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Abstract: The purpose of this study was to further validate a new scenario-based measure of shame- and guilt-proneness entitled the Shame and Guilt Inventory (SAGI).  This measure was validated by examining the associations between the SAGI and other widely used measures of guilt-proneness and shame-proneness (e.g., Test of Self-Conscious Affect, Personal Feelings Questionnaire, Gilbert Shame and Guilt Scale, Guilt Inventory) as well as with measures of psychopathology (e.g., anxiety, depression). As in previous studies, three of the SAGI subscales showed adequate convergent and divergent validity in a sample of 254 college students.  However, one SAGI subscale did not show the expected results. Discussion focuses on the strengths and limitations of the SAGI, including potential issues with the fourth subscale.
Development of the Shame and Guilt Inventory

The current study is designed to further validate a new measure of shame and guilt called the Shame and Guilt Inventory (SAGI; Eyre, 2004).  The SAGI was developed using a similar methodology to the TOSCA-3 (The Test of Self-Conscious Affect; Tangney, Dearing, Wagner, & Gramzow, 2000), but was built on a slightly different foundation with regard to underlying theory and types of scenarios and items chosen.

Differences Between the SAGI and TOSCA-3

· The SAGI was developed using Olthof’s (1996) appraisal theory as its primary theoretical foundation for scenario selection. 

· The SAGI was designed using the functionalist framework as opposed to the inherent adaptivity framework. 

· The use of both moral and nonmoral situations were used in order to maximize the range of possible shame-eliciting scenarios

· Although the correlate-based judgments Tangney and colleagues use in the TOSCA indicate what participants believe they are likely to “think” or “do” in a given situation, they do not directly assess the degree to which a participant thinks he or she is likely to experience the emotion itself. Thus the terms “guilt” and “shame” were used as responses for the SAGI scenarios to represent the likelihood participants would respond with these emotions.

· To further enhance face validity of these scales and abate the potential criticism that participants are confusing the terms “guilt” and “shame,” definitions for both emotions were used in the instructions for the final version of the measure.

Similarities Between the SAGI and TOSCA-3

· The SAGI is a scenario-based measure and this format was chosen because of the unique abilities of these type of measures to hold the situation constant and give participants the ability to place their ratings within a well-defined context.

· As found by Tangney and colleagues, the TOSCA-type correlate-based judgments provide valuable information that may not be gleaned by the emotion ratings alone.  These judgments provide information not only about the action tendencies a person is likely to engage in, but also the individual’s relative emotional savvy. For this reason, correlate-based guilt and shame scales were also used in the final version of the SAGI.
Method

Participants


Participants were 245 undergraduate students from Jacksonville State University.  Students were recruited from undergraduate psychology classes and math classes.  There were 63 males (24.8%) and 182 females (71.7%).  The mean age of participants was 22 years (SD = 6.49 years) with an age range of 16 to 64 years.  Participants were 65.0% White (n = 165), 2% Hispanic (n=5), 25.6% African American (n=65), 2.8% Native American (n=7), and the remaining 4 people were Asian (n=2) and Pacific Islander (n=2).   

Instruments


Shame and Guilt Inventory (SAGI; Eyre, 2004).  Each of the shame and guilt subscales of the SAGI consisted of 17 items rated on the same likelihood scale as the TOSCA-3.  That is, participants rated the likelihood on a scale from 1 “not at all likely” to 5 “very likely.”  The SAGI measured shame and guilt using the emotion terms “shame” and “guilt.”  In the present study these scales are identified in the results as the “shame emotion” and “guilt emotion” scales.  In addition to measuring shame and guilt in this manner, the “shame responses” and “guilt responses” were included.  A sample shame response was, “Try to hide your hand when you are introduced to new people.”  For the same scenario the guilt response was, “Feel like there was something you could have done to change people’s impression of you.”


Test of Self-Conscious Affect version 3 (TOSCA-3; Tangney, Dearing, Wagner, & Gramzow, 2000).  The TOSCA-3 contains 16 scenarios in which participants rate the likelihood they would respond with guilt and shame responses on a 5-point scale from 1 “not likely” to 5 “very likely.” 


