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Abstract
Objectives  Self-compassion is theorized to be a state of mind representing the balance of compassionate self-responding 
(CS; kindness, common humanity and mindfulness) and uncompassionate self-responding (UCS; self-judgment, isolation and 
over-identification) in times of distress. However, there is an on-going debate about this conceptualization, with some argu-
ing that CS and UCS operate separately and independently. A variation on this view is that the operation of self-compassion 
differs by culture: In Eastern dialectic cultures like China and Japan, individuals are thought to experience CS and UCS 
simultaneously but not in Western non-dialectic cultures like the U.S. Our research investigated this issue by examining how 
state self-compassion operates within individuals in both the U.S. and Japan.
Method  We conducted latent profile analyses of state self-compassion both before (n = 855) and after (n = 455) a self-
compassion mood induction designed to increase CS.
Results  In both cultures, individuals were classified into one of three latent profiles only: Low State Self-Compassion (low 
CS and high UCS), Moderate State Self-Compassion (moderate CS and UCS), and High State Self-Compassion (high CS 
and low UCS). We did not find any individuals with a profile characterized by simultaneously high levels of CS and UCS. 
This was true even after a self-compassion mood induction, although the distribution of people in the three profiles changed 
reflecting a simultaneous increase in CS and decrease in UCS.
Conclusions  Results suggest that CS and UCS operate holistically and not independently within individuals in both dialecti-
cal and nondialectical cultures.
Preregistration  This study is not pre-registered.

Keywords  Self-compassion · State self-compassion · Latent profile analyses · Latent transition analyses · Cultural research

Over the past two decades since the Self-Compassion Scale 
(SCS) was first published to measure self-compassion (Neff, 
2003a), thousands of studies have provided evidence for the 
psychological benefits of this construct (see Neff, 2023 for 
a review). Neff (2003b) proposed that self-compassion is a 
state of mind that involves responding to oneself in a caring 
and supportive way when distressed, whether this distress 
stems from personal inadequacies and failures or external 
life challenges. Self-compassion is conceptualized as a mul-
tifaceted construct consisting of six elements that operate 

as a balanced system in response to suffering: increased 
self-kindness, common humanity and mindfulness and 
decreased self-judgment, isolation, and over-identification 
(Neff, 2016). These elements are thought to form a bipolar 
continuum (Neff, 2022) ranging from uncompassionate self-
responding (UCS; self-judgment, isolation, and over-iden-
tification) to compassionate self-responding (CS; self-kind-
ness, common humanity, and mindfulness), with a neutral 
mid-point in between. Although self-compassion is a way of 
relating to a particular moment of suffering, the SCS meas-
ures the general tendency to respond self-compassionately 
across different types of distressing situations such as "when 
times are really difficult" or "when I'm feeling inadequate 
in some way" on a scale of almost never to almost always.

Several researchers (e.g., López et al., 2015; Muris et al., 
2016, 2019) have argued against this conceptualization of 
self-compassion, instead proposing that CS and UCS are 
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separate, independent constructs that should not be concep-
tualized or measured in a unitary manner (for a summary of 
these debates see Ferrari et al., 2022a). A variation on this 
view is that self-compassion operates as a unitary construct 
in some cultures but as two independent constructs in oth-
ers (Chio et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2020). In dialectic cultures 
such as China and Japan (Rosenberger, 1989), people are 
thought to be more open to the co-occurrence of two con-
tradictory self-aspects (Rosenberger, 1989), including expe-
riencing both positive and negative affect simultaneously 
(Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2010). Chio et al. (2021) conducted 
a meta-analysis which indicated that the correlation between 
CS and UCS was weaker in Eastern dialectic cultures than 
was found in Western non-dialectic cultures. The authors 
argued that people in dialectic cultures are more likely to 
"construe self-warmth and self-coldness as two distinct con-
structs that can co-exist concurrently" (p. 3) and concluded 
that increasing self-warmth does not reduce self-coldness 
in such cultures.

Factor analyses of the SCS have provided support for the 
view that the six dimensions of self-compassion operate in 
tandem as a unitary construct. Neff et al. (2019) employed 
bifactor exploratory structural equation modeling (ESEM) 
to examine the factor structure of the SCS across 20 diverse 
Eastern and Western samples and found that in each sample, 
a model of one general factor (i.e., self-compassion) and six 
specific factors (i.e., each subscale of the SCS) was found 
to represent the data better than a model of two distinct CS 
and UCS factors. Moreover, at least 95% of the variance in 
item responding could be explained by a single general fac-
tor across samples, providing strong support for a view of 
self-compassion as operating holistically. Tóth-Király and 
Neff (2021) further showed that the factor structure of the 
SCS was invariant across cultures.

An alternative approach to examining whether self-com-
passion operates as a unitary construct or two independent 
constructs is by considering how the elements of self-com-
passion are configured within individuals using approaches 
such as Latent Profile Analysis (LPA; Keefer et al., 2012; 
Pastor et al., 2007; Spurk et al., 2020). Because self-compas-
sion is conceptualized as a bipolar continuum ranging from 
UCS to CS (Neff, 2022), from this perspective we would 
expect that most individuals would tend to be low in scores 
at one end of the continuum and high on the other, or else 
to be in-between (i.e., around the zero point on the bipolar 
continuum), but that fewer would tend to be high in both 
CS and UCS. Several studies (e.g., Phillips, 2021; Ullrich-
French & Cox, 2020) have used LPAs to examine individual 
profiles of subscale scores on the SCS, and most individuals 
were classified as having a profile of Low Self-Compassion 
(high UCS/low CS), Moderate Self-Compassion (moderate 
UCS/moderate CS), or High Self-Compassion (low UCS/
high CS). A smaller number of individuals were found to 

