
Citation: Kitamura, T.; Hada, A.; Usui,

Y.; Ohashi, Y. Development of the

Japanese Version of the Test of

Self-Conscious Affect-3 (TOSCA-3): A

Study among Student and Parent

Population. Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 576.

https://doi.org/10.3390/bs14070576

Academic Editors: Naiara Ozamiz-

Etxebarria, Nahia Idoiaga-

Mondragon, Maitane Picaza

Gorrotchategi, Idoia Legorburu

Fernandez, Israel Alonso

and Heidi Kloos

Received: 30 April 2024

Revised: 20 June 2024

Accepted: 4 July 2024

Published: 7 July 2024

Copyright: © 2024 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

behavioral 
sciences

Article

Development of the Japanese Version of the Test of
Self-Conscious Affect-3 (TOSCA-3): A Study among
Student and Parent Population
Toshinori Kitamura 1,2,3,4 , Ayako Hada 1,2,5,6,* , Yuriko Usui 1,2,7 and Yukiko Ohashi 1,3,8

1 Kitamura Institute of Mental Health Tokyo, 2-26-3 Flat A, Tomigaya, Shibuya-ku, Tokyo 151-0063, Japan;
kitamura@institute-of-mental-health.jp (T.K.); yusui@g.ecc.u-tokyo.ac.jp (Y.U.); y-ohashi@jiu.ac.jp (Y.O.)

2 Kitamura KOKORO Clinic Mental Health, 2-26-3 Flat A, Tomigaya, Shibuya-ku, Tokyo 151-0063, Japan
3 T. and F. Kitamura Foundation for Studies and Skill Advancement in Mental Health, Tokyo 151-0063, Japan
4 Department of Psychiatry, Graduate School of Medicine, Nagoya University, Nagoya 464-8601, Japan
5 Department of Community Mental Health and Law, National Institute of Mental Health,

National Center of Neurology and Psychiatry, Kodaira, Tokyo 187-8553, Japan
6 Department of Mental Health and Psychiatric Nursing, Tokyo Medical and Dental University, Bunkyo-ku,

Tokyo 113-8510, Japan
7 Department of Midwifery and Women’s Health, Division of Health Sciences and Nursing,

Graduate School of Medicine, The University of Tokyo, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo 113-0033, Japan
8 Faculty of Nursing, Josai International University, Togane, Chiba 283-8555, Japan
* Correspondence: hada@institute-of-mental-health.jp

Abstract: Objective: The Test of Self-Conscious Affect-3 (TOSCA-3) is a scenario-based measure of
self-conscious emotions. We aimed to create an abridged version of the TOSCA-3 that is appropriate
for Japanese populations and has a good fit with the data, as well as validate its subscales. Methods:
The TOSCA-3 was distributed to (a) a university student population (n = 512: Study 1) and (b) a parent
population (n = 260: Study 2). In both studies, items with factor loading < 0.33 were deleted one by
one to select culturally appropriate scenarios for each of the six domains of self-conscious emotions.
In Study 1, self-conscious emotions were correlated with the other correlates. Results: Most of the
final models showed a good fit with the data. In Study 1, the six domains of self-conscious emotions
showed correlations with depression and related items, dispositional coping styles, experiences in
childhood, ego function, borderline and narcissistic personality traits, and adult attachment styles,
almost in the expected fashions. Conclusions: The TOSCA-3 is a useful tool to measure self-conscious
emotions among Japanese student and parent populations if a few culturally inappropriate scenarios
are deleted.

Keywords: self-conscious emotions; factor structure; validity; demographic features

1. Introduction

Emotions play a central role in individual personality and social functioning. Many
emotion researchers have attempted to find discrete categorical emotions for over a half-
century (e.g., [1–4]). Kleinginna and Kleinginna [5] attempted to define “emotion” compre-
hensively. They proposed the following definition:

Emotion is a complex set of interactions among subjective and objective factors, mediated
by neural~hormonal systems, which can (a) give rise to affective experiences such as
feelings of arousal, pleasure/displeasure; (b) generate cognitive processes such as emo-
tionally relevant perceptual effects, appraisals, labeling processes; (c) activate widespread
physiological adjustments to the arousing conditions; and (d) lead to behavior that is
often, but not always, expressive, goal-directed, and adaptive. (p. 355)

Emotion facilitates motivation and helps a person achieve goals via an extremely
complex emotional process. In this process, when we encounter some events, emotions
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arise in our minds immediately to judge whether they are adaptive or maladaptive. Those
emotions are expressed as facial and bodily expressions, essential components of nonverbal
communication [1,6]. Those emotions are called basic emotions, including happiness
(joy), anger, fear, sadness, disgust, and surprise. Basic emotions guide us to cope and
survive [7,8].

Self-conscious emotions, on the other hand, are more complex than basic emotions.
Since self-conscious emotions require self-awareness and self-representation, they dif-
fer from basic emotions [9,10]. The process, which involves self-awareness and self-
representation, results in self-evaluations and is followed by the appearance of self-conscious
emotions [9–13]. Ideal self-representations, for example, “I want to be a perfect parent”
forms identity, and we behave to meet an identity goal in a social and cognitive process.
When we come across an event, we appraise the event as relevant to identity goals, gener-
ating self-conscious emotions. Both shame and guilt are negative-valence self-conscious
emotions. However, there are some differences between the two. Whereas shame is an
emotion negatively evaluating the entire self (e.g., “I am incompetent as a parent”), guilt
is an emotion evaluating the specific self and own maladaptive behaviour (e.g., “What
bad things I have done toward my child!”) [9,10,13–17]. On the other hand, pride is a
positive-valence self-conscious emotion with two distinct facets. One is called alpha-pride,
which a person experiences in the entire self (e.g., “I am an excellent parent”), and another
is called beta-pride, which a person experiences in a specific self (e.g., “I did good things
for my child”) [14,15,17].

In interpersonal relationships, self-conscious emotions have moral functions because
moral standards, moral decisions, and moral behaviours are influenced by self-conscious
emotions [15,17]. In addition, pride has the function of promoting the attainment and
maintenance of social rank [18].

Externalisation and detachment are responses following the negatively valenced
scenarios. Externalisation is a likely defensive manoeuvre in the face of the overwhelming
pain of shame. Shame and externalisation involve diametrically opposed attributions in
terms of the internal and external. On the other hand, detachment is a response to detaching
from incompatible emotional pain [14].

Among instruments to measure self-conscious emotions, the Test of Self-Conscious
Affect-3 (TOSCA-3) is unique in that all the items are based on both positive- and negative-
valence scenarios. Respondents are given a series of specific, common, day-to-day situa-
tions. The TOSCA-3 was examined and supported as a measure of self-conscious emotions
in several countries (e.g., shame, guilt, alpha pride, beta pride, externalization, detach-
ment) [19–21]. On the other hand, poor agreement with the other shame and guilt proneness
scales [22] or gender differences [23] were reported.

