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Abstract

Problem Statement: In Turkey, there is no scale to measure one’s shame and
guilt level as a trait. Therefore, translating and adapting The Trait Shame
and Guilt Scale into Turkish language and culture expected to fill the gap
regarding the understanding of guilt and shame as a trait.

Purpose of the Study: The aim of the study was to investigate the
psychometric properties of the Turkish version of Trait Shame and Guilt
Scale (Rohleder, Chen, Wolf, & Miller, 2008).

Method of the Research: The Trait Shame and Guilt Scale and The
Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) were administered to two independent
university students samples. Sample 1 consisted of 310 (172 female, 138
male) university students and sample 2 consisted of 205 (100 female, 105
male) university students who were not the participants of the study 1.
Participants of the study were recruited via convenient sampling. In the
first study, the process of translating and face validity of the Turkish
version of TSGS as well as the reliability and Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA) results were reported. In the second study, Confirmatory Factor
Analysis (CFA) was performed to verify the factor structure suggested by
EFA results. In sum, factor structure assessments, convergent validity, and
internal reliability were examined to determine the applicability of
Turkish version of TSGS.

Findings of the Research: The results of this study indicated high reliability
(internal consistency) and satisfactory criterion-related validity of the
Turkish version TSGS. In addition, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) confirmed the original three factors
structure for the Turkish version of TSGS.

Conclusions and Recommendations: The findings of the study provided
empirical evidence for applicability of Turkish version of TSGS in Turkish

* Assist. Prof. Dr., Akdeniz University, Faculty of Education, abugay0O@gmail.com

** Prof. Dr., Middle East Technical University, Faculty of Education, aydemir@metu.edu.tr


mailto:abugay00@gmail.com
mailto:aydemir@metu.edu.tr

18 | Ash Bugay & Ayhan Demir
[

university samples. The findings of the study are restricted the convenient
sampling procedure. Thus, the Turkish version of the TSGS needs to be
replicated using a random sampling procedure in future research.

Key words: Shame, guilt, pride, psychometric properties, reliability,
validity.

Shame can be defined as “an emotion that appears when one violates self-
imposed moral standards” (Bear, Uribe-Zarain, Manning, & Shiomi, 2009, p.230). In
the vein of shame, guilt is also “the emotion that an individual experiences after
committing an act that violates one’s moral standards and attributes responsibility
for the violation to oneself” (Bear et al., 2009, p.230). Even though shame and guilt
are usually considered together and used interchangeably (e.g. Hoblitzelle, 1987;
Marschall, Saftner, & Tangney, 1994; Tangney, Wagner & Gramzow, 1989), a well-
known difference between these two emotions was established over the last decade.
For instance, Gehm and Scherer (1988) asserted that “shame is usually dependent on
the public exposure of one’s frailty or failing, whereas guilt may be something that
remains a secret with us...” (p.74). According to Lewis (1971), “in guilt, the self is not
the central object of the negative evaluation, but rather the thing done or undone is
the focus” (p.30). Tangney, Miller, Flicker, and Barlow (1996) showed this
differentiation by defining shame as “... a global negative feeling about the self”, and
referring to guilt as “...a negative feeling about a specific event rather than about
self” (p.1257).

Recently, Tangney and Dearing (2002) asserted that while shame happens as a
result of an awareness of one’s inadequacy, impropriety, or dishonor, guilt appears
after a specific bad and immoral experience. That is, one experiences shame when
they completely perceive themselves as bad or immoral; however, one feels guilt
when they perceive the specific event as wrong or something as a fault. Furthermore,
this distinction can be seen in individuals’ approaches toward repairing their
offenses in which shame drives individuals to act in a defensive manner by hiding
their flow against any threat of the self; however, guilt causes people to damage the
relationship (Tangney et al., 1996; Tangney & Dearing, 2002).