be high in both CS and UCS. Phillips (2021) examined two 
samples (community adults and undergraduates) in Australia 
and found no individuals who fit this profile. Ullrich-French 
and Cox (2020) examined three samples of undergraduates 
in the U.S. and identified 5% who were high in both UCS 
and CS in one sample only. Ferarri et al. (2022b) examined 
latent profiles in adolescents in Australia and found that no 
males and 16% of females displayed this pattern. Wei et al. 
(2022) examined adult cancer patients in China and found 
8% were high in CS and UCS while Wu et al. (2021) found 
that 10% of Chinese undergraduates displayed this profile. 
Wu et al. (2020) conducted analyses of individual SCS items 
rather than subscale scores, but after re-analyzing results 
based on subscale scores (readers can contact the first author 
for the results), no individuals were found to be high in both 
CS and UCS.

The finding that some individuals display a profile of high 
CS and high UCS may stem from examining trait levels of 
self-compassion using the SCS. People may be self-com-
passionate in certain circumstances (e.g., when faced with 
external challenges) yet uncompassionate in others (e.g., 
when confronting personal failures). While people who 
are sometimes compassionate and other times uncompas-
sionate might be expected to provide responses to CS and 
UCS items at the midpoint of the scale (e.g., between almost 
never and almost always) and therefore be classified into a 
profile of Moderate Self-Compassion, certain individuals 
may respond that they are often compassionate and uncom-
passionate (i.e., above the midpoint of the scale) and be clas-
sified as High in CS and UCS. If so, this would not neces-
sarily mean that they experience CS and UCS concurrently 
in any particular situation. In order to understand whether 
CS and UCS operate in tandem or independently, or whether 
individuals in dialectical cultures experience CS and UCS 
simultaneously, it is necessary to examine state rather than 
trait self-compassion.

State self-compassion refers to how individuals are cur-
rently relating to themselves regarding a particular distress-
ing situation. Neff et al. (2021) recently developed the State 
Self-Compassion Scale (SSCS) that measures the extent to 
which the six dimensions of self-compassion describe indi-
viduals' current mindset when focusing on a single situation 
of suffering—either particular feelings of inadequacy or a 
challenging situation happening in one's life. Across multi-
ple studies conducted with U.S. samples, the factor structure 
of the SSCS was best represented as one general factor and 
six specific factors rather than two general factors represent-
ing CS and UCS (Neff et al., 2021). This factor structure was 
obtained both before and after an experimental mood manip-
ulation that asked participants to write a paragraph evoking 
mindfulness, common humanity, and self-kindness when 
focusing on the situation, indicating that this factor struc-
ture was stable even when the degree of self-compassion 
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changed. Miyagawa et al. (2022) created a Japanese transla-
tion of the SSCS and replicated these results.

In both the U.S. and Japan, moreover, state CS and UCS 
were found to change simultaneously. Neff et al. (2021) 
found that among those given a self-compassion mood 
manipulation designed to increase CS (self-kindness, com-
mon humanity, and mindfulness), self-kindness increased 
10.4% and self-judgment decreased 10.4%; common 
humanity increased 11.6% percent and isolation decreased 
11.4%; mindfulness increased 9.2% and over-identification 
decreased 8.4%. Similarly, Miyagawa et al. (2022) found 
self-kindness increased 30% and self-judgment decreased 
28%, common humanity increased 24% and isolation 
decreased 31%, and mindfulness increased 24% while over-
identification decreased 29%. These findings support the 
view that state CS and UCS operate in tandem as a unitary 
construct, and that increasing CS decreases UCS even in 
dialectical cultures.

Because Neff et al. (2021) and Miyagawa et al. (2022) 
used a variable-centered approach, however, it is possible 
that a pattern of simultaneously experiencing state CS and 
UCS occurred for some individuals but that this pattern 
couldn't be detected when examining mean variable scores. 
To examine this issue, the current study used LPA to clarify 
how the components of state self-compassion were config-
ured within individuals employing the data used to validate 
the SSCS in the U.S. (Neff et al., 2021) and Japan (Miya-
gawa et al., 2022).

First, we examined participants' profiles of responding at 
baseline before the self-compassion mood manipulation. If 
CS and UCS operate separately and independently as cer-
tain researchers have argued (e.g., López et al., 2015; Muris 
et al., 2016, 2019), we should find some individuals who 
simultaneously engage in state CS and UCS when focusing 
on their distressing situation. Or if as others have argued 
(e.g., Chio et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2020), CS and UCS oper-
ate independently in dialectical cultures, a larger number 
of individuals should display a pattern of high state CS and 
UCS in Japan than in the U.S. We also examined the sub-
set of participants who received a self-compassion mood 
manipulation to determine if the balance of CS and UCS 
changed after participants were instructed to be mindful, 
remember common humanity, and be kind to themselves 
when considering their distressing situation. If CS and UCS 
operate independently, we would expect some to remain high 
in UCS even after receiving the manipulation, given that 
the manipulation explicitly focused on CS, not UCS. If they 
operate holistically, however, meaning that CS and UCS nat-
urally operate in tandem, we would expect those individuals 
who increase in CS to simultaneously decrease in UCS even 
without an explicit UCS manipulation.

