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Abstract
The Body and Appearance Self-Conscious Emotions Scale (BASES) measures self-conscious emotions in relation to the body and appearance. While scores have been shown to support a hypothesised 4-factor model consisting of facets of shame, guilt, authentic pride, and hubristic pride, previous studies are limited in their sole reliance on confirmatory factor analysis. Here, we assessed the psychometric properties of a novel Bahasa Malaysia translation of the BASES using an exploratory structural equation modelling (ESEM) framework. Malaysian adults (N = 1,049) completed the BASES along with measures of body appreciation, psychological well-being, and secure non-striving. The results of exploratory factor analysis and ESEM in separate split-half subsamples supported a 2-dimensional model consisting of Shame-Guilt and Authentic-Hubristic Pride. This 2-dimensional model was broadly invariant across ethnicity, gender, and age, had adequate internal consistency, and evidenced adequate construct validity in relation to the Authenthic-Hubristic Pride subscale. We interpret our findings as consistent with the view that cultural factors shape the way in which body and appearance-related self-conscious emotions are manifested. Our results also highlight the importance of considering alternative conceptualisations of body and appearance-related self-conscious emotions, which previous studies may have obscured through their reliance on confirmatory factor analyses. 
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1. Introduction
	According to attributional models (Tracy & Robins, 2004, 2007), self-conscious emotions are the result of social judgment processes whereby events relevant to one’s identity goals are attributed to causes within the individual (for a review, see Sznycer, 2019). In this view, guilt is experienced when events that are incongruent with one’s identity goals are attributed to specific, unstable, or controllable aspects of the self, whereas shame is experienced when attributions are made to global, stable, uncontrollable aspects of the self (Tangney, 1990). On the other hand, outcomes that are congruent with one’s identity elicit pride when they are attributed to specific and unstable aspects of the self or hubris when they are attributed to global or stable aspects of the self (Tracy & Robins, 2014). This model of self-conscious emotions has been applied to a wide range of everyday settings (e.g., Bynum & Artino, 2018), but they have been most widely studied in the context of body image and physical activity (for a review, see Sabiston et al., 2019).  
	More specifically, events that are incongruent with one’s identity and that are attributed to specific, unstable, or controllable aspects of the self (e.g., consumption of fatty foods) are thought to trigger guilt, whereas those that are attributed to global, stable, and uncontrollable aspects of the self (e.g., failure to attain internalised ideals of appearance) trigger feelings of shame (Castonguay et al., 2012). Conversely, authentic pride is experienced when an individual undertakes specific behaviours or achieves goals that are consistent with internalised social standards (e.g., exercising regularly), whereas hubristic pride involves more global and less controllable aspects of the self (e.g., being a physically attractive person; Castonguay et al., 2013). Because body and appearance-related self-conscious emotions regulate affective experiences and motivate behaviours, they have important implications for physical and psychological health outcomes, such as exercise motivations and behaviours (e.g., Huellemann et al., 2021).
	The most widely used instrument to measure self-conscious emotions in relation to body and appearance is the Body and Appearance Self-Conscious Emotions Scale (BASES; Castonguay et al., 2014). To develop the BASES, Castonguay et al. (2014) initially developed a pool of 24 items measuring body and appearance-related shame, guilt, authentic pride, and hubristic pride. With data from a Canadian adult sample, eight items were omitted based on low item variance and high inter-item correlations, resulting in a 16-item instrument. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) indicated that a hypothesised 4-factor model of BASES scores had adequate fit, with subscales scores evidencing adequate internal consistency. Additionally, Castonguay et al. (2014) reported that scores on the BASES had adequate concurrent validity (e.g., scores were related to other measures of body-related self-conscious emotions), convergent validity (e.g., scores were related to depressive symptoms, social physique anxiety, and self-esteem), and discriminant validity (i.e., scores were moderately correlated with generalised self-conscious emotions), as well as adequate test-retest reliability after two weeks. 
	Several studies have assessed the factorial validity of translated versions of the BASES. Based on the results of CFAs, the 4-factor model of BASES scores has been supported in Polish (Razmus et al., 2019) and Iranian samples (Zemestrani et al., 2021). Similarly, Alcaraz-Ibáñez and Sicila (2018) reported – based on exploratory factor analysis (EFA) – that a 4-factor model of BASES scores had adequate fit, though they neglected to report whether fits of other non-hypothesised models (e.g., 2-, 3-, or 5-factor models) were examined. They further noted that one item (Item #7) hypothesised to load on the Guilt subscale in fact loaded onto the Shame subscale. The results of a subsequent CFA showed that the original 4-factor model, a model with Item #7 loading onto the Shame subscale, and a model that omitted Item #7 all had adequate fit indices. Because of the ambiguity of the loading of Item #7, Alcaraz-Ibáñez and Sicilia (2018) recommended computing BASES subscale scores with the item omitted. Similar findings have also been reported in a sample of Brazilian adolescents (Chiminazzo et al., 2021), where a model without Item #7 had adequate fit. 
	Beyond issues of factorial validity, two studies have that BASES dimensionality (with Item #7 omitted) was invariant across gender (Alcaraz-Ibáñez & Sicilia, 2018; Chiminazzo et al., 2021), which in turn allowed the authors to compute between-group differences. Whereas Alcaraz-Ibáñez and Sicilia (2018) reported that women had significantly higher scores than men on body and appearance-related guilt (Cohen’s d = 0.65) and shame (d = 1.02), as well significant lower scores on authentic pride (d = 1.02) and hubristic pride (d = 1.06), Chiminazzo and colleagues (2021) only found a significant difference favouring boys on hubristic pride (d = 0.25). In addition, test adaptation studies have also generally supported the convergent validity of BASES scores, insofar as subscale scores were significantly associated with constructs such as body dysmorphic disorder, body appreciation, and social physique anxiety (Alcaraz-Ibáñez & Sicilia, 2018; Chiminazzo et al., 2021; Zemestrani et al., 2021; see also Alcaraz-Ibáñez et al., 2019; Mendia et al., 2021). 
1.1. Reconsidering the Dimensionality of BASES Scores
	One concern with the literature on the factor structure of BASES scores is that most studies have relied solely on CFA to assess score dimensionality. As emphasised in recent reviews (Swami & Barron, 2019; Swami, Todd et al., 2021a), however, CFA is most useful for determining whether an a priori hypothesised model fits the data; it is less useful for determining whether alternative non-hypothesised models fit the data better. In all previous studies reporting on the dimensionality of the BASES, researchers have not considered (or not reported on) the possibility of alternative modelling of scores (e.g., based on the results of unconstrained EFAs). This is particularly important when considered in light of research suggesting some conceptual ambiguity in how facets of self-conscious emotions should be conceptualised, and the extent to which these facets are truly distinct (Holbrook et al., 2014a, 2014b).
	Furthermore, CFA only allows items to load on their respective hypothesised latent factors, with cross-loadings forced to be zero (Marsh et al., 2009; Morin et al., 2016, 2020). That is, this method assumes that items associated with each BASES factor are “pure” indicators of that factor and there will be no associations between items and non-target conceptually related constructs. However, based on the results of the EFA by Alcaraz-Ibañez and Sicilia (2018), the assumption of zero cross-loadings is highly unlikely (for theoretical discussions, see Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009; Asparouhov et al., 2015; Marsh et al., 2011, 2014). Moreover, BASES factors of common valence (i.e., the shame and guilt versus the authentic and hubristic pride subscales, respectively) are often moderately-to-strongly inter-correlated (~ |.60|-|.80|; Alcaraz-Ibáñez & Sicilia, 2018; Castonguay et al., 2014; Chiminazzo et al., 2021), which is very likely due to the non-estimation of cross-loadings. It is, therefore, possible that alternative models of BASES scores (e.g., two broad, orthogonal dimensions of shame-guilt and hubristic-authentic pride) will emerge when alternative, exploratory methods are utilised.
