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Abstract

Being loyal to oneself improves mental health. Betrayal and self-betrayal can harm mental health. This
study aims to develop a valid and reliable Self-Loyalty Scale for Turkish adults and proposes a
hypothetical model. The current research has been conducted in three studies. ltem response analysis
revealed that the scale items were highly discriminative in Study I (N = 258). Various reliability analyses
(McDonald's o, Cronbach's o, Guttman's 16) showed the Self-Loyalty Scale's reliability. In Study Il (N
= 419), correlation and network analysis revealed substantial associations with depression, anxiety,
stress, and life satisfaction. Additionally, all of the Big Five personality traits were linked to self-loyalty.
Study 111 (N = 457) found that mindfulness and resilience serially mediated self-loyalty and mental well-
being. So, self-loyalty predicts mental health directly and indirectly through mindfulness and resilience.
According to this view, self-loyal people are more conscious of their environment and can handle
problems more readily, leading to increased well-being. This pioneering and comprehensive study on
self-loyalty highlights the concept's importance in terms of mental health.
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Kendimize Sadik my1z? Oz Sadakat Olgeginin Gelistirilmesi

0Oz

Kisinin kendisine sadik olmasi ruh saghgim daha iyi bir hale getirir Thanet ve kendine ihanet ruh
sagligina zarar verebilir. Bu ¢alisma Tiirk yetiskinler igin gegerli ve giivenilir bir Oz-Sadakat Olgegi
gelistirmek ve varsayimsal bir model onermek amaciyla yapilmistir. Mevcut arastirma ii¢ ¢alisma
halinde yiiriitiilmistiir. Madde tepki analizi, Calisma I'de (N = 258) dl¢ek maddelerinin yiiksek diizeyde
ayirt edici oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Cesitli giivenilirlik analizleri (McDonald's ®, Cronbach's a,
Guttman's A6) Oz Sadakat Olgeginin giivenilirligini gostermistir. Caligma II'de (N = 419), korelasyon
ve ag analizi depresyon, anksiyete, stres ve yasam doyumu ile dnemli iliskiler ortaya koymustur. Ayrica
Bes Biyiik kisilik 6zelliginin tamami 6z-sadakat ile iligkilendirilmistir. Calisma III (N = 457), bilin¢li
farkindalik ve saglamligin 6z sadakat ile mental iyi olus arasinda seri olarak aracilik ettigini ortaya
koymustur. Dolayistyla 6z-sadakat, bilingli farkindalik ve saglamlik araciligiyla dogrudan ve dolayli
olarak mental iyi olusu yordamaktadir. Bu duruma gore kendine sadik bireyler ¢evrelerine karst daha
bilingli olup sorunlarla daha kolay basa ¢ikabilmekte ve bu da iyi olma halinin gelismesine yardimci
olmaktadir. Oz-sadakat iizerine yapilan bu 6ncii ve kapsamli ¢alisma kavramin ruh salig1 agismdan
onemini vurgulamaktadir.
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Genisletilmis Tiirkce Ozet

Giris

Sadakat, kisilerarasi ve bireyin kendisiyle olan iliskilerinde temel bir degerdir. [hanet, giiveni sarsarak bireyin
gerceklik algisini zedeleyebilir. Kendine ihanet ise bireyin kendi inang ve degerlerine aykir1 davranislar: sonucu
olusur (Filosofova ve diger., 2017; Freyd ve Birrell, 2013). Sadakat, sosyal birimlere ve degerlere baglilik olarak
tanmimlanir ve farkli baglamlarda farkli bigimlerde ortaya ¢ikabilir (Baxter ve diger., 1997; James ve Cropanzano,
1994). Marcel’e (1962, 1963, 1967, akt. Allen, 1989) gore sadakat, bireyin kendini asarak gelecege baglilik
gelistirmesidir. Bandura’nin 6z-diizenleme kurami da bireyin amaglarma goére davraniglarini planladigini belirtir.
Oz-sadakat, bireyin kendi deger ve inanglarma sadik kalmasidir. Bu durum, bireyin 6z saygisini korur ve
kendilik algisin1 giiglendirir. Oz-bagliliktan farkl olarak, 6z-sadakat bireyin igsel degerlere kararl bir sekilde
sahip ¢ikmasmi ifade eder (Klussman ve diger., 2022; Morishima, 1982). Sadakat ¢aligmalar1 genellikle miisteri,
marka ve kurumsal baglamlarda yiiriitiilmiis ancak bireysel yonii ihmal edilmistir (Beer ve Watson, 2009;
Coskun, 2014). Oz-sadakatin, 6z-diizenleme, bilingli farkindalik, psikolojik saglamlik ve iyi olus ile iliskili
olabilecegi kuramsal olarak one siiriilmektedir. Kendi degerlerine gore hareket eden bireylerin, ruh sagligi ve
yasam doyumu acisindan avantajli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Onceki arastirmalar, bilingli farkindalik ve
saglamligin iyi olus ile iliskilerine dikkat ¢ekmistir (Bajaj ve Pande, 2016; Masten, 2001). Literatiirde 6z-sadakat
kavramini 6lgen gegerli bir arag bulunmadigindan bu arastirmanin amaci Tiirkiye’de yetiskin 6rnekleminde
kullanilabilecek gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6z-sadakat dlgegi gelistirmek ve bunu hipotetik bir modelde test
etmektir. Bu dogrultuda mevcut arastirma {i¢ ¢alismadan olugmustur.

Yontem
Calisma I

Calhigma I’in (N = 258) temel amac1 Oz-Sadakat Olgegi’nin madde havuzunu belirlemek ve lgegin psikometrik
ozelliklerini degerlendirmektir. Bu kapsamda sirasiyla agimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) ile boyut yapisi ve madde
seti belirlendi, dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) ile model uyumu degerlendirildi, madde ayirt ediciligini incelemek
tizere Madde Tepki Kurami (MTK) uygulandi, dl¢lim degismezliligi test edildi ve giivenirlik i¢in Cronbach’s a,
McDonald’s @ ve Guttman A6 katsayilar1 hesaplandi. 7 maddeden olusan Oz-Sadakat Olgegi dogrulayici faktor
analizi kullanilarak dogrulanmis ve Madde Tepki Analizi yapilarak 6lgek maddelerinin iyi derecede ayirt edici
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Oz-Sadakat Olgegi’nin giivenilirligi farkl1 giivenilirlik analizleri (McDonald's w, Cronbach's
a, Guttman's 26) yapilarak kanitlanmustir.

