysis demonstrated
non-gignificance for guilt, shame, and condition effects, there
remains a notable change, as seen in the marginally significant
feedback within the failure experience than within the success
experience. This suggested avoidance for high shame group subjects
in the failure condition shifted the not-reading time scores into
the average time score range for the high guilt group subjects,
suggesting that the high shame group subjects' avoidance behaviors
in regard to negative feedback became more similar to the high guilt
group subjects in the context of failure (See Table 19).

The large obtained time differential favoring negative
feedback by high guilt subjects in the failure condition, and
greater attentiveness to positive than to negative feedback in the
success condition is noteworthy. Of the four major groups, the high
guilt subjects are the only group that attended more to positive
than negative feedback in success, though in failure a large nega-
tive feedback differential occurred in both the high and low anxiety

groups as well. Conversely, the high shame group subjects were the
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only group who attended more to positive than negative feedback in
the failure condition.

These findings suggest a possibly greater sensitivity to
negative feedback as a function of failure, and a greater sensitivity
to positive feedback as a function of success, for high guilt sub-
jects. This suggestion is thought provoking although the multi-
variate analysis for success and failure effects was not significant.
The high shame subjects showed a greater approach to positive feed-
back than high guilt subjects in both conditions. The major inter-
ruption noted for high shame group subjects in this pattern of
approaching positive feedback, was their reduced reading time of

either type of feedback in the failure condition.

Incidental Learning

Overall sample (n = 128) means for correct anagram solutions
on memory-cued (5.53), tape-cued (4.69), and non-cued (4.44) words
were comparable to one another, as were the standard deviations.

The greatest difference (1 correct response) in scores occurred
between the non-cued and memory-cued means. Natural ability on the
anagram solving task was highly correlated with the use of memory-
cued (r = .75; p < .001), and tape-cued (r = .76; p < .001l) indicen-
tal information. Likewise, the use of memory-cued and tape-cued
information was highly related (r = .73; p < .001). This counters
Mendelsohn and Griswold's (1966) report of a non-significant
correlation between neutral ability on the anagram task and the use

of cued information. Results of t-tests show significant
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differences between mean memory-cued scores and neutral ability (t-
test: n = 128; df = 127, t = -6.66, p < .001), and between memory-
cued and tape-cued scores (t-test: n = 128, df = 127, t = 4.77,
P < .001); and a notable difference between neutral ability and
tape-cued scores (t-test: n = 128, df = 127, t = -1,50, p < .13).
There were no significant correlations between R-S scores and
any anagram problem solving indices. This was true even with statis-
tical controls (analysis of covariance) for neutral anagram solving
ability. This suggests an absence of relationship between sensiti-
zation and the use of peripheral cues in incidental learning,
countering Mendelsohn and Griswold's (1966) finding of a positive

correlation between repressionand low incidental cue use.

Hypothesis 12

High shame (low guilt) subjects will perform better on the
incidental learning task than high guilt subjects.

A multivariate analysis for high guilt group (n = 32) and
high shame group (n = 32) subjects' use of tape- and memory-cued
responses, with a control for baseline anagram solving ability shows
no significant differences between the two groups (F = .08; p < .92).
Correlations were high between non-cued and memory-cued (r = .73;

p < .001), non-cued and tape-cued (r = .79; p < .001), and memory-
cued and tape-cued (r = .76; p < .001) variables. Consistent with
the overall sample, an analysis of covariance on incidental learning
data for high shame group and high guilt group subjects demonstrated
a strong relationship between baseline anagram solving scores and the

use of cued information.
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Table 21

Mean Anagram Solutions for High Shame, High Guilt,

and Total Group Compared to Mendelsohn and

High Shame Group
N=32

High Guilt Group
N=32

Total Sample
N=128

Mendelson and Griswold
Sample (N=46)

*data unavailable

Griswold (1966) Sample

Non-cued Memory-cued

7 proset
S.D. S.D.
4,18 5.56
(2.50) (2.82)
4.15 5.43
(2.70) (2.75)
4,54 5.53
(2.64) (2.70)
3.65 5.21

*

%*

Tage-cued

S.D.

4.81
(2.76)

4.71
(3.10)

4.69
(2.78)

3.53
*
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Table 22
Table of Multivariate F Tests
High Shame by High Guilt (Covariance Controlled for Baseline)
on Memory-Cued and Tape-Cued Variables
Source F R

High Shame Group x .08 .92
High Guilt Group

Univariates

Source

Memory .16 .68
Tape .02 .88



150

Recall of Trait Feedback

Ten indices of trait recall information were available from
the recall questionnaire given after subjects completed reading
their trait feedback. The total sample recalled more correct (5.3
of 10) positive trait feedback items than correct negative trait
feedback (3.6 of 10), and attributed to themselves slightly more
incorrect negative traits (7.3) than incorrect positive traits (6.7).
This pattern condition, for 12 of the 16 combinations of shame-guilt,
sex, and success-failure condition. A reversal of this pattern
occurred for high anxiety group males in failure, high shame females
in failure, and low anxiety males and females in success (Table of

data included in Appendix F).

Hypothesis 13

High shame (low guilt) subjects will have greater recall
scores about feedback material after success experience than after
failure experience; this will not be true for high guilt (low shame)
subjects.

There was no support for greater feedback recall for high
shame subjects on nine of the ten absolute scores (Table 23). The
one possibly supportive index showed that in the success condition
the difference score between correct positive and negative recall
was higher (1.81) than in the failure condition (1.43). Neither a
multivariate analysis on the effects of success or failure condition
within shame and guilt levels, nor a multivariate analysis for

nested task effects, were significant (Table 24).
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There was no significant difference between recall scores
for high guilt subjects in success or failure (F = 1.13; p < .34).
The absence of differences in recall was not particularly meaningful
in light of the lack of significant findings in regard to high
shame (Table 24).

Observation of the non-significant obtained mean recall
scores for high shame group subjects showed that recall of correct
and incorrect, positive and negative traits was slightly higher for
high shame subjects in the failure condition than in success, a
reversal of the hypothesis. Likewise, recall scores for the high
guilt group showed that recall of correct and incorrect, positive
and incorrect negative traits was slightly higher in the failure
condition than in success. Correct negative recall, for high guilt
subjects in the failure condition (3.00) was slightly lower than in
the success condition (3.56).

Within the success condition, high shame subjects recalled
more positive feedback (correct and incorrect) and recalled less
negative feedback (correct and incorrect) than high guilt subjects.
In the failure condition high shame subjects recalled more correct
(positive and negative) feedback than high guilt subjects and less
incorrect (positive and negative)feedback than high guilt subjects.

Although this writer expected decreased reports of recall
of feedback for high shame subjects in the failure condition, due to
the expected wish to hide an awareness of negative self information
from others, the high shame group subjects showed greater accuracy

in recall than was expected, and demonstrated, though not
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Table 23

Mean Recall for High Shame and High Guilt

Groups Within Success and Failure

(Complete Table for all Groups, See Appendix F)

Total Positive
Correct
Incorrect

Total Negative
Correct
Incorrect

Total Correct
Total Incorrect

Difference,
Positive minus Negative

Conditions

Correct
Incorrect

High Shame High Guilt
Success Failure Success Failure
11.56 12.00 11.00 12.50
5.18 5.37 4.93 5.18
6.37 6.62 6.06 7.31
10.31 11.12 10.87 11.00
3.37 3.39 3.56 3.00
6.93 7.18 7.31 8.00
8.56 9.31 8.56 8.18
13.37 13.37 13.37 15.25
1.81 1.43 1.37 2.18
-.56 -.56 -1.25 -.68
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Table 24

Table of Multivariate F Tests

Task Effects Within High Shame Group and High Guilt Group (N=64)

Sources F P

Groups (high shame/high guilt) .2932 .8812
Task (success/failure) .5160 <7243
Task in High Shame «3494 .8434
Task in High Guilt 1.1349 .3494

Groups x Task .9683 .4321
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significantly, what we have broadly termed sensitization (i.e.,

an awareness of the enviromment), a point worth noting.

Summary of Results

Results of hypothesis testing below are ordered in the se-

quence in which they appear in the Discussion chapter that follows.

Field Independence

1. Shame: negative association with field independence. Both
pilot and main study, non-significant negative association.

2. Guilt: positive association with field independence. Pilot
study, significant reversal of association. Main study, non-
significant reversal of association.

For High Shame and High Guilt groups: t-tests demonstrate signifi-
cantly higher field independence than for High and Low Anxiety
groups. F-tests demonstrates significant Shame x Guilt interaction
effect on field-independence measure.

Defensive Style

9. Shame: positive association with sensitization will be greater
than that between guilt and sensitization. Guilt has a slightly
stronger, low level, positive association with sensitization,
than shame. Both Shame and Guilt positively associated with
sensitization.

For High Shame, High Guilt, High Anxiety groups: t-tests demon-
strate significantly higher sensitization than Low Anxiety group.
F-test demonstrates significant Shame effect (high-low) on R-S
Scale.

12, No significant differences found between High Shame and High
Guilt groups on trait recall in success and failure. Those sub-
jects (i.e., High Shame males, High Guilt females) who show low
trait recall in failure, are also classed as sensitizers and
masculine. Masculinity for the total sample is positively
associated with defensive repression on the R-S Scale. Those
subjects (i.e., High Shame females) who show high trait recall
in failure, are also classed sensitizers, but are additionally
classed andrognyous. Androgyny for the total sample is posi-
tively associated with sensitization on the R-S Scale.
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Attention Deployment

10 & 11. No significant differences were found between High Shame

and High Guilt groups on attention to feedback in success and
failure, or on the incidental learning task. High Shame sub-
jects, expected to attend more to negative than to positive
trait feedback in success and failure, and to do so more than
High Guilt subjects, only acted as expected in success,
reversals occuring in failure. While the High Shame subjects
showed an expected stronger pattern of response than High
Guilt subjects in success, High Guilt subjects exceeded High
Shame subjects on negative feedback attendence in failure.

When viewed by sex, there is support for the hypotheses for High
Shame males, though not statistically significant, and a rever-
sal for High Shame females in the failure condition.

Non-attendence to trait feedback was increased significantly in
failure for the High Shame group and High Guilt females. The
pattern of non-attendence suggests that these subjects were disturbed
by failure.

Sex Role Adherence and Shame-Guilt

l.

Shame: positive association with femininity and negative asso-
ciation with masculinity. Significant support was found for a
positive association between shame and femininity in the pilot
study. In both the pilot and the main studies, a non-significant
reversal is found between shame and masculinity, suggestive of

a positive relational trend.

Guilt: positive association with masculinity and negative
association between guilt and femininity. The relationship be-
tween guilt and masculinity is non-significant and inconsistent
in direction in the pilot and main studies. There is a signifi-
cant positive association between guilt and femininity in the
pilot study, though this positive trend is non-significant in
the main study.

For High Shame: feminine scores will exceed masculine scores.
This was not significantly supported. Non-significant results
suggested support for females, a reversal occurring for males.

For High Guilt: masculine scores will exceed feminine scores.
This was not significantly supported. Non-significant results
suggested support for males, a reversal occuring for females.

Femininity: negative association with field independence. This
relationship was supported (significant) in the pilot and main
(non-significant) studies.
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8. Masculinity: positive association with field independence. This
relationship was not significantly supported and results were
inconsistent between the pilot and main studies.

Results often countered theoretical predictions of differ-
ence in shame and guilt developed by this and other researchers.
Contrary to the Lewis (1971) viewpoint on shame and, in part,
consistent with the present writer's expectations, there seems to be
a high level of psychological differentiation and sensitization for
high shame subjects, as well as for high guilt subjects. Similarly,
most other hypotheses presented by the present writer were reversed
in the results for shame. The expectation that femininity and shame,
and masculinity and guilt, would be positively associated is not
borne out. In fact, femininity and guilt, and masculinity and shame,
are positively associated, a reversal of expectation. Males were
more available for inclusion in high shame criterion groups. Com-
prehensive sex differences on shame, guilt, and level of differen-
tiation variables, hypothesized by Lewis, were not found in the
present study.

High shame group and high guilt group subjects are similar
in their level of differentiation and defensive style, therefore
muted differences between these groups on the behavioral and inven-
tory measures in the second session are not surprising. There are
an absence of statistically significant group differences on atten-
tion to feedback, recall, and incidental learning measures. Yet the
patterns of the differences, while non-significant, are noteworthy
and thought-provoking in light of the theory presented earlier in

this paper. These trends have implications for the interaction of
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gender, sex role endorsement, self disclosure, and attention deploy-

ment, with shame and guilt variables.



DISCUSSION

This study assessed the relationship of shame and guilt,
separately and together, with: the field dependence-independence
dimension of psychological differentiation; the extent of masculine
and feminine sex role endorsement; and the repression-sensitization
dimension of defensive perception. Additionally, three related
areas were.studied. These were: attention deployment and recall,
measured as seeking out and report of trait feedback within a
success-failure paradigm, and the use of incidental cues in a
learning task.

The research design of the pilot study used a basically
bipolar view of the variables of interest, tested with paper and
pencil inventory measures. This approach was elaborated and modi-
fied in the main study and most variables were treated as separate
dimensions. Both inventory and behavioral measures were employed
in the main study.

In several instances, hypotheses involved comparisons be-
tween subjects with high shame scores (and low guilt scores) and
subjects with high guilt scores (and low shame scores, Hypotheses
5, 6, 9, 13). Hypotheses 1-4, 7 and 8, predicting correlations for
the total sample were primarily tested in the pilot study and were

rechecked in the main study and compared to pilot results.

1538
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In the following sections, methodological issues will be
addressed, and the pattern of results regarding the relationship of
shame and guilt with psychological differentiation, sensitizationm,
gender, and sex role endorsement will be discussed. Methodological
issues and the unexpected reversals in results have led the present
writer to provide a refined conceptualization of shame and guilt, in
order to facilitate future operationalizations of these constructs.
This discussion is more fully developed in Appendix G. Briefly,
the reconceptualization focuses on the developmental roots of shame
and guilt, and more thoroughly examines the relationship of these
affects to concurrent development of other aspects of physical,
intellectual-cognitive, moral, social, and emotional growth. These
refinements draw heavily on the concepts of Odier (1956), Tomkins
(1963), and Seligman (1975), whose direct relevance was not readily

apparent at the initiation of this project.

Methodological Issues

Instruments

The purpose of the present research has been the study of
the differences between shame and guilt, in their relationships with
other aspects of personality. A range of dependent measures have
been studied including behavioral measures structured to maximize
failure-based shame. This writer has tested hypotheses presented
by other theorists, primarily Lewis (1971), and tested additional
hypotheses that seem logically related to the shame and guilt varia-

bles.
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The findings of the present study do no demonstrate substan-
tial support for Lewis's psychoanalytically-based theory, and often
counter the logic of her hypotheses and reverse her findings.

As was presented earlier, the present writer took issue with
Lewis's use of bipolar definitions of the variables of interest,
and with her presentation of logically questionable comprehensive
interrelationships among the inventory variables of the present
study.

Overall, the greatest strength of the present study is the

recognition of shame and guilt as separable, if not independent,

variables. The design of the study allowed for viewing the relative
contributions of each variable to personality, in turn allowing

for the differentiation of four basic styles of orientation. The
use of these variable scores in combination for subject selection,
constituted the four groups and enabled the isolation of effects on
individual groups that could not have otherwise been obtained. The
present writer views this method as superior to Perlman's (1958)
design employing guilt- and shame-criterion groups, selected on the
basis of the relative score. Within that study, the relative score
(guilt score minus shame score) had a test-retest reliability
coefficient of .35, while the guilt and shame scores test-retest
reliability coefficients were .80 and .83, respectively. While
Perlman focuses much of his discussion on developing the idea of
modal guilt and shame styles of functioning, he could not even be
assured of any significant consistency over time of the measures of

the shame and guilt characteristics based on the relative score.
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Thus, not surprisingly, the results of his study showed minimally
significant or non-significant findings.

In the present study, the test-retest reliability coeffi-
cient of the relative score was .53. It was higher than that found
by Perlman, but too low to warrant its being employed as a method
of subject selection for a study of shame and guilt as relatively
consistent aspects of personality. Additionally, as has been dis-
cussed earlier, the range of shame and guilt raw scores within the
high shame and the high guilt groups, based on relative scores,
fluctuated widely in the pilot sample of the present study. For
example, a high shame subject might have a guilt raw score greatly
in excess of the shame raw score. This finding solidified the pre-
sent writer's belief that a raw score determination of shame and
guilt, separately and together, would more accurately tap the shame
and guilt phenomena. For the same reason, subject classification
was based on a median-split assessment of the guilt and shame
scores separately.

On the other hand, Lewis (1971), while employing highly
reliable instruments, essentially studied aspects of field indepen-
dence and field dependence, among them shame and guilt. The major
criticism of her study regards her tendency to emphasize the shame
and guilt variables as if they, and not the field independence di-
mension, were the independent variables. This is a dangerous
procedure. The focus of her discussion suggests that guilt, field
independence, and sensitizing defensive style go hand in hand, and

likewise that shame, field dependence, and repressive defensive
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style, show a similar pattern. A more solid foundation of informa-
tion regarding shame and guilt would seemingly have arisen, if Lewis
had assessed shame and guilt as independent variables. It is
suggested that such an altered design would have enabled the emer-
gence of a greater range of differentiation levels and defensive
styles in her subjects, rather that the consistent support for her
hypotheses that were reported.

Lewis (1971) presents examples of denial from shame-prone
subjects and intellectualization from guilt-prone subjects, and
strongly suggests that a relationship between these respective
variables exists. Yet there was no effort to empirically study
defensive style as it relates to shame and guilt or, as was pointed
out above, no effort was made to empirically study defensive style
as it related to differentiation.

The present study employed both Bryne's (1961) R-S Scale,
and a recall measure after a success-failure manipulation to assess
repressive and sensitizing defensive styles. These instruments
allowed for the assessment of repression and sensitization as they
related to both inventory measures of shame and guilt, and behavioral
responses to the actual experience of failure. The method also
allowed for the emergence of strong response trends that run counter
to the Lewis theory.

The use of the R-S Scale along with the behavioral measure
employed also allowed for the recognition of a shortcoming in the
present scoring structure of the R-S Scale, that being, an inability

to separate those items reflecting internal vigilence from those
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items reflecting external vigilence, within the sensitizing style.
While the basic level of sensitization can be ascertained with the
inventory measure, its single score structure is not necessarily pre-
dictive of behavior in the anxiety-provoking circumstances of the
present study.

The use of multiple tests to reflect various aspects of
sensitization, defined both in terms of defensive style, and atten-
tion deployment, elucidate the complexity of the shame and guilt
phenomena.

Finally, the use of sex role endorsement variables viewed
as separate dimensions provided more useful information than simple
gender-based comparisons, and led to some unexpected findings.
These findings countered earlier described theories of shame and
guilt, and challenge previous research findings on defensive style
and differentiation dimensions, that are based on viewing sex dif-
ferences.

Generally, the present method seems superior to other
designs for the study of shame and guilt. The design acknowledges,
both in subject selection and statistical analysis, the separate
contributions of shame and guilt to personality, and allows for the
assessment of varying shame-guilt level combinations. The use of
a behavioral measure provides further information on shame and
guilt and allows for a comparison between differential shame and
guilt response level on an inventory measure and in an actual
failure experience. Finally, the measures employed to assess defen-

sive style, differentiation level, and sex role, as a substitute
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for simple gender-based comparisons, all provided useful informa-
tion.

There were an absence of statistically significant results
on the behavioral measures of this study, which called to question
the strength of the success-failure manipulation. As has been
reported, subjects' beliefs in anagram task and trait feedback seems
high based on responses to both open-ended and specific questions.
There is no way to accurately estimate whether the manipulation
itself was either too weak or too strong. Hypothesized differences
between shame and guilt in attention deployment measures were not
found. This may have been a function of some aspect of the manipu-
lation itself. Yet the results of the manipulation check on belief
in the feedback, and the earlier reported similarity between shame
and guilt on sensitization and field independence measures suggests
otherwise (elaborated below).

Unexpected reversals found in the results of the present
study also led the present writer to review the effectiveness of
the Attitude Anxiety Survey (AAS) as an instrument for the assess-
ment of shame and guilt. The review uncovered a significant dif-
ference (t-test: n = 128, df = 127, t = 12.44, p < .001) between
the mean guilt and mean shame scale scores for the total sample,
which actually strengthened the findings in regard to shame and
had no effect on results for guilt. The results themselves and the
posthoc review of the AAS served several purposes: it suggested
that significant results and non-significant trends for high shame

subjects might be more powerful than is immediately apparent; it
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suggested a methodological refinement that would employ a single
median cut-off point for guilt and shame to equalize the classifi-
cation criteria; it prompted a reassessment of the operationaliza-
tions of shame and guilt as they are represented in the AAS; it led
to a refinement of the conceptualizations of shame and guilt and
their developmental concomitants that may provide for more accurate

future operationalizations of the shame and guilt constructs.

