
© 2021 JETIR September 2021, Volume 8, Issue 9                                                www.jetir.org (ISSN-2349-5162) 

JETIR2109058 Journal of Emerging Technologies and Innovative Research (JETIR) www.jetir.org a424 
 

GENDER DIFFERENCES IN EXPERIENCING 

GUILT AND SHAME PRONENESS AMONG 

COLLEGE STUDENTS 

Authors: 

B. Mallikarjuna1, Research Scholar, Dept. of Psychology, S.V. University, Tirupati. 

Dr K.Chandraiah 2, |Research Supervisor, Dept. of Psychology, S.V. University, Tirupati. 

 

Abstract 

This study explored the differences between the genders experiences of shame and guilt proneness among 

college students. The manners in which shame and guilt are experienced by college students were analyzed 

within the context of Bangalore (City) located in Karnataka (State), India. Findings suggest women had 

significantly higher scores than men on guilt-NBE, guilt-repair, and shame-NSE. Results also indicate that 

similar scenarios experienced in can evoke dissimilar emotional responses. Limitations and implications of 

this study, as well as directions for future research are discussed. 
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Introduction 

The way in which a person defines guilt and shame influences the way in which that person goes through the 

emotion (Okano, 1994; Ha, 1995). This inquiry focused on the experiences of shame and guilt felt by college 

students living in Bangalore (City) of Karnataka (State), India. 

The feelings of guilt and shame are alike in various fashions, but are moreover philosophically dissimilar 

(Lindsay-Hartz, 1984; Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Morrison, 1996; Lewis, 1992; Niedenthal & Gavanski, 

1994; Wicker, Payne & Morgan, 1983; Buss, 2001). Dissimilarities between these two emotions have been 

recognized inside the concepts of reactions to the emotion, severity and sense of control (Lewis, 1971; 

Niedenthal et al., 1994; Wicker et al., 1983; Buss, 2001). 

Discernment of the resemblances and dissimilarities between emotions of guilt and shame is a fundamentally 

first step in the course of inquiring into these emotions (Shaver, Wu & Schwartz, 1992). There has been a 

great deal of discussion on the social expression of guilt and shame within many cultures (Chu, 1972; Fung, 

1994; Ha, 1995; Marsella, Murray & Golden, 1974; Okano, 1994; Russel & Yik, 1996; Wilson, 1973). Where 

such a conversation is important for comprehension of how individuals from different cultures perceive the 

emotions of guilt and shame, and it is also essential to look-at the experiences that arouse these emotions and 

the response they call forth (Russel & Yik, 1996; Tangney, 1990). 

The objectives of this study were to explore conceptual experiences of guilt and shame, and scenarios that 

elicit these emotions among genders in order to better understand how they are cross-genderly perceived. 

Based on participants’ responses on scenario-based questionnaire, the feelings of shame and guilt experienced 

by college students were compared for gender differences and similarities. It is essential that individuals 

working and interacting with gender-diverse populations do not project their own  personal standards and 

expectations onto those from different backgrounds, and that these individuals recognize the importance of 

perception and how it can influence an individual’s reaction to an experience. 
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Literature Review 
In recent times there has been a rising concern in the revision of the emotions guilt and shame (Scheff, 1995).  

Exploration has also paid attention on emotional development, individual disparities in the manifestation of 

emotions, and the effect of emotions on social behavior (Lewis, 1992). In addition, there has been an interest 

in studying these emotions within a cross-cultural context (Okano, 1994; Shaver et al., 1992). As well, there 

has been an interest in analyzing these emotions within cross-gender context. (Shaver et al., 1992; Ha, 1995; 

Okano, 1994). There has been a distinct opposition of definitions and experiences of shame and guilt within 

genders.  The way in which a culture describes guilt and shame affects to a great extent, the way in which 

individuals within that specific culture will experience these emotions (Ha, 1995). 

Ahead of relating guilt and shame cross-genderly, these two emotions should be equated to each other in line 

to recognize their similarities and dissimilarities (Shaver et al., 1992). A noticeable resemblance between guilt 

and shame is that both imply negative self-evaluation (Niedenthal et al., 1994). Tangney et al (1994) proposed 

that both guilt and shame regard moral transgressions. Buss (2001) talked about guilt and shame being alike 

because of the reality that they both engage unhappiness, poorer self-esteem and negative self-labeling. 

