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Further Evaluation of the Psychometric 
Properties of the Self-Forgiveness Dual Process 
Scale: Evidence of Measurement İnvariance 
Across Gender 
 Kendini Affetme İkili Süreç Ölçeğinin Psikometrik 
Özelliklerinin İleri Düzeyde Değerlendirilmesi: Cinsiyetler 
Arasında Ölçme Değişmezliğine İlişkin Kanıtlar 
ABSTRACT 

The present study aims to examine the psychometric properties of the Self-Forgiveness Dual Process 
Scale. Within the scope of the research, it was planned to test the measurement invariance of the Turkish 
version of the scale across genders. The study sample consists of 261 university students, comprising 168 
(64.37%) females and 93 (35.63%) males. The mean age of the participants was calculated to be 21.39 
(SD = 2.91). The Personal Information Form and the Turkish version of the Self-Forgiveness Dual Process 
Scale were used as data collection tools. The results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) showed that 

the scale provided sufficient evidence for the construct validity (2/df = 1.654, CFI = .980, TLI = .973, GFI 
= .999, RMSEA = .050, SRMR = .067). In addition, multi-group CFA revealed significant findings regarding 
configural, metric, scalar, and strict invariance across genders. In addition, convergent validity findings for 
the whole scale were borderline for the Value Reorientation (VRO) Subscale (AVE = .483), while they were 
sufficient for the Esteem Restoration (ERS) Subscale (AVE = .642). Finally, the analyses regarding the 
internal consistency reliability (McDonald ω = .821 and Cronbach’s α = .817 for VRO; McDonald ω = .888 
and Cronbach’s α = .886 for ERS) and split-half reliability (r = .845 for VRO; r = .913 for ERS) of the scale 
exhibited good results. The results demonstrated that the Turkish version of the Self-Forgiveness Dual 
Process Scale is a psychometrically sound measurement tool suitable for use with university students. 
Specifically, evidence was presented indicating that the scale demonstrated similar measurement 
performance in both males and females. 
Keywords: Self-forgiveness, measurement invariance, gender, validity  

ÖZ 

Bu çalışmanın amacı Kendini Affetme İkili Süreç Ölçeğinin psikometrik özelliklerinin incelenmesidir. 
Araştırma kapsamında bilhassa ölçeğin Türkçe formunun cinsiyetler arasında ölçüm değişmezliğinin test 
edilmesi planlanmıştır. Araştırmanın örneklemini 168 (%64,37) kadın ve 93 (%35,63) erkek olmak üzere 
toplam 261 üniversite öğrencisi oluşturmaktadır. Katılımcıların yaş ortalaması 21,39 (SS = 2,91) olarak 
hesaplanmıştır. Araştırmada veri toplama aracı olarak Kişisel Bilgi Formu ve Kendini Affetme İkili Süreç 
Ölçeği Türkçe Formu kullanılmıştır. Doğrulayıcı Faktör Analizi (DFA) ile elde edilen sonuçlar ölçeğin yapı 

geçerliğine ilişkin yeterli kanıtlar sunduğunu göstermiştir (2/sd = 1,654, CFI = ,980, TLI = ,973, GFI = ,999, 
RMSEA = ,050, SRMR = ,067). Bunun yanı sıra, çoklu grup DFA cinsiyetler arasında şekilsel, metrik, skalar 
ve katı değişmezliğe ilişkin anlamlı bulgular ortaya koymuştur. Ayrıca, ölçeğin tümü için yakınsak geçerlik 
bulguları Pozitif Değere Yeniden Yönelim Alt Boyutu (PDYY) için sınırda iken (AVE = ,483), Kişisel Saygının 
Yenilenmesi Alt Boyutu (KSY) için yeterli düzeydedir (AVE = ,642). Son olarak, ölçeğin iç tutarlık 
güvenirliği (PDYY için McDonald ω = ,821 ve Cronbach’s α = ,817; KSY için McDonald ω = ,888 ve 
Cronbach’s α = ,886) ve iki yarı güvenirliği (PDYY için r = ,845; KSY için r = ,913) ile ilgili analizler iyi sonuçlar 
vermiştir. Sonuçlar Kendini Affetme İkili Süreç Ölçeği Türkçe Formunun üniversite öğrencileriyle 
kullanılmaya uygun, psikometrik olarak geçerli bir ölçüm aracı olduğunu göstermiştir. Özellikle, ölçeğin 
kadın ve erkeklerde benzer ölçüm performansı gösterdiğine ilişkin kanıtlar ortaya koyulmuştur. 
Anahtar Kelimeler: Kendini affetme, ölçüm değişmezliği, cinsiyet, geçerlik  
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Introduction 