Given our view that self-compassion operates holistically, 
we expected that few (if any) individuals in either culture 

would display a pattern of high state CS and UCS at base-
line. Rather, we expected that participants would fall into 
one of three groups: Low State Self-Compassion (high UCS/
low CS), Moderate State Self-Compassion (moderate UCS/
moderate CS), and High State Self-Compassion (low UCS/
high CS). After receiving a self-compassion mood manipu-
lation, we expected that we would still only find these same 
three groups. However, we expected some in the Low State 
Self-Compassion profile to move into the Moderate or High 
State Self-Compassion profiles, and some in the Moderate 
State Self-Compassion profile to move into the High State 
Self-Compassion profile.

Method

Participants

We re-analyzed data from Neff et al. (2021; Study 2) in the 
U.S. and Miyagawa et al. (2022; Study 2) in Japan. Par-
ticipants in the U.S. were undergraduates at a large South-
western university (n = 232 in the experimental condition; 
n = 179 in the control condition), with 411 included at 
baseline and 232 after the mood manipulation. Participants 
averaged 20.60 years old (SD = 1.96), ranging from 18 to 
30. Participants self-identified as men (31.1%), women 
(67.2%), or neither (1.7%). Participants in Japan were adult 
community members (n = 223 in the experimental condi-
tion; n = 251 in the control condition), with 474 included at 
baseline and 223 after the mood manipulation. Participants 
averaged 41.96 years old (SD = 9.61), ranging from 20 to 76 
and self-identified as men (48.5%) or women (51.5%). There 
were no missing values for the SSCS in the dataset.

Both studies (Miyagawa et al., 2022; Neff et al., 2021) 
were approved by local Institutional Review Boards prior 
to data collection. Informed consent was obtained from all 
participants.

Procedure

The same procedure was followed in the U.S. and Japan, 
unless otherwise indicated. The instructions were pro-
vided to the U.S. participants in English and Japanese 
participants in Japanese. At the beginning of the study, 
participants were instructed to “think about a particular 
situation you are experiencing right now that is painful 
or difficult. It could be some struggle in your life, or per-
haps you are feeling inadequate in some way. Please don’t 
think of a situation in which you are upset with someone 
else, but instead think of a situation where you are feeling 
badly about yourself or else you are going through a hard 
time. Decide on a single situation that you will focus on 
throughout this study.” Next, participants completed the 
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SSCS items while considering that situation. The instruc-
tion was “Please indicate how well each statement applies 
to how you are feeling toward yourself right now as you 
think about this situation.”

Note that situational difficulty was also measured. In 
the U.S., participants indicated how difficult their situation 
was on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (a little difficult) to 
5 (extremely difficult): M = 3.31, SD = 0.89. In Japan, par-
ticipants rated an item of “This event makes me suffer” on 
a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all true for me) to 5 
(very true for me): M = 4.46, SD = 0.72.

Subsequently, participants were randomly assigned to 
either a self-compassion mood manipulation or a control 
writing condition. Participants receiving the self-compas-
sion mood manipulation were asked to write about their 
painful situation in a compassionate way. Specifically, they 
were asked to write a paragraph that prompted mindfulness 
(i.e., validating inner feelings and thoughts), a paragraph that 
prompted feelings of common humanity (i.e., recognizing 
the connection between their own and others’ experiences), 
and a paragraph that prompted self-kindness (i.e., expressing 
warmth, support and caring) in response to their situation. 
Examples were given after each prompt. Participants were 
also asked to reflect on what they had written so they could 
absorb it further. After engaging in the self-compassion writ-
ing task, participants once again were given the instruction 
“Please indicate how well each statement applies to how 
you are feeling toward yourself right now as you think about 
this situation” and were given the SSCS items. (Please see 
Miyagawa et al., 2022 and Neff et al., 2021, for more details 
of the procedure.)

Measures

State Self‑Compassion

The SSCS has 18 items that measure current levels of self-
compassionate responding when focusing on a painful situ-
ation. This scale was developed and validated by Neff et al. 
(2021), and the Japanese translation was developed and vali-
dated by Miyagawa et al. (2022). At baseline and after the 
mood manipulation, participants were asked to report how 
compassionately they were responding to themselves at the 
moment in terms of the six dimensions of self-compassion 
on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all true for me) to 
5 (very true for me). Example items are “I’m giving myself 
the caring and tenderness I need,” and “I see my difficulties 
as part of life that everyone goes through.” Each subscale—
self-kindness, common humanity, mindfulness, self-judg-
ment, isolation, and over-identification—contained three 
items and a mean score was taken for each subscale. A total 
SSCS score was calculated after reverse-coding UCS items.

Data Analyses

We first computed descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficients, and McDonald’s omega coefficients for SSCS 
scores at baseline and after the mood induction separately for 
the U.S. and Japan. We then conducted latent profile analyses 
of the SSCS using Mplus version 8.7. We evaluated plausible 
models and determined the best one based on model fit and 
interpretability (Ferguson et al., 2020). Specifically, we gradu-
ally increased the number of latent profiles (through 1 to 5), 
and contrasted models with k latent profiles with the models 
with k + 1 latent profiles in terms of model fit indices, parsi-
mony, and interpretability. Regarding the model fit indices, we 
used the Akaike information criterion (AIC), Bayesian infor-
mation criterion (BIC), and sample-adjusted Bayesian infor-
mation criterion (SABIC). Lower values for these indicators 
were taken as a better fit. Additionally, we examined the Elbow 
Plot graphs of these values (Marsh et al., 2009). If slopes of 
these values became flat at a model, this indicated that this 
model was better than the alternatives (Morin et al., 2016). 
Regarding the parsimony of the model, we used the adjusted 
Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test (LMR; Lo et al., 2001) 
and a percentage of obtained profiles (Ferguson et al., 2020). 
The non-significant p-value of the LMR at a model with k + 1 
latent profiles indicated that a model with k latent profiles was 
taken as a better fit in terms of parsimony. Additionally, if the 
smallest profile contained less than 5% of participants, then 
this model was rejected for parsimony (Ferguson et al., 2020). 
Furthermore, we adopted the final model in terms of interpret-
ability, as well as these statistical indicators (Lanza & Collins, 
2008; Morin et al., 2016).