Shaver et al. (1992) suggested that inquiry verifying for dissimilarities in emotions are more difficult to find 

than similarities, nevertheless, dissimilarities between these emotions are crucial to recognize in order to 

evaluate them. One such disparity between guilt and shame is that in guilt the concentration is on the self’s 

behaviors and actions and in shame, the attention is on the self (Lewis, 1971; Niedenthal et al., 1994).  

One more difference between guilt and shame handles with the badness of the emotions. Guilt is regarded a 

less terrible and annihilating emotion than shame (Lewis, 1992, 1993).The individual is left with less control 

on their emotions when going through with shame than one who have when undergoing guilt. It indicates that 

shame is more incapacitating than guilt (Wicker et al., 1983; Lewis, 1971).On experiencing shame, the person 

in many instances feels the need to conceal or get away, and with guilt the person often likes to pursue in 

some kind of corrective action (Buss et al, 2001). 

Guilt includes common reactions such as expiate or remedying, regard for others, behaving improved and 

negative self-reaction (Tangney, 1990).Whereas shame includes a few general reactions as flight or dodging, 

and rebuke oneself. Understanding the similarities and differences between, and reactions to shame and guilt 

will help facilitate a cross-gender comparison of these two emotions. 

Frijda (1986) describe emotions as mutations in action readiness, which have control priority (therefore 

disturbing or contending with substitute mental and behavioral activities), and are changes caused by 

assessing events as relevant to concerns (thus giving rise to positive or negative feelings). The emotions of 

shame and guilt can direct behavior and affect self-perception (Tangney & Dearing, 2002). It is also probable 

to investigate the proneness of individuals to going through shame and guilt based on the experiences they 

have had that may evoke these emotions (Tangney, 1990). 

Guilt 
Guilt has been defined as “the emotional feeling associated with the realization that one has violated an 

important social, moral, or ethical regulation” (Chaplin, 1968). Guilt has also been defined as, “the state of 

one who has committed an offense especially consciously: feelings of culpability especially for imagined 

offenses or from a sense of inadequacy” (Merriam-Webster). Lewis (1992) explained that guilt “is produced 

when individuals evaluate their behavior as failure but focus on the specific features of the self or on the self’s 

action that led to the failure”.  In this clarification, it is anticipated that the self is differentiated from the focus 

(Lewis, 1992). Through guilt there is a focus on the self’s behavior and actions that could fix the malfunction, 

by taking remedial action 

Those who feel guilt are more capable to understand others, accept responsibility for damaging actions, and 

are less inclined to anger (Tangney and Dearing, 2002) Guilt is defined as a private emotion that is 

distinguished by “self-generated pangs of conscience” (Tangney & Dearing, 2002; Buss, 2001). Erikson 

(1950) defined guilt as “a sense of badness to be had all by oneself when nobody watches and everything is 

quiet-except the voice of the super-ego” Guilt is as well differentiated by repent and a longing to cancel out 

the action that resulted in the emotion of guilt (Lewis, 1971;Buss, 2001; Niedenthal et al., 1994 Lewis, 1993;). 

Philosophically, guilt is related with behavior lack in consistency with internalized principles, in which the 

self is perceived as bad and reasonably accountable to punishment but nevertheless able to employ in a 

reparative action (Tangney, 1990; Lindsay-Hartz, 1984; Wicker et al., 1983; Lynd, 1961). 
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Shame 

When guilt is centered on the behavior of a person, who may believe, “I did that horrible thing,” shame is an 

emotion centered on the self in which the person may feel, “I did that horrible thing” (Lewis, 1971). Shame 

has been described as, “an emotion characterized by feelings of guilt, embarrassment, and avoidance” 

(Chaplin, 1968). Shame has been defined in the Merriam-Webster on-line dictionary as “a painful emotion 

caused by consciousness of guilt, shortcoming, or impropriety: the susceptibility to such emotion: a condition 

of humiliating disgrace or disrepute.” Shame has also been defined as “the feeling we have when we evaluate 

our actions, feelings, or behavior, and conclude that we have done wrong” and a feeling that “generates a wish 

to hide, to disappear, or even to die” (Lewis, 1992, p.2). 

When the individual experience shame they often blame the self for negative events, are have tendency to 

rage, and are less empathetic with others (Tangney & Dearing, 2002). Erikson (1950) explained “shame 

supposes that one is completely exposed and conscious of being looked at; in a word, self-conscious. One is 

visible and not ready to be visible”. Lewis (1971) described that in shame, the center is on the global self, and 

that there is an underlying postural dissimilarity between guilt and shame, proposing that with shame, the 

person is symbolically hunched over and has the need to avoid or withdraw  (Lindsay-Hartz, 1984).  