The arguments for this basic distinction between shame and guilt have also been
supported by empirical studies (e.g., Lindsay-Hartz, de Rivera, & Mascolo, 1995;
Niedenthal, Tangney, & Gavanski, 1994; Tangney, 1993; Tangney et al., 1996;
Wallbott & Scherer, 1995). As Tangney, Wagner, Fletcher, and Gramzow (1992)
revealed, whereas shame was associated with indirect expressions of hostility,
suspiciousness, irritability, and a tendency to blame others for negative events; guilt
was linked with externalization of blame and anger. Leith and Baumeister (1998)
reported that shame was correlated to personal distress; however, guilt was
associated with recognizing the perspectives of others. That is to say, shame
increased the possibility of negative outcomes, while guilt contributed to the
improvement of understanding another’s perspective. In addition, some studies (e.g.,
Fontaine, Luyten, De Boeck, & Corveleyn, 2001; Harder, Cutler, & Rockart, 1992;
Stuewig & McCloskey, 2005; Tangney, Wagner, Fletcher, & Gramzow, 1992)
indicated that only shame but not guilt had a significant impact on depression. Thus,
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the nature of the relationships of these emotions to such psychological variables
seemed to show variations, and these moral emotions may lead to different
outcomes. Overall, despite this basic distinction between guilt and shame, they were
found to be highly correlated with each other as they occurred as a result of violating
an ethical and/or social code (Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1995; Eisenberg,
2000; Keltner & Harker, 1998; Tangney & Fischer, 1995). Taken as a whole, these
findings suggest that shame and guilt are significantly related to a variety of topics,
which highlights the importance of these moral emotions in psychological
assessments.

In spite of the given differences between shame and guilt, several instruments
have been constructed in order to measure both of them simultaneously (e.g.,
Hoblitzelle, 1987; Marschall et al., 1994; Tangney et al., 1989). Some were developed
as scenario-based measures (Stegge & Ferguson, 1990; Tangney, 1990; Tangney,
Wagner, Gavlas, & Gramzow, 1991; Tangney, 1995). Among them, most commonly
used is the Test of Self-Conscious Affect (Tangney et al., 1989), which includes 15
different scenarios with various different responses for each specific situation. Some
others were developed as adjective checklists for shame and guilt (Hoblitzelle, 1987;
Harder & Lewis, 1987; Harder & Zalma, 1990). The Adapted Shame/Guilt Scale
(Hoblitzelle, 1987), for instance, consists of 16 shame adjectives and 20 guilt
adjectives. According to Tangney (1996), these adjective checklists for shame and
guilt need advanced verbal skills, which tend to restrict its use in a wide range of
populations.

Furthermore, some scales were developed as state measures of shame and guilt
(Izard, 1977; Marschall et al., 1994). The State Shame and Guilt Scale (SSGS; Marschall
et al., 1994) is one of the few scales used to identify shame, guilt, and pride in the
given moment. More recently, a modified version of SSGS was created by Rohleder
et al. (2008) in order to measure rather stable experiences of shame, guilt, and pride
by asking participants about how they felt during the past few months. Because of
this modification, they called it the Trait Shame and Guilt Scale (TSGS). The modified
version was reported to have adequate psychometric properties (Rohleder et al,
2008). Since the TSGS is a relatively new scale, there is currently insufficient
knowledge regarding the psychometric characteristics of the scale.

When Turkey is taken into consideration, there is no scale to measure one’s
shame and guilt level as a trait. The Guilt and Shame Scale (Sahin & Sahin, 1992) has
only been used to assess one’s shame and guilt based on the specific situation. This
scale was utilized in a few studies in order to measure one’s shame and guilt level as
a state (e.g., Deniz, 2006; Kalyoncu et al., 2002; Karatas, 2008). Thus, translating and
adapting the Trait Shame and Guilt Scale into the Turkish language was expected to
fill the gap regarding the understanding of shame and guilt as a trait. Therefore, the
aim of the present study was to investigate the psychometric properties of the
Turkish version of the Trait Shame and Guilt Scale (TSGS). In the first study, the
process of translating and determining the face validity of the Turkish version of the
TSGS as well as the reliability and exploratory factor analysis (EFA) results were
reported. In the second study, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to
verify the factor structure suggested by the EFA results.
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STUDY 1
Method
Participants and Procedure

