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03569 xogobodgoemol bsbgenmdol mdoemobol bobgemdbogm @boggmbodgdo

33bgMmsg@o

LEOG030 gobbomumos scddmmo bBoadob 3MbLEGEMNIG0, Joormm 3m3nma30880 bmgas-
@ ©a(339mol bLEIGNLME ©s39380Mgdnmo smddamo bGnadol Lsmoal dg4360b
09893980 o dgrgagdo. Liomado gs8mygbgdymo gdMmgdgdal MdgGgbmds gymdbgds
begooma@ee og33gmab BEsGMLab 8mby ©®s80569dmab Ro@oMmgdnmo m3z0bgdMoga
3529300 8909373L- @go:9mgdgdab ggbdg@Gaere dg8obgdeb dgdrga 33egzodo 8mbsbocmgmds
dongm  263-35 Legosma@o og)339mob LEsGLOL 3gmby dmdomadgd. LmnsmyMae
0993390 LEIGYLMSE ©d3o3d0Mgdama dsxmddgmo bLE0adalb bzsmsdn, 3Mabz03mma
3M33mbyb@ ol Bod@mM o sbamnbab dgmgas, 3sdmgmnbos mMa gog@mmn: bgas@ondo
3m3yMmmdob o¢gds (9 gdmmgds, 0. =.87) s 0b@gMbomabgdmman bBnads (8 gdymgds, 0=.81).
0560 b 3orolb dabsogsba dgmabbdgdymmmdal 8sBg969dgma b 3domm omamos (17 @gdmmgds,
0=.89). moM0dnmom (36m3Mgdsbmab ©s393d0Mgdmmo s ddnmo bBngdalb Lbgs LodmBabagsb
a56Lbgsg9d0m, bzomadn 393080690 smddmmo LGgMgME03gdobadn Mebbdmdal sdbabggmo
©9dnmagdgdai, Gmdmgdo LEEgdL 6@ YMBomaDgdal  gobbmBamgdedn  gogMmsbs.
535bmoboagy, Lagmabbdms, Hmd, smddamo b ogdab dgbobgd sGLgdymo Lbgs MmgmGomo s
9830M0gmo 33mmg3980bo356 3ob6bbgszqd0m, Lodmagammm bLEngds@odssnnlb d0dn, dgbadmms
Bgas@omn Im3ymmdal smddab god@mmda dmgdqL. gb a395306gd0673L, HmB bgas@oyca
3m3Y4Mmdob o gds 3mb(393@MomuMmem 59Mm05b67dL bGnadob Hmamm (3 sbmobogm s Bombyem
303m300mgdsl, abg dm3agomdn Babsbbom asbdg®g@nm LEngdsGodazosbss. 33mggab ob
B©ogws, Hm3, sbbboma god@mEnma sbsmabab bBsGabE N NMa M3gMszanl 3o, s6ss
3m3999mo 3mbgnMmsGmEmnmn ggod@mEmo sbamnbob dgmgaqdo.

Lag3zs6dm Logyggdo: bLmnsmaMae ©M339c0b LEIGNLME ©s303d0Mgdmma seddmmao
LEads, 6yas@oyMa Bm3yHmdab s¢dds, LBngdnl b@gMbarmabgdes.



> ddgema bBoadab 3mbLE GGl dgbbBogms...

LomaModalb gobbadm3Mgdabawdn bbgsobbzs doamds s@bgdmadl, dobo 068 M©ab-
(3030bnF0 babosmnsb godmdnbsmy. 1995 Bgmb 3m39635396d0 Ro@omgdmmo bmzns-
&0 30bg0maMgdal dbmeggmoam badn@nb gamamgdda donmgl s @3 30(39L LomaMadal
36535 a36DmBomadosbo gobbabdmygMmgds. o3 ¢3065L369mal dobgogom, bLomsmadyg smo-
Bgmgds Lbgowabbgs bLabob gMmsbgmmsb ®s3e33nmgdamo ©gd3Mogsznal Ggmdnbom
©5 39(396@0 ©30L3al LoEaMmadgbmeb s 3ogd0Mgdym LB 0adsdy, w©abzMmndabsznady,
©3(339mdabs ©s bmgosmy® gbimmbosdg (United Nations, 1995). o3 (3e, dmgsmaw,
Loeo@ndol s6smababsl bogmgdom gbdgds boba dab bmgosmn® s Bbogmmmann®
306Dm30mgdgdl, Mo@asb doma gobdmdgs Momos. domn gddoMoymae Jdgbbsgmal
LoMormmob dogmbgosgem, 35063 860d36gmmzebos Lomse®ndaols s@eds@gMmoserm@n as6-
Bmdomgdgdolb 33magze o dggabgds. Bobssmdwga d93mbzgzsdn, Mammgdgmymegoemn
hgds LomaMmodals gobLabmgMgdgdbs s smbgMgddn godmymegnmoa obgmo ggbm3dgbgdo,
Mmam®gdozes boads, bmosmamo gqbgmabos, @s gLogdmemmaon® 3gomomuomgmdsbosb
5393900 gdmmn  bbgs sb3gd@gdo. s3sL 3o dgodmgds ob Im3yzglb, HGmd dbmemme
oG gFnom  obdofmgdady  aodnbbyma  ab@gMggbzngdo  mofnda  dmbabmagmdbal
3amdatgmdol gobomdxmdgbgdmoem 5Mobo3dstnbo agmb. 83 §8s3%g bods®mggmmdoa
B64(30mboMgdL gymsemo bmgosmymo ©sbdsmgdal 3Gmamsds/bastibgdm dgdbgmds,
Amdgmbag bmgnomuMao o (339mn mgsbgdol 3mbszgdms dsbsdo Mgaab@mamgdamao
500530567930 009396. 0boba bmznsmyMa® o339 bobgmbmogdom 56086 (56mdacmo
5 sdsmn Lbmomggmbmdagn®o bLEsGLAL 3dmbgms Labmaswmgdfog xanxrb dog-
3993698056. bogoBmnggmmadn o3 xaMyalb GLogdmbmgosmy@o Jobsbosmgdmgdal dgbobgd
3mba(3939d0 boMns. 530@m3 Im(393mmn 33mg3e meMadamam J3bmaMgda s©sd0sbgdab
393m30mgdolb bom®m3abgnmon dgbbogmolb wobygdal absdg gMo-gma 3oMggma
bodogos.

IBOM 3mb3Mg@ e, BaMdmmagbomo 33emg30Lb doDobos Ladstmzgmmdo dsbmg-
900 bgosmymae 3390l bBsGLob dJmbg dmdomsdggddn bE0adal semddsbmab
0535380693 mmo gs3mamgdobs s gobzgdol dgbBogmos s bmnsmyGom o 3-
390b bGdBMLbmMb s 3o3d0Mgdmma s ddmo bgoadalb badmda 0bbEMxdgb@ob dg436s.

LEnadab 3¢gds > Jabon nbGgMbIMDyd

LBOadsL gobbadmgMmeggb Mmam® (3 ©H3056@ M0, LmosmuEa bm@m3gdowsb go-
abMoamn Jobobnocmgdmal Jmbsl, MGm3gmoi 333906 ©ob3Mgon@gdemos. ol so-
800bL Lbggdobogeb goblLbzoggdmmb o bogmgdem LabaEmzgmb boob (Goffman, 1963);
LE0adob dgbobgd s@ObLadym qBabaznsms 13g@gbmdsl dgdmgan mMo LagMom gemg-
396@0 sbobnsmgdl: ¢Babsmgbow, abobo 50bBndboggb 0dsl, Mm3 dsbBoads@ndgdgma
60dobo gobLbgogmgds 0dabogsb, Mo Labmaswmygdsdo ,bm&mdor”, ,d00gdnman” nog-
mgds. 3gmeg: Rzgmmadcog, LEadob gs63LsbrmgEmgm Jobobosmgdgmmsb bbgs bdg-
9mB03980(350 03353306 9dmmo. amx3dsbo (1963) Lszdome (3bowsw ombndbsegl, Mma
LE0ad0lL 5MLgdMdS gEabbImMdL aodomgobnMgdgmo s@FndnBobs s bGgMgmE@ndgdal
MOM009M03ggd0b 3OmqLb. bBngds bgasGoym® go3mgbsl sbegbl Ladabbal bsgby.
3bgogl sBAL aodmmg3edl gmbbos, m@absi 90badbsgh, ™I LGnads@odbozonbsal
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0g99mobbdgds 3obG0ads80dgdge 60dsbmsb sLmnMgdama bags@ontn dggebadgdabe
5 bEBYMgMB035d0L sMbgdmds (Jones et al. 1984). bLgngds@odozs bogds LmznsmyMa
MA00gM0mMgdabol. ob dgadmgds domosb sd3oMa@ godmabs@mb obgmn 4dgmgdgdoo,
MHmamgdo(zos YMmngonmdobsmgol megal sGngds, bLmnomuMa Mofymas, ©abgmg-
0309, ©9313560Ds(300 @ ©g3gMbmbamndszns (Dovidio et al., 2000; Herek, 1999).
335bmab gfmaw, bngdsd dgndmgds nhabmb mago dbydnd s dbgmow dgbedhbgg gme-
396d0(3. Jogdmoma, 5Md39MdaMa 3m3mboajsznal s®bgdoo (Hebl, Tickle & Heatherton,
2000).

BFo@a309ma©, bEGngds gobabodbmaMmgdmes gmm Jg@ow dsLEG0gds@ndgdmgdals
39Mb399B 030056, s oM mozem  LE0adsGobgdamal  °mddgddy  aYMLbmbao.
0993(35, 50bdbndbsgns, MM syyz0mgdgmo bymoi o6 oM0b, Labmasmgdol dnge
LEB0ad580DgdYmn 0brogomgda LEngdal aby 068 gbLonEMsE asbn(300EbL, MmamE (s
qL 3mbammebgmos. 830@m8 dmem AL RRGM od@onFen dqobbagmosb smddmmao
LE0gdob (369850, 3393900 vLEYMYSL, EMI, Lobdmasmgdol FogH gsdmbs@yemo
LE0adob 0bBgbLbagmdal Bombgoags, doManbomadgdnmo xangob Bgzmgdo LE0adol
3 ddob meg0bgdnMgdgdom dgbodmms  bLsjdome 360336gmmmabom asbLbgssgdm©bgb
(Corrigan & Calabrese, 2005; Crandall, 1991). smddgmo bGoadolb dgbobgd 33939330
bobo gbdgds DAL 0als dgbobgd, Hm3 Mmommgme nbmngnlb dgndmagds smgbndbgdbmwal
LE0adobawdo LgbLoGoMEMdaL bbgsmsbzs mby (LB 0adabowda bybbogoymmds 6ndbazlb
03sb, 09 Modmgboe bgdmddgrgdl bBnads ngb&mdadbyg) (Major and O’Brien, 2005).

