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The OPHI module is set to quantify the ability to go about 

without shame (Zavaleta 2007).  

 

Shame as a ‘‘. . .global, painful, and devastating experience in which 

the self,…, is painfully scrutinized and negatively evaluated. . . 

often accompanied by a sense of  shrinking…being small, 

…worthlessness and powerlessness.’’ (Tagney in Sabini and Silver 

1997: 3).  

 

Shame proneness refers to “the tendency to experience the 

emotion shame in response to specific negative events” (Tangney 

and Dearing 2002: 33). 

 

It links the self  in relation to others, then shame and stigma are 

closely interrelated. 

Shame and shame proneness 



Stigma refers to “deeply discrediting” attributes (Goffman 1963) which are 

“applied by society and borne or possessed by groups and individuals… with 

inherent qualities such as sex or skin color, …religion or nationality…other 

health conditions” (Pan American Health Organization 2003: 11).  

 

the standards for the evaluation of  self  are defined to a larger extend by other’s 

evaluation 

 

 

 

The questions look at both, shame proneness and the shame 

associated with poverty, forming what could arguably be called the 

stigma of  poverty.  

Stigma and shame proneness 



The Questionnaire: shame proneness 

Shame proneness: 10 questions to asses the level of shame proneness 
 

For each of the following listed feelings place a number from 1 to 4, 
reflecting how common the feeling is for you. 

 

 

 

 

Feeling:  

1.Embarrassment    2. Feeling ridiculous  3. Self-consciousness  

4. Feeling humiliated  5. Feeling “stupid”    6. Feeling “childish”  

7. Feeling helpless 8. Feelings of blushing     9. Feeling laughable 

10. Feeling disgusting to others 

1 = rarely 2 = occasionally 3 = often 4 = always 



The Questionnaire: stigma of poverty 

8 questions that assess whether respondents would feel shame if they 
were poor (Zavaleta, 2007) 
 

Do you agree/disagree with the following statement:  

 1. I would be ashamed if I was poor. 

 2. I would be ashamed if someone in my family was poor. 

 3. People living in poverty should be ashamed of themselves. 

 4. People who are not poor make people who are poor feel bad. 
 

How do you think most people in your community would answer the previous 
questions? 

 5. I would be ashamed if I was poor. 

 6. I would be ashamed if someone in my family was poor. 

 7. People living in poverty should be ashamed of themselves. 

 8. People who are not poor make people who are poor feel bad. 



Outline 

I. The socio-economic context of  Chile 

  

II. The dataset 

  The OPHI survey module in the CASEN  

III. Descriptive Analysis 

 Shame proneness 

 Stigma of  poverty 

IV. Psychometric evaluation 

 Reliability, Validity , and Consistency 

 Measurement invariance across groups 

 

V. Conclusions 



II. The survey data 

• The OPHI module uses a subsample of the Socioeconomic National 

Household Survey (CASEN) of 2009 : 

– 2052 respondents for the shame and humiliation questionnaire, 

valid answers reduced sample size to 1405. 

– 51.8% are women. 

– 65.6% are head of households, 32.2% are husband/wife or 

partners. 

– 70.9% live in urban areas.  

– The mean age was 47.6 (SD=13.2). 



 

III. Descriptive analysis: 

Shame proneness -How often do you feel…? 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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stupid

childish

helpless, paralyzed
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Stigma to poverty – Frequencies 
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I would be ashamed if I was poor
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indirectly directly



The experience of shame is shaped by certain 

characteristics 

Treated in a 

prejudiced way? 
If  yes why? 

No, never 
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Occasionally 
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IV. Psychometric evaluation 

A)Reliability: How much information about the construct (stigma 

of  poverty / shame proneness) is contained in the observed 

indicators (responses) 

 

Cronbach Alpha 

The reliability  is defined as the square of  the correlation between the 

indicator variables and the underlying construct (factor). 

 
  Cronbach-alpha 

Shame proneness 0.83 

Stigma to poverty 0.74 



IV. Psychometric evaluation (ctd.) 

B) Structural validity :  

 

Whether the instrument is indeed measuring what it purports 

to evaluate 

 

To assess structural validity we will use confirmatory factor 

analysis. 