In Study 1, participants consisted of 302 (166 female, 136 male) Turkish university
students. Age of the students ranged from 18 to 24 with a mean of 20.93 (SD = 1.55).
In order to reach the participants of the study, a convenient sampling method was
utilized. Before administering the instruments, the necessary ethical permissions and
consent for data collection were obtained from the university’s human subjects ethics
committee. All of the participants volunteered to participate in the current study. The
completion of the survey took approximately 10-15 minutes.

Instruments

The Trait Shame and Guilt Scale (TSGS): Marschall et al. (1994) developed the State
Shame and Guilt Scale (SSGS) to assess one’s state shame, guilt, and pride level.
More recently, Rohleder et al. (2008) modified the SSGS to measure trait shame, guilt,
and pride by asking participants about how they felt during the past few months.
Because of this change, they called it the Trait Shame and Guilt Scale (TSGS). Sample
items of the modified version of the shame subscale reads as “I've wanted to sink
into the floor and disappear”, “I've felt like I am a bad person”, and “I've felt
humiliated, disgraced”. The modified version of the guilt subscale reads as “I've felt
tension about something I did”, “I've felt remorse, regret’, and “I've felt like
apologizing, confessing”. The modified version of the pride subscale reads as “I felt
good about myself”, “I felt proud”, and “I felt pleased about what I had done”. The
TSGS is a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from “not feeling this way at all” to
“feeling this way very strongly”. Higher scores on each subscale reflect a higher level
of shame, guilt, and pride in each domain. The TSGS has satisfactory internal
reliability with Cronbach’s alpha: for the shame subscale, a = .74, for the guilt
subscale, a = .76, and for the pride subscale, a = .74. An acceptable test-retest
reliability (r = .49) of six-month intervals was reported by Rohleder et al. (2008). The
translation and adaptation of the Trait Shame and Guilt Scale (TSGS) into Turkish
was conducted by the authors. Translation procedures and reliability, validity, and
the factor structure studies are presented in the following section.

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) was developed by Diener, Emmons, Larsen,
and Griffin (1985) to assess one’s overall life satisfaction level with 5 items. The SWLS
is a 7-point Likert type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Higher scores indicate a higher level of life satisfaction. The two-month test-retest
correlation coefficient was found at .82, and the alpha coefficient was .87 (Diener et.
al., 1985). The Turkish version of the scale was adapted by Koéker (1991) who
reported sufficient psychometric properties, including an internal consistency
coefficient of .80, and a test-retest reliability coefficient of .85. In the current study,
the internal reliability coefficient was .86.
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Findings and Results
The Process of Translating the Turkish Version of the TSGS

In the first step of the translation procedure, five experts, who held PhDs in
counseling and were competent in the English language, independently translated
the scale into Turkish. Later, the five translated versions of the TSGS and its English
version were subjected to the opinions of three academics of a counseling
department. After these experts independently selected the best translation of each
item, the Turkish translation of the TSGS was given to two English language teachers
with MS degrees, in order to ensure the equivalence of the TSGS in the two
languages. Then, a Turkish language teacher evaluated the final form and final
modifications were made accordingly. A pilot study of the Turkish translation of the
scale was conducted with university student sample (1 = 25). Based on the feedback
from students, the final version of the translation, which was used in Study 1 and
Study 2, was created.

Factor Structure of the Turkish Version of the TSGS

A Principal Components Analysis with a Varimax rotation was performed to
identify the possible underlying factor structure with Sample 1. The resulting factor
loadings of the Turkish version of the TSGS are shown in Table 1. An examination of
the Eigen values and Scree test suggested a three-factor solution for the Turkish
version of the TSGS. Examination of factor loadings over .40 proposed that each scale
was loaded on a single factor.