Forgiveness is a multifaceted construct that plays a crucial 
role in individuals’ spiritual and psychological well-being 
(Chen et al., 2019; Noviyanty et al., 2022). It is a pardon 
people ask from others for their inappropriate behaviors 
(Yucel & Vaish, 2021). Sometimes it means the mercy that 
believers ask from God for their offenses, also called divine 
forgiveness (Fincham, 2022). Forgiveness is often 
conceptualized as a trait-like mechanism, a reasonably 
stable tendency to respond to the misbehaviors of others 
toward oneself, regardless of whether the offenders ask for 
forgiveness or not (Strelan, 2017). Besides, unlike 
dispositional forgiveness, well-established research often 
adopts forgiveness as a state reaction. Therefore, 
forgiveness can be described as an act for the peaceful 
resolution of intrapersonal, or more deeply, internal 
conflicts. The second, self-forgiveness, is identified as a key 
factor unlocking better flourishing in life (Aydın, 2025). 

Self-forgiveness refers to “a willingness to abandon self–
resentment in the face of one’s own acknowledged 
objective wrong while fostering compassion, generosity, 
and love toward oneself” (Enright, 1996, p. 115). It is a 
journey to inward world, where individuals confront with 
their wrongdoings, admit them, take action to repair the 
damage they have caused, comprehend the circumstances 
prompt them to offend, accept that they can sometimes do 
bad things like everyone else, show mercy and love to 
themselves, gain awareness, learn from their mistakes, find 
meaning in these experiences, and sincerely commit to not 
to do such things in the future (internal change) (Webb et 
al., 2017). Therefore, this process results in an increased 
amount of knowledge, awareness, and maturation. Hence, 
people remedy their self-worth and become aware that, as 
individuals, they are more than the destructive behaviors 
they displayed earlier (Holmgren, 1998). There are valuable 
attributes that make any individual special and worthy of 
love. This type of mindset enables individuals to remove the 
scars of negative feelings and be free from self-directed 
hatred (Hall & Fincham, 2005). 

Based on individual conceptualizations, researchers have 
developed numerous psychological assessment tools 
targeting self-forgiveness. These tools include the 
Forgiveness of Self and Others Scale (Mauger et al., 1992), 
State Self-Forgiveness Scale (Wohl et al., 2008), 
Differentiated Self-Forgiveness Scale (Woodyatt & Wenzel, 
2013), Enright Self-Forgiveness Scale (Kim et al., 2022), 
Forgiveness of Self Scale (Regalia & Pelucchi, 2024), 
Heartland Forgiveness Scale – Self (Thompson et al., 2005), 

Self-Forgiveness Dual-Process Scale (SF-DPS, Griffin et al., 
2018), and more. Each scale has a unique item wording, 
factorial structure, and attributes that are focused on. 
There is also criticism on some of the scales (e.g., Tangney 
et al., 2005) that the specific items do not measure self-
forgiveness. In Türkiye, several tools are available to assess 
self-forgiveness. The adapted versions of Heartland 
Forgiveness Scale – Self (Bugay & Demir, 2010) and State 
Self-Forgiveness Scale (Aydın & Yerin-Güneri, 2017) are 
available in Turkish. Additionally, Ersanlı and Vural Batık 
(2015) developed the Forgiveness Scale, which includes a 
subscale comprising three items to measure self-
forgiveness. More recently, the SF-DPS has been adapted to 
Turkish by Kaya et al. (2023) in a sample of college students. 