A scenario-based assessment is advantageous in that it is conceptually specific and
embedded in a daily context. This is more appropriate and accurate to assess the context-
specificity of self-conscious emotions rather than generic questions such as “how often
(or much) do you feel ashamed?” It may also be more likely to avoid socially desirable
patterns of response [24]. A scenario-based assessment is, however, not without limitations.
Tangney [25] noted that compared to adjective checklist measurements, a scenario-based
assessment (a) is less reliable, (b) places inevitable constraints on the range of situations,
(c) can be confounded by moral standards, and (d) can fail to tap more maladaptive
forms of guilt. In addition, we consider that scenario-based approaches are, though
accurate to differentiate patterns of self-conscious emotions, very sensitive to cultural norms.
Cultural specificity is pivotal in emotion research. For example, a situation presented by the
TOSCA-3 is “You are out with friends one evening, and you’re feeling especially witty and
attractive. Your best friend’s spouse seems to particularly enjoy your company”. This may
be a dinner table shared by two couples. Although this situation may be appropriate to
evoke a response of self-conscious emotions in Western cultures, it may not be very much
so in other cultures. In Japan, married men usually go out for dinner with male friends,
while married women usually go out for lunch with female friends. Sharing a dinner
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table in a restaurant with two couples is not very common among the Japanese population.
We think it feasible to rule out scenarios that are not familiar to Japanese culture to make
a Japanese version of the TOSCA-3. This will inevitably be an abridged version of the
original instrument.

Another issue is the goodness-of-fit of the factor structure of such an abridged version.
The robustness of the factor structure of the original instrument developed and validated
in the original cultural background cannot necessarily guarantee the robustness of the
abridged version used in a different culture. Also of importance is the effect of common
method bias. The TOSCA-3 contains scenarios with positive valence (e.g., “For several
days you put off making a difficult phone call. At the last minute you make the call and
are able to manipulate the conversation so that all goes well”) and negative valence (e.g.,
“You make a mistake at work and find out a co-worker is blamed for the error”), it may be
subject to a method bias [26]. A mixture of positive- and negative-valence items is likely
to lead to careless responses from participants [27,28]. Priming effects may influence the
response process because answering initial questions brings information into short-term
memory that remains accessible [26]. In such cases, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
often results in rejection of the one-factor model [29,30]. Therefore, the addition of method
factors as a general factor is recommended.

The present report consists of two parts. One is a secondary analysis of our previous
report. It identifies the TOSCA-3 scenarios that are appropriate to Japanese university
student populations and have robustness of the factor structure of selected scenarios; the
analysis also examines the construct validity of the Japanese version of the TOSCA-3.
Another purpose of this study was to examine differences in the TOSCA-3 items between
students and parents because of their different interpersonal relationships.

As measures to identify the scale’s construct validity, we used measures of depression
and related items, dispositional coping styles, experiences in childhood, ego function,
borderline and narcissistic personality traits, and adult attachment styles. Another data set
comes from the data collected from men and women with at least one child (including a
foetus) in order to identify the TOSCA-3 scenarios that are appropriate to Japanese parent
populations and have a robust factor structure. We used these two different populations on
the assumption that the appropriate TOSCA-3 scenario would depend on the demographic
characteristics of the participants. It is of great importance in any cultural background
that the scenarios for the TOSCA-3 assessment are the same across different demographic
populations. This should be supported by the invariance of the factor structure of the
measure. Little has been studied from this perspective regarding TOSCA-3. Therefore,
in this study, we hypothesised that TOSCA-3 has different constructs, taking the manner
of responses to the scenario items in each measure of shame, guilt, alpha-, beta-pride,
externalisation, and detachment into account. Our final objective was to select items from
TOSCA-3 that are common among students and parents.

2. Study 1
2.1. Methods
2.1.1. Study Procedures and Participants

This is a secondary analysis of our data reported previously [31–42]. A longitudi-
nal study with a nine-wave, four-month follow-up on various psychological issues was
conducted among a convenience sample of students from two universities in Kumamoto,
Japan. The students were a mixture of the second to the fourth years. The sample was
collected using the convenience sampling method in this study. We assured the participant
students’ anonymity in which we asked them only to use a nickname that they created
specifically for this study (so that researchers could identify who the participant was).
There were 848 eligible students in total. In this report, we used the data of 512 students
who attended and responded to the present survey at the 6th wave (when the TOSCA-3
was included in the questionnaire). There were 122 men and 390 women. Their mean
(SD) age was 19.5 (2.0) years and 18.9 (1.0) years for men and women, respectively. Some
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students missed a class over the course of this study period. Therefore, over time, the
number of students responding to the survey varied. Every wave was separated by one
to two weeks duration, except for the period of four weeks from Wave 7 to Wave 8. The
whole study was conducted in 2005.

2.1.2. Measurements

Self-conscious emotions: We used the TOSCA-3 [43]. This is a self-report measure
of six self-conscious emotions: shame, guilt, alpha- and beta-prides, externalisation, and
detachment. The TOSCA-3 contains eleven negative- and five positive-valence scenarios,
with four or five responses reflecting one of the six self-conscious affects. Each response
is given (e.g., “You make plans to meet a friend for lunch. At 5 o’clock, you realize you
stood him up”). Each scenario is followed by responses representing brief descriptions of
shame, guilt, alpha- and beta-prides, externalisation, and detachment (unconcern) (e.g., for
shame, one would think: “I’m inconsiderate”; for guilt, one would think: “I should make it
up to him as soon as possible”). Those responses were rated on a 5-point scale. This was
translated into Japanese with permission from the original author, with verification via
retranslation into English.

Social desirability: We used the Japanese version [44] of the Social Desirability Scale [45].
This is a self-report to measure the tendency to respond to a question in a socially desirable
fashion. The Japanese version consists of ten items scored on a 5-point scale. Higher scores
indicate a social desirability tendency. This was distributed to the participants at Wave 5.

Depression: We used seven items of the Self-Rating Depression Scale (SDS; [46]) that
belonged to the affective category of the scale [47]. The SDS is a widely used 20-item
self-report measure of state depression. Each item was rated on a 4-point scale. Its 3-factor
structure was reported for a Japanese university student population: affective, cognitive,
and somatic [47]. The SDS was given at every wave.

Suicidality: We used an item from the SDS: “I feel that others would be better off if I
were dead”. This was assessed on a 4-point scale. This was given at every wave.

Thinking error: We used the Thinking Error Scale (TES: [48]) to measure cognitive
distortion. The original TES consists of 19 items. We selected six items with the highest
factor loadings in Tanno et al.’s study [48]. Each item was rated on a 4-point scale. The TES
was given at each wave.