Table 1

Factor Loadings of the Turkish Version of the TSGS

Item Number Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
TSGS 2 678 312 -114
TSGS 5 .706 191 -.299
TSGS 8 470 225 -151
TSGS 11 .808 103 -.094
TSGS 14 .756 .295 -.244
TSGS 3 323 .652 -.069
TSGS 6 175 772 -.107
TSGS 9 .053 .793 -170
TSGS 12 185 476 .063
TSGS 15 .368 .746 -.226
TSGS 1 -.258 -.081 .738
TSGS 4 -.167 -.021 .836
TSGS 7 -116 -110 .839
TSGS 10 -.040 -.070 .861

TSGS 13 -.146 -.300 747




22 Ash Bugay & Ayhan Demir
[

Note: Bolded values represent the greater loading of the item. Factor 1 = Shame;
Factor 2 = Guilt; Factor 3 = Pride.
The results of the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) indicated three factors,
accounting for 63.52% of the total variance. The first factor, shame, included five
items and accounted for 23.59% of the variance. The second factor, guilt, included
five items and explained 20.19% of the variance. The third factor, pride, included five
items and accounted for 19.72% of the total variance. Eigen values that were related
with the factors were 6.08, 3.38, and 2.13, respectively. All items of the three subscales
were loaded in an estimated way, as in the original scale proposed by Rohleder et al.
(2008). In addition, all subscales of the TSGS were found to be significantly
interrelated. In fact, there was an inverse correlation between shame and pride (r = -
41, p <.01), and guilt and pride (r = -.32, p <.01); whereas the correlation between
shame and guilt was positive (r = .65, p <.01).
Reliability of the Turkish version of the TSGS

In order to provide evidence of reliability, the internal consistency coefficient
(Cronbach alpha) was calculated for each subscale of the TSGS. The resulting
Cronbach’s alpha for the shame subscale was a = .83, for the guilt subscale, a = .81,
and for the pride subscale, a = .87, indicating high internal consistency.
Criterion-related validity of the Turkish version of the TSGS

Criterion-related validity of the scale was tested based on the correlation between
the Turkish versions of the TSGS and the SWLS. The Pearson correlation coefficient
showed a significant negative correlation between the shame subscale of the TSGS
and SWLS scores (r = - .48, p <.01) and between the guilt subscale of the TSGS and
SWLS scores (r = -.46, p <.01), suggesting that participants with a high shame or guilt
score tended to score lower on the SWLS. In contrast, there was a significant positive
correlation between the pride subscale of the TSGS and SWLS scores (r = .39, p <.01),
indicating that participants with a high pride score also scored higher on the SWLS.

STUDY 2
In Study 2, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to test the factor
structure of a set of observed variables with Sample 2, to gather further evidence for
constructing the validity of the Turkish TSGS.

Method

Participants and Procedure

Study 2 was carried out with a sample of 205 (100 female, 105 male) undergraduate
students from an urban Turkish university. Their mean age was 20.6 years (SD =
1.96). A convenient sampling method was used in order to gather data. After
obtaining the necessary ethical permissions from the university’s human subjects
ethics committee, the Turkish version of the TSGS was administered in a new sample
via Study 1 during class hours. All of the participants volunteered to participate in
the study. Participants were guaranteed anonymity of their responses and
confidentiality of the data. Completing the Turkish version of the TSGS took
approximately 10-15 minutes.
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Findings and Results
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Turkish Version of The TSGS

AMOS Version 16.0 software (Arbuckle, 2007) was used to perform a CFA with
Sample 2. Maximum likelihood and covariance matrices were analyzed as the
estimation method to test the original three-factor of the TSGS. In order to evaluate
the results of the CFA, the use of multiple indices was recommended by several
researchers (Kline, 2005; Klem, 2000; Thompson, 2000). Therefore, the fit for the
current model was evaluated using a number of fit indices: Chi square/df ratio, the
Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
(SRMR). The following criteria were used to indicate goodness-of-fit: GFI and CFI .90
and higher, RMSEA .08 or lower, SRMR .10 and lower and Chi-square/df ratio 3 or
lower (Bentler, 1990).

