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ABSTRACT

From Humiliation to Retaliation: The Differentiaffécts of
Collective- Versus Personal-level Humiliating Expaces

Jennifer S. Goldman

While extant theory and research suggest that atiom plays a central
part in prolonging cycles of aggression and viokgrespecially in the context of
identity-based conflicts, there are still many gapthe literature (Coleman, 2003;
Crocker, Hampson & Aall, 2004; Friedman, 2003; Hagt& Luchetta, 1999;
Lindner, 2002, 2006). In particular, little resgfahas addressed whether different
types of humiliating events might provoke differéypies of responses, such that
some responses might characterize helplessness ethérs might be characterized
by prolonged anger and aggression and thus fugtiemm conflict. The present
research examined whether reactions to humiliatigalving collective-level
identity characteristics (such as race, religiot aationality), as compared to
personal-level ones, might produce more exterrfaltyised angry and aggressive
responses, both in the immediate- and longer-terms.

Two studies examined individuals’ reactions to Hiating experiences
involving collective- versus personal-level idepitharacteristics. Study 1 was an
experimental on-line scenario study, and Study 2 araonline survey asking
participants to recall humiliating experiences frthrair real lives. The results of
both studies showed that individuals humiliatedardag a collective-level identity
characteristic were significantly more likely tabie the humiliator or external

circumstances for the experience, while individimlmiliated regarding an



individual-level characteristic were significanttyore likely to blame themselves.
Both studies also showed that people who blameddbbkres for a humiliating
experience were significantly more likely to fealimmmediate sense of shame, and
Study 1 suggested that they were also significantiye likely to feel both an
immediate and prolonged sense of depression iaftaanath of the event.

Results suggest that those humiliated regardingdinidual-level identity
characteristic experienced a wide range of reastfmcluding self-blame,
immediate and prolonged anger, shame and depressidnin Study 1, intentions
to aggress against the humiliator), while thoseihatad regarding a collective-
level identity characteristic had a narrower, prigaexternally-focused range of
reactions (including other-blame, immediate andgmged anger and, in Study 1,
intentions to aggress against the humiliator).

This research was performed under an appointmetitddepartment of
Homeland Security (DHS) Scholarship and Fellowstipgram, administered by the
Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education (&RI8rough an interagency
agreement between the U.S. Department of Energ¥j@2@d DHS. ORISE is managed
by Oak Ridge Associated Universities (ORAU) undeEzontract number DE-ACO05-

060R23100. All opinions expressed in this papertlaeeauthor's and do not necessarily
reflect the policies and views of DHS, DOE, or ORBRISE.

This research was also supported by the UnitedeStBepartment of Homeland
Security through the National Consortium for thedytof Terrorism and Responses to
Terrorism (START), grant number N0O0140510629. Heweny opinions, findings, and
conclusions or recommendations in this documenttarse of the author and do not
necessarily reflect views of the U.S. Departmetitarheland Security.
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Chapter 1
LITERATURE REVIEW

| will not enumerate the instances of our humibati.. We are all
oppressed. We are all being humiliated... Today keswthole
Muslim [community], are treated with contempt and
dishonor...There is a feeling of hopelessness antenlyluslim
countries and their people. They feel they canatbing
right...Our only reaction is to become more and namgry. Angry
people cannot think properly.

- Mahathir Mohamad, Prime Minister of Malaysia0p230

The shameful photos are evil humiliation for Mustiran and

women in the Abu Ghraib prison...Where is the sehBerwr,

where is the rage? Where is the anger for Godigi@? Where is

the sense of veneration of Muslims, and wheresisémse of

vengeance for the honor of Muslim men and womémeilCrusaders

prisons?

- Masked terrorist on a video of the beheading wfefican Nicholas

Berg, 2004

Introduction

As the above sentiments suggest, humiliation israral factor contributing
to long-term conflict (Coleman, 2003; Crocker, Hamp & Aall, 2004; Friedman,
2003; Lindner, 2002). While examples of humiliatia current real world
conflicts abound, our knowledge is limited regagdihe precise role humiliation
plays in conflict (Hartling & Luchetta, 1999; Lindn 2002, 2006). The purpose of
the present research is to delineate specific iondiunder which humiliation is
likely to lead to protracted conflict and the sb@gychological processes by which
this occurs.

Prior studies in this area suggest that individysgsceptions of the social

norms surrounding a humiliating encounter affeetrthesponses to such

encounters. These studies have found that whepigoperceive social norms to



privilege (rather than restrict) aggression, theyraore likely to feel angry and
intend to act aggressively, both in the immediatentand over time (Goldman &
Coleman, 2004; Coleman, Kugler & Goldman, 2001 addition, group-based
concerns are considered to be at the core of nmangyterm conflicts (Coleman,
2003; Rothman, 1997; Lederach, 1997, 2005). Iy fasearch on relative
deprivation, a basic source of conflict, has fothmat collective-level relative
deprivation produces significantly more negative hostile reactions than does
personal-level relative deprivation (Applegryn &hivoudt, 1988; Guimond &
Dube-Simard, 1983; Koomen & Frankel, 1992; Smit®&iz, 2002; Tripathi &
Srivastava, 1981; Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972; Watk&ann, 1987; Walker, et.
al., 2002). Given the prevalence of humiliatiorc@llective-level protracted
conflicts around the world today, the present resebhuilds on prior studies by
examining whether the processes involved in calledevel humiliations produce
more negative and prolonged reactions to humileti@n those involved in
personal-level humiliations.

This paper has five chapters. The current chagters a review of the
literature, outlining the relationships betweent@oted conflict, humiliation,
collective identity, and rumination. It also pretea series of testable hypotheses.
Chapter Two describes the method and results dbagudy. Chapter Three
outlines the methods for two additional studies] @hapter Four presents the
results of the two studies. Finally, Chapter Fofers a discussion of the findings,

directions for future research, and limitationgha present research.



Protracted Conflict

Protracted conflictcan be broadly defined by three characteristigsst,
they persist over a long period of time and areattarized by cyclical patterns,
with frequent bursts of violence juxtaposed withipas of relative quiet as conflict
brews beneath the surface (Putnam & Wondolleck32G0leman, 2000). Second,
they continue despite repeated attempts to resoltransform them. Third, they
are waged in ways that the adversaries or thirtigsgperceive to be destructive, as
evidenced by devastating financial and infrastmectiamage as well as extremely
traumatic physical and emotional harm (Kreisbef@f)3 Coleman, 2003;
Lederach, 1997; Lindner, 2002; Burgess & Burge8652Brendt & Scott, 2004;
Wallensteen & Sollenberg, 2001; Brahm, 2005).

A sub-set of protracted conflicts can be charamteriasdentity-based
conflicts(Gurr, 2000; Rothman, 1997). Identity-based dotsltend to be rooted in
individuals’ need for dignity, recognition, safetgd control. The longer a conflict
continues, the more likely it is that these faciges/ a central role in the dispute
(Rothman, 1997). In such conflicts, the very esase of the Other can come to be
perceived as a threat to an individual's or groupis identity. This threat often
results in a mutual denial or negation of the Othielentity (Kelman, 1999, 2001).
This negation of identity, essentially being trelads if one does not exist, often
involves intense feelings of humiliation.

Humiliation is considered to be a central emotigpegienced by those in
protracted conflict settings (Crocker, Hampson &l1A2004; Lindner, 2002;

Coleman, 2003; Friedman, 2003). However, whilertte that humiliation plays in



conflict has received some attention in qualitategearch investigations as well as
in the popular media (see Lindner, 2002; Friedn2803; Filkins, et. al., 2004;
Sharkey, 2004), very little research exploringgpecific processes by which
humiliation operates in conflict situations hasrbeenducted (Hartling & Luchetta,
1999; Lindner, 2002).

Humiliation

The emotional experience of humiliation occursdaation to perceiving
oneself as being coerced or degraded in a wayiblates expectations for fair
treatment. Lindner (2002) suggests that the ematiexperience of humiliation
occurs as a result of the “[e]nforced lowering gfesison or group, a process of
subjugation that damages or strips away their phdaor or dignity” (p. 126). She
writes:

To be humiliated is to be placed, against your anidl often in a

deeply hurtful way, in a situation that is greatiferior to what you

feel you should expect. Humiliation entails demegrreatment

that transgresses established expectations (p. 126)

Frijda (1986) suggests that some emotions, calledbemotions, are
comprised of more than one more primary emotione @motional experience of
humiliation is considered to be a blend of bothnséand anger, including a unique
combination of self-blame and other-blame. Whiilarse is understood to be
focused on the self, and anger is understood focaesed on the other, the hybrid
view of humiliation suggests that humiliation istaself- and other-focused
(Lewis, 1971; Negrao, et. al., 2004).

The emotional experience of humiliation is alsdtiig linked with identity.

Hartling and Luchetta (1999) define the emotionglezience of humiliation as “the



deep dysphoric feeling associated with being, ocgeing oneself as being,
unjustly degraded, ridiculed, or put down—in partée, one’s identity has been
demeaned or devalued” (p. 264). In addition, Mhtr¢2002) suggests that
humiliation shapes the way individuals think abthemselves. He writes:

Humiliation, | believe, is not just another expegde in our life, like,

say, an embarrassment. It is a formative expegieiticforms the

way we view ourselves as humiliated persons...[ijdmees

constitutive of one sense of who we are” (2002,3D).

Thus, threats to identity often cause feelingswhhiation, and the

experience of humiliation, in turn, impacts identit

Taking into account the various aspects of hunwlrebutlined above, an
integrated definition of humiliation is providedree The emotional experience of
humiliation occurs in reaction to perceiving ondsed being coerced or degraded
in a way that violates expectations for fair treatrh It is comprised of a blend of
both shame and anger, including a unique combimadioself-blame and other-

blame!

! The words “humiliation” and “humiliating” are oftarsed in the literature to refer both to
anemotional experiencand to areventthat is perceived as humiliating by a target. present
research treats these as separate yet relatedsaspte construct of humiliation. In additioma
further distinctions should be made. First, a Hiator does not need to intend to humiliate in orde
to leave a target feeling humiliated. For examateairport security officer may think he is simply
doing his job when he tells a passenger to staide aghile her belongings are searched; however,
the passenger may be humiliated if she perceiesefficer to have singled her out because of her
ethnicity. Second, the opposite is also true: évarhumiliator intends to humiliate a target, the
target may not accept the humiliation. For inséanic a school lunchroom, the class bully may
attempt to humiliate a lunchroom aide by playingank joke on him in front of all the other
students, but the aide may simply decide not tepicthe humiliation that was intended.



Collective ldentity

The topic of identity has a long history in thedstwf social psychology
(Ashmore, et. al., 2004), much of which has focusedhe individual's sense of
unique identity, or what social identity theorylsadersonal identity(Tajfel and
Turner, 1986). However, more recently, scholargetsought to understand the
individual’'s identity within the context of the inadual’s relationships to others

and to social groups (Brewer & Gardner, 1996).