Subject Selection

One implication of the disparity of mean guilt and mean shame
scores is the parallel disparity of the medians for those scores on
which subject selection was based. For three groups (i.e., high
and low anxiety, high guilt) the variation between mean shame and
guilt scores has no effect. For the high shame groups, individuals
were selected on the basis of scores exceeding the median for shame
(median = 163) and being less than the median for guilt (median =
195). While meeting the criteria for inclusion in the high shame
group, in some instances raw guilt scores still exceeded raw shame
scores.

The particular relevance of this findings is that while
shame in some cases did not exceed guilt scores, there was still a
significant shame (high versus low) effect found on the R-S Scale
that suggested heightened sensitization due to heightened shame.
Similarly, several strong though not statistically significant trends

(elaborated below) were isolated for shame group subjects and take
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on heightened significance due to the differential scoring criteria
for shame and guilt.

The difference between shame and guilt medians that led to
the inequity in the criteria for high shame group inclusion suggests
a methodological change is necessary. One possibility is to use a
single median for both shame and guilt scores. Another would be to
retain the median structure, but only designate as high shame, those
subjects whose shame scores exceed the guilt scores. These methods
would increase the difficulty in obtaining subjects scoring high
enough on shame to be suitably included in the high shame group.

Yet such a methodological modification might very likely allow the
strong shame trends found in the present study to attain statisti-

cal significance.

Operationalizations of Shame and Guilt

The difference between mean shame and mean guilt scores for
the total sample suggested that shame items did not elicit the
intensity of response that is found in response to guilt items.

One area of speculation regarding the differential level of
response is that of the test form chosen for the main study. The
present writer selected the male- and female-appropriate (i.e.,
male or female names used in situation descriptions), Other form
of the AAS, that includes the instruction that the subjects assess
the anxiety level "that most people would have in response to the
situation described." This selection was made in order to avoid

defensiveness in personal responding, and viewed as a projective
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assessment of the subject's own receptiveness. A review of the
differences between mean shame and mean guilt scale scores on the
Self and Other forms used in the pilot study showed that the discre-
pancy was minimized by the use of the Other Form.

A second area of speculation involved the revisions made
in the AAS instrument by the present researcher. Yet revisions in
the phrasing of several of the survey items were not numerous or
extensive enough to explain the disparity of scores (see Appendix
A).

Several explanations of differences between the mean scores
arise in the reassessment of the test content validity and the
accuracy of the representations of shame and guilt.

It was found that where guilt or shame items may be res-
ponded to with high anxiety, the affect reported for the guilt
items may be due to the triggering of guilt or shame, or both.
Shame items seem fairly clearly related to the failure to live up
to one's ideal self image, and seem more limited to that. They
focus generally on failures to perform; failures in ettiquette;
being humiliated, ridiculed, criticized for failures to live up
to others' expectations of the self; or not being physically or
socially desirable. These items meet the content criteria for
shame as earlier outlined. Guilt items are much less clearly
limited to meeting the criteria for guilt without also overlapping
into the shame category. Where the shame items maintain a focus on
the self, with few options to place blame or responsibility on

others or outside the self (typical of guilt), guilt items are not
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limited to their definition. Guilt items often allow for the re-
flection on the whole self, which to this writer is more shame-
reflective. The guilt items then, seem to include both guilt and
shame affect, and may prompt greater intensity of response. Most
guilt items describe activities, advertantly or inadvertantly
occurring, that counter social taboos and laws, which in turn may
prompt heightened response intensity due to the establishment of a
social desirability response set. Items of this type include
suggestions of acting out aggressively and causing harm to others.
For all items, although culpability is the major focus, one can
infer a failure in self-control as well, causing a blurring of guilt
and shame characteristics. For example: In an emergency, when no
one is around, Larry steals money from his parents' hidden penny
bank. The focus on culpability is apparent, but there is also a
failure of self control and ideals.

The severity of the activities involved in the guilt items
are questionably matched to the shame item intensity, as in physical
abuse versus not being as assertive on the job as one wanted to be.
The format of the test is a random interspersing of shame and guilt
items. The comparative lack of severity in the shame items, within
the intermixed guilt items, may have prompted comparative responding,
rather than individual assessment of each situation independently.
Although this may provide information on the relative receptivity
to shame and guilt, it may not be an accurate assessment of the

actual shame or guilt level.
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Additionally, Lewis (1971) suggests that most people view
shame as more appropriate for children than for adults and that
shame may be viewed as "only about the self.”" The latter phrase
carries with it the suggestion of adult shame about feeling shame!
This may have come into play in the responses of subjects, parti-
cularly given the transitional developmental phase that most subjects
are in (i.e., college students). Lynd (1958) suggests that there is
a hesitancy to admit that one has experienced shame or anxiety for
certain situations "of no great import." In essence, shame items
may have acted as a painful reminder of earlier or presently exper-
ienced shame-receptivity, and an unwillingness to acknowledge its
importance. One subject's feedback suggests some support for this
view. She suggested that though anonymity was insured on the AAS,
she felt vulnerable in response to some items, and was unwilling to
record her honest response.

On the other hand, the absence of intense response may have
been prompted by the absence of the actual and immediate experience
of the shame situations described. One of the major aspects of
shame is its unexpectedness. It is a "jarring" change from previous
unselfconsciounsess, into an acutely self-conscious state. Though it
was expected that the items themselves would prompt a partial trig-
gering of the shame and guilt affects, this may not have occurred.
The emotional distance available in the paper and pencil test and
the nature of shame itself, may have protected the subjects from

this acute awareness of the situations described.
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The present writer has attempted to isolate and assess as
far as possible, the possible sources of measurement error, but no
definitive statement can be made at this point. In addition to
attempting to explain the reasons for the differential item response
in the present study, this writer suggests that the AAS operational-
izations of shame and guilt reflect particular conceptualizations
of those affects. These conceptualizations in turn reflect the
different values placed on the experiences of shame and guilt by
researchers and, more broadly, by Western society.

The conceptualizations of shame and guilt reflected in the
AAS which led to the differential item response reflect, in part,
Freud's relegation of shame to a peripheral role in Psychoanalytic
Theory, while emphasizing the importance and centrality of guilt.
While Freud (1914) did eventually acknowledge the potential for the
internal occurrence of shame, his disciple (e.g., Fenichel) did
not. These interpreters of Freud concretized the differences between
shame and guilt into a matter of internal (e.g., guilt) versus
external (e.g., shame) control. Secondly, it was assumed that the
internalizing of parental and group norms would allow for the occur-
ence of guilt in the absence of an exposure to others of a wrong-
doing. Shame, on the other hand, viewed as external, was assumed to
occur only with the exposure to others of one's own failures.

These views of shame and guilt were the basis for the popularity,
among anthropologists of assessing guilt-based and shame-based
cultures, operationalized as internally-versus externally-controlled

moral structures. An obvious shortcoming in this approach was the



171

mutual exclusivity implied. Singer (1953) takes exception to this
viewpoint in a review of the anthropolgoical studies assessing
shame and guilt variables, and amply demonstrated the simpleminded-
ness of the internal-externaldichotomy. He reassessed the research
that has been carried out and pointed out the inconsistencies in
methods of assessment, difficulties in assessing shame and guilt in
other cultures, and fallacious interpretations of the data involved.
His reassessment of the studies led him to point to the likelihood
that both shame and guilt could be internal experiences and that
each could occur in the absence of exposure to others. Overall, he
maintained that shame and guilt could be equally powerful exper-
iences.

The development and cultural emphasis on transgression,
guilt, and restitution, and the diminution of the importance of
personal failure, shame, and self-reconstruction actually reflects
the exact opposite of the later Psychoanalytic and related anthro-
pological view. While guilt is internal, it is culturally empha-
sized because it involves the social realm. Shame, while internal,
is diminished because it is deeply personal and may be less directly
involved in the social order. The orientation around guilt is
reflective of the societal need for a common set of laws, mores, and
norms that are shared, supported and upheld by most group members.
In this sense, the social system reinforces abaseline morality
reflective of the culture as a whole. The society reinforces the
development of increasing responsibility of the individual as he or

she interacts with the society and internalizes the societal values.
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Guilt is viewed as developmentally more advanced than shame, in
part, for this reason. Guilt receptivity develops after the recepti-
vity to shame. Yet once one accepts the idea that shame is internal
and can occur in the absence of others, there is no basis on which
to suggest that guilt is more advanced. Shame implies an individual
morality and values which may totally or only partially coincide
with the societal needs for order. More often, shame-based values
transcend guilt-based values, and embrace more universal themes
(Lynd, 1958).

It can also be noted that, in general, guilt arises (and is
presented as such in the survey items) in response to more clear-cut
and dichotomous situations, related to wrongdoing. Western society
begins teaching appropriate behavior and the ramifications of trans-
gression early in the individual's life. Highly formalized, visible
methods and institutions for the assessment of guilt and culpability
are present in the society. This is not the case for shame or the
assessment of failure. Our society does not equally acknowledge,
in a formal way, shame or shame-receptivity, nor does it provide
institutionalized means for its expression or alleviation. Here
again we point to the articulateness and visibility of guilt in our
culture and the mutedness and invisibility of shame and suggest
that this may have led to differential responding to guilt and shame
items.

The AAS portrays the shame experience as pedestrian. Items
describe situations of minimal importance, covertly implying that

shame is simply about the trivial, blown out of proportion. Guilt
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items, on the other hand, describe the transgression of strongly
sanctioned behaviors, attitudes and feelings. The survey is unsuc-
cessful in communicating the full, personal, and internal implica-
tions of the failure to attain one's own ideals or live according to
one's own values. There may be a difference between rating how
anxious one would be in response to "Sue was not as assertive as

she would have liked to be " (a shame item) and "Sue did not come

to the aid of a rape victim for fear of getting involved." Yet both
may reflect failures of personal values.

Shame can be about the "seemingly trivial" and can be
overpowering in its occurrence, but too, it is not limited to those
seemingly small occurrences. It is limited, if at all, by the
extent of development of personal ideals and values. It is in this
sense that the survey does not do justice to the shame phenomenon.

Shame is not primitive when compared to guilt, but is the
foundation of guilt-receptivity. Underlying guilt-receptive po-
tential is shame-receptive potential. Guilt-receptivity involves
the capacity to function efficiently within the culture, while
shame-receptivity concerns itself with personal moral, value- and
ideal-based underpinnings of the personality.

The present writer, along with Tomkins (1963), maintains
the validity of viewing the guilt affect as a derivative and modi-
fication of the more central affect of shame. By this, it is not
meant to presume that they are the same, but that they are linked
developmentally and share some common features. While not fully

developing this theme, Lewis (1971) also points out the relatedness
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of shame and.guilt. She suggests that guilt may turn to shame in
those instances where a guilt generating transgression is too massive
to be remedied by restitution. The sequence of events following a
severe transgression seems to move from active guilt anxiety to
esteem modification in response, and to a realization of the
inability to make an active restitution. According to Lewis, the
individual would experience an "insoluble dilemma," which might
trigger shame. The present writer suggests that shame arises after
the realization that scrutinizing or excising a part of the self is
not enough to reestablish esteem and there is no active restitution
that can remedy the guilt-producing situation. At this point, the
transgression comes to implicate the whole self and with it shame
is experienced. At least in part, this is due to the inability to
make active restitution, and the subsequent experience of passivity
and helplessness regarding the situation. To the extent that shame
receptivity is developed in the individual, a regression into shame
anxiety can occur. This in turn may ultimately lead to a learned
helplessness condition. This sequence of events 1is presented in
order to acknowledge both the development of shame and guilt and
the potential for regression in both. Also, this writer sees the
need to emphasize both the relatedness of shame and guilt and their
differences.

As this study demonstrates, there are commonalities between
shame and guilt, but as well, there are differences in their rela-
tionship to other aspects of personality and to behavioral responses

to life experiences. Either shame- or guilt-receptivity can be
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excessively developed with negative ramifications for the individual,
yet the present writer maintains that shame is no more primitive
or external than guilt. They are both highly complex phenomena,
equally important, arising from, and appropriate in response to,

different aspects of the living process.

Defensive Sensitization and Field Independence

Both high shame and high guilt group subjects demonstrated
heightened field independence (Closure Correct, on CFT) and height-
ened defensive sensitization (Sensitization, on R-S Scale). The
results for guilt were expected and are congruent with findings pre-
sented by other researchers, primarily Lewis (1971). The findings
for shame were, in part unexpected. While the present writer re-
tested Lewis' contention of a positive association between shame
and field dependence (Hypothesis 1), her contention of a positive
relationship between shame and repression was reversed by this
writer. It was hypothesized (Hypothesis 9) that high shame subjects
would show heightened internal and external vigilence (i.e., sensi-
tization), and that this relationship would be greater than for
high guilt subjects and sensitization. In fact, both shame scores
(r = .11, p < .09) and guilt scores (r = .16, p < .03) were positive-
ly correlated at low levels with sensitization, for the total sample.
In addition, a significant shame effect (F test: F = 3.87, p < .05)
occurred for the R-S Scale. The level of shame (high-low) was
associated with the extent of sensitization. No comparable signifi-

cant guilt effect occurred. When group mean R-S scores were compared
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across the four groups, t-tests showed a significantly higher sensi-
tization for high anxiety, high shame, and high guilt groups, than
for the low anxiety group.

Similarly, both the high shame and the high guilt subjects
demonstrated significantly higher mean Correct Closure score than
overall high and overall low anxiety groups (based on t-tests,
see Appendix E). When these two groups are viewed, it seems that
high guilt (low shame) or high shame (low guilt), are associated
positively with heightened levels of field independence. Total
scale scores (i.e., differences between Correct and Incorrect Clo-
sure scores) of the twogroups are classified as high, compared to a
medium level (based on the CFT norms) of field independence for the
overall high and overall low anxiety groups.

The results on the differentiation measure point to the value
of the multiple group methodology employed in the present study,
since the results for the high shame and the high guilt groups are
submerged when the total sample is considered. Both shame and
guilt scores are found to be non-significantly and negatively
correlated with Closure Correct socres. These findings would
suggest no apparent significant association between shame and guilt
variables themselves and the extent of differentiation.

The findings of heightened defensive sensitization and
heightened field independence are consistent with other empirical
literature linking the two variables. They each are seen by this
author as an expression of analytic style within the global-analytic

cognitive style construct.
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In regard to shame, the findings of the present study are
contradictory to those presented by Lewis (1971). Her findings
suggested that subjects with extreme field dependent scores on the
Rod and Frame Test produced more shame-oriented than guilt-oriented
verbal material in initial sessions of psycho-therapy and employed
more repressive than sensitizing defenses. High field independent
subjects expressed more guilt- than shame-oriented verbal material
and employed more sensitizing defenses in the same situation.

It is worth noting that the present study does not parallel
the methodology employed by Lewis, nor did it employ the same mea-
surement instruments or kind of sample. It is also noted that while
Lewis reports samples of repression from shame-prone subjects, she
made no effort to empiricially document her findings. DeGroot
(1968), employing Lewis' methodology, was not able to replicate
her results, and instead found a positive association between both
shame and guilt and field independence, consistent with the present
study.

L ewis' theory is logical. She suggests that field indepen-
dence arises as a function of the maturation of the organism, as
does guilt. In this view, there is a parallel between the increas-
ing separation and autonomy of the individual, and the guilt exper-
ience with its more clearly defined boundaries. With regard to
shame, she suggests that the (earlier) transitional stage during
which shame capacity is developed is marked by incomplete separation,
a lack of full autonomy, and a greater reliance on parental emotional

support. Her view suggests that the shame-prone adult would retain
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an outward orientation and a felt lack of separateness. Similarly,
based on the empirical literature relating field independence with
sensitizing defensive style, she suggests that guilt and sensiti-
zation are positively related, and conversely, that shame and
repressive defensive style are related. Yet the results of the
present study, along with DeGroot's replication, do not support her
contentions.

In addition to pointing out general methodological inade-
quacies, the present writer suggests that Lewis's choice of a
psychiatric sample, maximized the likelihood of her findings, and
for that population her findings may be accurate. The Lewis study
was carried out on a small sample of individuals who had just
entered outpatient psychotherapy threatment. The research situation
and subject sample, that is, individuals who had problems they felt
were severe enough to prompt the seeking of professional help
may have fostered both the surfacing of field dependence and subse-
quent shame. In addition, while Lewis found heightened shame-
oriented productions and repressive defenses for extremely field
dependent subjects, she takes the questionable liberty of reversing
her findings, suggesting that shame-prone subjects can be assumed
to be field dependent, and repressors.

The present writer interprets the findings of heightened
field independence and sensitization for high shame subjects in
the present study, as a result of extensive shame experiences in
childhood. A part of shame seems to be forced emotional separation

leading the individual to develop a heightened separate sense of
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self as reflected in the high field independence scores. The reality,
therefore, may be that there is a possibility of high field inde-
pendence in both high guilt and high shame. The reasons for their
development though may differ: the field independence in guilt
being a natural function of maturation; and in shame, a premature
development due to mistrust of the potentially shaming environment.
This interpretation might at some level of testing allow for the
surfacing of differences between shame and guilt on separateness
variables. It is suggested that the inconsistency of results in
the Lewis and the present studies on the differentiation dimension
may relate to a difference in the level of testing. Lewis's use
of the Rod and Frame Test involves kinesthetic as well as visual
perceptual senses, whereas the present study use of the Closure
Flexibility Test involves only the visual sense. One very real
possibility is that typically, the shame-prone individual might
function quite adaptively, yet on a more basic (e.g., kinesthetic)
level, or when in conflict, may be less separate.

It is tempting to discount the Lewis finding as biased due
to her use of psychiatric sample or methodological inadequacies in
that study, but such an argument might preclude the consideration
of the consistency within the seemingly inconsistent findings. From
the present writer's understanding of the shame phenomenon and from
clinical observation, the shifting from autonomy and separateness
to reliance on the external enviromment is a characteristic of the
shame expression in adults. Lynd (1958) points out that a part of

the power of shame is that it occurs abruptly and unexpectedly at
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a time when the individual may be functioning with relative unself-
consciousness. This writer suggests that the unself-conscious state
m ay parallel the field independent stance. Too, the source of
shame can be internal or external. It is possible to consider the
internal triggering of shame, which in turn may prompt a reduction

of theboundary with the enviromment, in turn increasing attention to,
or reliance on that which is external. An external source of
shaming, if effective in activating shame would, by definition,

also increase the salience of the environment.

It seems inappropriate to suggest that the separateness in
shame is defensive or less real than the reliance on the external
environment. To the extent that the shifting is productive or
detrimental to the maintenance of esteem and contactwith reality,
either could be defensive or adaptive.

With regard to the positive association of high shame and
sensitization, it is suggested that the subject who, as a young
adult, is differentially oriented around heightened shame-receptivity
(high shame score), as a child experienced recurrent shame.

Whether because of specific shaming by the parents, failure-
generated shame, or inadvertant shaming, the individual learmed to
mistrust the environment and the self. According to Lynd (1958),

the mistrust arising from shame is caused by the child feeling
betrayed by the significant other in the environment, and coming

to mistrust the self for having tursted the need-frustrating other
and having expected affirmation from them. In response to the break-

ing of the emotional bond in shame, the individual blames the self
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for having expected a positive response from the other. Rather than
expressing the anger toward the other, and possibly further lessen-
ing the likelihood of future affirmation, anger comes to be self-
directed. The individual becomes mistrustful and less willing to
express needs for affirmation to others. The mistrust prompts the
establishment and maintenance of vigilence of external and internal
events, in order to protect the self from the potential recurrence
of painful experiences. Here, too, the logical relatedness of
sensitization and field independence is apparent.

The present finding is consistent with Bryne's (1964)
finding of a positive association between punitive parental disci-
plinary techniques and the level of sensitization in their off-
spring. The interpretation provided by Byrne suggests that
sensitization develops out of a felt need to monitor the level of
potential threat in the environment in an effort to avoid punishment.

Vigilence is active in guilt as well as in shame, and likely
is interpretable in the same way. Yet in guilt, as has been pointed
out, there may be less need for pervasive vigilence, since guilt
arises in response to activities that have clearer parameters. The
isolation of a significant shame effect on the R-S Scale supports
this suggestion of a further need for high shame group subjects to
maintain an awareness of internal and external cues. The present
writer therefore views the heightened level of defensive sensitiza-
tion as logically arising from the early experience of shame and

guilt.
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On both the field independence and sensitization measures
in the study, the commonalities between shame and guilt seem to be
expressed. In both shame and guilt there tends to be a heightened
awareness of internal and external events and heightened separate-
ness. A lack of statistically significant differences emerges on
attention deployment, incidental learning, and trait recall masures
of the second session. All three measures reflect, to varying
degrees, the extent of sensitization, therefore, muted differences
between the high shame and the high guilt groups are not surprising.
Several interesting trends do emerge, though not statistically
gignificant, regarding the effects of failure on the high shame and
the high guilt group subjects. These findings are relevant to the

overall viewpoint of this paper and will be developed below.

Attention to Feedback

Several hypotheses in the main study were structured to test
the behavioral effects of success and failure conditions on atten-
tion deployment for high shame and high guilt group subjects.