In the current study, the original three-factor structure of the TSGS with 15 items
was tested. CFA results yielded following goodness-of-fit indices: [y (87) = 218.33, p
= .00; y%/df- ratio = 2.62; GFI = .92, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05]. Overall, the
goodness-of-fit indices (GFI, CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR) suggested that the model fit
was satisfactory for the current data.

Descriptive Statistics and Reliability of the Turkish Version Of the TSGS

Descriptive statistics indicated that the mean for the shame subscale was 10.26
(SD = 4.89), for the guilt subscale was 13.34 (SD = 4.82), and for the pride subscale
was 17.51 (SD = 4.73). In Study 2, Cronbach’s alpha for shame, guilt, and pride
subscales of Turkish version of the TSGS were a = .84, a = .80 and a = .89,
respectively.

Conclusions and Recommendations

In the present study, the Trait Shame and Guilt Scale (TSGS) was standardized
for use in Turkish university populations, including validity and reliability studies
by using two different samples. The factor structure of the Turkish version of the
TSGS was assessed by explanatory factor analyses and following confirmatory factor
analyses across two different samples. The results suggested that the three-factor
structure of the TSGS was confirmed with the present data, providing evidence for
the construct validity of the scale.

In addition, criterion-related validity of the scale was established by using
correlational inquiry. A Pearson correlation coefficient between the TSGS and SWLS
scores revealed satisfactory correlations. As expected, while shame and guilt were
negatively correlated to life satisfaction, pride was positively correlated to life
satisfaction. Furthermore, the TSGS presented high internal consistency for the
subscales of the TSGS as in the original scale. Therefore, this scale can be used as a
reliable and valid measure of trait guilt and shame in Turkish university samples.

Several implications can be drawn based on the results of the study. First of all,
the current study provided evidence for the applicability of the Turkish version of
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the TSGS in Turkish university samples. In addition, the results presented initial
knowledge regarding cross-cultural validity of this scale. Since the TSGS is a rather
new scale to measure shame and guilt as a trait, the cultural validation of the scale in
different cultural contexts has not yet been established. Therefore, empirical evidence
is needed for its cultural validity as the expressions of emotions can shift from
culture to culture (Mesqutta & Frijda, 1992; Russell, 1991). Thus, the result of this
study can contribute to the cultural validation process, with the goal of stimulating
research on this topic. In addition, in the absence of cross-validated of the Turkish
version of shame and guilt scale, very little is known about cross-cultural similarities
and differences about the experience of the emotions. Thus, translating and adapting
the TSGS into the Turkish language and culture is quite important to understand the
cultural influence on the emotions. Moreover, this scale can be utilized by counselors
as a tool to help clients who have difficulty in analyzing and clarifying the meaning
of their emotions.

In sum, the findings of the study provided empirical evidence of psychometric
properties of the Turkish version of the TSGS by using two different university
samples. However, the findings of the study are restricted the convenient sampling
procedure. Thus, the Turkish version of the TSGS needs to be replicated using a
random sampling procedure in future research.
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Siirekli Utang ve Sugluluk Olgegi Tiirkce Formu’nun
Psikometrik Ozellikleri
(Ozet)
Problem Durumu

