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Abstract

Shame, God-image, and attachment are explored in a study to determine if religion and or a belief that God is loving will moderate the effects of shame on parental attachment. Past research has shown relationships with each of these factors and has strived to identify ways to represent and measure these variables. After using a regression analysis to determine moderators, primary and secondary moderators, significant interactions were found for both religion and God as loving on the relationship between shame and avoidant attachment to fathers. Additionally, there was a significant finding that a higher belief that God is loving was a secondary moderator for the moderation of religion on the relationship between shame and avoidant attachment to mothers. Practical implications of these findings are discussed for Christian clinicians when working with clients, especially those with avoidant attachments.
Keywords: shame, religion, attachment, anxious attachment, avoidant attachment, God-image
Shame, God-Image, and Attachment


Shame Origins

Shame entered the scene when man sinned in the garden. 
Before the fall, Adam and Eve enjoyed a perfect, open relationship with God unaware of shame (Genesis 2:25). When they chose to go against God’s plan, the “eyes of both of them were opened…and made themselves coverings” (Genesis 3:7), breaking the relationship and hiding in shame from God. Shame continues to drive people away from relationships (Jarvinen, 2016). Further, through the study of epigenetics, research reveals that shame and attachment avoidance can be passed down from generation to generation in varying degrees (Booij & Steiger, 2020; Colangeli, 2020; Ein-Dor et al., 2018; Way and Lieberman, 2010). Shame is also sustained by trauma, adverse experiences, and culture (Babcock Fenerci & DePrince, 2018; Cavalera, 2020; de Mendelssohn, 2008; Nichols, 2015; Rothe, 2012; Srinivas et al., 2012). All these factors point to the need to understand how shame, attachment, and our image of God affect our lives



.
Attachment Styles

As we consider attachment, it is important to recognize the various descriptions of attachment styles and contexts in which attachments are measured. 
Ainsworth et al. (1978) provided terminology for the three main attachment styles. Secure attachment is the term most often used for those with confidence in their relationships finding both safety during times of discomfort and security to explore their world. As opposed to secure attachments, the avoidant style is one in which there is insecurity in the intentions of others and a desire for emotional distance. Finally, a third style that desires intimacy, but is insecure in their expectations of the responses and possible rejection by others is considered anxious or anxious-ambivalent. While there are other descriptions for attachment styles that vary from these terms, most fit into the framework of security, avoidance, or anxiousness.


When studying the affect regulation of the various styles, Mikulincer (1998) proposed that those with anxious attachment styles often have a negative self-view underlying their desire for the affection of others. He also noted that they use negative terms in self-description and often endorse negative self-attributes often related to their vying for the affection of others. On the other hand, those with avoidant attachment styles felt little concern for relationships with others, finding their goal to be more of self-reliance which provides a more positive self-view.  
Shame and Attachment


Shame appears to be an underlying trait that is connected to early relationships, beginning with attachment to parents (Akbağ, & Erden İmamoğlu, 2010). For mothers with high shame due to early trauma, shame could also interfere with attachment, based on results from Babcock Fenerci and DePrince, (2018). Early relationship perceptions are another factor according to Broussard and Cassidy, (2010) such that shame in early perceptions could easily decrease secure attachment. Smith (2009) argues that resisting or internalizing shame is dependent on acquiring a secure attachment. Specifically, when a child feels shamed by the mother, disordered attachments are linked to chronic shame. 

Further, interpersonal acceptance-rejection theory relates perceived parental acceptance with psychological adjustment (Khaleque & Rohner, 2002). When examining this theory with two groups, one from the United States and one from Guatemala, results showed differences in the two cultures (Ashdown et al., 2018). Both groups indicated psychological maladjustment for those with anxious attachment. However, paternal rejection, but not maternal rejection predicted psychological maladjustment in the U.S. sample. In their investigation, they also found that there was no significant prediction of psychological maladjustment for God-image (loving, angry, or judgmental) differences. Based on genetic studies by Yehuda et al. (2014) higher paternal trauma impacts adaption in attachment styles, while maternal trauma is related to depression, anxiety, and lowered perception of emotional health. 

Shame, Attachment, and God-Image  
As we include religion and views of God-image along with attachment, further interesting features emerge. Bassett and Aube (2013) worked to resolve differences in unmitigated communion (UC), external (UC-other), and internal (UC-self) for self-sacrificial motivation when Christianity is included. Their findings revealed that there was a significant predictive factor of higher levels of secure attachment and increased relationship with God factors when UC-other levels increased. On the other hand, they found that there was an inverse relationship between UC-other and a dismissing attachment style. Although there was a moderately significant positive correlation between UC-other and UC-self, higher levels of UC-self predicted more preoccupied attachment, shame, and relationship instability with God. Reinert (2005) researched the relationship between early parental attachment and relationship with God finding that low self-esteem and higher internalized shame were related to an avoidant maternal attachment style in a group of male Roman Catholic seminary students. They also found that different attachment styles also seemed to predispose individuals to certain spiritual experiences and levels of connection with God. 
There are various ways to view and measure relationship with and attachment to God. Rowatt and Kirkpatrick (2002) constructed a brief questionnaire, identifying attachment to God dimensions, and correlating these with existing measures, in addition to examining measures of personality and affect relationships with attachment to God. Their results suggested that the two underlying dimensions of adult attachment to God are avoidance and anxiety (as opposed to security) which can be used in researching the individual differences and processes in attachment to God. Kim and Chen (2021) investigated the Christian-integrated psychotherapy framework, finding that through corrective emotional spiritual experiences, individuals created a new construct of in vivo God-image and were able to become more securely attached to this in vivo God-image. Similarly, Jarvinen (2016) demonstrated through case study examples that differentiation of God concept and God-image can influence the relational intimacy and attachment to God through experiential relationships in non-judgmental therapeutic environments. 
Shame, Attachment, God-Image, and Implications
What is clinically important, is the possibility of improving outcomes through treatment as in the above examples. This idea is further supported by Colangeli (2020) as he investigated the inherited expression of trauma as well as the modification of genes through supportive environmental conditions. Group therapy is another option that can provide connection and relationships for those with insecure attachment styles. Zorzella et al. (2014) found mixed results depending on the attachment style of trauma survivors, while attachment-based strategies in group therapy increased the secure attachment of group members within the context of relationships for Masin-Moyer et al. (2020).

Results reported by Yehuda et al. (2013) of changes in epigenetic markers after psychotherapy provide added support that interventions can help reduce the impact of inherited trauma and shame. Even religion can play a part in genetic coding, as collectivist cultures such as religious groups can impact relationships and the construction of the self as defined by such relationships (Way and Lieberman, 2010). In this, both involvements in religious community and psychotherapy can help to improve attachment and the impact of shame. Involvement in a spiritual formation manualized Bible study or an experiential treatment group was used as a means of evaluating a group of Christian students to determine changes in God-image and God attachment; Rasar et al. (2013) found that participation in either of the two groups showed a significant increase in love of God, others, and self compared to the wait-listed control group. 
Gender Impact

Another important aspect affecting shame, attachment, and God-image is gender. A study within the Turkish culture indicated that there were gender correlations for all attachment styles except dismissing (Akbağ, and Erden İmamoğlu, 2010). They also found that shame was experienced more by females than males. Consedine and Fiori (2009) found that not just gender, but age and culture can impact predictions of shame for those with dismissing attachment; as well as, shame being more frequently reported by those with higher levels of fearful avoidant or preoccupied attachment. Other results of the Consedine and Fiori (2009) study included greater fearful avoidance among men, and that reduced shame and fear were predicted by dismissing attachment. An Israeli study by Bodner et al. (2014) likewise investigated the impact of gender and age on attachment styles within the context of the search for meaning in life. They found that men who scored lower on the presence of meaning in life more often had a preoccupied attachment style. However, women with secure and dismissive attachments were more likely to score higher on the presence of meaning in life than those with a fearful attachment style. When age was added to the interaction, a higher presence of meaning in life was found in older secure women compared to insecure women, with both genders reporting more presence of meaning in life at older ages. 
Present Study


The main purpose of the present study is to examine the effect of religion and God-image on the relationship between shame and parental attachment. Two hypotheses were explored to define these relationships. 1) It is hypothesized that the relationship between shame and attachment to parents will be moderated by religious identification and an image of God as loving; such that individuals with high levels of shame and lower levels of God as loving will have lower levels of parental attachment; and those having a religious identity and higher levels of identifying God as loving will result in stronger attachment to parents. 2) It is hypothesized that the relationship between shame and parental attachment is moderated by religious identification but only at higher values of God-image as loving. Additionally, the study will examine how gender might differ in the relationships between the variables. The study will evaluate the specific attachment styles of anxious or avoidant in relation to father and mother as parental figures separately. 
Method
Participants

Data was collected from a January 2017 sample
… Inclusion criteria included the following: (a) identify as male or female; (b) self-reported to either believe in God, sometimes believe in God, or at one time believed in God; (c) self-reported as Protestant, Catholic, or Christian (non-denominational). The mean age of participants was 38 years and ranged from 19 to 67. There were 81 males and 110 females of which almost half were married or committed to a life partner. Seventy-five percent were White, and fifteen percent were African American/Black. Fifty-five percent had a Bachelor’s degree or higher and eighty-seven percent had annual incomes ranging from $0 to $99,000. 
Measures
Three measures were used in this study: the Test of Self-Conscious Affect (TOSCA-3) shame scale (Tangney et al., 2000), the God-10 scale (Exline et al., 2015), and the Experiences in Close Relationships-Relationship Structure (ECR-RS) questionnaire (Fraley et al., 2011). These measures were chosen specifically to assess the components of this study’s hypotheses and they demonstrate acceptable psychometrics.
The Test of Self-Conscious Affect (TOSCA-3) includes a shame scale used by Tangney et al. (2000) to gauge an individual’s reactions to hypothetical scenarios and choices of possible common reactions as a means to determine the conceptualization of shame and guilt. This widely used self-report measure uses a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 as not likely to 5 as very likely, with questions such as "At work, you wait until the last minute to plan a project, and it turns out badly. You would feel: 'I deserve to be reprimanded for mismanaging the project.'" The reported Cronbach's alpha of the TOSCA-3 (69 items) was α =.78.
The God-10 scale (Exline et al., 2015) uses prompts to allow individuals to rate items on an 11-point scale (0 = not at all; 10 = extremely) evaluating their belief in God as related to a list of 10 adjectives. The three subscales of Loving, Cruel, and Distant had Cronbach’s alphas that ranged from .88 to .93. This measure assesses God concepts for participants’ views of God’s attributes. 
Experiences in Close Relationships-Relationship Structure (ECR-RS) questionnaire was 
developed by Fraley et al. (2011) to address several methodological deficits of other attachment assessments. The ECR-RS allows for less ambiguity in reference to specific relationships while also allowing for comparisons across relationships such as between father and mother. Further, the conciseness reduces research participants’ obligation by having fewer items, yet still allows for the variability in their working model between attachment representations such as romantic versus parental (Fraley et al., 2011). Measures of avoidant and anxious attachment are determined through responses to the same nine statements regarding their feelings towards different attachment figures. The reliability of the ECR-RS has been good when measured as mean composites with averages of anxious or avoidant scores for each attachment figure (Anxious α = 0.80, Avoidant α = 0.88; Fraley et al., 2011).
Procedure
Data from the January 2017 sample were filtered to include the groups of three different religious representations: Protestant, Catholic, and Christian (non-denominational) who all professed a current or past belief in God. The measures for shame, God-Image, and attachment were correlated for an overall view of the data for the overall group and then by gender. These values were derived from the Experiences in Close Relationships-Relationship Structure (ECR-RS) questionnaire (Fraley et al., 2011), the God-10 scale (Exline et al., 2015), and The Test of Self-Conscious Affect (TOSCA-3) shame scale (Tangney et al., 2000). Then regression analysis was used to determine moderation by either religion or God-image (loving), again for the overall group and repeated by gender with shame, God as loving, and parental attachment as variables. Finally, an additional model was used to determine if God-image was a secondary moderator to religion. 
Results

As we consider the elements of shame, attachment, and God-image, the correlations are seen as significant in several areas supporting both hypotheses that there is a relationship between shame, religion, God-image, and parental attachment. Table 1 gives an overview of the correlations for the overall group.

