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ABSTRACT

The Compass of Shame Scale (CoSS) was developed to measure the ways
individuals deal with shame. The scale consists of 48 items and four factors
(withdrawal, attack other, attack-self, avoidance). This study aimed to investigate
the psychometric properties of the Compass of Shame Scale (CoSS) in a Turkish
sample. The sample consisted of 496 adults (137 male, 359 female) aged
between 18 and 66 years. The data for test-retest analysis were collected from
76 participants two weeks after the first measurement. Participants were asked
to complete the Compass of Shame Scale, Trait Shame and Guilt Scale, Trait
Anger and Anger Expressions Inventory, Difficulties in Emotion Regulation
Scale, Beck Depression Inventory, and a Demographic Form. In order to test the
construct validity of CoSS an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with varimax
rotation was conducted and its correlations with theoretically similar constructs
were tested. The results of the factor analysis were compatible with the four-
factor structure of the original scale. Regarding correlations, withdrawal, attack
self, and attack other showed significant correlations with trait shame, anger,
anger expressions, difficulties in emotion regulation, and depressive symptoms.
Avoidance, however, had small but significant correlations with pride, anger, and
internalized anger. These findings support the construct validity of the scale. The
Cronbach’s alpha values for the internal consistency reliabilities of the factors
were estimated and ranged between .71 and .89. The values calculated for test-
retest reliability ranged from .71 to .80. In addition, significant gender differences
were found for the withdrawal and attack self factors such that women scored
significantly higher than men in these factors. These findings provided strong
evidence for the reliability and validity of the Turkish CoSS.

Keywords: Shame, coping, validity, reliability, Compass of Shame Scale

This work is licensed under Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License BY _NC


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3093-9591
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0275-0097

Psychometric Properties of Turkish Compass of Shame Scale

(074

Utang Pusulasi Olgegi (UPO), bireylerin utangla bas etme bigimlerini 6lgmek amaciyla gelistirilmis bir 6lgektir. Olgek
48 madde ile dort faktorden (geri ¢ekilme, bagkalarina saldirma, kendine saldirma, kaginma) olugmaktadir. Bu ¢aliymada
UPO’niin psikometrik ozelliklerinin Tiirkiye &rnekleminde incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Calisma &rneklemi, yaglari
18 ile 66 arasinda degisen 496 yetiskinden (137 erkek, 359 kadin) olusmaktadir. Test-tekrar test giivenirligi igin ilk
lgiimden iki hafta sonra 76 katilimeidan tekrar lgiim alimmistir. Katilimeilardan Utang Pusulast Olgegi, Siirekli Utang
ve Sugluluk Olgegi, Siirekli Ofke ve Ofke ifadeleri Envanteri, Duygu Diizenleme Giigliigii Olgegi, Beck Depresyon
Envanteri ve Demografik Form doldurmalari istenmistir. UPO’niin yap1 gegerligini incelemek igin varimax rotasyonlu
acimlayic faktor analizi yapilmis ve teorik olarak iliskili diger yapilarla olan korelasyonlar: test edilmistir. Faktor analizi
sonuglari, orijinal dlgege benzer sekilde dort faktorlii bir yapr ortaya koymustur. Korelasyon analizi sonuglarina gore
ise, UPO’niin kendine saldirma, baskalarina saldirma ve geri ¢ekilme faktorleri siirekli utang ve 6fke, 6fke ifade tarzlari,
duygu diizenleme giigliikleri ve depresif belirtiler ile anlamli korelasyonlar gostermistir. Kaginma faktorii ise gurur, 6fke
ve bastirilmis 6fke ile diisiik ancak anlaml diizeyde iliski gostermistir. Bu bulgular dlgegin yapi gegerligini destekler
niteliktedir. Olgegin ig tutarlilik giivenirligini test etmek amactyla faktorlere ait Cronbach alpha katsayilart hesaplanmis
ve katsayilarin .71 ile .89 arasinda degistigi goriilmustiir. Test-tekrar test giivenirligi i¢in hesaplanan degerler .71 ile .80
arasinda degiskenlik gostermektedir. Ayrica, geri ¢ekilme ve kendine saldirma faktorleri icin anlamli cinsiyet farkliliklart
tespit edilmis, bu faktorlerde kadinlarin erkeklerden anlamli olarak daha yiiksek puan aldiklari bulunmustur. Tiim bu
bulgular, Utang Pusulasi Olgegi’nin Tiirk¢e versiyonunun, gecerlik ve giivenirligine dair gii¢lii kanitlar sunmaktadir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Utang, basa ¢ikma, gegerlik, giivenirlik, Utang Pusulast Olgegi
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Shame is one of the self-conscious emotions, emerging around two years of age and
requiring an awareness of self, others, and societal norms as well as an evaluation of one’s
own behavior according to these norms (Lewis, 1995). As with the other self-conscious
emotions, shame organizes our interpersonal relations and helps us to detect socially inap-
propriate behaviors (Tangney & Tracy, 2012). Turkish culture has a collectivistic structure
in which the social image, represented mostly through the honor concept, is at the fore-
front for individuals (Uskul et al., 2014). In honor cultures, shame has an important func-
tion in protecting one’s honor (Boiger, Giingdr, Karasawa, & Mesquita, 2014). For in-
stance, it was found that in an honor culture, shame motivated individuals to verbally
defend themselves against the one who had insulted them, while in non-honor cultures
shame triggered individuals to withdraw in the face of the same act (Mosquera, Fischer,
Manstead, & Zaalberg, 2008). A recent review indicated that shame and guilt are cultural-
ly sensitive emotions and need to be studied culture specifically (Soylemez, Koyuncu, &
Amado, 2018). Thus, understanding responses to shame in a collectivistic context is im-
portant in order to examine the behaviors it motivates. Gender also makes a difference in
shame coping styles of individuals (Elison, Pulos, & Lennon, 2006). Considering culture
specific gender socialization practices, it would be important to investigate shame coping
styles of men and women in a collectivistic context. In addition to the culture and gender
specific aspects, shame, as an intense emotion, is related to diverse psychopathologies and
the type of psychological symptoms can change depending on how individuals cope with
shame (Elison, Pulos & Lennon, 2006). Shame coping styles of individuals are also influ-
ential in psychotherapeutic contexts (i.e., supervision and psychotherapy) (Black, Curran,
& Dyer, 2013; Hahn, 2001). It is important for clinicians to detect the characteristic ways
that individuals cope with shame in order to conduct their therapeutic work effectively.
The concept of shame coping thus must be taken into consideration in both research and
clinical practice. However, individuals may not be aware of their own ways of coping with
shame or may not be able to express it in words. Psychometrically sound measures may be
more effective in assessing individuals’ shame coping styles on some occasions. However,
tools measuring shame and shame related concepts are still limited in Turkish culture. In
fact, as yet no measure has been used in Turkey to assess shame focused coping. The
Compass of Shame Scale that was developed by Elison and his colleagues (2006) mea-
sures different shame coping styles of individuals. This scale has a scenario-based nature.
It was argued that scenario based scales have some advantages in measuring self-con-