LB0adob dsmddobs s 30Mmzgbgdadg Fabo Bgaszmgbol 3Gm3gLal assbasmabgds
dgbadmgdgmoas 3MommMabs s Mongmab B0 d93m3s3909em Imegmdo god8mymeneno
LE0gdab 838 M Bo3ob YA gHcd3ggdom: oMggmoas bagsmm bEnads (public stigma),
Amdgmog 3nmobbdmdlb babmgasmmgdol Mgadosl 3sbGngds@ndgdgma dobsbosmgdmal
3dmbg 905805698%7. 0b 99M05698L 503439 gdolb 3maboGoy®, sx3gd@&me ©s J(39300
95J(3090L. 3BomEobs s MooEgMob dmegmdo dgdmmsgsabgdmma bLBoadalb dgmeg
Lobg 30 mgomb@ngdss (self-stigma). gb m3065b36gmn 1339 sbobagb 08 bmgnsn® o
gLbogmmmgon® 95394@&q0b, HmImgdai LEadob bLsdoDbgs. o ngmmabbdgds Mmams
LE0gdoB0D(300L LB BB Ymxybal gbobgd (3mEbs, 0Ly LE0adsbmsb s 3ogzdaMgdymo
Bggo@omco MBIgbgdabs o gob3gdal 068 Mbomadgds. mgomb@nadal sdmbagamas
Logamm bEoads. 93@mMMgdol Jobgmzom, LGngds mz0mmdadg Jgbadmms badgzemow
bgdmgdggdgb: 1) dmJdgmgdom godmbso@mmo bBoads (enacted stigma), Go3 anobbdmdl
LE0adoG0DYdNO 5580560L bgas@om® Fm3yMmdsl; 2) gobzonmo bgnads (felt stigma)
- LEBNgdsBnbgdmma oMol Jog®m LG0adsG0Doz0alb godmznmmgdal asbmdogMmgds o
Lodm3agmme Babobbom aobdatg@s; 3) nb@gmbomobgdmmo LGogds - bLabmgswmgdal
3096 g33mba@mmo bgas@omcn 0sdm3ogdamgdgdol domgds, Jobo mgocmmdal/Lgymezals
bobomom aodd(3930 ©d 30Mmzbymo moMmgdmmgdol 80bnggds, Mobai meb sbmoglb
300006 gdmgdal 398306988 8 Gbogmmmann®o pab@mgbo (Herek, 2007; 2009).

Lobsed NFH™M gBIMNEOE gsbzobomsgm LEadal smddobs o 6B FMbamaDdgbals
36m39bL, Mbos sm3b0dbmm, MM badgbngm Mo gMmsGn@msdn smddnmoa bEngdabs
5 dobo dgdsaqbgmo sb3gd@gdal gbobgd (3ombobs gobLadmzMgdgda o6 sMLYEMAL.

dogomomsm, bmagxrgd osmddgmoa LB0ads Mz0mbEgdsbmsbss gsngnzgdymo, dmaxgH
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30 06@9Mbsmabgdmma bgogdss mzgomb@ogdalb bobgmbmogdoom dmblgbogdmma. dogs-
momoE, 39Mg30L, gomab, 3masbol s Lbzgdob (Herek GM, Gillis JR, Cogan JC, Peilian
Chi, Xiaoming Li, Junfeng Zhao, and Guoxiang Zhao) 8096 asdmymegznmo bBoadal Lobggddan
0b6@gebsmobgdymo bGoads LEmmgo mznmb@oadol babgmomss (self-stigma) (36mdocemo.
33@™MMgd0b  3ogH 096G 0g8030MgEYmo  ©sbsMmAgbo mEn  Godalb LE0ads go Mab
3mgddggdom godmba@moa bGnads (enacted stigma) o sddmmo LGoads. 8mddgwgdooc
asdmbas@ o bLGogds 0bgs obsbosmgdamon, Mmames 3Gomeobs ©s MonEgMob
bgdmon smbgFom dmegmdo. smddgmo bLEngds 3o msgobo dobss@boo gobzwoem (felt
stigma) LEBoadslb YGMEEgds. 3gMdmE, s3@8™MMgdn smddnm bEnadsw ammabbdmdgb
LE0adob  LYdogd@mE  aobmdogFadsl, o dgodmagds  gsbsdoMmmdgdoglb  abgmo
356(300980L  gobg30maMgdal, BmamMgdozss bEGads@adsznalb dodn, mzomasblbbsbmasb
03353806930 dgmmgs sbos abGMabo doMsm NMMngMmmdgddo.

LB0gdabobGFMO3gALMbamMHnobdgd@gdal 3owg3nEmmIg@oMmagmmgswsd;zgomn
©gg0bozns a3b30gds LomaModolb smddgmo LEogdol dgbobgd os@MbLgdam 33mg398d0.
dogomoma, bmznomy@o obdofmgdal 3Mmamadsda Rofmemma 306gdal dmbsbamgmdom
Bo@omadam 333030 3@ Mdgmads s demgbabgg@ds (Stuber and Schlesinger (2006) 3 5dmy3qL
LE0gdob M0 BMEIs: 0 bG™MBaL bLGNgds (Mo(3 g5bnbsdrgMgdmms, Hmamt(3bgas@onmo
LEJMIMEG03gd0b BB MBomDGds) s FM3yHMIsLmb s 3o3d0Mgdama LB nads (treatment
stigma) (Gm3gmo(s gmeobbdmdlb 080b 30dlb, ®m3 bbzqdo (3ms© 3maqg3ymHmdasb). Mmam(s
3bgog3m, gb 93@™Mgdo 0gbBmdal bEnadsl nb@gmMbomabgdmm LEBadsl ognzgdgb,
Bgago@on®o dm3ycmdol dado 3o LEadab (3ommg3g Lobgss asdmymeomoa. JEMabEnbs
3039mbmbo s bggbo Mom0s8bo Meg056m 3339830 boemsFndab semddmemo bdngdalb m
356bDmM3nmgdsl godmamhBgzgb: 1) bBoadob 0b@gMmbomabgds/0b@gMmbamadgdamao bgngds:
a9mabbdmdgb LomaMmadgbmsb ©s393d0Mgdamo abgmn bgasG oMo asbigdol Jmbsb,
Mmam®gdozes boMzbgomo, dg3dmbgds 96 L Fmmata maz0lb gabbbgeggdmmem smdds; 2)
bgas@onmn 3m3ymmdol smdds/scmddnma bgas@onma dm3ymmds (experienced stigma). gb
1 3560b36gmn aneabbdmdl 0brogomals Bmaswm smddsl ol dodamor gobbmezngmgdae
35bB0ad580D9dgm 3mMJ3q00gd9dmsb s 393300 gdao.

LEB0adnlb  abBM3gAbmbomyFn  sb3g98gdal Lbgosobbgsbontn Lobgmmagds o
MA009M030083 33500 Babss@bo bgmb o ¢dmal bGngdal nb@gHbomabgdol 3Gm(3gLob
smBg@sb. 3oModom, 3x0dOmdo, gL q3968L3bgme  MYRGMm  mzemboBabml  gsboob
306mgbgdol BogM LEGngdolb omgdal 03 Jobobnsmgdmgdl, Gmdgmms asdmggdabscs
0bobogbgb 30bbow s3@™MEMgéa bgdmm smbgfamn §gfMdnbgdol Jgdm@Eeboom. LGngdal
dgoz0bgdal 3Mm39L0L sebsbgMmam Lagggbm@gdMog dmegmb BoMm3mawagbgb 3mMoasbo
> Mom (Corrigan & Rao, 2013). s3@mcMgdolb dobgogom, mezosdnmggman 0boognwds
Mbos  0(3mEaL/assbmdagmmlb Logsmm bLE0adol sMbgdmds, Jgdwgy @ogmabbaml/
305Mmb/3oommb, o 3053d0Mmb bsgmmsm megl s dgomzgabmb s@bgdamoa bggs@om®o
033m30©gdnmgdgdo. yzgmoxk g 5dsb 3o Imdyzgds mgommomgdamadol od(3Mmds s
LoBMadEMYdabogseb aofnygs. 3mEMoasbal s Mamb (2013) dogM smbgHama gl dmogmo
»O8@™M3 39(390m” 9539&0b Lobgmomss (“why try” effect) (56mdoemo s Imogos0cgdaemo
0o m0ygdab mgm@osl gyfebmds. csMmnygdol cmgm&nals obgogom, nbrognwgdabsmgals
Go0dg  Labgmolb  d96439398/nofmnygdol  BogzMmed  dgodmgds  0dmddgomlb  dom
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4(3935L0 8 a9b(30090Dy. BMEOGN(30MgdMmo 03Mmnygdol mgm@os LB 0adsh megewm
LE0gdsB0DgdNm™Ms 39ML3E03980s6 gobabomsgh s 99(396@L oo gsdm(3@amgdady
Lgedlb (Link at al, 1989). Lobgmbmegds ,He@m3 gg(3oEm” gs8mbo@ogh bgas@ono
©33m309dnmgdol  domagdobs s dgmzobgdolb 08 dgwmaal, Gmogbsi 30Mmzbgds
0% g693L dob Fadodon godmm I JonbyMgmn@gdgm asdmbomdzedgdl s Lsgymao
3900mEmgmdal gobadxmdgbgdmo 3o s@s® 0d6dz0l, s®adgm LEmosw 3sboyo
bgdo.

s@bobndbagos, Hm3 LoeMm0dgbmab ©s3o3doMgdmma LBoadalb dgbobgd sMLgdymo
3393960b939&qbmds533-30sho@omgdemn,139&gbow, MofMnd oG mbgmsddmdmaddy,
Mm3gdas babgmdbogm sb3sMgdal 3Hma@medgddo nmqdgb 3mbsbomgmdsl (McCormack,
2004; Nelson, 2002; Seccombe, 1999; Stuber and Schlesinger, 2006). dsgsmomsw, bBdgMobs
3 dmgbobagmol 3393530 godmzmnbs, HmI LabgmdBogm @obdsmgdol 3GimaMadgdda
3mbaBomgmds mEn Labob bGoadolb Bysmm dgadmads asbwagb: 3oM3gmo - gbss nEgbGmbab
LE0gads, M3 gmabbdmdos 0dsl, MM3 33mmgz0lb dmbsbamggdo nmgobgdwbgb bgas@nn®
LEIMIMEG03gdL; BgmEg 30 0ym FmM3YMMBSLMSb s 30330 gdmma bBogds (Treatment Stig-
ma), ®s(3 geobbdmds bgas@ommsm dmycmdob dodb. sembndbyma 33mmg30b Bobgogoom,
03006980 bLB0adsb gobo(3056 Hmam(s Lasggb&mgdals Im3LabyMyg 39MLmbamabagsb,
abg bLodmgamgdabsgsb (Stuber and Schlesinger, 2006).