	Table 1.  Pearson's r, means, and SDs.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	(1) Religious Identity
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) TOSCA-Shame
	 .076
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) GOD10-Cruel
	.243**
	- .020
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) GOD10-Distant
	.299**
	- .034
	.687**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) GOD10-Loving
	-.274*
	.152*
	-.607**
	-.686**
	1
	
	
	
	

	(6) ECR-RS Father Avoidance
	- .122
	 .074
	- .006
	- .014
	 .098
	1
	
	
	

	(7) ECR-RS Father Anxiety
	 .029
	 .055
	.188**
	 .108
	 .022
	-.290**
	1
	
	

	(8) ECR-RS Mother Avoidance
	- .054
	.198**
	 .011
	- .054
	.174*
	.180**
	- .011
	1
	

	(9) ECR-RS Mother Anxiety
	.146*
	- .127
	.239**
	.172*
	-.193**
	 .039
	.367**
	- .315**
	1

	Mean
	3.37
	35.83
	2.50
	3.55
	8.44
	4.03
	2.71
	4.37
	2.39

	SD
	3.51
	7.87
	2.07
	2.55
	2.08
	1.07
	1.97
	.86
	1.78

	Note
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


The significant correlation interactions include religious identity and God-image in all three categories. Shame had a small significant interaction with viewing God as loving. The highest number of significant results were in the interactions with anxious attachment to mothers. Only avoidant attachment to fathers and shame had no significant interaction with anxious attachment to mothers. Shame and father avoidance did show a significant interaction with mother avoidance, reflecting the importance of differentiating avoidance and anxiety. 

Next the correlations were evaluated by gender to look for differences as seen in Tables 2 and 3:

	Table 2.  Pearson's r, means, and SDs.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 MALES
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	(1) Religious Identity
	     1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) TOSCA-Shame
	- .065
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) GOD10-Cruel
	.325**
	.084
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) GOD10-Distant
	.338**
	 .059
	.594**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) GOD10-Loving
	-.330**
	.075
	-.500**
	-.695**
	1
	
	
	
	

	(6) ECR-RS Father Avoidance
	- .108
	 .186
	- .035
	 .059
	 .114
	1
	
	
	

	(7) ECR-RS Father Anxiety
	 .121
	 .060
	.336**
	 .176
	 .098
	-.402**
	1
	
	

	(8) ECR-RS Mother Avoidance
	-.119
	.290**
	 .075
	- .148
	.189
	-.078
	.021
	1
	

	(9) ECR-RS Mother Anxiety
	.305**
	 .071
	.397**
	.397*
	-.388**
	 .103
	.302**
	- .456**
	1

	Mean
	2.97
	32.89
	2.88
	3.90
	8.09
	3.95
	2.55
	4.33
	2.15

	SD
	3.29
	7.05
	2.28
	2.61
	2.07
	.98
	      1.88
	.85
	1.64

	Note
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Table 3.  Pearson's r, means, and SDs.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 FEMALES
	1
	      2
	      3
	     4
	   5
	     6
	     7
	8
	9

	(1) Religious Identity
	     1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) TOSCA-Shame
	 .099
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) GOD10-Cruel
	.215*
	-.023
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) GOD10-Distant
	.297**
	 -.040
	.770**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) GOD10-Loving
	-.266**
	.144
	-.695**
	-.668**
	1
	
	
	
	

	(6) ECR-RS Father Avoidance
	- .142
	 .003
	 .047
	-.045
	 .062
	1
	
	
	

	(7) ECR-RS Father Anxiety
	 -.035
	 .026
	.081
	 .069
	 .096
	-.235**
	1
	
	

	(8) ECR-RS Mother Avoidance
	- .019
	.132
	 -.026
	 .026
	.151
	.333**
	.-035
	1
	

	(9) ECR-RS Mother Anxiety
	.043
	 -.218*
	.148
	 .037
	.089
	 -.009
	.398**
	- .240**
	1

	Mean
	3.65
	37.83
	2.21
	3.28
	8.70
	4.09
	2.82
	4.39
	2.55

	SD
	3.65
	7.80
	1.86
	2.49
	2.05
	.86
	      2.02
	.86
	1.86

	Note
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


For males, religious identity, and God-image whether cruel, distant, or loving all had significant correlations with an anxious attachment to mothers (r=.305, .397, .397, & -.388 respectively; p<.01). This was distinct from females who displayed a negative significant correlation between shame and anxious attachment to mothers (r=-.218, p<.05). Whereas only males had a significant correlation between shame and avoidant attachment to mothers (r=.290, p<.01). Both males and females were significantly correlated for anxious attachment to mothers with anxious attachment to fathers (m: r=.302, f: r=.398, p<.01), while anxious attachment to mother was negatively correlated to an avoidant attachment to mothers (m: r=-.456, f: r=-.240, p<.01). 
Another difference was the significant correlation for males between anxious attachment to fathers and a cruel God-Image (r=.336, p<.01). Whereas for females an avoidant attachment to fathers was the only significant correlation with avoidant attachment to mothers (r=.333, p<.01). A few other significant correlations were found as seen in the table, but the ones highlighted were of interest as they diverged between males and females. 

To investigate further for moderation effects, regression analyses were run with Hayes (2018) model two
 process, evaluating shame as the independent variable; God as loving and religious identity as moderators; and parental attachments as the dependent variables in the combined group. While the effect size was small for the moderation effects found, there were still significant results. For avoidant attachment to father, there were significant interaction effects with shame for both moderators [shame x religion ΔR2=.03, F(1, 180)=5.92, p=.0159 and shame x God as loving, ΔR2=.02, F(1, 180)=4.0, p=.047]. For avoidant attachment to mother, there was also a significant result for Shame x Religion as a moderator [ΔR2=.03, F(1, 181)=6.03, p = .015]. Finally, no significant moderation was observed when evaluated in relation to anxious attachment to father or mother. Graph 1 highlights the moderation for the variables: a low belief that God is loving will predict higher levels of avoidant attachment to father as shame increases, while those with average or high beliefs of God as loving moderate the impact on attachment to father even as shame increases. 
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When the results were analyzed by gender, it was interesting to note the distinction between males and females. While the interaction of the moderators in the avoidant attachment to fathers continued to have significant effects for females [Shame x Religion, ΔR2=.06, F(1, 10)=6.48, p=.013 and Shame x God as Loving, ΔR2=.07, F(1, 100)=5.00, p=001], the results for males were insignificant. Results of the moderation of anxious attachment to mothers had a similar significant effect for females: Shame x God as Loving [ΔR2=.06, F(1, 101)=6.93. p=.001]. However, the only significant moderation for males occurred for the avoidant attachment to fathers with the interaction of Shame x Religion [ΔR2=.08, F(1, 74)=6.21, p=.02]. 

These results did support the hypothesis that both religion and the view that God is loving acted as moderators for attachment to parents, but the results were very specific in the types of attachment that showed significance. Results showed a significant interaction specifically supported the hypothesis that when the belief that God is loving is low and shame increases, so does avoidant attachment to fathers indicating that at higher levels of belief that God is loving, even at increased levels of shame, the avoidant attachment increases to a lesser degree demonstrating a stronger attachment to fathers. The results did not show the same effects for mothers for either the group or for males, but there was a small effect size for females. 
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To evaluate the second hypothesis, God as loving was used as a secondary moderator in the regression analysis on shame's effect on parental attachment with religion as the primary moderator. The only significant interaction for attachment to parents was seen in the avoidant attachment to mothers category with shame x religion x God as loving [ΔR2=.0, F(1, 179)=10.16, p=.002]. As can be seen in graphs 2-4, there were varying effects by religious identification. 
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To varying degrees, it is noticeable for those with a lower belief that God is loving when shame increases, avoidant attachment to mothers also increases across all three religious groups. However, for Protestants, there is also a noticeable decrease in avoidant attachment to mothers, for those with an average or high belief that God is loving even when shame increases. 

Graph 5 shows the two way interaction between shame and religious identity
. 
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As with the first hypothesis, this second one was also broken down by gender. There were far fewer significant results using this model. For males, there were no significant interactions identified. For females, only the interactions of shame x religion x God as loving moderated avoidant attachment to mothers [ΔR2=.08, F(1, 99)=8.79, p=.004].
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These graphs are quite similar to the ones for the group, indicating that again, high and average levels of belief that God is loving moderate the relationship of shame to avoidant attachment to mothers as hypothesized. 

Discussion

The results of this study indicate more than just a connection between the variables, but the impact of shame on relationships and an understanding that God is loving can lead to less distancing of relationships. For Christian counselors, helping our clients have a greater awareness of their spiritual well-being and find meaning in their relationship with God can impact the overall quality of their attachment to God as Hall and Edwards (2002) found in their study. The current study provides further rationale for this need of awareness. 


Beyond awareness of the relationship with God, this study highlights the dispositional nature of shame that is generalized in situations that can be explored through origin stories and early attachment experiences as suggested by Andrews et al. (2002). The results also highlight how the differences in attachment are referentially important, supporting the findings by Fraley et al. (2011). With this in mind, discussing attachments and attachment styles, clinicians should not assume that a single style is used across relationship domains, but that each domain should be individually evaluated and keep in mind that these attachments may not be cognitively perceived, but more emotionally processed (Fraley et al., 2006). In the same manner, exploring God-image perceptions for those with more avoidant attachments can be important as the in vivo image might differ from the cognitive view as Jarvinen discussed (2016). Then through appropriate therapy, helping them to improve their attachment to God and view of God as loving (Bradshaw et al., 2010; Kim & Chen, 2021) can bring more relational healing in other areas of life. 
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research


Limitations of this study included the use of a convenience sample and data that were collected as part of a larger research base. Using specific parameters for designing a study and recruiting Christians, in particular, might change the findings. Other factors might also confound the findings such as the experience of trauma for the participants. This could be an area for future research, including trauma as a covariate. Further study could include greater detail on the mechanisms of attachment and God-image and the meaning associated with internalized working models.
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�This intro should be a funnel rather than a table of contents.  


�Not everyone is a literalist.  Rewrite to allow both literalists and non-literalists to connect with.


�Yikes…. You ar etrying to do somethng here


�Here is the flow: 1) shame is codified in the Judeo-Christian practice\tradition through the Genesis narrative, 2) there is evidence that shame-proneness develops  in the early stages of development-the attachment period, 3) and that a tendency to experience shame sometimes results in unmanageable and  enduring state-shame across a wide range of clinical presentations (e.g., addiction, depression, sexual impulsivity, body image, etc.)..


�The understanding of shame and its role in spiritual and psychological well-being of Christians seeking counseling and pastoral care is essential in helping those that are struggling.


�You need a paragraph about the association between shame and religiosity.  Both the  source and the key (i.e., loving god) to dealing with the negative role of shame for those seeking care.


�You are telling me what you are going to do be froe you do it.  That is not a topic sentence.  Think of it this way….Attachment is generally assessed on two dimensions: attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance, However, these two dimensions are often conceptualized as four unique attachment styles,  (. Alternatively, others have argue that attachment is best understood as a combination of the two attachment dimensions without categorization.


�What additional information do I need to include?


�Should this be identified or leave Hayes model 2 out?


�Similar question here, should the Hayes model 3 be identified in some way?