Cahisma I1

Calisma II’de (N = 419), Calisma I’de elde edilen agimlayici faktdr analizi (AFA) ve dogrulayici faktor analizi
(DFA) sonuglar1 yeniden test edilmistir. Ardindan esdegerligi degerlendirmek amaciyla faktor yapisi cinsiyete
gore Olciim degismezligi acisindan tekrar incelenmistir. Olgegin ayirt ediciligi, giicliigii ve bilgilendiriciliginin
degerlendirilmesi Chalmers (2012) tarafindan onerilen Madde Tepki Kurami (MTK) kullanilarak tekrar
yapilmistir. Calisma 2'nin devaminda Oz-Sadakat Olgegi ile Bes Biiyiik Envanter, depresyon, anksiyete, stres ve
yasam doyumu arasindaki iligskiler SPSS yazilim1 kullanilarak korelasyon analizi ile incelenmistir. Daha sonra
kavramlar arasindaki iligkiler JASP yazilimi kullanilarak network analizi yoluyla gorsellestirilmistir. Yapilan
analizler sonucunda 6z-sadakatin depresyon, anksiyete, stres ve yasam doyumu ile anlamli diizeyde iliskili oldugu
bulunmustur. Ayrica 6z-sadakatin biiyiikk bes kisilik 6zelliginden tamami ile anlamh diizeyde iligkili oldugu
gorilmiustiir.

Calisma IIT

Calisma II'in (N = 457) amaci 6z-sadakat ile bilingli farkindalik, saglamlik ve mental iyi olus kavramlari
arasindaki iligkileri incelemektir. Ayrica calisma bu degiskenleri teorik bir cercevede degerlendirmeyi
amacglamistir. Bu noktada oncelikle degiskenler arasindaki korelasyon ortaya konulacak, ardindan analiz igin
yapisal esitlik modellemesi uygulanmistir. Modelleme asagidaki hipotezleri test etmistir.

H1. Oz-sadakat ile mental iyi olus arasinda pozitif yonde iliski vardir.

H2. Oz-sadakat ile mental iyi olus arasinda saglamlik arac1 bir role sahiptir.

H3. Oz-sadakat ile mental iyi olus arasinda bilingli farkindalik araci bir role sahiptir.

H4. Oz-sadakat ile mental iyi olus arasinda bilingli farkindalik ve saglamlik seri arac1 bir role sahiptir.
Bulgular

Analiz sonuglarina gore 6z-sadakat ve mental iyi olus iliskisinde bilingli farkindalik ve saglamligin seri aracilar
oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Diger bir ifadeyle 6z-sadakat, mental iyi olusu hem dogrudan hem de bilingli farkindalik
ve saglamlik iizerinden dolayli olarak yordamaktadir. Buradan hareketle kendine sadik olan bireylerin iginde
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bulunduklar1 ana dair farkindaliklarinin daha yiiksek, zorluklarla basa ¢ikma kapasitelerinin daha giiglii ve buna
bagli olarak iyi olus diizeylerinin daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir.

Tartisma ve Sonu¢

Sadakat, farkl1 baglamlarda ele alinmis ve miisteri, marka, birey ve grup sadakati gibi tiirlere ayrilmistir. Bu
tiirlerin bireylerden farkli talepleri olmasi, 6z-sadakat kavranuni gerekli kilmistir. Oz-sadakat, bireyin kendi deger,
inang ve kararlarma oncelik vererek bu dogrultuda tutarli davranmasi olarak ifade edilebilir. Bu tutum bireyin
vicdani rahatligini destekleyebilir. Kavramin kavramsallastirilmasi ve dlgiilmesi, hem diger sadakat tiirlerinden
ayrimini netlestirmek hem de ruh sagligi alaninda potansiyel katkilarini incelemek agisindan énemlidir. Bu
calismada Oz-Sadakat Olgegi gelistirilmis ve bazi psikolojik degiskenlerle iliskisi degerlendirilmistir.

Bu calismada 6z-sadakat ile yasam doyumu, depresyon, anksiyete, stres ve Bes Faktor Kisilik Ozellikleri
arasindaki iliskiler incelenmistir. Yasam doyumu ile 6z-sadakat arasinda pozitif yonli anlamh bir iligki
bulunmustur, bu sonug 6nceki ¢aligmalarla tutarlidir (Dinh ve diger., 2022; Nghiém-Phu, 2016). Ayrica depresyon,
kaygt ve stresin 6zdenetimle negatif iligkili oldugu gozlemleriyle mevcut arastirmanin bulgusu ortiigmektedir
(Valikhani ve diger., 2018). Kisilik 6zellikleri agisindan, agiklik, vicdanlilik, disadéniiklik ve uyumlulugun o6z-
sadakat ile pozitif, nevrotikligin ise negatif iligkili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu durum, bireysel ve grup sadakati ile
benzerlik gostermektedir (Beer ve Watson, 2009).

Caligma III'te test edilen ilk hipotez dogrulanmis ve 6z-sadakat ile mental iyi olus arasinda pozitif bir iligki
bulunmustur. Bu bulgu sosyal iyi olus ile topluluk sadakati arasindaki pozitifiliskiyi gosteren 6nceki ¢aligmalarla
tutarlidir (Han ve diger., 2019). Kendine sadik bireylerin daha yiiksek mental iyi olus yasadigi goriilmektedir.
ikinci hipotez, saglamligin 6z-sadakat ve mental iyi olus iliskisindeki aracilik roliinii test etmis ve kismi aracilig
desteklemistir. Orgiitsel baglamda saglamhk ile sadakat arasinda pozitif iliskiler oldugu bilinmektedir (Saad ve
diger., 2022). Arastirmalar da saglamhigin iyi olusu artirdigini gostermektedir (Labrague, 2021; Yildirim ve
Arslan, 2022). Diger bir hipotezde ise bilingli farkindaligin araciligi incelenmis ve kismi bir aracilik saptanmustir.
Onceki bulgular bilingli farkindaligin sadakat ve iyi olusla pozitifiliskili oldugunu géstermektedir (Bajaj ve Pande,
2016; Klussman ve diger., 2020). Kendilerine sadik bireylerin, anda yargilamadan kalarak daha yiiksek diizeyde
iyl olus yasadigl sonucuna ulasilabilir. Caligma III’iin temel hipotezi, bilingli farkindalik ve saglamhigin, 6z-
sadakat ile mental iyi olus arasinda seri aracilar oldugunu gostermistir. Oz-sadakat, iyi olusu hem dogrudan hem
de bu iki degisken araciligiyla dolayli olarak yordamaktadir. Onceki arastirmalar da bilingli farkindalik, saglamlik
ve iyi olus arasinda pozitif iliskiler bulmustur (Bajaj ve Pande, 2016; Zubair ve diger., 2018). Bilingli farkindalik,
yargilamadan anda kalma bilinci olarak tanimlanir (Kabat-Zinn, 2003). Kendilerine sadik olan bireylerin daha
direngli, dikkatli ve zihinsel olarak daha saglikli olmalar1 beklenebilir. Gelecek arastirmalarda 6z-sadakati daha
iyl anlamak adina deneysel ve boylamsal calismalarin yapilmasina ihtiyag duyulmaktadir. Ayrica kavramin
diinyanin farkli cografyalarinda dlgiilebilmesi i¢in farkl kiiltiirlere uyarlamalarinin da yapilmasi gerekmektedir.
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Introduction

Loyalty is a key factor in friendship, romantic, and organizational relationships (Beer & Watson, 2009). However,
betrayal can damage relationships and traumatize individuals. Someone who was trustworthy becomes
untrustworthy as a result of betrayal. The fundamental response to betrayal is for the individual to reorganize their
perceptions of what has happened to rewrite the past. Therefore, betrayal occupies an important position in an
individual's perceptions of reality (Freyd & Birrell, 2013). Self-betrayal happens when actions contradict internal
beliefs. Behavioral and cognitive personality traits collide. Beyond betraying beliefs, self-betrayal violates moral
principles and values, which form one's self-perception (Filosofova et al., 2017).