scious emotions since these emotions occur in response to certain stimuli rather than being
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a generalized state, and scenarios ease the respondents’ evaluation of their own feeling
(Tangney, 1996). Thus, the purpose of the current study is to investigate the psychometric
properties of the Compass of Shame Scale with the aim of measuring different ways of

coping with shame.

Coping with Shame

In the case of shame, the whole self is held responsible for the occurrence of an aver-
sive event (Tangney, 1995). Since the negative situation is attributed to the entire self,
shame is regarded as an intense feeling, which impels individuals to disappear. In line
with its overwhelming nature, shame is found to be related to various psychopathologi-
cal symptoms. Regarding internalizing disturbances, the experience of shame shows a
consistent relationship with depressive symptoms (Candea, Matu, & Szentagotai, 2014)
and anxiety related symptomatology (Fergus, Valentiner, Mcgrath, & Jencius, 2010).
The feeling of shame was also associated with externalizing problems including inti-
mate partner violence (Hundt & Holohan, 2012), eating problems (Iannaccone, D’Olim-
pio, Cella, & Cotrufo, 2016), and substance use (Dearing, Stuewig, & Tangney, 2005).
This divergent relation of shame with psychological problems may be explained by the

ways that individuals cope with this intense emotion.

It is argued that maladaptive ways of coping with shame produce negative outcomes
while effective coping contributes to more positive outcomes (Tangney, 1995). For in-
stance, accepting one’s feeling of shame was associated with decreased levels of bully-
ing in school-aged children (Ahmed & Braithwaite, 2004). However, sustaining con-
structive coping is difficult in the face of frequent and internalized cases of shame
(Harper, 2011). As the feeling of shame becomes intense and frequent, individuals try to
detach themselves from this feeling by using different strategies (Harper, 2011). Anger
is one of the common responses that individuals show when they encounter shame (Eli-
son, Garofalo, & Velotti, 2014). Studies indicated that shame was associated with ag-
gressive acts through other oriented anger (Stuewig, Tangney, Heigel, Harty, & McClo-
skey, 2010; Tangney, Stuewig, & Matinez, 2014). A retrospective study conducted with
incarcerated youths revealed that detainees who do not acknowledge shame and prefer
to blame others display more violent acts than those who face up to their shame (Gold,
Sullivan, & Lewis, 2011). Moreover, shame-prone criminals were more likely to com-
mit a crime within a year of release due to their tendency to blame others (Tangney et

al., 2014). From this perspective, violence may function as a protector against shame
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pervasive to and discomforting for the self (Elison et al., 2014). Moreover, the self itself
may become the target of anger in people who deeply experience shame. Self-oriented
anger emerges through self-critical and/or self-defeating ways in those individuals,
which links shame with different kinds of psychopathologies (Gilbert et al., 2010). Sha-
har, Doron, and Szepsenwol (2015) found a sequential association between early mem-
ories of emotionally harsh parenting, shame, self-criticism, and social anxiety symp-
toms in a community sample. In fact, it was argued that self-critical responses to shame
may be a defense against the flawed self which may be the reason underlying socially
anxious behaviors (Shahar et al., 2015). Similarly, body shame was associated with cru-
el elements of self-criticism such as self-disgust and wishing to damage the self, which
links the contempt of the body with binge eating problems in women (Duarte, Pin-
to-Gouveia, & Ferreira, 2014). It seems that self-criticism may have a short-term reliev-
ing function in response to the more painful emotion of shame, though it initiates a

shame cycle by impelling individuals to maladaptive behaviors in the long run.