Social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) digjuishes between
personal identityandsocial identity While personal identityefines the individual
in relation, or in comparison, to other individuascial identityderives from
membership in emotionally significant groups. they wordspersonal identity
refers to those aspects of the self-concept tffii@rentiate the self from all others,
while social identityrefers to those aspects of the self-concept dilstat

assimilation to others or significant social graups

While the distinction between personal and sodahtity remains crucial to
our understanding of identity, scholars have mecenmtly identifieccollective
identityas an important facet of identity (e.g., BreweGé&rdner, 1996; Simon &
Klandermans, 2001; Ashmore, et. al. 2004). Wholdective identity has been
construed in slightly different ways by differehebrists, Brewer and Gardner
(1996) draw a useful distinction in describing Tthey differentiate between two

levels of social identityinterpersonaldentity andcollectiveidentity.

Interpersonal identitylerives from interpersonal relationships and

interdependence with specific others. It derivesifpersonalized bonds of



attachment present in intimate dyadic relationshkesparent-child, lovers and
friendships, and also membership in small, facte groups that are essentially
networks of such dyadic relationshipSollective identitypn the other hand,
derives from membership in larger, more impersop#éctives or social
categories. It does not require personal relatiggssamong group members.
Collective identity derives from impersonal bondsl@ommon identification with
some symbolic group or social category. Collecinlantity reflects internalizations
of the norms and characteristics of important exiee groups and consists of
cognitions about the self that are consistent wigt group identification (Brewer

& Gardner, 1996).

Many collective identities are considered toaseribed(as opposed to
achieved in the sense that they are acquired at birtreratian consciously chosen,
such as family, racial, ethnic and national idésgi{Deutsch, 1973)Ascribed
identitiesare usually unalterable (given that they are aeguat birth) and they tend
to be socially significant. Thus, they often plajarge role in determining one’s

sense of identity.

Self-construal is Contextual

While personal and social identities are considenetlally exclusive,
individuals are thought to hold such identitiesdiianeously, and the degree to
which one or the other identity is salient is cdesed to depend on contextual
factors (Brewer & Gardner, 1996). Depending ondtvetext, individuals shift the
way they think about themselves. For examplesdiaation of oneself as a group

member entails “a shift towards the perceptiorhefself as an interchangeable



exemplar of some social category and away fronp#reeption of self as a unique

person” (Turner, et. al., 1987, p. 50).

Motivation is Dependent on Self-construal

Different levels of self-construal are associatetth differences in the basic
goals of social interaction. Brewer (1991) writ8&fhen the definition of self
changes, the meaning of self-interest and selfusgmotivations also changes
accordingly” (p. 476). This means that the paticself-construal that is most
salient for an individual can dictate changes iw @ or she is motivated to
behave, or respond, towards external stimuli.

For example, if personal identity is most saliemtdn individual in a certain
situation, he or she will be most likely to be mrated in that situation by self-
interest, in which case, the person might seelaio gome tangible reward for him-
or herself. However, if the individual's colleativdentity is most salient, he or she
will be most likely to be motivated by the percalvaterests of his or her group, in
which case, the person might seek to gain somerdefwahis or her group. In
other words, individuals whose personal identitgalent are likely to be motivated
by self-interest, whereas individuals whose colectdentity is salient are likely to
act on behalf of the welfare of the collective (Bez & Gardner, 1996). For
example, a collectivistic orientation has been tbtmstrengthen one’s sense of
obligation to act on behalf of the welfare of thgroup (Brewer & Gardner, 1996;
Gaertner, Sedikides & Graetz, 1999).

Relative deprivation.Research on relative deprivation suggests thatlpe

respond differently when their sense of collectdentity has been threatened than



when their sense of personal identity has beemtfined.Relative deprivation
(RD)is defined as a perceived discrepancy between pdwile have and what
they feel entitled to. It is generally thoughta® one of the major sources of
interpersonal and intergroup conflict and viole(@eirr, 1970; Pruitt, 2006).
However, an important conceptual distinction is enbdtweerfraternal
deprivation(people’s perceptions of their group’s fortundatree to what they
expect for their group) anefoistic deprivatior{people’s perception of their
personal fortunes relative to what they expectiiemselves) (Runciman, 1966;
Gurr, 1970; Crosby, 1984; Tyler & Smith, 1998; Rr&i Kim, 2004).

Research suggests that fraternal (or collective) &Dppposed to egoistic
(or personal) RD, leads to heightened levels oflmbrand violence (Walker &
Mann, 1987). For example, fraternal RD, as conpéveegoistic RD, has been
found to produce significantly higher levels oftagonistic behaviors (Abeles,
1976; Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972), intergroup pieje (Vanneman & Pettigrew,
1972), negative intergroup attitudes (Tripathi &&stava, 1981; Applegryn &
Nieuwoudt, 1988), nationalist separatist attitu@@simond & Dube-Simard, 1983),
and intentions of militancy (Koomen & Frankel, 1992alker & Mann, 1987). In
contrast, egoistic RD has been found to lead thdritevels of stress symptoms,
including depression (Walker & Mann, 1987).

Causal attribution.What might explain these findings? Individuais a

thought to makexternal causal attribution§.e., blame the other) for negative
events targeting collective-level characteristiosinakeinternal causal

attributions(i.e., blame themselves) for negative events targ@ersonal-level
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characteristics (Applegryn & Nieuwoudt, 2001; SnétlOrtiz, 2002). Individuals
may make external attributions for negative collectevel events because in these
situations, they have access to social and infoomalt support suggesting that they
should not feel personally to blame for the evamtesit occurred regarding a
characteristic they share with others (Smith & Or2002; Crosby, 1984). In
contrast, in situations of egoistic RD, Crosby @PB8otes that people blame
themselves because they don’'t have access tostacmation. In addition, in the
context of fraternal RD, a social network is makelly to exist, which can provide
social support that protects people against phygiocal stress and negative self-
evaluations.

In turn, different causal attributions lead to drffnt emotional and
behavioral outcomes. Theory and research sudggsinternal attributions for
negative events lead to depression, while extattabutions lead to anger (Averill,
1983; Weiner, 1985; Flett, et. al., 1991; Neum&0; Carmony & DiGiuseppe,
2003) and aggression (Applegryn & Nieuwoudt, 200Hk]ker, et. al., 2002). For
example, when people experience egoistic RD, theVilkely to make internal
attributions for their plight, and to direct attemt towards the self, either by making
efforts at self-improvement or becoming depresdactontrast, when people
experience fraternal RD, they have a sense that®#hare their fate and are
therefore more likely to make external attributioasd thus seek to improve the lot
of their group through actions aimed at changirge, including collective protest

and violence (Appelgryn & Nieuwoudt, 2001; Walket., al., 2002).



How this relates to humiliationThe constructs of humiliation and relative

deprivation both involve perceiving oneself as geiower than” a referent party
and experiencing a violation of expectations far ieatment (see Lindner, 2002;
Goldman & Coleman, 2004). They both involve a famental sense of injustice
and often provoke negative emotional reactions iwhionder some conditions, can
lead to aggressive behavior. Thus, just as frat&®D has been found to cause
more negative external reactions than egoistic IRRpect that when a person’s
sense of collective identity is made salient amddtened, such as by being
humiliated regarding a collective-level identityachcteristic, more negative
external responses are likely to ensue than whesopal identity is made salient
and threatened, such as by humiliation regardipgrsonal-level identity

characteristic.
The above leads to the following hypotheses:

1a) Individuals who experience humiliation regardingodlective-
levelidentity characteristic will be more likely to mea&xternal
causal attributions for the humiliation than indiwals who
experience humiliation regardingparsonal-leveldentity
characteristic.

1b) In contrast, individuals who experience humiliatregarding a
personal-leveldentity characteristic will be more likely to nmak
internal causal attributions for the humiliation than indivals who
experience humiliation regardingallective-leveldentity
characteristic.

2a) Individuals who makexternalcausal attributions for a
humiliating event will be more likely tfeel angryandintend to
aggresghan individuals who makiaternal causal attributions for
the event.

2b) In contrast, individuals who maketernal causal attributions for
the event will be more likely tiieel ashamednddepressedhan
individuals who makexternalcausal attributions for the event.

11



12

3) Type ofcausal attribution mediatehe relationship between type

of identity characteristic humiliated and resultaffective and

behavioral responses.

Rumination
How does humiliation contribute to the protractedure of some

conflicts? Margalit (2002) writes, “The woundsio$ult and humiliation keep
bleeding long after the painful physical injuriesvk crusted over” (p.120). In other
words, highly emotional negative events are reddyiwell retained, both with
respect to the emotional event itself as well asetatral information in the event
that elicits the emotional reaction (Christiansb®34; Christianson & Loftus, 1987,
1990, 1991, Christianson, et. al., 1991; Yuille &t€hall, 1986, 1989). A number
of studies have found that the process of forgg#wents is slowed when the
events have an emotional component, versus whesvegs are neutral or non-
emotional (Reisberg & Heuer, 1992; Christiansor84)9

Singer and Blagov (2004) suggest that self-defimmegmories, such as those
involving humiliation, are likely to be repetitiyetecalled. In other words, they are
likely to be ruminated abouRumination(also known as dysphoric rumination or
brooding) is defined as self-focused attentionaiee particularly on one’s own
negative mood (Lyubomirsky & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1995)nvolves reviewing
over and over again in one’s mind the details négative experience (Berkowitz,
1993; Pruitt & Kim, 2004).

Margalit writes, “[W]e can hardly remember insulighout reliving them”
(p- 120). As a result of reliving the experieneslings of humiliation tend to

impact individuals’ reactions not only when thesgfioccur, but also at the moment
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of recollection. For example, in a situation inigéha person is already angry, a
series of empirical studies suggests that ruminatioreases the emotional
experience of anger (Rusting & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1888hman, Pedersen,
Vasquez, Bonacci & Miller, 2001; Bushman, 2002) agdressive behavior
(Konecni, 1974; Bushman, 2002). In contrast tbaesis theory (which states that
expressing negative emotions diffuses them), theglies suggest that the more
individuals ruminate, the angrier they feel anditi@e aggressively they behave.

For instance, in one study, Bushman (2002) askgdrad participants to hit
a punching bag and either think about the persamveld angered them
(rumination condition) or think about getting inegie physically (distraction
condition). After hitting the punching bag, paip@&nts reported the degree to
which they felt angry. After this, participants ieagiven the opportunity to
administer loud blasts of noise to the person wdmb dngered them. There was also
a no punching bag control group. The results efstiudy demonstrate that
participants in the rumination group felt signiintly angrier and behaved more
aggressively than participants in the distractind eontrol groups.

Similarly, based on extensive work in settings ittiacted conflict,
Lederach (2005) proposes that rumination abouéctite-level grievances often
provides group members with justification for violeacts. He writes:

In settings of protracted conflict the mixed higtof violence

among groups gives each, say Croats and Serbgjtos ldnd Tutsis,

a collective memory of times when they were dee@pmliated by the

other. The trauma remembered renews itself asopéne

unconscious psyche of group identity and is pads&dh across

generations..In many circumstances the chosen trauma provides

justification for intergroup defense, preemptivelgnce, or even
revenge (p. 142).
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In contrast, in a situation in which a personlisady depressed, rumination
has been found to maintain or increase the sevaniylength of the depression
(Lyubomirsky & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1995; Rusting & Noldoeksema, 1998).