Personal Feelings Questionnaire version 2 (PFQ-2; Harder & Zalma, 1990).  The PFQ-2 is the most commonly used measure of guilt and shame frequency.  Participants are asked to make ratings of how frequently they feel emotion words linked to shame (e.g., childish, embarrassed) and guilt (e.g., mild guilt, regret).  Frequency is rated by participants from 0 “never or almost never” to 4 “continuously or almost continuously.”


Gilbert’s Shame and Guilt Scale (GSGS; Gilbert, Allan, & Pehl, 1991).  Gilbert’s Shame and Guilt Scale was conceptualized in terms of prototypic guilt and shame situations.  Specifically, “Shame was conceptualized in terms of issues of dominant-subordinant relationships (sense of inferiority, being scrutinized, criticized and/or seen negatively by others).  Guilt was conceptualized as arising from co-operative and caring behavior, and being most likely to be activated in situations of harming others” (Alexander, Brewin, Vearnals, Wolff, & Leff, 1999, p. 328).  Participants rate on a 5-point scale the degree of upset they would feel in each situation from 1 “little or no upset” to “extreme upset.” 


Guilt Inventory (GI).  The Guilt Inventory (Kugler & Jones, 1992) contains 45 statements that make up three subscales — state guilt, trait guilt, and morality, but only trait guilt was assessed in this study.  Participants rate each item on a five-point scale anchored by “very untrue of me or strongly disagree” and “very true of me or strongly agree.”  


Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2 Subscales (MMPI-2).  For this study, four scales (anxiety, depression, ego strength, and social responsibility) from the MMPI-2 (Butcher, 1989) were used. 

Results

Convergent Validity:  Correlations Between the Shame and Guilt Measures


One way to look at the construct validity of a measure is to examine how the measure of interest correlates with other measures of the same construct.  The typical format for this type of analysis is a multitrait-multimethod analysis.  Given the number of scales involved, the MTMM model has been modified for ease of comparison.  First, Table 1 shows the correlations between the SAGI subscales.  There is ample evidence of convergent validity.  The evidence for divergent validity is harder to come by.  All of the shame and guilt subscales correlate quite highly, especially the two emotion subscales.  However, this is not a complete test of divergent validity, because the subscales share a high degree of method variance.  That is, only the response types were different, not the scenarios that participants rated.  Further, it is possible, even probable, that participants may feel both emotions in a given scenario.  

Table 1.  Correlations Among the SAGI Subscales
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PFQ-2 Shame

.63*

.63*

-.6

-.53*

GSGS Shame

.28*

.28*

-.20*

-.39

TOSCA-3 Shame

.40*

.40*

-.40*

-.36*

SAGI Shame Emotion

.28*

.30*

-.27*

-.26

SAGI Shame Repsonse

.34*

.32*

-.27*

-.31

PFQ-2 Guilt

.51*

.52*

-.50*

-.33

GSGS Guilt

.06

.52*

-.03

-.02

TOSCA-3 Guilt

.07

.03

.02

-.05

SAGI Guilt Emotion

.19*

.17*

-.14

-.20*

SAGI Guilt Response

.14

.10

-.10

-.15

Guilt Inventory-Trait

.51*

.55*

-.51*

-.32*

* correlations were significant at p < .01

 


All correlations were significant at p < .0005.


More indicative of convergent and divergent validity are the correlations between the SAGI subscales and other measures of guilt and shame.  Table 2 illustrates that three of the four SAGI subscales do discriminate between guilt and shame with regard to the other targeted guilt and shame measures.  SAGI shame emotion and shame responses were more highly correlated with the TOSCA-3, PFQ-2, and GSGS shame scales than the SAGI guilt scales (compare the upper left panel with the lower left panel).  Somewhat problematic for the SAGI divergent validity was the finding that the shame emotion and guilt emotion correlations did not clearly differentiate in their relationship with the shame measures (first and third columns in the upper panel).  Additionally, the guilt emotion scale was highly correlated with both shame and guilt measures (contrast the upper and lower panels of the third column).  The guilt responses did not show the same pattern as the guilt emotion scales.  The guilt responses were more highly correlated with TOSCA-3 guilt and GSGS guilt as compared to the respective measures’ shame scales (see the upper and lower panels for the fourth column).  The PFQ-2 was the only measure that did not show this pattern — guilt responses were only moderately correlated with both the PFQ-2 guilt and PFQ-2 shame scales.  Not surprisingly, given their similar operationalization, the SAGI guilt responses scale was more strongly correlated with the TOSCA-3 guilt scale than either the PFQ-2 guilt or GSGS guilt scales. 