	Not altogether unrelated is the possibility that cultural factors may shape the dimensionality of BASES scores. To wit, although scholars have generally assumed that body and appearance-related experiences will trigger one of four discrete and universally recognisable self-conscious emotions (Castonguay et al., 2014; Razmus et al., 2019), such an assumption is highly unlikely to be tenable. Within broader research on self-conscious emotions, for instance, it is generally accepted that the form, expression, and meaning of self-conscious emotions varies across cultures (Eid & Diener, 2009; Goetz & Keltner, 2007; Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk & Wilson, 2014). As one example, not all cultures include distinct words for many self-conscious emotions, such as shame and guilt (Edelstein & Shaver, 2007). While this may reflect possibly impoverished lexicons, it is also equally possible that some cultures view some self-conscious emotions (e.g., shame and guilt, or various conceptions of pride) as essentially identical in phenomenology (Robins & Schriber, 2009). 
	Indeed, based on self-construal theory (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), it has been suggested that self-conscious emotions may play very different phenomenological functions in interdependent versus independent cultures (Mesquita & Karasawa, 2004). For instance, in the former, both shame and guilt are consistent with cultural norms of modesty; that is, showing shame and/or guilt is consistent with aligning one’s self with social rules and expectations, a central goal in interdependent contexts. Conversely, forms of pride (or shamelessness) are viewed negatively in interdependent contexts (Mesquita & Karasawa, 2004), as they are inconsistent with the goals of interdependency. In interdependent contexts, therefore, it is quite possible that individual experiences of self-conscious emotions – including those related to the body and appearance – will be phenomenologically different to that reported or expected in independent contexts, triggering multiple appraisals and multiple self-conscious emotions simultaneously (see Mu & Berenbaum, 2019). Most practically, this means that alternative factorial models of BASES scores will emerge, possibly reflective of two orthogonal dimensions tapping combined shame/guilt and pride facets.  	
1.2. The Malaysian Context
As a contribution to these discussions, we report on psychometric properties of a novel Bahasa Malaysia (Malay) translation of the BASES in Malaysian adults. Unlike most previous contexts in which the psychometric properties of the BASES have been assessed, Malaysia is a multi-ethnic nation undergoing a nutritional and lifestyle transition in tandem with rapid industrialisation, political and economic fluctuations, and an increasing rate of overweight (for a fuller discussion, see Swami, 2020). Importantly, Malaysia can be classified as a prima facie context in which the self is interdependent (Bochner, 1994), that is, where the self is inherently connected to other people and is part of ongoing relationships with others, which may in turn affect the way in which body and appearance-related self-conscious emotions are experienced and manifest themselves.
More specifically, in the Malaysian context and in the Malay language, the concept of shame (malu) is broad in its epistemological meaning, encompassing related emotions such as guilt and propriety, and viewed essentially as a “social good” (Goddard, 1997, p. 187). Compared to its use in English, however, the notion of malu is less specific, and often elicited in relation to one’s body, appearance, and sexuality (Collins & Bahar, 2000; Goddard, 1996; Lee, 1981). Malaysian cultural values facilitate expressions of shame and/or guilt for departures from societal standards of appearance and even minimal bodily expression (Aloysius & Syed Jamaludin, 2018; Collins & Bahar, 2000), which in turn restores social harmony through the enforcement of social etiquette and consensus. Indeed, in relation to the body, malu is often pre-emptive: one is expected to experience and demonstrate a normative sense of malu (i.e., both shame and guilt) in relation to one’s body and appearance, and various social practices (e.g., tricking children into exposing themselves and then teasing them for doing so; Collins & Bahar, 2000; Peletz, 1996) are designed to elicit this form of shame-guilt (Lee, 1981; Maeda, 1975).
In a similar vein, pride (bangga) can be viewed as the converse of shame in Bahasa Malaysia (Goddard, 1996), with similar connotations for one’s body and appearance. For instance, although one may take pride in one’s appearance, doing so is perceived as a violation of social norms and is often proscribed. To take pride – whether authentically or hubristically – in one’s appearance or body is akin to a moral transgression (Goddard, 1996), and the policing of public expressions of such emotions ensures communal cohesion and consensus. For instance, even minimal expressions of body pride are typically described in very negative terms, such as angkuh or sombong (which roughly translate as excessive hubris) or the idiomatic phrase hidung tinggi (literally “high-nosed”, meaning someone who has an excessively high opinion of themselves). Moreover, as has been suggested in independent cultures (Holbrook et al., 2014a, 2014b), it is unclear to what extent authentic expressions of pride and hubristic pride are truly distinct phenomenologically in Malaysia, as both contravene social norms (Goddard, 1996). 
These accounts have important implications for the manifestation of body and appearance-related self-conscious emotions in Malaysia. For instance, one likely possibility is that, in the context of Malaysia, body and appearance-related shame and guilt are experienced as phenomenologically similar (e.g., in terms of the situations that produce these emotions and the functions they play). Likewise, given the negative connotations of all forms of pride in Malaysia, it is possible that both hubristic and authentic pride are experienced as similar in their phenomenology. The most direct implication is that the 4-factor structure of the BASES reported in previous work may not apply to the Malaysian context; rather, it may be more likely that a 2-factor structure emerges, which combines shame-guilt and authentic and hubristic pride, respectively. We note tangentially that this 2-dimensional factor structure may also offer improved accounting of BASES dimensionality in other cultural contexts, but previous studies have neglected to test for the possibility. 
1.3. The Present Study
In view of the discussions above, we conducted a full assessment of the factorial validity of BASES scores in the Malaysian context. To deal with concerns about the use of CFA and to consider the possibility of alternative dimensionality to that proposed in the original study (Castonguay et al., 2014), we utilised both EFA and exploratory structural equation modelling (ESEM). The use of EFA ensures that we are able to arrive at an appropriate data-driven model of the BASES factor structure that is not constrained by modelling limitations. The use of ESEM, meanwhile, is useful for understanding the factor structure of the BASES because it is an analytic strategy that relaxes constraints assumed by independent clusters modelling by incorporating aspects of EFA (i.e., allowing for cross-loadings) and CFA (i.e., the use of advanced statistical methods; Marsh et al., 2013, 2014; Morin et al., 2013). Indeed, ESEM has been shown to result in improved fit and less strongly correlated factors than CFA solutions (e.g., Morin & Maïano, 2011; Swami, Maïano et al., 2021) and has been recommended for the assessment of multidimensional body image instruments (Swami et al., 2021a). ESEM is particularly useful in relation to the BASES because it allows for a more realistic accounting of the likely way in which BASES items cross-load (i.e., allows for items to inter-relate across emotions) compared to a CFA approach. 
In addition to an assessment of factorial validity, we also assessed the invariance of BASES factor structure across gender, ethnicity, and age. In terms of the former, we expected that the BASES factor structure would demonstrate full gender invariance, which would be consistent with previous work (Alcaraz-Ibáñez & Sicilia, 2018; Chiminazzo et al., 2021). In terms of ethnicity, we assessed invariance across Malaysian Malays and Chinese, who represent the two largest ethnic groups in Malaysia at about 55% and 23% of the national population, respectively (Department of Statistics Malaysia, 2018). Although Malaysian Malays and Chinese have somewhat different historical and ethno-religious trajectories (for a discussion, see Swami, Zahari et al., 2020), previous work has shown that they have similar body and appearance-related attitudes and behaviours, likely a function of their inhabitation of the same national-cultural context (see Swami, 2020). As such, we hypothesised that the BASES factor structure would be invariant across ethnicity. Finally, for exploratory purposes, we also considered the extent of age invariance, though no specific hypotheses were formulated in this regard.
Finally, as an examination of the construct validity of BASES scores, we examined associations with facets of positive body image (i.e., body appreciation), psychological well-being (i.e., subjective happiness and self-esteem), secure non-striving (i.e., the degree to which individuals feel secure with their social position and feel acceptance from others, rather than feeling under pressure to compete), body mass index (BMI), and age. These variables were selected on the basis of significant associations reported in previous work (e.g., Castonguay et al., 2014; Zemestrani et al., 2021) and based on the availability of validated instruments in Bahasa Malaysia. Convergent validity would be supported insofar as BASES scores are moderately correlated with body appreciation, subjective happiness, and self-esteem, whereas divergent validity would be supported through weak correlations with secure non-striving, BMI, and age. We also assessed the invariance of correlations between the measures used for construct validity as a function of participant ethnicity and gender, with the expectation that we would obtain full invariance (indicative that construct validity is supported in Malay women, Malay men, Chinese women, and Chinese men, respectively). 