This author is using the term sensitization in the present discus-

sion to denote attention to internal and external events, operation-
zlied here as attention deployment, rather than in its earlier
defined defensive sense. The behavioral measure of attention
deployment used in this study was based on the paradigm developed

by Mischel, Ebbesen and Zeiss (1973). Their data demonstrated that
under a condition where no further testing was expected (paralleling

the present design), subjects in the success condition attended
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significantly more to assets (i.e., positive feedback) than to
liabilities (i.e., negative feedback) and in the failure condition,
significantly more to liabilities than to assets. Within the total
group findings, they found that sensitizers (R-S Scale) showed
significantly greater attendance to negative (than to positive)
feedback in failure, and greater attendance to positive feedback
(than to negative feedback) in success. As well, they found that
sensitizers attended more to feedback of any type than did repres-
sors. Repressor and sensitizer designations were established on
the basis of above or below median R-S scores for the total group
(as was done in the current study also).

In order to adequately compare the present results to those
of Mischel, Ebbesen and Zeiss (1973), a posthoc analysis was
carried out on the interaction of attendance patterns with median-
based repressor or sensitizer designations. Additionally, median-
based sex role designations were reviewed for subjects, in order to
assess their interaction with both attendance patterns and repressor-
sensitizer designations.

For the total subject sample (n = 128), a median (median =
63) was computed for the R-S Scale, and subjects in the two groups
of interest (i.e., high shame group, high guilt group) were classi-
fied as above the median (sensitizers) or below the median (repres-
sors). The total sample median, comparable to the total sample
R-S Scale mean, was in the sensitizer range when compared to

Byrne's (1961) norms.
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It was expected that high shame group subjects in both
success and failure conditions would attend more to negative than
to positive feedback, and that this trend would be stronger than
for high guilt subjects. The prediction was made because of the
general view in this study of shame as involving increased vigilence
of both internal and external potential threat, thereby heightening
interest in and awareness of negative feedback. High guilt subjects
were not predicted to differentially attend to positive and negative
feedback in success; they were expected after failure to read more
negative than positive feedback, but this was expected to be less
strong a preference than for high shame subjects.

None of the results directly relevant to the hypotheses were
significant. However, there were some distinct trends, indicative
of a general tendency for high shame subjects, particularly males
in success, to read more negative (283.10 seconds) than positive
feedback (277.50 seconds) while high guilt subjects read more posi-
tive (254.40 seconds) than negative (248.70 seconds) feedback.
Conversely, in failure there was a tendency for high shame subjects,
particularly females, to read more positive (248.70 seconds) than
negative (243.40 seconds) feedback while high guilt subjects, parti-
cularly females, read more negative (257.50 seconds) than positive
(238.70 seconds) feedback.

In general, the hypotheses (Hypotheses 10 and 11l) are
supported only in the success condition, reversals occurring in

failure. When results are viewed by sexes separately, some further
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support for the hypotheses regarding attendance patterns in failure
for high shame males is provided.

The high shame males in success and failure, acted as hypo-
thesized, though not as strongly as expected. High shame females
acted in reversal to the hypotheses in both success and failure, and
exaggerated this reversal in failure. High guilt males behaved as
predicted by not significantly differentially attending to positive
or negative a feedback in success or failure. High guilt females,
also as predicted, showed non-differential response in success.

This is reversed in failure with significantly (t-test: N = 16,
df = 15, t = -.51, p < .04) greater attention to negative than to
positive feedback.

In success, the high and low anxiety groups and the high
guilt group demonstrated a relatively high "not reading" time score
(average, 103.19 seconds out of 600 seconds), compared to a very low
"not reading" time score by high shame group subjects (39.37
seconds). One exception to this general findings is that high
guilt females in the success condition also have high overall
reading times (not reading = 37.50 seconds), paralleling the high
shame male and female respondents. Within the failure condition, the
"not reading' scores for all groups (sexes combined and separate)
are comparably high (average, 102.9 seconds). This represents a
significant increase in "not reading' scores for the high shame
group (t-test; N = 32, df = 30, t = -1.74, p < .09) and high guilt
females (t-test: N = 16, df = 15, t = -1.64, p < .08). The high

shame group and the high guilt females seem to be more avoidant of
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feedback in general as a result of the experience of failure, though
an F Test for a condition effect within groups was not significant.

Thus, one general finding concerning the effects of failure
seems to be an avoidance of reading feedback, most marked for the
high shame group and high guilt females. Also, actual reading time
varied from exaggerated attendance to positive feedback (high
shame females, high guilt males), to balanced attendance to both
positive and negative feedback (high shame males), to exaggerated
attendance to negative feedback (high guilt females).

The present study findings do not show significant differ-
ences in attendance patterns based on condition. While high
guilt group and high shame females read more positive than negative
feedback in success, the margins only range from 2.5 to 6.25 seconds
greater in the positive direction, high shame males in success show
a reversal, reading slightly more (11.25 seconds) negative than
positive feedback in success. Thus, while the direction of reading
scores is partially consistent with the Mischel et al. findings; the
results are neither as strong nor pervasive. In failure, high
shame males and high guilt females read more negative than positive
feedback, consistent with Mischel et al. findings, while high shame
females and high guilt males demonstrate a non-significant reversal
of this pattern.

Similarly, the results of the present study do not support
the Mischel et al. findings regarding sensitizers and repressors.
Notable for the high shame males and females and high guilt females

was the variety of attendance patterns within reduced overall
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attendance to feedback in the failure condition. Yet in all three
groups there are more sensitizers than repressors.

Additionally, all three groups have high numbers of andro-
gynously classified subjects. For the total sample there is a small
but significant positive correlation between sensitization and the
derived androgyny score (r = .14, p < .05). These groups contrast
with the high guilt males with their balance of sensitizers and
repressors, and fewer numbers of androgynously classified subjects.
All of this suggests an interaction of defensive sensitization and
avoidance of feedback.

It seems that in failure, for the three groups with lower
overall attendance, high numbers of sensitizers, who are also
androgynously classified, tend to be disturbed by the failure
experience and avoid feedback. Conversely, the high guilt males,
composed of a balance of repressors and sensitizers and few andro-
gynously classified subjects, tend to increase their attendance to
feedback in the failure conditionm.

Regarding the overall avoidance pattern, it is suggested
that avoidance is at least in part due to the fact that, in
failure, attention is taken by internal activity. As is pointed
out earlier and above, both the high shame and the high guilt groups
demonstrate heightened sensitization scores and within the three
specific groups, a majority of subjects are sensitizers. One would
usually expect the sensitizers would more readily approach feed-
back of either type, but the sensitizing defensive style includes

heightened awareness of both internal and external potential threat.
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Table 25
Median Sex Role and Repression-Sensitization
Classification with Sex and Condition for
High Shame and High Guilt Groups

High Shame High Shame High Guilt High Guilt

Success Males Females Males Females
Androgynous 2 1 1 2
Undifferentiated 4 2 3 2
Masculine 2 4 3 1l
Feminine 0 1 1 3
Total 8 8 8 8
Sensitizers 3 3 4 3
Repressors 5 5 4 5

Failure
Androgynous 3 3 2 3
Undifferentiated 1 2 3 2
Masculine 3 1 1 3
Feminine 1 2 2 0
Total 8 8 8 8
Sensitizers 5 5 4 5
Repressors 3 3 4 3

Median for R-S Scale = 63 Medians for BSRI =

Masculine Feminine
Males 5.15 4.80
Females 4.60 4.80



189

It is feasible therefore to suggest that the actual occurence of
failure (e.g., threat) is associated with self-preoccupation,
internal focus, and a decision to reduce attention to feedback of
any type for these subjects. When the groups of sensitizers and
repressors are viewed without regard for their high shame or high
guilt status, the pattern of lessened attendance to feedback of any
type in failure as compared to success, is again demonstrated by
sensitizers.

Beyond this suggested internal preoccupation-based avoidance,
variations in the actual reading patterns occur. With regard to
the non-significant sex and condition variation in the actual reading
patterns for high shame and high guilt groups, the use of R-S
designations or sex role classification provide no solid information.
Subjects designated repressors or sensitizers within each group
show a variety of attendance patterns, some reading more positive
than negative feedback, and others, the reverse. High shame males
and high guilt females (as groups) read more negative than positive
feedback in failure. In reviewing the sex role classifications for
these groups, the majority are androgynous, with the remainder
primarily classified masculine. The present writer suggests that
the presence of masculine classified subjects in increased numbers
relative to feminine or undifferentiated classifications may be
associated with the differential attendance to the negative feedback.
Masculine characteristics such as assertiveness, self control, and

rationality, representing an instrumental orientation, might be



190

associated with the need to attend to negative personal information,
in order to explain the task failure to oneself.

In the success condition there are greater numbers of
repressors than sensitizers for the high shame subjects and high
guilt females. The overall attendance to feedback is high. The
actual pattern of attendance emphasizes the positive feedback more
than the negative feedback, except for high shame males who show a
non-significant (11.25 second) difference in the direction of more
negative than positive feedback reading. It would seem viable that
after a success experience, the individual's esteem may be bolstered
and prompt more attention to feedback in general. The overall posi-
tive direction of reading scores is consistent with the Mischel et
al. findings, though not significant. They suggest that success
prompts the reading of more positive feedback than negative, and more
generally, an orientation around maintaining the success-induced
positive feelings. Mischel, Ebbeson and Zeiss (1968) have found
similar results in another study, pointing out that success seems
to prompt children to increase non-contingent self-gratification in
the form of self-administered tokens. Isen (1970), Isen and Levin
(1972), Berowitz and Connor (1966) have found that positive res-
ponses toward others increasemore after a personal success than
after a personal failure. The general interpretation is that "feel-
ing good" prompts activities that attempt to maintain the good
feelings.

The present findings, within the context of the previous

studies, suggest that while the number of repressors in the high
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shame and the high guilt female groups is high in success, the
success condition has on other occasions been enough to prompt high
attention and orientation around positive feedback. While the
impact of success alone is important to acknowledge it must also be
remembered that while high guilt males show a greater attention to
positive than to negative feedback, consistent with the other groups,
they have a reduced attention pattern in both success and failure.
The number of sensitizers (n = 4) and repressors (n = 4) was not
different across conditions, nor is there any clear trend in their
sex role classifications that would explain their lowered overall
attention pattern. This inconsistency in their attendance pattern
therefore cannot be explained based on the variables tested.

In general, when sexes within groups are viewed separately,
a nonsignificant pattern of interaction between avoidance of feed-
back and sensitization in failure is apparent. While the success
condition in and of itself may be enough to explain the high atten-
tion to feedback by these groups, there is, as well, a heightened
presence of repressors. While the avoidance behavior in failure is
a reversal of what would typically be expected of sensitizers, the
results are bolstered by correlational support presented elsewhere
in the study.

Lewis (1971) has suggested that high shame subjects tend to
employ a repressive defensive style and high guilts subjects, a
sensitizing defensive style. A high mean sensitization level for
both the high guilt and the high shame groups counters her theoreti-

cal viewpoint. Although these two groups have high levels of



192

sensitization, in an actual failure experience, there is a rela-
tively consistent pattern of lessened attention to, or avoidance of,
feedback. The findings, in part, uphold the view that the high
shame subjects are affected by failure. Faillure seems related to
avoidance. The present writer though points out that avoidance
behavior, manifested as selective attention, does not constitute
what Lewis and others describe as Psychoanalytically defined, dynam-
ic, defensive repression. Nor is there support for the occurrence
of repression or denial on the recall of trait feedback measure
(elaborated below). Not all the groups that show an avoidance
pattern in attendance 'repress' the recall of the traits. What
seems to be occurring is a behavioral manifestation of the inter-
actionof a high level of separateness, with the internal aspect of
sensitization of a high level of separateness, with the internal
aspect of sensitization and with high shame. For those individuals
with a heightened shame receptivity, failure seems to activate

that aspect of sensitization that is internally focused and prompts
the sensitizer to pull back and be wary of the information offered
after a threat to esteem has been experienced.

The present writer draws on Lewis' work to understand the
similarity of the high guilt females and the high shame group
avoidance pattern. It has already been suggested that shame and
guilt are not mutually exclusive. An overall guilt style may give
way to a responsiveness to shame. The failure experience maximizes
this possibility. Lewis suggests that, based on traditional sex

role training, females may have a lower threshold for actual shame
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receptivity than males. This seems a viable interpretation,
particularly given the mix of shame-typical and guilt-typical
behaviors demonstrated by the high guilt females in the failure con-
dition. The present writer is willing to consider that actual
failure, early established receptivity to shame, based in part on
traditional sex role training may occur, regardless of later
developments of more androgynous characteristics. As has been dis-
cussed by Odier (1956), there in fact may be a carrying to adult-
hood of early unchanged or only partially matured cognitive,
emotional, and moral patterns that may be triggered totally or
partially (elaborated in Appendix G). This may explain the overall
avoidance for the three groups in failure, and account for the

individual group variation in actual reading patterns as well.

Memory of Feedback

It was hypothesized on the basis of Lewis's theory that
high shame group subjects would have lower recall of personal
trait feedback after a failure than after a success (Hypothesis
13). The data did not support this expectation. In fact, high
shame subjects (sexes combined), even with their decreased over-
all reading time scores, show nonsignificantly greater accuracy in
the recall of positive (5.37 of 10) and negative (3.93 of 10) traits
in failure than in success (positive, 5.06; negative 3.37) and
greater accuracy than any other group in the failure condition.
The high shame subjects also ten& to attribute to themselves fewer

incorrect traits than the high guilt group.
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The assessment of recall was intended to be an objective,
indirect measure of the extent of repression or sensitization acti-
vated by failure. The recognition format of the paper and pencil
measure may have been too objective to trigger a sense of vulnera-
bility and resistance to recall. This remains a methodological
question. However, it does not explain the unexpected heightened
capacity for recall, especially after failure, demonstrated by the
high shame subjects, though it is consistent with their earlier
described heightened sensitization level. This finding suggests a
further undermining of support for the definitive relationship hypo-
thesized by Lewis (1971) between shame and the use of repressive
defenses.

When viewed by sex, these nonsignificant trends are not as
unified as the group differences suggest. It seems that failure is
assoclated with an increased accuracy in recall and report of trait
feedback for high shame females and a decrease for high shame males.
High shame females, even with their overall lower reading time
scores and their specific increase in positive feedback reading in
failure, show the greatest accuracy of all groups. This is a re-
versal of the hypothesis. High shame males act as expected though
not to the extent expected. In failure, they read slightly more
negative than positive feedback, and have the least accurate recall
and high levels of incorrect self-attributions of all groups. This
occurs even though their sensitization and differentiation scores
are high overall and higher than comparable scores for high shame

females. High guilt females tend to be less accurate than high
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shame females, having a recall pattern less extreme but similar to
the high shame males in failure. The seeming search for the reasons
for failure, carried out by the high guilt females in their increased
negative feedback reading within a decreased overall attention
pattern, does not increase their ability to recall the feedback
given. In fact, it is associated with decreased accuracy. High
guilt males demonstrate a moderate level of recall and a compara-
bility of scores scores across the two conditions, as expected.

It would seem that the failure, in addition to being asso-
ciated with decreasing the overall reading time scores for both
sexes, 1s also associated with affect that interfered with the
accurate recall of trait feedback for high shame males. This
suggests that high shame males show a more long term effect from
task failure than do high shame females. High shame females, on the
other hand, tend to recall feedback more accurately than in success.
Their recall behavior is consistent with the earlier discussed
sensitizing perceptual style. High shame females, while being
effected by the failure, seem to deal with it by taking a complete
and accurate assessment of the personally relevant environmental
information, maintain it consciously, and have it available for
report. The findings is consistent with Binder's (1971) report
of high shame for those females who are aware of their self-ideal
self discrepency.

The behavior of high guilt females reflects some effect in
response to the failure experienced. As with the high shame males,

there is a decrease in the accuracy of recall, and an increase in
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the number of incorrect negative self-attributions. This also
suggests some longer term effects of the failure experience.

The variation in recall across the high shame male and
female and high guilt female groups in the failure condition prompted
a reviewing of the R-S median-based designations and the sex role
classifications of the subjects of each group. The groups are
primarily composed of sensitizers with highnumbers of androgynously
classified subjects. Yet, the high shame female group, in addition,
has only one masculine classed subject. This group has high and
accurate recall of trait feedback. The high shame male and the high
guilt female groups have three masculine classed subjects in each,
and have low recall (see Table 25). The presence of increased
numbers of masculine classified subjects in these groups may be
coincidental. An effort was made to assess the sex role classifi-
cations more stringently by employing an additional criteria
(beyond the median structure) of including in a classification,
those subjects whose scores on masculine and feminine scales were
.05 or more from the median in either direction. This technique
allowed for the reclassifying of some subjects whose scores on the
masculine and/or feminine scales were close to the median. For
example, while a subject might have initially been classified as
masculine based on having an above the median masculine score and
a below the median feminine score, the masculine score may have only
been .02 above the median. With this refined technique, the mascu-
line score would be viewed as below the more stringent requirement,

and the subject would be classified as undifferentiated, based on
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having both masculine and feminine scores that did not meet the
more stringent median requirements. With this method the number of
masculine classed subjects remains the same for the high guilt
female group (n = 3) and increases by one for the high shame male
group (n = 4, Table 26). These groups show low accuracy and high
nubmers of incorrect self-attributions. There is a significant
negative correlation, for the total sample, between the extent of
sensitization and masculinity (r = -.14, p < .05). The implication
of this correlational finding, based as it is on the bipolar R-S
Scale, is that masculinity and repression are significantly and
positively linked at a low level.

Two explanations are relevant here. First is the reported
sex differences in the literature regarding self-disclosure.
Jourard (1964) suggests that males typically disclose less than
females. Komarovsky (1973) points out that the sharing of personal
(e.g., body and personality dimensions) or private information is
lower for males. In keeping with our earlier described opposition
to the assumption that, based on gender, one necessarily endorses
one's traditionally gender-appropriate sex role characteristics,
we employed the BSRI to allow us to separate out the gender from the
sex role factors. Again, as earlier, this is a useful discrimina-
tion.

The masculine sex role variable does interact positively
with repression. Repression may lead to a lack of self-disclosure.
Pleck and Sawyer (1974) and other writers suggest that the endorse-

ment of masculine sex role characteristics and lack of endorsement
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Table 26
Median-based Sex Role, Reclassified Based
on Exactly (or within .05) Meeting
Criteria, within Sex and Condition

for High Shame and High Guilt

Groups
Success High Shame High Shame High Guilt High Guilt
Males Females Males Females

Androgymnous 1 2 2 1
Undifferentiated 4 2 4 2
Masculine 3 3 1 2
Feminine 0 1 1 3
Total 3 8 8 8

Failure
Androgynous 2 3 1 3
Undifferentiated 1 3 3 2
Masculine 4 1 2 3
Feminine 1 1l 2 0
Total 8 8 8 8
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of feminine characteristics often reflects a personality that
demonstrates a lack of self or other awareness and expression.
Research findings support the relationship of high endorsement of
both masculine and feminine characteristics with other indices of
psychological health (e.g., Kelly, J. & Worell, J., 1977; Spence,
J., Helmreich, R., & Stapp, J., 1975; Donelson, E., 1977).

This writer does not here necessarily assume defensive
repression as it is traditionally used to describe the making uncon-
scious of previously anxiety related material, but this possibility
is not negated. Minimally, it is suggested the high masculine role
endorsement may minimize the expression of personal or private areas
of one's life. Given the orientation around achievement in the
masculine role, failure would maximize threat, and this may be
responsible for the reduced accuracy of recall for the subjects in
the high shame male and high guilt female groups.

A second related issues arises regarding the reduced recall
of subjects. The distance provided by the objective measure has
been discussed, but the reduced recall may well have been prompted
by the tendency for these subjects, who are largely classed mascu-
line, to be less willing to disclose personal information to a male
experimenter. Both Jourard (1964) and Komarovsky (1973) suggest
that females tend to receive, as well as give, the most intimate
self disclosures. If instead of gender, sex role is considered, it
is the instrumentally oriented indivdiual (i.e., masculine) who
shares with an expressively oriented individual (i.e., feminine).

It is possible that within both the high shame male and the high
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guilt female groups, the masculine classed subjects avoid reporting
trait feedback, based on the sex or general style of the experi-
menter.

A third factor to be considered is the context of our
analysis, that is, high shame and high guilt. It has been discussed
that high shame subjects would be expected to have had a history
of receptivity to acute and painful shame experiences. If this
history is coupled with sensitization and with masculine classifi-
cation, the possibility seems to increase that recall will be
reduced. The writer has discussed the Lewis suggestion that females
have a hightened receptivity to actual shame experiences, even
though this may not be their primary orientation. This, coupled
with the presence of high numbers of masculine subject classifica-
tions, might explain the low recall for high guilt females. The
absence of high numbers of masculine classed subjects in the high
shame female group and the presence of androgynously classed sub-

jects seems to be associated with heightened recall accuracy.