The SF-DPS is built on two distinct features of self-
forgiveness: value reorientation and esteem restoration. 
Value reorientation entails acknowledging personal 
accountability and showing readiness to atone for 
involvement in events that may have caused moral harm 
(Griffin et al., 2024). The sample items include “I would take 
back what I’ve done if I could” and “My actions violated 
something important to me.” On the other hand, the 
process of esteem restoration centers on maintaining a 
sense of personal value and growth potential, regardless of 
one’s imperfections and failures (Griffin et al., 2018). The 
sample items include “I still love myself even though I did 
wrong” and “I feel like a valuable person despite my 
wrongdoing.” The Turkish version of the scale was reported 
to exhibit good results in terms of construct, convergent, 
and discriminant validities (Kaya et al., 2023). Moreover, 
there was also evidence of excellent reliability. However, 
the adaptation study lacks psychometric evaluations, 
including measurement invariance. 

Measurement invariance refers to the degree to which a 
measurement instrument operates equivalently across 
different groups or conditions (Van de Schoot et al., 2012). 
Ensuring invariance is a fundamental prerequisite for 
making valid cross-group comparisons (Jeong & Lee, 2019). 
The concept is typically examined at multiple levels 
(Schmitt & Kuljanin, 2008): configural, metric, scalar, and 
strict. Configural invariance assesses whether the basic 
factor structure is consistent across groups. Metric 
invariance tests whether factor loadings are equivalent, 
suggesting that the items are related to the latent variable 
in the same way. Scalar invariance further requires equal 
item intercepts, allowing for a meaningful comparison of 
latent means. Finally, strict invariance assumes equality of 
residual variances, which supports direct comparisons of 
observed scores. Establishing these levels of invariance is 
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crucial in psychological, educational, and social science 
research to ensure the validity of inferences drawn from 
group comparisons. 

The present study aims to extend the current findings on 
the Turkish version of the SF-DPS. The scale was selected 
explicitly since the SF-PDS focuses mainly on self-
forgiveness processes, unlike more general scales that 
capture different types of forgiveness with multiple 
subscales. Therefore, to fill the gap in evidence regarding 
measurement invariance, the primary purpose of the 
present study is to test measurement invariance across 
gender. Additionally, the construct, convergent, and 
discriminant validities, as well as the internal consistency 
and split-half reliabilities, were investigated. 

Methods 

Participants 

By employing the convenience sampling method, the 
present study recruited 261 college students, 168 females 
(64.37%) and 93 males (35.63%), who volunteered to 
participate in the study. The average age was 21.39 with a 
standard deviation of 2.91. In terms of college grade, the 
sample comprises 45 freshmen (17.24%), 133 sophomores 
(50.96%), 42 juniors (16.09%), and 41 seniors (15.71%). In 
addition, the perceived socio-economic status of the 
majority of the sample was middle-income (n = 226, 
86.59%), followed by low-income (n = 23, 8.81%) and high-
income (n = 12, 4.60%). 

Measurement Tools 

Demographic Information Form 

This form was prepared by the author to obtain necessary 
demographic information. It comprises four questions 
regarding sex, age, college grade, and perceived socio-
economic status. 

Self-Forgiveness Dual-Process Scale (SF-DPS) 

This scale was developed by Griffin et al. (2018), grounded 
in Social Cognitive Theory, and aims to capture self-
forgiveness based on two distinct components, Value 
Reorientation (VRO) and Esteem Restoration (ERS). The 
scale comprises ten items with a seven-point Likert-type 
scoring system, five items for each subscale. The 
assessment is based on subscales; hence, there is no total 
score. Higher scores obtained from the subscales indicate 
higher self-forgiveness. The scale was adapted into Turkish 
by Kaya et al. (2023) and exhibited good construct, 

convergent, discriminant, and concurrent validities. It was 
also reported in the Turkish adaptation that the scale 
performed perfectly in terms of reliability. 

Procedures 

Ethics committee approval was received for this study from 
the ethics committee of Sivas Cumhuriyet University (Date: 
June 19, 2025, Number: E-99711239-050.04-576210). After 
obtaining the ethics committee approval, the author 
merged the data collection tools into an online 
questionnaire and distributed it through social media 
accounts and instant messaging platforms to reach 
potential participants. An informed consent form was 
placed at the very beginning of the online questionnaire. 
Individuals who did not consent were not permitted to 
complete the survey. The present study has some inclusion 
criteria, which are also stated in the informed consent form. 
Therefore, participants under 18 years of age who were not 
currently enrolled in an undergraduate program were 
excluded from the study. Data collection was done in one 
week. The target sample size for the study was thought to 
be 200, considering the several cut-offs suggested by widely 
adopted guidelines (Alavi et al., 2020): minimum of 200 
participants, a ratio number of participants to number of 

model variables to be  10, and a ratio of number of 

participants to number of parameters to be  5 (Myers et 
al., 2011). After finishing the data collection, the dataset 
was prepared for the analysis. 