2. Method
2.1. Participants
	The initial dataset consisted of 1,182 participants, but we excluded participants who consented but did not respond to any item (n = 10), who were missing substantial portions of data (n = 92), and who did not meet inclusion criteria (see Section 2.4; n = 31). The final dataset, therefore, consisted of 1,049 Malaysian citizens, of whom 525 were women and 524 were men. These participants ranged in age from 18 to 65 years (M = 32.55, SD = 9.93) and in self-reported BMI from 13.25 to 48.88 kg/m2 (M = 23.68, SD = 5.04). Of the total sample, 729 self-reported their ethnicity as Malay and 320 as Chinese. In terms of marital status 46.3% were single, 49.7% were married, 2.6% were divorced, and 1.4% had another status. In terms of education, 1.1% had completed primary education, 28.7% had completed secondary education, 43.0% had an undergraduate degree, 17.2% had a postgraduate degree, and 10.0% had another higher qualification. Following Malaysian constitutional law, all Malays were considered Muslims, whereas the majority of the Chinese participants were Buddhists (71.6%; Christian = 20.9%, Muslim = 1.9%, another religion = 5.6%).
2.2. Materials
	2.2.1. Body and appearance self-conscious emotions. Participants were asked to complete a novel Bahasa Malaysia translation of the 16-item BASES (Castonguay et al., 2014). All items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never; Bahasa Malaysia translation: tidak pernah) to 5 (always; Bahasa Malaysia translation: sentiasa). The translation method is reported in Section 2.3 and the items of the BASES in English and Malay are reported in Appendix 1. 
	2.2.2. Body appreciation. Body appreciation was assessed using the Body Appreciation Scale-2 (BAS-2; Tylka & Wood-Barcalow, 2015; Bahasa Malaysia translation: Swami et al., 2019). This is a 10-item instrument that measures acceptance for one’s body, respect and care for one’s body, and protection of one’s body from unrealistic beauty standards. All items were rated on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always), and an overall score was computed as the mean of all items. Scores on the Bahasa Malaysia version of the BAS-2 have been shown to be unidimensional, with adequate internal consistency and good convergent and incremental validity (Swami et al., 2019). In the present study, McDonald’s (1970) ω for BAS-2 scores was .93 (95% CI = .92, .94).
	2.2.3. Subjective happiness. To assess subjective happiness, we used the Subjective Happiness Scale (SHS; Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999; Bahasa Malaysia translation: Swami, 2008). This is a molar measure of the extent to which individuals believe they are happy or unhappy people. The SHS consists of 4 items, two of which ask respondents to characterise themselves based on absolute ratings and ratings relative to peers and two of which ask respondents to rate the extent to which descriptions of happy and unhappy individuals are accurate of themselves. All items were rated on 7-point scales and an overall score was computed as the mean of all items. Scores on the Bahasa Malaysia version of the scale evidence adequate internal consistency, good patterns of construct validity, and good test-retest reliability over a 4-week period (Swami, 2008). In the present study, McDonald’s (1970) ω for SHS scores was .80 (95% CI = .76, .84).
	2.2.4. Self-esteem. Self-esteem was measured using the 10-item Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965; Bahasa Malaysia translation: Swami, 2011). This instrument measures participants’ overall sense of self-worth, with items rated on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 4 (Strongly agree). In its English version, five items are reverse-coded prior to analysis. In the Bahasa Malaysia form, however, one of these reverse-coded items loads negatively, possibly due to interpretation issues. Swami (2011) recommended inclusion of this item in its non-reversed format, which is what we did here. An overall RSES score was, therefore computed following reverse-coding of four items, with higher scores reflecting higher self-esteem. The Bahasa Malaysia version of the RSES has adequate internal consistency, good test-retest reliability after 5 weeks, and good patterns of convergent and discriminant validity (Swami, 2011). In the present study, McDonald’s (1970) ω for RSES scores was .80 (95% CI = .70, .80).
	2.2.5. Secure non-striving. To assess secure non-striving, participants completed the Secure Non-Striving subscale of the Striving to Avoid Inferiority Scale (SAIS-SNS; Gilbert et al., 2007; Bahasa Malaysia translation: Swami et al., 2021b). This is a 12-item instrument that assesses the degree to which individuals feel secure with their social position and feel acceptance from others, rather than feeling under pressure to compete. All items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). Previous work has shown that the Bahasa Malaysia version of the SAIS-SNS has a unidimensional factor structure with adequate internal consistency and convergent validity (Swami et al., 2021b). McDonald’s (1970) ω for SAIS-SNS scores in the present study was .94 (95% CI = .92, .96).
2.2.6. Demographics. Participants provided information about their gender (jantina, used in Bahasa Malaysia to refer to both sex and gender), age, marital status, highest educational qualification, and religion. They also self-reported their height and weight, which we used to compute BMI as kg/m2. Improbable BMI values (i.e., < 12 or > 50 kg/m2; n = 12) were treated as missing values and replaced using the mean replacement method.
2.3. Instrument translation
The BASES was translated into Bahasa Malaysia using the 5-stage test adaptation methodology developed by Beaton et al. (2000) and recommended for the test adaptation of body image-related instruments (Swami & Barron, 2019). First, two translators – one informed about the study and the other uninformed – independently forward-translated the BASES items from English to Bahasa Malaysia. Second, the two translations were examined by a third translator, uninformed about the study objectives; minor discrepancies between the two translations were resolved, producing a synthesised translation. Third, two new independent translators who were naïve to study back-translated the synthesised translation into English. Fourth, the forward- and back-translations were submitted to a committee consisting of all aforementioned translators, a psychometrician, a linguist, and two bilingual and Malaysian authors of the present study. The committee discussed semantic, idiomatic, experiential, and conceptual equivalence of the instruments and considered discrepancies between the translations, which were resolved these through a consensual approach. In a final step, a pre-final version of the BASES was pilot tested in a sample of 41 individuals (women = 68.3%) who broadly matched the target sample. Participants in the pilot study were asked to rate each of the BASES items for comprehension on a 5-point scale (1 = do not understand at all, 5 = understanding completely) and to provide, based on open-ended questions, feedback on improvements that could be made to each item to enhance comprehension. The mean responses for each item (M = 4.12, SD = 0.65) and all qualitative feedback were then returned to the committee, who consensually made very minor adjustments to items (e.g., minor grammatical and word choice corrections). 
2.4. Procedures
	Ethics approval was obtained from the Institutional Review Board at Perdana University. Potential participants who met inclusion criteria (being ≥ 18 years of age, a citizen and resident of Malaysia, of Malay or Chinese ancestry, and fluent in Bahasa Malaysia) were invited to complete an online survey via a QualtricsTM research panel. All data were collected in March 2021, with the study being advertised as a survey on “attitudes toward the body”. After providing digital informed consent, participants were asked to complete the instruments described above, which were presented in a counterbalanced order for each participant. The survey package also included a Bahasa Malaysia translation of the Body Acceptance by Others Scale-2 (Swami et al., 2021b), which is not assessed here. IP addresses were checked to ensure that no participant completed the survey more than once. In exchange for completing the anonymous survey, participants received one of a range of incentives (e.g., vouchers, gift cards) based on the length of the survey, their specific panellist profile, and other factors determined by QualtricsTM. 
2.5. Analytic Strategy