Automatic thought: We used the Japanese version [49] of the Automatic Thoughts
Questionnaire-Revised (ATQ-R; [50]) to assess the extent to which an individual experiences
negative automatic thought. The ATQ-R was based on the Automatic Thought Question-
naire [51], widely used in different languages such as Norwegian [52], Turkish [53], and
Korean [54]. The original ATQ-40 consists of 40 items on a 5-point Likert scale. The Japanese
version of the ATQ-R was back-translated into English to confirm that the translation was
consistent with the original intent. Examples of the items include “No one understands
me” and “Why can’t I ever succeed?” In the present study, we selected six items with the
highest factor loadings in Kendall et al.’s study [50]. The ATQ-R was given at each wave.

Dispositional coping style: We used the Japanese version [55] of the Coping Inventory
for Stressful Situations (CISS; [56]) to assess dispositional coping styles. The CISS consists
of 48 items on a 5-point scale. The CISS’s three subcategories are task-oriented, emotion-
oriented, and avoidance-oriented coping. Task-oriented coping is usually adaptive, taking
into consideration priorities and carefully selecting a course of action. Emotion-oriented
coping is less adaptive, blaming oneself about the events and becoming preoccupied with
worries and anxieties. Avoidance-oriented coping is another non-adaptive way of dealing
with the situation. People participate in non-problem-solving behaviours as a way of
ignoring the problem. The CISS was distributed to the participants at Wave 1.

Perceived rearing during childhood: We used the Japanese version [57,58] of the
Parental Bonding Instrument (PBI; [59]) to measure perceptions of parental attitudes to-
wards the participant as a child. Each item is scored on a 4-point scale. It consists of
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two subcategories: care (12 items) and overprotection (13 items). The PBI was given at
Wave 3.

Child abuse and neglect: We used the Japanese version [34] of the Child Abuse and
Trauma Scale (CATS: [60]) to assess the traumatic experiences in childhood. It consists of
38 items on a 5-point scale. A five-factor structure for the Japanese version was reported [33].
This resulted in five subscales: (1) neglect and emotional abuse (14 items), (2) punishment
and scolding (10 items), (3) sexual maltreatment (6 items), (4) authoritarianism (5 items),
and (5) marital disharmony (3 items). The CATS was given at Wave 3.

Resilience: We used the Japanese version [31] of the Resilience Scale (RS; [61]) to
assess resilience. The original RS consists of 25 items on a 7-point scale. We modified the
number of choices to five in order to adjust the number of choices to match most of the
other questionnaires in this study. The RS was given at Wave 4.

Self-efficacy: We used the Japanese version [62] of the Self-Efficacy Scale (SES; [63]) to
assess general self-efficacy proposed by Badura [64–66]. The Japanese version of the SES is
comprised of 23 items on a 5-point scale. A higher score indicates a greater perception of
self-efficacy. The Japanese version was reported as having good validity and reliability [62].

Borderline personality traits: We used the Japanese version [67] of the Inventory of
Personality Organisation (IPO; [68]) to assess borderline personality traits. The IPO consists
of 83 items on a 5-point scale. Based on the central dimension of Kernberg’s [69] person-
ality organisation model, it has three primary dimensions: primitive defences (16 items),
identity diffusion (21 items), and reality testing (20 items). There are two additional scales:
aggression (18 items) and moral values (8 items with two primitive defences items and one
identity diffusion item). The IPO was given at Wave 7.

Narcissistic personality trait: We used the Japanese version [70] of the Narcissistic
Personality Inventory (NPI; [71]) to assess narcissistic traits. The original NPI consisted
of 233 items being divided into two forms. A short version of 54 items was proposed
by Emmons [72]. Oshio [73] proposed an 18-item Japanese version (NPI-S). The NPI-S
has three subcategories: feeling superior (6 items), desire for admiration (6 items), and
assertiveness (6 items). The NPI-S was rated on a 5-point scale. The NPI-S was distributed
to participants at Wave 5.

Adult attachment style: We used the Japanese version [74] of the Adult Attachment
Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; [75]) to assess the four categories of adult attachment
(secure, fearful, preoccupied, and dismissing). The RQ has four paragraphs, describing each
attachment style. The participants were asked to rate the extent to which each description
would correspond to their relationship with their intimate person on a 7-point scale. Its
reliability (Bartholomew and Horowiz, 1991) and validity [76] were reported as good. The
RS was distributed to participants at Wave 5.

2.1.3. Data Analysis

If an item behaves statistically heterogeneously among scale items, it is reasonable
to assume that the item is inappropriate. To determine if a scenario is inappropriate, we
examined each subscale as a single item set. Because there were a few missing cases for
the TOSCA-3 items, we examined whether the data were missing completely at random
(MCAR) via Little’s MCAR test. After calculating the mean, SD, skewness, and kurtosis of
all the items of the six TOSCA-3 domains, we performed a single-factor exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) of the items of each domain, separately. In order to examine whether the
data set was appropriate for EFA, we performed the Keiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) index and
Bartlett’s sphericity test [77]. An item of the lowest factor loading was deleted before repeat-
ing an EFA, and this procedure was reiterated until no items had a factor loading < 0.33 [78].
We selected the scenario for which all the items had factor loading > 0.33 in its domain. The
items of each domain selected in such a manner were subjected to a confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA). Goodness-of-fit was examined by chi-squared (χ2), comparative fit index
(CFI), root mean square error appropriation (RMSEA), and Akaike information criteria
(AIC). A good fit was defined as chi-squared divided by degrees of freedom (χ2/df) < 2,
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CFI > 0.97, and RMSEA < 0.05. An acceptable fit was defined as χ2/df < 3, CFI > 0.95, and
RMSEA < 0.08 [79,80]. If the goodness-of-fit of a selected model did not reach a satisfactory
level, we tried a bifactor model [81,82] with two specific factors determined by the positive
and negative valences of the scenarios. It is of note that because the two types of pride and
detached domains had either positive or negative valence in scenarios, bifactor models were
inappropriate. Whenever a bifactor model was selected, omega indices, explained common
variance (ECV), and percent of uncontaminated correlations (PUC) were calculated in order
to identify the degree of unidimensionality of the model. ECV is a proportion of all common
variance explained by the general factor. ECV is provided by the following equation:

ECV =
∑ λ2Gen

∑ λ2Gen + ∑ λ2Group 1 + · · ·+ ∑ λ2Group k

where Gen is the general factor and Group 1 to Group k are 1 to k group factors [83–86]. PUC
provides the proportion of elements of the covariance matrix that are only modelled by the
general factor. PUC is given by the following equation:

PUC =
nitems(nitems−1)

2 − ngroups ×
nipg(nipg−1)

2
nitems(nitems−1)

2

where n_items is the total number of items, n_groups is the number of group factors, and
n_ipg is the number of items per group factor [83]. Relative bias is defined as the ratio
of the difference between theoretical and estimated coefficients to the theoretical coeffi-
cient [83]. ECV predicts a relative bias in the structural coefficient, and PUC moderates
this relationship [83,85]. When PUC > 0.80 or when ECV > 0.60 and omega hierarchicals
(ωH) > 0.7, relative bias by using a unidimensional measurement model rather than a
bifactor measurement model is likely to be slight [85].