There are also other responses to shame different from anger related strategies. In
extreme situations such as trauma or abuse, individuals may detach away from the self
as well as their emotions, which are the inseparable units of the self. For instance, shame
was found to be related to dissociative behaviors in traumatized individuals and individ-
uals having an abuse history (Platt, Luoma, & Freyd, 2017; Talbot, Talbot, & Tu, 2004).
Otis, Marchand and Courtois (2012) even showed that dissociation occurring as a re-
sponse to emotional difficulties including shame after a traumatic event predicted symp-
toms of posttraumatic stress disorder. How individuals deal with shame may also play a
role in their characteristic way of behaving. For instance, people having narcissistic per-
sonality disorder symptoms were more likely to report shame as an aversive and unbear-
able emotion (Schoenleber & Berenbaum, 2012). Thus, the motive behind their arrogant

and grandiose behaviors may be to keep shame out of the self.

As the above mentioned studies indicated, coping regarding shame is important in
the psychological functioning of individuals in a wide range of areas including diverse
psychopathologies and dysfunctional personality traits. However, there is a scarcity of
models which include shame related reactions in the literature. One of the influential
models in this area was proposed by Nathanson (1992) who named the Compass of
Shame. Based on his clinical work, Nathanson (1992) defined four responses given to

shame which correspond to the four poles of a compass. These responses were per-
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ceived as maladaptive ways of coping with shame and are called withdrawal, attack self,
attack other, and avoidance. Withdrawal and attack self are usually described as the in-
ternalizing strategies while attack other and avoidance fall into externalizing pole of the
compass. In the case of withdrawal, individuals are aware of shame and try to minimize
it by psychologically or physically withdrawing the self from the situation (Elison, Len-
non, & Pulos, 2006). Attack self also includes the recognition of shame but it intensifies
the shameful state by directing anger toward the self (Brown, 2004). According to Eli-
son and his colleagues (2006) the awareness of shame and self as a responsible agent of
the feeling are the common grounds between withdrawal and attack self. Individuals are
less likely to recognize and feel shame in the attack other condition in which one re-
lieves the uncomfortable state by accusing others and making them feel bad about them-
selves. In a similar vein, individuals do not usually feel shame in avoidance but neither
do they feel comfortable with the situation. They are mostly indifferent to the situation
or trivialize it through jokes. As compared to other responses, avoidance is the one that

mostly processes unconsciously (Elison, Lennon, & Pulos, 2006).

Based on the model suggested by Nathanson (1992), Elison, Lennon and Pulos
(2006) developed the Compass of Shame Scale (CoSS). This scale included 12
shame-inducing situations. Each situation has four responses representing four shame
coping styles namely withdrawal, attack self, attack other, and avoidance. The reliability
and the validity of the CoSS were tested in a variety of studies and across cultures (Eli-
son, Pulos, & Lennon, 2006; Schalkwijk, Stams, Dekker, Peen, & Elison, 2016). These
studies showed that the CoSS can be used as a reliable and valid measure in different
contexts such as clinical and incarcerated populations. Shame coping styles showed di-
vergent associations with many psychological outcomes in different magnitudes. In fact,
withdrawal and attack self had a positive and stronger relationship with concerns of be-
ing perfect and flawless in athletes (Elison & Partridge, 2012), and with depressive
symptoms and distress (Elison, Lennon, & Pulos, 2006) while the externalization part of
shame coping styles (i.e., attack other and avoidance) were mostly related to anger and
psychopathic traits such as self-indulgence, self-seeking, and disregarding characteris-
tics (Campbell & Elison, 2005; Elison, Pulos, & Lennon, 2006). Coping with shame
through attacking self and withdrawal also predicted poor interpersonal ties and poor
rapport in therapeutic relationship, which may hinder the benefits of psychotherapy and
progress of the patient in the process (Black et al., 2013).
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Socialization of gender regarding self-conscious emotions results in differences in
the frequency and intensity of these emotions between men and women (Alessandri &
Lewis, 1993). For instance, even though girls and boys showed similar performance in a
puzzle task, parents used more positive and specific feedback for the achievements of
boys and more negative specific evaluative feedback for the failures of girls, which in-
creased girls’ propensity to experience shame (Alessandri & Lewis, 1993). Such paren-
tal practices may result in the internalization of shame by girls and affect their stance in
response to the shame. Else-Quest, Higgins, Allison and Morton (2012) found that the
largest gender difference occurred in shame among self-conscious emotions and in sce-
nario-based scales. Thus, it is important to take into consideration gender in constructs
related to shame. Elison, Lennon and Pulos (2006) found that men and women differed
from each other in their use of shame coping styles. That is, women got higher scores in
attacking self and withdrawing while men tended to cope with shame via avoidance.
However, since these differences may be sensitive to culture, it is essential to examine
gender differences in different cultural contexts (Fischer, Manstead, Mosquera, & Van
Vianen, 2004).