The above leads to the following hypothesis:

4a) Individuals whafeel angryabout a humiliating experience and
ruminate will experience mogolonged angeandintentions to
aggresghan individuals whdeel depressedbout a humiliating
experience and ruminate.

4b) In contrast, individuals whiieel depressedbout a humiliating
experience and ruminate will feel mgrelongedshameand
depressiorthan individuals whdeel angryabout a humiliating
experience and ruminate.
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Summary Figures

Figure 1. The social psychological process thatusavhen humiliation involves a
collective-level identity characteristic.

High level of
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level identity
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event

Figure 2. The social psychological process thatusavhen humiliation involves a
personal-level identity characteristic.
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Chapter 2
PILOT STUDY

This chapter describes the method and resultgpobstudy and concludes

with recommendations for future studies based ®fintings.
Method

A pilot study was conducted in order to test scesalesigned to
manipulate the independent variable, to deterntirecontent validity and
reliability of the survey items, and to test a pnghary hypothesis.

Procedure

Participants (n = 52) were men and women, ages©d®wer, who had
access to the Internet. In an on-line surveyllegn with a written scenario
(following Keltner, Ellsworth & Edwards, 1993; Cah& Nisbett, 1994; and
Rusting & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1998), participants wasieed to place themselves “in
the shoes” of the main actor in the scenario whe aniliated by another actor.
The scenarios varied by condition; in the firstdition, the main actor was
humiliated regarding a collective-level identityachcteristic, in this case, being
gay. Inthe second condition the main actor wanihated regarding a personal-
level characteristic, in this case, being an ietzlial.

Participants answered a series of Likert-scalecqah-ended questions to
assess immediate affective, cognitive and interaddvioral reactions. The
follow-up questionnaire assessed delayed affecativgnitive and intended
behavioral reactions and the degree to which ppaints had ruminated about the

scenario over the past week.
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Statistical analyses were conducted to assesglibbility of the measures
and to test the following hypothesis: Individuaisiiliated regarding aollective-
levelidentity characteristic will experienceore immediate and delayed negative
affective and cognitive reactions, intentions tg@ss, and ruminatiothan those
humiliated regarding personal-leveldentity characteristic.

Measures

Each of the four sub-scales below began with am-@meled question
followed by a series of Likert-scale questionschlcaubscale was included in the
initial survey as well as the follow-up survey omeek later, unless otherwise

noted.

Affect. Negative affectvas measured using the Positive and Negative
Affect Scales (PANAS) (Watson, et. al., 1988) wheomsist of two 5-point, 10-
item mood scales. The scales range from “not’ataatextremely” and ask
participants to rate the extent to which they &sath item at the present moment.
The scales have been shown to be highly intercalhgistent and largely
uncorrelated. In additioeelings of humiliatiomvas measured using five 5-point
subscales: humiliation, inferiority, sadness, ragéd happiness (with happiness
being reverse coded), some of which were adapted fhe Humiliation Inventory
(Hartling & Luchetta, 1999). Participants were ko rate the extent to which
they felt each item at the present moment, witleihdp“not at all” and 5 being
“extremely”.

Cognition. Cognitive reactionsvas measured using five newly created sub-

scales testing the extent to which participantshayght the event would serve as a



18

formative, guiding force in their life; 2) thougtite event could enable socially
impermissible behavior to become permissible; 3)yaed the credibility of the
humiliator; 4) thought the event reflected who tlaeg as a person; and 5) reflected
on the motivations of the humiliator. The subssasked participants to rate the
extent to which they agreed or disagreed with esatement in the subscale, with 1
being “disagree” and 5 being “agree”.

Intentions to aggressTheintentions to aggressubscales, following those

used in Goldman and Coleman (2004) and ColemanleKkagd Goldman (2007),
were: physical aggression, emotional/verbal aggrespassive aggression, non-
aggression, and the extent to which the participantld use personal discipline to
counteract feelings of humiliation. On a scalerfrb to 5, participants were asked
to indicate the extent to which they would inteacehgage in each action, with 1
being “not at all” and 5 being “extremely likely”.

Rumination. Seven items assessingninationwere adapted using items
from the 6-point Dissipation-Rumination Scale (Gapr 1986). On a scale from 1
to 6, participants were asked to indicate the éxtewhich items were “completely
false for me” (1) to “completely true for me” (6).he rumination items were used
in the follow-up survey only.

Results

Tests for Reliability

The majority of the subscales were found to belbét. Please see Table 1.

[INSERT TABLE 1 HERE.]
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Tests of the Hypothesis

Results partially confirmed the hypothesis. In sthmse who were
humiliated regarding eollective-levetcharacteristic tended feel more humiliated
(F =5.06, p < .05)experiencemore negative affe¢k = 7.21, p < .05), think the
event would serve asmore formative, guiding force in their livesth
immediately F = 22.88, p <.001) and one week later517.60, p <.001), and
ruminate moreabout the event(= 4.99, p < .05) than those humiliated regarding a
personal-level identity characteristic. PleasefSgares 1 and 2. [INSERT

FIGURES 1 AND 2 HERE.]

The two groups did not differ significantly in tle&tent to which they
intended to behave aggressively against the huorilidVost participants reported
that they would not intend to aggress very muchh(lgpoups’ means were less than
2.06 on a scale from 1 to 5)However, the effects were both almost significast
indicated by the effect for immediate intended batraF(1 ,49) = 3.03, p = .088,
and the effect for delayed intended behatidr, 37) = 2.56 , p =.118. An analysis
of the means of each group indicates that theréifiee between the means is in the
predicted direction. Individuals humiliated regagla collective-level
characteristic intended to behave more aggressivehediately after reading the
scenario (M = 2.06, SD = .78) than individuals hiieted regarding a personal-
level characteristic (M = 1.71, SD = .65). Simyathey also intended to behave
somewhat more aggressively one week later (M =, 56b= .67) than individuals

humiliated regarding a personal-level characteri® = 1.36, SD = .45).

2 This is in line with Averill's (1982, 1983) findinthat most respondents do not report acting agiyelg
on self-report measures.
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Recommendations

A significant amount of insight was gained from thiet study, resulting in
recommendations for future studies. First, feellsaggested that the identity
characteristics chosen for the pilot scenariosxateequal in existing American
culture; being intellectual may be considered atpesattribute and may give rise
to positive associations, while being gay may Ineoeae controversial, somewhat
stigmatized attribute that may give rise to nega#igsociations. Thus, participants
in the collective (gay) group may have reportedenwegative reactions because the
humiliation took place regarding a more controvarstigmatized identity
characteristic than in the other scenario, rathan because of differences in the

independent variable between the conditions.

In future studies, the scenarios should be heldteon with regard to the
social desirability of the identity characteristiOne effective way to do this is for
the scenarios to be idiographic. That is, paréiotg should choose an identity
characteristic (personal or collective, dependinghe condition) with which they
identify strongly and which is a possible sourcéwomiliation in their real lives.
They should then read a scenario in which theyhamgiliated regarding the identity
characteristic they have chosen. The identityatdtaristics chosen would likely be

relatively equal with regard to social desirability

Second, if it is true that most respondents da@oort acting aggressively
on self-report measures as Averill (1982, 1983)ssts, then future studies should

include more items assessing indirect aggressidrshould measure the degree to



which participants woultlke to aggress, even if they wouldn’t actually aggiass

real life (Averill, 1982, 1983).
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Chapter 3

METHOD

Study 1

Participants and Recruitment

Participants (N = 165) were recruited through tbkinteers section of a

national general interest websiteww.craigslist.com by an advertisement to

participate in an online survey in exchange fordhance to win a $500 cash prize.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of tegeemental conditions.
Depending on condition, participants were askedtgine themselves as the
target of a humiliating event involving either dleotive-level identity

characteristic or a personal-level identity chagastic.

Comparable demographics were maintained betweemvtheonditions,
with no significant differences in participant sege, race, education or income
level. Overall, 141 participants were women (86).%%d 22 participants were men
(13.5%); 105 participants were between the agd8¢f9 (64.4%), 38 participants
were between the ages of 30-44 (23.3%), and 1&pamts were 45 and over
(11.7%). 125 participants were Caucasian / WHi%8%), 13 participants were
African-American (7.9%), 15 participants were Asiaksian-American (9.1%), 4
participants were Hispanic (2.4%), and 8 participatientified as Other (4.8%). 72
participants had a Bachelor’s degree (43.6%), 48gg@ants had either a high
school or Associate’s degree (29.1%), and 45 ppatits had a Master’s,

professional or doctoral degree (27.3%). 56 paditts had an income between

22
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$25,000-$49,000 (34.1%), 48 participants had aomeless than $25,000
(29.3%), 47 participants had an income between0880$99,000 (28.7%), and 13
participants had an income $100,000 or higher (7.9%or additional

demographic information, please see Table 8.)
Procedure

An experiment was conducted using an initial suraeg a follow-up survey
one week later (for access to all survey itemsag#esee Appendix A). In the initial
survey, participants were asked to list 5-10 peabkarr collective-level
characteristics (depending on condition) with whtichy identify strongly, and that
have been, or could be, the target of severe taliotheir lives. They were then
asked to choose the characteristic that is the mmgsirtant to their identity. (For
an overview of the types of identity charactersparticipants chose, please see
Table 10.) Participants were then asked to vividligigine a scenario (following
Keltner, Ellsworth & Edwards, 1993; Cohen & Nishéd®94; and Rusting &
Nolen-Hoeksema, 1998) in which they were humiliaeghrding the identity

characteristic they chose. The instructions aeti@go read as follows:

Imagine that the event below is happening to y®lease read
slowly. Imagine it as vividly as possible, incladiwhat you would
feel, think, and do. Imagine yourself and peoa iknow as
characters in the situation.

You recently arrived at a party, and you are surdaal by a group
of acquaintances. Suddenly, the leader of the dareameone you
know named Chris, looks directly at you and totallyniliates you
about being [identity characteristic inserted he@ris puts you
down and makes you feel degraded because youdaifly
characteristic inserted here]. Then Chris sneeyswatand says,
“You aren’t welcome here. Get out!” Someone in ek of the
crowd yells, “Yeah, get out!” This causes quitstiaand you hear
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laughter in the crowd. You look around and feelrgoge in the
room staring at YOU.