Data Analysis 

Before proceeding with the analysis, assumption testing 
was conducted primarily. The dataset was checked for 
missing entries first, and no missing data was identified. 
Next, the item scores were transformed into standardized 
z-values to investigate significant outliers. Again, no 
significant outliers have been detected. Lastly, the kurtosis 
and skewness of the item scores were examined to assess 
the normality assumption. The kurtosis values ranged from 
-0.532 to 1.648, and skewness values ranged from -1.277 to 
-0.025, indicating no departure from normal distribution 

according to widely adopted criteria of 2 (George & 
Mallery, 2019). Therefore, it was ensured that the dataset 
was suitable for analysis. 

Subsequently, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was 
conducted to test the construct validity of the Turkish 
version of the SF-DPS. The construct validity of the scale 
was already examined by Kaya et al. (2023); hence, the 
present study aims to strengthen the previous findings and 
provide additional evidence. CFA is a widely used statistical 
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method that enables researchers to examine the 
theoretical models – structure of a phenomenon – 
established upon latent and observed variables (Tabachnick 
& Fidell, 2014). The Diagonally Weighted Least Squares 
(DWLS) estimation was selected for the analysis since the 
data were ordinal (DiStefano & Morgan, 2014). This method 
is very robust to violations of the normality assumption and 
is often suggested for conducting CFA with non-normal data 
(Li, 2016). Additionally, the standard error method was 
employed because the data met the assumption of 
normality. At first, parameter estimates were checked. 
Specifically, factor loadings were examined in line with the 
widely used criteria. Therefore, factor values can be 
evaluated as poor (< .32), fair (> .45), good (> .55), very good 
(> .63), and excellent (> .71) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014). 
Next, the goodness of fit of the model was investigated. 
Multiple indices were taken into consideration, including 

chi-squared divided by degrees of freedom (2/df), 
comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), 
goodness of fit index (GFI), standardized root mean squared 
residual (SRMR), and root mean squared error of 
approximation (RMSEA). Widely recommended criteria 

were adopted for the indices, namely 2/df < 3; CFI, TLI, and 
GFI > .95, and SRMR and RMSEA < .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; 
Kline, 2016). For RMSEA, values below .05 were considered 
indicative of an excellent fit, values ranging from .05 to .08 
were deemed acceptable, and values exceeding .10 were 
viewed as evidence of poor fit (Brown, 2015). 

The present study also investigated the convergent validity 
of the Turkish version of the SF-DPS with average variance 
extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR). It was 
recommended that the AVE values should be greater than 
.50, and CR values should be greater than .70 cut-off and 
AVE values (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Furthermore, 
discriminant validity was examined by calculating the 
square root of AVE. The square root of AVE values for the 
subscales should be greater than .50, and the correlation 
between the subscales (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 
2010). Additionally, the scales’ internal consistency 
reliability and split-half reliability were assessed. For 
internal consistency reliability, McDonald’s Omega and 
Cronbach’s Alpha were calculated. The results were 
evaluated with the criteria of .70 (Hair et al., 2016; Nunnally 
& Bernstein, 1994). The split-half reliability was examined 
using Pearson correlation. Again, results above .70 indicate 
a high relationship between the two halves of the dataset 
(Mukaka, 2012). 

Lastly, for the primary purpose of the present study, the 
evidence of measurement invariance across gender was 

investigated. A multigroup CFA was conducted using the 
same analysis properties as those employed in the first-
order CFA. A four-stage procedure suggested by Meredith 
(1993) was adopted, where configural invariance is tested 
initially, followed by metric, scalar, and strict invariance. In 
each test, the model fit was compared to the earlier one. 
The difference between each model’s CFI values and the 

previous one (CFI) is recommended to be below .01 to 
conclude that the model exhibits a good fit (Byrne, 2010; 
Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). All the analyses described here 
were conducted using the JASP program version 0.19.2. It is 
a user-friendly software based on an open-source R 
package and generally doesn’t require users to code. 