We calculated the subscales of the Japanese TOSCA-3 by adding the raw scores of the
items that remained in each self-conscious domain. These subscale scores were correlated
with the other scale scores. The data were analysed using IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows
(version 24, IBM Corp., Tokyo, Japan).

2.2. Results

Little’s MCAR test was χ2 = 1170.712, df = 1120, and p = 0.142. This means that MCAR
was not rejected. Therefore, we performed the subsequent analyses dealing with missing
values casewisely.

Almost all the TOSCA-3 items had skewness < 2 and kurtosis < 4 (Tables 1–6). After
deleting items for which factor loadings were less than 0.33, all six TOSCA-3 domains
except for shame and detachment showed a good fit with the data (Table 7).

Then we correlated the scores of each TOSCA-3 domain with the other variables
(Table 8). None of the domain scores were correlated with the Social Desirability Scale
scores. The scores of shame were correlated with depression, suicidal thought, thinking
error, and automatic thought, whereas the scores of detachment were negatively correlated
with depression, suicidal thought, and thinking error. Shame, guilt, and externalisation
were correlated with emotion-oriented coping style, whereas only guilt was correlated with
task-oriented coping style. Of the childhood experiences, shame was positively associated
with neglect and emotional abuse, whereas guilt was associated with fewer experiences of
sexual maltreatment and parental authoritarianism. Both resilience and self-efficacy were
lower with students high in shame. The two types of pride were associated with resilience.
Both shame and alpha-pride were associated with some subscales of borderline personality
traits, but it was only the two pride scores that were correlated with narcissistic personality
traits. Finally, self-image but not other-image in adult attachment was negatively correlated
with shame and detachment.
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Table 1. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
shame domain items (Study 1).

Scenario Number and Choice n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA Factor Loading

Original Final

01A 508 3.77 1.21 −0.8 −0.3 0.49 0.48
02B 511 2.32 1.19 0.5 −0.7 0.38 0.36
03E 508 2.93 1.28 0.0 −0.9 0.22 ---
04A 511 3.94 1.14 −1.0 0.2 0.58 0.57
05C 510 1.80 0.96 1.1 0.5 −0.06 ---
06C 510 3.55 1.13 −0.5 −0.5 0.46 0.44
07A 509 2.06 1.12 0.8 −0.3 0.36 0.34
08A 508 3.40 1.30 −0.4 −1.0 0.41 0.41
09B 506 3.69 1.17 −0.6 −0.5 0.61 0.63
10D 506 3.99 1.09 −1.0 0.4 0.54 0.55
11B 506 2.59 1.17 0.2 −0.9 0.28 ---
12B 506 2.99 1.18 −0.1 −0.8 0.45 0.44
13B 506 3.96 1.01 −1.0 0.8 0.60 0.60
14A 506 3.74 1.06 −0.7 −0.1 0.56 0.58
15A 506 3.93 1.14 −1.0 0.2 0.63 0.65
16C 506 2.87 1.32 0.0 −1.1 0.32 ---

Note. KMO = 0.858; Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (df ) = 1442.960 (120) (p < 0.001) by original items. KMO = 0.869;
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (df ) = 1171.143 (66) (p < 0.001) by final items.

Table 2. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
guilt domain items (Study 1).

Scenario Number and Choice n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA Factor Loading

Original Final

01C 510 4.26 1.05 −1.5 1.5 0.43 0.42
02A 511 4.29 0.99 −1.6 2.2 0.43 0.43
03A 509 3.58 1.17 −0.6 −0.4 0.37 0.37
04C 510 4.00 1.00 −0.9 0.4 0.48 0.47
05D 510 4.11 0.95 −1.0 0.8 0.53 0.54
06B 510 3.05 1.28 −0.1 −1.1 0.24 ---
07D 510 4.51 0.76 −1.8 3.6 0.57 0.57
08C 507 4.36 0.84 −1.6 2.7 0.66 0.66
09D 505 4.31 0.93 −1.4 1.8 0.65 0.65
10C 506 4.46 0.84 −1.8 3.5 0.67 0.67
11E 506 2.79 1.18 0.2 −0.7 0.20 ---
12D 506 3.22 1.12 −0.2 −0.5 0.36 0.36
13C 506 4.12 0.94 −1.0 0.6 0.62 0.62
14C 506 3.56 1.09 −0.5 −0.3 0.49 0.49
15C 506 4.34 0.90 −1.5 2.1 0.67 0.67
16B 505 4.17 1.07 −1.2 0.7 0.61 0.60

Note. KMO = 0.917; Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (df) = 1798.433 (120) (p < 0.001) by original items. KMO = 0.924;
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (df ) = 1696.735 (91) (p < 0.001) by final items.

Table 3. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
alpha-pride domain items (Study 1).

Scenario Number and Choice n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA

Original Final

03B 509 2.97 1.13 −0.0 −0.7 0.61 0.61
06A 510 3.38 1.11 −0.4 −0.5 0.45 0.45
08D 507 2.62 1.05 0.2 −0.4 0.35 0.35
11D 506 3.25 1.05 −0.3 −0.4 0.62 0.62
14E 505 3.43 1.18 −0.4 −0.5 0.37 0.37

Note. KMO = 0.716; Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (df ) = 220.831 (10) (p < 0.001) by original (final) items.
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Table 4. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
beta-pride domain items (Study 1).

Scenario Number and Choice n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA

Original Final

03C 509 3.54 1.10 −0.6 −0.2 0.61 0.61
06D 510 2.62 1.14 0.2 −0.7 0.36 0.33
08E 507 2.39 1.22 0.5 −0.7 0.24 ---
11C 506 3.92 1.00 −0.9 0.5 0.46 0.49
14D 506 3.71 1.10 −0.6 −0.3 0.56 0.55

Note. KMO = 0.649; Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (df ) = 198.148 (10) (p < 0.001) by original items. KMO = 0.657;
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (df) = 162.557 (6) (p < 0.001) by final items.

Table 5. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
externalisation domain items (Study 1).

Scenario Number and Choice n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA

Original Final

01D 508 1.91 1.06 1.0 0.2 0.45 0.47
02C 511 1.89 1.10 1.1 0.2 0.57 0.61
03D 508 2.94 1.16 −0.1 −0.7 0.30 ---
04B 509 2.57 1.13 0.3 −0.7 0.30 ---
05A 510 1.84 1.00 1.2 0.9 0.42 0.42
06E 510 2.54 1.07 0.2 −0.5 0.41 0.44
07B 510 1.68 1.01 1.5 1.3 0.48 0.49
08B 507 1.97 0.92 0.7 −0.0 0.46 0.45
09A 506 2.01 1.12 0.8 −0.5 0.46 0.46
10B 506 1.85 0.99 1.1 0.8 0.47 0.48
11A 505 2.46 1.01 0.1 −0.4 0.34 ---
12C 506 2.36 1.12 0.5 −0.5 0.32 ---
13A 506 2.73 1.16 0.1 −0.7 0.41 0.36
14B 505 2.46 1.02 0.3 −0.5 0.35 0.35
15B 506 2.51 1.36 0.5 −1.0 0.34 ---
16D 505 1.69 1.00 1.4 1.5 0.46 0.43

Note. KMO = 0.841; Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (df ) = 871.819 (120) (p < 0.001) by original items. KMO = 0.852;
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (df ) = 653.852 (55) (p < 0.001) by final items.