Utang ve sugluluk bircok psikolojik degiskenle olan giiclii iliskisi nedeniyle
arastirmacilarin son yillarda artan bir sekilde ilgisini ¢ekmekte ve bu degiskenlerin
isevuruk tanimlar1 gittikce 6nem kazanmaktadir. Bu nedenle ilgili alanyazinda utang
ve suglulugu farkli sekillerde 6l¢meyi amaglayan olgekler gelistirilmistir. Bu
olgeklerden biri olan Durumluk Utang ve Sugluluk Olgegi bireyin o anki utang,
sucluluk ve gururu verilen durumlar esas alinarak 6l¢gme amaciyla gelistirilmistir.
Daha sonra orijinal tlcek tizerinde bazi degisiklikler yapilarak, bireyin siirekli utang,
sucluluk ve gurur durumunu 6lgme amaciyla kullanilacak hale doéniistiirilmiistiir.
Olgegin bu son hali bireyin maddelerde verilen 6zel durumlar karsisinda o anki
tepkisini degil stirekli duygu durumunu olctiigii igin 6lgegin adi Siirekli Utang ve
Sugluluk Olgegi olarak degistirilmistir. Siirekli Utang ve Sugluluk Olgegi utang,
sucluluk ve gurur olmak {izere 3 alt dlcekten ve toplam 15 maddeden olusmaktadir.
Olceklerde yer alan her bir madde “Bunu hi¢ hissetmedim” den “Bunu ¢ok giicli
hissettim”e dogru degisen 51i 6lgek tizerinde degerlendirilmektedir. Her bir alt
olgekten alman yiiksek puan o 6zelligin yiiksek olduguna isaret etmektedir. Olgegin
yeterli diizeyde psikometrik uygunluga sahip oldugu rapor edilmesine ragmen
Olgegin bu yeni halinin faktor yapisi, gecerlilik ve giivenirlik czellikleri hakkinda
hentiz yeterli bilgi bulunmamaktadir.

flgili alanyazin g6z 6niine alindiginda, Tiirkiye’de bireyin stirekli utang ve sugluluk
durumunu olgmek icgin gegerlilik ve giivenirlik calismas:t yapilmis bir olgege
rastlanmamaktadir. Ulkemizde utanc ve suclulukla ilgili bireyin durumsal tepkilerini
6l¢gmek amaciyla Sugluluk ve Utang C)lgegi bulunmaktadir. Ancak bu 6lgek sadece
bireyin 6zel durumlar icin hissettigi durumsal sucluluk ve utan¢ hakkinda bilgi
vermektedir. Bu nedenle, Siirekli Utang ve Sugluluk Olgegi'nin Tiirkgeye cevirilmesi
ve psikometrik ozelliklerinin incelenmesinin bu konuyla ilgili calismalara temel
olusturacag: distintilmektedir.

Arastirmanin Amact

Bu arastirmanin amact Siirekli Utang ve Sugluluk Olgegi'nin Tiirke Form’un
psikometrik ozelliklerini incelemektir.

Arastirmanin Yontemi

Bu arastirmada Siirekli Utang ve Sugluluk Olgeginin faktor yapisini, gegerlilik ve
guvenirliligini test etmek amaciyla iki farkli 6rneklemden veri toplanmuistir.
Arastirma 6rneklemleri, 310 (172 kiz, 138 erkek) ve 205 (100 kiz, 105 erkek) tiniversite
ogrencisinden olusmaktadir. Arastirmaya katilan ogrencilerin yas araligi 18-24
arasindadir. Arastirmada gerekli bilgileri toplamak amaci ile Stirekli Utang ve
Sugluluk Olgeginin Tiirkce Formu ve Yagam Doyumu Olgegi kullanilmistir. Olcegin
once geviri calismasi yapilmis ve uzman goriisii alinarak gortuntim gecerliligine
bakilmistir. Olgegin faktor ve yapr gegerliligini test etmek amaciyla énce agiklayict
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faktor analizi, daha sonra dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Ayrica her alt 6lgek
icin Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayilar1 hesaplanmis ve 6l¢iit baglantili gegerligini
hesaplamak de icin Yasam Doyumu Olgeg;i ile arasindaki iliskiye bakilmustir.