To determine whether the profiles significantly differed 
from one another in levels of state self-compassion, we con-
ducted follow-up multivariate analyses of variance (MANO-
VAs) using SPSS version 27. Specifically, we compared the 
six subscales and the total score of the SSCS obtained by 
participants displaying different latent profiles within each 
country.

After confirming the profiles at baseline and after the 
mood manipulation, we conducted latent transition analy-
ses (Lanza & Collins, 2008) for those receiving the self-
compassion mood manipulation separately for the U.S. and 
Japan. These analyses allowed us to see whether there was a 
transition of membership from one group to another (Lanza 
& Collins, 2008) due to the experimental manipulation.

Results

Table 1 represents the descriptive statistics of the SSCS at 
baseline (for all study participants) and after the self-com-
passion mood manipulation (for those participants assigned 
to the experimental condition only).
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In the U.S., the skewness and kurtosis for these sub-
scales were acceptable at both assessments (-0.63 < skew-
ness < 0.89, -0.70 < kurtosis < 0.60). In Japan, the skewness 
and kurtosis were also in acceptable ranges at both assess-
ments (-0.72 < skewness < 0.66, -0.77 < kurtosis < 0.26). 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients and McDonald’s omega coef-
ficients were acceptable in both countries. Therefore, we 
proceeded to LPAs using the mean scores of each subscale.

Latent Profiles of State Self‑Compassion at Baseline

Table 2 summarizes the results of LPAs for the SSCS at 
baseline assessment in both the U.S. and Japan. Table 3 dis-
plays SSCS means for each obtained profile in both samples.

U.S. Sample

As shown in Table 2, goodness-of-fit indices obtained for 
U.S. participants gradually declined as the number of latent 
profiles increased. However, the Elbow Plot of these indices 
showed that the slopes became relatively flat at the model 
with three latent profiles (Fig. 1). Additionally, the adjusted 
LMR suggested that a three-profile solution fit better than 
either a two-profile or four-profile solution. The entropy 
value was 0.786 in the three-profile model, suggesting that 
about 80% of participants were correctly classified into their 
appropriate profiles (Clark & Muthén, 2009).

As shown in Table 3, Profile 1 consisted of 152 partici-
pants (37.0%) and described relatively low levels of CS (i.e., 
self-kindness, common humanity, and mindfulness) and high 
levels of UCS (i.e., self-judgment, isolation, and over-identi-
fication). Therefore, we labeled this profile as Low State Self-
Compassion. Profile 2 included 192 participants (46.7%) 
who indicated relatively moderate levels of CS and UCS 
and was labeled as Moderate State Self-Compassion. Profile 
3 was comprised of 67 participants (16.3%) who showed 
relatively high levels of CS and low levels of UCS and was 
named High State Self-Compassion. A follow-up MANOVA 
revealed significant differences in SSCS scores among the 
three latent profiles with a large effect size (Wilks’ λ = 0.17, 
F (12, 806) = 97.89, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.593). Univariate 
ANOVAs found that SSCS total and subscale scores differed 
in the expected directions. The High State Self-Compassion 
profile displayed the highest scores for the three CS sub-
scales and the lowest for the three UCS subscales, as well as 
the highest total SSCS scores. In contrast, the Low State Self-
Compassion profile was lowest in CS and highest in UCS as 
well as the lowest in total self-compassion, with Moderate 
State Self-Compassion falling in between.

Japanese Sample

As shown in Table 2, a similar number of latent profiles was 
obtained in Japan as was obtained in the U.S. Specifically, 
whereas AIC, BIC, and SABIC continued to decrease in 

Table 1   Descriptive Statistics of the Six Subscales and Total Score of the SSCS in the U.S. and Japan

At baseline, n = 411 in the U.S. and n = 474 in Japan; After mood induction, n = 232 in the U.S. and n = 223 in Japan
Note that UCS items were reverse-coded before calculating a total self-compassion score. McDonald’s omega coefficients were calculated based 
on the bifactor exploratory structural equation modeling of the SSCS

U.S. Japan

α ω M SD Skewness Kurtosis α ω M SD Skewness Kurtosis

Baseline
  Total self-compassion 0.883 0.938 3.06 0.66 0.27 -0.28 0.897 0.956 2.82 0.68 0.33 0.00
  Self-kindness 0.820 0.880 2.95 0.87 0.14 -0.36 0.825 0.867 2.84 0.91 0.25 -0.41
  Common humanity 0.694 0.754 3.33 0.91 -0.10 -0.57 0.847 0.885 3.01 1.03 -0.16 -0.77
  Mindfulness 0.724 0.779 3.06 0.79 0.38 -0.09 0.780 0.830 2.81 0.90 0.14 -0.29
  Self-judgment 0.713 0.793 3.16 0.95 -0.21 -0.61 0.772 0.859 3.07 0.93 -0.23 -0.56
  Isolation 0.682 0.753 2.81 1.01 0.16 -0.70 0.786 0.860 3.34 1.03 -0.33 -0.70
  Over-identification 0.672 0.740 3.02 0.92 -0.01 -0.61 0.756 0.822 3.35 0.91 -0.32 -0.35