Results 

Structural Validity 

The first-order CFA model was analyzed using the DWLS 
estimator and the standard error method, considering that 
the data are ordinal and meet the assumption of normality. 
The results revealed that all parameter estimates, including 
factor loadings, error terms, and covariance between first-
order factors, were significant. After this confirmation, the 
standardized factor loadings and the goodness of fit indices 
regarding the first-order CFA model for the Turkish version 
of the SF-DPS were examined (Figure 1). It was found that 
the standardized factor loadings ranged from .592 to .889 
(p < .001). Compared to the suggested criteria, it can be 
concluded that the model exhibits good results (see Table 
1). Furthermore, the analysis demonstrated that the first-
order CFA model yielded a good fit to the data without the 

need for any modifications (2/df = 1.654, CFI = .980, TLI = 
.973, GFI = .999, RMSEA = .050, SRMR = .067). 

 
Figure 1 
Parameter Estimates for the First-Order CFA Model 
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Table 1 
Standardized Factor Loadings of the First-Order CFA 

Factor 
Item Estimate Std. Estimate Std. Error z-value p 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Upper 

Value Reorientation SF1 1.000 .690 0.060 11.468 < .001 0.572 0.808 
SF2 1.095 .780 0.075 10.394 < .001 0.633 0.928 
SF3 0.970 .647 0.060 10.749 < .001 0.529 0.765 
SF4 1.153 .733 0.063 11.599 < .001 0.609 0.857 
SF5 0.925 .592 0.054 10.996 < .001 0.486 0.697 

Esteem Restoration SF6 1.000 .620 0.054 11.528 < .001 0.514 0.725 
SF7 1.205 .820 0.065 12.641 < .001 0.693 0.948 
SF8 1.330 .889 0.071 12.564 < .001 0.750 1.027 
SF9 1.239 .865 0.073 11.904 < .001 0.723 1.007 

SF10 1.124 .738 0.062 11.944 < .001 0.617 0.860 

Convergent Validity 

The convergent evidence was investigated by calculating 
AVE and CR values. The results demonstrated that AVE 
values were .483 for the Value Reorientation Subscale and 
.642 for the Esteem Restoration Subscale. Unfortunately, 
the Value Reorientation Subscale could not meet the 
criteria of .50; however, it was very close. On the other 
hand, the Esteem Restoration Subscale exhibited good 
results. Additionally, the analysis revealed that both 
subscales performed as desired in terms of composite 
reliability. The CR values were .821 and .897 for Value 
Reorientation and Esteem Restoration Subscales, 
respectively. Therefore, the scale yielded promising results 
in terms of convergent validity. 

Discriminant Validity 

The correlations between the subscales and the square root 
of AVE values were used to investigate discriminant validity. 
The calculations revealed that the square root of AVE values 
were .695 for the Value Reorientation Subscale and .801 for 
the Esteem Restoration Subscale. Since these values were 
higher than the correlation between the subscales (r = .300, 
p < .001), it was confirmed that the scale exhibited 
favorable results in terms of discriminant validity. 

Reliability 

The McDonald’s Omega and Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients 
were calculated for internal consistency reliability. The 
findings demonstrated that the subscales yielded 
satisfactory evidence for internal consistency. The 
McDonald’s Omega and Cronbach’s Alpha were .821 and 
.817 for Value Reorientation Subscale and .888 and .886 for 
Esteem Restoration Subscale, respectively. The split-half 
reliability was analyzed with Pearson correlation. Both 

subscales performed very well, with values of .845 and .913 
for the Value Reorientation and Esteem Restoration 
Subscales, respectively. 

Measurement Invariance Across Gender 

A multigroup CFA was employed to investigate 
measurement invariance across gender (Table 2). The 
DWLS estimator was selected for the analysis since the data 
were ordinal. In addition, the standard error method was 
used as the data met the assumption of normal distribution. 
First, configural invariance was examined. In this model, the 
factor loadings and intercepts were estimated freely. The 

analysis yielded good fit to the data (2/df = 1.052, CFI = 
.997, SRMR = .071, RMSEA = .020). These findings 
demonstrate that the factor structure of the Turkish version 
of the SF-DPS is similar for males and females. Later, metric 
invariance was tested. The factor loadings were 
constrained, and intercepts were estimated freely. To 