As mentioned above, while studies on shame coping styles are abundant in internation-
al literature (e.g., Reid, Harper, & Anderson, 2009), there have not been many studies
on shame coping in Turkish literature (Cirhinlioglu & Giiveng, 2011). In the light of
this, the first aim of this study is to adapt CoSS, which is a measurement tool that mea-
sures the ways of coping with shame, into Turkish and to test its psychometric proper-
ties. Since the CoSS factors measure maladaptive regulation of shame, its factors would
associate with constructs indicating maladjustment (Elison, Lennon, & Pulos, 2006). It
is expected that withdrawal, attack self, and attack other would show significant posi-
tive correlations with the indicators of trait shame, trait anger, internalized and external-
ized anger, emotion regulation difficulties and depressive symptoms. These factors
would negatively relate with measures of trait pride and anger control. Since pride, an-
ger, and externalized anger are self-enhancing and self-protective emotions (Tracy &
Robins, 2004), it is expected that avoidance would have positive correlations with these
constructs. The second aim of the study is to examine gender differences on the factors
of CoSS. Since women were more likely to use internalizing shame coping styles (Eli-
son, Lennon, & Pulos, 2006), it is expected that women will use more withdrawal and

attack self strategies as compared to men.
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METHOD

Participants

Data were collected from 496 participants living in different cities of Turkey (i.e.,
Ankara, Izmir, Istanbul). The ages of participants ranged between 18-66 (M = 32.80, SD
=11.67). The majority was female (N = 359, 72.4%) and the others were male (N =137,
27.6%). Of the participants, 0.4% had a primary school certificate, 29.6% were high
school graduates, 50.4% had a university degree, and 19.5% had a postgraduate degree.
Among the participants, 56% ( N = 201) of women and 81% (N = 111) of men reported
to have a job. Participation was on a voluntary basis and all participants signed the in-

formed consent form. Convenience sampling was used to access participants.

Measures
Demographic Form. This form was prepared by the researchers to get information

about the age, gender, education and socioeconomic level of the participants.

Compass of Shame Scale (CoSS). The scale was developed to measure the forms of
coping with shame by Elison, Lennon and Pulos (2006). It has a scenario-based nature.
The CoSS consists of 12 situations which may arouse shame and participants are asked
to rate four responses, placed under each situation on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging
from 1 = Never to 5 = Almost always (see Appendix A for the sample item). Thus, the
scale consists of 48 items. These four responses represent four maladaptive coping
styles of shame namely, avoidance, withdrawal, attack self, and attack other. Higher
scores taken from the scale indicate higher use of maladaptive coping with shame (Eli-
son, Lennon, & Pulos, 2006).

For the original scale, internal consistency reliability coefficients of the factors were
.89 for withdrawal, .85 for attack other, .91 for attack seclf, and .74 for avoidance.
Test-retest reliability of the factors ranged between .75 and .85. The scale correlated
with variables measuring internalized shame, self-esteem, anger, coping and psycholog-

ical symptoms (Elison, Lennon, & Pulos, 2006).

Beck Depression Inventory (BDI). The BDI was developed by Beck et al. (1961;
1988). The instrument aims to assess depressive symptoms and contains 21 items. The
scores of each item range from zero to three. Higher scores indicate higher levels of de-

pressive symptoms. The scale was adapted to Turkish culture by Hisli (1988; 1989). The
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internal consistency coefficient of the scale was .80 and the split-half reliability was .74
(Hisli, 1989). It was used as a reliable and valid instrument. The Cronbach’s alpha of
BDI found in the current study was .86 (See Table 2).

Trait Shame and Guilt Scale (TSGS). The State Shame and Guilt Scale was adapt-
ed to trait scale by Rohleder et al. (2008). The TSGS consists of 15 items and three fac-
tors measuring the level of trait shame, guilt, and feelings of pride felt by the partici-
pants in the last month. Items are rated on a 5-point Likert type scale and higher scores
on each factor reflect a higher level of shame, guilt, and pride. Bugay and Demir (2011)
adapted the scale to Turkish and confirmed the three-factor structure of the original
form. The internal consistency coefficient was .83 for shame, .81 for guilt, .87 for pride
factors. The criterion validity of the scale was also tested and found to be adequate. The
Cronbach’s alpha values of TSGS found in the current study were .82 for trait shame
and .85 for trait pride (See Table 2).

Trait Anger and Anger Expressions Inventory (TAXI). The original scale was de-
veloped by Spielberger et al. (1983; 1985) in order to measure the state-trait anger and
different anger expression styles. The scale consists of 34 items rated on a 4-point Likert
type scale (1 = Not at all, 4 = Defining at all). Ten items measure trait anger and 24
items measure anger expression styles. The anger expression styles include three factors
namely, anger in, anger out and anger control. Higher scores on each factor reflect
higher levels of frequent anger, repressed anger, externalized anger and anger control.
Internal consistency coefficients of the factors were .79 for trait anger, .62 for anger in,
.78 for anger out and .84 for anger control. The scale was adapted to Turkish by Ozer
(1994). The Turkish form of the scale had satisfactory reliability and validity scores.
The Cronbach’s alpha values of TAXI found in the current study were .85 for trait anger,

.74 for anger in, .82 for anger out and .85 for anger control (See Table 2).

Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale-Brief Form (DERS-16). The scale was
developed by Bjureberg et al. (2016). It is a self-report measure assessing the aspects of
emotion regulation difficulties. It consists of 16 items rated on a 5-point Likert type
scale (1 = Almost never, 5 = Almost always). DERS-16 has five factors, namely clarity,
goals, strategies, non-acceptance, and impulse. The scale was adapted to Turkish cul-
ture by Yigit and Guzey Yigit (2017). The factor structure of the original form was con-

firmed in the Turkish culture. Higher scores elicited from the scale indicate higher lev-
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els of difficulty in regulating emotions. The internal consistency coefficients ranged
between .78 - .87 for the factors. The Turkish version of the scale was found to be a
valid and reliable measure to assess emotion regulation difficulties. The Cronbach’s al-
pha of DERS-16 found in the current study was .90 (See Table 2).

Procedure

After obtaining permission from the authors of the CoSS, items of the scale were
translated into Turkish by following a translation/back-translation procedure. The trans-
lations and back translations were made by researchers who are proficient in both lan-
guages. The ethical approval was obtained from the Review Board of the University.
After that, data were collected through the online software program Qualtrics. More-
over, 78 participants filled out the questionnaires via paper-and-pencil method to assess
test-retest reliability procedure with a two-week interval. For online participation, mul-
tiple responses from the same IP address was prevented. Questionnaires were completed

in approximately 25 minutes. Statistical analyses were carried out via SPSS 22.0.
RESULTS

Construct Validity of CoSS

An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to assess the structural validity
of the scale. The suitability of the data for factor analysis was examined by the Kai-
ser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient and the Barlett Sphericity test. A KMO value was
.91 and the Barlett’s Sphericity test was significant (y2 (1/28) = 8991,38, p < .001).
Firstly, principal component analysis was conducted without using any rotation. Results
indicated 11 factors with eigenvalues greater than one. Of these 11 factors, the first four
had substantially higher eigenvalues as compared to others and the scree plot test also
suggested meaningful four factors. Based on the four-factor structure of the original
scale, eigenvalues, and suggestion of scree plot test, principal component analysis with

varimax rotation was run, forcing factors to four.
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Table 1. The Factor Structure of the Turkish Form of the CoSS

. Item-Factor Communality
Factor Loadings .
Items Correlations Values

1. 2. 3. 4.

Withdrawal

22) I pull away from others. 5 .69 .62
41) I isolate myself from other people. 73 .68 .60
25) I feel like being by myself. 73 .69 .60
48) I want to be alone. .69 .60 .50
19) I wish I could avoid being noticed. .63 57 A5
16) I keep away from other people. 57 .56 45
9) I shrink away from others. .56 .58 41
6) I try not to be noticed. 47 .50 31
38) I feel like I'm shrinking. 47 .53 A48
3) I withdraw from the activity. 39 37 .20
35) I withdraw from the situation. 37 .34 25
32%*) I remove myself from the situation. 22 45 24 26
Attack Other

26) I want to point out their faults. .67 .56 46
39) I point out their faults. .67 .55 46
45) I push the feeling back on those who make me .64 .58 45
feel this way.

10) I blame other people for the situation. .61 49 .39
4) I get irritated with other people. .61 Sl 41
23) I blame other people for excluding me. 58 .59 A5
13) I take it out on other people. .56 46 .36
36) I get angry with them. .56 .54 35
42) I get mad at people for making me feel this way. .56 57 41
7) I feel ill will toward the others. 55 .54 41
20) I get mad at whoever embarrassed me. 54 .53 37
29) I get mad at them for expecting so much. 46 .39 23
Attack Self

28) I am aggravated by my mistakes. 75 .68 .62
12) I feel irritated with myself. 71 .63 57
37) I get frustrated with myself for having them. .66 .65 .56
44) 1 get angry with myself. .65 .66 .58
21) I put myself down. .63 .64 .50
34) I repeatedly think about my imperfections. 59 45 40
5) I criticize myself. 58 46 .40
2) I get mad at myself for not being good enough. 55 .59 43
31) I get down on myself. 52 .65 .53
18) I blame myself for not being more careful. 47 .50 33
47) 1 feel unworthy of being around other people. 46 .64 .56
15) I feel annoyed at myself. 39 .56 46
Avoidance

43) I cover up the humiliation by keeping busy. .60 45 43
33) I soothe myself with distractions. .60 41 .39
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14) I pretend I don’t care. .56 41 32
40) I try not to feel bad. 55 .34 35
17) I hide my embarrassment with a joke. 55 45 34
46) I disown the feeling. 51 .39 31
30) I cover my feelings with a joke. 49 37 32
24) I don’t let it show. 42 31 23
11) I act more confident than I am. .38 29 33
27) 1 deny there is any reason for me to feel bad. 37 .30 26
1) I don’t let it bother me. 32 22 11
8*) I ignore my mistakes. 33 17 .20 18
Variance (%) 11.83 11.18 10.57 6.78

Eigenvalues 10.66 3.65 3.15 1.92

Note. * represents the items excluded from further analyses. 1 = Withdrawal, 2 = Attack Other, 3 = Attack Self, 4 = Avoidance.

