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Introduction:

are not well explored
e Two competing theories:

needed relationships

Hypotheses:

e Shame and dissociation
are positively correlated

e Gender, clinical status,
trauma exposure,
publication year, and will
moderate the
relationship.

e Publishing Author will not
moderate the relationship

e Shame and dissociation are (]
related, but the extent and nature

Shame Bypass Theory
suggests dissociation disrupts
painful experiences of shame

Betrayal Trauma Theory
states shame and dissociation
serve the function of protecting

TRAUMA & AFFECTIVE
PSYCHOPHYSIOL.OGY LLAB

A Meta Analysis of the Relationship between Shame and Dissociation

Justine Rudy, BA, Scott McKernan, BA, Nicole Kouri, MA & Wendy D’Andrea, PhD

Method:

6 databases used: Cochrane, e
CINAHL, PubMed, ProQuest,

Medline, and Academic
Search Complete
° 151,844 titles funneled down

to 32 articles included in
analysis, which were further
broken down into 36 samples.
° Criteria included: (a) a
reported relationship between
shame and dissociation;

articles published in English;

(b) participants were 18 years

or older; (c) peer-reviewed

articles

Records identified through databases searching
(n=151,844)

v
Records for title screen
(n =1,064)

1

Records for title/abstract screen
(n = 486)

v

Records for full text screen
(n =162)

v
Included in meta-analysis
(n=32)

Excluded by title
(n =150,780)
Duplicates excluded
(n =578)
Excluded after title/abstract screen
(n=324)
Excluded after full text screen

(n =128)

Results:

25 of the 32 articles looked at trait shame
and trait dissociation

Baseline shame and dissociation are
moderately correlated (r = 0.43 95% CI
[0.36-0.49] p <.0001)

High heterogeneity (1°>=84%)

Percent female showed trend-level findings
between baseline shame and dissociation
(B=0.173, p = 0.0749)

Clinical status was a significant predictor
for the relationship between trait shame
and trait dissociation (B=-0.135 p = 0.0497)

Commonly used measures:
Dissociative Experiences Scale (n =
22; DES; Waller, Putnam, & Carlson,
1996)

Experience of Shame Scale (n=9;
ESS; Andrews, Qian, & Valentine,
2002)

Personal Feelings Questionnaire
(PFQ) or the PFQ-2 (n = 7; Harder &
Lewis, 1987)

Internalized Shame Scale (n = 5; ISS;
Cook, 1988)
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Weight
Study Total Correlation COR 95%-Cl (fixed) (random)
Bogner_Herlihy_Brewin_2007_nonsexual 12 ————— 061 [0.06;0.88] 0.2%
Bogner_Herlihy_Brewin_2007_sexual 15 ————— 0.61 [0.14;0.86] 0.3%
Bonanno_et_al_2007 137 —_— ! 002 [0.15;0.18]  2.9%
Dorahy_1_2010 81 — 032 [0.11;050] 1.7%
Dorahy_1_2017_mirror_shame 26 —i 051 [0.15;0.75] 0.5%
Dorahy_2_2017_mirror_shame 11 0.37 [0.30;0.79]  0.2%
Dorahy_2017_shame_DD 24 0.39 [0.02:0.69]  0.5%
Dorahy_2017_shame_non_DD 14 039 [0.18;0.76]  0.2%
Dorahy_a_2015 39 —— 0.48 [0.19;0.69] 0.8%
Dorahy_a_2017 20 ——— 073 [0.43;0.89] 0.4%
Dorahy_b_2015 13 - 031 [0.29;0.74]  0.2%
Dorahy_b_2017 65 — 034 [0.11;054] 1.4%
Dorahy_c_2015 21 —f——— 0.66 [0.31;0.85] 0.4%
Dorahy_c_2017 125 — 035 [0.19;0.50] 2.7%
Dorahy_Carrell_Thompson_2019_Total 247 e 0.51 [0.41;0.59] 5.3%
Dorahy_et_al_2013 65 —— 044 [0.22;0.62] 1.4%
Elklit_Due_Christiansen_2009 150 - 028 [0.13;042] 3.2%
Fenerci_DePrince_2017 113 —+—  0.64 [0.52;0.74] 24%
Franzoni_et_al_2013_anorexia 67 —— 051 [0.31;0.67] 1.4%
Franzoni_et_al_2013_bulimia 52 i 053 [0.30;0.70] 1.1%
Hagenaars_Fisch_van_Minnen_2011_single 51 —4— 039 [0.13;0.60] 1.0%
Harned_2014_control_pre 9 034 [0.42;0.82] 0.1%
Harned_2014_experi_pre 17 —_— 0.15 [-0.59; 0.36]  0.3%
Jordan_et_al 2017 867 L 0.22 [0.16;0.28] 18.9%
Kletter_et_al_2009_2_dereal 87 -+ 0.13 [0.08;0.33]  1.8%
Matos_Pinto-Gouveia_Duarte_2012_1 292 - 0.44 [0.34;0.53] 6.3%
McKeogh_Dorahy_Yogeeswaran_2018 268 - 037 [0.27;047] 58%
Oh_et_al_2016_resillient 113 —a— 0.43 [0.27;0.57] 2.4%
Platt_Freyd_2011_baselinecorr 306 = 0.36 [0.26;0.45] 6.6%
Platt_Freyd_2015 124 —— 058 [0.45;0.69] 2.6%
Platt_Luoma_Freyd_2017 127 ; ~ 0.86 [0.81;0.90] 27%
Schimmenti_2019_control 333 = 030 [0.20;0.39] 7.2%
Schimmenti_2019_MDG 135 —=t 027 [0.11;042] 29%
Thomson_Jaque_2013 239 e 0.46 [0.36;0.56] 52%
Thomson_Jaque_2015_Total 209 e 0.50 [0.39;0.59] 4.5%
Tran_et_al_2019_early_posttrauma_phase 212 = 0.49 [0.38;0.59] 4.6%
Fixed effect model 4686 s 0.39 [0.37; 0.42] 100.0%
Random effects model 0.43 [ 0.37; 0.49] -

Heterogeneity: /° = 84%, t* = 0.0397, p < 0.01

Discussion:

This study shows an important
relationship between shame and
dissociation

Majority of studies were focused on trait
shame and dissociation

More work required on relationship
between state shame and dissociation
More work on how shame can induce
dissociation
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