Table 2.  Correlations Between the SAGI and Other Guilt and Shame Measures
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.37*
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.71*
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PFQ-2 Guilt
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.42*

.36*

.26*

GSGS Guilt

.7*
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TOSCA-3 Guilt

.44*

.41*

.57*

.66*

Guilt Inventory-Trait

.32*

.28*

.20*

.15

* correlations were significant at p < .01
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Thus it appears that there is quite a bit of evidence for convergent validity.  The SAGI shame items were significantly correlated with other measures of shame.  Similarly, SAGI guilt items were significantly correlated with other guilt measures, especially for those scales that were operationalized in a similar manner.  There was much less evidence for divergent validity.  All of the scales were quite highly correlated.  However, the SAGI is not the only measure that has this problem. The majority of the shame and guilt scales show significant correlations not only with measures of the same construct, but also with measures of the other construct.  This is especially true for the PFQ-2, whose items are most similar to the SAGI emotion items.  

Discriminant Validity:  Correlations Between Guilt, Shame, and Symptoms of Psychopathology and Adjustment


The second purpose of this study was to examine the discriminant validity of the SAGI.  This was done by correlating the SAGI with a variety of symptoms of psychopathology as well as indices of adjustment.  Table 3 presents the correlations between depression, anxiety, guilt, and shame.  We had predicted, in accordance with past research, that shame would be positively correlated with all internalizing symptoms.  This hypothesis was supported in that shame, as measured by all target instruments, was positively correlated with MMPI-2 depression and MMPI-2 anxiety.  Unlike shame, the predictions for guilt’s relationship were predicated on the measure used.  We predicted that PFQ-2 guilt frequency, GI trait guilt, and SAGI guilt emotion scales would be positively correlated with symptoms of anxiety and depression, but the guilt as measured by the GSGS, TOSCA, and SAGI guilt responses would not be correlated.  These assertions were supported for all correlations, except the SAGI Guilt Emotion subscale.  

Table 3. Correlations Between MMPI-2 Depression Anxiety, Ego Strength, Social Skills and Guilt and Shame




As predicted, all of the shame subscales were negatively correlated with ego strength, and social responsibility (see Table 4 below).  With regard to guilt, we predicted that the GSGS guilt scale, TOSCA guilt scale, and SAGI guilt response would be uncorrelated with ego strength and social responsibility..  This hypothesis was supported for all correlations except the relationship between ego strength and SAGI guilt responses.  For these two variables there was a significant negative correlation.  For the PFQ-2 guilt, GI trait guilt, and SAGI guilt emotion subscales, we predicted that guilt would be negatively correlated with ego strength, and social responsibility; this hypothesis was supported.


We predicted that empathy would be positively correlated with both guilt and shame, with the guilt correlations being higher than the shame correlations.  Guilt was significantly positively related with empathy across measures (see Table 5).  Shame, however, was only positively correlated with empathy for the TOSCA-3 and SAGI guilt scales.  There was no relationship with empathy for either the PFQ-2 shame or GSGS shame scales.  Also, as predicted, the correlations between guilt and empathy were larger in magnitude than those between shame and empathy.

Discussion
Summary of Findings
· The SAGI appears to have has adequate convergent validity.  The SAGIs’s guilt scales were correlated with all of the other guilt scales; the SAGI shame scales also correlated with the other shame scales.  

· The divergent validity findings are not so promising.  That is, the SAGI shame scales were not more strongly correlated with other shame scales than with other guilt scales.  And, SAGI guilt scales were not more strongly correlated with other guilt scales than with other shame scales.  However, this degree of correlation is not unique to the SAGI; it is common to many guilt and shame measures.  