�I am not sure that this graph is helpful in this scenario. If so, I would go more into detail with this paragraph...but I am not exactly sure how to interpret it.
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		DATA LIST F		REE/

		TOSCA Shame		Religious Identity		God-Loving		Avoidant Attachment to Mother

		Low		Low		Low		4.1158

		Moderate		Low		Low		4.346

		High		Low		Low		4.5525

		Low		Low		Moderate		4.4861

		Moderate		Low		Moderate		4.4845

		High		Low		Moderate		4.4831

		Low		Low		High		4.5684

		Moderate		Low		High		4.5153

		High		Low		High		4.4677

		Low		Moderate		Low		4.0669

		Moderate		Moderate		Low		4.3154

		High		Moderate		Low		4.5382

		Low		Moderate		Moderate		4.3706

		Moderate		Moderate		Moderate		4.4543

		High		Moderate		Moderate		4.5293

		Low		Moderate		High		4.4381

		Moderate		Moderate		High		4.4852

		High		Moderate		High		4.5273

		Low		High		Low		4.0179

		Moderate		High		Low		4.2847

		High		High		Low		4.524

		Low		High		Moderate		4.2552

		Moderate		High		Moderate		4.424

		High		High		Moderate		4.5755

		Low		High		High		4.3079

		Moderate		High		High		4.455

		High		High		High		4.587

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		EE       WITH     DP       BY       PA       /PANEL   ROWVAR=  Awarness .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		NOTE: The following variables were mean centered prior to analysis:

		PA       Awarness EE

		------ END MATRIX -----

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

				-0.0113		0.0059		-1.9191		0.0566		-0.0229		0.0003

		1.45		-0.0102		0.0056		-1.8281		0.0692		-0.0211		0.0008

				-0.009		0.0052		-1.7245		0.0863		-0.0194		0.0013

				-0.0079		0.0049		-1.606		0.11		-0.0176		0.0018

				-0.0068		0.0046		-1.4696		0.1434		-0.0159		0.0023

				-0.0057		0.0043		-1.3115		0.1914		-0.0142		0.0029

				-0.0045		0.004		-1.1273		0.2611		-0.0125		0.0034

				-0.0034		0.0037		-0.9115		0.3633		-0.0108		0.004

				-0.0023		0.0035		-0.6579		0.5115		-0.0091		0.0046

				-0.001		0.0032		-0.3596		0.7196		-0.0075		0.0052

				0.000		0.003		-0.0099		0.9921		-0.0059		0.0058

				0.001		0.0028		0.3957		0.6928		-0.0044		0.0066

				0.002		0.0026		0.8568		0.3927		-0.0029		0.0073

				0.003		0.0025		1.3639		0.1743		-0.0015		0.0082

				0.005		0.0024		1.8949		0.0597		-0.0002		0.0091

		7.37		0.005		0.0023		1.9733		0.05		0		0.0093

				0.006		0.0023		2.4158		0.0167		0.001		0.0102

				0.007		0.0023		2.8887		0.0043		0.0021		0.0113

				0.008		0.0024		3.2834		0.0012		0.0031		0.0126

				0.009		0.0025		3.5866		0.0004		0.004		0.0139

				0.010		0.0027		3.8019		0.0002		0.0049		0.0153

		10.0		0.011		0.0028		3.9436		0.0001		0.0056		0.0168
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Example 1

		



Point Estimate

LLCI

ULCI

God - Loving

Conditional Two-way Interaction Between Shame and Religious Identity



		Model  : 3

		Y  : ECR_M_V

		X  : TOSCASHA

		W  : Religion

		Z  : GOD10_L

		Sample

		Size:  187

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		ECR_M_V

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.3790      .1437      .6300     4.2896     7.0000   179.0000      .0002

		Model

				coeff		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		constant		0.6854		1.8227		0.3761		0.7073		-2.9112		4.2821

		TOSCASHA		0.0944		0.054		1.7491		0.082		-0.0121		0.201

		Religion		0.4646		0.23		2.0203		0.0448		0.0108		0.9184

		Int_1		-0.0138		0.0066		-2.086		0.0384		-0.0268		-0.0007

		GOD10_L		0.4478		0.2061		2.1732		0.0311		0.0412		0.8545

		Int_2		-0.0112		0.006		-1.8548		0.0653		-0.023		0.0007

		Int_3		-0.0899		0.0279		-3.2259		0.0015		-0.1449		-0.0349

		Int_4		0.0025		0.0008		3.1874		0.0017		0.001		0.004

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion

		Int_2    :        TOSCASHA x        GOD10_L

		Int_3    :        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Int_4    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z      .0486    10.1592     1.0000   179.0000      .0017

		----------

		Focal predict: TOSCASHA (X)

		Mod var: Religion (W)

		Mod var: GOD10_L  (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		GOD10_L     Effect          F        df1        df2          p

		6.3333      .0021      .6166     1.0000   179.0000      .4334

		9.3333      .0096    13.7527     1.0000   179.0000      .0003

		10.0000      .0112    15.5519     1.0000   179.0000      .0001

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		Religion		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1		6.3333		0.0258		0.0165		1.5623		0.12		-0.0068		0.0584

		1		9.3333		-0.0002		0.0096		-0.0183		0.9854		-0.0192		0.0189

		1		10		-0.006		0.0112		-0.5311		0.596		-0.0281		0.0162

		2		6.3333		0.0279		0.015		1.8627		0.0641		-0.0017		0.0574

		2		9.3333		0.0094		0.0085		1.1064		0.27		-0.0073		0.0261

		2		10		0.0053		0.0099		0.534		0.594		-0.0142		0.0248

		3		6.3333		0.0299		0.0137		2.1801		0.0306		0.0028		0.057

		3		9.3333		0.0189		0.008		2.3683		0.0189		0.0032		0.0347

		3		10		0.0165		0.0093		1.783		0.0763		-0.0018		0.0347

		Moderator value(s) defining Johnson-Neyman significance region(s):

		Value    % below    % above

		7.3664    25.1337    74.8663

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1		-0.0113		0.0059		-1.9191		0.0566		-0.0229		0.0003

		1.45		-0.0102		0.0056		-1.8281		0.0692		-0.0211		0.0008

		1.9		-0.009		0.0052		-1.7245		0.0863		-0.0194		0.0013

		2.35		-0.0079		0.0049		-1.606		0.11		-0.0176		0.0018

		2.8		-0.0068		0.0046		-1.4696		0.1434		-0.0159		0.0023

		3.25		-0.0057		0.0043		-1.3115		0.1914		-0.0142		0.0029

		3.7		-0.0045		0.004		-1.1273		0.2611		-0.0125		0.0034

		4.15		-0.0034		0.0037		-0.9115		0.3633		-0.0108		0.004

		4.6		-0.0023		0.0035		-0.6579		0.5115		-0.0091		0.0046

		5.05		-0.0012		0.0032		-0.3596		0.7196		-0.0075		0.0052

		5.5		0		0.003		-0.0099		0.9921		-0.0059		0.0058

		5.95		0.0011		0.0028		0.3957		0.6928		-0.0044		0.0066

		6.4		0.0022		0.0026		0.8568		0.3927		-0.0029		0.0073

		6.85		0.0033		0.0025		1.3639		0.1743		-0.0015		0.0082

		7.3		0.0045		0.0024		1.8949		0.0597		-0.0002		0.0091

		7.3664		0.0046		0.0023		1.9733		0.05		0		0.0093

		7.75		0.0056		0.0023		2.4158		0.0167		0.001		0.0102

		8.2		0.0067		0.0023		2.8887		0.0043		0.0021		0.0113

		8.65		0.0078		0.0024		3.2834		0.0012		0.0031		0.0126

		9.1		0.009		0.0025		3.5866		0.0004		0.004		0.0139

		9.55		0.0101		0.0027		3.8019		0.0002		0.0049		0.0153

		10		0.0112		0.0028		3.9436		0.0001		0.0056		0.0168

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		TOSCASHA   Religion   GOD10_L    ECR_M_V    .

		BEGIN DATA.

		27.08		1		6.3333		4.1158

		36		1		6.3333		4.346

		44		1		6.3333		4.5525

		27.08		1		9.3333		4.4861

		36		1		9.3333		4.4845

		44		1		9.3333		4.4831

		27.08		1		10		4.5684

		36		1		10		4.5153

		44		1		10		4.4677

		27.08		2		6.3333		4.0669

		36		2		6.3333		4.3154

		44		2		6.3333		4.5382

		27.08		2		9.3333		4.3706

		36		2		9.3333		4.4543

		44		2		9.3333		4.5293

		27.08		2		10		4.4381

		36		2		10		4.4852

		44		2		10		4.5273

		27.08		3		6.3333		4.0179

		36		3		6.3333		4.2847

		44		3		6.3333		4.524

		27.08		3		9.3333		4.2552

		36		3		9.3333		4.424

		44		3		9.3333		4.5755

		27.08		3		10		4.3079

		36		3		10		4.455

		44		3		10		4.587

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		TOSCASHA WITH     ECR_M_V  BY       Religion /PANEL   ROWVAR=  GOD10_L  .
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		Run MATRIX procedure:

		***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 4.0 *****************

		Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com

		Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

		**************************************************************************

		Model  : 3

		Y  : DP

		X  : EE

		W  : PA

		Z  : Awarness

		Sample

		Size:  120

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		DP

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.738       .544     12.432     19.121      7.000    112.000       .000

		Model

		coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		constant     65.566     35.317      1.856       .066     -4.410    135.543

		EE           -3.124      1.340     -2.331       .022     -5.780      -.468

		PA           -1.523       .888     -1.714       .089     -3.282       .237

		Int_1          .091       .035      2.616       .010       .022       .159

		Awarness    -16.497      8.718     -1.892       .061    -33.771       .777

		Int_2          .933       .338      2.759       .007       .263      1.604

		Int_3          .390       .216      1.805       .074      -.038       .818

		Int_4         -.025       .009     -2.897       .005      -.042      -.008

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        EE       x        PA

		Int_2    :        EE       x        Awarness

		Int_3    :        PA       x        Awarness

		Int_4    :        EE       x        PA       x        Awarness

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z       .034      8.395      1.000    112.000       .005

		----------

		Focal predict: EE       (X)

		Mod var: PA       (W)

		Mod var: Awarness (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		Awarness     Effect          F        df1        df2          p

		3.196       .011      1.514      1.000    112.000       .221

		4.079      -.012      4.128      1.000    112.000       .045

		4.718      -.027     10.194      1.000    112.000       .002

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		PA   Awarness     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		33.000      3.196       .209       .059      3.517       .001       .091       .326

		33.000      4.079       .303       .048      6.383       .000       .209       .398

		33.000      4.718       .372       .078      4.747       .000       .217       .527

		41.000      3.196       .293       .058      5.055       .000       .178       .408

		41.000      4.079       .211       .038      5.609       .000       .137       .286

		41.000      4.718       .152       .053      2.880       .005       .047       .257

		45.000      3.196       .336       .083      4.055       .000       .172       .500

		45.000      4.079       .165       .050      3.281       .001       .065       .265

		45.000      4.718       .042       .068       .615       .540      -.093       .177

		Moderator value(s) defining Johnson-Neyman significance region(s):

		Value    % below    % above

		2.579      4.167     95.833

		4.066     50.000     50.000

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		Awarness     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		1.684       .048       .020      2.373       .019       .008       .089

		1.859       .044       .019      2.324       .022       .006       .082

		2.033       .040       .018      2.265       .025       .005       .074

		2.208       .035       .016      2.194       .030       .003       .067

		2.382       .031       .015      2.107       .037       .002       .060

		2.557       .027       .013      1.997       .048       .000       .053

		2.579       .026       .013      1.981       .050       .000       .052

		2.731       .022       .012      1.858       .066      -.001       .046

		2.906       .018       .011      1.677       .096      -.003       .039

		3.080       .013       .009      1.436       .154      -.005       .032

		3.255       .009       .008      1.108       .270      -.007       .025

		3.429       .005       .007       .661       .510      -.009       .019

		3.604       .000       .006       .061       .952      -.012       .013

		3.778      -.004       .006      -.690       .492      -.015       .007

		3.953      -.008       .006     -1.501       .136      -.019       .003

		4.066      -.011       .006     -1.981       .050      -.022       .000

		4.127      -.013       .006     -2.210       .029      -.024      -.001

		4.302      -.017       .006     -2.707       .008      -.030      -.005

		4.476      -.021       .007     -3.001       .003      -.036      -.007

		4.651      -.026       .008     -3.157       .002      -.042      -.010

		4.825      -.030       .009     -3.232       .002      -.049      -.012

		5.000      -.035       .011     -3.263       .001      -.056      -.014

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		EE         PA         Awarness   DP         .

		BEGIN DATA.