	2.5.1. Data treatment. There were no missing responses in the dataset (participants were prompted to respond to all items). To examine the dimensionality of BASES scores in the present study, we used an EFA-to-ESEM approach. To ensure adequate subsample sizes1, the dataset was first split by ethnicity (i.e., Malay and Chinese); next, the larger Malay subsample was split using a computer-generated random seed, resulting in a split-half that we retained for EFA (total n = 364; women = 189, men = 175). The remainder of the dataset (total n = 685; Malay women n = 195, Malay men = 170, Chinese women = 141, Chinese men = 179) was retained for ESEM. There were no significant differences between the EFA and ESEM subsamples in terms of all basic demographics, nor were there significant differences between the Malay and Chinese subsamples (details available from the corresponding author). 
	2.5.2. Exploratory factor analysis, gender invariance and differential item functioning by age. EFAs with the first split-half subsample were performed using Mplus 8.5’s (Muthén & Muthén, 2019) robust maximum likelihood estimator (MLR). In a first step, six EFAs with one to six correlated latent factors were examined – henceforth Models 1-1 to 1-6 – using Mplus’s ESEM capabilities. The decision to select a unidimensional model as the lower limit and a 6-factor model as the upper limit was exploratory. That is, although no previous study has provided evidence that the BASES is unidimensional or consists of more than four factors, we selected these limits to at least rule out these models in the present dataset. As recommended by Marsh et al. (2009, 2014), the EFAs were estimated with an oblique geomin rotation and an epsilon value of .5. The optimum number of factors to retain was determined based on Horn’s (1965) parallel analysis using 50 randomly generated datasets. 
As recommended by Swami and colleagues (2021a), parallel analysis was complemented by examining the following fit indices: the Steiger-Lind root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and its 90% CI (values ≤ .08 indicate acceptable fit; ≤.06 indicates good fit), the standardised root mean square residual (SRMR; values < .09 indicate good fit), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI; values ≥ .90 indicate acceptable fit and > .95 indicate good fit), and the comparative fit index (CFI; values ≥ .90 indicate acceptable fit and > .95 indicate good fit) (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh et al., 2005; Steiger, 2007). The composite reliability of scales from the optimal factor solution was estimated using McDonald’s (1970) ω, with values greater than .70 reflecting adequate internal reliability (Nunnally, 1978). 
In a second step, the measurement invariance of this EFA model was examined across gender using the following sequence (Millsap, 2011): (i) configural invariance; (ii) weak invariance (loadings); (iii) strong invariance (intercepts); (iv) strict invariance (uniqueness); (v) invariance of the latent variances/covariances; and (vi) invariance of latent mean factors. Model comparisons (i.e., the preceding model served as comparison) were based on changes (∆) in CFIs, TLIs, and RMSEAs. A sequence was considered as invariant when ∆CFIs-∆TLIs were ≤ -.010 and ∆RMSEAs ≥ .015 or ∆SRMR ≥ .30 for loading invariance and ∆SRMR ≥ .10 for all other forms of invariance (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).
In a third step and for exploratory purposes, a hybrid multiple indicators multiple causes (MIMIC) multiple-group model (Morin et al., 2018) was used to examine: (a) associations between age and the BASES latent factors; (b) probable differential item functioning (DIF), that is, the direct association between age and BASES item responses over-and-above the associations of age with the BASES latent factors; and (c) the invariance of these associations across gender. These models were developed from the most invariant multiple-group model identified in the second step, to which the age was included.
These hybrid MIMIC models were estimated in the following sequence (Marsh et al., 2013; Morin et al., 2013): (a) null effects model (the paths from age to the BASES latent factors and item responses were constrained to be zero); (b) saturated model (the paths from age to BASES item responses were freely estimated, while the paths from age to BASES latent factors were constrained to be zero); and (c) factors-only model (the paths from age to the BASES latent factors were freely estimated, while the paths from age to BASES item responses were constrained to be zero). A substantial improvement in model fit (∆CFIs-∆TLIs > .01 and ∆RMSEAs >. 015) in the factors-only and saturated models relative to the null effects model provides support for an association between age and the BASES item responses. These models were first examined with all relations freely estimated across women and men. Then, the most appropriate model was retained and compared to an alternative model in which all relations were constrained to be invariant across men and women participants.
	2.5.3. Exploratory structural equation modelling and invariance across ethnicity and gender. The optimal EFA solution obtained from the first split-half subsample was examined using ESEM with the second split-half subsample. As recommended (e.g., Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009; Browne, 2001), we used confirmatory target rotation (i.e., all cross-loadings were “targeted” to be as close to zero as possible). The analyses were performed using Mplus 8.5’s (Muthén & Muthén, 2019) MLR estimator, and model fit indices were assessed using the fit indices reported in Section 2.5.2. In a second step, the optimal ESEM model retained in the first step was used to examine measurement invariance across ethnicity and gender (i.e., Malay women, Malay men, Chinese women, Chinese men). The same sequence as that reported in the second step of Section 2.5.2 was used.
2.5.4. DIF and latent mean differences as function of age. A hybrid MIMIC multiple-group model (Morin et al., 2018) was used to examine DIF and latent mean differences as function of age and the invariance of these associations across ethnicity and gender. These models were developed from the most invariant multiple-group model across ethnicity and gender subsamples identified in Section 2.5.3, to which the age was included. For these hybrid MIMIC multiple-group model the same sequence as that reported in the third step of Section 2.5.2 was used.
	2.5.5. Construct validity and invariance of correlations across ethnicity and gender. The invariance of correlations between the measures used for construct validity was examined as a function of participants’ ethnicity and gender (i.e., Malay women, Malay men, Chinese women, Chinese men) using the total sample. Analyses were performed using a structural equation model (SEM) in which the BASES factor structure was estimated based on the ESEM model retained with the second split-half subsample. In this model, the latent factors of the BASES and the observed scores (i.e., mean scores) of body appreciation, subjective happiness, self-esteem, secure non-striving, BMI, and age were all correlated. In order to test the equivalence of the correlations between the measures, observed scores (i.e., mean scores) of body appreciation, subjective happiness, self-esteem, secure non-striving, BMI, and age were standardised prior the analyses. These analyses were estimated using the three following steps (Little, 2013; Millsap, 2011). In a first step, the invariance of the BASES factor structure across ethnicity and gender (i.e., Malay women, Malay men, Chinese women, Chinese men) using the total sample was examined following the same sequence as that reported in the second step of Section 2.5.2. In the following step, the most invariant model from the first step was retained as the configural model. In this model, all correlations (between the BASES latent factors and the observed scores of other measures, and between the observed scores of other measures) were freely estimated across ethnicity and gender. In a final step, all correlations were constrained to be invariant across ethnicity and gender subsamples. Correlations were considered as invariant if ∆CFIs-∆TLIs and ∆RMSEAs between the configural and the invariant models were ≤ -.01 and ≤ -. 015, respectively (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). Based on Cohen (1992), values ≤ .10 were considered weak, ~ .30 were considered moderate, and ~ .50 were considered strong correlations. 
3. Results
3.1 Exploratory Factor Analysis, Invariance Across Gender, and DIF as a Function of Age
3.1.1. Exploratory factor analysis. Six EFA models (Models 1-1 to 1-6) with one to six factors were examined (see Table 1). The results showed that fit indices for the unidimensional model of BASES scores (Model 1-1) were uniformly unsatisfactory (CFI-TLI < .90; RMSEA >.10, SRMR > .09). For models with two to five factors (Models 1-2 to 1-5), all fit indices were acceptable (CFI-TLI > .90 or > .95; RMSEA < .08; SRMR < .09). The six-factor EFA model (Model 1-6) failed to converge. 
Examination of EFA models indicated that the 2-factor solution consisted of two valenced factors: one grouping items from the Guilt and Shame dimensions (8 items) and second grouping items from the two pride dimensions (8 items). In contrast, the 3- to 5-factor solutions proposed models in which one factor comprised all items from the Authentic and Hubristic Pride dimensions (8 items) and two to four factors gathering two to several items from the Shame and Guilt dimensions. Additionally, as illustrated in Figure 1, parallel analysis showed that the data were best represented by a 2-factor solution. Therefore, based on the combination of fit indices and results of parallel analysis, the 2-factor EFA model was retained for subsequent analyses. 