Loyalty is desirable in both intrapersonal and societal interactions. James and Cropanzano (1994) define loyalty
as a commitment to one's social unit, goals, symbols, and values. Loyalty is an emotional response to commitment
exhibited through behaviors. Friendships, families, groups, professions, countries, and faiths are common sources
of loyalty (Kleinig, 2022). Individuals may demonstrate loyalty to a group, friend, spouse, brand, or consumer
good/service. But loyalty can indicate different requirements in different settings (Beer & Watson, 2009). This
means loyalty may be shown differently across various partnerships. If its objects make a big mistake or the
demands are too strong, loyalty might disappear. One loyalty may be more significant than another, or other ideals
may prevail. Choosing loyalty may also be necessary (Baxter et al., 1997). An individual's value system may favor
loyalty above money gain or a spouse over a friend. Given these diverse contexts, research has increasingly focused
on how loyalty can be assessed and operationalized. To understand loyalty, it must be evaluated in a variety of
settings. Previous research has developed scales to measure loyalty in various contexts, including customer loyalty
(Bobalca et al., 2012), attitudinal loyalty (Heere & Dickson, 2008), individual and group loyalty (Beer & Watson,
2009), and e-loyalty (Khoa & Nguyen, 2020).

From a dialectical perspective, Baxter et al. (1997) argue that loyalty involves betrayal of other objects and that it
generates meaning in tandem with its inverse, disloyalty. This perspective shows loyalty as the unity of opposites.
Marcel (1962, 1963, 1967, as cited in Allen, 1989) defines loyalty as how a person reacts to a disloyal aspect of
himself. This illustrates the individual's ability to rise above. In summary, loyalty entails surpassing the current
self and the conditioned and fluctuating reality of daily life, while simultaneously committing to the future.
According to him, the individual secures and builds the future's structure ahead of time, rather than simply creating
it. However, Bandura (1991) claims in his social cognitive theory of self-regulation that self-regulatory systems
and predictions enable goal-directed action. He says that people build ideas about their abilities, foresee their
actions' effects, set goals, and create action plans that will achieve them. In conclusion, predictions inspire and
direct behavior. Marcel says that people who guarantee their future by being loyal to themselves are like Bandura's
self-regulated people.

A person can be loyal to himself/herself or betray himself/herself. Understanding self-loyalty as a novel term helps
distinguish it from other forms of loyalty and traits. Self-loyalty, like loyalty to others, reflects an individual-
centered truth about oneself (Arvidson & Axelsson, 2019). Similarly, Peterson and Seligman (2004) included
loyalty as one of 24 character traits, defining it as unshakable dedication and trust toward a person or group. In
contrast, self-loyalty emphasizes consistency with one’s own goals, ideals, values, and beliefs, even when it might
be easier to choose otherwise. In other words, self-loyalty means being honest, loyal, and devoted to oneself. Self-
loyal individuals plan their actions in line with their wants, values, beliefs, and ideals, thereby minimizing
contradictions between their actions and perspectives. They avoid acting against their morals, look inward rather
than outward when making difficult choices, and demonstrate clear dedication to their ethical standards. By
keeping promises made to themselves, they preserve their self-esteem and protect themselves from the negative
consequences of self-betrayal. Conversely, prioritizing external principles over personal values may lead to a
negative self-perception. Individuals can reinterpret their experiences of self-loyalty to cope with this risk, and in
some cases, being self-loyal may require disloyalty to values outside of one’s own system. Thus, people loyal to
themselves maintain a distinct set of values and beliefs, consistently reflected in their actions. Beyond these
Western conceptualizations, cultural traditions also provide insights into self-loyalty. In Chinese thought, the idea
of loyalty is closest to self-loyalty, where loyalty signifies honesty and sincerity toward one’s conscience.
Confucianism refers to this form of self-loyalty as “chung” (Morishima, 1982).

Self-connection, which is related to self-loyalty, and self-loyalty, which involves focusing on and being compatible
with one's inner reality, must be distinguished. People who are self-connected know, accept, and act on themselves
(Klussman et al., 2022). Self-loyalty is operating in accordance with one's principles, beliefs, and needs while
defending them. Self-loyalty is when people put themselves first.

The Present Study

Loyalty research has primarily focused on business, public relations, banking, and customer and brand loyalty
(Coskun, 2014; Ertiirk, 2020; Karadeniz, 2020). Beer and Watson (2009) discovered that individual and group
loyalty were negatively related to avoidance and positively related to positive affectivity, both of which are
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dimensions of adult attachment. Happiness, on the other hand, has been linked to both "concrete™ (loyalty to
individuals) and "abstract” (loyalty to large groups based on high-level abstractions) loyalty (Aksoy et al., 2015).
Self-regulation was found to be positively correlated with mindfulness and life satisfaction (Ay, 2023; Kandemir,
2014). Considering that individuals manage their actions through self-regulation (Bandura, 1991), it is conceivable
that individuals who are self-loyal use self-regulatory systems to manage their actions, thus self-regulation and
related concepts are expected to be related to self-loyalty.

According to some, mental health is a prerequisite for physical health (Prince et al., 2007). This study therefore
examined self-loyalty and mental health. Self-loyalty is expected to promote well-being because it describes
individuals acting in line with their values. In addition, since they make choices that align with their values,
individuals who live by their own principles may be more psychologically resilient when faced with challenges.
Since self-loyalty necessitates constant awareness, people who exhibit self-loyalty may also be thought of as
having a greater awareness of the present. According to previous studies (Peterson & Seligman, 2004; Arvidson
& Axelsson, 2019), self-loyalty is conceptually related to concepts like mindfulness, resilience, and well-being.
For instance, mindfulness, which has its roots in Buddhist philosophy (Kabat-Zinn, 2003), goes beyond meditation
and entails actively engaging with present-moment experiences (Brown & Ryan, 2003). Empirical studies show a
positive relationship between mindfulness, resilience, and well-being (Bajaj & Pande, 2016; Keye & Pidgeon,
2013). Bajaj and Pande (2016) found that resilience partially mediates the relationship between life satisfaction
and mindfulness. In a similar vein, resilience- which is characterized as positive adaptation -has been associated
with greater levels of well-being and represents the capacity to maintain or restore mental health following
adversity (Masten, 2001). Other studies have revealed that resilience in adults has a positive and significant
relationship with mindfulness and well-being (Akyil, 2025; Akyil & Ime, 2024; Sar1 et al., 2025). When combined,
these results offer conceptual and empirical evidence in favor of incorporating resilience and mindfulness into the
current model. In order to determine whether resilience and mindfulness mediate the relationship between self-
loyalty and well-being, a hypothetical model was developed.