33m9g30b Igomemmmmans

seddqmo bLBoadobs s Jobo gobbmBamgdgdol dgbobbogmow 33mggz0lL dgMgemma
dgomEmmmaos 30dmgaygbgom. megmednfmazgmom, RsGemms m30bgdMnzn 33mgszs 0dab
aoboM 339350, asboiads oy oM LmnomuMae o (339malb LEIGNLMSD ©o3o3-
domgdamo  smddnmo bGngds JoMomm 3m3mmagnada. 83l gofEs, ®30LgdMngo
33m930L5L go8mzmgbomds 1gdgd3ds dqbabbagmo 3mbLEMJdnb dobssmbmdMnzowm @39,
obabosmgdal dgbadmgdmmds dmag(3e. 3935633090, babosmgdms oY) 56 s Jdmema

LEoads 3gmggolb dmigdnem  3mbEgdLEdoi 08539 gobbMBnegdgdoc/sbdgd@gdom,
Bmam® s qb s ddmmo bGogdob MmgmEomem dmgrgdLs s 33emg3q6dns bomdmmagboema.
s ddnmo bB0adalb dmegmdn smddgmo bgasGonmn dm3ymmdabs s LEngdob 6@ M-
Bomabgdol  3obbdmInmgdgdal  goedmymasl wm33g Logdem gd3nGammo  Logydggmo
343L (dogomoms, Pryor & Reeder, 2011; Herek, 2007; 2009; Jacoby, 1994; Scambler, 2004;
Mickelson, 2001); oxdi3o mommgmmo 3sb@ogds@odgdgmo 60dbol dodsmo smddmema
LEB0adolb sb394&gd0/aobbmBamgdgda Jabss@MbmdMogaw dgndmads asbbbgszgdmuogl;
339mobbdmdor 0dsb, Gm3, dsgsmoms, LydbysmaEa M3oMgbmdal Bosdmdswmagbmal
3096 o ddmmo obymMndsbsznnlb dg8mbggggde @s dobgMama LG gMgm@ndgdo dgodmads
360d36g9mmgbom  aobLbgoggdmegl  LmnsmyGom  ©ay339mol  LGs@bolb ddmby
3060m36980L bLEGngdolb omddabogsb. 3g@n(s: 3x0JMMdm, gMmo ©s 03535 B030b LGnadab
dgbboagmol Mmbsy 3gbmdgbol 3EmUL 3nmE O msm Mbogg@bamn@mds asaqgdsd bos
3d9a35933mb (856Ls 3P gdoom 30, 3MB MM RANBRM0 s Jo3d0MgomabGngdab babgd
- %a3989M3s bLE0adsd), Mowasb LmnsmaEo Mg3MgbgbEs(30900bsgsb aqbgMmamgdmem
3MbLEEYJBL gobzabomogm. smbodbyman bLsgombo, dmbgdogns, M3o3doMmgds Lbgs
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439956530 3(3bmzMgd meMmodms xamygdol smddmmo LEogdolb gobsdmda bgsmgdol
bodoGmggmmadn go8mygbgdebmeb ©s393d0Mgdmma gomomdol 3GmMdmadsby(s. vqosb
353m30bsMg, 83 33mggz0bol, 030b9dM03 33mg30bg oRdbgdom, dg0ddbs gdymgdgda
s@ddnmo bEGadob asbobdmdn Lysmal 3MbLEGMEFMYdabomgal. ©gdymgdgdal gqL-
396M@mo  dgiobgdob dgdwga 3o, Lismolb domm@oamgdobs s ©abggbol dobboo,
omEgbmdMagn 33mmg3s Rs@omMs.

dmbo(399930b dgammz980b mg0bgdMng0dgomegdowsb bom®dobgmma nb@gmzangdal
Ro@ofgds g4zgmodg d0Dobdgbmbam dgommsw dngahbagm. Lom@3abgnma abGgfMzgonl
BomBotmgabomgol Bobobbam dmdbswes bobgzMmaw LE®YJGNGMgdnmo abGgMzonl
abs333ma30. 0b@gMgoyy d0dabotigmdos Lodmsmmm 30-40 Byonl aobdsgmmdsdo.

33935 3obbmM(30gmes 33ema30L gornzob 3M0b303960b dogbodsmyMo o(3g00m.

Ly Bo@omes 17 bomMdabgmmo 0b@gMz04). yzgemes Hab3mbrgbGn Mggab@mamgdmemao
0gm ,bmEosmu@em (3390 mxobgdol Imbszgdmes gfMmnsb dsbadn”. asdmbszombo
9momdmomdal b93Mgdo  L3gEosmNMm s Momo bgmdabebzpmd  3587gamE0sb
309399913693006, G0l g5dm(3, 53 dg3mbgggeda Mg 3m3gbgdamoas dgmbgzol stssmdsmyma
3gom@gdal 30dmygbgds: 30bbmdMaga sbyy dgxgabgdomn dg@mbggs s bLEadonmo dgMmhggs
(byemadg, 2008). Mgb3mbogb®gdal dmbadagdmow asdmgaygbgor g.6. cmgmol anboal
3606(3030.

3mbo(399930b gobosbomabgdmam sg0mhngom mgds@ Mo sbamabobdgmmmmemann o
dnam3ds. 33ma30LoL babobBsm gob3babmgGgm, smddnma LGngdal AmIgmao sb3gdda/
306dm3omgds 33506@gMgLgdos 068 gM30mqd0l sb6smnbabal, s308m3 mgdgdol godmg-
mabol 3Gm39L0 398 gboe aEYJEIYM bobnomb sGomgdws. gsdmgmgbamn gdgdals
Lobmmdol dgdmb3gdol dobbom 11 GFMabiLMA3GN gobosbomobgdmow gswsggnm
©33my 300989 333emg35Mb. 3Mmamads SPSS 21-30 3mEoMgdam gcmsdgolb dmab
aodmgmgamago  303sb  3mgy03096@0. 398x8obgdmadl  dmEnl  @ebbImdol  Bomamo
35h39698gmo godmzmnbs, kappa = .74, p<.05.

33mg30L GamEgbmdmng bobommdo bmsnsmmm@ae ogy33gmal LESGNLESL ©s3o3-
Jogdmo s ddnmo bnadolb bzsmob Jobsbosmgdmagdo gosbsmabEs 263 Mgbdmbogbdnb
3mbo(399Dg @oymbmdam (184 Jomo, 79 3535 35(30, bodmammm sbsgn - 44,4; SD=16.5). yggmes
domgabn Mgaob@Mafgdmma aym ,Lbmosmy@se ©on3gmn mgobgdol dmbszgdos
960056 d5Dsd0”

3¢gdd3ygmao bngdob bzsmalb 3mMbLEMMAMgdab 58539d0: 1) qdnmgdgd0l 9d4-
3539085 - JMabE0bs F03gmbmbal LoemseMndol smddmmo LE0adalb bgsmowsb (Perceived
Stigma of Poverty, Mickelson, 2001), 0350 93&™MM0l bgdommznm, dmngaznfms by
©gdnmgds, bmmm, ab@gMzo9gdal dgogagdol gomgemobbabgdom, dgdmdogos o
059358 ©865MRgb0 17 ©gdnmgdgds (byyem - 22). Hab3mbra6@8gdL ©gdnmgdgdobswdon
®0b6b3mdob bofmabbo Mbws Jgggobgdobsm ghmomsb d30domnsb bLismady. JMob@nbs
3039mbmbab b jomado gsdmymaznmos mMo asbbm3nmgds - bgas@&onmo dm3ymHmdob smdds
(experienced/enacted stigma) 0o bB0gdob 068 gMbsmndgds (internalized stigma). bgogdobs o
LE0gdab bLbgs babggdab gynbo30gdol Jodmbomaabs s MmgobgdMngo 33mg30L dggagdal
30m35mnbBabgdom, 068 gMmbsmadgdamo bBoadob go6bmBamgdslb agmds@gm smddnma
LEIPIMEB03gd0bodo Mebbdmdol gmgdgbdos. gL ob3gd@n Bozgmbmbobs s Lbges
338mM980L smddyma bLBG0adolb Lismgdda ymzgmmazal o sMab gsmgamobbobgdmemao
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(Bogomoma, gomgsmobbobgdyemos Li Li, Sung-Jaec Lee, Panithee Thammawijaya, Chu-
leeporn Jiraphongsa & Mary Jane Rotheram-Borusa-ob 309 2010 6emol 6536m3d0, Hm3gemas
qbgds v03 0bggdnol 3dmby 9d056980L 0b@gMbamabgdama LE0adol JgbBsgmosl).
odzs, h3gb 350d0mdo, Gm3 0b6@qgMmbsmadgdam LEGgdsdo oMs bmmme ods
begosma® LG NLbmb ©s3o3d0Mgdama bgas@onma gdmz09d0L 068gMHbsmndyds,
363900 1BEB0gdoG0dgdME bm (300N 000 bGMdLMSE s 333d0Mgdmmo bggMgmEndgdal
domgds/aobostgdss dgodmagds dgomegl. 830@md 3930896900 8badbaema sb3gd@o
0b&gMbomabgdamo bBnadnlb gobbmBnmgdada. 2) @gdmmgdgdal gdb3gMEmn dgxsbgds
- bgomob Fabss@bmdMogo gomamdols d53mBdgdal dobbom, mocmmgemo boms dgogsbs
smds g4L3gMGs, MMBmgda(z bmznsmy® gbodmmmagonsdo, 30Mm36930L Gbodmmmmansdo,
dOmobs 8 mMasbods300b GLogmmmaonsdn, GLogmmmann® sborGm3mmmansbs ©s
gbogmemgoal bLbgs 3mb396@Mo(309830 3936096 33mg398L 88oc5d96. 54L3gMHE gL
30bm3E0m, 350596930800, BmMBgm 356DMBomadsl sbobsgws yzgmedy 3@ momm-
900 ©gdmads; d99mga 30 gdmgdal g56bm3omgdsbmeb dgbedsdobmdal bamabba
900056 Jg0dom0sb biomodg dggxebgdnbom. gdL3g@mEos dggebgdgdo sdydsgms
LEGLBZYH 3ma@msdsdo SPSS 21. s80L dgogasw, 83 98s3dg smddnmoa LEB0adol
bgomob gzgme ©gdnmagds dgbsmhnbrs; 3) badomm@E g 33maggzs - badamm@g 3zmggabsb
Ro@ofs sbbboma (,94L3mmEMsGMENm”) God@mEnma sbsmada s gosbomados
©909mgd930L dnbsgsbo dgmebbdgdmmmdab bamabba.