Incidental Learning

It was hypothesized that high shame group subjects would
perform better on an incidental learning task than high guilt group
subjects (Hypothesis 12). This hypothesis was an additional vehicle
for testing the present writer's view that high shame group sub-
jects would have a heightened awareness of their environment, in
this instance making greater use of incidental cues. Mendelsohn

and Griswold (1966) found that incidental cue use was negatively
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correlated with repression (MMPI R Scale). Conversely, the expec-
tation of the present study was that the previously predicted
sensitization would be positively associated with high incidental
cue use. The paradigm employed paralleled the Mendelsohn and
Griswold design. The results of an F test show no significant
differences between the high shame and the high guilt groups on
incidental cue use. The levels of sensitization and the number of
sensitizer-classed subjects in the groups is comparably high. Where
the absence of differences in sensitization and the consequent
absence of differences in incidental cue use is consistent with the
Mendelsohn and Griswold findings, results for the total sample in
the present study demonstrate no significant correlations between
the R-S Scale score and any of the anagram problem solving indices.
For the overall sample and the specific groups of interest, corre-
lations between the baseline anagram solving ability and the inci-
dental cue use scores are highly significant and positive in
direction. This findings counters the Mendelsohn and Griswold
results of a nonsignificant association between baseline and inci-
dental scores.

Overall, in addition to not finding differential incidental
cue use for the high shame and the high guilt groups, there is no
support for a significant positive association between the level of
sensitization and heightened levels of incidental cue use.

No readily apparent explanation is available for the present

study's lack of consistency with the Mendelsohn and Griswold
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findings. T-tests for the differential effects on feedback reading
and recall, due to condition, were not significant.

One methodological issue that may have given rise to both
the lack of group differences and the high interrelationship between
baseline and incidental cue use level is the fact that the pre-
anagram task instruction included pointing out that trait feedback
would be available upon completion of the anagram task. This may
have triggered an expectancy set and influenced the behavior on the
anagram task.

One final consideration is that high shame and high guilt,
similar in their levels of sensitization, may have also led to the
development of comparably high levels of baseline anagram solving

skills and a comparable level of incidental cue use.

Sex Role and Gender

No specific predictions were made for sex differences. Few
statistically significant differences between sexes arise in the
present study. Lewis (1971) theorizes that females would have an
increased likelihood of experiencing shame, and males, guilt. This
is not supported in the present study. In fact, more females than
males are included in the high guilt criterion group of the pilot
study. The opposite is the case for the high shame group. This
pattern of availability of males for inclusion in the high shame
group and females for the high guilt group occurs again in the main

study.
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The present writer tested the masculine and feminine dimen-
sions of sex role as an alternative to the Lewis expectation of
gender differences with regard to shame and guilt. Although
femininity and shame are marginally related at a low level, a far
stronger relationship exists between shame and masculinity (in both
pilot and main studies). Additionally, while support is found for
a nonsignificant positive association between guilt and masculinity,
a stronger relationship between guilt and femininity is found
(Hypotheses 3-6).

The combination of findings seriously calls to question the
Lewis position regarding a predisposition to shame or guilt based on
gender, with results that reverse her expectations. The correla-
tional results and frequencies suggest a relationship between
masculinity and shame and femininity and guilt, rather than the
reversed, hypothesized direction of association.

In retrospect, the heightened shame for males and masculin-
ity is logical given the demanding requirements of the masculine
role, one of which is the achievement of appropriate characteristics
of the role. Any shortcoming can potentially prompt shame for the
failure. Inherent in the masculine role is the nonexpression of
failure, weakness, or sign of emotion. This puts further demands
on the individual striving to achieve the masculine role and, in
instances of failure, may prompt shame, withdrawal, and possibly
denial, in order to avoid having the failure known to others or to
the self. In fact, the presence of high numbers of subjects with

masculine classifications in the high shame male group is associated
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with reduced accuracy of personal trait recall. A similar finding
arises in the high guilt female group as well, but here again,
there are high numbers of masculine classed subjects and their
behavior suggests a heightened responsiveness to failure that mani-
fests itself in shamelike behaviors. Hoffman (1975) has also found
that males tend to fear detection or exposure of their wrongdoings
and failures. Again, the present writer suggests that this effect
may be due to sex role factors rather than gender itself.

Lewis expected females to be more field dependent and males
to be more field independent. There are mixed findings regarding the
effects of sex role on the extent of field independence. There is a
significant relationship between inaccuracy of figure-ground
discriminations and femininity, and a non-significant negative
relationship between accuracy and femininity (Hypothesis 7). These
findings suggest the logical positive relationship of perceptual
fusion with receptive sex role traits. Masculinity is not signifi-
cantly correlated with accuracyin figure-ground discriminations but
there is a positive direction of association (Hypothesis 8). This
finding logically associates instrumental masculine characteristics,
one of which is autonomy, with field independent orientation. These
findings parallel the Lewis expectations of gender differences, but
as expected, are more reflective of sex role characteristics
(regardless of sex) rather than of gender.

A significant sex difference was found on the R-S Scale,
indicating lower sensitization scores for females. The finding

suggests that males have a greater need to develop a heightened
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level of awareness of potential envirommental threat. This is con-
sistent with the traditional role training of males in regard to
confronting anxiety-provoking issues.

Regarding the association of the bipolar R-S variable and
the sex role dimensions, a significant correlational finding of a
low order for the total sample (sexes combined) is suggestive of a
positive association between repression and masculinity (r = .14,

P < .05). Where males tend to have a heightened level of sensiti-
zation, the extent to which they endorse masculine sex role charac-
teristics and exclude feminine endorsements may counter this
development and be associated with repression. This finding is
supported by the reduced recall of trait feedback by those groups
with high numbers of masculine classed subjects (both sexes).

An additional noteworthy association is the positive corre-
lation between the sensitization and the derived androgyny scores
(r = .14, p < .05). The present writer suggests that the high
endorsement of both traditionally masculine and feminine character-
istics is associated with the heightened awareness of, and ability
to recall anxiety-provoking material. This finding is supported
in the present study by the behavior of the high shame females,
the majority of whom are androgynously classified.

The data on the recall of feedback, as an indirect measure
of repression-sensitization, is consistent with a statistically
nonsignificant relationship between the level of sensitization and
sex role endorsement factors. While sensitization level may be

high, the presence of masculine classification tends to be related
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to behavioral manifestations of respression or minimally, the unwill-
ingness to report personal information. Conversely, androgyny tends
to be associated with sensitization behaviorally manifested in
heightened recall.

No significant differences on gender or sex role variables
are isolated for attention to, or recall of trait feedback or inci-
dental learning measures for the high shame or the high guilt groups.

In general, the variety of measures of shame, guilt, defen-
sive sensitization, selective attention, and level of differentiation
show almost no support for Lewis's expectations, while in part

support is found for some of the present writer's views.



SUMMARY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR
FURTHER RESEARCH

The present study led to a number of interesting findings
regarding shame and guilt, often countering this writer's and
others' assumptions. These reversals led to a refinement of the
concepts of shame and guilt. Generally, support was found for a
developmental viewpoint, with guilt being viewed as a refinement of
the more pervasive shame affect. This conceptualization of shame
and guilt is presented fully in Appendix G.

Results of testing often countered hypotheses for shame
and guilt. An unexpectedly high level of differentiation, along
with the hypothesized high level of sensitization, was found for
high shame subjects, as well as high guilt subjects. These simi-
larities between the two groups also seems to explain the lack of
significant differences on the sensitization-related behavioral
measures. The finding of increased differentiation and sensitiza-
tion provides support for this writer's view of early experienced
shame as prompting the early development of both separateness and
vigilence. This seemingly occurs as a result of the breaking of
the child-parent emotional bond through shame, and prompting mis-
trust of the significant others in the environment. The results for
the present study's young adult sample suggests that these patterns

are maintained as characteristic styles in adulthood.
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While both the high shame and high guilt groups demonstrated
heightened vigilence, trends in behavioral responses, though not
statistically significant, suggest that after a failure, sensitizers
who make up those groups, tend to avoid, rather than confront, per-
sonal trait feedback. This writer has suggested that the reduced
feedback attendance may be due to the activation of the sensitizer's
vigilence and mistrust of the environment. This view is particularly
viable for the high shame group since the experience of failure-
based shame often prompts the searching of the self for the reasons
for failure. High guilt females showed a similar pattern of avoid-
ance, though they did focus on searching the enviromment for the
reasons for the failure.

Results regarding trait recall after failure suggest than
an interaction of sensitization with sex role endorsement may be
active. For those groups with high numbers of sensitizers, who were
also classified as androgynous, recall is high while for similar
groups where a large number of subjects are classified as masculine,
recall is low. These findings, along with others, suggest that
masculinity is positively associated with repression, on the R-S
Scale, and non-report on the trait recall measure. The present
results are supportive of other theoretical and empirical work that
suggest that the masculine sex role may inhibit the expression of
personal information.

Support is also found for a strong association between
differentially high endorsement of masculinity and the experience of

shame. This, too, is logical, given the demanding masculine role
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requirements, the self-expectations for achievment and the belief
that the self is shameworthy in failing to live up to the masculine
ideals.

While no attempt is made here to causally link all the find-
ings, there is an indication that adult patterns that reflect
heightened receptivity to shame and guilt, and are associated with
defensive sensitization and heightened separateness, may have early
developmental antecedents.

Several modifications of the research paradigm are suggested
by the present study results. Based on an analysis of the pilot
data, a decision was made to employ only the shame and guilt scales
in combination for subject selection in the main study. This was
the most efficient method of those considered, and was therefore
employed. At that time, the sensitization variable, measured by
the R-S Scale, was viewed as peripheral to the major concern of the
study, and was included as a dependent measure. The writer's present
view is that, given the interesting trends in results regarding the
level of sensitization, some combination of the shame and guilt
variables, and the R-S Scale variable, used for subject selection,
may lead to additional useful information. Within such a design,
subject selection might be based on the nesting of median-based
repressors and sensitizers within the shame-guilt levels, sex,
and conditions. While this would add complexity to the design and
increase the difficulty of finding appropriate subjects, it might
lead to the emergence of the effects of both internal and external

vigilence on both inventory and behavioral measures.
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The use of multiple tests of other variables would also allow
for the assessment of the comparability or disparity of results
across tests and groups. This is particularly appropriate for the
differentiation variable. It has been earlier suggested that the
measure of differentiation employed in the present study was primar-
ily visual, while that employed by Lewis (1971) required both visual
and kinesthetic involvement. Similarly, multiple measure of shame
and guilt could potentially tap varying levels of shame and guilt.

While these suggested alternatives to the design used in the
present study may lead to the uncovering of statistically significant
findings regarding the variables, it may be that a more effective
route of study might include the intense assessment of individual
cases. This more clinically oriented method might allow for the
elucidation of the subtle interactions among variables hinted at in

the present study.



APPENDICES

211



APPENDIX A

BASIC TESTING INSTRUMENTS

212



Page
214

214
216
217
222

229

236
243
243
244
246
246
254

255
255

266

Appendix A

Test Instruments

Attitude Anxiety Survey:
Directions and Revised Directions
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Attitude Anxiety Survey

Listed below are the original Perlman (1958) directions and items and
subsequent changes made in the revised A.A.S. forms.

Directions
(Original)

There are many situations that happen every day that make people
feel anxious (nervous, tense, or uncomfortable). Here is a list of such
situations that have happened to some people. You are asked to look at
each of these situations and rate it according to how '"disturbed" you
think most people would feel were it to happen to them. Rate them
along the scale which ranges from "not at all anxious'" through "extremely
anxious (tense),'" as anxious as you can conceive a person being.

The marks along the scale are only for your guidance. Do not
hesitate to put your mark (X) anywhere along the scale as long as that
mark reflects the strength of feeling you believe would be around by
that situation.

(Revised-Sex Appropriate)

There are many situations that happen every day that make people
feel anxious (nervous, tense, or uncomfortable). Here is a list of such
situations that have happened to some people. You are asked to look at
each of these situations and rate it according to how "disturbed" you
think most people would feel were it to happen to them. Keep in mind
that it does not matter whether or not you would react this way, but
give your assessment of how most people would feel. Rate them along the
scale which ranges from "not at all anxious" through "extremely anxious
(tense),'" as anxious as you can conceive a person being.

Blacken in the block on the answer sheet. There are ten spaces on
the answer sheet, ranging from 1 (not at all anxious) to 10 (extremely
anxious (tense)). Mark only one box for each situation. Assess all
situations. Erase all changes fully.

(Revised-Self)

There are many situations that happen every day that make people feel
anxious (nervous, tense, uncomfortable). Here is a list of such situations
which have happened to some people. You are asked to look at it and rate
these situations according to how 'disturbed" you think you would feel
were it to happen to you. Keep in mind that it does not matter whether
you think others would feel the same way, but report how you would feel.
Rate them along the scale which ranges from '"mot at all anxious' through
"extremely anxious (tense)," as anxious as you can conceive yourself being.
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Blacken in the block on the answer sheet. There are ten spaces on
the answer sheet, ranging from 1 (not at all anxious) to 10 (extremely
anxious (tense)). Mark only one box for each situation. Assess all
situations. Erase all changes fully.
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Item # listing by shame or guilt classification

Shame Items: 5, 6, 10, 12, 13, 18, 19, 20, 22, 25, 27, 28, 29, 31,
33, 34, 35, 38, 39, 41, 45, 46, 47, 49, 50, 52.

Guilt Items: 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 21, 23, 24, 26, 30,
32, 36, 37, 40, 42, 43, 44, 48, 51, 53, 54.

Filler Items: 1, 2.



217

nox

nox

nox

wpadders,,
03 padueyd 11y,
nox

nox

I1ewd3) pr371ay

10 d771338 ! (37euw)
juajoduy 10 ITFI938
:918 nok INO pul3j nox

nox

nox

nox

nox

e333107 - ON
3339uwaf - ON
BTI3YS - ON
wpaddetrs,,

03 pa8ueyd 31y,
a3ey - ON

Z¥1 - ON

wPT8113
10 3111218, 031 pasduey)

(punoae auo ou uaym,,
:3ugssyu) 8§01 - ON

era1e) - ON

BTI0TD - ON

BWION - ON

aueg

aueg
Jueg

:vonﬂ“ﬁm:
03 padueyd 31y,

aueg

aueg

Jureg

aueg

aueg

aueg

*suatqoad
umo STY Yyayfa adoo o3 arqeun
8T 9y sazyreax A[uappns [eaN

‘UOTIBUTWEXd UB UO 8IEIYD uUYor
*321098 8,puataj STy

8783A91 A[[BIUaPTOOER paxd
*pa3aTq asou 13y Ipew

pue 33JTM STY 3ITY sey ay 3eyl
998 paig ‘judunlie ue 1933V

9¥Tqnd uF 83YdT2q Tel

.UGOMOQEﬂ 10 9TF1231S
ST 9y InO SPUTJ TENPTATPUT uUY

*jueq Kuuad

uappIy ,s3usaed sty woij
"Kauow sTea3s Ai11e] ‘punocie ST
3uo ou uaym ‘Ad>uadiswa ue ujy

*uosiad 1ayjoue pajearlsTm
SBY 9y d1eMB S9W003q dae(

*SSBTD 103 93BT S$IInUTW uI3
3Iseal 3e aq TITM 3y Bujuuna
Aq uaad eyl SIIA0ISTP 3IleN

*yseid ® juaaaad

03 arqeun aq TT¥A 9Y 1eyl

$938 aY pue IOT Iyl uo pIYs 03
sur3aq aed §,qog ‘SUTATIP STTUM

‘01
‘6

L
‘9

S

‘1

Avwmﬁ>ﬂﬁv 31°S

(pasTAldy) @Tewdy

(posTA3Y) 21eW

28ury) sweN = ION

(uewyaad) [eUTIFI0

(suxo3 ajejadoidde xas 3 3JT9s uo sadueyd asevayd) °S° V'V pasTAdY



218

,n8d3

8uyimoq Buysor,, 03

padueyd ,uea3 Bujisoy,,
nox

nox

nox

nox

nox

wJuaungae,,
03 paSueyo ,,3y313,,
nox

nox
nox
w£T3AT1339339,, 03

pa8ueyd ,A1Injad103,,
nox

nox

Lueal w=«~ron 8utsoy,,
03 padueyo ,wea3 Buysor,,
3soy - DN

UST3H - ON

BULL - ON

A11es - ON

duweg

wJusundae,,
03 padueyo ,,3y3y3,,
auuvor - ON

ATT¥1 - ON

Apnr - ON
«&12AT293333,, 03
pa8ueyo A[ynjadioyg,,
. fuemomssauisnq, 03
pa3ueyo ,uewssauysng,,

Auurg - ON

,,ueal
3upmoq 8uysor, o3
paSueyo ,wea3 Buysor,,

auweg

aueg

aweg

aweg

suaum3ae,,

03 paldueyd ,1y3yjJ,,

aueg

auweg

+AT2AT203339,, 03
pao8ueyo ,A1Injad103,,

Jueg

*3udweuinol
e up weaj 3uysol 3yl
jJo 198euem 3yl s} I13qOY

*op 01 3uyki1y
ST 3y jeya uy Suyiyey
ST 9y IBY] SIIA0DSIp u2g

*passaip

A1aadoaduwy 87 3y eyl SI13A0D

-8Jp wo], ‘uoyleuylsap
STY 3I' JujATaae 1333V

*uosi1ad iayjoue SINFIIS
pue 12dwal STy S3sol wes

*uewom pyTo
‘pet1ddrad ® 13a0 syoouy
Ar3uapyooe uosiad y

*A1snojaas 3sjuodelue
8Ty sjany pue Juaunlae
ue 0juUy pad103 ST qof

. *pres sey ay
3eym £q uosiad i3yjoue jo
s8uTT993 9yl siany anylay

*ssoq STy uo
uoyssaiduy poo8 ® ajew o3
paTie3l sey ay eyl s3as wyf

*03 PIMNJT dABY pInOM 3Y Sse
1eap ssaufsnq e Uy AT(nJ
-30103 s 3do® j0uU PIpP Y

JBY3 S3Z]TEI1 URWSSIUTSNQ V

*381nod
-I33Ul TEITIBW BIIXI UT
a81npuy o031 suyBaq 1331597

‘9T

A

XAl

‘11

(Pa8TA3Y) JT3S

(po8TAdY) 9TBUR]

(pPa8TA9Y) 91®W

(ueuwraag) TeUTITI0



219

wioy wioy
areuw se a8uwyd sues aTeu se 3a3ueyd aues
nox dueyQ - ON

nox : Toae) - DN

L uBuOM,

nox 03 padueyd ,usm,,

nox v1eqieg - ON

nox ueof - ON

nox wuk - ON

nox STTTAud - ON

nox BITUY - ON

pa3ijtwo ,T1EqI003, P233two ,TTEql003,,

nox 3Ty - ON

+Aemqns,, 03 wKemqns,,
pa3ueyd ,,a1833331318,, 03 padueyd ,18D3321318,,
nox Lxey - ON

nox Ay3joxzoq - ON

nox apAdel - ON

459807 pue S3IaOTI

£133307 uo Kauou
pooj s, ATTuwej ayl
Jo isel ayj spuads
yony),, 03 pasdueyd

aweg

aueg
aueg
auesg

sueg

aueg

aueg

pP233TWo ,TTEBqI003,,

wKemqns,, 03
padueyd 1803133135,

auwg

aueg

* Lauou
pooj s,ATrwej ayl sasol pue
awed paed B o3uj §3338 }ony)

*89)BISTW YST[00J dwOS Ipew Sey
ay I8yl S33s Tae) ‘amel e ug

*uos SIY IIA0 suni
A73uaprooe uew B ‘a8eaed syy
3O Ino aed sTY Supydoeq ITTYM
*qof syy uy

8831802d 100d sajew Liadf
*awed

juejzoduf ue s3soy Noel

‘ury jo unj Supjem

SPUdTIJ STY SIBIYIdAO TV
*3uoTe WY dABIT

03 way3l STT33 pue s3judaed
STY Yatm Li3ue sawod3q Trud
*§3)eISTW STY

R 203 PIZFOTITID ST PaN
*patddyad awod3aq o3 uosiad
a3ayjoue sasned ydrey
‘ITeqiooy Buiderd aTTuM
*uyeal Lemqns ® UO ITTUM
sTeITuad s, uosiad aayjoue
s3ayonol AT3uUIPEoIoe ueas

*3oerd ofrqnd

e uy sed jjo 8337 s3aTaevy)
*Auotaj e

837umOd ATIUIIIIAPRUT YOer

X4

44

‘e

(P38TA3Y) J1°S (pa5TAY) oTewWRd

(PasTAdY) 3TEW

(ueuwr1ag) [eUT3TI0



220

w3813, Pa33jwo
nox

nog

(31eW)

A>upudaad s, puatazyrarsd
anok pasned aaevy nok
(3tewa3y) 3jueudaad aie nok

:3no0 puyj nox

nox

nogx
nog

w'*°nok sTTa3 pudatay v,

nox
nox
nox

w103

Irew se 3a8ueyd> auwes
noa

w’ " (337n) puegqsny
anog,, 03 padueyd

w3813, PIIIFwWo
IDFTIV - ON

®Yl1el - ON

wueudaad
8T 3ys 3Ino Spuyy
1238 at8uys Bunof vy,

usaey - ON

uamg - ON

31Ferd - ON

?dkor - ON

w10y
aujutway o3 padueyd
835ua1ajax Jujrnosew

o8aey - ON

Jueg

w103
9reu se 33ueyo awes
auretd - ON

W' **puegsny
8, auer, 03 padueydn

w3813, Pa33TWO

aueg

aweg

aueg

aueg
aues

aueg

aueg
auweg
aumeg

wAuatesn, o3
pa8ueyd ,juanyjje,,

aureg

*£13uapyooe ucwm Jayjoue
STTFA MTH ‘34313 I8Fy ® Ul

*3T9ys doa

a3 uo Yoeq Ind o3 parrey
3y uostyod Supjuyap woaj [T
8T PTFUYD BFY In0 Sputy t2of