As a new term, self-loyalty should be examined in relation to the Big 5 personality traits—depression, anxiety,
stress, and life satisfaction—to better comprehend mental health and the idea. Mental health is associated with life
satisfaction, depression, anxiety, and stress (Lombardo et al., 2018; Saraei, 2016). However, McCrea and Costa
(1997) claim five personality traits distinguish people. Openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion,
agreeableness, and neuroticism are Big Five-Factor Model qualities. Some of these personality qualities strongly
influence individual and group loyalty (Beer & Watson, 2009). As a result, it is necessary to examine the
relationships of self-loyalty in order to better define the concept.

The literature review found no self-loyalty measuring instrument. Thus, this study aimed to develop a valid and
reliable self-loyalty measurement tool for Turkish adults and evaluate it in a hypothetical model. Future research
and psychological intervention studies may benefit from the Self-loyalty Scale.

Method and Results

This investigation was conducted as three different studies with their own samples to ensure validity and reliability.
Study | determined the Self-Loyalty Scale items. Study Il examined self-loyalty with the Big 5 personality traits
of depression, anxiety, stress, and life satisfaction. Study 11 used serial mediation to assess self-loyalty and well-
being.

Study |

Study | aimed to determine the item pool for the Self-Loyalty Scale. First, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
was conducted to identify the latent structure. Next, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to
evaluate model fit and item loadings. Item discrimination was then examined within an item response theory (IRT)
framework. Measurement invariance across gender was tested, and reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s a,
McDonald’s , and Guttman’s A6.

Study | Method

Study | Participants. The convenience sampling method was used to recruit participants for the study. A total of
258 participants, including 164 women (63.6%) and 94 men (36.4%) from various provinces in Tirkiye, completed
the survey online. Therefore, the current number of participants ensures that the minimum ratios of participants
per item are 5/1 or 10/1, as proposed by Gorsuch (1983). The study included participants aged 18 to 50 with various
educational backgrounds. The participants' mean age was 25.37 years, with a standard deviation of 3.57. Data were
collected via Google Forms over a period of approximately four weeks. Participants were reached through
announcements on social media platforms, and the snowball technique was also employed, as participants were
encouraged to share the survey link with others in their networks. Incomplete survey responses were not recorded
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by the system; therefore, the number of partially filled questionnaires and a conventional response rate could not
be determined.

Study | Data Analysis. The study aims to construct the Self-Loyalty Scale. Before creating scale items, a thorough
literature review was done. Thus, the concept was deepened, and 20 components were produced by identifying
self-loyalty qualities. The idea of loyalty in Peterson and Seligman's (2004) 24 character traits and Bandura's
(1991) social cognitive theory of self-regulation were relevant for this item pool. Five faculty members who are
experts in their domains were given the prepared items. Experts identified 15 items with similar conformity. In
other words, the item pool contained objects that all five experts believed were associated with the notion. After
finalizing the 5-point Likert-type scale from Never to Always, analyses proceeded.

Participants in the study who gave informed consent via Google Form received the scales. Following the Helsinki
Declaration, the study was planned. This study's validity and reliability began with SPSS EFA. The scale contained
items with factor loadings of 0.40 or greater. In addition, parallel analysis determined the scale's dimensions within
EFA results (Timmerman & Lorenzo-Seva, 2011). CFA with AMOS corroborated the Self-Loyalty Scale's factor
structure. GFI, NFI, and CFI of .90, as well as RMSEA and SRMR of .08, are acceptable fit indices (Hu & Bentler,
1999; Marsh et al., 2004). It should be emphasized that the analyses were not limited to Study 1; both EFA and
CFA were also conducted in Study 2 with a different sample. This approach allowed for cross-validation of the
factor structure. The findings from both studies are presented comparatively in Table 1. To determine equivalency;,
the structure of gender-specific measurement invariance components was evaluated. The goal was to compare
male and female participants. This test included configurational, metric, and scalar evaluations. According to Chen
(2007) and Cheung and Rensvold (2002), ACFI <.010 implies measurement invariance across groups.

Chalmers' (2012) IRT rated the scale's discrimination, difficulty, and informativeness. IRT delivers more complete
and reliable individual and item data than classical test theory. IRT is a statistical method used to study scale-based
question responses (Baker, 2001). Zero (none), 0.01-0.34 (very low), 0.35-0.64 (low), 0.65-0.1.34 (moderate),
1.35-1.69 (high), 1.70 and above (very high), and zero or higher (excellent).

Study | Results. Seven of 15 items had factor loadings over 0.40. Item 1 had a factor loading of 0.840, item 2 =
0.796, item 3 = 0.764, item 4 = 0.759, item 5 = 0.741, item 6 = 0.727, and item 7 = 0.727. The direct oblimin
rotation and 3.87 eigenvalue validated the one-factor structure. EFA and parallel analysis eigenvalues were also
compared. Since the eigenvalues calculated for the other dimensions, except for the first one from parallel analysis,
were bigger than those from EFA, it supported that the scale has a single-dimensional structure. CFA was used to
validate the items. (Hair et al., 2009) The CFA revealed that the chi-square statistic is significant for fit statistics.
Acceptable limits were determined for x2/df ratio (.640 < 5), SRMR (.03 <.08), RMSEA (.05 <.08), GFI (.975
>.90), NFI (.971 >.90), RFI (.956), IF1 (.988), TLI (.982), and CFI (.988). Significant (p <.001) standardized factor
loadings for items: .67 (item 1), .82 (item 2), .75 (item 3), .63 (item 4), .68 (item 5), .72 (item 6), and .71 (item 7).
Table 1 displays item details as well as Study I1.

Table 1
Self-Loyalty Scale Factor Loadings and Descriptive Statistics

N EFA CFA Mean Df Corelation
Item SIS S SIS SN SIS SISl S Sl

1. 1 keep my promises to myself./
Kendime verdigim so6zleri tutarim.

2. 1 am loyal to myself./ Kendime
sadigim.

3. 1 do not betray my trust in myself./
Kendime olan giivene ihanet etmem.
4.1am loyal to my desires./ Isteklerime
kars1 sadik biriyim

5. 1 am committed to my principles./
ilkelerime bagli biriyim.

6. | respect myself./ Kendime saygi
gosteririm.

7. When | have to make difficult
decisions, | stick to what | believe in./
Zor kararlar verecegimde kendi
inandiklarima sadik kalirim.