· As for discriminate validity, the most interesting results to compare are those between the TOSCA-3 and SAGI.  The TOSCA-3 shame scale and the SAGI shame emotion and SAGI shame responses showed very similar results across all scales.  This suggests that the shame responses present in both the TOSCA-3 and the SAGI are consistent in their operationalization with participants’ understanding of shame as an emotion in the SAGI.  However, the results from all four guilt scales do not match up in the same way.  The TOSCA-3 guilt responses and the SAGI guilt responses were nearly identical in the correlations with measure of psychopathology.  These scales both portray guilt as relatively benign in that it was unrelated to symptoms of psychopathology and adjustment (Sabini & Silver, 1997).  However, the SAGI guilt emotion subscale did not show the same pattern of results as the guilt responses.  Rather, it mirrored the results of the PFQ-2 guilt frequency measure, the Guilt Inventory trait guilt scale, and all of the shame scales.  One possible explanation for this finding is that participants were confusing the guilt emotion subscale with the shame emotion subscale (suggested by Tangney, 1996, as a potential problem with the PFQ-2 guilt frequency and GI trait guilt scales).  However, two sets of results refute this interpretation.  First, repeated measures means analyses that were conducted to investigate this possibility suggest that participants were making differential guilt emotion and shame emotion ratings.  Second, the fact that this finding was replicated with two different types of measures suggests that the finding is not an anomaly.  Specifically, the correlations between guilt emotion ratings using a scenario-based measure (suggested by Tangney, 1996, as the best type of measure) and psychopathology were the same as the correlations found using an emotion-word rating measure (PFQ-2) and a trait characterization measure (GI).

· The differential results for the SAGI guilt emotion and guilt response subscales suggest that it is not the just the scenarios, but the scenarios plus the responses to the scenarios that are giving the TOSCA guilt scale its adaptive leaning.  This is further amplified when social desirability findings are taken into account.  The only scales that were positively correlated with socially desirable responding were the scales where guilt was portrayed as a socially desirable behavior through its focus on others’ feelings, fixing potential wrongs, and behaving in a socially appropriate manner (e.g., saying “sorry” when one has done something wrong).

Future Directions

There are many directions that future research may take.  The first may be toward the further validation of the SAGI as a measure of shame- and guilt-proneness.  Although the findings were quite supportive of the measure’s validity, there are still some areas that need further exploration.  For example, researchers should develop a laboratory study to look at how guilt- and shame-proneness predicts an individual’s behavior within several contrived situations that might induce minor instances of guilt or shame (e.g., breaking something in the laboratory or not being able to solve a difficult puzzle; see Lewis, 1992 for similar studies done with children).   

Concluding Thoughts

There is no direct evidence that the SAGI scenarios are superior to the TOSCA scenarios.  The SAGI does, however, allow for a wider range of responses and reduce the likelihood of ceiling effects, with some scenarios designed to elicit lower levels of shame and guilt and others designed to elicit one emotion over the other.  Compare, for example, the SAGI guilt responses mean in Study 4 was 3.60 while the TOSCA guilt scale mean was 4.03 (both with a ceiling of 5.0).  Still, future research needs to be done to determine which measure is better at predicting actual behavior.  Yet, in sum, the findings of the studies presented here suggest that the SAGI is a viable measure of guilt and shame.  Given the unique results with the SAGI guilt emotion and guilt response scales, I suggest that researchers consider employing this measure in their research endeavors.
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				SAGI Shame Emotion		SAGI Shame Response		SAGI Guilt Emotion		SAGI Guilt Response

		PFQ-2 Shame		.46*		.51*		.37*		.29*

		GSGS Shame		.56*		.54*		.50*		.42*

		TOSCA-3 Shame		.71*		.73*		.69*		.53*

		PFQ-2 Guilt		.43*		.42*		.36*		.26*

		GSGS Guilt		.7*		.37*		.49*		.50*

		TOSCA-3 Guilt		.44*		.41*		.57*		.66*

		Guilt Inventory-Trait		.32*		.28*		.20*		.15

		* correlations were significant at p < .01
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