 

We assume the presence of  two factors: one for stigma (1 ) 

and one for shame proneness (2 ) 
 



Structural validity : Confirmatory Factor analysis 

 

The Model: 
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Question/indicator   Factor  

F1: Shame 

proneness 

loadings 

F2: Stigma 

to poverty 

 

Uniqueness  

1.Ashamed if  poor    0.1164 0.9460 0.0914 

2. Ashamed if  family is poor    0.1684 0.9403 0.0876 

3. Poor people should be ashamed    0.1364 0.8580 0.2452 

4. Others make poor feel bad    -0.0114 0.1986 0.9604 

7. Others think the poor should be 

ashamed  

  0.3019 0.3711 0.7711 

          

Feelings         

1. Embarrassment     0.7128 0.0607 0.4883 

2. Ridiculous    0.7814 0.0699 0.3846 

3. Self-consciousness    0.7486 0.2153 0.3933 

4. Humiliated    0.7654 0.1272 0.3979 

5. Stupid    0.8031 0.1025 0.3445 

6. Childish    0.4897 0.0266 0.7595 

7. helpless, paralyzed    0.7073 0.1101 0.4876 

8. Blushing    0.586 0.0791 0.6504 

9. Laughable    0.8381 0.0119 0.2974 

10. Disgusting to others    0.7986 0.0244 0.3616 



Confirmatory FA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Confirms the presence of  two factors: one for stigma and one for shame 

proneness. 

 

It also validates the stigma of  poverty through questions 1 to 3 or 5 to 7. 

Questions 4 or 8 seem not to be a latent manifestation of  the stigma of  

poverty. 

 

Number of  factors 

(2) 

Proportion of  

variance 

explained (%)  

Factor 1 - Shame 

proneness 
43.3 

Factor 2 -  Stigma of  

poverty 
22.7 



IV. Pychometric evaluation 

C) Measurement Invariance 

 

To assess horizontal differences in the perception of  shame 

across groups we look at measurement invariance. 

 

For this we need to test the invariance of  the slopes or 

loadings (and intercepts) of  the factor model across groups.  
 



Group invariance: Shame proneness 

Kruskal-Wallis 

variance 

Measurement invariance (SEM) 

Group Slopes (loading)  Intercepts  
Latent 

variance  

Latent 

means  

Ethnic 

groups  

√  

√  1 0 
√ 

Except self-conscious 

and childish  

Gender 

groups  

√  √ 

1 0 Only childish and 

distinguish to others 

Except for humiliated, 

stupid, blushing, 

laughable  

Except for 

humiliated, blushing, 

laughable  

Income 

groups  

√  √  

1 0 
  

√ 
except for humiliated, 

helpless  

Except for ridiculous, 

humiliated, helpless  

Except for ridiculous, 

humiliated  



Group variance: Stigma of poverty 

Kruskal-Wallis 

variance 

Measurement invariance (SEM) 

Group   Slopes  Intercepts  
Latent 

variance  

Latent 

means  

Ethnic 

groups  

  Only I would be 

ashamed if  my 

family was poor 

and others should 

be ashamed of  

themselves 

√  

√  

1 0 
  

Except for others make 

poor people feel bad  

Gender 

groups  

  

1   

  √  
Only others make poor people feel 

bad &  

Only others make poor 

people feel bad &  

  
other people think poor should be 

ashamed of  themselves 

other people think 

poor should be 

ashamed of  themselves 

Income 

groups  

  √  

1 0 
  √  

only others make poor people feel 

bad  

except for other people 

think poor should be 

ashamed of  themselves  



Comparisons across groups 

Mean scale and CI 

Group   
Shame 

proneness 
CI Stigma of  poverty CI 

Ethnic 

groups  

  Non indigenous 

Aymara 

Mapuche 

Other indigenous 

1.3 

1.4 

1.2 

1.5 

(1.32-1.32) 0.18 

0.2 

0.2 

0.19 

(0.18-0.18) 

(0.2-0.21) 

(0.19-0.2) 

(0.18-0.2) 

  

(1.43-1.46) 

(1.24-1.25) 

(1.43-1.49) 

Gender 

groups  

  
0.18  (0.16-0.19)   Female  1.4 (1.38-1.45) 

0.19 

 

(0.17-0.2) 

 
  Male 1.3 (1.27-1.33) 

Income 

groups  

  1st Q 1.3 (1.3-1.3)  0.19 

0.19 

0.17 

0.18 

0.17 

(0.18-0.19) 

(0.19-0.19) 

(0.16-0.16) 

(0.17-0.18) 

(0.17-0.17) 

  

2nd Q 

3rd Q 

4th Q 

5th Q 

1.3 

1.3 

1.3 

1.3 

(1.3-1.3)  

(1.3-1.3)  

(1.3-1.3)  

(1.2-1.3)  



Conclusions 

• Our psychometric analysis to the 2009 Chilean dataset confirms that 

shame proneness and the stigma to poverty are valid, reliable and 

distinctive concepts.  

 

• The confirmatory factor analysis confirms the presence of two 

factors: one for stigma and one for shame proneness. 

 

• Group invariance indicates that: 

 There is no group differences in shame proneness  

 There are group differences in the perception of stigma of poverty, 

especially for income and gender. 

 

• It also validates the stigma of poverty through questions 1 to 3 or 5 

to 7. Questions 4 or 8 seem not to be a latent manifestation of the 

stigma of poverty. 
 