258 419 084 083 067 080 360 384 098 090 062 0.76

258 419 080 086 082 083 395 414 09 087 076 0.79

258 419 076 082 075 079 39 417 098 090 0.70 0.75

258 419 076 086 063 084 388 411 094 092 059 0.80

258 419 074 082 068 078 407 425 095 085 064 0.75

258 419 073 083 072 080 393 430 111 086 066 0.77

258 419 070 078 071 073 404 411 092 086 066 0.70

Study | Measurement Invariance. The scale was examined by gender after the CFA results of the Self-Loyalty
Scale were verified. Configurational, metric, and scalar invariance tests were then performed. The findings are
presented in Table 2, along with the findings from Study II.
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Table 2
Study 1 and Study 2 Fit indices of gender invariance

Study 1 ) ) ) 4AMc  4gamma
Invariance X df  ¥df Ay Adf p NFI  TLI SRMR RMSEA CFl ACH NCI hat
ﬁ‘\’/’;ﬂgz?e' 5349 28 191 - - - 94 9 06 06 97

Metric

invariance 5765 34 170 4163 6 .000 .93 .96 .07 .05 97 .03 .000 0.0016
Scalar

invariance 66.29 40 1.66 8645 6 .000 .92 97 .07 .05 97 .04 .000 0.0027
Study 2 » » ) 4AMc  dgamma
Invariance X df  ¥df Ay Adf p NFI  TLI SRMR RMSEA CFI ACFI NCI hat
ﬁ‘\’/’;ﬂgzg 7183 28 257 - - - 9% 97 04 06 98

Metric

invariance 75.44 34 222 3612 6 .000 .96 97 .05 .05 .98 .002 .000 0.00080
Scalar

invariance 89.79 40 225 14345 6 .000 .95 97 .05 .06 97 .005 .000 0.00255

In Table 2, measurement invariance analysis confirmed configurational and metric invariance (ACFI =.03) and a
scalar model (ACFI =.04) of the Self Loyalty Scale that was well-fitted across genders. This shows that men and
women see Self-Loyalty Scale items similarly.

Study | Item Response Theory. Popular for evaluating educational instruments, IRT is also being utilized for
personality measurement (Colledani et al., 2019). The S-shaped item characteristic curve (ICC) illustrates essential
IRT parameters. The Self-Loyalty Scale is a five-point Likert scale; hence, the Graduated Response Model was
used for ICC analysis. IRT results are in Appendix A and Table 3.

Table 3

Item Response Theory parameter estimates for the Self Loyalty Scale Study 1 and Study 2
Item Item parameter estimates

S-l S-1l S-l S-l S-l S-l S-l S-l S-l S-ll
a a b1 by b2 b2 b3 b3 b4 b4

1 1.77 3.09 -2.68 -2.63 -1.56 -1.74 -.32 -0.46 1.29 0.65
2 3.23 3.73 -2.44 -2.62 -1.56 -1.85 -.66 -0.85 .50 0.16
3 2.43 3.22 -2.39 -2.86 -1.65 -1.77 -.81 -0.94 .53 0.08
4 1.75 3.80 -2.72 -2.83 -2.20 -1.59 -.70 -0.80 .82 0.14
5 1.98 3.06 -2.74 -2.99 -2.21 -2.15 -.93 -0.95 .38 -0.05
6 2.29 3.42 -2.15 -1.37 -1.89 -.78 -1.01 .39 -0.14
7 2.16 2.36 -2.83 -3.31 -2.03 -2.25 -.89 -0.85 A7 0.26
S-1: Study 1; S-I: Study 2

Table 3 demonstrates that all values exceed 1.0. Baker (2001) considers values over 1.0 highly discriminating.
These values were categorized according to the following scale: 0 (none), 0.01-0.34 (very low), 0.35-0.64 (poor),
0.65-1.34 (moderate), 1.35-1.69 (high), and 1.70 and above (very high). The IRT framework is commonly used
to study and conceptualize item responses. This approach solves many measuring problems. IRT evaluates
individual things rather than aggregating results from several elements (Baker & Kim, 2017). IRT in Likert scales
helps people understand their options, according to Fraley et al. (2000). IRT revealed that Self-Loyalty Scale items
were discriminative.

Study | Reliability. The JASP program assessed scale reliability. Cronbach's o, McDonald's w, and Guttman's 16
reliability values were evaluated. The results showed good internal consistency and reliability. According to
Nunnally (1978), a value of .70 is an acceptable lower limit for alpha. Table 4 shows coefficients.

Table 4
Self-Loyalty Scale reliability analysis results study 1, 2 and 3
McDonald's ®  Cronbach's a Guttman's A6
Study 1 .88 .88 87
Study 2 .92 .92 .92
Study 3 91 91 .90
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Study 11

After testing psychometric qualities, the second study employed EFA to identify Self-Loyalty Scale dimensions
and items. Parallel analysis was repeated to confirm the scale's dimensions within EFA results. CFA checks item
fit indices. For the Big Five Inventory, depression, anxiety, stress, and life satisfaction, we will utilize IRT to test
item discrimination, measurement invariance, and criterion correlation validity.

Study 11 Method

Study Il Participants. Participants in Study Il were selected using convenience sampling. A total of 419
participants, including 343 women (81.9%) and 76 men (18.1%), from various Turkish provinces, were surveyed
online. The study included participants aged 18 to 49 with a variety of educational backgrounds. The participants'
mean age was 22.32 years, with a standard deviation of 4.23. Participants were reached via social media
announcements and encouraged to share the survey link with their networks using the snowball technique. All
participants completed the survey form via Google Forms.

Study 11 Measures. Self-loyalty scale. The scale that was developed within the context of the present study is a
dependable and valid measurement instrument that can be employed to assess the self-loyalty levels of adult
individuals. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient for the scale in Study Il is.90. The scale exhibited a
satisfactory fit, as indicated by the analysis results: ¥2/df = 1.640, SRMR =.03, RMSEA =.05, GFI =.975, NFI
=971, RFI =956, IFl =988, TLI =.982, and CFI =.988. The scale is unidimensional, consisting of seven items
without any reverse items. "l am a person who is loyal to my principles,” "l keep my promises to myself," and "I
stick to my principles when | make difficult decisions." are examples of the scale's items. The scale is responded
to on a 5-point Likert scale, with a minimum score of 7 and a maximum score of 35. The scale is categorized as
follows: 1 = never, 5 = always. Individuals are more loyal to themselves when they receive higher scores.

The satisfaction with life scale. Dagli and Baysal (2016) conducted a study to adapt, validate, and verify the
reliability of the "Life Satisfaction Scale" (LSS) from Diener et al. (1985) into Turkish. This study measured adult
life satisfaction. Cronbach Alpha gave the scale an internal consistency coefficient of 0.88. Fit indices showed a
strong fit for the scale's factor structure. Only one dimension makes up the five-item scale. One denotes strong
disagreement, and five indicates strong agreement on the five-point Likert scale. People with high scores are really
happy with their lives.