‘puatray
-1218 syy paijeudaaduy sey
3y Ino spuyj ucuw Sunok vy

‘puatay

pTo ue Aq paioul8y s} uels
*K3uou

Jurreais jo Asejuejy e sey
T118 ‘jueq e uy 3uyyiom arryMm

*3y3yu 8ujyuado uo Kerd
B Ul 83U STY S3I93103 Appng

*{wap 3vaad e siscoq
3y TV STT33 pudtay v

*SaTWaU’d
8,£L13uno0d STY jo spuey 3yl
ojuy 323 03 8392109s 3jels
3uymolre 103 @TqIsuodsazx
A1{eUOTIUIUTUN UIAQ SBY Y
I8yl SI3A0DSTP TENPFATPUT UV
*puatazy e 3any

sey 3y 3Ieyl sSazjudod3x ITIW
*s1dad sTy jo Juoajy

UY PaZFOFITIO 8T wosaad y

*atdoad
JuanTyJe diow jo IduIsaad
3yl uy jrasuyy sSpury uyor

*82anTreJ STY Yifa
wly SJUOIJUOD IJIM S, WeS

‘8¢

(pasTAaY) 3135

(p28TA9y) o1vwad

(P2sTA9Y) 3TN

(uewraag) 1euysdTI0



221

nox

w'*(3943E3)
aaylow,, o3 3Bueyd
nox

nox

nox
w2ouep 8,dnoa8 anok
03 @38p ® (pasnjax

a1e 10) payse jou
aie nox, o3 adueyd

nox

Ld3y3ou o0
19yley anok BurllE,
nox

nox

nox

+ATT9ws pue
£3ayp,, 03 a8ueyd
nox

wed - ON

W' tasyley
8,4339g,, 03 33ueyd

aouary - ON

BPUTT - DN

Lw3ouep

8,dnox3 a3y 103 a3ep
® 103 pajyse jou 8§
98yno, 03 adueyd

§T10Q - DN
wiayaey

23y Buprrry,, 03 3ueyd
Fuol, - ON

auatawy) - ON

WK112U8
pue K3ayp,, , ‘uruom
Bunok vy, 03 alueyd

aueg

aueg

Jueg

auweg

auweg

aueg

aueg

aueg

auesg

+A1T3uws pue
K3a1p,, 031 aueyd

‘puatay

® JO yeap ayl io3j I[qrs
~uodsaa A7322a7puy sem ay
Jey3 1993 031 suidaq proaeq

*dxow Aue 13y 3as

03 juem 3,UpIp 3y 13y prol
3y Yorym uy juaunldae ue
19338 Aep 3yl [1F ATsnorasas
sawodaq 1dyiouw §,TTTH

*£337208 1ouoy 3yl ajeu jou
PFP 38yl dnoad sy uy auo
ATuo ay3l st 3y Ino SPUFy uady

*Buryows aTTym doayse 1123 9y

usym paleIs YdIym 31¥3 Ayl

£q pauanq ATsSnojaas sem PTTIUD
§,10Qy8Fau STY INO SPUFF WION

*331ep ® pasnjyai ST IIOK

*u23308103 sey ay auweu
asoym puajijy ® s3I93W qIIY

c19yley
sy SBur[T1y Inoqe Sujyueaap
193138 sudjeme uosiad y

*pnexjy e se dn umoys Sy wo}l

*£3aed yoeaq e 03
UOTIBITAUT UB S3ATID31 pue
3Ins [uiyleq e Uy paemyme
)00 3y 3eyl 87333 8ITIRY)

*83Yy307d passaidun
¢£3ayp Buraeam 8T JY
uaym swyl ® 3B SPUIT1}
STy s323w uew 3unok v

‘8%
A

‘9%

(P98TAdY) JI3S

(pasTA3Y) o1BWRd

(PoSTA3Y) 3TeN

(uewraag) TeBUT3TI0



222

ATTITUDE ANXIETY SURVEY

Identification fumber

or Student Jumber

Sex: Male Fepale

DIRECTIONS

There are many situations that happen every day that make people feel anxious

( nervous, tense, or uncomfortable). Here is a list of such situations that
have happened to some people. You are asked to look at each of these situations
and rate it according to how "disturbed" you think most people would feel

were it to happen to them. Keep in mind that it does not matter whether

or not you would react this way, but give your assessment of how most people
wauld feel. Rate them along the scale which ranges from "not at all anxious"
through "extremely anxious ' (tense),” as anxious as you can conceive a

person being.

Blacken in the block on the answer sheet. There are ten spaces on the
ansver sheet, ranging from 1 (not at all anxious) to 10 (extremely anxious
{tense)). Mark only one box for each situation. Assess all situations.
Erase all changes fully.

1. Vhile driving, Bob's begins to skid on the ice and he sees that he
will be unable to prevent a crash.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
ot at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

2. late discovers that even by running he will be at least ten minutes late

for class.
/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

3. Dave becomes aware he has mistreated another person.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

4. In an emergency, when no one is around, Larry steals money from his
parents' hidden penny bank.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extrenely
anxious anxious (tense)
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5. An individual finds out he is sterile or impotent.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

6. Hal belches in public.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely .
anxious anxious (tense)

T. After an argument, Fred sees that he has slapped his wife and made
her nose bleed.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

8. Fred accidentally reveals a friend's secret.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely :
anxious anxious (tense)

9. John cheats on an examination.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at allP extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

10 Neal suddenly realizes he is unable to cope with his own problems.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremnely
anxious anxious (tense)

11. Lester begins to engage in extra-marital intercourse.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

12. A businessman realizes that he did not act as effectively in a business
deal as he would have like to. °

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

13. Jin sees that he has failed to make a good ihpression én his boss.

L L / / Vi £ Wi L ya /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)
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14. Arthur hurts the feelings of another person by what he has said.

/ / / / / / / /i /. / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

15. Bob is forced into an argument and hurts his antagonist seriously.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

16. A person accidentally knocks over a crippled, o0ld woman.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

17. Sam loses his temper and strikes another person.

Y, L/ / / / / / L /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

18. After arriving at his destination, Tom discovers that he is improperly

dressed.
1 yi / yi / ya / y / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

19. Ben discovers that he is failing in what he is trying to do.

/ / / / / yi / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

20. Robert is the manager of the losing bowling team in a tournament.

/ / / _/ / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

21. Jack inadvertently cormits a felony.

A / / ! / / Vi / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

22. Charles lets off gas in a public place.

i / / wa / / / / / Vi /
not at all exteemely

anxious anxious (tense)
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23. Stan accidentally touches another person's genitals while on a subway

train.
/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

2L, Vhile playing, Ralph causes another person to become crippled.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

25. Ned is criticized for his mistakes.

yi L L L L / L L L L L
not at all extrerely
anxious anxious (tense)

26. Phil becomes angry with his parents and tells them to leave him alone.

A / yi _/ / / / yi y / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

2T7. Al overhears his friends making fun of him.

L / / / / Y i / / / /
not at all extrenely
anxious anxious (tense)

28. Jack loses an important game.

Wi yi / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

29. Jerry makes poor progress in his job.

/ / / / A / / / ya / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

30. Yhile backing his car out of his garage, a man accidentally runs over

his son.
A / / /[ / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

31. In a game, Carl sees that he has made some foolish mistakes.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extrenely
anxious anxious (tense)
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32. Chuck spends the last of the family's food money on lottery tickets,

and loses.
i yan / / ya / A / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

33. Sam's wife confronts him with his failures.

i / / wa / / / /. z / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

34, John finds himself in the presence of more wealthy people.

wa / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (Tense(

35. A person is criticized in front of his peers.

/ / yi / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

36. ikt recognizes that he has hurt a friend.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

37. An individual discovers that he has heen unintentionally responsible
for allowing state secrets to get into the hands of his country's enemies.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

38. A friend tells Al he boasts a great deal.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

39. Buddy forgets his lines in a play on opening night.

. / £ wa /] / /1 4{ f— / /
not at all f ! 4 4 7 extremely
anxious anxious (tense)
L0. While working in a bank, Bill has a fantasy of stealing money.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely

anxious anxious (tense)
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41, Stan is ignored by an old friend.

/ / / / / / / /. / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

42, A young man finds out he has impregnated his girlfriend.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

43, Joel finds out his child is ill from drinking poison he failed to
put back on the top shelf.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all : extremely
anxious anxious(tense)

L4, In a fight, Mike kills another man accidentally.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

45. A young man meets His friends at a time when he is wearing dirty and
smelly clothes.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

46. Charles feels that he looks avkward in a bathing suit and receives
an invitation to a beach party.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

47. Ton is shown up as a freud.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

L8. A person awakens after dreaming about killing his father.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

49. Herb meets a friend vhose name he has forgotten.

/ / / / / / / / / / /

not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)
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50. Mort is refused a date.

Wi / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

51. Norm finds out that his neighbor's child was seriously burned by the fire
which started when Norm fell asleep while smoking.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

52. Ken finds that he is the only one in his group that did not make the
honor society.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

53. Bill's mother becomes seriously ill the day after an argument in vhich
he told her he didn't want to see her any more.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

54, Harold hegins to feel that he was indirectly responsible for the
death of a friend.

) / i / i, / /i / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

PLEASF. CHI'CY{ TO SEE THAT YOU HAVE RATED EVERY STATCMENT
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ATTITUDE ANXIETY SURVEY

Identification number
or Student number _ Sex: liale Female

DIRECTIONS

There are many situations that happen every day that make people feel anxious
(nervous, tense, or uncomfortable). Here is a list of such situations that
have happened to some people. You are asked to look at each of these situations
and rate it according to how "disturbed" you think most people would feel

were it to happen to them. Keep in mind that it does not matter whether

or not you would react this way, but give your assessment of how most people
would feel. Rate them along the scale that ranges from "not at all anxious"

bdhrough "extremely anxious (tense),” as anxious as you can conceive a person
being.

Blacken in the block on the answer sheet. There are ten spaces on the answver
sheet, ranging from 1 (not at all anxious) to 10 (extremely anxious (tense)).
Mark only one box for each situation. Assess all situation. Erase all changes
carefully.

1. Vhile driving, Norma's car skids on the ice and she sees that she
will be unable to prevent a crash.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

2. Gloria discovers that even by running she will be at least ten minutes
late for class.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

3. Carla becomes aware that she has mistreated another person.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

L. In an emergency, Lois steals money from her parents' hidden penny bank.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at ell extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

5. An individual finds out that she is sterile or frigid.

/ / / / / / / / / L/
not at all extremely

anxious anxious (tense)
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6. Liz belches in public.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

T. After an argument, Kate sees that she has slapped her husband and
made his nose bleed.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tehse)

8. Sheila accidentally reveals her friend's secret.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

9. Jeanette cheats on an examination.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious(tense)

10. Loretta suddenly realizes she is unable to cope with her own problems.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious ‘(tense)

11. Dinny begins to engage in extra-marital intercourse.

A / / / / / / / / YA
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

12. A businesswoman realizes that she did not act as effectively in a
business deal as she would have liked to.

/ / / / / _/ / / 1 / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

13. Judy sees that she has failed to make a rood impression on her boss.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

1k, Lilly hurts the feelings of another person by what she has said.
/ / / / A A / / / [/

not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)
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15. Joanne is forced into an argument and hurts her antagonist seriously.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

16. A person accidentally knocks over a crippled, old woman.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

17. Sally loses her temper and strikes another person.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

18. After arriving at her destination, Tina discovere that she is improperly

dressed.
/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious . anxioue (tense)

19. Helen discovers that she is failing in what she is trying to do.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

20. Rose is the manager of a losing bowling team in a tdéurnament.

L / / yi / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

21. Jackie inadvertently commits a felony.

L / / / Vi / yA / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

22. Dorothy lets off gas in pubdblic.

A V4 / / L / / / / / /

not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

23. Mary accidentally touches another person's genitals while on a subway

train.
/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely

anxious anxious (tense)
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24, While playing, Rita causes another person to become crippled.
/ / / / / / / / /

/ /

not at all ’ extremely
anxious anxious (tense)
25. Anita is criticized for her mistakes.

/ / / / / / / / / J /

not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

26. Phyllis becomes angry with her parents and tells them to leave her alone.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

27. Lynn overhears her friends making fun of her.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

28. Joan loses an important game.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

29. Barbara makes poor progress in her job.

A / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

30. Vhile backing her car out of her garage, a woman accidentally runs over

her son.
A v / / / /[ A | / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

31. In a gane, Carol sees that she has made some foolish mistakes.

A / / / / v / / / / /
not at all extrenely

anxious anxious (tense)

32. Diane spends the last of the family's food money on lottery tickets,
and loses.

/ / / / / / / / / / /

not at all extrepely
anxious anxious (tense)
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33. Jane's husband confronts her with her failures.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

34, Elaine finds herself in the presence of more wealthy people.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tensze)

35. A person is criticized in front of her peers.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
npt at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

36. Margo recognizes that she has hurt a friend.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extrenely
anxious anxious (tense)

37. An individual discovers that she has been unintentionally responsible
for allowing state secrets to get into the hands of her country's enemies.

/[ / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

38. A friend tells Joyce that she boasts a great deal.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

39. Claire forgets her lines in a play on opening night.

/ / / / / / / [ / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

40. While working in a bank, Gwen has a fantasy of stealing money.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

L1, Xaren is ignored by an old friend.
/ / / / / / / / / / /

not at all extrenely
anxious anxious (tense)
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42, A young, single woman finds out she is pregnant.

/ / / / /' / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

43, itartha finds out her child is ill from drinking poison she failed to
put back on the top shelf.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

U, In a fight, Alice kills another woman accidentally.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extrenely
anxious anxious (tense)

45. A young woman meets her friends when she is wearing dirty, smelly clothes.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

46. Charlene feels that she looks awkward in a bathéng suit and receives
an invitation to a beach party.

L L L A L L L v £ v. 4
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

L7. Toni is shown up as a fraud.

Y, / [ 7 L / L /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

48. A person awakens after dreaming about killing her father.

A /[ / / / / L / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

49. Doris meets a friend whose name she has forgotten.

i [ / / / / / Vi / /

not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

50. Louise is not asked for a date for her groupss dance.

/ / / / / /_ / / / / /
not at all extremely

anxious anxious (tense)
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51. Linda finds out that her heighbor’s child was seriously burned by the
fire which started when Linda fell asleep while smokinge

/ / / [ / / / R . /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

52. Elenor finds out that she is the only one in her group that did not
make the honor society.

/ yau / / / l / ya / yi /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

53. Betty's father becomes seriously ill the day after an argument in
vhich Betty told her father that she did not want to see him any more.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

54. Pam begins to feel that she was indirectly responsible for the death

of a friend.
/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tensel

PLEASE CHECK TO SEE THAT YOU HAVE RATED EACH OF THE STATEMENTS
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ATTITUDE AIXIETY SURVEY (Self Form)

Student Number

or Identification lumbe . : M
r DIRECTIONS Sex: Male Female

There are many situations that happen every day that make people feel
anxious (nervous, tense, uncomfortable).Here is a list of such situations
vhich have happened to some people. You ate asked to look at it and rate
these situations according to how "disturbed" you think you would feel
were it to happen to you. Keep in mind that it does not matter vhether

you think others would feel the same way, but report how you would feel.
Rate them along the scale which ranges from" not at all anxious" through
"extremely anxious (tense)," as anxious as you can conceive yourself being.

Blacken in the block on the answer sheet. There are ten spaces on hhe

answer sheet, ranging from 1 (not at all anxious) to 10 (extremely anxious
(tense)). Mark only one box for each situation. Assess all situations.
Erase all changes fully.

1. Vhile driving, your car begins to skid on the ice and you see you will
be unable to prevent a crash.

/ / / / / Vv / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

2. You discover that even by running, you will be at least ten minutes
date for class.

/ / / / / / / !/ / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

3. You become aware that you have mistreated another person.

i / / / / / / - / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

L. In an emergency, when no one is around, Jou steal money from your parents'
hidden penny bank.

/ Wi / / / / /[ [ / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious(tense)

S. You find out that you are: sterile or frigid (female); sterile or
impotent (male).

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)
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6. You belch in public.

/ / / / / / / / / l /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

T. After an argument, you see that you've slapped your husband's (wife's)
face and made their nose bleed.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

8. You accidentally reveal your friend's secret.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

9. You cheat on an examination.

L L L L L L L L / £ /.
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

10. You suddenly realize you are unable to cope with your own problems.

1 yi / / / / / / / L /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

11. You begin to indulge in extra-marital intercourse.

/ / / / / / / / / i /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

12. You realize bhat you did not act as effectively in a business deal as
You would have like to.

/ yi / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

13. You see that you have failed to make a good impression on your boss.

/- / / / / A / /4 / / /

not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)
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14. You hurt the feelings of another person by what you have said.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

15. You are forced into an argument and hurt your antagonist seriously.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

16. You accidentally knock over a crippled, old woman.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

17. You lose your temper and strike another person.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extrepely

anxious _ anxious (tense)

18.After arriving et your destination, you discover that you are improperly
dressed.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious Ttense)

19. You distover that you are failing in what you are trying to do.

1/ / / / / / / / / /
not at all extrenely
anxious anxious (tense)

20. You are the manager of a losing bowling team in a tournament.

/ / / / / / / Vi / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

21. You inadvertently commit a felony.

[ [ Y. / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

22. You let off gas in public.

L / / L / L / /A i i /
not at all ertrerely
anxious ' anxdous (tense)
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23. You accidentally touch another person's genitals. vhile on a subway train.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

2L, Vhile playing, you cause another person to becore crippled.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all - extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

25. You are criticized for your mistekes.

£ - i A —t / / v v +
not at all " T e f extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

26. You become angry with your parents and tell them to leave you aldne.

VA L L/ / / / L
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

2T7. You overhear your friends making fun of you.

- Vi / - / L 4 ya ve £

not at al} extremely
anxious anxious (tense)
28. You lose an important game.

L R [y / / L /

not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)
20. You make poor progress in your job.

/ / / / / / / / L L

not at all : extremely
anxious anxious

30. Vhile backing your car out of your garage, you accidentally run over your sci

/ / / / / ! / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

31. In a pame, you see that you have made some foolish mistakes.

/ L v / / / L L Wi L /
not at all ‘ extremely

anxious anxious (tense)
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32. You sﬁend the last of your family's food money on lottery tickets, and lose

/ / / / / / / / /_ / /
not at all extremely
anxicus anxious (tense)

33. Your husband (wife) confronts you with your failures.

/ / / / / / 1 / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

34, You find yourself in the presence of more wealthy people.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all ' extrenely
anxious anxious (tense)

35. You are criticized in front of your peers.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious . ' anxious (tense)

36. You recognize thﬁt you have hurt a friend.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

37. You discover that you have been unintentionally responsible for allowing
state secrets to get into the hands of your country's enemies.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

38. A fiiend tells you that you boast a great deal.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all ' extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

39. You forget your lines in a play on opening night.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

40. Vhile working in a bank, you have a fanpasy of stealing money.

/ / / / / / / / / / /

not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)
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Ll. You are ignored by an old friend.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

42, You find out: you are pregnant (female); you have caused your girlfiiend's
pregnancy (male).

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

43, You find out your cphild is ill from drinking poison you failed to put
back on the top shelf.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

L. In a fight, you kill another person accidentally.

A Y R Y Y A
not at all extrenely
anxious anxious (tense)

45, You meet your friends at a time wvhen you are wearing dirty and smelly clotntuﬂ

/ / / / / / L / L / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

L6. You feel that you look awkward in a bathing suit and receive an invitation
to a beach party.

/ / / / / / / / / A /

not at all extremely
anxious anxious

47. You are shown up as a fraud.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

L8. You awaken after dreaming about killing your father or mother.

/ / / / / / / / / /1

not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)
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49. You meet a friend whose name you have forgotten.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extremely
anxious - anxious (tense)

50. You are not asked for (or are refused) a date for your group's dance.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
ndét at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

51. You find out your neighbor’s child was seriously burned by the fire
that started when you fell asleep while snoking.

/ / / / / / / / / / /
not at all extrenely
anxious anxious (tense)

52. You find out that you are the only one in your group that did not make
the honor society.

/ L / L / Vi Vi L / Vi :{
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

53. Your mother (father) becomes seriously ill the day after an argument
in which you told them that you didn't want to see them any more.

/ / [ 7 / / / / / L /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

54. You begin to feel that you were indirewtly responsible for the death
of a friend.

/ / / i / / i / yi / /
not at all extremely
anxious anxious (tense)

PLEASE CHECK TO BE SURE THAT YOU BLACKENED ONE

BOX FOR EACH SITUATION
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Bem Check List. Please indicate on a seven voint scale how well each of
the characteristics describes you. Vrite the number appropriate for
your answer beside each item number on the ansver sheet.