33930b dggagda

bgdmm 5mbadbmymons, Hm3 394MHbmdom s Jdnmo bgogdalb Imegmgdl, Mmdmgdda(s
dgdgan ™m0 sb3dgd@n/asbbdbmamgds asdmaymaezs: byas@onmn dm3ymmdal s Jds (enacted
stigma/experienced stigma) 0o b ngdob 0b@gMbomabgds (Internalized stigma). 0b@qFg0m9dals
3bomnbolb Jgmgasw 9mdmBbrs, MM bsgsmzggmmda  d3bmaMgdo  bmgnsmy@am
©59(3390b LESBYLOL 3dmbg Bmbabemgmds smadzedl, Hmd bLabmasmgdsdn dsc dndsto
LE0ads sAbgdmdL. 835Lmb, 33mgz0L dm3gdnm 3MbEgJLEIa aodmazmabros bLBoadol
3 d30b bgdma sxmbadbyyma mMo sb3gd@o.

69338090 3m3yMmdab >pgds

639800 3m3ymmdol 5ddsbmsb s 3ogdomgdama mgds ameabbdmadl bmzosmy-
o0 39)(339malb  LGOGYLOL  asdm Lbzgdol FagMm asdmgmgbomo ol 3Hndabssnol
ab bbgs Gondg babob Bgas@onmo @adm3ngdnmgdal smddal 353mbgg398L. 83 mgdsd
3059Mm05bs obosmbgdn, MmImgddn as@dmzgdnmos Mgbdmbogb@&qdol @dmsmm
3ob&ngds@ndgdgmo gsdmzeamgds.

Legoomn@o @og (3390l bgodbol dmbg s0sd056580 5¢bndbaggb Lbggdals Jog
053533069890 Im3ymmdobs s ©sdm3ogdamadal d58mbg9398b. 0bobo dommocmgdgb
Lodmaomgdal bbgs Bggcgdal 80gM domon gooyzal, docmmsb 3mbEog@&nbogsb msgal
36000960b dgdmbggz9ddyg. sbgm bmgnsmy q4bgmmdasl 3o g3mbmdogn® Lowybdamgda
(3bm36g6slL, @adam bmznmgimbmdnz e LGGLL s BYMaLs oy bbgs do@gmnsmua
6030980L 561 dmbsb 39330693 46.
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> ddgema bBoadab 3mbLE GGl dgbbBogms...

#0000 obgomo bsembo, o0, s og3b s @ob306006. Mmodwgbxg® do3d30 dmbmems
Gomomoo. sdob gerobdo ymaoems, mmd oMo ogzb, dmoon, o6 ©ogmdsbmor. Godwogb xgm
303d30 dmbmems Gomoemoo. dgogn smbbgbo dgoemm, Gmd gb of oMol boboggnmm. 6o
3o43b?! G Mbos oa(306mb 96 Goms30” (B, 44 6emols).

9L3MbY6Ggd0 bInFow 5mbndbogwbgb ,bgdmwab yumgdalb” dgdmbszgzgdl, Mobs(s
1393300985 ©353(3060989m0 ©sIM 30qdmgds, domo adsm Gqbsw doRbggs. Lm-

(30SMYMS©  ©59)(339c0b  BEOGLOL 3dmbg 908056950l vmddoom, doma LEGsGYLo
bbggdobomzol ads 360bgdmaw dooRbyges.

»098m @56 Y 90l d9dcbg939800. 96 ben (308 @ s o (359em0 bt s gbs s ob s
3o0b (3 0gosb, dmGowsb 3304mMmgdab Gs. sbems, Gmd dgbgosg osdosbl @s obgombsomswo
dgdmabgoogl, gbems 0dob Lodyzngmom Goms wbos, Mmd ©sgsdzomsm, bm?! sbgomn

dgbgggdo odg0” (3gem,55).

LEB0adnlb s gdals dm(zgdmemo sL3gd@n v3mgbl abgor m7gdgdl, Mm3mgdaz LGngdob
(36905b056 IgoEEmEss ©s3ogdatgdama. 3amobbdmdo, BobBogds@odgdgma bad-
Bob gmbol aodm Lbgs 30Mm3zbyma Foboboomgdmgdal gomagabymgdal, ©s360bgdal,
bgas@onmom dgxsbgdol dgdmbzgzgdl. LmnsmuMom ©om33gmalb LEsGMLob dJmby
gLb3mbgb@gda 5mbndboggh, Mmd Lodmgswmgdal Bg36igdol ©sdmzowgdnmgds dom
30856 0(33mads 3sb 3g3ga, Mo(3 390839096, B™3 5@b0dbymn bGs@bob do@oMgdmgdo
56056, domo smddom, s30b dgdga bombo bogmgdom oxgalgdlb dso  3oMmgbeym
dobobinomgdmgdl, gobsommgdol @mbgbe oyy bbgs dgbodmgdmmdgdl.

»0b0bo g@mm Dgdmoob 0ymmgdosh. gsdogons, gogzeoc, bsbsoermdo Gm Gowms(s
383000005, M08y, Gmgme socgb s gbgon Goms3gd0, 0dsmo godmdsbgeGio 3uEma Hmam
@b s ngodmb s gbgomo Goms 3980 (Jogom, 37 Eemab)”

LEB0ad0b yEba(309830 Jomnmgdamas, H™3 bGngdab bdoMow gMmzal g BsmnE/
bezoddo gmbLEEMaMgdgm bENadsGodbgdnm nEIbEMILS s o@MomNEm SoMmzbaem
0096@™dsL dmMob gabbgms. 3ol 8sgomomgdo bLmznsmuMom @ogy(33gmal bGsdmbal
3gmbg gL3mbrgb@gdal BomMs@ngdars 3gobadbgds. obobo doymomgdgb Labmaswmgdal
6936930b 6oM3mEagbody, Mm3mal dobgogoms(s, bmznsmuMow o339 gdo gbygmam,
»806d6°, gsmbonmgdgm, , (399050 asbgnmsmgdam” 30mmgbgdgdowm 800Rbgz0s6. Mgb-
3mb®768)gd0 5b0dbmm LG M MG n3gdL 56 0D, M (3 30MGMSEN® S 8GO ©
0096@™dgdL ImMals oMo 3mba M gb@mmmmdal dohggbgdgmos.

»0MZ0I®, JHMSIHD0, M3 Ym3geogol doernsb (3mosw db3wgds gaemdy, omal,
md bmgooma@mom o 339cm0 oM 30mgdmmo@ 3gmboso 30bduFo swodnsbgda. b,
30bdwmo, bobemo ommoggdgmo s Moss. dommes gagon 3gmbosm, smdsbyemo oy
Mooy sbgmo. dogcd, 89 o (30 bobemo dogzb, o6 60dbogl 0dsl, Gmd omemseggdge
bobendo gisbmgmmd, gommgibogo §obboidgmo dozg00 @ o.d. gb 0dob 60dbsogl, Hmd
@BESmm© 3(36M360mME 30GoMms s goum gdmbE gdgen bobendn, o gd ... bbgs wobsmhgbn
0bgoo ss9mo” (g, 19 Eerals).
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sbg Om3, bmosmy@sm o339l bEoGMLbmab ©szezdamgdama  Bgas@onco
3m3ymdal 5 ddal mgds dma(303L LGS NLOSE 353306 gdmmo @l 3MEdabsznnbs oy
bbgs o303 (3069090 83M 30y gdal godm(3amgdsl; s3Mgmay, dsb@ngds@obgdgm
LEIG ML 353300 gdmma bbgoobbgs babob Byas@nnEn MB3gbal sALgdMbSL.

LEngadab nb@gMbsmnbgds

s@ddnma bEngdob gmeyg sb3dgd@n, MmIgma Bggbo 33mggz0L Lagsbos, LB0adal
06 gcbomnDgds s dobmsb s 303d0Mgd0m asdmamagbormn mgdgdos. LBoadolb 0bGgm-
Bomadgds  agmobbdmdl  BobBoadsGodgdgma  gsdmzmnmgdgdaobscmgol  gdmayMa
3603369mmdals 30bnggdal, LEnadob gdmEor® mbgdg asbiEwsl, Msbsi gMomgal
Lo 3bgomab, bgMzommmdal, Imdsgsmdo 3m@qb(30Ma 3306930l dndn, EsEbgMmmds,
3000308, 30bodbyemn  babob  Bgae@oy®  gdmEon®  Mgegd30gdmsb  gHmow
3005305635 dg0dmgds onbymb semddmmoa bgge@on®o LG MgMEG035d0l aobosMgds. sbgmo
dgo30bgdal bBoads 1339 Lomealb EmMbybdy asbozwgds.

MmamMi GMebb3M03@gdol  sbomobolb dgmggem  asdmgmabrs, LmzosmmEow
©3(3390b bEGMLal 3dmbg Mab3mbrgb@gdn, gfma dbng, dgodmads ablgbgdwbgb
bgas@onmo 3m3ymmdol s ©sd(306M930b dgdmbzgzgdl, bmemm, 3gmeg dbfog, 068 gm-
BomnDgdol dgdmbgggzedn 3 godmmamgdsl msz0sbm LoM(sbgama®, Mme33mygemgmdal
Jdgmobgae s Lo ggmemno magzal ,dsm mbybg” (393w d0oRbg3byb.