Big five inventory. The Rammstedt and John (2007) Big Five Inventory is a ten-item simplified personality test
that assesses five personality traits in adults. Tirkiim et al. (2016) examined Turkish use. Each item's rating scale
spans from 1 (strong disagreement) to 5 (strong agreement). Each BFI-10 subscale—"openness,"
""conscientiousness," "extraversion," "agreeableness," and "neuroticism,"—has two items. The scale's five-factor
structure has satisfactory fit indices.

Depression anxiety and stress scale (DASS-21). Brown et al. (1997) tested a condensed stress, anxiety, and
depression scale. This scale is a valid and reliable measure in adult samples. The 21-question DASS-21 scale was
translated into Turkish by Yilmaz et al. (2017). The DASS-21 scale evaluates "depression," "stress," and "anxiety"
individually with seven items. The calculations show that depression, anxiety, and stress sub-dimensions have
Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficients of .81, .80, and .75. 0 means "not appropriate for me," 1 means "somewhat
appropriate for me," 2 means "generally appropriate for me," and 3 means "completely appropriate for me."

Study Il Data Analysis. Study Il analyzed the EFA and CFA values of the items from Study I's exploratory and
confirmatory item analysis. The factor structure was reevaluated for gender measurement invariance to determine
equivalency. Chalmers' (2012) IRT was used again to evaluate the scale's discrimination, difficulty, and
informativeness. The second portion of the study examined the Self-Loyalty Scale, Big Five Inventory, depression,
anxiety, stress, and life satisfaction using correlation analysis. The JASP network analysis program visualized the
concepts' relationships.

Study 11 Results. Table 1 compares Study | and Study Il with EFA and CFA results as well as item descriptive
data. The one-factor structure was validated by the 4.80 eigenvalue and direct oblimin rotation. Parallel analysis
also confirmed one element to keep. Measurement invariance results for investigations | and Il are in Table 2.
Table 3 concludes the IRT comparison of investigations | and Il. The Self-Loyalty Scale's EFA and CFA results
are consistent and satisfactory in the first three tables. The two investigations show that item discrimination is
significant and gender-independent. Table 4 shows the second study's reliability analysis.

The results of the correlation analysis are presented in the following section. The concepts' networks are then
presented using network analysis.
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Table 5
Relationship of the Self Loyalty Scale with the Variables

Correlation with Self-Loyalty

Mean  SD r p
Self Loyalty 28.94 514 - -
Life Satisfaction 1526 4.61 0.381  <0.001
Depression 8.28 5.71 -0.246  <0.001
Anxiety 7.40 6.13 -0.381 <0.001
Stress 9.00 5.92 -0.327 <0.001
Big five personality traits
Openness 7.30 1.75 0.322 <0.001
Conscientiousness 7.39 1.70 0.490 <0.001
Extraversion 6.78 1.95 0.267  <0.001
Agreeableness 7.88 1.50 0.350 <0.001
Neuroticism 6.26 1.83 -0.217 <0.001

Table 5 shows that self-loyalty has a negative correlation with depression (r= -.24 p<.001), anxiety (r= -.38
p<.001), stress (r=-.32 p<.001), and neuroticism (r=-.21 p<.001), but a positive correlation with openness (r= .32
p<.001), conscientiousness (r= .49 p<.001), extraversion (r= .26 p<.001), agreeableness (r=.35 p<.001), and life
satisfaction (r= .38 p<.001).

The relationship network between the concepts is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Network analysis for Self-Loyalty

Note. Blue lines represent positive correlations, and red lines represent negative correlations. DEP: Depression; Anx: Anxiety; Open:
Openness; Cons: Conscientiousness; Extra: Extraversion; Agree: Agreeableness; Neu: Neuroticism; Life.S: Life satisfaction

Study 111

The purpose of Study Il is to investigate the relationships between self-loyalty and the concepts of mindfulness,
resilience, and mental well-being. Furthermore, the study seeks to assess these variables within a theoretical
framework. At this point, the correlation between the variables will be revealed, followed by an analysis using
SEM. The hypotheses listed below will be tested through modeling.

H1. There is a positive relationship between self loyalty and mental well-being.

H2. Resilience has a mediating role between self loyalty and mental well-being.

H3. Mindfulness has a mediating role between self loyalty and mental well-being.

H4. Mindfulness and resilience have a serial mediating role between self loyalty and mental well-being.
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Study 1 Participants. Participants in Study 111 were selected using convenience sampling. An online survey was
conducted with 457 participants, including 390 women (85.3%) and 67 men (14.7%) from various Turkish
provinces. The study included participants aged 18 to 48 with a variety of educational backgrounds. It is
recommended that the sample size in SEM be greater than 100, preferably greater than 200 (Bagozzi, 2010). The
participants' mean age was 22.74 years, with a standard deviation of 4.99. Social media announcements were used
to contact participants, and they were then sent the Google Form to fill out. Participants were urged to forward the
survey link to their personal networks using the snowball technique.

Study 111 Measures. Mindful attention awareness scale. Brown and Ryan (2003) devised this mindfulness
assessment for adults. An adaptation study of this measurement tool to Turkish was undertaken by Ozyesil et al.
(2011). It can measure mindfulness in Turkish culture and is valid and reliable. The Turkish version has 0.80
Cronbach's alpha. The 15-item scale is one-dimensional. Fit indices showed a strong scale match. The six-point
Likert scale includes "1" for nearly usually, "2" for most of the time, "3" for occasionally, "4" for rarely, "5" for
extremely rarely, and "6" for virtually never. Its lowest and highest scores are 15 and 90.

Brief psychological resilience scale. Smith et al. (2008) created a scale to measure adult psychological resilience.
Dogan (2015) investigated the adaptation of the Turkish language for adult use. The scale's internal consistency
coefficient was .83, indicating reliability. Fit indices were also good. The 6-item scale is fundamentally
unidimensional. The responses are on a five-point Likert scale, with one meaning "not at all appropriate” and five
meaning "completely appropriate.” High scores on the scale reflect psychological resilience, which means the
person can recover from challenging experiences on their own.

Warwick-Edinburgh mental well-being scale. Tennant et al. (2007) examined the positive psychology construct
well-being in a sample of adults. Demirtas and Baytemir (2019) customized the measurement technique for
Turkish culture and introduced a valid and reliable tool for assessing adult mental well-being in Turkish literature.
Cronbach's alpha reliability for the scale was .84 and .86, showing satisfactory reliability. The fit was good. The
scale has seven one-dimensional elements. This study used a 5-point Likert scale with responses from 1 (hever) to
5 (often). Scores range from 7 to 35 on the scale. Higher scale scores imply better mental health.