After reading the scenario, participants answerseris of items assessing
attributions, and emotional and intended behavi@attions. Manipulation checks
were conducted and demographic variables wereatetle In the follow-up
survey, emailed to participants through a web-bnk week later, participants were
asked to recall the event as vividly as possibtetaranswer the same questions as

the week before, in addition to items assessingrration.
Measures

Attribution. Attribution (i.e., the extent to which particigarblame
themselves or blame others for the humiliating &veas measured using three
items that have been successfully used to assesettee to which people blame
themselves, blame others, or blame external cirtames for events in their lives
(see Ferguson & Wells, 1980; Seligman, AbramsomrBel & Baeyer, 1979;
Anderson, Horowitz & French, 1983; and Flett, Blstgin & Kleinfeldt, 1991).
When a categorical variable was needed for analyssscore was derived from
responses to one categorical item. When a coniswariable was needed, a
composite score was derived from the responsdsttoee items. The categorical
item asked participants to indicate whether theasibn occurred due to “a
characteristic of my own” or due to “other circuarstes (people, situations, etc.)”.
One continuous variable used a 7-point Likert sad&ing participants to indicate
the extent to which the cause of the event wasitffotlue to other people and

circumstances” (1) or “totally due to me” (7). To#her continuous variable used a
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5-point Likert scale, asking participants to indecthe extent to which they

believed the event was their fault, with 1 beingtat all” and 5 being “extremely”.
Affect.

Quantitative measures of anger and shafwger and shame were

measured quantitatively using the widely used Eglpdr-orm of the Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule, or PANAS-X (Watson, ét. 988; Watson & Clark,
1991, 1992). This 5-point scale asked participtmtadicate the extent to which
they felt each item at the present moment, witleihdp“not at all” and 5 being
“extremely”. A composite score for anger was dedivy responses to the
following six items:angry, irritable, hostile, scornful, disgustaadloathing A
composite score for shame was derived by respdagke following six items:
guilty, ashamed, blameworthy, angry at self, disgaisvith selanddissatisfied

with self Items for both sub-scales were interspersed avitequal number of other
affective descriptors in PANAS-X, such as shyn&sdsjue, and surprise, to

disguise the nature of the sub-scales of interest.

Qualitative measure of angeAnger was also assessed qualitatively.

Immediate anger was assessed using participargw/egia to the open-ended
guestion, “How do you feel right now?” and prolodgenger was measured using
answers to the open-ended question, “When youl theasituation, how do you

feel?”
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Intended aggression.

Quantitative measure of intended aggressimtended aggression

was measured quantitatively using a 6-item scadssess direct and indirect
aggression responses following Averill’'s (1982, 3pBamework. Participants
were asked to assess the extent to which they thaail and “would feel like
doing” each of 6 actions on separate 3-point Likedles, with 1 being “not at all”

and 3 being “very much” for both scales.

Qualitative measure of intended aggressidrmgualitative measure

of intended aggression was derived using partiegd@ualitative answers to the
open-ended question, “What would you do right noas?d a qualitative measure of
prolonged intended aggression was derived usingensso the open-ended

guestion, “If given the opportunity to see Chrisiagtoday, what would you do?”.

Depression.The first list of the Depression Adjective Chegkts (DACL)
was used to measure participants’ state of dereg¢ksubin, 1965). The DACL
has repeatedly performed as a successful measdeprdssion among non-clinical
respondents, and it is designed to measure depnessia state, rather than as a trait
(Shaver & Brennan, 1991). Participants were askese a check mark to indicate
whether each adjective in the list “applies to me"does not apply to me” when
they think about the scenario. The list contaidsl@pressive items and 12 non-
depressive items. The total score was deriveddding the number of depressive
items checked, plus the number of normal (or ngoreksive) itemsaot checked.

The higher the score, the higher level of depressio
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Rumination. Items assessing rumination were slightly adapted the
Dissipation-Rumination Scale (Caprara, 1986). 3¢ede contains 18 items, 13 of
which assess rumination and 5 of which are filemis. On a 6-point scale ranging
from “completely true for me” to “completely faléer me,” participants were asked
to indicate the extent to which each item is tretfiem when they recall the
scenario from the previous week. A composite ratiam score was derived by

responses to the 13 rumination items.

Demographic measure®emographic variables were collected, including

age, sex, ethnicity, highest level of educatioionality, and whether English is a

first or second language.

Identity characteristicsThe principal researcher and one independent rate

coded the identity characteristic each participenote down as most central to
his/her identity. The raters placed each idemtitgracteristic in one of 15 different
categories, such as “physical feature”, “overweéigimationality”, and “religion”.

The inter-rater reliability for these coded itemasw95. Please see Appendix B for

the coding protocol describing how the identityretegeristics were coded.

Data Analysis

Analyses were begun by computing composite vaggabsing each of the
single items in the various sub-scales of integstutlined above. Next, reliability
analyses were conducted using Cronbach’s alptestdhe extent to which all the
items in each sub-scale were testing the sameraehstOnce composite variables
were computed and a satisfactory level of religbfbr each sub-scale was

established, descriptives, frequencies, and Peamoelations between all
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variables in the study were collected to deternameverall framework of
relationships. Next, analyses were conductedstoetgch of the four hypotheses as

outlined in Chapter 1.

First, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) veasducted to test
whether attribution differed significantly by cotidn (Hypothesis 1). Next, means
and standard deviations of attribution were analyzecondition, to determine
whether the means were in the predicted direct®distandardized continuous

composite measure of attribution was used.

Second, to test whether there were significarfiéaihces in shame,
depression, anger and aggression between thosenathe internal versus external
causal attributions (Hypothesis 2), a multiple gsigl of variance (MANOVA) was
conducted using the four dependent variables ardimimotomous item that tested

attribution.

In order to test for mediation effects (Hypothe&yisthe widely accepted
Baron and Kenny (1986) method was used. FirstsBaaorrelations were
collected to ensure that the dependent variables earelated with the
independent variable. Once correlations were bskedal, three regression analyses
were used to determine whetlagtribution mediated the relationships between
identity characteristic humiliatednd the foudependent variable&.g.,shame,
depression, angeandaggressioh First, the proposed mediator (the continuous
composite variable for attribution) was regressedhe independent variable (type
of identity characteristic humiliated). Second;ledependent variable was

regressed on the independent variable separatélyd, each dependent variable
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was regressed on both the independent variabl¢hangroposed mediator
(attribution).

Finally, analyses were conducted to test for sigauft differences in
prolonged shame, depression, anger and aggressivadn those who were
immediately angry and ruminated versus those whe wemediately depressed
and ruminated after reading the humiliating scen@fiypothesis 4). First, a one-
way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted etedmine whether
rumination differed by condition. It was not hypesized to differ by condition,
and this was conducted to ensure that conditioiffeirences would not be
responsible for any differences found if only higiminators were used. No
significant effects were found for rumination beémdahe conditions.

Next, since Hypothesis 4 seeks to test differenoésamong those who
ruminate, a cut-off was established to distinglstween ruminators and non-
ruminators. Using the frequencies collected fonination (Mean = 2.94, Median
= 3.00, Mode = 2.75) and the Likert scale of th@ination items (scale from 1-6,
with 1 being no rumination and 6 being very higmnoation), a filter was created
so that only participants scoring 3 or above (aeqr above the mean, median and
mode, and above the mean on the Likert scale iteras included in the following
analyses.

Hypothesis 4 compares those who are immediatelgyaargl ruminate
versus those who are immediately depressed anahateni Thus, based on
frequencies for anger and depression, only paditgscoring above the mean for

anger (3.733) and for depression (.62) were indudeanalyses. One-way



analyses of variance (ANOVAS) were conducted termheine whether significant
differences between the groups existed. Frequemareeach dependent variable
were also collected to determine whether any diffees were in the predicted

direction.

Additional analyses were performed to test hypahesing only a sub-set
of participants. Participants who chose certansq@aal-level identity
characteristics (physical features, being overwteighd not “fitting in”) were
compared to participants who chose minority coiectevel identity
characteristics (minority nationality, race, retigi gender and sexual orientation).
This was done to determine whether narrowing thegdyof identity characteristics
might produce different results. In order to cottdhese analyses, two
independent raters coded the identity charactesisind reliability analyses were
conducted using Cronbach’s alpha to assess thetdgte/hich the two

independent raters had coded the identity charatbsrsimilarly.

Finally, frequencies were collected regarding deraplgic information for
participants overall as well as by condition. Altimle analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted to determine whether anygigant differences

existed demographically between the conditions.
Study 2

The recruitment and procedure for Study 2 reple#tat of Study 1, except

for the following changes.
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Participants

74 participants completed Study 2. As in Studpélkticipants were
randomly assigned to one of two experimental coorast However, in Study 2,
participants were asked to recall a humiliatingné\feom their real lives involving
either a collective-level identity characteristicaopersonal-level identity

characteristic, depending on condition.

There were no significant differences in participage, race, education or
income level. However, the ratio of women to mdrowompleted the survey for
the collective humiliation condition was signifidgnhigher (29 women and 3 men)
than in the personal humiliation condition (25 wonaad 13 men)H = 6.842; p <
.05). Overall, 54 participants were women (77.5g 16 participants were men
(22.9%); 35 participants were between the age8¢f9(49.3%), 21 participants
were between the ages of 30-44 (29.6%), and 1kcpamts were between 45-59
(21.1%). 52 participants were Caucasian / Whiged%), 3 participants were
African-American (4.2%), 7 participants were Asiaiksian-American (9.7%), 7
participants were Hispanic (9.7%), and 3 participatientified as Other (4.2%). 21
participants had a Bachelor’s degree (29.2%), 3dggaants had either a high
school or Associate’s degree (47.2%), and 17 ppatits had a Master’s,
professional or doctoral degree (23.7%). 28 paditts had an income between
$50,000-$99,000 (38.9%), 20 participants had aonmebetween $25,000-$49,000
(27.8%), 17 participants had an income less th& 08D (23.6%), and 7
participants had an income $100,000 or higher (9.8%or additional

demographic information, please see Table 9.)
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Procedure

Participants were asked to recall as many hurmbggixperiences from their
real lives as possible, choose the one that was mosiliating, and describe it in
detail. They were asked to either write about>geaence that involved a group
characteristic or an individual characteristic, @®ging on the condition. (For an
overview of the types of identity characteristiestizipants were humiliated about
and chose to write about, please see Table 11e)ingtructions (following Averill,
1982 and Flett, et. al., 1991) read as followshwnistructions for théndividual

condition in brackets):

Please take a moment to think back over yourfiiten many years
ago until today, and recall times when you felt liated. In other
words, recall times when you were made to feekriofedegraded,
or put down.

Specifically, think of times when you were humididtabout a group
characteristic—that is, a characteristic that re@nés your
membership in a group-or example, you may have felt humiliated
regarding your religion, ethnicity, race, natiohglgender,
professional group membership, etc.

Please dmot think of times you were humiliated about an indial
characteristicsuch as being incompetent, nerdy, unattractive,
unathletic, too skinny, overweight, etc. (unless yaere humiliated
because one of these characteristics represented)smip
membership; if this is the case, please specify thay are
connected).