»80a8658, d9359h60y, 03000 G5, B 339 E5em MbYD g 3900 5 3o 8§ j0gs.9y
2300mb 3086Md960, Hmd gFHm0o 3o 5618, H8wg60d9 boggbamoo 439300 Bsggwo” (3o,
57).

Legoomn@om oggmal LEsGNLOL Jmbal godm, bgas@onco 360dzbgmmdbals
o350 LEIGNLAL oGoMgdmals dngfM Fobogdgdol 0ol sbemoglh ByMgoymmds ©s Lbgos
MoymPomo gdmzosi. Mgbdmbogb@gdo Bdofow domamgdgh ©sdbgmmmmdal, dadab,
amob@gogomob dgbabgd. 8basgbo bggs@oyma gdm0gda dgndmgds 0b39309L oMmg-
b aonxsby@gdsbmeb, mgommamgdymgdol @ed(3MIMdsbmab ©s39330Mgdmm asb(3-
ob. sbgom dgdmbgggzedo LmnsmaMom ©on339mab LESGMLo LgaMeaMmgdemals
3603369mmdsl ndgbb.

dgogobgdmmo bgas@omo sbMgdo s gdmz0gd0 dgadmgds 9 3033060gdmogl cgoom-
0dmms(30L(3. 0689309330 353mgmabrs, ™3 bmznsmuFsem @ayy(339ab bGs@nbal
34mbg dgodmgds moglh  9MnEgdal Lodmgsmgdal Lbgs bg3Mmgdbmsb 3mbEsd@L,
mbammEbgmo Bygs@oymo 3m3yMmmdol asdm. o3 ©@MmL domdo 0b@gMmbomabgdamaos
3m@ 90630060 oMmymgnbs s LB nadsdodsznal dmemmaba.

»058096 %90 YymRoems, 3080Myg. s0, MaGmI?! Gobogal?! ymanmo gag0:n Msdy, Gmd
5363980 ©o, bgMmgomemmdols gsdm, o3 dodnbos, obg gogesmgbyd, 30jMmmd, s0, sbms
@S G0 3509b@9ds, sbems bm Moms (3ol o6 g8 yg006. dodocms gom. Gomsz dodn dogzb.
30, Mmgm@ 06989..." (dogom, 44 Eemobs).
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> ddgema bBoadab 3mbLE GGl dgbbBogms...

3535bosdy, LEBadob 0b@gMbarmnbgdol Lgxboznal MamazsbB Mo mgdgdo (35m-
Lobo@ godmogmabs LmzoomuMon ©oy)339mal LEsGMLAL 3mby HyLdmbogboms nb-
G930 930.

Lgdmab g3g@mAgma 365mnbab dggagdo:
3M0b(303yma 3m33mbg6@8gdabl 365maDda (PCA)

22 093 gdab god@memnmo sbomabo gsbbm 30gmos 360b3034mma 3m33mbgb@gdals
3bomnbal qdbozom 3Mmamads SPSS 21-dn. 3M0bz03mo 3m33mbabGgdol sbsemabal
30dmygbgdobamgnl 3mbs(39dgdal dgbodadabmds dgdmbadws. ymGgmaogdals (3bGoeds
ohggbs, ®m3 0.3 s 3sbdg g@n MM gma300b 3mgR0(3096@0 BodboMogdmes. Kaiser-Mey-
er-Olkin (KMO)=.9, Gs(3 693m396@gdmem doh396989emDdg - 0.6- by - Jomamas (Pallant, 2013).
LEOGOLEIYMoE 3603369mmzgsbas Bartlett’s test of sphericity, p < .05, Go(3 v05LE ML
3mba(393980b gog@mMMgdo oymggal doDebdgbmbammdsl. god@mmgdal Memmgbmdal
dgbobgd ©abygbolb godmbo@ebsm ©o39yMogboo Kaiser’s criterion (eigenvalues 1-%g
doman), screeplot-ob gMo303L, 535Lmabsagyg, Rogs@omgo parallel analysis (MonteCarlo PA),
o35(3 dbg3g oh39bs, MM 0dogg BmBal Jgdmbggzom 39bgMoMgdmmo dmbs(393900wsb
dbmmme ™o 3m33mbgb@ ol eigenvalue omgdo@gdmes dgbodsdal 3o gMnsmnE
3603d369mmmdab (22 (33mmewm0, 263 Hgbdmbogbdn).

353mymgzomo m&o god@men bbbows gomnsdgmmdab 44.9%-b (37%, 7.96%). ao6 3394~
o ©qdmgdgdal sdmmadol 396 gb doR396989m0 go0DeMmEs s 36 dosmbos 48.5%-b
(38.7%, 9.7%). a53mymgnmo mMo gad@m@ab 068936 9@ s(300b Jobbom, gobbm(sogmes
oblimin rotation, Gobo sbsmnbob dggae0s3 bismnwsb sdmgomgm bmma gdmmagds. 3g-3
©d 39-15 ©gdnmgdgdo sM(39600 ROJGMEAL of dgqLodsdgdbmes (smobmmgl dogmdzbos
0030 330698 mmo@ 0dol godm, Gmd bLmnomu@moo o339l bGodabo dodsl;
395046m3, bbgs s@sdnsbgdo LEmmow nfmmdgb odob dgbobgd, Gmd Leznsema@mso
593390000 b&o&nbob dmbggdo domds 3980 oM1056). 3g-14 0gdmgdsol yggmodg odsema
Bod@mOmo bmbs 3mbws (.3) = (smsm dx gms, Gmd bmzosmu@mom @om 3390l bGsodablb
mEybdg 0ogb wsgombgz). sbgzg, Lzsmowsb ngbs s8mmgdmma MmMo MEGIdsg0 G goHMNZab
3dmby @odgmgdeE; 39Mdme, 87-16 @ydaegds (ymgome dgdmbzgzgdo, Hmmgboi
bb3gdL Fgdomsb amongmomdobogol mogn samamgdosor 0dolb gsdm, Gmd bmznsenama
393390000 bGoGbo dog3b - .5 s .3 goJGmEmen 6mbgdoom) s 3g-18 @gdamgds (o3l
LobmgsEmgdal LEMMEsbmgsb BgzMem 396 336Mdbmd 0dolb godm, MM LmnsmMo©
593390l b o@mbo 8o43b, .47 @s .32 gog@mmmmo bmbgdom). s3ab dgogaswm, bismasda
ofbs 17 @gdnmgds. ©gdnmgdgdo dmzgdnm ™ 3mddmbybd by Logdeme domswma
Bod@MOma Bmboo gobmags. 3ogd@mEgdL dmEolb badmsmm bodmogmol jmgmszos
393mgmabes (r = .49). 3Gabzn3ymo 3mI3mbgb@gdal s6smabds godmagmabs bgomal
mOGsdBmEnsbo bEHYJGnEs: gPolb bommaw dgqLodsdgds bgasGogma dIm3yEmdab
50430l dobssmbol s3babggmo gdmmgdgda, gmegh 30 - bGadolb 068 gMbamadgdabs.
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gbGaema 1: bmgosmymao o 339mob LEGMLME ©s393d0Mgdama smddnmo bEngdal
Lgomo: Pattern & Structure Matrix, 3G06(303gmo 3mI3mbgb@gdab s65mada
(1 - 6ga>380Mn IM3yMmdab 5¢mdds, 2 - bLGoadab n6GgMbsmndgds; Rod@mE DY

dofMams@n ©3§3060m39d0 >mbadbymas Igds. @gdumydgdo dmzgdmemos dgdm ;-

mgd o)
3 3 Pattern Structure C lif
©9°IRIe° coefficients coefficients Omunaties
1 2 1 2
3530300, Hm3d 5©sd0sbgdn .850 -.083 |.809 333 .660
Bygbmgeb Bgddg
DOMYMBoms© bondOHmdgb
003056900 bgas@ oy .826 -104 | .775 .301 .610
03m30gdamgdsl ohgbgb
Rgdadn
30Mso Rg8mzol o 3nbosor | .763 -.023 |.752 .350 .566
bbgs vs30sbgdals .716 -009 |.712 341 507
0065LBmMsm oM 84393096
8980b0s, ®m3 bbggdds .662 .017 .684 .396 .450
dgmMs3bymegs o6 8mBoygbmb
bLbggdo Bg8mEsb oyygdgb .645 .080 .670 341 473
mgobab Bggmo .628 .053 .661 456 429
3°6gMg0gegdgero dmbymes
806hg360s, HM3 gomgo bbggdl 578 .097 .654 .360 .398
bo3mgdor 393mbG> @™
005305698L Rg80 8m@ymgds 576 74 .625 .380 460
T30
Lb39dL xIg@&abow ggmobbdgdo, .004 .792 .391 .793 630
3 bmznomyMo
(3390l bEoggbob
3gmby 50053056980 ook
dgamgdom gombommgdmgdo
5M0506.
oa3b dmgxg® 086535390 .015 .745 .380 .753 567
336dbmd
Bomamas, Hm3 bmgosma@or | .023 .684 .358 .695 484
(3390l bEoggbob
89mbgqdlb bomds@qdob docmbgges
bogmgda dgmdmosm

58



> ddgema bBoadab 3mbLE GGl dgbbBogms...

oo3b babmgomgdals 195 .638 .507 .733 567
bbgo Bg3Mgdabogsb
356Lbgoggommo 3aMdbmd
boboobob G (3639608 0dals .085 .629 .393 .670 455
aodm, Mmd
03 505305698L .256 .483 492 .608 419
30M3399mBomom 390m06639d0,
Amdmadboy oy 339l
LEBYLob 3dmbggda
bygomomgdo 3gmboso.

domRgzbns Lbggdds o6 .276 .464 503 .599 417
2008mb, O3 be(z0omNMo©

©>9339@0b bEodgbo 8573b.
o6 3bgMgommmd, Hmd -123 .449 .097 .389 .162

berz0omYMo© ©OY(339mmd
®39g8L 30393:99369%0.

L3dmab LybEmmdabs s SmbgMama bLGSEabEnzab 33R39698mqda

domosbo Lgsmobs ©s dabo (3om3zgnmo go6bm3nmgdgdols bLobommdals sbsmob3s
@boym  Lozdomm Bomsmo Jobsgsobo Jgmobbdgdmmmdal bamabba. Lmosma@ow
©3(339m0L  LEOG LML s 3egdaMmgdymn  smddnma  bEogdal Joosbo Lgsmaob
dgdobgggedo 0=.89; (17 pgdymgds); bgas@ogmo dm3ymmdol seddolb Jg9bgomoal a=.87 (9
b gds), benegmm bBadnl 068 gMbamndgdob a=.81 (8 gdemgds).