		10.360     33.000      3.196      5.871

		19.500     33.000      3.196      7.777

		33.640     33.000      3.196     10.725

		10.360     33.000      4.079      3.644

		19.500     33.000      4.079      6.417

		33.640     33.000      4.079     10.707

		10.360     33.000      4.718      2.033

		19.500     33.000      4.718      5.433

		33.640     33.000      4.718     10.693

		10.360     41.000      3.196      4.535

		19.500     41.000      3.196      7.216

		33.640     41.000      3.196     11.364

		10.360     41.000      4.079      3.231

		19.500     41.000      4.079      5.162

		33.640     41.000      4.079      8.150

		10.360     41.000      4.718      2.287

		19.500     41.000      4.718      3.676

		33.640     41.000      4.718      5.825

		10.360     45.000      3.196      3.868

		19.500     45.000      3.196      6.936

		33.640     45.000      3.196     11.683

		10.360     45.000      4.079      3.024

		19.500     45.000      4.079      4.535

		33.640     45.000      4.079      6.872

		10.360     45.000      4.718      2.414

		19.500     45.000      4.718      2.798

		33.640     45.000      4.718      3.392

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		EE       WITH     DP       BY       PA       /PANEL   ROWVAR=  Awarness .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		------ END MATRIX -----

		Run MATRIX procedure:

		***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 4.0 *****************

		Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com

		Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

		**************************************************************************

		Model  : 3

		Y  : ECR_M_V

		X  : TOSCASHA

		W  : Religion

		Z  : GOD10_L

		Sample

		Size:  107

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		ECR_M_V

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.3660      .1339      .7217     2.1873     7.0000    99.0000      .0416

		Model

		coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		constant      .1868     2.6122      .0715      .9431    -4.9963     5.3699

		TOSCASHA      .1000      .0771     1.2977      .1974     -.0529      .2529

		Religion      .6395      .3052     2.0954      .0387      .0339     1.2451

		Int_1        -.0168      .0086    -1.9604      .0528     -.0338      .0002

		GOD10_L       .5737      .2900     1.9782      .0507     -.0018     1.1492

		Int_2        -.0135      .0084    -1.6010      .1126     -.0302      .0032

		Int_3        -.1274      .0409    -3.1132      .0024     -.2086     -.0462

		Int_4         .0033      .0011     2.9640      .0038      .0011      .0054

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion

		Int_2    :        TOSCASHA x        GOD10_L

		Int_3    :        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Int_4    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Covariance matrix of regression parameter estimates:

		constant   TOSCASHA   Religion      Int_1    GOD10_L      Int_2      Int_3      Int_4

		constant     6.8234     -.1962     -.6320      .0180     -.7342      .0210      .0702     -.0020

		TOSCASHA     -.1962      .0059      .0180     -.0005      .0210     -.0006     -.0020      .0001

		Religion     -.6320      .0180      .0931     -.0025      .0693     -.0020     -.0109      .0003

		Int_1         .0180     -.0005     -.0025      .0001     -.0020      .0001      .0003      .0000

		GOD10_L      -.7342      .0210      .0693     -.0020      .0841     -.0024     -.0088      .0002

		Int_2         .0210     -.0006     -.0020      .0001     -.0024      .0001      .0002      .0000

		Int_3         .0702     -.0020     -.0109      .0003     -.0088      .0002      .0017      .0000

		Int_4        -.0020      .0001      .0003      .0000      .0002      .0000      .0000      .0000

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z      .0769     8.7852     1.0000    99.0000      .0038

		----------

		Focal predict: TOSCASHA (X)

		Mod var: Religion (W)

		Mod var: GOD10_L  (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		GOD10_L     Effect          F        df1        df2          p

		6.4267      .0041     1.1565     1.0000    99.0000      .2848

		9.6667      .0147     9.3469     1.0000    99.0000      .0029

		10.0000      .0158     9.8066     1.0000    99.0000      .0023

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		Religion    GOD10_L     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		1.0000     6.4267      .0174      .0241      .7198      .4733     -.0305      .0652

		1.0000     9.6667     -.0158      .0146    -1.0867      .2798     -.0447      .0131

		1.0000    10.0000     -.0192      .0156    -1.2337      .2203     -.0502      .0117

		2.0000     6.4267      .0215      .0219      .9845      .3273     -.0218      .0649

		2.0000     9.6667     -.0011      .0126     -.0874      .9305     -.0261      .0239

		2.0000    10.0000     -.0034      .0135     -.2538      .8001     -.0302      .0234

		3.0000     6.4267      .0257      .0201     1.2787      .2040     -.0142      .0655

		3.0000     9.6667      .0136      .0123     1.1066      .2712     -.0108      .0380

		3.0000    10.0000      .0124      .0131      .9423      .3483     -.0137      .0384

		Moderator value(s) defining Johnson-Neyman significance region(s):

		Value    % below    % above

		7.4947    18.6916    81.3084

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1		-0.0136		0.0076		-1.7818		0.0778		-0.0287		0.0015

		1.45		-0.0121		0.0072		-1.6828		0.0956		-0.0263		0.0022

		1.9		-0.0106		0.0068		-1.5692		0.1198		-0.0241		0.0028

		2.35		-0.0092		0.0064		-1.4381		0.1536		-0.0218		0.0035

		2.8		-0.0077		0.006		-1.2862		0.2014		-0.0195		0.0042

		3.25		-0.0062		0.0056		-1.1099		0.2697		-0.0173		0.0049

		3.7		-0.0048		0.0052		-0.9049		0.3677		-0.0152		0.0057

		4.15		-0.0033		0.0049		-0.6669		0.5064		-0.013		0.0065

		4.6		-0.0018		0.0046		-0.3925		0.6955		-0.011		0.0074

		5.05		-0.0003		0.0044		-0.0795		0.9368		-0.009		0.0083

		5.5		0.0011		0.0041		0.2708		0.7871		-0.0071		0.0093

		5.95		0.0026		0.004		0.6519		0.516		-0.0053		0.0105

		6.4		0.0041		0.0039		1.0515		0.2956		-0.0036		0.0117

		6.85		0.0055		0.0038		1.4514		0.1498		-0.002		0.0131

		7.3		0.007		0.0038		1.831		0.0701		-0.0006		0.0146

		7.4947		0.0076		0.0038		1.9842		0.05		0		0.0153

		7.75		0.0085		0.0039		2.1722		0.0322		0.0007		0.0162

		8.2		0.0099		0.004		2.4632		0.0155		0.0019		0.0179

		8.65		0.0114		0.0042		2.7002		0.0082		0.003		0.0198

		9.1		0.0129		0.0045		2.8859		0.0048		0.004		0.0217

		9.55		0.0143		0.0047		3.027		0.0031		0.0049		0.0237

		10		0.0158		0.005		3.1316		0.0023		0.0058		0.0258

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		TOSCASHA   Religion   GOD10_L    ECR_M_V    .

		BEGIN DATA.

		31		1		6.4267		4.2329

		39		1		6.4267		4.3718

		46		1		6.4267		4.4934

		31		1		9.6667		4.6503

		39		1		9.6667		4.5238

		46		1		9.6667		4.4131

		31		1		10		4.6933

		39		1		10		4.5394

		46		1		10		4.4048

		31		2		6.4267		4.182

		39		2		6.4267		4.3541

		46		2		6.4267		4.5046

		31		2		9.6667		4.5142

		39		2		9.6667		4.5054

		46		2		9.6667		4.4977

		31		2		10		4.5484

		39		2		10		4.521

		46		2		10		4.497

		31		3		6.4267		4.1311

		39		3		6.4267		4.3363

		46		3		6.4267		4.5159

		31		3		9.6667		4.3782

		39		3		9.6667		4.4871

		46		3		9.6667		4.5824

		31		3		10		4.4036

		39		3		10		4.5026

		46		3		10		4.5892

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		TOSCASHA WITH     ECR_M_V  BY       Religion /PANEL   ROWVAR=  GOD10_L  .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		------ END MATRIX -----
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		DATA LIST F		REE/

		TOSCA Shame		Religious Identity		God-Loving		Avoidant Attachment to Mother

		Low		Low		Low		4.1158

		Moderate		Low		Low		4.346

		High		Low		Low		4.5525

		Low		Low		Moderate		4.4861

		Moderate		Low		Moderate		4.4845

		High		Low		Moderate		4.4831

		Low		Low		High		4.5684

		Moderate		Low		High		4.5153

		High		Low		High		4.4677

		Low		Moderate		Low		4.0669

		Moderate		Moderate		Low		4.3154

		High		Moderate		Low		4.5382

		Low		Moderate		Moderate		4.3706

		Moderate		Moderate		Moderate		4.4543

		High		Moderate		Moderate		4.5293

		Low		Moderate		High		4.4381

		Moderate		Moderate		High		4.4852

		High		Moderate		High		4.5273

		Low		High		Low		4.0179

		Moderate		High		Low		4.2847

		High		High		Low		4.524

		Low		High		Moderate		4.2552

		Moderate		High		Moderate		4.424

		High		High		Moderate		4.5755

		Low		High		High		4.3079

		Moderate		High		High		4.455

		High		High		High		4.587

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		EE       WITH     DP       BY       PA       /PANEL   ROWVAR=  Awarness .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		NOTE: The following variables were mean centered prior to analysis:

		PA       Awarness EE

		------ END MATRIX -----

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1.00		-0.014		0.0076		-1.7818		0.0778		-0.0287		0.0015

				-0.012		0.0072		-1.6828		0.0956		-0.0263		0.0022

				-0.011		0.0068		-1.5692		0.1198		-0.0241		0.0028

				-0.009		0.0064		-1.4381		0.1536		-0.0218		0.0035

				-0.008		0.006		-1.2862		0.2014		-0.0195		0.0042

				-0.006		0.0056		-1.1099		0.2697		-0.0173		0.0049

				-0.005		0.0052		-0.9049		0.3677		-0.0152		0.0057

				-0.003		0.0049		-0.6669		0.5064		-0.013		0.0065

				-0.002		0.0046		-0.3925		0.6955		-0.011		0.0074

				-0.000		0.0044		-0.0795		0.9368		-0.009		0.0083

				0.001		0.0041		0.2708		0.7871		-0.0071		0.0093

				0.003		0.004		0.6519		0.516		-0.0053		0.0105

				0.004		0.0039		1.0515		0.2956		-0.0036		0.0117

				0.006		0.0038		1.4514		0.1498		-0.002		0.0131

				0.007		0.0038		1.831		0.0701		-0.0006		0.0146

		7.49		0.008		0.0038		1.9842		0.05		0		0.0153

				0.009		0.0039		2.1722		0.0322		0.0007		0.0162

				0.010		0.004		2.4632		0.0155		0.0019		0.0179

				0.011		0.0042		2.7002		0.0082		0.003		0.0198

				0.013		0.0045		2.8859		0.0048		0.004		0.0217

				0.014		0.0047		3.027		0.0031		0.0049		0.0237

		10.0		0.016		0.005		3.1316		0.0023		0.0058		0.0258
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Point Estimate

LLCI

ULCI

God - Loving

Conditional Two-way Interaction Between Shame and Religious Identity



		Model  : 3

		Y  : ECR_M_V

		X  : TOSCASHA

		W  : Religion

		Z  : GOD10_L

		Sample

		Size:  187

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		ECR_M_V

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.3790      .1437      .6300     4.2896     7.0000   179.0000      .0002

		Model

				coeff		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		constant		0.6854		1.8227		0.3761		0.7073		-2.9112		4.2821

		TOSCASHA		0.0944		0.054		1.7491		0.082		-0.0121		0.201

		Religion		0.4646		0.23		2.0203		0.0448		0.0108		0.9184

		Int_1		-0.0138		0.0066		-2.086		0.0384		-0.0268		-0.0007

		GOD10_L		0.4478		0.2061		2.1732		0.0311		0.0412		0.8545

		Int_2		-0.0112		0.006		-1.8548		0.0653		-0.023		0.0007

		Int_3		-0.0899		0.0279		-3.2259		0.0015		-0.1449		-0.0349

		Int_4		0.0025		0.0008		3.1874		0.0017		0.001		0.004

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion

		Int_2    :        TOSCASHA x        GOD10_L

		Int_3    :        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Int_4    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z      .0486    10.1592     1.0000   179.0000      .0017

		----------

		Focal predict: TOSCASHA (X)

		Mod var: Religion (W)

		Mod var: GOD10_L  (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		F		df1		df2		p

		6.3333		0.0021		0.6166		1		179		0.4334

		9.3333		0.0096		13.7527		1		179		0.0003

		10		0.0112		15.5519		1		179		0.0001

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		Religion		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1		6.3333		0.0258		0.0165		1.5623		0.12		-0.0068		0.0584

		1		9.3333		-0.0002		0.0096		-0.0183		0.9854		-0.0192		0.0189

		1		10		-0.006		0.0112		-0.5311		0.596		-0.0281		0.0162

		2		6.3333		0.0279		0.015		1.8627		0.0641		-0.0017		0.0574

		2		9.3333		0.0094		0.0085		1.1064		0.27		-0.0073		0.0261

		2		10		0.0053		0.0099		0.534		0.594		-0.0142		0.0248

		3		6.3333		0.0299		0.0137		2.1801		0.0306		0.0028		0.057

		3		9.3333		0.0189		0.008		2.3683		0.0189		0.0032		0.0347

		3		10		0.0165		0.0093		1.783		0.0763		-0.0018		0.0347

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		TOSCASHA   Religion   GOD10_L    ECR_M_V    .

		BEGIN DATA.