[Individual condition:Specifically, think of times when you were
humiliated about an individual characteristic—tisat@a
characteristic that had to do specifically with y&or example, you
may have felt humiliated about being incompeteatdp,
unattractive, unathletic, too skinny, overweightyaolnerable in
some other way. Please dot think of times you were humiliated
about a group characterisgach as your religion, ethnicity,
nationality, gender, professional memberships] etc.

Write down 1 or 2 words about each situation ingpace below.
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This is just to jog your memory, so there is nocheewrite more
than a few words about each situation.

Please take as much time as you need.

When you feel you are done, click "submit" and gdmthe next
page.

On the next page:

Of the experiences you wrote about on the previage, please
write in detail about the one that is the most Hiatimg below
Include details such as:

» what led up to the situation;

* what you were humiliated about or for;

* when it took place;

* where it took place;

* who was involved;

* what you felt, thought and did;

» what other people did; and

* why this is your worst humiliating experience.

The experience could be one that happened mang ggar
a few weeks ago, today, or anytime in between. tDoorry

about spelling or making it a formal essay, justewdown
what comes to you.

Participants then answered items assessing attnis,itand emotional and
intended behavioral reactions, and rumination.r gégess to all survey items in

Study 2, please see Appendix A).
Measures

Measures closely replicated those in Study 1. lerding was slightly
modified to fit the nature of Study 2. Items asgelsparticipants’ delayed reactions
(i.e., how they feel or what they think at the pr@smoment when they recall the
situation), except for items regarding behavioealctions, which asked participants

to report what they did when the situation occurred



Data Analysis

Analyses for Study 2 followed those described umd$tl except for those
testing Hypothesis 4, which were not included ind$t2 because data on
immediate reactions, necessary to conduct thig/aisalwere not available in Study

2.
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Chapter 4
RESULTS
Study 1

Tests for Reliability

The majority of the subscales were found to belbét. Please see Table 2.
[INSERT TABLE 2 HERE.]

Tests of the Hypotheses

Summary of results.

Results partially confirmed the hypotheses. Hypsés 1a and 1b were
both supported. Those who experienced humiliagegarding aollective-level
characteristic were significantly more likely to keaxternalcausal attributions for
the humiliation, while individuals who experiendaamiliation regarding a
personal-leveldentity characteristic were significantly morkdiy to makanternal
causal attributions. Hypothesis 2b was fully supgsh Those who madeternal
causal attributions for the event were significantiore likely to feeashamedand
depressedhan those who madexternalcausal attributions. Hypothesis 2a was
partially supported. When taking into account ahly responses of participants
who chose certain identity characteristics in eamidition, those who made
externalcausal attributions for the event were signifibantore likely to feel
angryand tointend to aggresthan those who madeternal causal attributions.

With regard to mediation (Hypothesis 3), the candsg of mediation were
met with regard to one dependent variaBlgaMmé. In other words, the relationship

between the type of identity characteristic hurteligcollective vs. personagnd
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the resulting immediate feeling shamewas mediated by the type cdusal
attribution.

Hypothesis 4b was fully supported, while Hypotheésisvas not. While all
participants felt a fair amount of prolonged anged prolonged intentions to
aggress, only those humiliated regarding an ind&idevel identity characteristic
continued to feel significantly higher levels ofpdession and shame one week
later.

Following is a summary of statistical results supipg the findings
summarized above, listed by hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1: The effect of type of identity cheastic humiliated
on causal attributions.

Hypothesis la)individuals who are humiliated regarding a
collective-leveldentity characteristic will be more likely to mak
externalcausal attributions for the humiliation than indivals who
are humiliated regarding@ersonal-leveldentity characteristic.

Hypothesis 1b)in contrast, individuals who are humiliated
regarding gersonal-leveldentity characteristic will be more likely
to makeinternal causal attributions for the humiliation than
individuals who are humiliated regardingallective-leveidentity
characteristic.

Hypotheses 1a and 1b were both supported. Thoseewgerienced

humiliation regarding aollective-levekharacteristic were significantly more likely

to makeexternalcausal attributions for the humiliation (M = 1.&8D = .66), while
individuals who experienced humiliation regardingessonal-leveldentity

characteristic were significantly more likely to keanternal causal attributions (M
=2.18, SD =.79), as evidenced by a significafgatfusing a one-way analysis of

variance (ANOVA) comparing the two grougs £ 25.93, p <.001).
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For example, in response to an open-ended quesiang participants who
or what was the cause of the humiliating evenhendcenario they read, two
participants in the individual identity charactéasondition wrote about
themselves being the cause of the humiliating el@so

“My lack of social finesse and charisma.”

“Probably myself having difficulty finding commonyics to talk
about with others at the party.”

In contrast, participants in the collective idgntiharacteristic condition
tended to think that Chris and other external eirstances were the cause of the
humiliating event. For example, in response topen-ended question asking who
or what was the cause of the event in the scerthedpllowing two participants
wrote:

“Chris and his prejudices. He either has somethomjnst Jews or

just likes to make people feel bad about themseaduesf low self-

esteem.”

“Societal oppression, the dominant worldview alquger people, as
well as internal psychological issues going onGaris.”

Hypotheses 2a and 2b: The effect of type of catt#bution on
anger, intentions to aggress, shame and depression.

Hypothesis 2a)individuals who makexternalcausal attributions
for a humiliating event will be more likely feel angryandintend to
aggresghan individuals who makiaternal causal attributions for
the event.

Hypothesis 2b)in contrast, individuals who maleternal causal
attributions for the event will be more likely fieel ashamednd
depressedhan individuals who makexternalcausal attributions for

the event.

In full support of hypothesis 2b, those who madernal causal attributions

for the event were significantly more likely to felepressedM = .67, SD = .16)
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than those who madsxternalcausal attributions (M = .58, SD = .18}, 4.68, p
<.05). They were also somewhat more likely td fgelonged depressiofM =
.52, SD =.20) than those who maaéernalcausal attributions (M = .43, SD =
.19), as shown by an effect bordering on signiftea = 2.80, p. = .10).

In addition, those who madeternal causal attributions were significantly
more likely to feelashamedM = 3.50, SD = 1.03) as compared to those whoemad
externalcausal attributions (M = 2.15, SD = 1.11), as ghdwy a significant effect
using a multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) coanimg the two groups~(=
27.33, p <.001).

In Hypothesis 2a, participants did not significgrdiffer regarding anger
and intentions to aggress. Participants in bobligs (nternal andexternalcausal
attribution) were fairly angry and fairly likely tatend to aggress. On a Likert
scale from 1 to 5, those who blamed themselveth®ohumiliating event were just
as angry (M = 3.46, SD = 1.05) as those who blaatledr people or circumstances
for the humiliating event (M = 3.48, SD = .93). dddition, on a Likert scale from
1 to 3, those who blamed themselves (M = 1.93, S@6¥Fwere just as likely to
intend to aggress as those who blamed externalgeopircumstances (M = 1.84,
SD = .46).

However, significant differences between those wiaaleinternal versus
externalcausal attributions for a humiliating event wesarfd forintended
aggressiorwhen participants who chose only certain typesleftity
characteristics were included in analyses. Whéy pearticipants who chose

certain personal-level identity characteristicsy@bal features, being overweight,
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and not “fitting in”) and participants who chosenmiity collective-level identity
characteristics (minority nationality, race, retigj and sexual orientation) were
included in analyses, a significant differencénitentions to aggresaas found to
exist, as evidenced by a multiple analysis of vartabetween the two grouds £
4.65; p <.05). Those who maeeternal attributiondor the event were
significantly more likely tantend to aggreséM = 1.69, SD = .48) than those who
madeinternal attributions(M = 1.37, SD = .48). This suggests that if papants
had been asked to choose more specifically onketiypes of characteristics in
each condition, perhaps more significant differsnoetween intentions to aggress
may have been found.

Hypothesis 3: The role of causal attribution as edmtor.

Hypothesis 3)Type ofcausal attribution mediatethe relationship

between type of identity characteristic humiliased! resulting

affective and behavioral responses.

In order to determine whether typeaafusal attributionrmediated the
relationship between type afentity characteristic humiliated (collective vs.
personal)and the affective and behavioral respor{aeger, intentions to aggress,
shameanddepression)a test for mediation was performed following thieely
accepted Baron and Kenny method (1986), as dedanb@&hapter 2. Three
regressions were conducted to test whether BardiKanny’'s (1986) four
conditions for mediation were met. The four codis are: 1) the independent
variable must affect the mediator; 2) the indepahgariable must affect the

dependent variable; 3) the mediator must affectifpgendent variable; and 4) the
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effect of the independent variable on the dependamable must be less when it is
measured along with the mediator than when it iasueed alone.

All the required conditions were met with regardtee dependent variable
(shame). In the first equation, as expected, th®a significant effect of the
independent variable on the mediatér525.93, p <.001, Standardized Beta =
.372). In the second equation, the independemhlarhad a significant effect on
one dependent variab{shame)F = 38.48, p < .001, Standardized Beta = .439). In
the third equation, the mediator had a significfeéct on the dependent variable
(shame)F = 38.03, p <.001, Standardized Beta = .400)adition, the effect of
the independent variable on the dependent var{shkme)wvas less in the third
equation (Standardized Beta = .287) than in therstequation, suggesting a
mediation effect. Thus, the relationship betwdentype of identity characteristic
humiliated (collective vs. personal) and the resgltmmediate feeling of shame is
mediated by the type of causal attribution.

Hypothesis 4: Prolonged anger, intentions to aggrefame and

depression.

Hypothesis 4a)individuals whdfeel angryabout a humiliating

experience and ruminate will experience nman@onged angeand

intentions to aggresthan individuals whdeel depressedbout a

humiliating experience and ruminate.

Hypothesis 4b)In contrast, individuals whieel depressedbout a

humiliating experience and ruminate will feel mprelongedshame

anddepressiorthan individuals whdeel angryabout a humiliating
experience and ruminate.

In full support of hypothesis 4b, those who fidpressednd ruminated felt

significantly moreprolongeddepression(M = .52, SD = .16) than those who felt
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angryand ruminated (M = .40, SD = .14), as confirmedlmne-way analysis of
variance F = 4.52, p < .05). In addition, as predicted, thafo feltdepresse@nd
ruminated felt significantly morprolonged shamév = 2.15, SD = .79) than those
who feltangryand ruminated (M = 1.46, SD = .75), as confirmgd mne-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) comparing the two ggeufF = 5.22, p < .05).

Regarding hypothesis 4a, those who &algyry and ruminated did not
experience significantly moggolonged angeandprolonged intentions to aggress
than individuals who feldepressednd ruminated. Participants in both groups
experienced a fair amount pfolonged angeandprolonged intentions to aggress.
On a Likert scale from 1 to 5, those who those ¥efiodepressed and ruminated
experienced nearly as much prolonged anger (M 5, &b = .72) as those who felt
angry and ruminated (M = 2.85, SD = .91). In additon a Likert scale from 1 to
3, those who felt depressed and ruminated werikelyg to intend to aggress (M =
1.43, SD = .36) as those who felt angry and rurech@y = 1.40, SD = .50).