As seen in Table 1, the distribution of items to the factors was mostly consistent with
the original scale. In the original study, item 8 was loaded to avoidance while item 32
was loaded to withdrawal. However, these two items were not loaded to their original
factors in our study. Moreover, these items had the lowest correlations with their own
factors in item-factor correlation analyses. Their removal improved the reliability of
these particular factors. Thus, it was decided to exclude these items from further analy-
ses. Factor loadings of the items ranged between .32 - .77. The Withdrawal factor ex-
plained 11.83% of the total variance, attack other factor accounted for 11.18%, attack
self factor accounted for 10.57%, and avoidance factor explained 6.78% of the total

variance. These four factors explained 40.37% of the total variance.

Means, standard deviations, minimum-maximum scores, and internal consistency
coefficients regarding the TSGS, TAXI, DERS-16, and BDI were estimated and repre-
sented in Table 2. In order to assess the construct validity of CoSS factors, their correla-
tions with the TSGS, TAXI, Ders-16, and BDI were examined and the results were also
presented in Table 2.

As seen in Table 2, there were significant correlations between the factors of the
CoSS and these scales. These correlations varied between -.30 (pride; p <.01) and .49
(anger in, p <.01) for withdrawal; -.31 (anger control, p <.01) and .46 (trait anger, p <
.01) for attack other; -.32 (pride, p < .01) and .51 (trait shame, p < .01) for attack self;
.09 (anger control, p <.05) and .18 (anger in, p < .01) for avoidance. Pride and anger
control had significant negative correlations with withdrawal, attack self, and attack

other. Only avoidance showed a statistically significant and positive relationship with
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pride and anger control. The correlation coefficients between the CoSS factors and these
scales were mostly significant in the expected direction supporting the validity of the
CoSS. Correlation coefficients between the factors of the CoSS were also calculated
(See Table 2.). These findings are largely similar to the findings in the original study and
provided support for the construct validity of the Turkish form. In contrast to the find-
ings of the original study, the correlation between avoidance and attack self was not
significant (Elison et al., 2006).

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Pearson Correlation Coefficients of Study Measures and CoSS
Factors

M SD  Min-Max CroAr::’)z;h’s Withdrawal A;t:'l:k 12;::::5 Avoidance
Withdrawal 30.44 8.32 13-52 .86 -
Attack Self 32.07 9.10 12-60 .89 67" -
Attack Other 24.16 7.31 12-46 .85 42 A7 -
Avoidance 29.31 6.30 13-49 71 14" .02 20" -
Trait Shame 8.53 4.20 5-25 .82 44 517 29" -.04
Trait Pride 16.85 4.77 5-25 .85 -.30" =327 -.20" .16™
Trait Anger 21.21 5.55 10-40 .85 25" 30" 46" A1
Anger In 18.15 4.22 8-32 74 49 .39 .34 .18
Anger Out 16.05 4.19 8-32 .82 13" 227 37 .09
Anger Control 21.90 4.60 8-32 .85 -.16™ -.18" =317 .09°
DERS-16 35.78 10.77 16-73 .90 37 26" 16" .07
BDI 31.73 7.89 21-65 .86 427 A7 32" -.05

Note. "p < .05, “p <.01. DERS-16 = Difficulties in Emotion Regulation Scale-Brief Form, BDI = Beck Depression Inventory

Reliability

Cronbach’s alpha values were calculated for the internal consistency reliability of
the CoSS factors. Reliability coefficients were found as .86 for withdrawal, .85 for at-
tack other, .89 for attack self, and .71 for avoidance. Two-week test-retest reliabilities of
76 participants were .80 for withdrawal, .71 for attack other, .78 for attack self, and .75
for avoidance. Item factor correlations ranged between .24 and .69 for withdrawal, .39
and .59 for attack other, .45 and .68 for attack self, and .20 and .45 for avoidance.

Gender Differences

In order to test gender differences on the factors of the CoSS, an independent #-test
analysis was conducted. As seen in Table 3, male/female differences were statistically
significant in two factors of the CoSS. Specifically, women exhibited more attack self
(#(494) =3.12, p < .01, d = .32) and withdrawal (#(494) =2.46, p < .05, d =.25) as com-

Psikoloji Calismalari - Studies in Psychology Cilt/Volume: 40, Sayi/Issue: 2, 2020 373



Psychometric Properties of Turkish Compass of Shame Scale

pared to the men. The effect sizes (Cohen’s-d; Cohen, 1988) for the significant differ-

ences were calculated and found to be small.

Table 3. Gender Differences for CoSS Factors

Female (V= 359) Male (V=137)
t
M SD M SD
Withdrawal 31.01 8.35 28.96 8.10 2.46"
Attack Self 32.86 9.31 30.03 8.27 3.12"
Attack Other 24.23 7.43 23.96 7.04 38
Avoidance 29.49 6.05 28.85 6.91 .96
p<.05,"p<.01
DISCUSSION

The current study aimed to investigate the psychometric properties of the Compass
of Shame Scale (CoSS; Elison et al., 2006) in Turkish culture. Results supported the re-
liability and validity of the Turkish CoSS in assessing shame related coping mecha-
nisms of individuals. The factors of the CoSS showed moderate to good internal consis-
tency reliability scores. Two-week test-retest reliabilities indicated that individuals were
mostly consistent in their ways of coping with shame. These results were also congruent
with the findings found in the studies of the original scale (Elison, Lennon, & Pulos,
2006) and Dutch study of the CoSS (Schalkwijk et al., 2016).