		27.08		1		6.3333		4.1158

		36		1		6.3333		4.346

		44		1		6.3333		4.5525

		27.08		1		9.3333		4.4861

		36		1		9.3333		4.4845

		44		1		9.3333		4.4831

		27.08		1		10		4.5684

		36		1		10		4.5153

		44		1		10		4.4677

		27.08		2		6.3333		4.0669

		36		2		6.3333		4.3154

		44		2		6.3333		4.5382

		27.08		2		9.3333		4.3706

		36		2		9.3333		4.4543

		44		2		9.3333		4.5293

		27.08		2		10		4.4381

		36		2		10		4.4852

		44		2		10		4.5273

		27.08		3		6.3333		4.0179

		36		3		6.3333		4.2847

		44		3		6.3333		4.524

		27.08		3		9.3333		4.2552

		36		3		9.3333		4.424

		44		3		9.3333		4.5755

		27.08		3		10		4.3079

		36		3		10		4.455

		44		3		10		4.587

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		TOSCASHA WITH     ECR_M_V  BY       Religion /PANEL   ROWVAR=  GOD10_L  .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.
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		Run MATRIX procedure:

		***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 4.0 *****************

		Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com

		Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

		**************************************************************************

		Model  : 3

		Y  : DP

		X  : EE

		W  : PA

		Z  : Awarness

		Sample

		Size:  120

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		DP

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.738       .544     12.432     19.121      7.000    112.000       .000

		Model

		coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		constant     65.566     35.317      1.856       .066     -4.410    135.543

		EE           -3.124      1.340     -2.331       .022     -5.780      -.468

		PA           -1.523       .888     -1.714       .089     -3.282       .237

		Int_1          .091       .035      2.616       .010       .022       .159

		Awarness    -16.497      8.718     -1.892       .061    -33.771       .777

		Int_2          .933       .338      2.759       .007       .263      1.604

		Int_3          .390       .216      1.805       .074      -.038       .818

		Int_4         -.025       .009     -2.897       .005      -.042      -.008

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        EE       x        PA

		Int_2    :        EE       x        Awarness

		Int_3    :        PA       x        Awarness

		Int_4    :        EE       x        PA       x        Awarness

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z       .034      8.395      1.000    112.000       .005

		----------

		Focal predict: EE       (X)

		Mod var: PA       (W)

		Mod var: Awarness (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		Awarness     Effect          F        df1        df2          p

		3.196       .011      1.514      1.000    112.000       .221

		4.079      -.012      4.128      1.000    112.000       .045

		4.718      -.027     10.194      1.000    112.000       .002

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		PA   Awarness     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		33.000      3.196       .209       .059      3.517       .001       .091       .326

		33.000      4.079       .303       .048      6.383       .000       .209       .398

		33.000      4.718       .372       .078      4.747       .000       .217       .527

		41.000      3.196       .293       .058      5.055       .000       .178       .408

		41.000      4.079       .211       .038      5.609       .000       .137       .286

		41.000      4.718       .152       .053      2.880       .005       .047       .257

		45.000      3.196       .336       .083      4.055       .000       .172       .500

		45.000      4.079       .165       .050      3.281       .001       .065       .265

		45.000      4.718       .042       .068       .615       .540      -.093       .177

		Moderator value(s) defining Johnson-Neyman significance region(s):

		Value    % below    % above

		2.579      4.167     95.833

		4.066     50.000     50.000

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		Awarness     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		1.684       .048       .020      2.373       .019       .008       .089

		1.859       .044       .019      2.324       .022       .006       .082

		2.033       .040       .018      2.265       .025       .005       .074

		2.208       .035       .016      2.194       .030       .003       .067

		2.382       .031       .015      2.107       .037       .002       .060

		2.557       .027       .013      1.997       .048       .000       .053

		2.579       .026       .013      1.981       .050       .000       .052

		2.731       .022       .012      1.858       .066      -.001       .046

		2.906       .018       .011      1.677       .096      -.003       .039

		3.080       .013       .009      1.436       .154      -.005       .032

		3.255       .009       .008      1.108       .270      -.007       .025

		3.429       .005       .007       .661       .510      -.009       .019

		3.604       .000       .006       .061       .952      -.012       .013

		3.778      -.004       .006      -.690       .492      -.015       .007

		3.953      -.008       .006     -1.501       .136      -.019       .003

		4.066      -.011       .006     -1.981       .050      -.022       .000

		4.127      -.013       .006     -2.210       .029      -.024      -.001

		4.302      -.017       .006     -2.707       .008      -.030      -.005

		4.476      -.021       .007     -3.001       .003      -.036      -.007

		4.651      -.026       .008     -3.157       .002      -.042      -.010

		4.825      -.030       .009     -3.232       .002      -.049      -.012

		5.000      -.035       .011     -3.263       .001      -.056      -.014

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		EE         PA         Awarness   DP         .

		BEGIN DATA.

		10.360     33.000      3.196      5.871

		19.500     33.000      3.196      7.777

		33.640     33.000      3.196     10.725

		10.360     33.000      4.079      3.644

		19.500     33.000      4.079      6.417

		33.640     33.000      4.079     10.707

		10.360     33.000      4.718      2.033

		19.500     33.000      4.718      5.433

		33.640     33.000      4.718     10.693

		10.360     41.000      3.196      4.535

		19.500     41.000      3.196      7.216

		33.640     41.000      3.196     11.364

		10.360     41.000      4.079      3.231

		19.500     41.000      4.079      5.162

		33.640     41.000      4.079      8.150

		10.360     41.000      4.718      2.287

		19.500     41.000      4.718      3.676

		33.640     41.000      4.718      5.825

		10.360     45.000      3.196      3.868

		19.500     45.000      3.196      6.936

		33.640     45.000      3.196     11.683

		10.360     45.000      4.079      3.024

		19.500     45.000      4.079      4.535

		33.640     45.000      4.079      6.872

		10.360     45.000      4.718      2.414

		19.500     45.000      4.718      2.798

		33.640     45.000      4.718      3.392

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		EE       WITH     DP       BY       PA       /PANEL   ROWVAR=  Awarness .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		------ END MATRIX -----

		Run MATRIX procedure:

		***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 4.0 *****************

		Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com

		Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

		**************************************************************************

		Model  : 3

		Y  : ECR_M_V

		X  : TOSCASHA

		W  : Religion

		Z  : GOD10_L

		Sample

		Size:  107

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		ECR_M_V

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.3660      .1339      .7217     2.1873     7.0000    99.0000      .0416

		Model

		coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		constant      .1868     2.6122      .0715      .9431    -4.9963     5.3699

		TOSCASHA      .1000      .0771     1.2977      .1974     -.0529      .2529

		Religion      .6395      .3052     2.0954      .0387      .0339     1.2451

		Int_1        -.0168      .0086    -1.9604      .0528     -.0338      .0002

		GOD10_L       .5737      .2900     1.9782      .0507     -.0018     1.1492

		Int_2        -.0135      .0084    -1.6010      .1126     -.0302      .0032

		Int_3        -.1274      .0409    -3.1132      .0024     -.2086     -.0462

		Int_4         .0033      .0011     2.9640      .0038      .0011      .0054

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion

		Int_2    :        TOSCASHA x        GOD10_L

		Int_3    :        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Int_4    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Covariance matrix of regression parameter estimates:

		constant   TOSCASHA   Religion      Int_1    GOD10_L      Int_2      Int_3      Int_4

		constant     6.8234     -.1962     -.6320      .0180     -.7342      .0210      .0702     -.0020

		TOSCASHA     -.1962      .0059      .0180     -.0005      .0210     -.0006     -.0020      .0001

		Religion     -.6320      .0180      .0931     -.0025      .0693     -.0020     -.0109      .0003

		Int_1         .0180     -.0005     -.0025      .0001     -.0020      .0001      .0003      .0000

		GOD10_L      -.7342      .0210      .0693     -.0020      .0841     -.0024     -.0088      .0002

		Int_2         .0210     -.0006     -.0020      .0001     -.0024      .0001      .0002      .0000

		Int_3         .0702     -.0020     -.0109      .0003     -.0088      .0002      .0017      .0000

		Int_4        -.0020      .0001      .0003      .0000      .0002      .0000      .0000      .0000

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z      .0769     8.7852     1.0000    99.0000      .0038

		----------

		Focal predict: TOSCASHA (X)

		Mod var: Religion (W)

		Mod var: GOD10_L  (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		GOD10_L     Effect          F        df1        df2          p

		6.4267      .0041     1.1565     1.0000    99.0000      .2848

		9.6667      .0147     9.3469     1.0000    99.0000      .0029

		10.0000      .0158     9.8066     1.0000    99.0000      .0023

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		Religion    GOD10_L     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		1.0000     6.4267      .0174      .0241      .7198      .4733     -.0305      .0652

		1.0000     9.6667     -.0158      .0146    -1.0867      .2798     -.0447      .0131

		1.0000    10.0000     -.0192      .0156    -1.2337      .2203     -.0502      .0117

		2.0000     6.4267      .0215      .0219      .9845      .3273     -.0218      .0649

		2.0000     9.6667     -.0011      .0126     -.0874      .9305     -.0261      .0239

		2.0000    10.0000     -.0034      .0135     -.2538      .8001     -.0302      .0234

		3.0000     6.4267      .0257      .0201     1.2787      .2040     -.0142      .0655

		3.0000     9.6667      .0136      .0123     1.1066      .2712     -.0108      .0380

		3.0000    10.0000      .0124      .0131      .9423      .3483     -.0137      .0384

		Moderator value(s) defining Johnson-Neyman significance region(s):

		Value    % below    % above

		7.4947    18.6916    81.3084

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1		-0.0136		0.0076		-1.7818		0.0778		-0.0287		0.0015

		1.45		-0.0121		0.0072		-1.6828		0.0956		-0.0263		0.0022

		1.9		-0.0106		0.0068		-1.5692		0.1198		-0.0241		0.0028

		2.35		-0.0092		0.0064		-1.4381		0.1536		-0.0218		0.0035

		2.8		-0.0077		0.006		-1.2862		0.2014		-0.0195		0.0042

		3.25		-0.0062		0.0056		-1.1099		0.2697		-0.0173		0.0049

		3.7		-0.0048		0.0052		-0.9049		0.3677		-0.0152		0.0057

		4.15		-0.0033		0.0049		-0.6669		0.5064		-0.013		0.0065

		4.6		-0.0018		0.0046		-0.3925		0.6955		-0.011		0.0074

		5.05		-0.0003		0.0044		-0.0795		0.9368		-0.009		0.0083

		5.5		0.0011		0.0041		0.2708		0.7871		-0.0071		0.0093

		5.95		0.0026		0.004		0.6519		0.516		-0.0053		0.0105

		6.4		0.0041		0.0039		1.0515		0.2956		-0.0036		0.0117

		6.85		0.0055		0.0038		1.4514		0.1498		-0.002		0.0131

		7.3		0.007		0.0038		1.831		0.0701		-0.0006		0.0146

		7.4947		0.0076		0.0038		1.9842		0.05		0		0.0153

		7.75		0.0085		0.0039		2.1722		0.0322		0.0007		0.0162

		8.2		0.0099		0.004		2.4632		0.0155		0.0019		0.0179

		8.65		0.0114		0.0042		2.7002		0.0082		0.003		0.0198

		9.1		0.0129		0.0045		2.8859		0.0048		0.004		0.0217

		9.55		0.0143		0.0047		3.027		0.0031		0.0049		0.0237

		10		0.0158		0.005		3.1316		0.0023		0.0058		0.0258

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		TOSCASHA   Religion   GOD10_L    ECR_M_V    .

		BEGIN DATA.