The standardised parameter estimates, composite reliability coefficients, and latent factor correlation for the 2-factor EFA model are reported in Table 2. Both of the factors (i.e., Authentic-Hubristic Pride and Shame-Guilt) had moderate-to-large loadings (λ = .506-.916), and cross-loadings were of a low magnitude (|λ| = .001-.203) except for item #4 (.300). As shown in Table 2, the two composite reliability coefficients were excellent (> .900) and the latent factor correlation was significant and of a very low magnitude (< .100). These results confirm the relative independence of the latent factors.
3.1.2. Gender invariance. Goodness-of-fit statistics from the measurement invariance test across gender are reported in Table 1 (Models 2-1 to 2-6). Results supported the complete (configural, weak, strong, strict, latent variances-covariances, and latent means) invariance of the 2-factor model. 
3.1.3. DIF and latent mean differences as a function of age. The results from the hybrid MIMIC models are reported in Table 1. These models were estimated starting from the most invariant measurement model as function of gender (Model 2-6: invariance of latent means). Results showed that the saturated model (Model 3-2) and factors-only model (Model 3-3) did not result in a substantial improvement in model fit relative to the null effects model (Model 3-1). These results thus indicate that item responses and scores obtained on BASES were unrelated to participant age. Given the lack of associations between BASES scores and age across gender, the invariance of these associations across subsamples were not examined.  
3.2. Exploratory Structural Equation Modelling, Invariance Across Ethnicity and Gender, and DIF as a Function of Age
3.2.1. Exploratory structural equation modelling. Goodness-of-fit statistics for the 2-factor ESEM model are reported in Table 1 (Model 4-1). Results showed that all fit indices were acceptable (CFI-TLI > .90; RMSEA < .06; SRMR < .09). This model had substantial main factor loadings (λ = .482-.872) coupled with reasonably small cross-loadings (|λ| = .010-.211). Additionally, the two composite reliabilities were excellent (>. 910) and the latent factor correlation was statistically significant with a very small magnitude (< .110). 
3.2.2. Invariance across ethnicity and gender. Goodness-of-fit statistics from the measurement invariance test across ethnicity and gender are reported in Table 1 (Models 5-1 to 5-7). These results support the weak (Model 5-2) and strict (Model 5-5) invariances of the 2-factor model, though not its strong (model 5-3) invariance. Examination of the parameter estimates from this solution and of the modification indices associated with the failed strong invariance solution suggested that invariance constraints had to be relaxed on: (a) two intercepts associated with items #6 (“In general, I have felt proud that I am great looking person”) and #14 (“In general, I have felt proud of my appearance efforts”) in Malay women; and (b) one intercept associated with item #14 in Chinese men. The resulting model of partial strong (model 5-4) invariance was supported by the data. Finally, the last two steps also supported the invariance of latent variances/covariances (model 5-6) and latent means differences (model 5-7).
3.2.3. DIF and latent mean differences as function of age. Results from the hybrid MIMIC models are reported in Table 1. These models were estimated starting from the most invariant measurement model as function of participant ethnicity and gender (Model 5-7: invariance of latent means). Results showed that the saturated model (Model 6-2), but not the factors-only model (Model 6-3), resulted in a substantial improvement in model fit relative to the null effects model (Model 6-1). They suggest the presence of DIF as a function of age, coupled with a lack of association between age and scores of the BASES latent factors. Examination of modification indices suggested that direct paths of age on Item #9 (“In general, I have felt proud of my superior appearance”) needed to be added in the factors-only model for the Malay women. Therefore, a fourth model of partial DIF was estimated (Models 6-4) and was found to present a level of fit comparable to that of the saturated model. Results showed that older participants tended to score significantly lower on Item #9 (-.042, p = .003) among Malay women. Given the lack of associations between BASES scores and age across ethnicity and gender subsamples, the invariance of these relations across subsamples were not examined.
3.3. Construct Validity and Invariance of Correlations Across Ethnicity and Gender 
In a first step, the invariance of the BASES 2-factor structure across ethnicity and gender subsamples (i.e., Malay women, Malays men, Chinese women, Chinse men) from the total sample was examined (see Table S1 in the Supplementary Materials). Results supported the complete (configural, weak, strong, strict, latent variances-covariances invariance, and latent means) invariance of the 2-factor model. Therefore, in a second step, the most invariant measurement model from the first step (i.e., invariance of latent means) was used to estimate the configural model of the SEM. Results from this model showed that all fit indices were acceptable, χ2(881) = 1738.244, p < .001, CFI = .921, TLI = .918, RMSEA = .061 (90% CI = .057-.065), SRMR = .084. Finally, all correlations from the SEM were constrained to be invariant across ethnicity and gender. Results from this model showed that all fit indices were acceptable, χ2(962) = 1815.749, p < .001, CFI = .922, TLI = .925, RMSEA = .058 (90% CI = .054-.062), SRMR = .087. Comparison between the configural and invariant models showed a similar level of fit (∆Rχ² = 69.18, df = 81, p = .820, ∆CFI = -.001, ∆TLI = -.007, ∆RMSEA = +.003), revealing invariance of correlations across ethnicity and gender. The results from this final model are presented in Table 3 and show that the Authentic-Hubristic Pride factor was significantly and: (a) positively correlated with body appreciation, subjective happiness, self-esteem, and secure non-striving; and (b) negatively correlated with BMI. However, no signification association was found with age. Additionally, the results showed that the Shame-Guilt factor was significantly and negatively correlated with body appreciation, subjective happiness, self-esteem, secure non-striving, and age. However, no signification association was found with BMI.
4. Discussion
	The primary objective of the present study was to examine the factor structure of scores on a Bahasa Malaysia translation of the BASES. In contrast to previous studies that have supported the original 4-factor structure (Castonguay et al., 2014; Razmus et al., 2019; Zemestrani et al., 2019) or a modified 4-factor structure (Alcaraz-Ibáñez & Sicilia, 2018; Chiminazzo et al., 2021), our results using an EFA-to-ESEM framework indicated that scores on the Bahasa Malaysia BASES are best conceptualised as consisting of two dimensions. The first of these dimensions grouped together the hypothesised Shame and Guilt subscales, whereas the second dimension grouped together the subscales related to Authentic and Hubristic Pride. These results raise important questions about the conceptualisation of body and appearance-related self-conscious emotions, as well as the utility of the BASES to operationalise such emotions across cultural contexts. 
	The finding that scores on the Bahasa Malaysia BASES reduced to two, rather than four, dimensions can be speculatively explained as a function of the cultural context. More specifically, given the importance of shame (malu) sensitivity for social cohesion and the broad meaning of this construct in Malaysia – encompassing not only concerns over propriety but also self-effacement, formality, (loss of) face, (fear of) guilt, and politeness (Goddard, 1996, 1997) – it is perhaps unsurprising that shame and guilt items loaded onto a common factor. Indeed, Malaysian cultural values facilitate common expressions of shame and/or guilt for departures from societal standards of appearance (Aloysius & Syed Jamaludin, 2018; Collins & Bahar, 2000) and the absence of these emotions would signify dishonour to one’s social groups (Goddard, 1996). In this view, experiences of both shame and guilt are consistent with the norms of modesty, self-criticism, and humility that is common in many interdependent contexts, as they demonstrate a willingness to both acknowledge and align oneself with social expectations and requirements (Kitayama et al., 2004; Mascolo et al., 2003; Stadter & Gao, 2020). It may also be the case that it is unimportant to Malaysian adults whether internal attributions lead to shame or guilt, as what matters is the social outcome (see also Li et al., 2004; Wong & Tsai, 2007). 
	A similar argument can be speculatively applied to the experience of body and appearance-related authentic and hubristic pride in the Malaysian context. In interdependent contexts, pride – whether authentic or hubristic – is inconsistent with the goal of maintaining harmonious relationships (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Mesquita & Karasawa, 2004). In Malaysia specifically, although one is expected to honour one’s self and one’s social units (maruah), this is conceptually different to showing pride (angkuh, sombong; Goddard, 1997). Indeed, to take pride – whether in an authentic sense or hubristically – in one’s appearance or body may be viewed as an extreme social and moral faux pas, bringing dishonour and shame to one’s self and wider social groups (Goddard, 1997). In fact, Malaysian cultural norms may police such forms of appearance and body-related pride not only through language, but also through conservative dress codes, the punishing of public displays of the body and excessive appearance concern, and regulation of appearance-related behaviours (Chua, 2019; Collins & Bahar, 2000). In practical terms, this may explain why we found that all BASES items tapping pride loaded onto the same dimension. 	 