In order to test the construct validity of the Turkish CoSS, an exploratory factor anal-
ysis with varimax rotation was conducted. Based on the suggestion of the scree plot, the
scale was forced to four factors. Items were mostly loaded to the factor specified in the
original scale. However, one item from the avoidance factor was loaded on attack other
and one from the withdrawal factor was loaded on the avoidance factor. The message
that these items are supposed to convey were not congruent with the factors to which
they were loaded and keeping these items under the factor to which they were loaded
would damage the integrity and reliability of the scale. Thus, they were excluded in the
current study. However, it can be related to a sample specific problem. Therefore, it is

suggested that these two items must be analyzed in further studies.

The correlations between the factors of the Turkish CoSS, TSGS, TAXI, DERS-16,
and BDI also supported the construct validity of the CoSS. The withdrawal and attack

self factors mostly showed a similar pattern of correlations with these variables. Indi-
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viduals who cope with shame by escaping from the situation and/or people and by criti-
cizing themselves were more likely to have enduring feelings of shame and anger. They
also showed a tendency to suppress their anger and had difficulty in controlling it. In a
similar vein, they were less likely to feel content with their being and their achieve-
ments (i.e., pride). These findings confirmed the internalizing nature of withdrawal and
attack self factors. Recently, it was found that coping with shame through attacking self
inclined individuals to experience frequent states of shame in both psychologically
healthy and unhealthy groups (Dyer et al., 2017). In the current study, individuals using
withdrawal and attacking self as ways of coping with shame also reported having diffi-
culty in regulating their emotions. However, withdrawal shame coping had a stronger
correlation with emotion regulation difficulties as compared to attack self, which may
indicate that individuals using the withdrawal strategy may feel more overwhelmed in
relation to their emotions. They may have more difficulty in regulating their emotions
since the withdrawal strategy keeps individuals away from people who may be the
sources of social support and effective solutions. The attack self coping strategy, on the
other hand, may provide individuals with greater capacity to approach and handle their
emotions since people can gain deference of others and hold others close to themselves
through this way. Thus, despite their similarity, coping with shame via withdrawal and
attacking self may be differentiated from each other regarding the psychological burden

they create.

The rationale behind the attack other and avoidance coping styles is to keep shame
away from the self. That is, the intensity of the shame feeling does not much diffuse to
the self in these two coping strategies (Elison et al., 2006). The correlations of attack
other and avoidance with the measures were mostly in line with this motive. Among
four coping styles, attack other was the one showing the strongest correlation with anger
and externalized anger. Surprisingly, it was also highly correlated with suppressed an-
ger. In the attack other coping strategy, individuals may be aware of the negativity of the
situation to some extent but they do not take the responsibility for the situation and thus,
they keep the negativity away from the self. It may help them to reduce the intensity of
shame as was suggested by its mild correlation with shame; however, they seem to have
difficulty in dissolving the intense anger. This finding may suggest that people deal with
their shame by converting it to anger in the attack other coping style, which may help to

sustain a relatively powerful image in the eyes of others. A previous study conducted
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with athletes also revealed that athletes who are highly sensitive to making mistakes
were more likely to cope with shame by attacking others (Elison & Partridge, 2012).
This finding also indicates the importance of the other’s gaze in attack other coping.
Avoidance of attempts to cope with shame drew a rather different portrait as compared
to other coping styles. It did not have significant correlations with trait shame indicating
its detachment from shame and shame related psychological states (Schalkwijk et al.,
2016). Moreover, its slight but positive correlation with trait pride indicated that indi-
viduals using avoidance as a way of coping with shame had more room for positive
emotionality. Elison et al. (2006) argued that the psychologically healthy outlook of the
avoidance coping style found in this study and in previous studies may be misleading
due to the denial inherent in this strategy. For instance, it was found that individuals
having dissociative identity disorder had significantly higher levels of avoidance shame
focused coping as compared the other psychological disorder groups (Dyer et al., 2017).
Moreover, in contrast to previous studies (See. Elison, Lennon, & Pulos, 2006; Schalk-
wijk et al., 2016) the avoidance coping style was found to be associated with anger and
internalized anger in this study. This finding may indicate a cultural difference regard-
ing anger. For instance, narcissistic power (i.e., the adaptive side of narcissism) was
represented through anger and its substitutes in Turkish culture while the same construct
was associated with more adaptive factors in individualistic cultures (Ongen, 2010).

Thus, anger may be perceived more favorably and less problematically in Turkey.

