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[ Abstract)
ness Scale(GASP) in undergraduate students sample. Methods: A sample of 463 college students were asked to complete
the Chinese version of GASP. AQ, SES, and CBF-PI-B were chosen as the criterion—related indicators. 59 of the students
were randomly selected to be retested after two weeks. Results: (DThe Chinese version of GASP consisted of 16 items and

Objective: To investigate the reliability and validity of the Chinese version of the Guilt and Shame Prone-

four factors: guilt—negative—behavior—evaluation, guilt—repair, shame-negative—self—evaluation and shame-withdraw. @
Confirmatory factor analysis showed that the four—factor model of GASP provided a good fit with the data. 3 Coefficient Al-
phas were ranging from 0.58 to 0.66, the mean was 0.63; The test—retest reliabilities 2 weeks after were ranging from 0.62 to
0.75, the mean was 0.68. @The scores of two guilt proneness scales was significantly and negatively correlated with hostili-
ty, physical aggression scores, and positively correlated with self-esteem, agreeableness and conscientiousness scores. The
scores of two shame proneness scales showed significant positive correlations with anger and neuroticism scores, and nega-
tive correlations with the Self—Esteem Scale total score. Conclusion: The Chinese version of GASP is a valid and reliable
instrument to assess the guilt and shame proneness in Chinese university students.
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