Bgao@om®o Im3ycmmdal smddabs s LE0adob nb@gMbomabgdol 3sbbdmBamgdgddyg
Jnmagdo 306006Mgoms 1-00b 7-3c0g, (M=2.7, SD=1.5; M=3.4, SD=1.5). dormnobs bm(zns-
M0 ©9(3390b LEIGYLMSE ©s393d0Mgdymn sxmddal LGoadal Lsmol dgdmb-
393590(3 J9mgdo 0(33mgdmes 1-0sb 7-8c0g (M=3, SD=1.3).

©3b3369%0 ©> 33ma3z0b Igdregs

LogoGmggmmdn 3(3bmgmgdo LmEosmaEon ©ov(339eob bEsdbolb 3jmbg dm-
Lobmmgmdol  dgdmbggzedniz  gsdmgmobos  bgmdmgmyg  (3bmgmgdobmeb  ©s3e3d0Mg-

dnmo  3obBogds@ndgdgmo  asdmimomgds s bEGadol ab@gMbBomabgds. sdsboe-
6539, Lomomndgbomob ©szeo3damgdama smddnmo bEadob gobabmda Lbgs 0bLE-
1396@9d0bogsb  goblbgoggdom, Lgosmsl ©ogds@s LEIMIMEG39d0L  ©omdBLIYal
s3babggmon ©gdnmgdgdos. 98 mgombsbdEabom, 3b60dgbgmmgsbas, G™I mgmEamma
b gmmdol Loagndggmdg 3obg0mMgdym  3oMonwadl, 0b@gMmz04gdal  0gdsGno
3bamnbob dggagdlbs s gdamgdgdal gdLb3gm@mm dgxsbgdgdl dggbedsdgds 36nb-
303990 3mI3mbgb@gdal sbamnbolb dggagdo. 3gMdme, LEJMgME3gdabowdn msbb-

59



bobo gambowabadgomo, sbsb@obos Jo@nsdzamon

3mdab s3bsbggmo adymmgdgdo LEadob 0bGgMbsmabgdol God@m@dn gogMmosbus.
s gdnmo bgngdob 3mbLEM G 0L Bgbabgd babsmyg 33tmg3980Ls s Bggba goMmammnbogsb
aobbbgoggdom, bggs@on®o dm3yemdal omddol go6dmdamgdada dmgdgs dmdsgamdo
dgbodmm/babobbom gobgsgmgdomo bLBoads@odsznolb Fadol s3Lobzgmo adymadgdo
(89d0b0s,mmd bbggdds dgmmoesbymes of dmdsygbmb; domhggbns, mmd  gomgor bLbggdl
bogmgdo® 393m6B9J@™). dogsmoma, 3gfgzn, gomon, 3masbo s bbzgdo (2009) dmbe-
mmEbgmo bEngds@ndsiool dadb bgogdalb g3mEon® MByDy asbol, s s dmd-
390098530 5@ gdnmabl, 3o@&gamMns© anmobbdmdgb. d@ndgmads s dmgbabgg®ds (2006)
30 bogfome (30m3g bobgo g0dmygglb bgge@on®a Im3y@mdals dndn. g3gndeimdm, hggbo
33ma30L 398mbgzg39dn mmaogmEmdsl of 39Mas3L ob asfgdmgds, Gm3 bggs@omEo
3m3y4Mmdolb o ddalb gobbmomagdsdn Imgdss dmBsgamda LB ogds@ndaz00lb BobsbBsE
a9bg3M9@&0b dodn. domgdamo Jgganl Logydzgmdy, 3n0dOmMdm, ™3 bygs@oy®o
3m3ymmdolb omddob go6DmBomadsdo 3mb(393@MomMma® gMmnsbogds oMs dbmemme
Bombmmo s sbnbmgmo bEnads@adsznnl godmzmnmgds, sMsdgwm dmdsgamda dgbadem
B9a9@ 00 3m3yHmdobs s ad(306gdol Bodmbobgs(s.

dm(39399emo 33mg30b BoMmamgddo LadoMmmazgmmdo 33bmzMgda bmgnsmuMao o (s-
39mob bGo@nbaolb 3Jmbg dmbabmgmdal dogomomdg scmddnmo LBoadalb  dgbbogmes
360d36gmmgabos  dm3gdnmo  3mbLEENJ&ob dgbobgd mgmEogmao s gddnfManeo
©5b336980L ©83585d0Ls s g3EOEAMYBL MzembabMabom. 885Lmsbsgg, d9436nmoa
0bbEH396@ 0 bgmdmgmg 8s8056930b s Jdmma bBnadnl dgbsbgd dmdsgamdn IMagsm-
BgOH™M3z560 33mg3960L Ro@ofgdal dgbodmgdmmdsl admyge.

33935 360d369mmaboe dgbmmms 03 aofgdmgdsd, Mmd 3 9893%y, gdbognco
botggbgdolb gomgomabbabgdom, ggf dmbgMbos 3mbgamds@mEmnmo  gsd@mMYmo
3bamobal RoGomgds s dgmgagdob LB eGnsdn bomdmmagbs.

35dmygbgdymon moGgMsGyMs:

Arjan E. R. Bos , John B. Pryor, Glenn D. Reeder & Sarah E. Stutterheim (2013): Stigma: Advances
inTheory and Research, Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 35:1, 1-9.

Frost, D. M. (2011). Social stigma and its consequences for the socially stigmatized. Social and Per-
sonality Psychology Compass, 5(11), 824-839. DOI: 10.1111/5.1751-9004.2011.00394..x.

Hardesty, D. M., & Bearden W.O. The use of expert judges in scale development Implications for
improving face validity of measures of unobservable constructs. Journal of Business Research
57 (2004), 98— 107.

Herek, G. M., Gillis, J. R., & Cogan, J. C. (2009). Internalized stigma among sexual minority adults:
Insights from a social psychological perspective. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 56(1), 32—
43. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014672.

Hinkin, T. R., Tracey, J. B., & Enz, C. A. (1997). Scale construction: Developing reliable and valid
measurement instruments[Electronicversion]. Retrieved from Cornell University, School of Ho-
tel Administration site: http://scholarship.sha.cornell.edu/articles/613.

Mickelson, K. D & Williams S.L (2008). Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 27 (9), 903-930

60



> ddgema bBoadab 3mbLE GGl dgbbBogms...

Mickelson, K. D. (2001). Perceived stigma, social support, and depression. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 27, 1046—1056.

Pallant, J. (2013). SPSS survival manual : a step by step guide to data analysis using SPSS. Maiden-
head :Open University Press/McGraw-Hill.

Vaismoradi, M., Turunen, H., & Bondas, T. (2013). Content analysis and thematic analysis: Implica-
tions for conducting a qualitative descriptive study. Nursing and Health Sciences, 15, 398—405.

Syed, M. & Nelson. S (2015). Guidelines for Establishing Reliability When Coding Narrative Data.
Society for the Study of Emerging Adulthood and SAGE Publications Reprints and permission:
sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.nav DOI: 10.1177/2167696815587648.

Bamady, m. (2008). MomEgbmdMozo 33mg30b 8gommmagda. mdormabo.

61



PERCEIVED STIGMA IN THE GEORGIAN POPULATION
WITH SOCIAL VULNERABILITY STATUS

Nazi Pharsadanishvili

Thilisi State University

Anastasia Kitiashvili

Thilisi State University

Abstract

The article concerns perceived stigma, construction of the scale measuring social vulnerability status re-
lated to perceived stigma in Georgian population and the obtained results. Most items were developed on
the basis of qualitative research conducted with the people holding social vulnerability status. Following
an expert assessment, 263 citizens with social vulnerability status participated in the study. After apply-
ing the principal component factor analysis to the scale measuring perceived stigma related to social
vulnerability status, two factors were identified: enacted stigma (9 items, a =.87) and internalized stigma
(8 items, 0=.81). The intrascale agreement coefficient turned out to be quite high (17 items, 0=.89).
Differently from the other scales measuring poverty related perceived stigma, the items on agreement
with perceived stereotypes were also included in the scale. The above items fell under the dimension of
internalized stigma. Also differently from other theoretical and empirical studies on perceived stigma, the
fear of possible future stigmatization fell under the enacted stigma dimension. We believe that the dimen-
sion of enacted stigma comprises conceptually past and present stigmatization experiences as well as the
anticipated stigmatization. In addition to exploratory factor analysis the confirmatory factor analysis was

not applied in the study, which could be considered its certain limitation.
Key words: perceived stigma related to social vulnerability status, enacted stigma, internalized stigma.

There are different definitions of poverty which can be explained by the fact that poverty is ap-
proached from the perspective of different disciplines. The World Summit for Social Development
held in Copenhagen in 1995 adopted a multidimensional approach to poverty and defined it in terms
of interrelated forms of deprivation. The emphasis was made on poverty related stigma, discrimina-
tion, insecurity and social exclusion (United Nations, 1995). However, when analyzing poverty, its
psychological and social dimensions do not get enough attention, presumably due to measurement
difficulties. Despite the empirical difficulties, it is still important to study and assess the non-ma-
terial dimensions of poverty. Otherwise, we may overlook some important phenomena referred to
in the definitions and descriptions of poverty, like stigma, social exclusion and other dimensions
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related to psychological well-being. As a result, limiting oneself to the material intervention aimed
at the improvement of the situation of poor people might not be enough.

The financial social assistance program/social allowance program is being operated at present
in Georgia, covering socially vulnerable families registered in the database. Socially vulnerable
people belong to the group with low socio-economic status. The information available about the
group’s psycho-social characteristics is extremely scarce. The present research is one of the first
attempts to carry out an in-depth analysis of the experiences of those people who live in poverty.
More specifically, it aims at studying stigma-related experiences and perceptions of Georgian cit-
izens holding social vulnerability status. Another objective of the given research is to develop an
instrument measuring perceived stigma related to the social vulnerability status.