		31		1		6.4267		4.2329

		39		1		6.4267		4.3718

		46		1		6.4267		4.4934

		31		1		9.6667		4.6503

		39		1		9.6667		4.5238

		46		1		9.6667		4.4131

		31		1		10		4.6933

		39		1		10		4.5394

		46		1		10		4.4048

		31		2		6.4267		4.182

		39		2		6.4267		4.3541

		46		2		6.4267		4.5046

		31		2		9.6667		4.5142

		39		2		9.6667		4.5054

		46		2		9.6667		4.4977

		31		2		10		4.5484

		39		2		10		4.521

		46		2		10		4.497

		31		3		6.4267		4.1311

		39		3		6.4267		4.3363

		46		3		6.4267		4.5159

		31		3		9.6667		4.3782

		39		3		9.6667		4.4871

		46		3		9.6667		4.5824

		31		3		10		4.4036

		39		3		10		4.5026

		46		3		10		4.5892

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		TOSCASHA WITH     ECR_M_V  BY       Religion /PANEL   ROWVAR=  GOD10_L  .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		------ END MATRIX -----
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		DATA LIST F		REE/

		TOSCA Shame		Religious Identity		God-Loving		Avoidant Attachment to Mother

		Low		Low		Low		4.1158

		Moderate		Low		Low		4.346

		High		Low		Low		4.5525

		Low		Low		Moderate		4.4861

		Moderate		Low		Moderate		4.4845

		High		Low		Moderate		4.4831

		Low		Low		High		4.5684

		Moderate		Low		High		4.5153

		High		Low		High		4.4677

		Low		Moderate		Low		4.0669

		Moderate		Moderate		Low		4.3154

		High		Moderate		Low		4.5382

		Low		Moderate		Moderate		4.3706

		Moderate		Moderate		Moderate		4.4543

		High		Moderate		Moderate		4.5293

		Low		Moderate		High		4.4381

		Moderate		Moderate		High		4.4852

		High		Moderate		High		4.5273

		Low		High		Low		4.0179

		Moderate		High		Low		4.2847

		High		High		Low		4.524

		Low		High		Moderate		4.2552

		Moderate		High		Moderate		4.424

		High		High		Moderate		4.5755

		Low		High		High		4.3079

		Moderate		High		High		4.455

		High		High		High		4.587

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		EE       WITH     DP       BY       PA       /PANEL   ROWVAR=  Awarness .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		NOTE: The following variables were mean centered prior to analysis:

		PA       Awarness EE

		------ END MATRIX -----

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1.00		-0.014		0.0076		-1.7818		0.0778		-0.0287		0.0015

				-0.012		0.0072		-1.6828		0.0956		-0.0263		0.0022

				-0.011		0.0068		-1.5692		0.1198		-0.0241		0.0028

				-0.009		0.0064		-1.4381		0.1536		-0.0218		0.0035

				-0.008		0.006		-1.2862		0.2014		-0.0195		0.0042

				-0.006		0.0056		-1.1099		0.2697		-0.0173		0.0049

				-0.005		0.0052		-0.9049		0.3677		-0.0152		0.0057

				-0.003		0.0049		-0.6669		0.5064		-0.013		0.0065

				-0.002		0.0046		-0.3925		0.6955		-0.011		0.0074

				-0.000		0.0044		-0.0795		0.9368		-0.009		0.0083

				0.001		0.0041		0.2708		0.7871		-0.0071		0.0093

				0.003		0.004		0.6519		0.516		-0.0053		0.0105

				0.004		0.0039		1.0515		0.2956		-0.0036		0.0117

				0.006		0.0038		1.4514		0.1498		-0.002		0.0131

				0.007		0.0038		1.831		0.0701		-0.0006		0.0146

		7.49		0.008		0.0038		1.9842		0.05		0		0.0153

				0.009		0.0039		2.1722		0.0322		0.0007		0.0162

				0.010		0.004		2.4632		0.0155		0.0019		0.0179

				0.011		0.0042		2.7002		0.0082		0.003		0.0198

				0.013		0.0045		2.8859		0.0048		0.004		0.0217

				0.014		0.0047		3.027		0.0031		0.0049		0.0237

		10.0		0.016		0.005		3.1316		0.0023		0.0058		0.0258





Builder

		



Low

Moderate

High

Shame

Avoidant Attachment to Mother

Model 3: Effect of Shame on Avoidant Attachment to Mother at 16th, 50th, and 84th Percentiles of God as Loving for Protestants



model 3 group

		



Low

Moderate

High

Shame

Avoidant Attachment to Mother

Model 3: Effect of Shame on Avoidant Attachment to Mother at 16th, 50th, and 84th Percentiles of God as Loving  for Catholics



Sheet1

		



Low

Moderate

High

Shame

Avoidant Attachment to Mother

Model 3 Effect of Shame on Avoidant Attachment to Mother at 16th, 50th, and 84th Percentiles of God as Loving for Christians (Non-Denominational)



Example 1

		



Point Estimate

LLCI

ULCI

God - Loving

Conditional Two-way Interaction Between Shame and Religious Identity



		Model  : 3

		Y  : ECR_M_V

		X  : TOSCASHA

		W  : Religion

		Z  : GOD10_L

		Sample

		Size:  187

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		ECR_M_V

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.3790      .1437      .6300     4.2896     7.0000   179.0000      .0002

		Model

				coeff		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		constant		0.6854		1.8227		0.3761		0.7073		-2.9112		4.2821

		TOSCASHA		0.0944		0.054		1.7491		0.082		-0.0121		0.201

		Religion		0.4646		0.23		2.0203		0.0448		0.0108		0.9184

		Int_1		-0.0138		0.0066		-2.086		0.0384		-0.0268		-0.0007

		GOD10_L		0.4478		0.2061		2.1732		0.0311		0.0412		0.8545

		Int_2		-0.0112		0.006		-1.8548		0.0653		-0.023		0.0007

		Int_3		-0.0899		0.0279		-3.2259		0.0015		-0.1449		-0.0349

		Int_4		0.0025		0.0008		3.1874		0.0017		0.001		0.004

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion

		Int_2    :        TOSCASHA x        GOD10_L

		Int_3    :        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Int_4    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z      .0486    10.1592     1.0000   179.0000      .0017

		----------

		Focal predict: TOSCASHA (X)

		Mod var: Religion (W)

		Mod var: GOD10_L  (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		F		df1		df2		p

		6.3333		0.0021		0.6166		1		179		0.4334

		9.3333		0.0096		13.7527		1		179		0.0003

		10		0.0112		15.5519		1		179		0.0001

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		Religion		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1		6.3333		0.0258		0.0165		1.5623		0.12		-0.0068		0.0584

		1		9.3333		-0.0002		0.0096		-0.0183		0.9854		-0.0192		0.0189

		1		10		-0.006		0.0112		-0.5311		0.596		-0.0281		0.0162

		2		6.3333		0.0279		0.015		1.8627		0.0641		-0.0017		0.0574

		2		9.3333		0.0094		0.0085		1.1064		0.27		-0.0073		0.0261

		2		10		0.0053		0.0099		0.534		0.594		-0.0142		0.0248

		3		6.3333		0.0299		0.0137		2.1801		0.0306		0.0028		0.057

		3		9.3333		0.0189		0.008		2.3683		0.0189		0.0032		0.0347

		3		10		0.0165		0.0093		1.783		0.0763		-0.0018		0.0347

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		TOSCASHA   Religion   GOD10_L    ECR_M_V    .

		BEGIN DATA.

		27.08		1		6.3333		4.1158

		36		1		6.3333		4.346

		44		1		6.3333		4.5525

		27.08		1		9.3333		4.4861

		36		1		9.3333		4.4845

		44		1		9.3333		4.4831

		27.08		1		10		4.5684

		36		1		10		4.5153

		44		1		10		4.4677

		27.08		2		6.3333		4.0669

		36		2		6.3333		4.3154

		44		2		6.3333		4.5382

		27.08		2		9.3333		4.3706

		36		2		9.3333		4.4543

		44		2		9.3333		4.5293

		27.08		2		10		4.4381

		36		2		10		4.4852

		44		2		10		4.5273

		27.08		3		6.3333		4.0179

		36		3		6.3333		4.2847

		44		3		6.3333		4.524

		27.08		3		9.3333		4.2552

		36		3		9.3333		4.424

		44		3		9.3333		4.5755

		27.08		3		10		4.3079

		36		3		10		4.455

		44		3		10		4.587

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		TOSCASHA WITH     ECR_M_V  BY       Religion /PANEL   ROWVAR=  GOD10_L  .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.
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		Run MATRIX procedure:

		***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 4.0 *****************

		Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com

		Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

		**************************************************************************

		Model  : 3

		Y  : DP

		X  : EE

		W  : PA

		Z  : Awarness

		Sample

		Size:  120

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		DP

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.738       .544     12.432     19.121      7.000    112.000       .000

		Model

		coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		constant     65.566     35.317      1.856       .066     -4.410    135.543

		EE           -3.124      1.340     -2.331       .022     -5.780      -.468

		PA           -1.523       .888     -1.714       .089     -3.282       .237

		Int_1          .091       .035      2.616       .010       .022       .159

		Awarness    -16.497      8.718     -1.892       .061    -33.771       .777

		Int_2          .933       .338      2.759       .007       .263      1.604

		Int_3          .390       .216      1.805       .074      -.038       .818

		Int_4         -.025       .009     -2.897       .005      -.042      -.008

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        EE       x        PA

		Int_2    :        EE       x        Awarness

		Int_3    :        PA       x        Awarness

		Int_4    :        EE       x        PA       x        Awarness

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z       .034      8.395      1.000    112.000       .005

		----------

		Focal predict: EE       (X)

		Mod var: PA       (W)

		Mod var: Awarness (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		Awarness     Effect          F        df1        df2          p

		3.196       .011      1.514      1.000    112.000       .221

		4.079      -.012      4.128      1.000    112.000       .045

		4.718      -.027     10.194      1.000    112.000       .002

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		PA   Awarness     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		33.000      3.196       .209       .059      3.517       .001       .091       .326

		33.000      4.079       .303       .048      6.383       .000       .209       .398

		33.000      4.718       .372       .078      4.747       .000       .217       .527

		41.000      3.196       .293       .058      5.055       .000       .178       .408

		41.000      4.079       .211       .038      5.609       .000       .137       .286

		41.000      4.718       .152       .053      2.880       .005       .047       .257

		45.000      3.196       .336       .083      4.055       .000       .172       .500

		45.000      4.079       .165       .050      3.281       .001       .065       .265

		45.000      4.718       .042       .068       .615       .540      -.093       .177

		Moderator value(s) defining Johnson-Neyman significance region(s):

		Value    % below    % above

		2.579      4.167     95.833

		4.066     50.000     50.000

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		Awarness     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		1.684       .048       .020      2.373       .019       .008       .089

		1.859       .044       .019      2.324       .022       .006       .082

		2.033       .040       .018      2.265       .025       .005       .074

		2.208       .035       .016      2.194       .030       .003       .067

		2.382       .031       .015      2.107       .037       .002       .060

		2.557       .027       .013      1.997       .048       .000       .053

		2.579       .026       .013      1.981       .050       .000       .052

		2.731       .022       .012      1.858       .066      -.001       .046

		2.906       .018       .011      1.677       .096      -.003       .039

		3.080       .013       .009      1.436       .154      -.005       .032

		3.255       .009       .008      1.108       .270      -.007       .025

		3.429       .005       .007       .661       .510      -.009       .019

		3.604       .000       .006       .061       .952      -.012       .013

		3.778      -.004       .006      -.690       .492      -.015       .007

		3.953      -.008       .006     -1.501       .136      -.019       .003

		4.066      -.011       .006     -1.981       .050      -.022       .000

		4.127      -.013       .006     -2.210       .029      -.024      -.001

		4.302      -.017       .006     -2.707       .008      -.030      -.005

		4.476      -.021       .007     -3.001       .003      -.036      -.007

		4.651      -.026       .008     -3.157       .002      -.042      -.010

		4.825      -.030       .009     -3.232       .002      -.049      -.012

		5.000      -.035       .011     -3.263       .001      -.056      -.014

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		EE         PA         Awarness   DP         .

		BEGIN DATA.

		10.360     33.000      3.196      5.871

		19.500     33.000      3.196      7.777

		33.640     33.000      3.196     10.725

		10.360     33.000      4.079      3.644

		19.500     33.000      4.079      6.417

		33.640     33.000      4.079     10.707

		10.360     33.000      4.718      2.033

		19.500     33.000      4.718      5.433

		33.640     33.000      4.718     10.693

		10.360     41.000      3.196      4.535

		19.500     41.000      3.196      7.216

		33.640     41.000      3.196     11.364

		10.360     41.000      4.079      3.231

		19.500     41.000      4.079      5.162

		33.640     41.000      4.079      8.150

		10.360     41.000      4.718      2.287

		19.500     41.000      4.718      3.676

		33.640     41.000      4.718      5.825

		10.360     45.000      3.196      3.868

		19.500     45.000      3.196      6.936

		33.640     45.000      3.196     11.683

		10.360     45.000      4.079      3.024

		19.500     45.000      4.079      4.535

		33.640     45.000      4.079      6.872

		10.360     45.000      4.718      2.414

		19.500     45.000      4.718      2.798

		33.640     45.000      4.718      3.392

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		EE       WITH     DP       BY       PA       /PANEL   ROWVAR=  Awarness .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		------ END MATRIX -----

		Run MATRIX procedure:

		***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 4.0 *****************

		Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com

		Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

		**************************************************************************

		Model  : 3

		Y  : ECR_M_V

		X  : TOSCASHA

		W  : Religion

		Z  : GOD10_L

		Sample

		Size:  107

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		ECR_M_V

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.3660      .1339      .7217     2.1873     7.0000    99.0000      .0416

		Model

		coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		constant      .1868     2.6122      .0715      .9431    -4.9963     5.3699