Table 6. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
detachment domain items (Study 1).

Scenario Number and Choice n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA

Original Final

01B 509 2.82 1.13 0.1 −0.9 0.26 ---
02D 511 2.57 1.20 0.2 −0.9 0.56 0.54
04D 510 2.76 1.23 0.2 −1.0 0.51 0.52
05B 510 2.83 1.27 0.0 −1.1 0.16 ---
07C 510 2.77 1.34 0.1 −1.2 0.59 0.59
09C 506 2.98 1.21 −0.2 −0.9 0.57 0.59
10A 506 2.30 1.23 0.6 −0.7 0.44 0.43
12A 506 3.31 1.13 −0.2 −0.8 0.23 ---
13D 506 3.17 1.14 −0.1 −0.7 0.62 0.61
15D 505 1.48 0.85 1.9 3.7 0.30 ---
16A 506 2.17 1.20 0.8 −0.4 0.35 ---

Note. KMO = 0.784; Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (df ) = 709.186 (55) (p < 0.001) by original items. KMO = 0.778;
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (df ) = 502.209 (15) (p < 0.001) by final items.
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Table 7. Factor structure models of TOSCA-3 self-conscious emotion domains (Study 1).

Model χ2 df χ2/df ∆χ2 (df ) CFA ∆CFI RMSEA ∆RMSEA AIC

Shame
1-factor 148.197 54 2.744 Ref 0.916 Ref 0.058 Ref 220.197
With method factor +

Guilt
1-factor 98.547 65 1.516 Ref 0.978 0.032 176.547
With method factor +

Alpha-pride
1-factor 3.096 5 0.619 Ref 1.000 0.000 Ref 33.096

Beta-pride
1-factor 5.506 2 2.753 Ref 0.977 Ref 0.059 29.506

Externalisation
1-factor 53.719 44 1.221 Ref 0.983 Ref 0.021 Ref 119.719
With method factor 26.662 32 0.833 27.057 (12) ** 1.000 0.000 116.662

Detachment
1-factor 52.210 9 5.801 Ref 0.910 Ref 0.097 Ref 88.210

Note. + improper solution: ** p < 0.01; CFI, comparative fit index; RMSEA, root mean square error approximation;
AIC, Akaike information criterion.

Table 8. Correlations of the TOSCA-3 domains with other variables (Study 1).

Wave Shame Guilt Alpha Pride Beta Pride Externali-Sation Detachment

rersponse bias (n = 452)
Social Desirablity Scale 5 −0.05 0.07 −0.00 −0.02 −0.08 0.05

depression and correlates (n = 512)
Depression 6 0.30 *** 0.11 * −0.05 −0.10 * 0.09 * −0.16 ***

Suicidal thought 6 0.25 *** 0.04 −0.09 * −0.11 * 0.02 −0.18 ***
Negative life events 6 0.16 ** 0.08 −0.01 −0.05 0.07 −0.13

Thinking error 6 0.39 *** 0.16 ** −0.01 −0.01 0.08 −0.17 ***
Automatic thought 6 0.27 *** 0.01 −0.08 −0.12 * 0.09 * −0.06

Dispositional coping styles (n = 431)
Task-oriented coping 1 0.05 0.21 *** 0.24 *** 0.14 ** 0.11 * 0.12 *

Emotion-oriented coping 1 0.41 *** 0.19 *** 0.05 0.01 0.17 *** −0.13 **
Avoidance-oriented coping 1 0.09 0.16 ** 0.19 *** 0.21 *** 0.11 * 0.13 **

childhood experinces: PBI (n = 450)
Father’s care 3 −0.03 0.12 * 0.03 0.09 −0.09 0.00

Father’s overprotection 3 −0.01 −0.11 0.03 −0.08 0.18 *** 0.03
Mother’s care 3 −0.03 0.08 0.09 0.13 * −0.06 0.04

Mother’s overprotection 3 0.07 −0.11 * −0.02 −0.10 0.17 ** 0.10
childhood experinces CATS (n = 441)

Neglect and emotional abuse 2 0.18 *** 0.09 0.06 −0.01 0.03 −0.04
Punishiment and scolding 2 0.11 * 0.06 0.08 −0.01 0.06 0.03

Sexual maltreatment 2 −0.11 * −0.19 *** −0.01 −0.05 −0.12 * 0.07
Authoritarianism 2 −0.06 −0.21 *** −0.06 −0.10 * 0.14 ** −0.00

Marital dysharmony 2 −0.01 −0.06 0.08 0.03 0.06 0.05
ego function (n = 447)

Resilience 4 −0.24 *** 0.10 * 0.25 *** 0.18 *** −0.03 0.15 **
Self-efficacy 4 −0.23 *** 0.05 0.11 * 0.11 * −0.14 ** 0.00

boderline personality (n = 435)
Primitive defence 7 0.33 *** 0.09 0.17 *** 0.04 0.24 *** −0.00
Identity difusion 7 0.37 *** 0.17 *** 0.15 ** 0.04 0.12 * −0.06

Reality testing 7 0.23 *** 0.00 0.08 −0.04 * 0.20 *** −0.04
Aggression 7 0.12 * −0.14 ** 0.09 −0.03 0.28 *** 0.02

Moral values 7 0.21 *** −0.03 0.17 *** 0.06 0.27 *** 0.05
narisisitic personality (n = 452)

Feeling superior 5 −0.17 *** −0.02 0.35 *** 0.19 *** 0.19 *** 0.21 ***
Desire for admiration 5 0.11 * 0.14 ** 0.34 *** 0.26 *** 0.12 ** 0.04

Assertiveness 5 −0.16 ** 0.09 0.23 *** 0.19 *** 0.03 0.16 **
adult attachment (n = 452)

Self image 5 −0.25 *** −0.06 0.12 * 0.08 0.00 0.18 ***
Other-image 5 −0.05 0.07 0.01 0.07 −0.04 −0.02

Note. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.



Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 576 10 of 20

2.3. Discussion

Although the abridged version of the Japanese TOSCA-3 showed acceptable goodness-
of-fit with the data as well as no significant correlations with social desirability for almost
all the domains, some scenarios seemed inappropriate to measure self-conscious emotions
among a Japanese university student population. Scenario 11 was found to be inappropriate
as a means to measure shame, guilt, and externalisation. This situation is “You and a group
of co-workers worked very hard on a project. Our boss singles you out for a bonus because
the project was such a success”. Because our participants were all students and young,
they were not familiar with a workplace situation like this. Scenarios 3, 5, and 16 were
inappropriate as a means to measure shame. In Scenario 3, the participants may find
it difficult to imagine a situation in which they and their partner go out to dinner with
a friend couple. Scenario 5 was another workplace situation that students may find it
difficult to imagine. Scenario 16 presents a situation in which the participant is invited to
a housewarming party with a glass of red wine. A housewarming party is not a typical
event in Japan and students typically drink beer (that does not stain a cream-coloured
carpet) rather than wine. Scenario 8 was found to be inappropriate as a means to measure
beta-pride. Scenario 8 presents a situation where participants borrow money a few times
but pay it back quickly. In this situation, Japanese students would perceive it as natural to
pay back the money as soon as possible. Therefore, they are unlikely to feel pride. Scenario
15 was inappropriate for externalisation and detachment. Here, the participant was asked
to imagine a situation where he/she is asked to look after his/her friend’s dog. Again,
this is not a usual situation in Japan. Scenario-based measures of self-conscious emotions
have advantages. However, our results warn researchers to exercise caution when selecting
scenarios to suit the culture specific features of the target populations.

In our study, TOSCA-3 shame was linked to depression and suicidality. This is in line
with the report that shame is linked to depression [16]. Some past investigations reported a
link between guilt and depression [87–91]. Nevertheless, these previous reports paid little
attention to the difference between guilt and shame. The link of depression was in many
studies equal between shame and guilt [92,93] whereas Tangney et al. [16] emphasised the
link of Shame with depression. Our results added a new finding that shame was correlated
not only to depression but also to cognitive distortion and the tendency of automatic
thought that are theoretically related to depression.

Both shame and guilt were linked to emotion-oriented coping styles, but it was
only guilt that was linked to task-oriented coping styles. Guilt may prompt one to undo
the damage one caused so that they are more likely to adopt problem-focused coping
behaviours. This is in line with the stronger association between shame and depression
than guilt and depression. Thus, task-oriented coping style attached to guilt may protect
individuals who are exposed to stressful life events from developing depression.

Our study indicated that, whereas TOSCA-3 shame was linked to childhood neglect
and emotional abuse, TOSCA-3 guilt was linked to less sexual maltreatment and parental
authoritarianism. This is in contrast to Bennett et al. [94] and Stuewig and McCloskey [95],
who reported that shame proneness was linked to the experiences of physical abuse. This
difference may be due to the age of the participants. Ours were adolescents and young
adults, whereas Bennett et al.’s [94] and Stuewig and McCloskey’s [95] were children.
Our students’ shame or guilt were not linked to perceived rearing, including low care
or overprotection.

In our findings, unlike guilt, shame was associated with maladjusting personality
traits such as low resilience and self-efficacy and higher borderline personality traits, as
well as lower narcissistic personality traits. In contrast, alpha-pride was associated with
resilience, primitive defence, and the three subcategories of narcissistic personality traits.
This suggests that although shame and alpha-pride share their association with borderline
personality traits, only alpha-pride is linked to narcissistic personality traits. In this point
of view, our finding was not consistent with the literature, which suggested associations
between shame, alpha-pride, and narcissistic personality traits only [10,96].
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Self-image of adult attachment style was poorer among students high in Shame. This
was not the case with the other self-conscious emotions. Detachment was linked to a better
self-image. Taking into consideration the association of detachment with lower depression,
suicidality, and thinking error, we presume that students high in detachment have better
ego function and are more resilient to stressful situations.

Our results indicated that, among the self-conscious emotions, shame was clearly asso-
ciated with poorer mental health and maladaptive personality traits. Guilt showed, though
sharing common correlates with shame in some areas, a clear distinction from shame.

3. Study 2

As we mentioned in the Introduction, the TOSCA-3 is a scenario-based, widely used
questionnaire. As its items reflect characteristics of a unique culture, psychometric prop-
erties may vary depending on cultural aspects of the target population. In Study 2, we
re-examined the culture specificity of the TOSCA-3 in a Japanese parent population, where
different items may be selected for scenarios for the TOSCA-3.

3.1. Methods
3.1.1. Measurement

Self-conscious emotions: The TOSCA-3 was used; however, phrases in the scenarios
and multiple choices were slightly modified by TK and AH to be suitable for current
Japanese expressions.

3.1.2. Study Procedures and Participants

The sample came from our internet survey to validate the Scale of Parent-to-Child
Emotions [97]. The participants, consisting of 780 fathers and 780 mothers with at least
one child (including a foetus), were allocated into 6 groups to make homogenous samples
across groups in terms of parental gender and age stage of their child. This survey was
conducted with the cooperation of Cross Marketing Inc. (Shinjuku, Tokyo) in 2022. They
have several research panels to collect samples, and a web questionnaire was delivered
via e-mail to the premise-targeted people. In this study, 729,559 people were estimated
to be first recruit premise targets across demographic features (i.e., gender, and child’s
age) within their panels for screening questionnaires. The response rate was 9.23–13.23%.
The survey consisted of 6 groups allocated with different questionnaires. One of those
included the TOSCA-3 as an external variable. In Study 2, we used the data from this group
(n = 260). Men and women were equal in number, and their mean (SD) age was 39.2 (9.6)
and 34.3 (8.3) years for men and women, respectively. Other demographic characteristics
of participants in Study 2 are shown in Supplementary Table S1. Anonymity was assured,
and all responses were voluntary.

3.1.3. Data Analysis

Data analysis followed and replicated the procedures used in Study 1 to identify the
factor structure of the TOSCA-3. The data were analysed using IBM SPSS Statistics for
Windows (version 29, IBM Corp.).

3.2. Results

Almost all the TOSCA-3 items had skewness < 2.0 and kurtosis < 4.0 (Tables 9–14).
Items with factor loading < 0.33 were deleted by each domain. Bifactor models (with
method factors) improved the goodness-of-fit for shame, guilt, and externalisation but it
failed to reach CFI = 0.95 for shame and externalisation (Table 15). One-factor models for
beta-pride and detached showed unsatisfactory goodness-of-fit. Those models’ CFI were
0.879 and 0.881, respectively, after deleting items where factor loadings were less than 0.33.
Because beta-pride and detached domains had either positive or negative valence scenarios,
bifactor models were inappropriate.
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Table 9. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
shame domain items (Study 2: n = 260).