The correlations between the CoSS factors and the BDI also provided evidence for
the construct validity of the scale. According to the results, with the exception of avoid-
ance, all factors of the CoSS were significantly associated with BDI scores of partici-
pants. That is, the more participants use coping through attacking themselves and oth-
ers, as well as withdrawing themselves from the situation, the more they experience
depressive states. The use of avoidant coping, on the other hand, was unrelated to de-
pressive symptoms. This finding was consistent with the previous studies indicating that
withdrawal and attack self shame focused coping were related to psychological distress
in intra and interpersonal levels (Black et al., 2013; Stromsten, 2011). Attack self and
withdrawal coping styles represent the internalization pole of the compass (Elison, Pu-
los, & Lennon, 2006). In a similar vein, they were mostly associated with internalized
outputs like depressive symptoms or low self-esteem (Yelsma, Brown, & Elison, 2002).

Attack other and avoidance coping styles are the externalization side of shame focused
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coping. Despite its externalizing nature, the attack other factor was positively related
with depressive symptoms. This result was in accordance with previous studies indicat-
ing maladaptive outcomes that the aggressive coping style of shame produces (Elison,
Pulos, & Lennon, 2006; Reid et al. 2009). Avoidance, on the other hand, was not related
with BDI scores. It does not eliminate the maladaptive nature avoidant coping style. It
was argued that individuals who are unaware of the shame feeling or who derogate this
feeling are more likely to endorse avoidance (Reid et al., 2009). Thus, the avoidance
coping mechanism can be considered as a defense against negative emotionality. Thus,
it may be related to psychological outcomes in which shame is processed more uncon-
sciously such as narcissistic personality traits, addictive behaviors or psychopathic ten-
dencies (e.g., Nystrom & Mikkelsen, 2013). In fact, a recent study indicated that the
avoidance pole of shame coping was associated with fear of intimate relationships (Do-
rahy et al., 2013).

In terms of coping with shame, gender seems to be an important factor. The literature
indicates that men are less skillful in processing shame due to several factors such as
gender socialization or developmental trajectories (Wright, 1994). The current study
also showed that male participants were less likely to use attack self and withdrawal
strategies in which shame is accepted and sensed to some extent. It was argued that men
show more counteractive reactions to shame in which they intend to structure and inter-
pret the event differently through projection, denial or reaction formation (Wright,
1994). However, in the current study the propensity of men to avoidance coping was not
confirmed which was found in previous findings. It may be largely due to the unequal
distribution of gender in the current sample. Women’s tendency to use internalizing
shame coping methods, on the other hand, was in line with the literature findings (Eli-
son et al., 2006; Elison & Partridge, 2012). In Turkish women, blaming and criticizing
oneself for feelings of inadequacy was one of the underlying reasons of depression (Sar1
& Gengdz, 2016). Future studies can reach more detailed findings by focusing on the
effect of gender on coping with shame since it seems that women and men tend to favor

different ways of shame-coping.

The current study is the first to investigate the ways of shame coping in a collectivis-
tic culture. Findings were mostly consistent with previous studies of the CoSS support-
ing its cross-cultural validation. The factorial structure of CoSS was similar to the origi-

nal scale which was developed in a Western culture. This similarity may be related to
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the universality of situations that are supposed to arouse shame in the CoSS. The situa-
tions were expressed with general terms without including cultural features so that indi-
viduals can easily attribute personal meaning to them. Moreover, scenarios generated in
Western cultures may be more likely to represent prototypical experiences of shame.
For instance, Uskul et al. (2014) revealed that Turkish participants perceived scenarios
composed by Northern American participants as prototypical of honor attacking situa-
tions while the scenarios formed by Turkish participants did not conform the prototypi-
cal image of honor attacking situations for American participants. Further research may

also compare individualistic and collectivist cultures in terms of shame-coping styles.

This study has certain limitations which must be considered while evaluating the re-
sults. Firstly, the sample of the study was not equally distributed in terms of gender, as
mentioned above. Future research is required to investigate the factor structure of CoSS
in an equally distributed sample in order to extend the generalizability of the findings.
Another limitation of the study is that variables which were chosen for the validity of
the avoidance scale of the CoSS did not provide rich information about the nature and
content of this coping style. Thus, associations of avoidance with different outcome
variables such as narcissism, dissociation or addiction may be examined in further stud-
ies. Furthermore, the data collection tools used in the study were self-report question-
naires and this may create a limitation. Considering the unconscious processing under-
lying avoidance coping, implicit techniques may be used to assess its structure in future
studies. Future studies that test the factor structure of the CoSS through confirmatory
factor analyses would promote the reliability of these findings. Also further studies ex-
amining the psychometric properties of the CoSS in clinical populations would provide
information for the clinical use of the scale. All in all, this study largely supports the
CoSS as a valid and reliable measurement tool which can be used by studies conducted

in Turkey.
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Akinci i, Cesur Atintas M

APPENDIX A

Sample Item

E. Toplum i¢inde beni utandiran bir hata yaptigimda:

12345 17. Utancimi saka ile saklarim. (Kaginma)

1 2345 18. Daha dikkatli olmadigim i¢in kendimi su¢larim. (Kendine saldirma)
1234519. Keske fark edilmekten kaginabilsem. (Geri ¢ekilme)

1 2345 20. Beni utandiran her kimse ona kizarim. (Bagkalarina saldirma)
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