	While we have interpreted our results as being consistent with self-construal theory (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), a broader critique of the BASES is also possible. That is, given that previous studies have generally not considered the extent to which the constructs of body and appearance-related shame and guilt, on the one hand, and authentic and hubristic pride on the other show conceptual overlap, it is possible that previous results supporting their distinctiveness are artefactual. In fact, where studies have reported correlations between Shame and Guilt and between Authentic and Hubristic Pride, respectively, these tend to be moderate (~ .60; Zamestani et al., 2021) to very high (~ .70-.80; Alcaraz-Ibáñez & Sicilia, 2018; Castonguay et al., 2014; Chiminazzo et al., 2021), which is suggestive of some conceptual similarity. Indeed, previous studies examining the factor structure of the BASES have been limited by the sole reliance on CFA, which does not allow for an accurate accounting of cross-loading items and may be responsible for the high inter-scale correlations. At the very least, there may be value in re-considering how best to conceptualise body and appearance-related self-conscious emotions in both interdependent and independent cultures. Allowing for the possibility of a 2-dimensional conceptualisation of the BASES in future work would be useful, especially as it may help clarify the extent to which the present results are a function of national or cultural context, or analytic decision-making. This may be especially important given debate about the distinctiveness of facets of self-conscious emotions (Holbrook et al., 2014a, 2014b).
	Beyond issues of factorial validity, the results of the present study indicated that the 2-dimensional model of BASES scores was fully invariant as function of gender and ethnicity (with the exception of item intercepts that were relaxed for three items). In broad outline, these results are consistent with previous work indicating that the BASES is invariant across gender (Alcaraz-Ibáñez & Sicilia, 2018; Chiminazzo et al., 2021), and showed a lack of latent means invariance. Moreover, while one previous study reported that the 4-factor model of BASES scores was partially invariant across national groups (Razmus et al., 2019), we believe ours is the first demonstration of invariance across ethnic groups within the same nation. The lack of latent mean differences as function of gender and ethnicity on our 2-dimensional model of BASES scores likely reflects the similar phenomenological functions that body and appearance self-conscious emotions plays across these groups. Additionally, in exploratory analyses, we also assessed DIF as a function of age. Here, our results generally suggested – with the exception of partial DIF on one item in the second split-half subsample – no differential item functioning and no associations with age. 
Finally, our results also demonstrated that the 2-dimensional model of BASES scores also had adequate construct validity in all subgroups (i.e., as a function of gender and ethnicity), at least in terms of the Authentic-Hubristic Pride subscale. To wit, correlations between this factor and measures of body appreciation, subjective happiness, self-esteem, and secure non-striving were all in the expected direction and consistent with our hypotheses in terms of strength. On the other hand, evidence of construct validity in relation to the Shame-Guilt subscale was more equivocal. Specifically, while associations with subjective happiness were as hypothesised, all other associations were weak in effect size. In the absence of further data, it is difficult to explain these findings. One possibility, consistent with our explanations above, is that the concept of shame (malu) in the Malaysian context is broader than what is currently being tapped by the BASES shame- and guilt-related items (e.g., it may include concepts associated with body and appearance-related propriety, effacement, and social honour, which are not currently tapped by the BASES). One possible strategy to further understand these issues would be through the use of an emic approach (Brislin et al., 1973), wherein item content relevant to Malaysian adults specifically is developed iteratively. Such an approach would require an understanding of the meaning and nature of malu in the Malaysian context and may have low generalisability beyond Malaysia, but it would provide a more thorough understanding of body and appearance-related self-conscious emotions in Malaysian adults. 
	There are a number of limitations to the present study, which we acknowledge. First, we only recruited Malay and Chinese participants to the present study. Although these ethnic groups make up the majority of the Malaysian population (Department of Statistics Malaysia, 2018), it will be important in future work to extend our findings to other minority ethnic groups in Malaysia so as to established the generalisability of our findings. Likewise, given the high proportion of participants who had completed tertiary education, it will be important to replicate our work with more representative samples in terms of education specifically and socioeconomic status more generally. In a related vein, although Bahasa Malaysia is the national language of Malaysia, it is more likely to be the first language of Malays, rather than Chinese individuals. As such, there may be value to considering the extent to which our results are a function of linguistic limitations (i.e., whether our findings would be replicated if Chinese participants completed the BASES in a Chinese translation). There are other sample-related ways in which the present study could be extended, such as through an examination of invariance across urbanicity, which has been hypothesised as being relevant to body image outcomes in Malaysia (Swami, 2015; Swami & Barron, 2017). In addition, our study was limited in terms of its assessment of various forms of validity (e.g., predictive validity), as well as the absence of estimates of test-retest reliability. Relatedly, the additional measures included in the survey package to assess construct validity were all positively-valenced, and in future work it would be useful to include additional instruments that assess negative-valanced outcomes (e.g., body dissatisfaction).
	These limiting considerations aside, our results suggest that the hypothesised 4-factor structure of BASES scores was not supported in the interdependent context of Malaysia. Instead, our use of an EFA-to-ESEM framework of analysis supported a 2-factor solution that diverges from all previous reports of the factor structure of the BASES. For scholars intending to use the BASES with Malay-speaking populations, our preliminary recommendation is that BASES scores are computed in accordance with the 2-dimensional model reported here – preliminary because more work can be done to assess additional psychometric properties of the Malay BASES. More generally, we recommend that scholars interested in body and appearance-related self-conscious emotions pay closer attention to how the construct is measured and operationalised. While it may be that the 2-dimensional model is limited to interdependent contexts (or, indeed, to the Malaysian context), it is also possible that previous studies have rendered this 2-dimensional model less likely given the sole use of CFA. An important next step for researchers working on the BASES, therefore, would be to reconsider the extent to which the 4-factor model offers better fit over the 2-factor model reported here. Doing so would allow us to better understand whether the present results are a function of culture or improved analytic method compared to previous work.
Footnotes
1 The appropriateness of the sample sizes used in the present study was determined using a Monte Carlo simulation conducted with Mplus 8.6 and following the guidelines provided by Muthén and Muthén (2002). The population model was specified using the data from the first split-half subsample and the second split-half subsample, and the parameter estimates from the 2-factor EFA and ESEM with 10,000 replications. The focus of the power estimation in these models was on the main loadings and the latent factor correlation between the 2-factor of the BASES. Results showed that the Muthén and Muthén’s (2002) criteria were satisfied for EFA and ESEM analyses [i.e., lack of bias of parameters (≤ 10% for any parameter in the model) and standard errors (≤ 5% for main loadings and the latent factor correlation and ≤ 10% for any other parameter in the model), and coverage of the 95% confidence interval ranging from .91 to .98]. Therefore, the statistical power of main loadings and the latent factor correlation (ranging from 78% to 100%) was inspected and indicates that the current subsample sizes were appropriate.
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Table 1
Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for the BASES
	Models
	Samples
	No
	Description
	Rχ²
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	RMSEA 90% CI
	SRMR
	CM
	∆Rχ² 
	df
	p
	∆CFI
	∆TLI
	∆RMSEA