Scenario Number and Choice Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA Factor Loading

Original Final

01A 2.51 1.31 −0.48 −0.93 0.53 0.53
02B 1.60 1.15 0.31 −0.75 0.36 0.34
03E 1.80 1.04 0.04 −0.39 0.31 ---
04A 2.79 1.11 −0.78 −0.16 0.65 0.66
05C 1.12 0.99 0.48 −0.61 −0.10 ---
06C 2.27 1.10 −0.31 −0.53 0.48 0.49
07A 1.56 1.16 0.21 −0.87 0.28 ---
08A 2.58 1.11 −0.62 −0.27 0.55 0.55
09B 2.21 1.04 −0.25 −0.38 0.55 0.55
10D 2.53 1.11 −0.47 −0.35 0.67 0.67
11B 2.03 1.02 −0.22 −0.50 0.50 0.50
12B 2.04 0.98 −0.00 −0.50 0.42 0.41
13B 2.52 1.11 −0.58 −0.31 0.67 0.67
14A 2.21 1.00 −0.44 −0.13 0.61 0.61
15A 2.58 1.14 −0.46 −0.51 0.71 0.71
16C 1.76 1.17 0.11 −0.82 0.34 0.33

Note. KMO = 0.855; Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2(df ) = 1097.719 (120) (p < 0.001) by original items. KMO = 0.876;
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2(df ) = 903.130 (82) (p < 0.001) by final items.

Table 10. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
guilt domain items (Study 2: n = 260).

Scenario Number and Choice Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA

Original Final

01C 3.07 1.14 −1.09 0.30 0.67 0.66
02A 2.76 1.13 −0.69 −0.24 0.61 0.61
03A 2.20 1.10 −0.22 −0.51 0.27 ---
04C 2.41 1.04 −0.34 −0.43 0.57 0.57
05D 2.64 1.04 −0.39 −0.55 0.64 0.64
06B 1.97 1.06 −0.18 −0.64 0.32 ---
07D 2.81 1.09 −0.76 −0.01 0.68 0.67
08C 2.94 1.01 −0.84 0.31 0.75 0.75
09D 2.71 1.05 −0.68 0.06 0.66 0.67
10C 2.73 1.11 −0.61 −0.38 0.73 0.73
11E 1.72 1.02 0.07 −0.45 0.37 0.37
12D 2.10 1.00 −0.15 −0.10 0.46 0.46
13C 2.67 1.03 −0.48 −0.17 0.73 0.74
14C 2.07 0.92 −0.13 −0.20 0.39 0.39
15C 2.79 1.06 −0.63 −0.30 0.64 0.64
16B 2.57 1.09 −0.42 −0.55 0.67 0.67

Note. KMO = 0.921; Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2(df ) = 1464.211 (120) (p < 0.001) by original items. KMO = 0.933;
Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2(df ) = 1368.140 (91) (p < 0.001) by final items.

Table 11. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
alpha-pride domain items (Study 2: n = 260).

Scenario Number and Choice Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA

Original Final

03B 1.87 1.07 −0.15 −0.68 0.54 0.54
06A 1.99 1.09 −0.16 −0.76 0.55 0.55
08D 1.49 1.00 0.12 −0.46 0.37 0.37
11D 1.91 1.03 −0.10 −0.39 0.63 0.63
14E 2.07 0.91 −0.19 −0.00 0.49 0.49

Note. KMO = 0.730; Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2(df ) = 144.569 (10) (p < 0.001).
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Table 12. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
beta-pride domain items (Study 2: n = 260).

Scenario Number and Choice Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA

Original Final

03C 2.15 1.11 −0.44 −0.54 0.52 0.52
06D 1.77 0.97 0.01 −0.53 0.51 0.46
08E 1.36 1.04 0.22 −0.62 0.25 ---
11C 2.22 1.03 −0.32 −0.37 0.61 0.62
14D 2.47 0.96 −0.51 0.26 0.44 0.47

Note. KMO = 0.635; Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, χ2(df ) = 124.404 (10) (p < 0.001) items; KMO = 0.619; Bartlett’s test
of sphericity, χ2(df) = 106.104 (16) (p < 0.001) by final items.

Table 13. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
externalisation domain items (Study 2: n = 260).

Scenario Number and Choice Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA

Original Final

01D 0.94 1.02 0.80 −1.09 0.65 0.67
02C 1.07 1.06 0.70 −0.15 0.60 0.60
03D 1.78 1.01 −0.01 −0.06 0.34 0.33
04B 1.91 1.15 0.07 −0.41 0.31 ---
05A 1.24 1.07 0.31 −0.92 0.59 0.60
06E 1.76 0.92 −0.23 −0.27 0.26 ---
07B 1.20 1.07 0.50 −0.10 0.58 0.58
08B 1.14 1.00 0.51 −0.64 0.67 0.68
09A 1.42 1.15 0.30 −0.51 0.45 0.45
10B 1.00 0.95 0.59 −0.27 0.74 0.76
11A 2.15 1.00 −0.27 −0.68 0.04 ---
12C 1.36 0.96 0.09 −0.64 0.56 0.54
13A 1.69 1.03 0.11 −1.09 0.42 0.41
14B 1.75 0.91 −0.04 −0.15 0.32 ---
15B 1.36 1.12 0.39 −0.60 0.51 0.50
16D 1.11 1.00 0.45 −0.41 0.55 0.55

Note. KMO = 0.846; Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, χ2(df ) = 1035.513 (120) (p < 0.001) by original items; KMO = 0.865;
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, χ2(df ) = 871.515 (66) (p < 0.001) by final items.

Table 14. Mean, SD, skewness, kurtosis, and factor loading of the original and final EFA of TOSCA-3
detached domain items (Study 2: n = 260).

Scenario Number and Choice Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
EFA

Original Final

01B 1.18 1.12 0.60 −0.58 0.49 0.46
02D 1.37 1.02 0.30 −0.58 0.57 0.56
04D 1.66 1.09 0.06 −0.86 0.65 0.65
05B 2.07 1.14 −0.24 −0.63 0.19 ---
07C 1.78 1.13 −0.05 −0.95 0.65 0.65
09C 2.21 1.06 −0.33 −0.45 0.48 0.51
10A 1.67 1.13 0.21 −0.76 0.57 0.57
12A 1.95 1.07 −0.36 −0.70 0.39 0.41
13D 2.11 1.03 −0.31 −0.41 0.50 0.52
15D 0.70 0.93 0.90 −0.64 0.26 ---
16A 1.27 1.05 0.33 −0.85 0.43 0.40

Note. KMO = 0.817; Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, χ2(df ) = 461.580 36) (p < 0.001) by original items; KMO = 0.865;
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, χ2(df ) = 871.515 (66) (p < 0.001) by final items.
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Table 15. Factor structure models of TOSCA-3 self-conscious emotion domains (Study 2).

Model χ2 df χ2/df ∆χ2 (df ) CFA ∆CFI RMSEA ∆RMSEA AIC

Shame
1-factor 154.359 65 2.735 Ref 0.894 Ref 0.073 Ref 232.359
With method factor 106.286 53 2.055 53.073 (12) *** 0.937 0.043 0.062 0.011 208.286

Guilt
1-factor 153.052 77 1.988 Ref 0.942 Ref 0.062 Ref 237.052
With method factor 118.244 65 1.819 34.808 (12) *** 0.959 0.017 0.056 0.006 226.244

Alpha-pride
1-factor 7.4740 5 1.494 Ref 0.982 Ref 0.044 Ref 37.470

Beta-pride
1-factor 14.176 2 7.088 Ref 0.879 Ref 0.153 Ref 38.176

Externalisation
1-factor 143.747 54 2.662 Ref 0.891 Ref 0.080 Ref 215.747
With method factor 96.364 45 2.141 47.383 (9) *** 0.938 0.047 0.066 0.014 186.304

Detachment
1-factor 78.345 27 2.902 Ref 0.881 Ref 0.086 Ref 132.345

Note. *** p < 0.001.