Study 2

Tests for Reliability

The majority of the subscales were found to bebéd. Please see Table 3.
[INSERT TABLE 3 HERE.]

Tests of the Hypotheses

Summary of results.

Results partially confirmed the hypotheses andjare similar to the
results found in Study 1. Hypotheses l1a and lle Wweth supported. Those who

were humiliated regardingallective-levekharacteristic were significantly more
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likely to makeexternalcausal attributions for the humiliation, while imduals

who were humiliated regardingo@rsonal-leveldentity characteristic were
significantly more likely to makaternal causal attributions. Hypothesis 2b was
partially supported. Those who madeernal causal attributions for the event were
more likely to feeashamedhan those who madexternalcausal attributions, but
they were not more likely to fedepressed In Hypothesis 2a, participants did not
significantly differ regarding anger and intentidosaggress. However, there was a
negative correlation betweshameandintentions to aggressn other words, the
more ashamed a participant felt, the less likelphghe was to have aggressed.
This suggests that the presence of shame may baxexdsto somehow hamper
aggression, and/or vice versa.

Regarding the test for mediation (Hypothesis 3)diateon was found only
with regard to the same dependent variable asudySt(shame). The relationship
between the type of identity characteristic hurteliaCollective vs. personpand
the resulting feeling addhamewas mediated by the type cdusal attribution

Following is a summary of statistical results supipg the findings
summarized above, arranged by hypothesis.

Hypotheses 1a and 1b: Internal vs. external caatabution.

1a) Individuals who experience humiliation regardingodlective-

levelidentity characteristic will be more likely to mea&xternal

causal attributions for the humiliation than indiwals who

experience humiliation regardingparsonal-leveldentity

characteristic.

1b) In contrast, individuals who experience humiliatregarding a

personal-leveldentity characteristic will be more likely to mak
internal causal attributions for the humiliation than indivals who
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experience humiliation regardingallective-leveldentity
characteristic.

Hypotheses 1a and 1b are both supported. Thoseweteohumiliated
regarding aollective-levetharacteristic were significantly more likely t@ake
externalcausal attributions (M = 1.93, SD = .90) for thartiliation, while
individuals who were humiliated regardingersonal-leveldentity characteristic
were significantly more likely to makaternal causal attributions (M = 2.74, SD =
1.19), as evidenced by a significant effect usimgeway analysis of variance
(ANOVA) comparing the two group$(= 10.27, p = .002).

For example, in response to an open-ended quesdiong participants who
or what was the cause of the humiliating event tdhescribed, two participants in
the individual identity characteristic conditionate about how they saw
themselves as the cause of the humiliation thegmmpced:

“The event was my fault for trusting his love enbug share this
deep secret with him. | should have never tolcbaey’

“As | described, | wasn't taking care of myselfkeli..wearing
clothes without washing them, showing every 3-4sdalywas
depressed and unhappy. It was all | could do emeet out of bed.
| usually didn't do that on time. So two girlstthavorked with
complained to our direct manager that | smelled Qdaklieve they
implied that the smell was from between my legghUHorrible.”

In contrast, participants in the collective idgntiharacteristic condition
tended to write about their humiliators being these of the humiliating event. For
example, the following two participants wrote:

“I think the two who did it are the causes. Thad émeir disrespect

for women. | also realized that | shouldn't haa@sed, but that
excuses nothing.”
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“I'm certain that the person who made the commeatsnot very
knowledgeable about the field. The person did meehmuch social
tact...”

Hypotheses 2a and 2b: The effect of type of catt#bution on
anger, intentions to aggress, shame and depression.

2a) Individuals who makexternalcausal attributions for a

humiliating event will be more likely tfeel angryandintend to

aggresghan individuals who makiaternal causal attributions for

the event.

2b) In contrast, individuals who malketernal causal attributions for

the event will be more likely tteel ashamednddepressedhan

individuals who makexternalcausal attributions for the event.

In hypothesis 2b, those who madeernal causal attributions for the event
were somewhat more likely to feethamedM = 2.77, SD = 1.30) than those who
madeexternalcausal attributions (M = 2.16, SD = 1.19), butythhere not more
likely to feeldepressed The effect foshameusing a multiple analysis of variance
(MANOVA) (F = 3.45, p = .07) borders on significance.

In Hypothesis 2a, participants did not significgrdiffer regarding anger
and intentions to aggress. Participants in bobligs (nternal andexternalcausal
attribution) were fairly angry. On a Likert scéitem 1 to 5, those who blamed
themselves for the humiliating event were justragra (M = 3.01, SD = 1.23) as
those who blamed other people or circumstancethéhumiliating event (M =
3.06, SD = 1.12). However, participants in botbugs reported very little
aggressive behavior. On a Likert scale from 1, tthh@se who blamed themselves

(M =1.19, SD = .48) were as unlikely to report @ggive behavior as those who

blamed external people or circumstances (M = 1S4z .48)°

% This is in line with Averill's (1982, 1983) findinthat most respondents do not report acting agiyelg
on self-report measures.
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However, it should be noted that a negative caitglidbetweershameand
aggressiorborders on significance (r = -.234, p = .08).other words, the more
ashamed a participant felt, the less likely heherwas to have aggressed. This
suggests an interesting relationship between slt@ggression, such that the
presence of shame may serve to somehow hampeisaggreand/or vice versa.

Hypothesis 3: The role of causal attribution as edmtor.

3) Type ofcausal attribution mediatebe relationship between type

of identity characteristic humiliated and resultaffective and

behavioral responses.

Using the same procedure as in Study 1, a teshéoliation was performed
following Baron and Kenny (1986). All the requirednditions were again met
only with regard to the same dependent variabla &udy 1(shame).The
relationship between the type of identity charastierhumiliated (collective vs.
personal) and the resulting feeling of shame isiated by the type of causal
attribution.

In the first equation, as expected, there wasrafgignt effect of the
independent variable on the mediater510.27, p = .002, Standardized Beta =
.36). In the second equation, the independenablarihad a significant effect on
one dependent variab{shame)F = 11.11, p =.001, Standardized Beta = .37). In
the third equation, the mediator had a signifiefact on the dependent variable (
=10.70, p =.000, Standardized Beta = .37). bhitawh, the effect of the
independent variable on the dependent variabldegasn the third equation
(Standardized Beta = .21) than in the second emuatuggesting a mediation

effect.
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Chapter 5
DISCUSSION

While extant theory and research suggest that atiom plays a central
part in prolonging cycles of aggression and viogrbere are still many gaps in the
literature. For example, little research has askbld whether different types of
humiliating events might provoke different typesedéponses, such that some
responses might characterize helplessness whigesothight be characterized by
prolonged anger and aggression and thus fuel lemg-tonflict. Against the
backdrop of the raging war on terror, which carcbesidered an example of a
protracted identity-based conflict (i.e., the “Westrsus the “Arab world”), the
present research sought to examine reactions tdiatiam involving collective-
level identity characteristics, as compared toqeaaklevel ones. This research was
based on the premise that there would be a difterenthe way humiliating events
were experienced and responded to, and it sebdast a series of hypotheses
about how this process might work. This chaptérefan overview of some of the
specific findings of this research as well as sstgpkdirections for future research
and some limitations of this work.

The results of Studies 1 and 2 support the hypthleat individuals who
are humiliated regarding a collective-level idgntharacteristic are more likely to
blame the humiliator or external circumstancesterhumiliating experience,
while individuals who are humiliated regarding adividual-level identity
characteristic are more likely to blame themselvBEsis supports and extends

research on relative deprivation, which suggestsuten people feel relatively



deprived regarding collective-level attributes tlaeg more likely to make external
attributions for their situation, while when peofpdel relatively deprived regarding
personal-level attributes they are more likely @kmminternal attributions for the
situation (Applegryn & Nieuwoudt, 2001; Smith & @rt2002).

Both of the present studies also support the nabiahpeople who blame
themselves for a humiliating experience are mdwyito feel an immediate sense
of shame, and Study 1 suggests that people whoehila@mselves are also more
likely to feel both an immediate and a prolongeksseof depression in the
aftermath of the event. These findings supportexttdnd attribution theory and
research which suggests that internal attributfonsegative events are more likely
than external attributions to lead to depressiove(l, 1983; Weiner, 1985; Flett,
et. al., 1991; Neumann, 2000; Carmony & DiGiuse2063).

There are a number of additional ways that thegmtaesearch contributes
to and extends existing theory and research. , firsse studies indicate that
humiliating experiences regarding both collectiaed personal-level identity
characteristics lead people to feel an immediatkaaprolonged sense of anger
towards the humiliator. This finding supports &hesting theoretical notion that
anger may be a primary element of what it meariedbhumiliated (Lewis, 1971,
Negrao, et. al., 2004). Perhaps humiliating exgrexes, in general, involve feelings
of anger towards an external source. So whilé indit hypothesize a priori that
both groups would feel equal and large amountsigég this finding can be useful

in moving towards a more robust and research-dmegmition of humiliation.

a7
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Second, the findings from both studies suggestwhan people are
humiliated regarding an individual-level identitiyaracteristic, they experience a
wide range of emotions. Their reactions are batbardly and outwardly focused.
These participants felt immediate and prolongecangd, in Study 1, intended to
aggress against the humiliator, but they also bththemselves for the event and
felt both immediate and prolonged shame and depres3heir narratives
underline these senses of both anger and shamex&mple, one participant in
Study 2 wrote:

“l was going to surprise my friend and jump outhar. | was

waiting outside the door of the wing she was gaogome out of

(in high school). Then another girl who saw me=aared out,

‘What are you doing fatty?’ It was horrible becawveryone

stopped talking and looked at me. | was only li3heatime. It

made me feel so worthless and horrible becausdn'haven MET

the girl before or ever spoken to her. Yet she pasonally

attacking me.”

This participant expresses feeling worthless, batiast sentence also
signifies a sense of anger at the humiliator fokimga remark that was out of line.
These results, which suggest that personal-levailfations involve a wide range
of emotions including anger and shame, support &egt. al.’s (2004) theory that
humiliation consists of both anger (an externatigtfsed emotion) and shame (and
internally-focused emotion). This is notable besgathis theory is rooted in clinical
psychology, a tradition that is arguably more lked reflect the experiences of
individuals dealing with individual-level identifgsues (as opposed to collective-
level identity issues).

In contrast, people’s reactions to being humiliaisghrding a collective-

level identity characteristic span a narrower raoigemotions. Their reactions are
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primarily externally focused. They blame the huatdr and/or other people and
circumstances for causing the humiliating everaytfeel immediate and prolonged
anger and, in Study 1, intend to aggress agaiagtdmiliator. From their
narratives, a sense of indignant self-righteousaadsempowerment is apparent.
For example, one participant wrote:

“One experience took place one night when | invaaedale ‘friend’
whom I'd recently met out with me, a few friendsl amy lesbian
girlfriend. This took place about 8 months ago edvady bar in the
East Village. We were all having a fun time, laughand joking
around, when | turned my back and apparently thistiad slapped
my girlfriend’s butt in a demeaning way. | sawstts a humiliation
because he didn't have any respect for me asralfnney girlfriend
as a human being, or my relationship with heridhd see it happen
so | didn't know until she told me about it, at ethpoint | went up
to him and said not to ever do that to any womapeeially not my
girlfriend. Told him how inappropriate it was. Theght kind of
ended soon after that and | never spoke to himmagaieturned his
calls.”