After Mood Induction
  Total self-compassion 0.924 0.968 3.58 0.70 -0.28 0.01 0.921 0.968 3.61 0.67 -0.46 -0.21
  Self-kindness 0.871 0.921 3.46 0.91 -0.17 -0.38 0.836 0.920 3.75 0.76 -0.57 0.26
  Common humanity 0.824 0.884 3.94 0.84 -0.63 -0.01 0.833 0.901 3.71 0.90 -0.72 0.04
  Mindfulness 0.826 0.892 3.52 0.80 -0.09 -0.35 0.785 0.844 3.54 0.78 -0.43 -0.19
  Self-judgment 0.796 0.863 2.63 0.95 0.25 -0.48 0.831 0.887 2.29 0.90 0.66 -0.16
  Isolation 0.794 0.858 2.24 0.95 0.89 0.60 0.836 0.905 2.47 1.02 0.49 -0.55
  Over-identification 0.733 0.799 2.58 0.91 0.27 -0.31 0.726 0.812 2.56 0.83 0.33 -0.26
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model with more profiles, the Elbow Plot graph suggested 
a three-profiles solution as the decline became relatively 
flat (Fig. 2). The adjusted LMR became non-significant for 
the four-profile solution, suggesting that a model with three 
profiles fit better. Additionally, the entropy value was 0.795, 
which was satisfactory (Clark & Muthén, 2009). Therefore, 

we adopted the three-profile model of state self-compassion 
in Japan.

As shown in Table 3, Profile 1 was composed of 111 
participants (23.4%) and represented relatively low levels 
of CS and high levels of UCS (Low State Self-Compas-
sion). Profile 2, composed of 271 participants (57.2%), 

Table 2   Model Fit Summary from the LPAs of the State Self-Compassion Scale at Baseline

n = 411 in the U.S. and n = 474 in Japan; LPA = latent profile analysis; AIC = Akaike’s Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Crite-
rion; SABIC = Sample-Adjusted BIC; LMR = Lo-Mendell Ruben

Log likelihood AIC BIC SABIC Entropy Smallest class % Adjusted 
LMR 
p-value

Class enumeration: U.S.
  One profile -3251.117 6526.234 6574.457 6536.379
  Two profiles -2939.406 5916.812 5993.165 5932.874 0.818 37.5% p < 0.001
  Three profiles -2857.724 5767.448 5871.931 5789.428 0.786 16.3% p = 0.001
  Four profiles -2827.645 5721.290 5853.903 5749.188 0.751 14.1% 0.348
  Five profiles -2805.011 5690.022 5850.766 5723.838 0.757 6.1% 0.429

Class enumeration: Japan
  One profile -3885.485 7794.970 7844.904 7806.818
  Two profiles -3564.069 7166.139 7245.201 7184.898 0.837 28.7% p < 0.001
  Three profiles -3463.283 6978.566 7086.758 7004.238 0.795 19.4% p < 0.001
  Four profiles -3427.486 6920.971 7058.291 6953.554 0.758 12.7% 0.108
  Five profiles -3405.036 6890.073 7056.521 6929.567 0.778 3.4% 0.069

Table 3   Mean Differences in 
State Self-Compassion Scores 
between Profiles (within 
Culture) at Baseline

Means in each row that share subscripts do not differ significantly at p < 0.001. SC = self-compassion. Note 
that UCS items were reverse-coded before calculating a total self-compassion score

Profile 1 Profile 2 Profile 3 ANOVA

(Low state SC) (Moderate 
state SC)

(High state 
SC)

37% U.S.; 23% 
Japan

47% U.S.; 57% 
Japan

16% U.S.; 19% 
Japan

M SD M SD M SD F p ηp
2

U.S.
  Total self-compassion 2.39a 0.29 3.23b 0.27 4.09c 0.33 864.44 p < 0.001 0.81
  Self-kindness 2.22a 0.55 3.15b 0.62 4.03c 0.59 240.86 p < 0.001 0.54
  Common humanity 2.91a 0.82 3.44b 0.83 3.98c 0.83 41.73 p < 0.001 0.17
  Mindfulness 2.44a 0.48 3.13b 0.53 4.25c 0.51 300.10 p < 0.001 0.60
  Self-judgment 3.86a 0.69 3.02b 0.75 2.01c 0.62 165.75 p < 0.001 0.45
  Isolation 3.62a 0.81 2.54b 0.71 1.76c 0.74 166.96 p < 0.001 0.45
  Over-identification 3.76a 0.63 2.81b 0.71 1.95c 0.57 192.97 p < 0.001 0.49

Japan
  Total self-compassion 1.98a 0.29 2.81b 0.30 3.84c 0.36 918.77 p < 0.001 0.80
  Self-kindness 1.97a 0.55 2.88b 0.71 3.79c 0.75 176.81 p < 0.001 0.43
  Common humanity 2.41a 0.94 3.04b 0.97 3.63c 0.95 40.94 p < 0.001 0.15
  Mindfulness 1.87a 0.55 2.84b 0.64 3.87c 0.66 259.76 p < 0.001 0.52
  Self-judgment 4.03a 0.55 3.07b 0.65 1.91c 0.61 296.54 p < 0.001 0.56
  Isolation 4.22a 0.63 3.40b 0.80 2.10c 0.78 197.76 p < 0.001 0.46
  Over-identification 4.14a 0.63 3.41b 0.67 2.22c 0.65 212.91 p < 0.001 0.47
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described relatively moderate levels of both types of self-
responding (Moderate State Self-Compassion). Finally, 
Profile 3, including 92 participants (19.4%), was charac-
terized by relatively high levels of CS and low levels of 
UCS (High State Self-Compassion). As expected, a follow-
up MANOVA conducted for the Japanese sample revealed 
significant differences in the six subscales and total score 
of the SSCS among the latent profiles with a large effect 
size (Wilks’ λ = 0.17, F (12, 932) = 108.45, p < 0.001, 
ηp