Omega indices, ECV, and PUC for the shame, guilt, and externalisation domains were
calculated to determine whether monodimensionality would override multidimensionality
in a bifactor model (Table 16). Whereas all PUCs were lower than 0.80, all ECVs were
higher than 0.60, and all ωH were higher than 0.80. When PUC > 0.80 or when ECV > 0.60
and ωH > 0.7, relative bias by using a unidimensional measurement model is likely to
be slight [85]. Therefore, the shame, guilt, and externalisation domains in TOSCA-3
were proven to be unidimensional. Coefficient omegas for alpha pride, beta pride, and
detachment domains were 0.65, 0.60, and 0.78, respectively. They were calculated as
positing zero factor loading of the (invisible) general factor.

Table 16. Omega indices for shame, guilt, and externalisation (Study 2).

ECV PUC ω/ωS ωH/ωHS

Shame 0.462
General factor 0.746 0.869 0.850
Negative scenario factor 0.813 0.000
Positive scenario factor 0.727 0.140

Guilt 0.330
General factor 0.834 0.928 0.915
Negative scenario factor 0.913 0.003
Positive scenario factor 0.615 0.162

Externalisation 0.303
General factor 0.689 0.875 0.827
Negative scenario factor 0.846 0.036
Positive scenario factor 0.793 0.424

Note. ECV, explained common variance; PUC, per cent of uncontaminated correlations; ω, coefficient omega; ωS,
omega subscale; ωH, omega hierarchical; ωHS, omega hierarchical subscale.

3.3. Discussion

In Study 2, although all domains of the abridged version of the Japanese TOSCA-3
were suggested to be unidimensional, goodness-of-fit did not reach a satisfactory level for
a few domains. Some scenarios or choices seemed inappropriate to measure self-conscious
emotions among Japanese parents. As in Study 1, Scenario 3 was not appropriate for
measuring shame among parents. This scenario is a dinner table shared by two couples.
There may be a few occasions for a dinner outing with a friend or couple in Japanese
culture. Cultural differences may deserve consideration. Americans may feel stronger
shame in situations in which others point out their personal flaws, whereas Japanese elicit
shame more in situations in which they themselves realize failure at maintaining “face”
in public [98]. The Japanese sense of guilt also ties with one’s awareness of another as
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a victim of one’s action or omission [99]. Because the choice phrases of Scenario 3 are
private concerns, they may not have the ability to discriminate against shame or guilt
among the Japanese population. Scenario 5 was also inappropriate to measure shame and
detached. The statement of scenario 5 is “You make a mistake at work and find out a
co-worker is blamed for the error”. Shame implies an egocentric concern, whereas guilt is
a more allocentric concern for the consequences of one’s other-oriented behaviour in the
Japanese sense [100]. Therefore, Japanese people may feel more guilt than shame when
their co-worker (instead of themselves) is blamed by someone.

Scenario 8 is inappropriate to measure beta-pride. The choice of beta-pride is “You
would be proud that you repaid your debts” for Scenario 8. Beta-pride is feelings of
pride stemming from evaluations of a specific behaviour [14,15,17]. Beta-pride depends on
settings for a specific behaviour. The kinds of behaviours people feel pride towards may
differ depending on individual cultural settings.

4. General Discussion

Both Studies 1 and 2 showed that some TOSCA-3 scenarios were inappropriate as a
measure of self-conscious emotions among Japanese populations. There were scenarios
that were found inappropriate for both student and parent populations. Thus, Scenarios 3
and 5 were not appropriate as scenes for shame assessment, Scenario 6 was inappropriate
as a scene for guilt assessment, Scenario 8 was inappropriate as a scene for beta-pride
assessment, Scenarios 4 and 11 were inappropriate as scenes for externalisation assessment,
and Scenario 5 was inappropriate as a scene for detachment assessment. These scenarios, as
noted earlier, provide situations that are not very familiar to Japanese students and parents.
Scenario 7 was not appropriate for a shame assessment only among parents, while Scenario
16 was not appropriate for shame assessment only for students.

Detachment is a response to negative situations with an attitude involving little
personal investment [101]. A detached response may not arise when someone intimate is
to be blamed. In situations where a co-worker is blamed, Japanese people may respond
emotionally by being empathetic. Shame, guilt, and detachment in other scenarios can be
explained by the same theoretical frame: egocentric or allocentric.

Externalisation is a defensive manoeuvre against the overwhelming pain of shame ex-
periences [15]. However, the externalisation of blame may lead to difficulty in interpersonal
relationships. There is a sense of values in close relationships that are based on harmony in
Japanese culture [102]. Therefore, externalisation may arise in different situations between
populations with backgrounds of Western and Japanese cultures.

4.1. Practice Implications and Further Research

Our results warn researchers when using the TOSCA-3 in a Japanese population
that because scenarios are culture/subculture specific, we should be cautious in selecting
scenarios suitable for the target population. Other than this, the TOSCA-3 can capture
self-conscious emotions consisting of several constructs effectively. Its construct validity
showed that the TOSCA-3 may be a useful tool to assess self-conscious emotions among
Japanese students and parents. The TOSCA-3 can be used to test the convergent validity of
the newly developed scales that measure neighbouring concepts.

Study 1 of our report provided evidence of construct validity of self-conscious emotion
domains. Although shame and guilt are both self-blaming emotions, they showed different
associations with current mood states, personality traits, dispositional coping styles, adult
attachment, and childhood experiences. Both alpha- and beta-prides were associated
with task- and avoidance-oriented coping styles, resilience, and narcissistic personality
traits, but they differ in terms of borderline personality traits in that only alpha-pride
was characterised by high primitive defence and moral value. Although associations
between alpha-pride and narcissistic personality traits were previously suggested in the
literature [18], alpha-pride was also associated with borderline personality. This finding
should take further research into account.
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4.2. Limitations

There are several limitations to our research. First, Study 1 was a secondary analysis
of the sample study, which was conducted in 2005. As the time and cultural contexts
were different between 2005 and now, the emotional state of the students may differ.
Second, this study was not a comparison of samples representing actual populations from
different countries. Further research is needed to identify situations in which feelings of
self-conscious emotions are evoked by different cultural backgrounds, across countries.

5. Conclusions

Our Studies 1 and 2 demonstrated that the TOSCA-3 is a useful tool to measure self-
conscious emotions among Japanese student and parent populations if a few culturally
inappropriate scenarios were deleted. Our finding suggested that appropriate scenarios for
different populations should be used for clinical situations and research, in TOSCA-3.
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