Stigma perception and its internalization

Stigma is defined as a deeply discrediting deviant attribute, the attribute that deviates from
social norms. It makes the person different from others and less desirable (Goffman, 1963). Most
definitions of stigma have two common elements: Firstly, the stigmatizing attribute is different
from what is thought to be a ‘norm’, ‘acceptable’ in the society; secondly, stigmatizing attributes
are usually related to other stereotypes. Goffman (1963) clearly states that the existence of stigma
implies the interaction between the discrediting attribute and stereotypes. Stigma negatively affects
the target’s image. Jones shares the above idea and states that stigmatization implies the existence
of negative evaluation and the stereotypes associated with the stigmatizing attribute (Jones et al.
1984). Stigmatization takes place during social relations. It can be clearly manifested in social re-
jection, discrediting behavior, dehumanization, depersonalization and avoidance of certain behavior
(Dovidio et al., 2000; Herek, 1999). Sometimes stigma is manifested in mild and subtle forms, like
non-verbal channels (Hebl, Tickle & Heatherton, 2000).

Traditionally, stigma was mostly viewed from the perspective of stigmatizer rather than the
perceptions of the stigmatized person. It has to be noted, however, that the individuals stigmatized
by society might not experience stigma as intensely as expected. For this reason, in recent studies
the focus has shifted to perceived stigma. Research shows that the members of marginalized groups
may significantly differ in terms of their perception of stigmatizing experience irrespective of the
intensity of stigma manifested by society (Corrigan & Calabrese, 2005; Crandall, 1991). It has been
demonstrated that individuals differ in terms of their sensitivity to stigma, which means that stigma
affects self identity to a different extent (Major and O’Brien, 2005).

The perception of stigma and its impact can be analyzed using Pryor and Reeder’s model
which refers to two types of stigma and their interaction. One is public stigma which is society’s
overt reaction to people with stigmatizing attributes. It involves the perceivers’ cognitive, affective
and behavioral reactions. The other type is self-stigma which refers to the social and psychological
impact of stigma on the target person. This includes the person’s knowledge of being a target of
stigmatization and the internalization of stigma-related negative beliefs and feelings. Self-stigma
stems from public stigma. The authors believe that stigma can affect identity in three different
ways: 1) Through enacted stigma which implies the negative treatment of the stigmatized person;
2) Felt stigma which implies the awareness of stigmatizing experience by stigmatized person and
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its anticipation; 3) Internalized stigma — acceptance of the negative attitudes manifested by society
and their transformation into part of identity/self. Internalized stigma becomes part of the person’s
system of values which is accompanied by decreased self-esteem and psychological distress (Herek,
2007; 2009).

Before analyzing the perception and internalization of stigma in more detail, we would like
to emphasize that there is no common definition of perceived stigma or its dimensions. Perceived
stigma is sometimes equalized with self-stigma. At other times the internalized stigma is labeled as
self-stigma. For example, among the types of stigma distinguished by a number of authors (Herek
GM, Gillis JR, Cogan JC, Peilian Chi, Xiaoming Li, Junfeng Zhao, and Guoxiang Zhao), inter-
nalized stigma is known as self-stigma and the two other types of stigma are identified as enacted
stigma (Stigma manifested in action) and perceived stigma. Enacted stigma is described in the same
terms as in Pryor and Reeder’s above mentioned model. As for perceived stigma it has the same
meaning as felt stigma. In particular, perceived stigma is understood as the subjective awareness
of stigma which might result in the fear of stigmatization, anxiety accompanying self-disclosure or
distress in personal relations.

Research on perceived stigma of poverty contains even more overlapping definitions of stigma
related interpersonal aspects. For example, in one of the studies (Stuber and Schlesinger, 2006)
conducted with the participation of the recipients of social assistance researchers singled out two
forms of stigma: identity stigma defined as the internalization of negative stereotypes and treatment
stigma, i.e. the fear of negative treatment by others. As we see, researchers identify identity stigma
with internalized stigma, whereas the fear of negative treatment is considered a separate form of
stigma. Mickelson, K. D and Williams S.L (2008) single out two dimensions in perceived stigma of
poverty. These are 1) Internalization of stigma/internalized stigma, which implies poverty-related
negative feelings like shame, bewilderment or perceiving oneself as being different from others;
2) Experienced stigma which is the perception of negative treatment/perceived negative treatment.
The latter term refers to the individual’s general perceptions of the stigmatizing actions directed at
oneself.

Different naming of stigma-related interpersonal aspects and their overlapping meanings do
not prevent researchers from the description of the internalization of stigma. We believe that such
a multiplicity of meanings will better reveal those characteristics of the perception of stigma which
the cited authors try to highlight through the introduction of the terms described above. To de-
scribe the internalization of stigma, Corrigan and Rao presented a multi-level model (Corrigan &
Rao, 2013). According to the model the individual first needs to be aware of public stigma, then
recognize and accept it, relate it to oneself and internalize the negative attitudes. This results in the
decreased self-esteem and the person’s exclusion from society. The model described by Corrigan
and Rao (2013) is known as the ‘why try’ effect and is based on the modified labeling theory. The
modified labeling theory says that labeling people may affect their feelings and behavior. The mod-
ified labeling theory views stigma from the perspective of stigmatized individuals and emphasizes
their experiences (Link at al, 1989). The words ‘why try’ express the outcome of the acceptance
and internalization of the negative attitude when the person believes in the discrediting expressions
about oneself and instead of trying to improve his/her well-being becomes totally passive.
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Most studies on the perceived stigma of poverty are conducted in the US. Most of them focus
on poor single parents who are covered by welfare programs (McCormack, 2004; Nelson, 2002;
Seccombe, 1999; Stuber and Schlesinger, 2006). For example, the study conducted by Stuber and
Schlesinger shows that participation in welfare programs can become the source of two types of
sigma: identity stigma which means that research participants internalize negative stereotypes and
treatment stigma which implies the fear of negative treatment. According to the above study, the
poor are stigmatized by agencies’ staff and society (Stuber and Schlesinger, 2006).

Research methodology

Mixed research methods were used to study perceived stigma and its dimensions. First was
conducted qualitative study to find out whether the perceived stigma related to social vulnerability
status is experienced by Georgian population. In addition, the themes revealed in the qualitative
study made it possible to better describe the content of the construct under study and to find out
whether perceived stigma has the same aspects/dimensions in the given context as in the theoret-
ical models and other studies. In the model of perceived stigma there is enough empirical ground
for distinguishing the enacted stigma and internalized stigma dimensions (for example, Pryor &
Reeder, 2011; Herek, 2007; 2009; Jacoby, 1994; Scambler, 2004; Mickelson, 2001). However, the
dimensions/aspects of perceived stigma may have a different content in the case of each stigmatiz-
ing attribute. For example, the cases of social discrimination and attributed stereotypes perceived by
sexual minorities may significantly differ from the perception of stigma by person with social vul-
nerability status. Moreover, when studying one and the same stigma we have to question the cross
cultural universal meaning of the phenomenon (especially in the case of stigmas related to specific
groups, i.e. group stigma) because we deal with the construct generated from social representations.
This, naturally, raises the question of the validity of measurement instruments, i.e. whether the
instruments used to measure perceived stigma in the poor groups of other countries are valid for
Georgia. Due to this, the items of the scale measuring perceived stigma in the local population were
formulated on the basis of qualitative study. After the items were subjected to expert assessment
quantitative study was conducted for the pilot testing and improvement of the measurement scale.

In-depth interviews were selected as an appropriate qualitative method for data collection. A
semi-structured interview guide was prepared for in-depth interviews. The length of the interview
was appoximately 30-40 minutes. The principles of research ethics were maximally observed.

The number of in-depth interviews made up 17 in total. All the respondents were registered
in the unified database of socially vulnerable families. Due to the fact that potential respondents
belonged to a special category which was not easily accessible, it was decided to use non-probabil-
ity sampling techniques: judgmental or purposive sampling, convenience/accidental sampling and
snowball sampling (Bryman, 2012).

The qualitative data were analyzed using thematic analysis. Since it was known in advance
which dimensions of perceived stigma were the focus of our interest, the themes were mostly iden-
tified through deductive reasoning. Later, 11 transcripts were provided to an independent expert.
The Kappa coefficient was calculated for the phrases coded in SPSS 21. The calculations showed a
high degree of interrater agreement (kappa = .74, p<.05).
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In the quantitative segment of the study were analyzed the characteristics of the scale measur-
ing perceived stigma-related vulnerability status. The data subjected to analysis were obtained from
263 respondents (184 female respondents, 79 male respondents, mean age - 44,4; SD=16.5). All of
them were registered in the unified database of socially vulnerable families.

Construction of the scale measuring perceived stigma: The process of scale construction
comprised several steps: 1) Development of items from the scale used by K. Mickelson to measure
Perceived Stigma of Poverty (Mickelson, 2001). With the author’s consent, five items were modi-
fied and 17 items were developed and included in the scale based on interview data, which finally
made up a total of 22 items. Respondents were asked to express their agreement with the items
using a seven-point scale. Kristin Mickelson’s scale comprises two dimensions: enacted stigma (ex-
periencing/perceiving negative treatment) and internalized stigma. Having considered other defini-
tions of stigma and the results of relevant qualitative studies, another component — agreement with
perceived stereotypes was added to the dimension of internalized stigma. This component is not
always considered by Mickelson and other authors in the scales measuring perceived stigma. Differ-
ently from most studies, Li Li, Sung-Jae Lee, Panithee Thammawijaya, Chuleeporn Jiraphongsa &
Mary Jane Rotheram-Borusa included this component in their work of 2010 studying internalized
stigma in the people with HIV. However, we believe that internalized stigma is not limited to the
internalization of negative emotions related to the low social status. It might also involve the accep-
tance and sharing of negative stereotypes related to stigmatized social identity. For this reason, we
included the above aspect in the dimension of internalized stigma; 2) Expert assessment of items: To
estimate the content validity of the scale, each scale was assessed by 10 experts conducting research
in different fields of psychology: social psychology, personality psychology, industrial and organi-
zational psychology, psychological anthropology, etc. The experts were asked which dimension was
expressed best by each item. After that they assessed correspondence of the item with the dimension
using a seven-point scale. The expert assessments were processed using SPSS 21. As a result, all
the items of the scale measuring perceived stigma were retained; 3) Pilot study: Exploratory factor
analysis was conducted during the pilot study to examine inter-item agreement.

Research results

As noted above we based ourselves on the two-dimensional models of perceived stigma com-
prising enacted stigma and internalized stigma. The analysis of interview data showed that the peo-
ple with social vulnerability status living in Georgia perceive themselves stigmatized by society. In
addition, the two above dimensions of perceived stigma were also identified in the given research.