evaluate the model fit this time, the criterion of CFI < .01 

was employed. Since the CFI for the metric invariance was 
below .01, it was confirmed that the metric invariance was 
achieved. These results demonstrated that the factor 
loadings are similar for males and females. Next, the scalar 
invariance was examined by constraining both factor 

loadings and intercepts. Again, the results showed that CFI 
is below .01, indicating good model fit. This means that 
both factor loadings and intercepts are equivalent across 
males and females. Lastly, strict invariance was investigated 
by constraining error variances in addition to factor 
loadings and intercepts. This final evaluation also revealed 

that the CFI was below the .01 threshold, and yet, the 
strict invariance was achieved. This indicates that both 
factor loadings, intercepts, and error variances were similar 
across gender groups. 
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Table 2 
Results for Measurement Invariance Across Gender 

Model 
2(df) 2/df CFI SRMR RMSEA 

Model comparison 

 2/df CFI 

1. Configural invariance 71.514(68) 1.052 .997 .071 .020    
2. Metric invariance 90.106(76) 1.186 .988 .082 .038 2 vs 1 18.592(8) .009 
3. Scalar invariance 97.635(84) 1.162 .988 .085 .035 3 vs 2 7.529(8) .000 
4. Strict invariance 103.990(94) 1.106 .991 .089 .029 4 vs 3 6.355(10) .003 

Discussion 

The present study extends the findings regarding the 
psychometric properties of the SF-DPS. First, it was 
confirmed that the construct validity of the scale is good. 
Directly comparing the results of goodness-of-fit indices in 
the original, Turkish adaptation, and the current study may 
not be a practical approach because all three studies used 
different estimators. For instance, the original study 
conducted by Griffin et al. (2018) employed the Maximum 
Likelihood Robust estimator. In contrast, the Turkish 
adaptation study preferred the Maximum Likelihood 
(Standard) method (Kaya et al., 2023). In the current study, 
the DWLS estimator was selected since the data are ordinal 
(DiStefano & Morgan, 2014). Regardless of analysis 
properties, all three studies yielded favorable outcomes. 
The standardized factor loadings ranged from .592 to .889, 
which are greater than the criteria of .55 (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2014). Therefore, the factor loadings can be 
described as a spectrum ranging from good to excellent. For 

instance, in the current results, 2/df was 1.654, 
significantly below the cut-off value of 3 (Hu & Bentler, 
1999; Kline, 2016). The CFI (.980), TLI (.973), and GFI (.999) 
indices exceed the .95 criterion (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 
2016) and approach a value of 1.00. The RMSEA indices of 
.050 seemed to be borderline compared to the perfect fit 
criteria, but acceptable according to the more flexible 
criteria of .080 (Brown, 2015). Similarly, the SRMR indices 
were below the criteria of .080. In the original study (Griffin 
et al., 2018), the RMSEA and SRMR indices appear to be 
more favorable than the current results, .015 and .055, 
respectively. However, by applying two modifications, the 
Turkish adaptation study yielded similar results to the 
present study, with RMSEA = .045 and SRMR = .063. 

Second, the convergent validity was examined with AVE 
and CR values. The original study does not provide such 
information. However, the Turkish adaptation study and 
the current study demonstrated similar results. For AVE 
values, both studies revealed that the Value Reorientation 
subscale yielded unfavorable results, performing below the 

criterion of .50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). In the adaptation 
study, the AVE for the VRO and ERS subscales were .41 and 
.61, respectively. 

In comparison, the AVE for the VRO and ERS subscales was 
calculated to be .483 and .642, respectively, in the present 
study. Therefore, the current results seem to be slightly 
better. However, the low AVE value in both studies may 
indicate a problem with the wording of the items. Griffin et 
al. (2024) modified the existing scale by changing some 
wording in the items. This might solve the issue, but they 
did not provide any information on the AVE values of the 
subscales. Despite the unfavorable result for the VRO 
subscale, CR values seem to meet the necessary criteria. 
The Turkish adaptation study yielded promising results, 
with CR values of .78 and .88 for the VRO and ERS subscales, 
respectively. The current findings were slightly better, with 
CRs of .821 for VRO and .897 for ERS subscales. 