		TOSCASHA      .1000      .0771     1.2977      .1974     -.0529      .2529

		Religion      .6395      .3052     2.0954      .0387      .0339     1.2451

		Int_1        -.0168      .0086    -1.9604      .0528     -.0338      .0002

		GOD10_L       .5737      .2900     1.9782      .0507     -.0018     1.1492

		Int_2        -.0135      .0084    -1.6010      .1126     -.0302      .0032

		Int_3        -.1274      .0409    -3.1132      .0024     -.2086     -.0462

		Int_4         .0033      .0011     2.9640      .0038      .0011      .0054

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion

		Int_2    :        TOSCASHA x        GOD10_L

		Int_3    :        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Int_4    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Covariance matrix of regression parameter estimates:

		constant   TOSCASHA   Religion      Int_1    GOD10_L      Int_2      Int_3      Int_4

		constant     6.8234     -.1962     -.6320      .0180     -.7342      .0210      .0702     -.0020

		TOSCASHA     -.1962      .0059      .0180     -.0005      .0210     -.0006     -.0020      .0001

		Religion     -.6320      .0180      .0931     -.0025      .0693     -.0020     -.0109      .0003

		Int_1         .0180     -.0005     -.0025      .0001     -.0020      .0001      .0003      .0000

		GOD10_L      -.7342      .0210      .0693     -.0020      .0841     -.0024     -.0088      .0002

		Int_2         .0210     -.0006     -.0020      .0001     -.0024      .0001      .0002      .0000

		Int_3         .0702     -.0020     -.0109      .0003     -.0088      .0002      .0017      .0000

		Int_4        -.0020      .0001      .0003      .0000      .0002      .0000      .0000      .0000

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z      .0769     8.7852     1.0000    99.0000      .0038

		----------

		Focal predict: TOSCASHA (X)

		Mod var: Religion (W)

		Mod var: GOD10_L  (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		GOD10_L     Effect          F        df1        df2          p

		6.4267      .0041     1.1565     1.0000    99.0000      .2848

		9.6667      .0147     9.3469     1.0000    99.0000      .0029

		10.0000      .0158     9.8066     1.0000    99.0000      .0023

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		Religion    GOD10_L     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		1.0000     6.4267      .0174      .0241      .7198      .4733     -.0305      .0652

		1.0000     9.6667     -.0158      .0146    -1.0867      .2798     -.0447      .0131

		1.0000    10.0000     -.0192      .0156    -1.2337      .2203     -.0502      .0117

		2.0000     6.4267      .0215      .0219      .9845      .3273     -.0218      .0649

		2.0000     9.6667     -.0011      .0126     -.0874      .9305     -.0261      .0239

		2.0000    10.0000     -.0034      .0135     -.2538      .8001     -.0302      .0234

		3.0000     6.4267      .0257      .0201     1.2787      .2040     -.0142      .0655

		3.0000     9.6667      .0136      .0123     1.1066      .2712     -.0108      .0380

		3.0000    10.0000      .0124      .0131      .9423      .3483     -.0137      .0384

		Moderator value(s) defining Johnson-Neyman significance region(s):

		Value    % below    % above

		7.4947    18.6916    81.3084

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1		-0.0136		0.0076		-1.7818		0.0778		-0.0287		0.0015

		1.45		-0.0121		0.0072		-1.6828		0.0956		-0.0263		0.0022

		1.9		-0.0106		0.0068		-1.5692		0.1198		-0.0241		0.0028

		2.35		-0.0092		0.0064		-1.4381		0.1536		-0.0218		0.0035

		2.8		-0.0077		0.006		-1.2862		0.2014		-0.0195		0.0042

		3.25		-0.0062		0.0056		-1.1099		0.2697		-0.0173		0.0049

		3.7		-0.0048		0.0052		-0.9049		0.3677		-0.0152		0.0057

		4.15		-0.0033		0.0049		-0.6669		0.5064		-0.013		0.0065

		4.6		-0.0018		0.0046		-0.3925		0.6955		-0.011		0.0074

		5.05		-0.0003		0.0044		-0.0795		0.9368		-0.009		0.0083

		5.5		0.0011		0.0041		0.2708		0.7871		-0.0071		0.0093

		5.95		0.0026		0.004		0.6519		0.516		-0.0053		0.0105

		6.4		0.0041		0.0039		1.0515		0.2956		-0.0036		0.0117

		6.85		0.0055		0.0038		1.4514		0.1498		-0.002		0.0131

		7.3		0.007		0.0038		1.831		0.0701		-0.0006		0.0146

		7.4947		0.0076		0.0038		1.9842		0.05		0		0.0153

		7.75		0.0085		0.0039		2.1722		0.0322		0.0007		0.0162

		8.2		0.0099		0.004		2.4632		0.0155		0.0019		0.0179

		8.65		0.0114		0.0042		2.7002		0.0082		0.003		0.0198

		9.1		0.0129		0.0045		2.8859		0.0048		0.004		0.0217

		9.55		0.0143		0.0047		3.027		0.0031		0.0049		0.0237

		10		0.0158		0.005		3.1316		0.0023		0.0058		0.0258

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		TOSCASHA   Religion   GOD10_L    ECR_M_V    .

		BEGIN DATA.

		31		1		6.4267		4.2329

		39		1		6.4267		4.3718

		46		1		6.4267		4.4934

		31		1		9.6667		4.6503

		39		1		9.6667		4.5238

		46		1		9.6667		4.4131

		31		1		10		4.6933

		39		1		10		4.5394

		46		1		10		4.4048

		31		2		6.4267		4.182

		39		2		6.4267		4.3541

		46		2		6.4267		4.5046

		31		2		9.6667		4.5142

		39		2		9.6667		4.5054

		46		2		9.6667		4.4977

		31		2		10		4.5484

		39		2		10		4.521

		46		2		10		4.497

		31		3		6.4267		4.1311

		39		3		6.4267		4.3363

		46		3		6.4267		4.5159

		31		3		9.6667		4.3782

		39		3		9.6667		4.4871

		46		3		9.6667		4.5824

		31		3		10		4.4036

		39		3		10		4.5026

		46		3		10		4.5892

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		TOSCASHA WITH     ECR_M_V  BY       Religion /PANEL   ROWVAR=  GOD10_L  .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		------ END MATRIX -----
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		DATA LIST F		REE/

		TOSCA Shame		Religious Identity		God-Loving		Avoidant Attachment to Mother

		Low		Low		Low		4.1158

		Moderate		Low		Low		4.346

		High		Low		Low		4.5525

		Low		Low		Moderate		4.4861

		Moderate		Low		Moderate		4.4845

		High		Low		Moderate		4.4831

		Low		Low		High		4.5684

		Moderate		Low		High		4.5153

		High		Low		High		4.4677

		Low		Moderate		Low		4.0669

		Moderate		Moderate		Low		4.3154

		High		Moderate		Low		4.5382

		Low		Moderate		Moderate		4.3706

		Moderate		Moderate		Moderate		4.4543

		High		Moderate		Moderate		4.5293

		Low		Moderate		High		4.4381

		Moderate		Moderate		High		4.4852

		High		Moderate		High		4.5273

		Low		High		Low		4.0179

		Moderate		High		Low		4.2847

		High		High		Low		4.524

		Low		High		Moderate		4.2552

		Moderate		High		Moderate		4.424

		High		High		Moderate		4.5755

		Low		High		High		4.3079

		Moderate		High		High		4.455

		High		High		High		4.587

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		EE       WITH     DP       BY       PA       /PANEL   ROWVAR=  Awarness .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		NOTE: The following variables were mean centered prior to analysis:

		PA       Awarness EE

		------ END MATRIX -----

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1.00		-0.014		0.0076		-1.7818		0.0778		-0.0287		0.0015

				-0.012		0.0072		-1.6828		0.0956		-0.0263		0.0022

				-0.011		0.0068		-1.5692		0.1198		-0.0241		0.0028

				-0.009		0.0064		-1.4381		0.1536		-0.0218		0.0035

				-0.008		0.006		-1.2862		0.2014		-0.0195		0.0042

				-0.006		0.0056		-1.1099		0.2697		-0.0173		0.0049

				-0.005		0.0052		-0.9049		0.3677		-0.0152		0.0057

				-0.003		0.0049		-0.6669		0.5064		-0.013		0.0065

				-0.002		0.0046		-0.3925		0.6955		-0.011		0.0074

				-0.000		0.0044		-0.0795		0.9368		-0.009		0.0083

				0.001		0.0041		0.2708		0.7871		-0.0071		0.0093

				0.003		0.004		0.6519		0.516		-0.0053		0.0105

				0.004		0.0039		1.0515		0.2956		-0.0036		0.0117

				0.006		0.0038		1.4514		0.1498		-0.002		0.0131

				0.007		0.0038		1.831		0.0701		-0.0006		0.0146

		7.49		0.008		0.0038		1.9842		0.05		0		0.0153

				0.009		0.0039		2.1722		0.0322		0.0007		0.0162

				0.010		0.004		2.4632		0.0155		0.0019		0.0179

				0.011		0.0042		2.7002		0.0082		0.003		0.0198

				0.013		0.0045		2.8859		0.0048		0.004		0.0217

				0.014		0.0047		3.027		0.0031		0.0049		0.0237

		10.0		0.016		0.005		3.1316		0.0023		0.0058		0.0258
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Conditional Two-way Interaction Between Shame and Religious Identity



		Model  : 3

		Y  : ECR_M_V

		X  : TOSCASHA

		W  : Religion

		Z  : GOD10_L

		Sample

		Size:  187

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		ECR_M_V

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.3790      .1437      .6300     4.2896     7.0000   179.0000      .0002

		Model

				coeff		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		constant		0.6854		1.8227		0.3761		0.7073		-2.9112		4.2821

		TOSCASHA		0.0944		0.054		1.7491		0.082		-0.0121		0.201

		Religion		0.4646		0.23		2.0203		0.0448		0.0108		0.9184

		Int_1		-0.0138		0.0066		-2.086		0.0384		-0.0268		-0.0007

		GOD10_L		0.4478		0.2061		2.1732		0.0311		0.0412		0.8545

		Int_2		-0.0112		0.006		-1.8548		0.0653		-0.023		0.0007

		Int_3		-0.0899		0.0279		-3.2259		0.0015		-0.1449		-0.0349

		Int_4		0.0025		0.0008		3.1874		0.0017		0.001		0.004

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion

		Int_2    :        TOSCASHA x        GOD10_L

		Int_3    :        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Int_4    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z      .0486    10.1592     1.0000   179.0000      .0017

		----------

		Focal predict: TOSCASHA (X)

		Mod var: Religion (W)

		Mod var: GOD10_L  (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		F		df1		df2		p

		6.3333		0.0021		0.6166		1		179		0.4334

		9.3333		0.0096		13.7527		1		179		0.0003

		10		0.0112		15.5519		1		179		0.0001

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		Religion		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1		6.3333		0.0258		0.0165		1.5623		0.12		-0.0068		0.0584

		1		9.3333		-0.0002		0.0096		-0.0183		0.9854		-0.0192		0.0189

		1		10		-0.006		0.0112		-0.5311		0.596		-0.0281		0.0162

		2		6.3333		0.0279		0.015		1.8627		0.0641		-0.0017		0.0574

		2		9.3333		0.0094		0.0085		1.1064		0.27		-0.0073		0.0261

		2		10		0.0053		0.0099		0.534		0.594		-0.0142		0.0248

		3		6.3333		0.0299		0.0137		2.1801		0.0306		0.0028		0.057

		3		9.3333		0.0189		0.008		2.3683		0.0189		0.0032		0.0347

		3		10		0.0165		0.0093		1.783		0.0763		-0.0018		0.0347

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		TOSCASHA   Religion   GOD10_L    ECR_M_V    .

		BEGIN DATA.