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LB
	UB
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EFA

	First split-half

	1-1
	1-factor
	1517.679*
	104
	.540
	.469
	.193
	.185
	.202
	.232
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	1-2
	2-factor
	270.657*
	89
	.941
	.920
	.075
	.065
	.085
	.033
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	1-3
	3-factor
	191.545*
	75
	.962
	.939
	.065
	.054
	.077
	.026
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	1-4
	4-factor
	157.735*
	62
	.969
	.940
	.065
	.053
	.078
	.017
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	1-5
	5-factor
	134.227*
	50
	.973
	.934
	.068
	.054
	.082
	.015
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	1-6
	6-factor
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA 
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESEM: MI across gender
	First split-half
	2-1
	Configural invariance
	399.411*
	178
	.931
	.907
	.083
	.072
	.094
	.039
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	2-2
	Weak invariance
	422.694*
	206
	.932
	.921
	.076
	.066
	.086
	.047
	2-1
	14.29
	28
	.98
	+.001
	+.014
	-.007

	
	
	2-3
	Strong invariance
	437.456*
	220
	.932
	.926
	.074
	.064
	.084
	.049
	2-2
	11.72
	14
	.63
	.000
	+.005
	-.002

	
	
	2-4
	Strict invariance
	450.137*
	236
	.933
	.932
	.071
	.061
	.080
	.052
	2-3
	15.74
	16
	.47
	+.001
	+.006
	-.003

	
	
	2-5
	Variances-covariances invariance
	451.870*
	239
	.933
	.933
	.070
	.060
	.080
	.056
	2-4
	1.01
	3
	.80
	.000
	+.001
	-.001

	
	
	2-6
	Latent means invariance
	455.643*
	241
	.933
	.933
	.070
	.060
	.080
	.059
	2-5
	3.77
	2
	.15
	.000
	.000
	.000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DIF: age
	First split-half
	3-1
	Null effects
	509.841*
	273
	.929
	.929
	.069
	.060
	.078
	.071
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	3-2
	Saturated 
	463.836*
	241
	.933
	.924
	.071
	.061
	.081
	.057
	3-1
	42.51
	32
	.10
	+.004
	-.005
	+.002

	
	
	3-3
	Factors only
	485.469*
	269
	.935
	.934
	.066
	.057
	.076
	.057
	3-1
	29.96
	4
	<.001
	+.006
	+.005
	-.003

	ESEM
	Second split-half
	4-1
	2-factor
	336.802*
	89
	.947
	.929
	.064
	.057
	.071
	.031
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESEM: MI across ethnicity and gender
	Second split-half
	5-1
	Configural invariance
	727.307*
	356
	.930
	.905
	.078
	.070
	.086
	.041
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	5-2
	Weak invariance
	851.919*
	440
	.922
	.915
	.074
	.066
	.081
	.071
	5-1
	117.29
	84
	.01
	-.008
	+.010
	-.004

	
	
	5-3
	Strong invariance
	952.827*
	482
	.911
	.911
	.076
	.068
	.083
	.077
	5-2
	105.50
	42
	<.001
	-.011
	-.004
	+.002

	
	
	5-4
	Partial strong invariance
	919.508*
	479
	.917
	.917
	.073
	.066
	.080
	.074
	5-2
	65.62
	39
	.005
	-.005
	+.002
	-.001

	
	
	5-5
	Strict invariance
	1000.043*
	527
	.911
	.919
	.072
	.066
	.079
	.079
	5-4
	83.53
	48
	.001
	-.006
	+.002
	-.001

	
	
	5-6
	Variances-covariances invariance
	1020.638*
	536
	.908
	.918
	.073
	.066
	.079
	.115
	5-5
	21.03
	9
	.01
	-.003
	-.001
	+.001

	
	
	5-7
	Latent means  invariance
	1027.648*
	542
	.908
	.919
	.072
	.066
	.079
	.116
	5-6
	5.75
	6
	.45
	.000
	+.001
	-.001





Table 1 (continued)

	Models
	Samples
	No
	Description
	Rχ²
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	RMSEA 90% CI
	SRMR
	CM
	∆Rχ²
	df
	p
	∆CFI
	∆TLI
	∆RMSEA

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LB
	UB
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DIF: Age
	Second split-half
	6-1
	Null effects
	1156.308*
	606
	.901
	.911
	.073
	.066
	.079
	.119
	