2 = 0.583). Univariate ANOVAs found that SSCS total 
and subscale scores differed in the expected directions. 
Similar to results in the U.S., individuals in the High State 
Self-Compassion group reported the highest scores on the 
three CS subscales and total SSCS and the lowest on the 
three UCS subscales. Conversely, individuals in the Low 
State Self-Compassion group reported the lowest scores on 
the three CS subscales and total SSCS and the highest on 
the three CS subscales. Individuals with Moderate State 
Self-Compassion fell between these two groups.

Note that we also ran all our MANOVA analyses while 
controlling for age and sex as covariates, and found that 
results were almost identical. (Please contact the first author 
for the results if interested).

Latent Profiles of State Self‑Compassion 
after a Self‑Compassion Mood Manipulation

Table 4 summarizes the results of LPAs for those who 
received a self-compassion mood manipulation. Whereas 
AIC, BIC, and SABIC continued to decrease as the number 
of latent profiles increased, the slopes of changes in these 
indicators flattened off after a three-profile solution in both 
the U.S. and Japan (Figs. 3 and 4). The adjusted LMR sug-
gested a four-profile model in the U.S. (see Supplementary 
Online Table S1): low SC (high UCS and low CS), moderate 
SC (moderate UCS and CS), high SC (low UCS and high 
CS), and very high SC (low UCS and very high CS). Given 
that the high SC and very high SC profiles were not theoreti-
cally distinct for the purposes of our study, we adopted the 
three-profiles model in the U.S. The adjusted LMR tested 
provided evidence for a three-profile solution in Japan. In the 
three-profiles model, entropy values suggested about 85% 
of participants in both countries were classified into their 
appropriate profiles.

The same three profiles of state self-compassion found at 
baseline were replicated in both cultures after the self-com-
passion mood manipulation. As shown in Table 5, profile 1 
(Low State Self-Compassion) described relatively low levels 
of CS and high levels of UCS (n = 26, 11.2% in the U.S.; 
n = 31, 13.9% in Japan). Profile 2 (Moderate State Self-Com-
passion) represented relatively moderate levels of these two 
types of self-responding (n = 114, 49.1% in the U.S.; n = 72, 
32.3% in Japan). Finally, profile 3 (High State Self-Compas-
sion) was characterized by relatively high levels of CS and 
low levels of UCS (n = 92, 39.7% in the U.S.; n = 120, 53.8% 
in Japan). In both countries, follow-up MANOVAs revealed 
that observed mean differences among latent profiles in total 
SSCS scores and subscale scores were significant with a 
large effect size and occurred in the expected directions: 
Wilks’ λ = 0.17, F (12, 448) = 51.95, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.582 
in the U.S., Wilks’ λ = 0.16, F (12, 432) = 54.53, p < 0.001, 
ηp

2 = 0.603 in Japan.
Table 6 illustrates the transition probabilities of being 

categorized into a different profile after receiving a self-
compassion mood manipulation in the U.S. and Japan. As 
expected, in both the U.S. and Japan, we found transitions 
from the Low State Self-Compassion profiles to the Moder-
ate or High State Self-Compassion profiles and from the 
Moderate State Self-Compassion profile to the High State 
Self-Compassion profile.

Discussion

There is an on-going debate about whether the elements of 
self-compassion operate as a system to form a unitary con-
struct, or if they form two distinct constructs of CS and UCS 
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that operate independently (e.g., Muris et al., 2019; Neff, 
2022). Moreover, some have argued that the way self-com-
passion operates varies according to cultural factors such as 
dialecticism (Chio et al., 2021). Most research designed to 
examine this debate has focused on trait self-compassion and 
employed a variable-centered approach (Chio et al., 2021; 
Muris et al., 2016, 2019; Neff et al., 2018; Tóth-Király & 
Neff, 2021). The current study examined the issue in a novel 
manner: by focusing on state self-compassion using a per-
son-centered approach. Because self-compassion is a mind 
state that arises in response to a particular instance of suffer-
ing, it is necessary to examine how state self-compassionate 
is configured within individuals when focusing on a current 
difficulty to truly understand whether CS and UCS operate 
separately or in tandem.

As to our main research question concerning whether 
individuals simultaneously experience CS and UCS indi-
cating their independence (López et al., 2015; Muris et al., 
2016, 2019), especially in a dialectical culture like Japan 

(Chio et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2020), the answer appears to 
be no. We found that participants were classified into one 
of three latent profiles with configural similarity (Morin 
et al., 2016) both in the U.S. and Japan, both before and 
after a self-compassion mood manipulation which explicitly 
prompted CS: Low State Self-Compassion (high UCS/low 
CS), Moderate State Self-Compassion (moderate UCS/CS), 
and High State Self-Compassion (low UCS/high CS). We 
did not find a latent profile characterized by high levels of 
CS and UCS in either the U.S. or Japan. Rather than operat-
ing independently, results support a view of self-compassion 
as forming a bipolar continuum ranging from UCS to CS 
(Neff, 2022). Individuals tend to be high at one end of the 
continuum and low at the other, or else at the midpoint of 
the two poles, but they are not simultaneously high in both.