		27.08		1		6.3333		4.1158

		36		1		6.3333		4.346

		44		1		6.3333		4.5525

		27.08		1		9.3333		4.4861

		36		1		9.3333		4.4845

		44		1		9.3333		4.4831

		27.08		1		10		4.5684

		36		1		10		4.5153

		44		1		10		4.4677

		27.08		2		6.3333		4.0669

		36		2		6.3333		4.3154

		44		2		6.3333		4.5382

		27.08		2		9.3333		4.3706

		36		2		9.3333		4.4543

		44		2		9.3333		4.5293

		27.08		2		10		4.4381

		36		2		10		4.4852

		44		2		10		4.5273

		27.08		3		6.3333		4.0179

		36		3		6.3333		4.2847

		44		3		6.3333		4.524

		27.08		3		9.3333		4.2552

		36		3		9.3333		4.424

		44		3		9.3333		4.5755

		27.08		3		10		4.3079

		36		3		10		4.455

		44		3		10		4.587

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		TOSCASHA WITH     ECR_M_V  BY       Religion /PANEL   ROWVAR=  GOD10_L  .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.
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		Run MATRIX procedure:

		***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 4.0 *****************

		Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com

		Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

		**************************************************************************

		Model  : 3

		Y  : DP

		X  : EE

		W  : PA

		Z  : Awarness

		Sample

		Size:  120

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		DP

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.738       .544     12.432     19.121      7.000    112.000       .000

		Model

		coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		constant     65.566     35.317      1.856       .066     -4.410    135.543

		EE           -3.124      1.340     -2.331       .022     -5.780      -.468

		PA           -1.523       .888     -1.714       .089     -3.282       .237

		Int_1          .091       .035      2.616       .010       .022       .159

		Awarness    -16.497      8.718     -1.892       .061    -33.771       .777

		Int_2          .933       .338      2.759       .007       .263      1.604

		Int_3          .390       .216      1.805       .074      -.038       .818

		Int_4         -.025       .009     -2.897       .005      -.042      -.008

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        EE       x        PA

		Int_2    :        EE       x        Awarness

		Int_3    :        PA       x        Awarness

		Int_4    :        EE       x        PA       x        Awarness

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z       .034      8.395      1.000    112.000       .005

		----------

		Focal predict: EE       (X)

		Mod var: PA       (W)

		Mod var: Awarness (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		Awarness     Effect          F        df1        df2          p

		3.196       .011      1.514      1.000    112.000       .221

		4.079      -.012      4.128      1.000    112.000       .045

		4.718      -.027     10.194      1.000    112.000       .002

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		PA   Awarness     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		33.000      3.196       .209       .059      3.517       .001       .091       .326

		33.000      4.079       .303       .048      6.383       .000       .209       .398

		33.000      4.718       .372       .078      4.747       .000       .217       .527

		41.000      3.196       .293       .058      5.055       .000       .178       .408

		41.000      4.079       .211       .038      5.609       .000       .137       .286

		41.000      4.718       .152       .053      2.880       .005       .047       .257

		45.000      3.196       .336       .083      4.055       .000       .172       .500

		45.000      4.079       .165       .050      3.281       .001       .065       .265

		45.000      4.718       .042       .068       .615       .540      -.093       .177

		Moderator value(s) defining Johnson-Neyman significance region(s):

		Value    % below    % above

		2.579      4.167     95.833

		4.066     50.000     50.000

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		Awarness     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		1.684       .048       .020      2.373       .019       .008       .089

		1.859       .044       .019      2.324       .022       .006       .082

		2.033       .040       .018      2.265       .025       .005       .074

		2.208       .035       .016      2.194       .030       .003       .067

		2.382       .031       .015      2.107       .037       .002       .060

		2.557       .027       .013      1.997       .048       .000       .053

		2.579       .026       .013      1.981       .050       .000       .052

		2.731       .022       .012      1.858       .066      -.001       .046

		2.906       .018       .011      1.677       .096      -.003       .039

		3.080       .013       .009      1.436       .154      -.005       .032

		3.255       .009       .008      1.108       .270      -.007       .025

		3.429       .005       .007       .661       .510      -.009       .019

		3.604       .000       .006       .061       .952      -.012       .013

		3.778      -.004       .006      -.690       .492      -.015       .007

		3.953      -.008       .006     -1.501       .136      -.019       .003

		4.066      -.011       .006     -1.981       .050      -.022       .000

		4.127      -.013       .006     -2.210       .029      -.024      -.001

		4.302      -.017       .006     -2.707       .008      -.030      -.005

		4.476      -.021       .007     -3.001       .003      -.036      -.007

		4.651      -.026       .008     -3.157       .002      -.042      -.010

		4.825      -.030       .009     -3.232       .002      -.049      -.012

		5.000      -.035       .011     -3.263       .001      -.056      -.014

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		EE         PA         Awarness   DP         .

		BEGIN DATA.

		10.360     33.000      3.196      5.871

		19.500     33.000      3.196      7.777

		33.640     33.000      3.196     10.725

		10.360     33.000      4.079      3.644

		19.500     33.000      4.079      6.417

		33.640     33.000      4.079     10.707

		10.360     33.000      4.718      2.033

		19.500     33.000      4.718      5.433

		33.640     33.000      4.718     10.693

		10.360     41.000      3.196      4.535

		19.500     41.000      3.196      7.216

		33.640     41.000      3.196     11.364

		10.360     41.000      4.079      3.231

		19.500     41.000      4.079      5.162

		33.640     41.000      4.079      8.150

		10.360     41.000      4.718      2.287

		19.500     41.000      4.718      3.676

		33.640     41.000      4.718      5.825

		10.360     45.000      3.196      3.868

		19.500     45.000      3.196      6.936

		33.640     45.000      3.196     11.683

		10.360     45.000      4.079      3.024

		19.500     45.000      4.079      4.535

		33.640     45.000      4.079      6.872

		10.360     45.000      4.718      2.414

		19.500     45.000      4.718      2.798

		33.640     45.000      4.718      3.392

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		EE       WITH     DP       BY       PA       /PANEL   ROWVAR=  Awarness .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		------ END MATRIX -----

		Run MATRIX procedure:

		***************** PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 4.0 *****************

		Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D.       www.afhayes.com

		Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

		**************************************************************************

		Model  : 3

		Y  : ECR_M_V

		X  : TOSCASHA

		W  : Religion

		Z  : GOD10_L

		Sample

		Size:  107

		**************************************************************************

		OUTCOME VARIABLE:

		ECR_M_V

		Model Summary

		R       R-sq        MSE          F        df1        df2          p

		.3660      .1339      .7217     2.1873     7.0000    99.0000      .0416

		Model

		coeff         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		constant      .1868     2.6122      .0715      .9431    -4.9963     5.3699

		TOSCASHA      .1000      .0771     1.2977      .1974     -.0529      .2529

		Religion      .6395      .3052     2.0954      .0387      .0339     1.2451

		Int_1        -.0168      .0086    -1.9604      .0528     -.0338      .0002

		GOD10_L       .5737      .2900     1.9782      .0507     -.0018     1.1492

		Int_2        -.0135      .0084    -1.6010      .1126     -.0302      .0032

		Int_3        -.1274      .0409    -3.1132      .0024     -.2086     -.0462

		Int_4         .0033      .0011     2.9640      .0038      .0011      .0054

		Product terms key:

		Int_1    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion

		Int_2    :        TOSCASHA x        GOD10_L

		Int_3    :        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Int_4    :        TOSCASHA x        Religion x        GOD10_L

		Covariance matrix of regression parameter estimates:

		constant   TOSCASHA   Religion      Int_1    GOD10_L      Int_2      Int_3      Int_4

		constant     6.8234     -.1962     -.6320      .0180     -.7342      .0210      .0702     -.0020

		TOSCASHA     -.1962      .0059      .0180     -.0005      .0210     -.0006     -.0020      .0001

		Religion     -.6320      .0180      .0931     -.0025      .0693     -.0020     -.0109      .0003

		Int_1         .0180     -.0005     -.0025      .0001     -.0020      .0001      .0003      .0000

		GOD10_L      -.7342      .0210      .0693     -.0020      .0841     -.0024     -.0088      .0002

		Int_2         .0210     -.0006     -.0020      .0001     -.0024      .0001      .0002      .0000

		Int_3         .0702     -.0020     -.0109      .0003     -.0088      .0002      .0017      .0000

		Int_4        -.0020      .0001      .0003      .0000      .0002      .0000      .0000      .0000

		Test(s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

		R2-chng          F        df1        df2          p

		X*W*Z      .0769     8.7852     1.0000    99.0000      .0038

		----------

		Focal predict: TOSCASHA (X)

		Mod var: Religion (W)

		Mod var: GOD10_L  (Z)

		Test of conditional X*W interaction at value(s) of Z:

		GOD10_L     Effect          F        df1        df2          p

		6.4267      .0041     1.1565     1.0000    99.0000      .2848

		9.6667      .0147     9.3469     1.0000    99.0000      .0029

		10.0000      .0158     9.8066     1.0000    99.0000      .0023

		Conditional effects of the focal predictor at values of the moderator(s):

		Religion    GOD10_L     Effect         se          t          p       LLCI       ULCI

		1.0000     6.4267      .0174      .0241      .7198      .4733     -.0305      .0652

		1.0000     9.6667     -.0158      .0146    -1.0867      .2798     -.0447      .0131

		1.0000    10.0000     -.0192      .0156    -1.2337      .2203     -.0502      .0117

		2.0000     6.4267      .0215      .0219      .9845      .3273     -.0218      .0649

		2.0000     9.6667     -.0011      .0126     -.0874      .9305     -.0261      .0239

		2.0000    10.0000     -.0034      .0135     -.2538      .8001     -.0302      .0234

		3.0000     6.4267      .0257      .0201     1.2787      .2040     -.0142      .0655

		3.0000     9.6667      .0136      .0123     1.1066      .2712     -.0108      .0380

		3.0000    10.0000      .0124      .0131      .9423      .3483     -.0137      .0384

		Moderator value(s) defining Johnson-Neyman significance region(s):

		Value    % below    % above

		7.4947    18.6916    81.3084

		Conditional X*W interaction at values of the moderator Z:

		GOD10_L		Effect		se		t		p		LLCI		ULCI

		1		-0.0136		0.0076		-1.7818		0.0778		-0.0287		0.0015

		1.45		-0.0121		0.0072		-1.6828		0.0956		-0.0263		0.0022

		1.9		-0.0106		0.0068		-1.5692		0.1198		-0.0241		0.0028

		2.35		-0.0092		0.0064		-1.4381		0.1536		-0.0218		0.0035

		2.8		-0.0077		0.006		-1.2862		0.2014		-0.0195		0.0042

		3.25		-0.0062		0.0056		-1.1099		0.2697		-0.0173		0.0049

		3.7		-0.0048		0.0052		-0.9049		0.3677		-0.0152		0.0057

		4.15		-0.0033		0.0049		-0.6669		0.5064		-0.013		0.0065

		4.6		-0.0018		0.0046		-0.3925		0.6955		-0.011		0.0074

		5.05		-0.0003		0.0044		-0.0795		0.9368		-0.009		0.0083

		5.5		0.0011		0.0041		0.2708		0.7871		-0.0071		0.0093

		5.95		0.0026		0.004		0.6519		0.516		-0.0053		0.0105

		6.4		0.0041		0.0039		1.0515		0.2956		-0.0036		0.0117

		6.85		0.0055		0.0038		1.4514		0.1498		-0.002		0.0131

		7.3		0.007		0.0038		1.831		0.0701		-0.0006		0.0146

		7.4947		0.0076		0.0038		1.9842		0.05		0		0.0153

		7.75		0.0085		0.0039		2.1722		0.0322		0.0007		0.0162

		8.2		0.0099		0.004		2.4632		0.0155		0.0019		0.0179

		8.65		0.0114		0.0042		2.7002		0.0082		0.003		0.0198

		9.1		0.0129		0.0045		2.8859		0.0048		0.004		0.0217

		9.55		0.0143		0.0047		3.027		0.0031		0.0049		0.0237

		10		0.0158		0.005		3.1316		0.0023		0.0058		0.0258

		Data for visualizing the conditional effect of the focal predictor:

		Paste text below into a SPSS syntax window and execute to produce plot.

		DATA LIST FREE/

		TOSCASHA   Religion   GOD10_L    ECR_M_V    .

		BEGIN DATA.

		31		1		6.4267		4.2329

		39		1		6.4267		4.3718

		46		1		6.4267		4.4934

		31		1		9.6667		4.6503

		39		1		9.6667		4.5238

		46		1		9.6667		4.4131

		31		1		10		4.6933

		39		1		10		4.5394

		46		1		10		4.4048

		31		2		6.4267		4.182

		39		2		6.4267		4.3541

		46		2		6.4267		4.5046

		31		2		9.6667		4.5142

		39		2		9.6667		4.5054

		46		2		9.6667		4.4977

		31		2		10		4.5484

		39		2		10		4.521

		46		2		10		4.497

		31		3		6.4267		4.1311

		39		3		6.4267		4.3363

		46		3		6.4267		4.5159

		31		3		9.6667		4.3782

		39		3		9.6667		4.4871

		46		3		9.6667		4.5824

		31		3		10		4.4036

		39		3		10		4.5026

		46		3		10		4.5892

		END DATA.

		GRAPH/SCATTERPLOT=

		TOSCASHA WITH     ECR_M_V  BY       Religion /PANEL   ROWVAR=  GOD10_L  .

		*********************** ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS ************************

		Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:

		95

		W values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		Z values in conditional tables are the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles.

		------ END MATRIX -----
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