;[ 2/ 3 / w [t s /I 6 ([ 1 [

L

Never or almost Alvays or almost
never true of me always true of me
1. Self-reliant 31. Makes decisions easily
2. Yielding 32. Compassionate
3. Helpful 33. Sincere
4, Defends own beliefs 34, Self-sufficient
5. Cheerful 35. Eager to soothe hurt feelings
6. Moody 36. Conceited
T. Independent 37. Dominant
8. Shy 38. Soft spoken
9. Conscientious 39. Likeable
10. Athletic 40. Masculine
11. Affectionate k1. Varm
12. Theatrical 42. Solemn
13. Assertive 43, Willing to take a stand
14, Flatterable 44, Tender .
15. Happy 45, Friendly
16. Strong personality L6. Agpressive
17. Loyal L7. Gullible
18. Unpredictable 48. Inefficient
19. Forceful 49, Acts as a leader
20. Feninine 50. Childlike
21. Reliable 51. Adaptable
22. Analytical 52. Individualistic
23. Sympathetic 53. Does not use harsh language
2k, Jealous 54. Unsystematic
25. Has leadership ability 55. Competitive
26. Sensitive to the 56. Loves children

needs of others 57. Tactful
27. Truthful 58. Ambitious
28. Willing to take risks 59. Gentle
29. Understanding 60. Conventional

30. Secretive



244

Scoring, Psychometric Data for Bem Checklist.
From, Bem, Sandra L. The measurement of psychological androgyny. Journal
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1974, 42, 2, 155-162, April.

Masculine Items: 49, 46, 58, 22, 13, 10, 55, 4, 37, 19, 25, 7, 52, 31,
40, 1, 34, 16, 43, 28.

Feminine Items: 11, 5, 50, 32, 53, 35, 20, 14, 59, 47, 56, 17, 26, 8,
38, 23, 44, 29, 41, 2.

Neutral Items: 51, 36, 9, 60, 45, 15, 3, 48, 24, 39, 6, 21, 30, 33,
42, 57, 12, 27, 18, 54.

The masculinity and femininity scores indicate the extent to which a person
endorses masculine and feminine personality characteristics as self-
descriptive. Masculinity equals the mean self-rating for all endorsed
masculine items, and Femininity equals the mean self-rating for all
endorsed feminine items. Both can range from 1 to 7. These two scores

are logically independent. That is, the structure of the test does not
constrain them in any way, and they are free to vary independently. --
Simply calculate the mean response for the masculine and feminine items
separately, e.g., sum the numbers you chose for your response and divide

by the total number items on the feminine or masculine scale.

Androgyny. Greater absolute value, more sex typed. Hi+ = F. Hi- = M,
Difference Score. Femininity minus Masculinity. -- the simplest t ratio
for difference.

Empriically, the two indices are virtually identical (r = .98). The t-
ratio can be approximated by multiplying the difference score by 2.322 --
derived empirically from normative sample to 917 students at two different
colleges. Use of t-ratio rather than the simple difference score has the
advantage of allowing a statement of statistical significance (i.e., a
person's feminine and masculine scores are or are not statistically
significant), and allows comparing different populations in terms of the
percentage of significantly sex-typed individuals present within each.

Social Desirability: the extent to which a person describes himself in
a socially desirable direction on items that are neutral (theoretically
and empirically) with respect to sex. Reverse the 10 undesirable items
and then calculate the mean response across the 20 items.

Both Masculinity and Femininity were found correlated with SD, but
Androgyny was not correlated with SD.

Sex Differences on the BSRI (all different, p .001 except the ns noted)

-

Stanford University Foothill Junior College
Male Female Male Female
Masculinity 4,97 4,57 4.96 4.55
Femininity 4,44 5.01 4.62 5.08
SD 4,91 5.08 4.88 4.89 -ns
Androgyny t -1.28 1.10 - .80 1.23

Androgyny Difference -0.53 .43 - .34 .53



% Ss classified as:
feminine

near feminine
androgynous

near masculine
masculine

245

M444 F279 M117  F77
6 34 9 40

5 20 9 8
3% 27 44 38
19 12 17 7
36 8 22 8
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Please fill in:

CLOSURE FLEXIBILITY Name

Age Sex Date

(Concealed Figures)
(Form A) Occupation

Developed by: L.L. Thurstone, Ph.D. and T.E. Jelfrey, Ph.D. - The Poychometric Laboratory - The University of North Carolina

Directions:

The row of designs below is a sample item of this test. The parts have been la-
beled to make description easier. These labels do not appear in the test items.
The left hand design in each row is the figure. You are to decide whether or not
the figure isconcealedin each of the fourdrawings to the right. Put a checkmark -
(¥) in the parentheses under adrawing, if it contains the figure. Puta zero (0) in
the parentheses under adrawing, if it doesnot contain thefigure. Look at the row

of designs below. *

Figure Drawings
1 2 3 4
(0) (0) ) ({4]

In the row above a zero (0) has been written in the parentheses under drawing 1.
The first drawing is a square but it 1slarger than the figure. Azero (0) has been
writtenunder drawing 2. Although the seconddrawing contains a square of exact-
ly the same size as the figure, it has been turned. Check marks (v) have been
written under the third and fourth drawings since they each contain a square of
exactly the same size as the figure and have not been turned. It does not matter
that the figure contained in drawings three and four is on a different level from
the figure at the ieft.

Sample:
Here is another example for practice. Try it.

X CAOE95400

(] () ) ()

You should have placed check marks (v) in the parentheses under the first and third
drawings and zeros (0) in the parentheses under the second and fourth drawings.

WHEN YOU GET THE SIGNAL TO BEGIN, turn the page and mark more problems
of the same wxind. Work as fast and as accurately as you can, but do not guess.
Wronyg answers will count against vou. You are not expected to finish in the time

. . TMNE -9
allowed. You w:il have exactly ten m:nutes to do as much as you can.

5-2-5000

4 -
3 \N Copyr.ght 1786 by Theuma G Tharstone ana T. E Jeffrey
Anaas

- Published br [ndustrial Reiat.one Center - The University of Chucago
T et treser Sor Seasme 1225 Fast n0th Stceet - ChiLago, iunoi8 57037 -
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DO NOT STOP. GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE.






249

LITTT]

0aggd

)

)

)

(

)

(

)

(

)

(

)

(

(

(

1

)
al™™

(

=

L

L]

DO NOT STOP. GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE.
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DO NOT STOP. GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE.
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STOP HERE -- WAIT FOR FURTHER INSTRUCTIONS.
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Closure Flexibility Test

This is a paper and pencil test which can be individually or group-
administered. Forty-nine items are included. Fach item consists of a figure
followed by a row of four, more complex drawings, Some of these four, more
complex drawings contain the given figure in its original size and orientation.
Instructions are to look for the original figure in each of the complex draw-
ings and to put a check (/) under each drawing which contains it and a zero (0)
under each which does not.

The raw score is the number of correct answers minus the number of wrong
answers, which provides a correction for guessing. The maximum raw score is

196. A negative score results when the subject answers more items incorrect

than correct.
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REPRESSION-SENSITIZATION SCALE

Stucdent number or Code number Sex (circle) Male Female

D.B.R.S.

Answer true or false. Work as quickly as possible.

16.
17.

18.

I have a good appetite,

I wake up fresh and rested most mornings.

I am easily awaken by noise.

I like to read newspaper articles on crime.

My hands and fecet are usually warm enough.

My daily life is full of things that keep me interested.

I am about as able to work as I ever was.

There seems to be a lump in my throat much of the time.

I enjoy detective or mystery stories.

I work under a great deal of tension.

Once in a while I think of things too bad to talEK about.

I am very seldom troubled by constipation.

At times I have fits of laughing an@ crying that I cannot contrcl.
I am troubled by attacks of nausea and vomiting.

I feel that it is certainly best to keep my mouth shut when
I,m in trouble,

At times I feel like swearing.

I find it bhard to keep my mind on a task or job.

I seldom worry about my health.



19.

20.

21.
22,
23,
24,

25,

26.

27.

28,

29,

30.

31.

32,

33.

34,
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At times I feel like smashing things.
I have had periods of days, weeks, or wmonths when I couldn't

take care of things because I couldn't "get going".

My sleep is fitful and disturbed.

Much of the time my head seems to hurt all over.

I do not always tell the truth.

My judgement is better than it ever was.

Once a week or oftener I feel suddenly hot all over, without
apparent cause.

I am in just as good physical health as most of my friends.

I prefer to pass by school friends, or people I know but have
not seen for a long time, unless they speak to me first.

I am almost never bothered by pains over the heart or in my

chest.

I am a good mixer.

Everything is turning out just like the prophets of the Bible
said it would.

I do not read every editorial in the newspaper every day.

I sometimes keep on at a thing until others lose their
patiente with me.

I wish I could be as happy as others seem to be.

I think a great many people exaggerate their misfortunes

in order to gain the sympathy and help of others,



35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

43,

44.
45.
46.
47.
48,
49.
50.
51.
52.

53.

54.

55.
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I get éngry sometimes.

Most of thc time I feel blue.

I sometimes tease animals.

I am certainly lacking in self confidence.

I usually feel that life is worth while.

It takes a lot of argument to convince most people of the truth.
Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what I ought to do today.
I think most people would lie to get ahead.

I do many things that I regret afterwards (I regret things more
or more often than others seem to).

; go to church almost every week.

I have very few quarrels with members of my family.

I believe in the second coming of Christ.

My hardest battles are with myself.

I have little or no trouble with my muscles twitching or jumping.
I don't seem to care what happens to me.

Sometimes when I'm not feeling well I am cross.

Much of the time I feel as if I have done something wrong or evil.
I am happy most of the time.

Some people are so bossy that I feel like doing the opposite
of what they request, even though I know they are right,
Often I feel as if there were a tight band around my head.

My table manners are not quite as good at home as when I'm

out in company.
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56. I seem to be as capable and smart as most others around me.

57. Most people will use somecwhat unfair means to gain profit rm
or an advantage rather than lose it.

58. The sight of blood neither frightens me nor makes me sick.

59. Often I can't understand why I‘Qe been so cross and grouchy.

60. I have never vo&iéed blood or coughed up blood.

6l. I do not worry about catching diseases.

62. At tiwes my thoughts have raced ahead faster than I could speak
them.

63. If ¥ could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was
not seen I would probably do it.

64. I commonly wonder what hidden reason another person may have
for doing something nice for me.

65. I believe that my home life is as pleasant as that of most
people I know.

66. Criticism or scolding hurts me terribly.

67. My conduct is controlled largely by the customs of those about me.

68. I certainly feel useless at times.

69. At times I feel like picking a fist fight with someone.

70. I bhave often lost out on things because I couldn't make up
my mind soon enough.

71. It makes me impatient to have people ask me advice or otherwise
interrupt me when I am working on sometiting important.

72. I would rather win than lose in a game.



75.
76.
77.

78.

79.

80.

8l1.
82.

83.

84,

85,

86.
a87.
83.
89.
90.
9l.

92,
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Most nights I go to sleep without thoughts or ideas bothering me.
During the past few years I have been well most of the time.

I have never had a fit or convulsion.

I am neither gaining nor losing weight.

I cry easily.

I cannot understand what I read as well as I use to.

I have necver felt better in ny life than I do now.

I resent having amyone take me in so cleverly that I have had
to admit that it was one on me.

I do not tire quickly.

I like to study and read about things that I am working at.

I like to know some important people becaucse it makes me feel
important.

What others think of me does not bother me.

It makes me uncomfortable to put on a stunt at a party even
when others are doing the same sort of things.

I frequently have to fight against showing that I'm bashful.
I have never had a fainting spell.

I seldom or never have dizzy spells.

My memory seecms to be all right.

I am worried about sex matters.

I find it hard to make talk when I meet new people.

I am afraid of losing ny mind.
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95. I am against giving money to beggars.

94, I frequently notice that my hands shake when I try to do somethi:

95. I can read a long while without tiring my eyes.

96. I feel weak all over wmuch of the time. )

97. I have very few headaches.

98. Sometimes, when embarrassed, I break out in a sweat which annoys
me greatly.

99. I have had no difficulty in EKEeeping my balance in walking.

100. I do not have spells of hayfever or asthma.

101. I do not like everyone I know.

102. I wish I were not so shy.

103. I enjoy many different kinds of play and recreation.

104, I like to flirt.

105. In walking I am very careful to step over sidewalk cracks.

106. I frequently find myself worrying about sohething.

107. I gossip a little at times.

108. I hardly ever notice my heart pounding and I am seldom short
of breath.

109. I have at times stood in the way of people vho were trying to
do something, not because it amounted to much but because of
the principle of the thing.

110. I get mad easily and then get over it soon.

111. I brood a great cdeal.



112,

113.
114.
115,

116.

117.

118.
119.
120.
121.
122,

123,

125,

126,
127.

128,
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I have periods of such great restlessness that I cannot sit
long in a chair.

I dream frequently about things that are best kept to myself.
I believe that I am no more nervous than most others.

I have few or no pains.

Sometimes without any reason or even when things are going wrong
I fcel excitedly happy, "on top of the world."

I can be friendly with people who do tiings which I consider
wrong. |

Sometimes at elections I vote for men about whom I know very little
i have difficulty in staé}ng to do thingQ.

I sweat very easily even on cool days.

It is safer to trust nobody.

Once a week or oftener I become very excited.

When in a group of people I have trouble thinking of the right
things to talk about.

When I leave home I do not worry about whether the door is
locked or the windows closed.

I do not blame a person for taking advantagje of someone who
lays himself open to it.

At times I am full of energy.

My eyesight is as good as it has been for years.

I have often felt that strangers were looking at me critically.



129,
130.
131.

132,

14'6 o
147.

148-
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I drink an unusually la}ge amount of water a day.

Once in a while I laugh at a dirty joke.

I am troubled by attacks of nausea and vomitipg.

I am always disgusted with the law when a criminal is freed
through the arqguments of a smart lawyer.

I work under a great deal of tension.

I am likely not to speak to people until they speak to me.
I have periods in which I feel unusually cheerful without

any special reason.

Life is a strain for me much of the time.

In school I found it very hard to talk before the class.

Even when I am with people I feel lonely much of the time.

I think nearly anyone would tell a lie to keep out of trouble.
I am more sensitive than most other people.

I am easily embarrassed.

I worry over money and business.

I almost never dream,

I easily.become impatient with people.

I feel anxiety about somethin:; or someone almost all the time.
Sometimes I become so excited that I £ind it hard to get to sleet
I forget right away what people say to me.

I usually have to stop and think before I act even in trifling

matters.



149,
150,

151.

152,

153.

154.

155,

156.

157.

158.

159.

160.
161.
162,
163.

164.
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Often I cross the street in order not to meet someone I see.
I often feel as if‘things vere not real.
I have a habit of counting things that are not important such
as bulbs on electric signs, and so forth. )
I have strange and peculiar thoughts.
I get anxious ancd upset when I have to make a short trip
away from home.
I have been afraid of things or people that I knew could not
hurt me.

I have no dread of going into a room by myself whete other

people have already gathered and are talking.

I have more trouble concentrating than others seem to have.

I have several times given up doing a thing because I thougnt
too little of my ability.

Bad words, often terrible words, come into my mind and I cannot
get rid of them.

Sometimes some unimportant thought will run through my mind
and bother me for days.

Almost every day something happens to frighten me.

I am inclined to take things hard.

I am more sensitive than most other people.

At periods my mind seems to work more slowly than usual.

I very seldom have spells of the blues.



165,

166.

167.

l163.

169.

170.

172,

173.

175.
176.

177.

178.
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I wish I could get over worrying about things I have said that
may have ® injured other people's feelings.

Pecople often disapoint me.

I feel unable to tell anyone all about myself.

My plans have frequently seemed so full of diffécultjres that

I have had to give them up.

Often, even thouch everything is going fine for me, I feel
that I don't care about anything,

I have sometimes felt that Jdifficulties were piling up so high

that I could not overcome them.

i have often met people who were supposed-to be experts who
viere no better than I.

It makes me feel like a failure when I hear of the success
of someone I know well,

I am apt to tale disappointments so keenly that I can't put
them out of my mind.

At times I think I am no good at all.

I vorry quite a bit over possible misforiunes.

I am apt to pass up something I want to ¢® because others feel
that I am not goinc about it in the right way.

I find it hard to set aside a task that I have

undertaken, even for a.short time.
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179. I have several times had a change of heart about my life viork.

180. I must acdmit that I have at times been worryed beyond reason
over something that really did not matter.

181. I like to let people know where I stand on things.

132; I have a daydream life about which I do not tell other people.

133. I have often felt quilty because I have pretended to feel more
sorry about something than I really vas.

1384, I feel tired a good deal of the time.

185. I sometimes feel that I am about to go to pieces.
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Repression-Sensitization Scale

The R-S Scale, developed by Byrne (1961), arose as a modification
of a comparable scale (Altrocchi, Parsons and Dickoff, 1960), which in
turn was drawn from the Depression, Psychasthenia, Welsh Anxiety, Lie,
K, and Hysteria subscales of the MMPI. Multiple scored and inconsistently
scored items were eliminated from the R-S Scale.

The R-S Scale consists of 182 items in the order in which they appear
on the MMPI. There are 156 scorable and 26 buffer items. One hundred and
sixteen items are scored true and forty are scored false. High scores

indicate sensitization and low scores, repression.
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Appendix B

Pilot Stud

Total Group: Results of hypotheses tested by
Pearson correlations and t-tests

Criterion Group: AAS, Results of Pearson
correlations and t-tests

Criterion Group: BSRI, Results of Pearson
correlations and t-tests

Subject Data on Excluded Subjects; AAS
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Data from the Pilot Study was analyzed by several methods. Overall
sample intercorrelations and t-tests for sex differences om all questiommaire
variables were computed. Reported here are the results of specific hypothesis
testing.

A second analysis was carried out on the basis of the Relative score of
the AAS, Self form. Criterion groups were established by taking the highest
(n=18) and lowest (n=18) 20X of the subjects based on their Relative scores.
This allowed for the separate analysis of those cases labeled guilt-prone
(highest, 20%) and shame-prone (lowest, 202Z). In turn, Pearson correlations
between the Relative score for each of these groups and remaining question-
naire variables were computed. T-tests for significant sex differences on
the Relative score within the two criterion groups were computed. Finally,
t-tests were computed for group differences on the AAS Relative score between
criterion groups and between each criterion group (20Z) and the remaining sub-
jects (80%Z). These final t-tests were computed to assess the usefulness of
the Relative score as a potential method of subject classification for shame
and guilt subjects.

A third analysis was carried out on the Pilot data by classifying subjects
into masculine, feminine, and androgynous categories, based on the Bem (1974)
scoring structure (t-values). Subjects with near-masculine and near-feminine
classifications were excluded. Paralleling the AAS criterion analysis, inter-
correlations were carried out for each of the three sex role classificationms.
T-tests for sex differences were computed.

Additionally, AAS data for two males and four females excluded from the

sample are listed here.
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Total Group: Results of hypotheses tested by Pearson correlations and t-tests
1. Shame scores (on AAS) will be negatively associated with closure flexibil-
ity (field independence).

No significant findings of support were found for this hypothesis. The
direction of non-significant support suggested that a minimal trend exists in
the hypothesized direction , that is, that the shame score correlates negatively
with Correct Closure, Closure Difference, and Closure Scale scores, all measures

of field independence (Table 1).

Insert Table 1 about here

2. Guilt scores (om AAS) will be positively associated with closure flexibility
(field independence).

Support was found for a reversal of this hypothesis. The direction of the
correlation suggested a negative association between the guilt score and field
independence (see Table 1).

3. Shame scores will be positively associated with femininity and negatively
associated with masculinity in both males and females. |

Results demonstrated a non-significant positive association between shame
and femininity. In all but one instance (Self form, session 1), correlations

between shame and masculinity were positive, a reversal of prediction (Table 2).

Insert Table 2 about here

4., Guilt scores will be positively associated with masculinity and negatively
associated with femininity in males and females.
Results demonstrated a non-significant positive association between guilt

and masculinity on all but one form (Other form, session 2). In all but one



Shame
Self form

lst session

2nd session
Other form

lst session

2nd session
Guilt
Self form

1st session

2nd session
Other form

lst session

2nd session
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Table 1

Intercorrelations of Shame, Guilt, and

Closure Flexibility Scale

Closure
Correct

-004’
-.06,

p<.69

p<.52

p<.58

p<.62

p<o°7

p<.48

p<.09
p<.06

Closure
Incorrect

.06,
-.01,

.12,
.14,

p<.27

P<.19

p<.54

p<.90

p< 003

p<.37

p<.25

p<.1l6

Closure

-009’
-.12,

--07'
-002,

Difference

p<.35

p<.21

P<.46

P<.82

p<.01

p<.31

p<.07

p<.04

Closure
Scale

--08,
-003,

p<.32

p<.17

p<.44

p<.71

p<.01

p<.42

p<.1l1
p<.04



Shame

Self form

1st session

2nd session
Other form

lst session

2nd session
Guile
Self form

lst session

2nd session
Other form

1lst session

2nd session

272

Table 2

Intercorrelations of Shame, Guilt and

Masculine

-.01,

‘09’

.03’

.12,

p<.85

p<.35

p<.77

p<.41

p<.74

p<.21

p<.85

p<.32

BSRI Variables

Feminine

.17,

.17’

p<.10

p<.09

p<.03

p<.55

p<.001

p<.012

p<.003

p<.08

Social
Desirability Androgyny
.24, p<.004 .16, p<.12
.27, p<.008 .08, p<.43
.25, ps.0l .14, p<.17
006’ p<.54 -001’ p<087
.34, p<.001 .25, p<.01
.35, p<.001 .10, p<.34
.28, p<.005 .24, p<.01
.21, p<.03 .07, p<.46



273
instance (Self form, session 1), correlations between guilt and femininity were
significantly positive (see Table 2).
7. Closure flexibility scores (field independence) will be negatively asso-
ciated with feminine sex role endorsement in females and males.
Significant support was demomnstrated for the negative association of femin-

ine sex role with closure flexibility (r=-.33, p < .001).