Similarly, another participant wrote:

“Recently when the Virginia Tech Massacre happeased Pacific

Islander | would get stares from all kinds of otpepple which

never happened previous to the incident...l wasgudtring some

food from a vending machine and saw this blacksjating right at

me with a fierce look and walked away with a pongatiitude...l

think that people like that are ignorant and thegatve the

stereotype putdowns in their life as much as theg i out.”

These research findings point to an importantraisiton between the
experiences of humiliation regarding collectivedkversus personal-level identity
characteristics: those who are humiliated at tHiectove level are more purely
externally focused, while those who are humiliaaéthe personal level are both

externally and internally focused. While both greumay be quite angry at the

humiliator and may even intend to aggress againsohn her, there are fewer



mitigating factors involved for those who were hiiated at the collective level of
identity. They are unabashedly angry, and indiga@out it. In stark contrast
however, those humiliated at the personal levehaggy, but this is mitigated by a
palpable sense of personal shame and depressiosamiag oneself as having
done something wrong, or as having deservedly brioiing humiliating experience
upon oneself.

Despite finding limited significant differences iveien experimental groups
with regard to intentions to aggress, the datahdevghat the more ashamed one
feels, the less likely one is to intend to aggrdasthis way, shame and aggression
can be seen as having dampening or inhibiting &ffec one another. A useful
next study could seek to determine the causal tireof the relationship between
shame and aggression. For example, do feelinglsashe decrease aggressive
impulses, or does aggressive release decreasegeeli shame?

Limitations

There were a number of limitations in the preséuidises. The samples for
both studies were based on convenience and werprisau of participants who
were primarily White and female; thus, the sampl@snot necessarily
generalizable to all Americans, or even to all Aiceats who use the internet. The

participants were recruited through the voluntsexgion ofwww.craigslist.com

and patrticipated in exchange for the chance toangash prize. This recruitment
method, while successful in recruiting a large nandf participants in a short

amount of time, may produce biased results beddesamethod may attract certain

50



types of participants but not others (i.e., thaseaed of money and/or those who
are likely to volunteer their time).

Using a survey in both studies provided a highllefeonfidentiality and
therefore may have elicited more honest answersdhanterview study might
have. However, using the survey prevented theareker from probing more
deeply, which may have been patrticularly usefdliciting deeper information,
especially in Study 2, where participants wrotewl®xperiences from their real
lives. In addition, in Study 1, a scenario wasdugedescribe a humiliating
situation. This scenario had particular idiosys@a (such as a humiliator named
Chris, to whom participants may have ascribed palgr gender and racial identity
characteristics). These idiosyncrasies may hayadted participants’ reactions to
the scenario. In future studies, multiple scersasioould be used as a way of
helping to “wash out” the effects that specificrsmao details might have on
participants’ responses.

In both studies, there was minimal variance inipigants’ anger and
intended aggression across conditions, and acgydithe significance of the
differences between the experimental conditionthese variables was minimal.
For example, in Study 1, participants in both ctods were fairly likely to
respond with anger and intended aggression (mdaypooximately 4 on a scale
of 1-5 for anger in both conditions, and meansppiraximately 2 on a scale of 1-3
for intended aggression in both conditions). Iadyt2, participants in both
conditions were less likely to respond angrily, amgorted very little intended

aggression (means of approximately 3 on a scaleSofor anger in both conditions,
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and means just above 1 on a scale of 1-3 for ie@adgression in both
conditions).

These results are in contrast to previous studidsumiliation conducted by
Goldman and Coleman (2004), Coleman, Goldman arglek2006), and
Coleman, Kugler and Goldman (2007) which found gneeariance in participants’
anger and intended aggression, as well as signifai&ferences between
experimental groups on both of these variableso methodological differences
between these prior studies and the present stodigd explain this contrast in
findings. First, the prior studies used only maédeticipants, who have been found
to show greater variance in anger and aggressierparimental situations than
female participants (see Averill, 1986; Cohen &g, 1994; Nisbett & Cohen,
1996; Cohen, et. al., 1996). In contrast, the nitgjof participants in both present
studies were women. In Study 1, 86.5% of partitipavere women; in Study 2,
77.1% of participants were women. The fact thatrttajority of the participants in
both of the present studies were female could @xpdéh least partially, the smaller
amount of variance in anger and intended aggre$siord in the present studies
than in the previous studies.

Second, while significant differences in intentidasggress were not found
between the groups in the present studies, thishaagore of a reflection of low
variance in scores on the items testing intenttoresygress rather than a true
difference between the groups in participants’ alditentions to aggress. The
prior studies used a larger Likert scale rangesointended aggression (i.e., a 7-

point scale) while the present studies used qustaall Likert scale range (i.e., a 3-
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point scale) following Averill (1986). In order taaximize variance in
participants’ responses regarding intentions taeggin future research, a larger
scale range should be used.

Finally, the present research takes a dynamic, toogocial phenomenon
(i.e., the experience of humiliation in a socidtiag) and reduces it to a series of
simple, linear relationships for the purpose ofitgsthose relationships
experimentally, using quantitative research metholdsese simple relationships
cannot possibly thoroughly describe humiliatingexgnces. Rather, the present
research is conceived as part of a broader respangham (see Goldman &
Coleman, 2004; Coleman, Goldman & Kugler, 2006; @oteman, Kugler &
Goldman, 2007) that seeks to make links betweenretes variables in an effort to
determine specific social psychological processeeying such dynamic
phenomena as humiliating experiences. By examisypagific, linear relationships
involved in humiliating experiences, this reseasebks to identify particular
“parameters” that can be used in future reseatah as within a dynamical
systems approach to understanding protracted canfli

Directions for Future Research

The results of these studies raise a number ofquastions about
individuals’ responses to humiliating circumstancggst, while the present
research examines the ways in which conflict maproéonged as a result of angry
and aggressive responses to humiliation, futurdiesushould explore the plethora
of possible constructive responses to humiliatiat tend to curtail long-term

conflicts. For example, such studies should exarthie social and psychological
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factors that lead individuals to use constructivategies to overcome feelings of
humiliation (including religious background, perabbelief systems and prior
experience) as well as the strategies they useo(dd use) to overcome feelings of
humiliation (including humor, forgiveness, and gsinner wisdom and emotional
and mental discipline). Such research should addveth the role the humiliated
target plays (or could play) in overcoming the hliation, as well as the role of
others, such as the perpetrator and third parfiéss research should also examine
the impact such alternative response strategies tiawhether conflict becomes
prolonged or not.

Second, the present studies’ findings raise thstgqureof whether it is
possible to experience the emotion of humiliatiothaut experiencing a feeling of
helplessness. Prior theory suggests that hunoiiatecessarily involves a feeling
of helplessness (Lindner, 2002, 2006); howeverptiesent studies suggest that
different types of humiliating events may provokiedent types of internal
emotional experiences and that not all of them s&ardy include feeling helpless
and ashamed. Future research should explore whetlh@essness is a central
component of what it means to be humiliated. Sqgoestions to ask include: If
helplessness is a feature of humiliation, are ther&in points at which one feels
helpless but then may “get over it"? If so, whagjimh precipitate those points?

Third, the present research tested whether therditierences in reactions
to humiliations involving personal- versus colleetievel identity characteristics.
This dichotomy between collective and personal attaristics may overlap with

differences between ascribed identity charactesgtie., those that an individual is
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born with, such as race and height) versus achigledity characteristics (i.e.,
those that an individual chooses or is given withmsocial context, such as
professional affiliation). Future research shaexdmine whether and how
individuals’ reactions to humiliation differ on ghdimension.

Fourth, in Study 1, the level of social power beswéhe target and the
perpetrator was kept constant and as equal aspmbsitween the conditions (i.e.,
the target and the perpetrator were acquaintan@eparty rather than a worker and
a boss), so that the targets (i.e., the studyqyeatnts) would not feel inhibited or
constrained from responding aggressively as atretdifferential power
dynamics. However, future studies should look Bpadly at power differences in
humiliating events by varying the power differenbesween the target and the
perpetrator by experimental condition, and meagutie types of responses targets
use in reaction to otherwise similar humiliatingeets.

Finally, future research should use similar methaogipto the present
studies, but using a within-subjects design. luldde useful to see whether the
same individuals would respond to humiliations imirtg collective- versus
personal-level identity characteristics differendyd if so, in what ways they
would differ. However, this type of design wouleled to control for testing, or
repeated measures, effects.

Conclusion

The present studies’ findings suggest that researayroup versus personal

relative deprivation (RD) and attribution theoryyrextend to the realm of

humiliation. Research on relative deprivation attdbution suggests that because



people tend to respond to group-level relative d@pion by blaming the other,
their emotional and behavioral reactions are materpally focused, while people
tend to respond to personal-level RD by blamingnelves, thereby experiencing
more internally focused reactions (Averill, 1983eMer, 1985; Flett, et. al., 1991,
Neumann, 2000; Carmony & DiGiuseppe, 2003; ApplaegiyNieuwoudt, 2001;
Walker, et. al., 2002). While the hypotheses ia tesearch were not fully
confirmed, the results of these studies can helndgrstand why and how
humiliation at the collective level of identity mayoduce more externally focused

negative outcomes than humiliation at the persiaval of identity.
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Appendix A: Survey Weblinks
Study 1:
Individual Condition:

http://devcw.tc.columbia.edu/surveys/jsqdl/indax.cf

Collective Condition:

http://devcw.tc.columbia.edu/surveys/jsqd2/indax.cf

Follow-up:

http://devcw.tc.columbia.edu/surveys/jsgd3/indax.cf

Study 2:
Individual Condition:

http://devcw.tc.columbia.edu/surveys/jsqd4/indax.cf

Collective Condition:

http://devcw.tc.columbia.edu/surveys/jsgd5/index.cf
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Appendix B: Coding Protocol for Types of Identity Characteristics

Study 1

Instructions for coder:

1. Read each participant’s response to the open-enaestion?*Of the
characteristics you listed, please write below thene that is the most
important to you”

a.

b.

o

Mark a “1” next to any response that pertains phgsical feature
(such as height, baldness, hair color, etc.)

Mark a “2” next to any response that mentions bewverweight or
fat.

Mark a “3” next to any response that implies ndatitfg in” or not
belonging (for example, being “socially awkward“aot friendly”
or “sensitive” or “shy” or “unathletic”

Mark a “4” next to any response that implies béiog smart” or
“intellectual”

Mark a “5” next to any response that is a positra# (such as
“compassionate” or “generous”)

Mark a “6” next to any response that describest@mality (such as
Japanese, Polish, American, Spanish, etc.)