Morrison (1996) defined shame as “that feeling when we are convinced that there is something about 

ourselves that is wrong, inferior, flawed, weak, or dirty . . . a feeling of loathing against ourselves, a hateful 

vision of ourselves through our own eyes”. While both guilt and shame engage in negative self-evaluation, 

shame induces the individual to see the self as a awful person, who is inferior and despicable to the self and 

others (Lindsay-Hartz, 1984; Buss, 2001; Tangney, 1990; Niedenthal et al., 1994). 

Shame has been also defined as an emotion felt when a person experiences that he or she has not endured up 

to one’s own thought of distinction, and is unpleasantly self-aware of being in a condition condemned by 

others (Wicker et al., 1983; Lynd, 1961). An investigation based on autobiographical chronicles of guilt and 

shame emotions uncovered that both emotions were occurred in the presence of others (Tangney et al., 1994), 

while it has been speculated that shame is a more public emotion and guilt is a private emotion in terms of 

how it is experienced (Lynd, 1961; Wicker et al. 1983; Buss, 2001; Tangney & Dearing, 2002;) 

One of the differences explored between shame and guilt is the public verses private nature (Lynd, 1961; 

Buss, 2001; Wicker et al., 1983; Tangney & Dearing, 2002). Dichotomy of focus on self against behavior in 

shame and guilt respectively has been dissimilarity between shame and guilt was explored (Niedenthal et al., 

1994; Lewis, 1992, 1993; Lewis, 1971). An analysis endorsed the differentiation of shame and guilt in regard 

to their distinct relationships with the concepts of the self and behavior (Niedenthal et al., 1994). It has been 

hypothesized that guilt is an emotion related with behavior that has happened, and that shame is more centered 

on the self, or the individual feeling the shame (Lewis, 1971). Niedenthal et al. (1994) employed the concept 

of counterfactual thinking, which facilitates a person to contemplate on how past events might have otherwise 

unfolded if some feature of the situation or their behavior had been unlike.  

In the above investigation, a sample of college students were given scenarios to intepret and then were asked 

to conclude counterfactual statements intended for at changing or modifying the self or the behavior in order 

to amend the scenario (Niedenthal et al., 1994). The students were then inquired to scale how much guilt or 

shame they would feel with each scenario on a range from 1 to 7 (Niedenthal et al., 1994). The investigators 

theorized that counterfactual self-alternatives would be related with shame feelings and counterfactual 

mutations of actions or behavior would be related with guilt (Niedenthal et al., 1994). The theory was 

reinforced and the investigators concluded that shame was connected with as focus on the self and guilt was 

related with a focus on the behavior (Niedenthal et al., 1994). 

Gender Differences in Guilt and Shame 
A latest inclusive analysis of gender differences in guilt and shame (Ferguson and Eyre) reasoned that the 

presence or absence of gender differences may be determined by the measurement tool used. For example, 

males testify "feeling extremely guilty about disadvantaging others in particular ways (e.g., not helping others, 

property damage, animal cruelty, and blatant aggressiveness) -- cases that are hardly ever cited in scenario-

based devices (e.g., the TOSCA)" (Ferguson & Eyre). Even though reliable gender differences on the 

Scenario-based instruments have been found, modest inquiry has been embarked to find out why results from 

these instruments differ from regular measures such as the PFQ which always display no gender differences. It 

is likely that these tools fails to take into account that males and females feel guilt and shame in different 

situations which equivalence their different socialization histories. For example, studies have found that 

http://www.jetir.org/


© 2021 JETIR September 2021, Volume 8, Issue 9                                                www.jetir.org (ISSN-2349-5162) 

JETIR2109058 Journal of Emerging Technologies and Innovative Research (JETIR) www.jetir.org a427 
 

situations which evoke emotional expression and stimulation differ across gender "depending on how 

important the social context is for men's and women's expected roles" (Brody, 1997, p. 373). In light of this 

research the possibility exists that the discrepant findings might partly be linked to a bias in the scenarios 

employed in the instruments used.  

This study looked at the differing perceptions of the emotions of shame and guilt as experienced by men and 

women college students. This difference is a small piece of evidence supporting the need for professionals 

working with genders. Understanding the differences in perceptions of emotion can serve as a step to 

understanding the varying experiences and the undeniable need for professionals who are willing to take these 

factors into consideration in everyday practice.  