Insert Table 3 about here

8. Closure flexibility scores (field independence) will be positively associated
with masculine sex role endorsement in males and females.

No significant support was found for this hypothesis; the obtained correla-
tion was negative (see Table 3).

Total Group: T-tests for Sex Differences

A significant sex difference was found on the Relative score (Self form,
session 2). Males demonstrated higher shame scores than did females. No sig-
nificant sex differences were found on the remaining AAS forms. The significant
sex difference does prompt a questioning of the Lewis (1971) expectation that
females would show greater shame than males.

Significant sex differences were found for the total group on the feminine
scale and the androgyny scale of the BSRI. These differences reflected higher
feminine scores for females than for males; and reflected a feminine direction
of deviation from perfect (0) androgyny for females and a masculine direction of
deviation from perfect androgyny for males. No significant sex difference was

found on the masculine scale (Table 4).

Insert Table 4 about here
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Table 3
Intercorrelations between Femininity, Masculinity

and Closure Flexibility Scale

Closure Closure Closure Closure
Correct Incorrect Difference Scale
Masculine "'004, p<064 016, p<t11 -o13’ p<.18 "012’ p<024

Fminine --33, p<.001 008’ p<063 -026’ p<.01 ".25, p<.01



275
Table 4
T-tests for Sex Differences om All
Variables in Pilot Study

(males=42, females=51, df=91)

Mean SD t-value
Shame
Self, 1lst session M 152.88 33.62 .32
F 150.75 30.22
Other, lst session M 166.16 31.02 -.14
F 166.98 26.83
Self, 2nd session M 149.16 36.75 .36
F 146.52 33,32
Other, 2nd session M 170.61 38.55 .68
F 165.50 33.65
Guilt
Self, 1lst session M 187.61 26.29 -1.69
F 197.68 30.36
Other, lst session M 183.90 24.36 -1.17
F 189.70 23.29
Self, 2nd session M 183.02 29.52 -1.09
F 190.25 33.66
Other, 2nd session M 186.64 28.50 -.25
F 188.09 26.49
Total Anxiety
Self, 1lst session M 340.50 54,86 -.70
F 348.43 53.38
Other, lst session M 350.07 49,85 -.58
F 355.76 44,98

.74

.09

.24

.27

.48



Self, 2nd session

Other, 2nd session

Relative Score

Self, l1lst session

Other, lst session

Self, 2nd session

Other, 2nd session

Bem Masculine

Masculine

Feminine

Social Desirability

Androgyny

Closure Flexibility

Correct
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Table 4

(Continued)
Mean
329.88
336.78
357.26

352.03

6.00
7.03
2.54
3.23
5.45
7.62
3.11

3.62

100.61
96.68
91.07

102.60
89.83
92.56
-8.02

5.92

54,54

50.41

64.07
58.69
62.14
55.86

4.16
3.87
5.48
4.58
4,64
4 26
5.37

4.66

11.74
12,51
10.66
13.61

8.30

9.41
14.59

16.33

16.05

16.00

t-value

-054

-lo 24

-2. 35

-.49

-1055

-4.47

-1.47

-4.30

1.24

.51

.51

.02

.62

.12

.000*

.000*



Incorrect

Difference

Scale
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Table 4
(Continued)
Mean
21.66
23.33
32.88
27.05
36.35
36.50

SD
17.84
14.96
26.99
23.53
10.24

8.73

t-value

-049

1.11

.94

.27

.35
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Criterion Group: AAS, Results of Pearson Correlations and t-tests

Criterion groups on the AAS were established by taking the highest (guilt-
prone) and lowest (shame-prone) 20% of the subjects, based on Relative scores.
For each criterion group, intercorrelations between the Relative score and all
other questionnaire variables were computed. T-tests for sex differences on
the Relative score were carried out within each group. Additionally, t-tests
were computed comparing criterion groups, and comparing each criterion group
with the remainder of subjects, on the Relative score.

For the sake of brevity a summarization of the criterion analysis is
presented here to point out the limited value of the Relative score of the AAS.
Overall, the analysis provided almost no consistency of findings over the two
sessions, or between Self and Other forms. One example of this can be seen in
the fact that for the shame criterion group (session 2), the AAS Relative score
showed a significantly negative correlation with Shame on three of four AAS
forms., Counter to expectation, the AAS Relative score also correlated signifi-
cantly negatively with Guilt, though one would expect from the scoring pro-
cedure that there would be a logical positive association (Table 5). No other
significant correlations were found between the Relative score and other ques-
tionnaire variables for any of the criterion groups (sessions 1 and 2). The
erratic quality of these and other findings, the lack of consistency of findings
across test forms and sessions, and the lack of any significant intercorrela-
tions between the Relative score and other inventory scales, point out some of
the limitations in the use of the Relative score and prompted the present writer
to develop a more stable and sensitive scoring system for the AAS. A median-
based scoring system using the shame and guilt scales was employed in the Main

Study as a method of subject classification.
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Insert Table 5 about here

T-tests computed for sex differences on the Relative score were not sig-
nificant (Table 6). T-tests between the high and low criteriom groups within
each session were significant, as were t-tests between high or low criterion

groups compared to the remainder of the sample (Table 7).

Insert Tables 6 & 7 about here

Criterion Group: BSRI, Results of Pearson correlations and t-tests

Three categories, masculine, feminine, and androgynous, were established
using Bem (1974) norms. Subjects were included in the categories if their mean
difference scores fell in the ranges outlined by Bem. Three procedures were
carried out for the BSRI criterion groups. The intercorrelations of BSRI var-
iables and all other questionnaire variables were computed. T-tests for sex
differences within each criterion group were determined, and t-tests for sex
differences on BSRI variables within each group were computed. For the sake
of brevity, results are summarized here.

Masculine Group (males=10, females=4)

Masculinity correlated non-significantly and positively with Shame. Mas-
culinity was non-significantly, negatively correlated with the Relative score,

reflective of a positive relationship between shame and masculinity (Table 8).

Insert Table 8 about here

Feminine Group (males=0, females=12)

Femininity was correlated positively and marginally significantly with

Social Desirability (r=.63, p < .0l1). Femininity was not significantly correlated



Table 5

Relative Score

Shame
Self form

1st session
2nd session

Other form

1st session
2nd session

Guilt
Self form

1st session
2nd session

Other form

1st session
2nd session

Total Anxiety

Self form

1st session
2nd session

Other form

1st session
2nd session

-.40, p<.001
’046’ p<.001

-.53’ p<.001
-.55, p<.001

.06, p<.54
-.14’ p<.15

.08, p<.39
--0003’ p<.99

-.20, p<.04
-.35, p<.001

-026, p<'009
-.32’ p<.002



T Tests for Sex Differences on AAS Relative Scores

Guilt Criteriomn

Self form, Session 1
Self form, Session 2

Shame Critericn

Self form, Session 1

Self form, Sessiom 2

m=5
£=13

m=6
f=12

mell
f=7

m=16
f=2
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Table 6

for Criterion Groups

Mean

13.20
12.15

12.00
13.50

sD

T Value

1.08

-1.79

.06

1.18

af

16

16

16

16

2 tail prob.

.297

.093

.953

.254
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Shame

Self, lst session
Other, 1lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Guilt

Self, lst session
Other, lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Total Anxiety

Self, l1lst session
Other, lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Relative Score

Self, 1lst session
Other, lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Bem Masculine

Bem Feminine

Bem Social Desirability
Bem Androgyny

Closure Correct
Closure Incorrect
Closure Difference
Closure Scale
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Table 8

Intercorrelations of BSRI Variables with All

Other Variables for the Masculine

Bem
Masculine

-.29, p<.15
.14, p<.30
-.08, p<.39
.28, p<.15

.02, p<.46
.002, p<.49
17, p<.27
.10, p<.35

-.16, p<.28
.09, p<.37
-.16, p<.28
.26, p<.17

.35, p<.10
-.14, p<.31
.13, p<.32
-.44, p<.05

1.00, p<.001
.29, p<.15
.34, p<.11

-.47, p<c.04

-.07, p<.40

-.27, p<.17
.13, p<.32
.15, p<.29

Criterion Group

Bem
Feminine

.07, p<.39
.22, p<.21
.26, p<.26
.41, p<.07

.002, p<.49
.08, p<.38
.04, p<.4b
.05, p<.42

.04, p<.43
.19, p<.25
.11, p<.35
.34, pe.ll

-.10, p<.36
-.09, p<.37
-.37, p<.09
-.35, p<.10

.29, p<.15
1.00, p<.001
.39, p<.07
.69, p<.003
-.03, p<.45
.03, p<.45
-.03, p<.b4
-.07, p<.40

Bem Ben
Social Desirability Androgyny
.41, p<.06 .31, pc.l3
-.14, p<.31 -.29, p<¢.15
.29, pe<.15 .06, pe.40
-.07, p<.40 -.37, p<.09
.53, p<.02 .49, pc.03
.61, p<.01 .49, p<.03
.61, p<.009 «53, p¢.02
42, p<c.07 .33, p<.l2
.52, p<.02 .43, pc.0S
.27, p<.17 .10, p<.35
.34, p<.11 .22, p<.21
.11, p<.34 -.15, p<.30
-.01, p<.47 .07, p<.40
.57, p<.01 .59, p<.01
.03, p<.b4 .31, p<.13
.30, p<.l4 .53, p<.02
.34, p<.ll -.47, pc.04
.39, p<.07 .69, p<.003
1.00, p<.001 .12, p<c.33
.12, p<.33 1.00, p<.001
-.20, p<.24 -.15, p<c.29
.16, p<c.29 .11, pe.35
-.21, p<c.23 -.15, pe.29
-.20, p<.23 -.12, p<.33



284

with shame; was positively correlated with Incorrect Closure (r=.43, p < .08);
was negatively correlated with the Relative score on all test forms, reflective
of positive association between femininity and shame; was non-significantly and
negatively correlated with Total Anxiety; and with Guilt. The androgyny score
was non-significantly and positively correlated with Guilt; with Relative score;

and negatively with Shame (Table 9).

Insert Table 9 about here

Androgynous Group (males=18, females=19)

Social Desirability correlated significantly and positively with Masculin-
ity (r=.42, p < .004); with Femininity (x=.37, p < .01l); with the Relative
score; and negatively with Shame; and with Closure Difference (r=-.23, p < .07).

Masculinity correlated positively with Femininity (r=.91, p < .001), and
negatively with Correct Closure (r=-.39, p < .008). Femininity correlated pos-
itively with the Relative score, reflective of positive association between

femininity and guilt; and with Guilt (Table 10).

Insert Table 10 about here

T-tests for sex differences within categories were not significant. T-tests
for sex differences on BSRI scales within criterion categories demonstrated no
significant differences for the masculine group. There were significant sex dif-
ferences for the Androgynous group pointing to greater Social Desirability scores
for females than males, and greater deviation from perfect (0) androgyny in the

direction of masculinity for males than for females (Tables 11 & 12).

Insert Tables 11 & 12 about here




Shame

Self, lst session
Other, 1lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Guilt

Self, lst session
Other, lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Total Anxiety

Self, lst session
Other, lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Relative Score

Self, lst session
Other, lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Bem Masculine

Bem Feminine

Ber Social Desirability
Bem Androgyny

Closure Correct
Closure Incorrect
Closure Difference
Closure Scale
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Table 9

Intercorrelations of BSRI Variables with

All Other Variables for the Feminine

Criterion Group

Bem Bem Bem
Social Desirability Masculine Feminine
-.47, p<.06 .05, pc.43 .09, p<.38
-.39, p<.10 .29, p<.17 .20, p<.26
-.04, p<.bb .04, p<.b4 -.009, p<.48
-.0€, p<.4l -.10, p<.36 .03, p<.45
-.05, p<.43 .08, p<.39 -.32, p<.14
-.34, p<.13 -.42, p<.08 -.58, p<.02
-.51, p<.04 .07, p<.40 -.16, p<.30
-.33, p<.14 -.20, p<.26 -.27, p<.19
-.35, p<.12 .10, p<.37 -.19, p<.26
~-.04, p<.b4 -.31, p<.15 -.54, p<.03
-.41, p<.09 .08, p<.39 -.13, p<.34
-.14, p<.33 -.28, p<.18 -.26, p<.19
.15, p<.31 -.15, p<.31 -.40, p<.09
-.32, p<.l4 -.34, p<.13 -.64, p<.01
.30, p<.16 .008, p<.49 -,24, p<.22
-.25, p<.21 -.13, p<.34 -.41, p<.09
47, pe.06 1.00, p<.001 .76, p<.002
.63, p<.01 .76, p<.002 1,00, p<.001
1.00, p<.001 W47, p<.06 .63, p<.Ol
-.005, p<.49 -.68, p<,007 -,06, p<.42
-.20, p<.26 -.12, p<.35 -.12, p<.35
.35, p<.12 .48, p<.05 .43, p<.08
-.37, p<.11 -.42, p<,08 -.38, p<.10
-.42, p<.08 -.42, p<.08 ~-.39, p<.10

Bem
Androgyny

.02, pc.47
-.21, p<.26
-.05, p<.43

.23, p<.23

-.49, p<.05
-.02, p<.46
-.29, p<.17

.01, p<.48

-.38, p<.10
-.11, p<.36
-.25, p<.21

.18, p<.28

-.18, p<.28
-.21, p<.25
-.27, p<.19
-.26, p<.20

-.68, p<.007
-.06, p<.42
-.005, p<.49
1.00, p<.001

.06, p<.42
-.24, p<.21
.22, p<.24
.20, p<.25



Shame

Self, lst session
Other, lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Guilt

Self, lst session
Other, 1lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Total Anxiety

Self, lst session
Other, lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Relative Score

Self, lst session
Other, 1lst session
Self, 2nd session
Other, 2nd session

Bem Masculine
Bem Feminine
Bem Social Desirability
Bem Androgyny

Closure Correct
Closure Incorrect
Closure Difference
Closure Scale
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Table 10

Intercorrelations of BSRI Variables with

All Other Variables for the Androgynous

Criterion Group

Bem Bea
Social Desirability Masculine
=11, pc.24 .03, pc.bl
.01, pc.45 .08, p<.30
-.21, p<.09 -.10, p<.26
-.002, pc.49 -.12, pc.22
.15, pc.17 .14, p<.19
.15, p<.18 11, .25
.04, p<.39 .08, p<.30
.20, p<.10 .14, pc.19
.02, p<.b4 .06, p<.36
.08, p<.31 .10, p<.26
-.09, p<.28 -.01, p<.46
.10, p<.26 .001, p<.49
.11, p<.25 -.02, p<.44
-.14, p<.19 -.20, p<.10
.42, p<.00S .19, p<.11
.25, p<.06 .31, p<.02
.42, pc.004 1.00, p<.001
.37, p<.01 .91, p<.001
1.00, pe<.001 .42, p<.004
-.01, p<.47 .05, p<.36
-.17, p<.15 -.39, p<.008
.18, p<.13 .18, p<.1l4
-.23, p<.07 -.36, p<.01
-.20, p<.10 -.31, p<.02

Bem
Feminine

.05,
.03,
-.09,
-.20,

.22,
.09,
.19,
.04,

.09,
.06,
.04,
-.09,

-.08,

p< .36
pe .42
pc.28
p<.11

p<.09
p<.28
p<.12
p<.38

p<.29
p< .35
p<.38
p<.29

p<.32
p<.31
p<.03
p<.01

p<.001
p<.001
p<.0l

p<.004

p<.01
p<.10
p<.0l
p<.03

Bem
Androgvny

-.04, pc .39
-.13, p<.22

.008, pc.47
-.22, p< .09

.20, p<.11

.008, p<.48

.28, p<.04
-.12, pc.22

.08, p<.30
-.07, p<.32
14, <.18
-.18, p<.13

.21, p<.10
.31, p<.03
.30, p<.03
.19, p<.12

-.05, p<.36
.43, p<.004

-.01, p<.47

1.00, p<.001

.08, p<.30
.16, p<.16
-.06, p<.34
-.04, p<.39
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Table 11
T-tests for Sex Differences on BSRI Variables

Within Androgynous Criterion Group

Sex Mean SD T-score daf P

Social Desirability m=18 4.80 .46 -3.34 35 .002
£f=19 5.32 47

Androgyny m=18 -.14 .21 3.03 35 .005
f=19 -.07 .21

Masculine m=18 4,78 .51 -.93 35 .35

f=19 4.95 .58

£=19 5.03 .66
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Table 12
T-tests for Sex Differences on BSRI Variables
Within Masculine Criterion Group
Sex Mean SD T-score daf P

Social Desirability m=10 4,96 .54 .01 12 .99
f= 4 4,96 .16

Masculine m=10 5.53 .28 1.36 12 .19
f= 4 5.30 .29

Feminine m=10 4.16 .42 -.07 12 .94
f= 4 4.17 .20

Androgyny m=10 -1.37 .45 -1.06 12 .31
f- 4 -1.12 .15
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Overall, the results of the BSRI criterion analysis provided no particular-
ly useful additional information concerning the interaction among variables.

Subject Data on Excluded Subjects: AAS

Data from excluded cases for Self and Other forms of the AAS (session 1)

are comparable to the overall group (Table 13).

Insert Table 13 about here
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Table 13

AAS Data on Excluded Subjects

Self Other
Total Relative Total Relative
Subject Guilt Shame  Anxiety Score Guilt  Shame  Anxiety Score
1 169 107 276 13 161 111 272 4
2 123 125 248 0 151 149 300 -1
3 89 59 148 -1 125 94 219 -5
4 86 130 216 7 195 124 319 -9
5 159 168 327 =4 162 165 327 3

6 194 193 387 S 205 197 402 4
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APPENDIX C

Subject Classification

Classification of subjects by sex, into high, medium, and
low shame-guilt levels (Self and Other forms)

Sex Role Categories (based on median cutoffs) by Shame-
Guilt Intensity (Self and Other forms)

Mean Closure Scale score within sex role categories and
shame-guilt levels (Self and Other forms)

Number of subjects of each sex role category within high,
medium and low Closure Scale score groupings and shame-~
guilt levels.

Cases with consistent and inconsistent designations over
two sessions.

Comparison between AAS relative score and distribution-
based shame-guilt score designations.

Subjects Included in High, Medium, Low, Relative Score

Categories Within High, Medium, Low, Distribution-based
Shame-Guilt Levels
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Pilot data on the Self and Other forms of the AAS was used to assess sev-
eral different approaches to subject classification for the Main Study. Data
was viewed initially by designating high, medium and low ranges on AAS Shame
and Guilt scores separately and including appropriate cases in each grouping.
As can be seen from Table 1, difficulty arose immediately in the availability
of subjects for each cell. The present writer further explored the combination
of shame-guilt level classification with sex role classification (Table 2) and
with both sex role classification and Closure Flexibility groupings (Tables 3
& 4).

In every case difficulty arose in subject availability., A decision was
made on this basis to use only shame-guilt classification to class subjects and

to use a simplified, median-based, high-low, shame-guilt designation.

Insert Tables 1-4 about here

Reliability of the AAS Distribution-based Classifications over Two Sessions

A reliability check was done on the AAS (Other form, 1lst session) by com-
paring designations of high, middle, and low shame and guilt score combinations
with the same designations based on the cuts of the new distributions available
from the second session (Other form).

The results show that of a total sample of 96, 46 cases remain the same
designation in the two sessions. Extreme cases were heavily represented as
consistent over the two sessions. The cases that did fluctuate were middle range

values (Table 5).