Our results also indicated that many people changed their 
pattern of responding after they were asked to relate to their 
difficult situation with mindfulness, common humanity and 
kindness. In both the U.S. and Japan, a larger percentage 
of participants displayed the High State Self-Compassion 
profile after receiving a self-compassion mood manipulation 
(40% U.S.; 54% Japan) compared with baseline (16% U.S.; 
19% Japan). Similarly, a smaller percentage displayed the 
Low State Self-Compassion profile after the mood manipu-
lation (11% U.S.; 14% Japan) compared with baseline (37% 
U.S.; 23% Japan).

Furthermore, latent transition analyses suggested that 
people were likely to transition to a profile with higher levels 
of CS and lower levels of UCS after the mood manipulation. 
In the U.S., individuals in the Low State Self-Compassion 
profile at baseline had a 45% chance of transitioning to the 
Moderate State Self-Compassion profile and a 21% chance 
of transitioning to the High State Self-Compassion profile. 

Table 4   Model Fit Summary from the LPAs of the State Self-Compassion Scale After Mood Induction

n = 232 in the U.S. and n = 223 in Japan; LPA = latent profile analysis; AIC = Akaike’s Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Crite-
rion; SABIC = Sample-Adjusted BIC; LMR = Lo-Mendell Ruben

Log likelihood AIC BIC SABIC Entropy Smallest class % Adjusted 
LMR 
p-value

Class enumeration: U.S.
  One profile -1811.895 3647.790 3689.150 3651.117
  Two profiles -1593.555 3225.110 3290.598 3230.379 0.844 49.6% p < 0.001
  Three profiles -1522.368 3096.736 3186.352 3103.945 0.866 11.2% 0.021
  Four profiles -1496.955 3059.911 3173.653 3069.060 0.832 10.3% 0.036
  Five profiles -1474.972 3029.943 3167.813 3041.034 0.797 15.5% 0.509

Class enumeration: Japan
  One profile -1693.808 3411.617 3452.503 3414.473
  Two profiles -1472.126 2982.252 3046.988 2986.775 0.889 33.2% p < 0.001
  Three profiles -1419.694 2891.387 2979.974 2897.576 0.842 13.9% p < 0.001
  Four profiles -1393.228 2852.456 2964.893 2860.312 0.806 13.0% 0.565
  Five profiles -1371.550 2823.100 2959.387 2832.622 0.830 6.7% 0.300
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Individuals in Moderate State Self-Compassion profile at 
baseline had a 38% chance of transitioning to the High State 
Self-Compassion profile. While almost all U.S. participants 
in the High State Self-Compassion profile remained in the 
same group (as would be expected given a ceiling effect), 
there was 3% chance that they moved to the Moderate Self-
Compassion profile. It is unclear why this was the case, but 
it may be that a few participants became more aware of ways 
they were responding uncompassionately to themselves after 
thinking about it more closely.

Although Japan has been described as a dialectical cul-
ture in which CS and UCS are experienced simultaneously, 

results were highly similar to those found in the U.S. Partici-
pants initially low in self-compassion had a 37% chance of 
moving to the moderate group and a 40% chance of moving 
to the high group after the CS manipulation. Those display-
ing Moderate State Self-Compassion at baseline had a 64% 
chance of transitioning to the high self-compassion profile 
after the mood manipulation. These findings suggest that the 
mood manipulation was effective in both cultures. Impor-
tantly, given that the structure of profiles was consistent at 
baseline and after explicitly prompting CS, individuals did 
not appear to increase in CS without simultaneously decreas-
ing in UCS: they changed in tandem.

Our results align with other findings examining trait self-
compassion using a person-centered approach which have 
classified most people as displaying a profile of Low, Mod-
erate or High Trait Self-Compassion. A smaller number of 
individuals have been classified as being high in both trait 
UCS and CS in Western nondialectical (Ferarri et al., 2022b; 
Phillips, 2021; Ullrich-French & Cox, 2020) and Eastern 
dialectical cultures (Wei et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2020, 2021). 
Further research will be needed to understand why some 
people are classified into a profile of high trait UCS and CS. 
This pattern may be due to meaningful personality differ-
ences, but it may also be the result of measurement error. It 
is likely that many people are compassionate in some situ-
ations and not others. However, some of these people may 
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Table 5   Mean Differences in 
State Self-Compassion Scores 
Between Profiles (Within 
Culture) After Mood Induction

Means in each row that share subscripts do not differ significantly at p < 0.001. SC = self-compassion. Note 
that UCS items were reverse-coded before calculating a total self-compassion score

Profile 1 Profile 2 Profile 3 ANOVA

(Low state SC) (Moderate 
state SC)

(High state 
SC)

11% U.S.; 14% 
Japan

49% U.S.; 32% 
Japan

40% U.S.; 54% 
Japan

M SD M SD M SD F p ηp
2

U.S.
  Total self-compassion 2.36a 0.37 3.32b 0.31 4.25c 0.34 406.10 p < 0.001 0.78
  Self-kindness 2.01a 0.49 3.13b 0.50 4.28c 0.54 244.04 p < 0.001 0.68
  Common humanity 3.15a 1.06 3.68b 0.68 4.50c 0.58 54.11 p < 0.001 0.32
  Mindfulness 2.38a 0.50 3.18b 0.47 4.27c 0.47 218.25 p < 0.001 0.66
  Self-judgment 3.99a 0.61 2.82b 0.72 2.00c 0.74 86.83 p < 0.001 0.43
  Isolation 3.76a 0.95 2.43b 0.68 1.58c 0.58 111.84 p < 0.001 0.49
  Over-identification 3.64a 0.72 2.81b 0.74 1.99c 0.72 62.75 p < 0.001 0.35