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	
	
	6-2
	Saturated
	1028.175*
	542
	.913
	.912
	.072
	.066
	.079
	.113
	6-1
	130.28
	64
	<.001
	+.012
	+.001
	-.001

	
	
	6-3
	Factors only
	1116.052*
	598
	.907
	.915
	.071
	.065
	.078
	.113
	6-1
	47.74
	8
	<.001
	+.006
	+.004
	-.002

	
	
	6-4
	Partial DIF
	1107.975*
	597
	.908
	.916
	.071
	.064
	.077
	.114
	6-2
	71.70
	55
	.06
	-.005
	-.004
	-.001


Notes. BASES = Body and Appearance Self-Conscious Emotions Scale; EFA = exploratory factor analyses; ESEM = exploratory structural equation model; Rχ² = robust maximum likelihood chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; 90% CI = 90% confidence interval of the RMSEA; LB = lower bound; UB = upper bound; MI = measurement invariance; NA = failed to convergence; DIF = differential item functioning; ∆ = change from the previous model; ∆Rχ² = robust chi-square difference tests (calculated from loglikelihoods for greater precision).  * p ≤ .01

Table 2
Standardised Parameters Estimates from the 2-Factor Exploratory Factor Analytic Representation of the BASES in the First and Second Split-Half Subsamples

	
	First Split-Half Subsample
	Second Split-Half Subsample

	Items
	Authentic-Hubristic Pride (λ)
	Shame-Guilt (λ)
	δ
	Authentic-Hubristic Pride (λ)
	Shame-Guilt (λ)
	δ

	1
	-.098
	.751
	.440
	-.156
	.755
	.430

	2
	.710
	.083
	.478
	.724
	.101
	.449

	3
	.810
	-.019
	.347
	.787
	-.040
	.386

	4
	.300
	.528
	.601
	.162
	.546
	.657

	5
	.203
	.506
	.683
	.211
	.482
	.701

	6
	.834
	.049
	.294
	.808
	.037
	.340

	7
	.000
	.840
	.294
	-.010
	.828
	.316

	8
	-.082
	.916
	.168
	-.034
	.872
	.245

	9
	.842
	.030
	.285
	.831
	.059
	.296

	10
	.828
	.022
	.311
	.773
	-.045
	.408

	11
	.041
	.734
	.454
	.015
	.789
	.375

	12
	.841
	.018
	.290
	.782
	-.045
	.394

	13
	.091
	.751
	.415
	.017
	.786
	.379

	14
	.858
	-.028
	.267
	.768
	-.035
	.415

	15
	.862
	-.005
	.259
	.830
	-.017
	.314

	16
	.001
	.812
	.340
	-.070
	.831
	.317

	ω
	.945
	.909
	 
	.930
	.910
	 

	Shame-Guilt
	-
	 
	 
	-
	 
	 

	Authentic-Hubristic Pride
	.097
	-
	 
	.106
	-
	 


Notes. BASES = Body and Appearance Self-Conscious Emotions Scale; λ = factor loadings; δ = Uniquenesses; ω = McDonald’s omega. Non-significant loadings and correlations are underlined and italicized.



Table 3
Convergent Validity Analyses of the BASES Across Ethnicity and Gender.

	 
	Authentic-Hubristic Pride
	 
	Shame-Guilt

	 
	Malaysian men
	Malaysian women
	Chinese men
	Chinese women
	 
	Malaysian men
	Malaysian women
	Chinese men
	Chinese women

	Body appreciation
	.479***
	.481***
	.487***
	.477***
	 
	-.170***
	-.171***
	-.173***
	-.169***

	Subjective happiness
	.410***
	.434***
	.410***
	.421***
	 
	-.314***
	-.332***
	-.314***
	-.322***

	Self-esteem
	.217***
	.215***
	.211***
	.205***
	 
	-.092**
	-.091**
	-.089**
	-.087**

	Secure Non-Striving
	.471***
	.483***
	.453***
	.469***
	 
	-.142***
	-.145***
	-.136***
	-.141***

	Body mass index
	-.071*
	-.072*
	-.072*
	-.071*
	 
	.013
	.013
	.013
	.013

	Age
	-.011
	-.011
	-.011
	-.011
	 
	-.258***
	-.253***
	-.251***
	-.257***

	Shame-Guilt
	.123**
	.123**
	.123**
	.123**
	 
	-
	-
	-
	-


Notes. BASES = Body and Appearance Self-Conscious Emotions Scale. Although correlations are invariant across subsamples, the standardized coefficients may still show some variation as a function of within-samples estimates of variability. * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001

[image: Graph]
Figure 1
Scree plot and parallel analysis from the exploratory factor analysis of the Body and Appearance Self-Conscious Emotions Scale in the first split-half subsample. 


Appendix 1

Items of the Body and Appearance Self-Conscious Emotions Scale in English and Bahasa Malaysia (In Italic)
	Item
	Hypothesised subscale in Castonguay et al. (2014)

	1. In general, I have felt ashamed of the way I look / Secara umumnya, saya malu dengan cara penampilan saya. 
	S

	2. In general, I have felt proud that I am more attractive than others / Secara umumnya, saya bangga saya lebih cantik/tampan berbanding orang lain.
	HP

	3. In general, I have felt proud of the effort I place on maintaining my appearance / Secara umumnya, saya bangga dengan usaha saya untuk mengekalkan penampilan saya. 
	AP

	4. In general, I have felt guilty that I do not do enough to improve the way I look / Secara umumnya, saya rasa bersalah kerana saya tidak buat secukupnya untuk memperbaiki cara penampilan saya. 
	G

	5. In general, I have felt inadequate when I think about my appearance / Secara umumnya, saya rasa tidak memadai apabila saya berfikir tentang penampilan saya. 
	S

	6. In general, I have felt proud that I am great looking person / Secara umumnya, saya bangga saya seorang yang berpenampilan hebat. 
	HP

	7. In general, I have felt guilt that I look the way I do / Secara umumnya, saya rasa bersalah kerana cara penampilan saya. 
	G

	8. In general, I have felt ashamed of my appearance Secara umumnya, saya malu dengan penampilan saya. 
	S

	9. In general, I have felt proud of my superior appearance / Secara umumnya, saya bangga dengan penampilan unggul saya. 
	HP

	10. In general, I have felt proud about my effort to improve the way I look / Secara umumnya, saya bangga dengan usaha saya untuk memperbaiki cara penampilan saya. 
	AP

	11. In general, I have felt regret that I do not put effort into my appearance / Secara umumnya, saya menyesal saya tidak berusaha berkenaan penampilan saya. 
	G

	12. In general, I have felt proud that I have achieved my appearance goals / Secara umumnya, saya bangga saya telah mencapai matlamat penampilan saya. 
	AP

	13. In general, I have felt regret that I do not work on improving my appearance / Secara umumnya, saya menyesal saya tidak berusaha memperbaiki penampilan saya. 
	G

	14. In general, I have felt proud of my appearance efforts / Secara umumnya, saya bangga dengan usaha berkenaan penampilan saya. 
	AP

	15. In general, I have felt proud that I am an attractive person / Secara umumnya, saya banggsa saya seorang yang cantik/tampan. 
	HP

	16. In general, I have felt ashamed that I am a person who is unattractive / Secara umumnya, saya malu kerana saya seorang yang tidak berpenampilan cantik/tampan. 
	S


Note. S = Shame, G = Guilt, AP = Authentic Pride, HP = Hubristic Pride
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