Insert Table 5 about here
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Table 1
Classification of Subjects by Sex, into High, Medium,
and Low, Shame-Guilt Levels (Self and Other Forms)

High, Middle, and Low Shame and Guilt by Sex (Self form)

High Guilt Middle Guilt Low Guilt
High Shame males=7 males=4 males=2
females=13 females=3 females=2
Mid Shame males=1 males=10 males=5
females=6 females=11 femalesg=2
Low Shame males=0 males=5 males=10
females=3 females=3 females=10

High, Middle, and Low Shame and Guilt by Sex (Other form)

High Guilt Middle Guilt Low Guilt
High Shame males=6 males=7 males=2
females=13 females=2 females=3
Mid Shame males=4 males=7 males=3
females=8 females=9 females=3
Low Shame males=0 males=4 males=12
females=2 females=2 females=11



295
Table 2
Sex Role Categories (based on median cutoffs) by Shame-Guilt

Intensity (Self and Other forms)

Self form High Guilt Middle Guilt Low Guilt
High Shame N=2]1 M=7 N=6 M=} N=4 M=2
F=14 F=2 F=2
M F AU M F AU M F A U
5 3 8 5 3111 0 0 0 4
Mid Shame N=7 M=1 N=22 M=11 N=7 M=5
F=6 F=11 F=2
M F AU M F AU M F A U
1 4 11 2 4 8 8 311 2
Low Shame N=3 M=0 N=8 M=5 N=19 M=10
F=3 F=3 F=9
M F A U M F A U M F A U
1 110 1 2 2 3 3 27 7
Other form High Guilt Middle Guilt Low Guilt
High Shame N=18 M=6 N=9 M=7 N=5 M=2
F=12 F=2 F=3
M F A U M F AU M F A U
4 311 1 0 2 2 5 3101
Mid Shame N=12 M=4 N=16 M=7 N=6 M=3
F=8 F=9 F=3
M F AU M F A U M F A U
1 4 3 4 4 1 5 6 2 1 1 2
Low Shame N=2 M=0Q N=6 M=4 N=22 M=12
F=2 F=2 F=11
M F A U M F A U M F A U
1 010 0 4 1 1 4 2 610

Categories:

M=Masculine
F=Feminine
A=Androgynous
U=Undifferentiated



Self form

High Shame

Mid Shame

Low Shame

Other form

High Shame

Mid Shame

Low Shame
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Table 3

Mean Closure Scale Score Within Sex Role Categories and

Shame-Guilt Levels (Self and Other form)

High Guilt
M F A U
44,2 38.3 32.8 37.2
Overall mean=38.1
M F A U
29 32 25 26
Overall mean=28
M F A U
13 22 29 0
Overall mean=21.3
High Guilt
M F A U
43.3 35.6 34.0 35.5
Overall mean=37.1
M F A U
38 36 32.3 38.2
Overall mean=36.1
M F A U
13 0 30 0

Overall mean=10.7

Middle Guilt

M F A

40 41 49

Overall mean=4l1.7

U
37

M F A U

4

1 31

Overall mean=36.7

34.8 40.2

M F A U

4

5 38
Overall mean=36.7

Middle Guilt

M F A

0 32

Overall mean=22.4

M F A

40

7 40

Overall mean=40.5

26.5 37.5

U

25.5 32.2

)

43.6 37.8

M F A U

0

37.7 29

Overall mean=26.4

39

Low Guilt
M F A U
0 0 0 25.5
Overall mean=25.5
M F A - U
40.6 40 38  34.5
Overall mean=38.2
M F A U
39.8 52.5 43 42.1
Overall mean=44.3
Low Guilt
M F A U
35 38 0 49
Overall mean=30.5
M F A U
47.5 28 46  44.5
Overall mean=4l1.5
M F A U
41 41  39.5 37.6

Overall mean=38.7
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Number of Subjects of Each Sex Role Category
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Table 4

Within High, Medium, and Low Closure Scale Score Groupings

and Shame-Guilt Levels

Self form

High Shame-High Guilt
High Shame-Middle Guilt
High Shame-Low Guilt
Middle Shame-High Guilt
Middle Shame-Middle Guilt
Middle Shame-Low Guilt
Low Shame-High Guilt

Low Shame-Middle Guilt
Low Shame~Low Guilt

Other form

High Shame-High Guilt
High Shame-Middle Guilt
High Shame-Low Guilt
Middle Shame-High Guilt
Middle Shame-Middle Guilt
Middle Shame-Low Guilt
Low Shame-High Guilt

Low Shame-Middle Guilt
Low Shame-Low Guilt

OCOoOrHMHOKFHOKORX

OOHOMHONOOX

cocoONMNMNMNOOOM

OFHOMMOKFOMMT

2

HMOMHEOSMOOOKD»

<]
€

NHMHOMRNMNMOKWD

Closure Scores

Middle
1) M F A U
1 3 2 6 4
0 1111
3 0 0 01
1 0 3 00
0 2 2 3 6
1 1111
0 0 00O
1 1 2 0 2
1 2 0 3 6

Closure Scores

Middle
U M F A U
0 3 2 8 2
2 01 2 1
0 1 100
1 1 31 3
1 1 115
0 1 011
0 0 0 0O
0 0 2 01
4 31 2 7

HOOMHOOOKNMR

HOOKHNMNOOOMEX

High
F A
0 0
01
0 o
(VI
01
00
0 O
0 o
2 3

High
F A
0 0
00
00
00
0 3
00
00
2 0
11

HOoOOOKKOOOOC

cooOrHOOMROOC
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Table 5
Cases with Consistent and Inconsistent Designations Over Two

Session (n=96)

No Change Change
High Shame-High Guilt 12 7
High Shame-Medium Guilt 1 9
High Shame-Low Guilt 1 1
Medium Shame-High Guilt 3 6
Medium Shame-Medium Guilt 7 9
Medium Shame-Low Guilt 3 3
Low Shame-High Guilt 0 5
Low Shame-Medium Guilt 0 6
Low Shame-Low Guilt 19 4



299

Comparison Between AAS Relative Score and Distribution-Based Shame-Guilt Score
Designations

The purpose of the comparison was to assess the extent to which the Perlman
(1956) AAS "responses above the median," Relative score, reflected the designa-
tion, based on the distributions of shame and guilt scores. Cases of the AAS
(1st session, Other form) were tallied based on the value of the Relative score,

within the distribution-based shame-guilt classification (Table 6).

Insert Table 6 about here

The results of the comparison between the distribution-based scoring method
and the Relative score-based method points up the limitations of the latter
method. There is vast variation in Relative score level, within the shame-guilt
intensity groupings. A decision was made to use the distribution-based scoring

method for the Main Study.
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Table 6

Subjects Included in High, Medium, Low, Relative Score Categories

Within High, Medium, Low, Distribution-Based

Shame-Guilt Levels

High Guilt Middle Guilt

High Shame low=6 low=6
middle=11 middle=3
high=0 high=0

Middle Shame low=0 low=3
middle=4 middle=9
high=7 high=2

Low Shame low=0 low=1
middle=0 middle=2
high=2 high=2

Relative Score Ranges: High=above 6
Middle=1 to 6
Low=-13 to O

Distribution-Based Ranges: High= 180-234
Shame Middle=156-179
Low= 92-155

Guilt High= 201-242
Middle=177-200
Low= 122-176

Low Guilt

low=5
middle=0
high=0

low=3
middle=3
high=0

low=4
middle=10
high=10



APPENDIX D

FALSE FEEDBACK MATERIALS

301



Appendix D
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305 False positive traits subjects will receive
306 False negative traits subjects will receive
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315 Negative trait manual

321 Recall measure of feedback

322 Manipulation Check
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Listing of Trait Dimensions and Sources

Omnibus Personality Inventory

1. Thinking introversion
2. Theoretical orientation
3. Estheticism

4. Complexity

5. Individuality

6. Social extroversion

7. Impulse expression

Edwards Personality Inventory

1. Power* 8. Deference

2. Success oriented* 9. Abasement

3. Succorance 10. Nurturance

4. Intraception 11. Change

5. Affiliation 12. Endurance

6. Order 13. Aggression

7. Exhibition 14. Freedom oriented*

California Personality Inventory

Dominance

Sense of well being

Social presence

Self acceptance
Socialization
Responsibility

Self control

Sociability

Capacity for status

10. Tolerance

11. Good impression

12. Flexibility

13. Psychological mindedness
14. Intellectual efficiency
15. Achievement via independence
16. Achievement via conformity
17. Communality

CoOoO~NOTUBSWNH-
o o

Starred items have undergone changes in trait names in order to avoid
labeling several trait dimensions the same. All traits from the
three sources will be randomly mixed in manual typing.



13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
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Order as Character Trait Descriptions Appear in Manual

flexibility
change
sense of well being

success oriented
exhibition
freedom oriented

order

complexity

aggression

abasement

intraception

achievement via independence
intellectual efficiency
succorance

impulse expression
psychological mindedness
good impression

power

capacity for status

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.

nurturance

sociability

endurance

affiliation
self-control

deference

socialization
individuality

social extroversion
communality

thinking introversion
tolerance

social presence
theoretical orientation
dominance
responsibility
achivement via conformity
estheticism

self-acceptance
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Pogitive Traits

Below are listed 10 character traits on which you showed high positive

scores. Each trait is preceded by a reference number, to help you locate the

character description in the Positive Character Trait Manual.

1. Flexibility

20, Nurturance

22, Endurance

23. Affiliation

25. Deference

26. Socialization

28. Social Extroversion
29, Communality

35. Responsibility

36. Achievement via conformity
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Negative Traits

Below are listed 10 characteristics in which you showed high negative scores.
Each trait is preceded by a reference number to help you locate the character

description in the Negative Character Trait Manual.

3. Sense of well being
6. Freedom oriented

8. Complexity

10. Abasement

11. Intraception

14, Succorance

18. Power

31. Tolerance

32, Social presence

34. Dominance
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Positive Character Trait Manual

Compiled on the basis of analysis

of research data. Project number 1642.
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Flexibility (+) - informal, adventurous, confident, humorous, rebellious,
idealistic, assertive, and egoistic; as being sarcastic and cynical:

and as highly concerned with personal pleasure and diversion.

Change (+) - does new and different things, travels, meets new people,
experiences novelty and change in daily routine; experiments and

tries new things, eats in new and different places; participates in

new fads and fashions.

Sense of Well-Being (+) - energetic, enterprising, alert, ambitious,
and versatile; as being productive and active: and as valuing work

and effort for its own sake.

Success Oriented (+) - does one's best to be successful: accomplishes
tasks requiring skill and effort; a recognized authority: accomplishes
something of great significance; does a difficult job well; solves
difficult problems and puzzles; able to do things better than others:
writes a great novel or play.

. kxhibition (+) - says witty and clever things; tells amusing jokes

and stories: tal..s about personal adventures and experiences; has others
notice and comment upon appearance says things just to see what effect
it will have on others; talks about personal achievement; is the center
of attention: uses words that others do not know the meaning of; asks
questions others cannot answer.

. Freedon Oriented (+) - able to come and go as desired; says what one thinks
about things:; independent of others in making decisions; feels free to

do what one wants: does things that are unconventional: avoids responsibilities

and obligations.



7.

10.

11.

12.
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Order (+) - has written work neat and organized; makes plans before

starting on a difficult task; has things organized; keeps things neat

and orderly; makes advance plans when taking a trip; organizes details
of work; keeps letters and files according to some system; has meals
organized and a definite time for eating; has things arranged so that
they run smoothly without change.

Complexity (+) - 1likes to take a chance on something without knowing
whether it will actually work, to play with new ideas even if they should
turn out to be a waste of time, and to undertake projects about whose
outcome they have no idea; the unfinished and imperfect holds greater
appeal for him/her than the completed and polished; and he/she believes
that for most questions there is more than one right answer.

Aggression (+) - tactful; assertive; able to respond to others truth-
fully, without ridicule: able to separate out disagreement from personal
feelings about another; willing to take blame when appropriate.

Abasement (+) - although may feel guilt for wrongdoing, does not abuse
self unduly; able to handle most situations; does not experience

intense shame for failures, but accepts that they are part of life.
Intraception (+) - analyzes one's motives and feelipngs; observes others,
to understand how others feel about problems; puts one's self in another's
place; judges people by why they do things rather than by what they do;
analyzes the behavior of others; analyzes the motives of others; predicts

how others will act.
Achievement via Independence (+) - mature, forceful, strong, dominant,
demanding, and foresignted; as being independent and self-reliant; and

as having superior intellectual ability and judgment.



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
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Intellectual Efficiency (+) - efficient, clear-thinking, capable,

intellegent, progressive, planful, thowough, and resourceful; as being
alert and well-informed; and as placing a high value on cognitive and
intellectual matters.

Succorance (+) - has others provide help when in trouble; seeks
encouragement from others; has others be kindly; has others to be
sympathetic and understanding about personal problems; receives a great
deal of affection from others; has others do favors cheerfully; is
helped by others when depressed; has others feel sorry when sick; has

a fuss made over when hurt.

Impulse Expressions (+) - does not give teachers much trouble in school,
do not hate regulations, have never done any heavy drinking, and would
be uncomfortable in anything other than fairly conventional dress.
Psychological Mindedness (+) - observant, spontanéous, quick, perceptive,
talkative, resourceful, and changeable; as being verbally fluent and
socially ascendant; and as being rebellious toward rules, restrictions,
and constraints.

Good Impression (+) - cooperative, enterprising, outgoing, sociable,
warm, and helpful; as being concerned with making a good impression;

and as being diligent and persistent.

Power (+) - argues for one's point of view; a leader in groups to
which he/she belongs; is regarded by others as a leader; elected or
appointed chairman of committees; makes group decisions; settles
arguments and disputes between others; persuades and influence others to
do what one wants; supervises and directs the actions of others; tells

others how to do their jobs.



19.

20.

21.

22'

23.

24,
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Capacity for Status (+) - ambitious, active, forceful, insightful,

resourceful, and versatile; as being ascendant and self-seeking;

effective in communication; and as having personal scope and breadth

of interests.

Nurturance (+) - helps others when they are in trouble; assists others
less fortunate; treats others with kindness and sympathy; forgives

others; does small favors for others; is generous with others; sympathizes
with others who are hurt or sick; shows a great deal of affection toward
others; has others confide in him/her about personal problems.

Sociability (+) - outgoing enterprising, and ingenious; as being
competitive and forward; and as original and fluent in thought.

Endurance (+) - keeps at a job until it is finished; completes any job
undertaken; works hard at a task; keeps at a puzzle or problem until it

is solved; works at a single job before taking on others; stays up late
working in order to get a job done; puts in long hours of work without
distraction; sticks at a problem even though it may seem as if no progress
is being made; avoids being interrupted while at work.

Affiliation (+) - 1loyal to friends; participates in friendly groups; does
things for friends; forms new friendships; makes as many friends as
possible; shares things with friends, does things with friends rather

than alone; forms strong attachments; writes letters to friends.

Self Control (+) - calm, patient, practical, show, self-denying,
inhibited, thoughtful, and deliberate; as being strict and thorough in
their own work and in their expectations for others; and as being

honest and conscientious.
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26‘

27.

28.

29.

30.
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Deference (+) - gets suggestions from others; finds out what others
think to follow instructions and do what is expected; praises others;
tells others that they have done a good job; accepts the leadership of
others; reads about great men; conforms to custom and avoids the
unconventional; lets others make decisions.
Socialization (+) - serious, honest, industrious, modest, obliging,
sincere, and steady; as being conscientious and responsible; and as
being self-denying and conforming.
Individuality (+) - feels that disobedience to government is sometimes
justified, and does not favor strict enforcement of all laws no matter
what the consequences; denies that only a fool would change the
American way of life, that communism is the most hateful thing in the
world today, that the most important qualities of a husband are deter-
mination and ambition, and that there must be something wrong with a
person who lacks religious feeling,
Social Extroversion (+) - wusually enjoys parties, does not avoid large
gatherings, does not prefer to stay at home rather than attend social
functions; does not mind appearing on programs: is cordial to strangers
and talks with them when traveling.
Communality (+) - dependable, moderate, tactful, reliable, sincere,
patient, steady, and realistic; as being honest and conscientious;
and as having common sense and good judgment.
Thinking Introversion (+) - enjoys thought-provoking lectures; mulls
over ideas presented in class; examines and analyzes own motives and
reactions; questions teachers' statements and ideas; interested in
learning about history of human thought; enjoys test questions in which

information is in a different form than originally learned.
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31. Tolerance (+) - enterprising, informal, quick, tolerant, clear-
thinking, and resourceful; as being intellectually able and verbally
fluent; and as having broad and varied interests.

32. Social Presence (+) - clever, enthusiastic, imaginative, quick,
informal, spontaneous, and talkative; as being active and vigorous;
and as having an expressive, ebullient nature.

33. Theoreticai Orientation (+) - endorses items reflecting an interest
in reading about science; likes speculating about problems which have
challenged experts; enjoys conducting research and doing assignments
requiring original research work; likes looking for faulty reasoning
in an argument; prefers the man of ideas to the practical man.

34, Dominance (+) - aggressive, confident, persistent, and planful; as
being persuasive and verbally fluent; as self-reliant and independent;
and as having leadership potential and initiative.

35. Responsibility (+) - planful, responsible, thorough, progressive,
capable, dignified; as being conscientious and dependable; resourceful
and efficient; and as being alert to ethical and moral issues.

36. Achievement via Conformity (+) - capable, co-operative, efficient,
organized, responsible, stable, and sincere; as being persistent and
industrious; and as valuing intellectual activity and intellectual
achievement.

37. Estheticism (+) - enjoys listening to poetry, looking at paintings,
sculpture, and architecture, collecting prints of paintings, and
reading about artistic and literary achievements; has tried writing

poetry, and is fascinated by the effect of sunlight on objects and scenes.
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38. Self-Acceptance (+) - intelligent, outspoken, sharp-witted, demanding,

aggressive, and self-centered; as being persuasive and verbally fluent;

and as possessing self-confidence and self-assurance.
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Negative Character Trait Manual

Compiled on the basis of analysis

of research data. Project number 1642.
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Flexibility (-)- deliberate, cautious, worrying, industrious, guarded,

mannerly, methodical, and rigid; as being formal and pedantic in thought;
and as being overly deferential to authority, custom, and tradition.

Change (-)- prefers a less flexible more structured life style; has
difficulty experiencing spontaneously; may be upset by novelty.

Sense of Well Being (-) - leisurely, awkward, cautious, apathetic, and
conventional; as being self-defensive and apologetic; and as constructed

in thought and action.

Success Oriented (-) - puts forth minimal effort; satisfied with accomplishing
the minimal; gets by; often approaches only easy, low risk tasks; while
feeling that the success achieved is substantial.

Exhibition (-) - withdrawn often; unwilling to fully venture out into the
social world; rarely risks being fully attended to; fears embarrassment;

may view even positive attention as potentially threatening.

Freedom Oriented (-) - dependent; unable to act in a fully independent

way; does not always take initiative; tentative; self doubting; rarely does
the unconventional.

Order (-) - disorderly; not well organized; rarely plans before beginning

a task; poor planner; little attention to detail.

Complexity (-) - does not like things to be uncertain and unpredictable;
does not hate regulations; is not politically radical; and has not had
peculiar or strange experiences; prefers pleasant friends to those always
involved in some difficult problem, and finds straightforward reasoning more
appealing than the search for analogies and metaphors.

Aggression (-) - attacks contrary points of view; tells others what one thinks
about them; criticizes others publicly; makes fun of others; tells others off

when disagreeing with them; gets revenge for insults, becomes angry, blames

others when things go wrong; reads newspaper accounts of violence.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15,
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Abasement (-) - feels guilty when he/she does something wrong; accepts

blame when things do not go right; feels that personal pain and misery
suffered does moregood than harm; feels the need for punishment for wrong
doing; feels better when giving in and avoiding a fight than when having his/
her own way; feels the need for confession of errors; feels depressed by
inability to handle situations; feels timid in the presence of superiors;
feels inferior to others in most respects.

Intraception (-) - rarely self reflective; seems not to be able to comprehend
own feelings; often does not respond to feelings in others; difficulty
empathizing; may judge others by what they do rather than understand why they
did 1c,

Achievement via Independence (-) - inhibited, anxious, cautious, dissatisfied,
dull, and wary; as being submissive and compliant before authority; and as
lacking in self-insight and self-understanding.

Intellectual Efficiency (-) - cautious, confused, easygoing, defensive,
shallow, and unambitious; as being conventional and stereotyped in thinking;
and as lacking in self-direction and self-discipline.

Succorance (-) - has difficulty accepting help from others; difficulty in
asking to have own needs met; fears rejection; difficulty accepting sympathy
from others.

Impulse Expression (-) - at times feels like swearing and at times like
smashing things, often acts on the spur of the moment without stopping to
think; some of their friends think their ideas are impractical if not a bit
wild; does not prefer people who are never profane, and does not subscribe

to the statement that they have never done anything dangerous for the thrill

of 1it.



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,
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Psychological Mindedness (-) - apathetic, peaceable, serious, cautious, and

unassuming; as being slow and deliberate in tempo; and as being overly
conforming and conventional.

Good Impression (-) - inhibited, cautious, shrewed, wary, aloof, and resentful;
as being cool and distant in their relationships with others; and as being
self-centered and too little concerned with the needs and wants of others.
Power (-) - gives up own position easily; rarely acts as an effective

leader in groups; absense of self-assurance; has difficulty in effectively
persuading others.

Capacity for Status (-) - apathetic, shy, conventional dull, mild, simple,
and slow; as being stereotyped in thinking; restricted in outlook and interests;
and as being uneasy and awkward in new or unfamiliar social situationms.
Nurturance (-) - rarely offers assistance to others fully; not as sensitive
to the needs of others as could be; has difficulty forgiving others; has
difficulty confiding in others.

Sociability (-) - awkward, conventional, quiet, submissive, and unassuming;
as being detached and passive in attit