Arastirmamn Bulgular:

Bulgulara gore, calisma 1’de ¢nce Olcegin ceviri stireciyle ilgili bilgileri rapor
edilmektedir. Ayrica calisma 1'de olcegin faktor yapisini test etmek icin ana
bilesenler yontemi ve varimax rotasyonuyla agiklayici faktér analizi yapilmustir.
Ozdegeri 1'den biiyiik olan faktorler ve faktor yiikleri 0.4'ten biiyiik maddeler
faktorli yapr bulunmustur. Ayrica dlgegin olciit baglantili gegerligini hesaplamak
icin kullanilan Yasam Doyumu Olgegi ile alt 6lcekler arasinda anlamli iliski oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Buna gore, sugluluk (r = -.48) ve utang alt 6lgegi (r = -.46) ile ters yonde
gurur alt dlgegi (r = -.39) ile dogru yonde iliski bulunmustur Olgegin giivenirligi
Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayilar: hesaplanarak incelenmistir. Utang alt boyutu icin
.83, sucluluk alt boyutu icin .81 ve gurur alt boyutu igin .87 olarak bulunmustur.
Daha sonra galisma 2‘de 6lgegin faktor yapist AMOS programinda dogrulayic faktor
analizi ile test edilmistir. Elde edilen uyum indeks degerleri 15 maddelik 6lcek icin
kabul edilebilir diizeyde oldugu ve Tiirkge formu icin faktor yapisinin orijinal faktor
yapistyla tutarli sonuglar gosterdigi bulunmustur. Sonug olarak, Stirekli Utang ve
Sugcluluk Olgegi Tiirkge Formu'nun yiiksek giivenirlik ve olctit baglantili gegerlilik
degerlerine sahip oldugu gortilmektedir. Bunun yan sira, fakttr yapisin test etmek
amaciyla yapilan agiklayict ve dogrulayici faktér analizleri sonuglari da olgegin
orijinaliyle tutarli olup 3 faktorlii yapisii dogrulamaktadir. Ayrica bu sonuglar
olcegin yapi gegerliligi icin de destek saglamaktadir.

Arastirmamn Sonuclart ve Onerileri

Bu arastirmada Siirekli Utang ve Sugluluk Olgegi'nin Tiirkgeye geviri calismasi
yapilarak, psikometrik ozelliklerine bakilmistir. Bu amagla olcegin yap1 gecerligi,
olgiit gecerligi ve i¢ tutarlilifi incelenmistir. Yapi gecerliginin belirlenmesi icin
aciklayic1 ve dogrulayici faktor analizi uygulanmustir. Agiklayici faktor analizinde tig
faktorlti olarak ortaya cikan yapi, dogrulayici faktor analizinde de aynen
desteklenmistir. Sonug olarak, yapilan istatistiksel degerlendirmeler Siirekli Utang ve
Sugluluk Olgegi'nin Tiirkge formunun iilkemiz igin gegerli ve giivenirli oldugu
konusunda kanitlar saglamistir.

Ozet olarak, Siirekli Utang ve Sugluluk Olgegi Tiirkge Formu psikometrik
uygunlugunun yeterli diizeyde oldugu gorilmektedir. Ayrica bu arastirma
sonuglarmin, dlcegin kiiltiirel gecerliligi konusunda veri saglayarak, kiiltiirler arasi
calismalara temel olacagi beklenilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, bu ¢6lgegin hem
arastirmacilar ve hem de uygulamada calisan uzmanlar tarafindan bireylerin stirekli
utang, sugluluk ve gurur ozelliklerini tanimlamakta kullanilabilecegi de
varsayilmaktadir.

Ancak bu arastirma sonuglar: kolay ulasilabilir (convenient sampling) érneklemenin
sahip oldugu baz1 smirliliklara sahiptir. Bu sinirhiliklar: gidermek amaciyla, seckisiz
ornekleme yontemi kullanilarak sonuclar tekrar test edilmelidir. Ayrica o6lcegin
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psikometrik ozelliklerini farkli yas gruplarinda incelenmesinin 6lgegin normlarimin
olusmasi agisindan énemli oldugu diistintilmektedir.

Anahtar Sézciikler: Utang, sucluluk, gurur, psikometrik uygunluk, giivenirlik,
gegerlilik