It is necessary to understand the context within which individuals associate emotions. The supposition of the 

current study was that understanding the experiences that elicit the emotions of shame and guilt across the 

genders will provide a better understanding of how these emotions are incorporated into the emotional 

repertoires of different individuals. 

Current study has explored differences in gender experiences of shame and guilt, but further study needs to be 

conducted to identify typical experiences of shame and guilt, in order to compare and contrast the experiences 

of these emotions in individuals. 

Method 
Subjects 
 Samples for the present study is consisted of 72 (N=72) college students from private colleges in 

Bangalore (City), Karnataka (State) participated in this study. There were 39 females and 33 males.  

Materials 

Much attempt has gone into efforts to assess guilt and shame-proneness over the past few decades. Because of 

the difficulty of both the emotional bases and the phenomenological experiences associated to these emotions, 

the task has proved complex and results have varied (Harder, 1995; Ferguson & Stegge, 1998; Tangney, 

1996). 

Presently, the most often used tools are self-reports of frequency and probability. One usually used self-report 

instrument measuring likelihood is the Guilt and Shame Proneness scale (GASP), measures individual 

differences in the propensity to experience guilt and shame across a range of personal transgressions. The 

GASP is developed by Cohen, T. R., Wolf, S. T., Panter, A. T. in the year 2011. The GASP contains four 

four-item subscales: Guilt-NBE (Negative-Behavior-Evaluation), Guilt-Repair, Shame-NSE (Negative-Self-

Evaluation), and Shame-Withdraw. The GASP is scored by summing or averaging the four items in each 

subscale. The effects of highest scores of GASP subscales are examined. 

Procedures 
The data collected at three stages. At first stage the investigator approached the college management/ 

principals with a written request to collect data from the students. Then the college students were contacted 

personally as per the schedule given by the college management. After establishing rapport with the students, 

the questionnaires namely ‘Guilt and Shame Proneness Scale’ (GASP Scale) along with ‘Personal Data Sheet’ 

was administered with necessary instructions. Informed consent was obtained from all individual participants 

included in the study prior to their participation. 

Results 

Table I:GASP Means, SD, t-Values, p-Values by Gender 

Source N Mean SD t-Value p-Value 

Guilt-NBE 

Men 33 4.40 1.39 
0.16 0.8 

Women 39 4.88 1.48 

Guilt-Repair 

Men 33 4.86 1.21 
0.27 0.7 

Women 39 5.35 1.19 

Shame-NSE 

Men 33 4.64 1.17 
0.22 0.8 

Women 39 5.12 1.46 

Shame-Withdraw 
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Men 33 3.82 1.14 
0.33 0.7 

Women 39 3.71 1.15 

 

As can be seen from the Table I, the independent samples t-test was associated with a statistically significant 

effect (t-values and p-values). Thus, the men and women were related with statistically significantly different 

Guilt and Shame Proneness. Contrary to expectation, these results indicate that stereotypically, females are 

seen as more likely to experience guilt, than males who are seen as more likely to experience shame, on 

scenarios designed to be gender-neutral. These results indicate that women had significantly higher scores 

than men on Guilt-NBE, Guilt-Repair, and Shame-NSE. These results indicate that both males and females 

view GASP scenarios as more unlikely to elicit guilt and shame proneness. Finally, we should note that the 

results for the scenarios did show that females expressed significantly more intense guilt and shame than 

males did.  

Summary and Discussions 
Stereotypes about gender and emotional reflection propose women feeling and convey negative emotions to a 

greater level than men (Fabes & Martin, 1991; Brody, 1997; Ferguson & Eyre). In support of this view, 

investigation using the GASP has found females account experiencing higher guilt and shame than males. 

Although present results from this study replicated previous findings from the GASP, stereotype attributions 

of male and female guilt and shame on neutral scenarios showed a different pattern of results. Instead, our 

results indicated that stereotypes of male and female guilt and shame are context dependent a result consistent 

with previous research on stereotypes of these emotions (Ferguson & Eyre). As expected, participants (both 

males and females) rated females as experiencing more guilt and shame than males in response to GASP 

scenarios.  

Regarding the generalization of this research, because the subjects were college students selected from the 

Bangalore (City) populations, the findings should not be generalized to non-college students or individuals 

from other cities.  
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