Enacted stigma

Enacted stigma/experienced stigma implies the perceptions of discrimination or some other
negative attitudes manifested by others due to the person’s social vulnerability status. This theme
comprises the contents reflecting respondents’ direct stigmatizing experiences.

The people with social vulnerability status mention the cases of degrading treatment and hu-
miliating attitudes manifested by other people. They report the cases when they were excluded and
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avoided by members of their society and relate the facts of social exclusion to their economic hard-
ship and low socio-economic status, the fact that they are deprived of money and material resources.

‘There are people who ridicule those who have nothing. [ can't even remember how many
times my child has come home in tears. In their class it is like this: if she/he has nothing let’s not get
close to them. The child has returned home in tears so many times. I explained that there is nothing

laughable. If I have nothing, how can it be ridiculed or something?’ (44 - year-old woman).

Respondents often note that they are looked down upon which is manifested in humiliating
treatment, considering them people from a low class. People with the social vulnerability status
believe that their status is perceived as degrading.

‘It often happens that we are looked down on by others. You are socially vulnerable, this and
that, and they still look at you from there, from the distance. When you look at someone, they look at
you in such a way, that everything becomes clear and no humiliating words are needed. This is the

way they look at you.’ (55 -year- old woman).

The above aspect of stigma reveals the themes closely related to the concept of stigma, in par-
ticular, the devaluation, discreditation and negative evaluation of other personality aspects due to
the presence of stigmatizing attribute. According to the self-reports of the respondents with social
vulnerability status, the society changes its attitude to this category of people after learning that they
hold the above status. According to their perceptions, people value less their personality character-
istics, education and other abilities.

‘They look down upon us. When you take something from the canteen, they say: How did
they take it? And things like this. How can you eat the bread baked by them, and things like that.’
(37-year-old woman).

It is noted in the definitions of stigma that stigma is often accompanied by the difference be-
tween the stigmatized identity constructed in the virtual socium and the actual personality identity.
This is also observed in the narrative of respondents with social vulnerability status. They point to
the representations of the society according to which the socially vulnerable are ‘dirty’, uneducated,
underdeveloped people. The respondents do not agree with such stereotypes which points to incon-
gruence between the actual and virtual identities.

‘What always hurts me very much is that the socially vulnerable are thought to be necessarily
dirty, that they are dirty people with untidy homes and something like this. It is really what they
think, that they do not take a bath, and something like this. But if I live in a bad house this does not
mean that it is untidy, or that we wear untidy clothes, and so on. This means that I live in a small,

unrepaired home, but... nothing special, otherwise.’ (19-year-old woman).

Therefore, the enacted stigma related to the social vulnerability status involves the experiences
of status-related discrimination and degrading treatment as well as other negative beliefs about the
stigmatizing status.
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Internalized stigma

The second aspect of perceived stigma which is the focus of our attention is internalized stigma
and the related topics. Stigma internalization implies the attachment of emotional meaning to stig-
matizing incidents, emotional experience of stigma which is accompanied by the feelings of shame,
nervousness, the fear of potential humiliation in the future, confusion, and self-isolation. Along with
the above negative reactions, the person might start sharing perceived negative stereotypes. In this
case of internalization the stigma is already experienced at the level of self.

As shown by transcript analysis, the respondents with social vulnerability status might expe-
rience negative treatment and humiliation. On the other hand, in the case of internalization, they
regard the above experiences as shameful for themselves. They believe that their self-respect is hurt
and that they have ‘fallen low’.

“You know what I have noticed? That I am already down there and it hurts. 1 feel that I have
slided not only one siep, but several steps down.’ (57-year-old woman,).

Self-attachment of a negative meaning due to social vulnerability status by the status holder is
accompanied by nervousness and other negative emotions. Respondents often report that they feel
confusion and fear, that they are deeply hurt. Experiencing such negative emotions might evoke
the emotions related to the diminished sense of self and decreased self-esteem. In the case like this
holding social vulnerability status becomes degrading.

Internalized negative ideas and emotions might be related to self-isolation. The interviews
show that people with social vulnerability status might be avoiding contact with other members of
society due to expected negative treatment. This means that they have internalized the expectation
of potential rejection and stigmatization.

‘I have cried so many times. But why? What for? It sometimes happens that I go to bed and
can t sleep until morning because of being nervous. And I think to myself that when a new day be-
gins, someone is definitely going to say something. I am scared. I have a fear ... How it is going to
be this time . . .’ (44-year-old woman,).

To conclude, the themes relevant to stigma internalization are clearly manifested in the respon-
dents with social vulnerability status.

Factor analysis at the scale level: Principal Component Analysis (PCA)

The principal component analysis (PCA) was performed to carry out the factor analysis of 22
items with the use of SPSS 21. Data correspondence was verified to carry out the PCA. The correla-
tion matrix showed that the correlation coefficient was 0.3 and above. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
= .9, which is above the recommended showing of 0.6 (Pallant, 2013). Bartlett’s test of sphericity
was statistically significant (p <.05), which proves the advisability of the application of factor anal-
ysis to the data. To decide on the number of factors we used Kaiser’s criterion (eigenvalues greater
than 1), screeplot and carried out parallel analysis (Monte Carlo PA), which showed that from
arandomly generated data set of the same size the eigenvalue of only two components exceeded
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the criterion value (22 variables, 263 respondents).

The two extracted factors explained 44.9% of variability (37%, 7.96%). After removing certain
items, the above showing increased and reached 48.5% (38.7%, 9.7%). Oblimin rotation was car-
ried out to interpret the two identified factors. As a result, five items were removed from the scale.
Items 3 and 15 did not load on any of the factors (‘7 have never felt humiliated because of holding
social vulnerability status’; ‘I think people are right when they think that the holders of social vul-
nerability status are lazy.”’). Item 14 showed the lowest factor loading (.3) (‘7 no longer believe that
1 will ever manage to get rid of social vulnerability status.’). Two items with double loading were
also removed from the scale: Item 16 (‘It sometimes happened that people avoided me because of
my social vulnerability status’; factor loading - .5 and .3) and item 18 (‘I dont feel as a normal
functioning member of society because I have social vulnerability status’; factor loading - .47 and
.32). As aresult, 17 items were retained in the scale. The items loaded quite high on the two iden-
tified factors. The inter-factor correlation turned out to be moderate (r = .49). The principal compo-
nents analysis showed a two-factor structure of the scale, in which one of the factors corresponded
to the enacted stigma and the other one to the internalized stigma.

Table 1. Perceived stigma scale related to social vulnerability status: Pattern & Structure Matrix, PCA
(1 - enacted stigma, 2 - internalized stigma; major factor loading is printed in bold. The table
includes shortened version of the items):

Pattern Structure .
Item . . Communalities
coefficients coefficients
1 2 1 2
I have heard that people say bad things 850 -.083 |.809 333 .660
about me behind my back
People show a negative attitude toward | .826 -.104 | .775 301 .610
me
Personally I have been ridiculed 763 -.023 |.752 350 .566
Others do not treat me as equal to others |.716 -.009 |.712 341 507
I am afraid to be insulted 662 .017 .684 396 450
Others look down on me .645 .080 670 341 473
It has sometimes happened that my .628 .053 .661 456 429
family member was feeling nervous
when returning home
I prefer to contact people less outside 578 .097 .654 360 398
People have tried to deceive me 576 174 625 .380 460
I mostly agree when they say that people | .004 792 391 793 .630
with social vulnerability status are less
educated compared to them
I sometimes feel guilty .015 745 380 753 .567
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It is true that the holders of social .023 .684 358 .695 484
vulnerability status are less able to

achieve success

I feel different from other members of 195 .638 507 733 567
society

I am sometimes ashamed of myself .085 .629 .393 670 455
I somewhat agree with the people who 256 483 492 .608 419

think that those with social vulnerability
status are dirty

I’d rather people did not know about my |.276 464 .503 599 417
social vulnerability status
I am not worried that I belong to the ~123 449 .097 .389 162

group of socially vulnerable people

Scale reliability and descriptive statistics measures

The reliability analysis of the whole scale and its separate dimensions showed quite a high
intrascale agreement: 0=.89 (17 items) for the whole scale of social vulnerability status-related
perceived stigma; 0=.87 (9 items) for the enacted stigma subscale and a=.81 (8 statements) for the
internalized stigma.

The scores varied from 1 to 7 on the enacted stigma and internalized stigma dimensions
(M=2.7, SD=1.5; M=3.4, SD=1.5). The scores also ranged from 1- to 7 for the whole scale of social
vulnerability status related perceived stigma (M=3, SD=1.3).

Conclusions and limitations

The existence of poverty-related stigmatizing experience and the internalization of stigma was
also confirmed in the case of the population with social vulnerability status living in Georgia. As
opposed to the other instruments measuring poverty-related perceived stigma, the items on the
agreement with stereotype/acceptance of stereotype were also included. It is very important that the
theory-based assumptions, thematic interview analysis results and expert assessments of items cor-
respond to the results of Principal Component Analysis. In particular, the items on agreement with
stereotype were loaded on the stigma internalization factor. In contrast to the previous research on
the perceived stigma and our assumptions, the items on fear of possible/anticipated stigmatization
fell under the enacted stigma dimension (e.g. I am afraid to be insulted, I prefer to contact people
less outside). For example, for Herek, G. M., Gillis, J. R, and Cogan (2009), the fear of possible
stigmatization is experienced at the affective level, rather than at the level of perceived behavior,
whereas Stuber and Schlesinger (2006) single out the fear of negative treatment as a separate con-
struct. The fact that in our study the fear of anticipated stigmatization has fallen under the dimension
of enacted stigma looks quite logical. Stemming from the above, we believe that the dimension
of enacted stigma comprises conceptually interrelated constructs and in addition to the past and
present stigmatization experiences includes the anticipation of negative treatment and humiliation.
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The present research on the perceived stigma in the population of Georgia with social vulnera-
bility status significantly contributes to the theoretical and empirical knowledge about the construct
in question. In addition, the instrument developed to study the perceived stigma of the population
living in poverty makes it possible to increase the versatility of future research.

Due to technical difficulties, it was impossible to carry out confirmatory factor analysis and,
consequently, present the corresponding results within the framework of the given study, which can
be considered a major limitation of the research.
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