Mark a “7” next to any response that describesa oa ethnicity
(such as White, Black, etc.)

Mark an “8” next to any response that describesdigion (such as
Muslim, Jewish, Catholic, Pentecostal, etc.)

Mark a “9” next to any response that describes gefrdale or
female)

Mark a “10” next to any response that describesofepsion
(including “student”)

Mark a “11” next to any response that describesigearientation
Mark a “12” next to age

. Mark a “13” next to any response that describesesma’s place of

origin (i.e., where they are from, but that is aotationality)

Mark a “14” next to any response describing pditiaffiliation

(such as Republican or Democrat or Liberal or Cossive)

Mark a “15” next to any response that describeslabi

In addition to the above, also mark an “M” nexatty response that
describes being part of a “minority group” in tregegyories of
nationality, race, religion, gender, and sexuatmation (such as
being Black, Jewish, Muslim, Asian, Indian, Polighy, lesbian, or
female).
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Study 2

Instructions for coder:

2. Read each participant’s response to the open-aqakestion:‘Of the
experiences you wrote about, please write about thene that is most
humiliating below”

a.

b.

Mark a “1” next to any response that pertains phgsical feature
(such as height, baldness, hair color, etc.)

Mark a “2” next to any response that mentions bewverweight or
fat.

Mark a “3” next to any response that describesdainompetent, or
being seen as incompetent

Mark a “4” next to any response that describesdeifected by
someone else

Mark a “5” next to any response that describes erabsing oneself
Mark a “6” next to any response that describegrigainfairly
blamed by someone else

Mark a “7” next to any response that implies ndatitfg in” or not
belonging (for example, being “socially awkward™apot friendly”
or “sensitive” or “shy” or “unathletic”

Mark a “8” next to any response that describestmmnality (such as
Japanese, Polish, American, Spanish, etc.)

Mark a “9” next to any response that describesa o ethnicity
(such as White, Black, etc.)

Mark an “10” next to any response that describesigion (such as
Muslim, Jewish, Catholic, Pentecostal, etc.)

Mark a “11” next to any response that describegslge(male or
female)

Mark a “12” next to any response that describesiglesrientation

. Mark a “13” next to any response that describesoéepsion

(including “student”)

Mark a “14” next to age

In addition to the above, also mark an “M” nexatty response that
describes being part of a “minority group” in treegyories of
nationality, race, religion, gender, and sexuamation (such as
being Black, Jewish, Muslim, Asian, Indian, Polighy, lesbian, or
female).
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Table 1

Reliabilities for Pilot Study Measures

67

~ (D
~

Sub-scales N of N of Reliability
items participants (Alpha)

Affect

Positive affect 10 49 778

Negative Affect 10 50 .831

Humiliation

- humiliation 6 52 .827

- inferiority 4 51 .920

- sadness 3 51 .866

- rage 3 51 871

- happiness (reverse coded) 3 51 .885

Cognition

Formative, guiding force 2 52 .796

Socially impermissible behavior | 3 51 .845

becomes permissible

Analyze the credibility of the 3 51 732

humiliator

Event reflects who | am as a persgn 3 51 .735

Motivations of the humiliator 3 52 .533

I ntentions to Aggress

Physical aggression 3 52 .958

Verbal aggression 3 51 .769

Passive aggression 2 52 .311 (not reliabl

Non-aggression 3 52 .379 (not reliable

Uses personal discipline to 3 52 765

counteract feelings of humiliation

Rumination 7 39 .852




Figure 1. Immediate reactions to a humiliating event
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Figure 2. Delayed reactions to a humiliating event
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Table 2

Reliabilities for Study 1 Measures

69

Sub-scales N of N of Reliability
items participants (Alpha)

Attribution 3 163 492/

standardized =
.680

Affect

Anger 6 162 .805

Shame 6 163 .926

Prolonged anger 6 121 .904

Prolonged shame 6 121 911

| ntended

Aggression

Intended 6 158 .753

aggression

Prolonged 6 119 .760

intended

aggression

Depression

Depression 34 165 .887

Prolonged 34 124 .909

depression

Rumination 12 91 .906

Table 3

Reliabilities for Study 2 Measures

Sub-scales N of N of Reliability (Alpha)
items participants
Attribution 1 72 .695 /
standardized = .748
Affect
Anger 6 73 .890
Shame 6 74 .925
Aggression 6 58 .760
Depression 34 73 913
Rumination 12 73 .882




Table 4
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Study 1: Means and Standard Deviations For All 8algs as a Function of Type of

Identity Characteristic Humiliated

Type of Humiliation

Scales Individual

Variable Lo Hi M SD

Collective

M  SD N

Causal Attribution 1 (ext.)3.6 (internal) 2.17 78.

Anger 1 5 3.46 .99

Shame 1 5 293 1.23
Intentions to Aggress 1 3 1.56 48
Depression 0 1 .61 19
Rumination 1 6 3.11 .89

Prolonged Anger 1 5 265 1.03
Prolonged Shame 1 5 2.03 .92
Prol. Int. to Aggress 1 3 1.33 .38

Prol. Depression 0 1 44 .20

1.60 .66 163

3.48 .93 162

1.87 .94 163

151 1B

57 17 165

281 1.08 91

272 1.02 121

1.60 .67 121

1.36 NE(ne)

A4 18 124




Table 5
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Study 2: Means and Standard Deviations For All 8algs as a Function of Type of

Identity Characteristic Humiliated

Type of Humiliation

Scales Individual Collective
Variable Lo Hi M SD M SD N
Causal Attribution 1 (ext.) 3.6 (int.) 273 1.19 93 90 72
Anger 1 5 3.12 1.25 299 106 73
Shame 1 5 286 1.37 1.92 99 74
Aggression 1 3 1.17 .28 1.19 42 58
Depression 0 1 51 22 42 A9 73
Rumination 1 6 3.11 1.22 2.92 .83 73




Table 6

Study 1: Correlations Between All Variables

prolonged
intentions prolonged prolonged intentions to prolonged
anger shame | to aggress| depression| attribution anger shame aggress depression rumination
anger 1 129 .354(**) .168(*) .017 433(*) .115 .233(%) .149 | .528(*)
shame 129 1 .039 582(**) 503(**) 176 513(*%) .056 241(*) | .237(%)
intentions to | .354(**) .039 1 013 -.021 .309(**) 121 577(*) 035 .566(**)
aggress
depression .168(*%) | .582(*) .013 1 .259(**) .249(*) .337(*%) .196(%) .532(*) | .250(*)
attribution .017| .503(*) -.021 .259(**) 1 .054 297(%) .050 146 | .176
prolonged 433(*) 176 .309(**) 249(**) .054 1 495(**) 428(*%) A407(*) | .480(**)
anger
prolonged 115] .513(*) 121 .337(*) .297(*) 495(*) 1 151 A75(7) | .267(%)
shame
prolonged .233(%) .056 577(*) .196(%) .050 428(*) 151 1 .215(*) | .445(**)
intentions to
aggress
prolonged 149 .241(*) .035 532(**) 146 407 (%) AT5(*%) 2215(%) 1| .357(*)
depression
rumination .528(**) .237(%) .566(**) .250(*) 176 .480(**) .267(%) A45(*) 357(%) | 1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).




Table 7

Study 2: Correlations Between All Variables

anger shame aggression| depression | attribution rumination
anger 1 A21(*) .027 A35(**) -.094 | .398(*)
shame A21(*) 1 -.234 A00(**) AA47(*) | -.039
aggression .027 -.234 1 .004 -.075] .182
depression A435(*) .400(*) .004 1 -.046 | .228
attribution -.094 447 (%) -.075 -.046 1]-171
rumination .398(*%) -.039 182 228 -171 1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
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Table 8

Study 1: Demographic Variables

Variable Coding Frequency Percentage
Sex 1= Male 22 13.5%
2= Female 141 86.5
Age 1= Under 18 1 0.6%
2=18-29 105 64.4
3=30-44 38 23.3
4= 45-59 15 9.2
5= 60-75 4 2.5
6= Over 75 0 0.0
Race 1=African-American 13 7.9%
2= Asian / Asian-American 15 9.1
3= Caucasian / White 125 75.8
4=Hispanic / Latino 4 2.4
5= Other 8 4.8
Education 1= High school 31 18.8%
2= Associate’s degree (AA, | 17 10.3
AS)
3= Bachelor’s degree 72 43.6
4= Master’s degree 26 15.8
5= Professional degree (MD} 11 6.7
DDS, LLB, JD)
6= Doctoral degree 8 4.8
Income 1= Less than $25,000 48 29.3%
2= $25,000 - $49,000 56 34.1
3= $50,000 - $99,000 47 28.7
4= $100,000 — $175,000 10 6.1
5= Over $175,000 3 1.8
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Table 9

Study 2: Demographic Variables

Variable Coding Frequency Percentage
Sex 1= Male 16 22.9%
2= Female 54 77.1
Age 1= Under 18 0 0.0%
2=18-29 35 49.3
3=30-44 21 29.6
4= 45-59 15 21.1
5= 60-75 0 0.0
6= Over 75 0 0.0
Race 1=African-American 3 4.2%
2= Asian / Asian-American 7 9.7
3= Caucasian / White 52 72.2
4=Hispanic / Latino 7 9.7
5= Other 3 4.2
Education 1= High school 19 26.4%
2= Associate’s degree (AA, | 15 20.8
AS)
3= Bachelor’s degree 21 29.2
4= Master’s degree 11 15.3
5= Professional degree (MD| 4 5.6
DDS, LLB, JD)
6= Doctoral degree 2 2.8
Income 1= Less than $25,000 17 23.6%
2= $25,000 - $49,000 20 27.8
3= $50,000 - $99,000 28 38.9
4= $100,000 — $175,000 3 4.2
5= Over $175,000 4 5.6
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Table 10

Study 1: Types of Characteristics Participants €hos

Identity Characteristic Frequency Percentage
Personal characteristic

condition

Feeling like | don't fit in 35 22.3%
Being overweight 12 7.6
A physical feature 6 3.8
Being too smart / too 6 3.8
intellectual

Having a positive trait 5 3.2
Collective characteristic

condition

Gender 30 19.1%
Religion 16 10.2
Profession 14 8.9
Race 12 7.6
Nationality 8 5.1
Sexual Orientation 5 3.2
Place of origin 3 1.9
Political affiliation 3 1.9
Age 1 .6
Hobby 1 .6
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Table 11

Study 2: Types of Characteristics Participants €hos

Identity Characteristic Frequency Percentage
Personal characteristic

condition

A physical feature 13 17.6%
Being overweight 8 10.8
Being incompetent / perceived 6 8.1

as being incompetent

Feeling like | don't fit in 4 5.4
Being rejected 4 54
Embarrassing myself 3 4.1
Being unfairly blamed 2 2.7
Collective characteristic

condition

Nationality 10 13.5%
Race 8 10.8
Gender 7 9.5
Religion 5 6.8
Sexual Orientation 2 2.7
Profession 1 1.4
Age 1 1.4
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