Study 111 Data Analysis. The study aims to integrate the ideas of self-loyalty, mindfulness, resilience, and mental
well-being. SPSS, JASP, and AMOS were used to analyze data for normality, descriptive statistics, reliability, and
correlation. Then, SEM was done. SEM is a powerful quantitative analysis tool that allows multi-parameter
decision-making (Kline, 2011). The study used a two-stage SEM per Kline (2011). The first step tests the
relationship between indicator variables and latent variables as well as the measurement model that handles these
relationships. After measurement model validation, the hypothetical structural model was assessed. Hu and
Bentler's (1999) goodness-of-fit metrics assessed SEM results. In addition to chi-square (y2) and degrees of
freedom, GFI, RFI, CFI, NFI, IFI, TLI, SRMR, and RMSEA values were calculated. Key values include a x? to
DOF ratio of <5, GFI, RFI, CFI, NFI, IFI, and TLI values above .90, and SRMR and RMSEA values below .08.
(Hu & Bentler 1999; Tabachnick & Fidell 2001). On the other hand, researchers used AIC, ECVI, and chi-square
difference tests to select the optimal SEM model. A model with the lowest AIC and ECVI is preferable (Akaike
1987; Browne & Cudeck 1993).

SEM used item parceling because self-loyalty, mindfulness, resilience, and mental well-being are one-
dimensional. Nasser-Abu Alhija and Wisenbaker (2006) found that parceling personality traits reduces the number
of observed variables, boosts reliability, and helps scales form a normal distribution. The parceling method
introduced two dimensions to the categories of loyalty, resilience, and mental well-being, while mindfulness
gained three.

This study used bootstrapping in addition to SEM to bolster the findings and illustrate the mediation role (Preacher
& Hayes, 2008). Bootstrapping increased the sample size to 5,000, and confidence intervals (C.1.1.) were
determined. Confidence intervals without zero points indicate statistical significance for the tested mediation.

Study 11 Results. This section first presents the results of the correlation analysis. Then, SEM is explained.

Table 6
Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Coefficients for Research Variables
N Mean SD Skewness  Kurtosis 1 2 3
1-Self Loyalty 457 2880 521 -84 718 -
2-Mental Well-being 457 24.65 551 -011 -.030 A8** -
3-Resilience 457 18.09 4.48 -.108 1.190 9% 40** -
4-Mindfulness 457 56.11 13.95 -.169 .287 21F*F Q7 12%*

**p<.001
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The variables' correlation, arithmetic mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis are shown in Table 6. Table
6 indicates that the variables' skewness (-.814 to -.011) and kurtosis (-.030 to 1.190) fulfill Finney and DiStefano's
(2006) normalcy requirements of 2 and +7, respectively.

Table 6 shows significant positive correlations between self-loyalty and mental well-being (r =.48, p <.001),
resilience (r =.19, p <.001), and mindfulness (r =.21, p <.001). Positive correlations were found between mental
well-being and resilience (r =.40, p <.001), mindfulness (r =.27, p <.001), and resilience (r =.12, p <.001).

After determining the significance of the relationships between the concepts, the measurement model was
developed. The measurement model is made up of four latent variables: self-loyalty, mindfulness, resilience, and
mental well-being, as well as nine observed variables that support each one. According to the results, the fit values
are as follows: x2/SD = 1.153, GFI =.989, CFI =.999, NFI =.989, TLI =.997, RFI =.981, IFl =.999, SRMR =.01,
RMSA =.01. Factor loadings are widely accepted to range from 0.33 to 1.04. As a result, the core variables can be
identified by their measurable values.

The structural model was the study's first focus, and it looked specifically at the role of resilience and mindfulness
as full mediators in the relationship between self-loyalty and mental health. The full mediation model includes the
idea that self-loyalty indirectly predicts mental health via resilience and mindfulness. However, the entire
mediation model of resilience and mindfulness was found to be statistically insignificant. Therefore, the partial
mediation model was tested. Although there is a direct link between self-loyalty and mental well-being, the partial
mediation model investigates the mediation status of resilience and mindfulness. It is clear that the findings are
significant. The fit values of the test results (x2/SD = 1.15, GFI = .989, CFI = .999, NFI = .989, TLI =.997, RFI
=.981, IFI =.999, SRMR =.019, RMSA =.018) are acceptable.

The partial mediation model was chosen to investigate the mediating role of resilience and mindfulness because
the full mediation model was not significant, whereas the partial mediation model was significant and consistent.
Among the findings, the preferred model demonstrates that resilience and mindfulness play a systematic and
comprehensive mediation role in the relationship between self-loyalty and mental health. Figure 2 shows the path
coefficients for this model.

| MiParl | | MiPar2 || P ar’ |

8 =8

Mindfialness

RPa.rl RPaﬂ 13

Fesilience

SlP arl

S]Pa.r2

hdental well-
bemng

elf-Loyalty

=]
=

Nodo, W= 457, " p< 001, Slpa parcels of self lovalty, RFar parcels of resilience, MiPar parcels of mindfulness, MwFar parcels of mertal well-being.

Figure 2. Standardised factor loadings for the partially mediated structural model
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Bootstrapping was used to support and strengthen the research. As a result, each direct path coefficient is
significant. The results are shown in Table 7.

Table 7
Bootstrapping Results
Path Coefficient 95% CI
LL UL
Self Loyalty > Mindfulness - Mental Well-Being .043 .015 .086
Self Loyalty > Resilience > Mental Well-Being .085 .027 .165
Self Loyalty > Mindfulness - Resilience > Mental Well-Being  .113 053  .196

ClI confidence interval, LL lower limit, UL upper limit

All of these findings point to resilience and mindfulness as partial mediators between self-loyalty and mental well-
being. Furthermore, resilience and mindfulness serve as serial mediators of self-loyalty and mental well-being.

Discussion

Loyalty has historically been dealt with in a variety of contexts. Thus, each of the resulting loyalty types demands
different things from individuals. This necessitated the introduction of self-loyalty as a new concept in an
intrapersonal context. Self-loyalty occurs when people sincerely prioritize their own values, wishes, beliefs, needs,
and decisions and then act on them. Individuals who are self-loyal perform behaviors consistent with their own
principles regardless of external influences, which can provide them with moral comfort. Keeping promises to
oneself, not deceiving oneself, and not being disloyal to oneself can be character strengths that can help people
feel at ease with themselves and thus maintain good mental health. Conceptualizing and measuring the level of
this concept in individuals is important not only for understanding that the concept of self-loyalty differs from
other loyalties and values but also for utilizing the potential that can lead to better levels of mental health in mental
health services. As a result, the purpose of this research is to create the Self-Loyalty Scale in order to assess
individuals' levels of self-loyalty and investigate its relationship with certain variables. In this direction, the
hypotheses proposed and the results obtained are discussed in light of the literature.