Japan
  Total self-compassion 2.43a 0.28 3.29b 0.24 4.11c 0.32 474.53 p < 0.001 0.81
  Self-kindness 2.48a 0.52 3.66b 0.59 4.13c 0.49 123.14 p < 0.001 0.53
  Common humanity 2.68a 0.79 3.49b 0.76 4.11c 0.72 50.17 p < 0.001 0.31
  Mindfulness 2.55a 0.59 3.17b 0.63 4.02c 0.48 112.06 p < 0.001 0.50
  Self-judgment 3.72a 0.56 2.63b 0.67 1.71c 0.47 181.69 p < 0.001 0.62
  Isolation 3.96a 0.65 2.97b 0.75 1.79c 0.56 173.50 p < 0.001 0.61

Over-identification 3.45a 0.73 2.94b 0.65 2.09c 0.63 72.28 p < 0.001 0.40



	 Mindfulness

1 3

respond to CS and UCS items at the midpoint of the scale 
(e.g., sometimes) and therefore be classified as Moderate 
Self-Compassion, while others may respond at the high end 
of the scale (e.g., often) to both CS and UCS items and be 
classified as High CS/UCS. Regardless, our results suggest 
that the state SCS is a more precise way to understand how 
self-compassion operates in real time than the trait SCS, 
which requires respondents to generalize across situations.

Our results are also consistent with neurological findings. 
A study by Kim et al. (2020) used fMRI imagery to exam-
ine reactions to negative emotional stimuli. They found that 
uncompassionate self-responding increased activity in the 
anterior insula, anterior cingulate, and the amygdala, and 
that compassionate self-responding suppressed activity in 
these very same regions. As individuals increase in CS, they 
decrease in UCS.

In summary, we did not identify any individuals who 
were simultaneously compassionate and uncompassionate 
to themselves either before or after a self-compassion mood 
manipulation in both a dialectical and nondialectical culture. 
Moreover, as individuals increased in CS they decreased in 
UCS, suggesting movement along a continuum. Our results 
speak directly to the debate over whether self-compassion 
operates as a unitary construct or not. Self-compassion 
appears to operate as a unitary construct when individuals 
relate to a particular situation of suffering.

Limitations and Future Directions

Our research had certain limitations. First, data were col-
lected with undergraduate students in the U.S. and com-
munity participants in Japan, and further investigation is 
needed to determine if findings replicate in other Eastern and 
Western cultures in other age and socio-economic groups. 
Furthermore, we did not directly measure dialecticism to 

see if this trait interacted with the operation of state CS 
and UCS, and future research might benefit from doing so. 
Future researchers may also want to examine other cultural 
factors, such as independent and interdependent self-con-
strual (Markus & Kitayama, 2010) or collectivism and indi-
vidualism (Hofstede, 2001) to determine if they are playing 
a role. There are surely important cultural differences in 
how individuals apply self-compassion to their experience, 
although it may be that these differences lie not so much in 
how self-compassion operates but rather in how often and in 
what type of situations self-compassion is applied. Finally, 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for common humanity, iso-
lation, over-identification subscales at baseline in the U.S. 
were close to but lower than a common criterion of 0.700 
(Nunnally, 1978). These relatively low coefficients likely 
stem from the fact that each subscale only had three items 
(Cortina, 1993). Alpha coefficients were satisfactory after 
the mood manipulation in the U.S. sample, perhaps because 
participants became clearer about their thoughts and feel-
ings. Nonetheless, caution should be exercised when inter-
preting results at baseline in the U.S. because measurement 
error may have affected results.

The debate over how self-compassion operates is not 
merely an academic one. It has important implications for 
the ability of intervention programs such as Mindful Self-
Compassion (MSC; Germer & Neff, 2019) to enhance self-
compassion and well-being across the globe. In fact, MSC 
is now being taught on six continents including countries 
like Japan, China, and Korea. Although there are some 
culturally appropriate modifications made to the program 
(such the degree of independent versus group-based learn-
ing) the basic protocol and practices are the same, and 
research demonstrates MSC is effective in enhancing self-
compassion (i.e.., increasing CS and decreasing UCS) and 
fostering well-being in both Western (Friis et al., 2016; 
Jiménez-Gómez et al., 2022; Neff & Germer, 2013) and 
non-Western cultures (Finlay-Jones et al., 2018; Guo et al., 
2020; Yeung et al., 2021). This suggests that the opera-
tion of self-compassion and its beneficial effects may be 
universal to human beings across cultures.
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Table 6   Transition Probabilities of the Profile Membership After a 
Self-Compassion Mood Induction

SC = self-compassion. The diagonal values represent the proportion 
of individuals who remained in the same group at two measurement 
times. The off-diagonal values indicated the proportion of duals who 
transited from a group at baseline to the other groups after a self-
compassion mood manipulation

At Baseline After Mood Induction

U.S. Low state SC Moderate state SC High state SC
Low state SC 0.337 0.455 0.208
Moderate state SC 0 0.617 0.383
High state SC 0 0.034 0.966
Japan Low state SC Moderate state SC High state SC
Low state SC 0.228 0.371 0.401
Moderate state SC 0 0.356 0.644
High state SC 0 0 1
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