Third, the analysis for discriminant validity exhibited good 
results. Both the adaptation study and the present study 
yielded similar results. The results exceeded both the .50 
cut-off and the correlation between the subscales (Fornell 
& Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2010). In the adaptation study, 
the correlation between the subscales was r = .34. The 
square root of AVE for the VRO and ERS subscales was .68 
and .78, respectively. In parallel, the present study revealed 
that the correlation between the subscales was r = .300, 
and the square root of AVE of VRO and ERS subscales was 
.695 and .801, respectively. Again, slightly better results 
have been achieved. This finding supports the notion that 
the two subscales are distinct entities and not similar. 

Furthermore, the present findings support that the internal 
consistency and split-half reliabilities of the scale were 
excellent. Both adaptation and the present study 
performed similarly, exhibiting values greater than the 
criterion of .70 on both internal consistency and split-half 
reliability (Hair et al., 2016; Mukaka, 2012; Nunnally & 
Bernstein, 1994). The Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated as 
.76 for VRO and .87 for ERS subscales in the adaptation 
study. The present findings echoed these results and 
revealed that the McDonald’s Omega and Cronbach’s Alpha 
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for both subscales were greater than .80, which is slightly 
better than the results of previous research. Additionally, 
the split-half reliability was somewhat better in the present 
study, with r = .845 for VRO and r = .913 for the ERS 
subscales. At the same time, the adaptation study yielded 
results of .71 and .83 for the VRO and ERS subscales, 
respectively. 

Lastly, the present study contributes to the literature by 
demonstrating evidence of measurement invariance across 
gender in the Turkish version of the SF-DPS, using a sample 
of college students. The original and Turkish adaptation 
studies did not investigate this property of the scale. 
Therefore, the present findings are vital. Measurement 
invariance was examined at four levels: configural, metric, 
scalar, and strict (Schmitt & Kuljanin, 2008). The configural 
model exhibited good results in terms of goodness of fit. 
The significance of the model fit of the latter models was 

evaluated based on CFI. Since the CFI was smaller than 
the criteria of .01 (Byrne, 2010; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). 
In all the latter models, it was concluded that the metric, 
scalar, and strict models exhibited a good fit to the data. 
This means that the factorial structure, items’ loadings to 
the factors, latent means, and residual variances are similar 
for male and female college students. The scale performs 
similarly in both male and female groups. Therefore, future 
research can utilize the Turkish version of the SF-DPS as a 
valid and reliable tool and make cross-group comparisons 
based on gender. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

The present study revealed valuable information for 
researchers in the field. However, several limitations should 
be considered when interpreting the current results. First, 
the SF-DPS has been recently modified by Griffin et al. 
(2024). Therefore, the current findings do not cover the 
modified items and their psychometric properties in the 
Turkish sample. Griffin et al. (2024) reported that the 
modified items performed better than the older ones. 
Hence, it is recommended to adapt the latest version of the 
scale and compare the performance of both scales in the 
Turkish context. Second, the AVE of the Value Reorientation 
subscale did not meet expectations, despite the good CR 
values. This might stem from the wording of the items; 
therefore, the modified version might not have this issue. 
Third, the data was collected online, which can be 
problematic in terms of under-representation of the target 
population and ethical restrictions, including 
confidentiality, if the security protocols were not set at the 
beginning of the study. Hence, to eliminate such risks, a 

highly trusted platform was selected to create the online 
questionnaire. No personal information was collected to 
ensure the confidentiality of participants in the event of 
potential security breaches. The dataset was deleted from 
the platform after being downloaded to the computer and 
stored on an encrypted device, and the online 
questionnaire was distributed across different faculties to 
ensure maximum diversity. Lastly, the present study 
provides evidence for measurement invariance across 
gender but does not promise further information based on 
other grouping variables to conduct cross-group 
comparisons. For instance, measurement invariance can be 
investigated based on factors such as religiosity, age, 
educational status, perceived socio-economic status, 
employment status, and others. It may be a subject of 
future studies to examine the measurement invariance of 
the Turkish version of the SF-DPS, based on various 
grouping variables. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

The Turkish version of the SF-DPS demonstrated good 
construct, convergent, and discriminant validity in a sample 
of college students. The analysis also revealed that the scale 
demonstrated good internal consistency and split-half 
reliability. The results suggest that the Turkish SF-DPS 
exhibits measurement invariance across genders at the 
configural, metric, scalar, and strict levels of measurement 
invariance. 
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