In Study 11, the relationships between depression, anxiety, stress, life satisfaction, and the Big 5 personality traits
with self-loyalty were investigated. The analysis revealed a significant positive relationship between life
satisfaction and self-loyalty. A previous study found that life satisfaction positively predicted behavioral loyalty
intentions (Dinh et al., 2022). Nghiém-Phu (2016) found that positive affective life satisfaction correlates with
country loyalty. As a result, the current study's findings appear to be supported. In a study, depression, anxiety and
stress were found to be negatively related to self-control and self-knowledge (Valikhani et al., 2018). Individuals
who are self-loyal are expected to be able to regulate their behaviors according to their values and, thus, to be able
to control themselves and to have high self-knowledge. When this research is evaluated from this perspective, it
can be understood that it is consistent with the findings of the current research.

Evidence suggests that openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness are positively related to self-
loyalty, whereas neuroticism is negatively related. Similarly, individual and group loyalty have been shown to be
positively related to conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeability (Beer & Watson, 2009). All of this
demonstrates that different types of loyalty share similarities with concepts related to self-loyalty.

The first hypothesis tested in the study was confirmed. The analysis revealed a positive relationship between self-
loyalty and mental well-being. A previous study (Han et al., 2019) found a significant positive relationship between
social well-being and community loyalty, supporting the current finding. From this perspective, it is understood
that people who keep their promises to themselves in a consistent manner with their behaviors and thoughts and
who are loyal to themselves in this way experience a higher level of mental well-being.

Another hypothesis tested as part of the study was the mediating role of resilience in the relationship between self-
loyalty and mental well-being, and the analysis revealed that resilience was partially mediated. Organizational
resilience and customer loyalty are known to be positively related (Saad et al., 2022). Research indicates that
resilience improves well-being (Labrague, 2021; Yildirim & Arslan, 2022). These studies corroborate the findings
of the current study. Based on these findings, it is possible to conclude that people with high levels of self-loyalty
can easily adapt to life's challenges by adhering to their own value systems, beliefs, and wishes, returning to their
previous state and experiencing a higher level of well-being.

Another hypothesis being tested is mindfulness's role in mediating the relationship between self-loyalty and mental
health. According to the findings, self-loyalty predicts mental well-being both directly and indirectly via
mindfulness. This demonstrates that mindfulness plays a partial mediating role. Previous research found a
statistically significant positive relationship between mindfulness and both organizational and customer loyalty
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(Quang & Thuy, 2024; Zoubi et al., 2024). Previous research has shown that there are significant positive
relationships between self-control and acting with awareness (Ghorbani et al., 2014). It is known that self-control
is a necessary ingredient for self-regulation, and individuals can direct their behaviors through self-regulation
(Bandura, 1991; Johnson et al., 2018). Self-loyal people can act in ways that are consistent with their own values
and principles. This means that these studies support the idea that self-loyalty and mindfulness are linked. An
experimental study found that mindfulness interventions improved loyalty intentions and well-being (Bossi et al.,
2022; Sousa & Freire, 2023). A study found that mindfulness predicts well-being (Klussman et al., 2020).
According to Bajaj et al. (2016), mindfulness has a positive correlation with mental well-being. Based on these, it
is possible to conclude that individuals who act in accordance with their own truths and values rather than the
expectations of others by being self-loyal are also aware of the present moment without judgment and will have a
higher level of well-being in relation to these.

Finally, the study's main hypothesis revealed mindfulness and resilience as serial mediators of self-loyalty and
mental well-being. In other words, self-loyalty predicts mental well-being both directly and indirectly through
resilience and mindfulness. All of these variables have relationships with the theoretically related concepts of
loyalty based on the results of past research. Furthermore, a study looking into the relationship between
mindfulness, resilience, and well-being (Zubair et al., 2018) found positive relationships between these concepts,
which supports the current study's findings . Another study investigated the relationships between affect and life
satisfaction as well-being indicators, as well as mindfulness and resilience. As a result, in addition to the fact that
mindfulness predicts well-being indicators, resilience has been identified as a partial mediator in the relationship
between mindfulness and life satisfaction (Bajaj & Pande, 2016). Mindfulness is the awareness that arises from
deliberately paying attention to what is happening in the present moment and experiencing it moment by moment
without judgment (Kabat-Zinn, 2003). It is possible to believe that if people are self-loyal, they will be able to deal
with difficulties more easily, be more mindful, and thus have a better level of mental and physical health.

Implications

The study's conclusions have several important implications for both research and practical applications. By
enabling the measurement of an existing trait, the Self-Loyalty Scale created in this study makes a substantial
contribution to the literature. Despite addressing loyalty in various contexts, earlier research did not specifically
conceptualize the individual as the object of loyalty. The theory of self-loyalty has only been the subject of one
study to date (Arvidson & Axelsson, 2017), and that study only offered the theoretical framework rather than a
measurement instrument. Therefore, by offering a valid and trustworthy scale for evaluating self-loyalty, the
current study closes a significant gap. The scale provides practitioners with a useful tool for determining people's
levels of self-loyalty and for creating intervention programs that aim to improve resilience, mindfulness, and well-
being. These programs could promote healthier self-perceptions, prevent self-betrayal, and help people confront
negative experiences more skillfully. The scale may also serve as a conceptual and methodological guide for future
studies on the connections between self-loyalty and different facets of mental health.

Limitations and Future Research

It is possible to identify some limitations when interpreting the study's findings. First and foremost, it should be
noted that social desirability errors can occur as a result of the use of self-report scales, even if participants
volunteered to collect data. To avoid this, future studies can employ a variety of data collection methods (for
example, observation, interviews, peer assessment, and so on). Another limitation is the difficulty of establishing
causality due to the study's cross-sectional design. Longitudinal or experimental studies can be planned and carried
out for future research using current research findings. Furthermore, despite the fact that this study included
multiple reliability analyses, test-retest reliability was not calculated. Future research can determine the scale's
test-retest reliability coefficient for temporal reliability. In addition, across the three studies, the number of female
participants exceeded that of male participants. This imbalance in gender distribution may limit the generalizability
of the findings, and future studies should aim to recruit more balanced samples. Finally, because the data were
collected only from the Turkish sample and the concept of loyalty is universal, this limitation can be overcome by
collecting data from other cultures and conducting cross-cultural research or adaptation studies in the future.

Conclusion

The current study examined self-loyalty in three phases. The self-loyalty scale is a valid and reliable measurement
tool, according to the first stage. The Big-5, Dass-21, and satisfaction with life scales—all of which had previously
been acknowledged as valid and reliable—were used in the second stage to illustrate the scale's criterion correlation
validity. Third, the study found that self-loyalty predicts mental well-being by enhancing people's resilience and
mindfulness. Beyond these results, the study adds a new, quantifiable construct that can enhance personality and
well-being research, which is a major advance for the field. The scale may also have positive social effects by
promoting resilience, mindfulness, and general mental health, as practitioners can use it to create interventions that
encourage self-loyalty. Furthermore, since loyalty can mean different things in different cultures, the idea of self-
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loyalty should be studied from a cultural standpoint. Understanding the universality and cultural specificity of self-
loyalty will require cross-cultural adaptations and validations.
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Appendix A

Item characteristics curve of the Self Loyalty Scale
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