Supplementary Document 7 
Dualistic Process in Money Vigilance
To explore whether it is feasible to divide money vigilance into multiple subscales, we conducted exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on eight items of money vigilance using Mplus 8.8. 
EFA in Mplus has a unique advantage (compared to other packages such as Amos and SPSS) because this procedure allows us to compare EFA models with different numbers of factors and select the optimal one based on fit indices (Schmitt, 2011). 
Below are the fit indices for models with one factor and two factors. To note, we did not include EFA with three or more factors because the EFA model stopped converging when the number of factors reached three, indicating that money vigilance cannot be split into three or more subscales. 
· One-factor EFA: Chi-square = 83.207, df = 20, p < .001; CFI = .813; RMSEA = .101; SRMR = .064.
· Two-factor EFA: Chi-square = 772.459, df = 246, p < .001; CFI = .904; RMSEA = .047; SRMR = .070
Loadings of each item on the one-factor and the two-factor EFA, respectively, can be seen in Supplementary Table 13 (this document). We used .32 as the cut-off to determine whether an item belonged to an identified factor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Bolded values below in the table represent this .32 cutoff.
Whereas all items have significant loadings on the one factor, the two-factor model is a statistically significantly better model than the one-factor model (change in Chi-square = 53.507, change in df = 7, p <.001). 
· Factor 1: items 1, 3, 6, and 7 (more positive phrases that were related to healthy money management).
· Factor 2: items 2, 4, 5, and 8 (more negative phrases that were related to avoiding talking about money).
The newly identified two factors were positively correlated (Pearson r = .389, p < .05). We then calculated scores for the two newly identified factors and displayed their correlations with healthy money management and outcome variables in Supplementary Table 14 (this document). 
 Interestingly, the patterns were different between factor 1 and factor 2, thereby indicating the dualistic process in the associations between money vigilance and healthy money management or outcome variables.
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Supplementary Table 13 
Loading of each item on one-factor and two-factor EFA.
	Items
	One-factor EFA
	Two-factor EFA


	
	1
	1
	2

	1. I would be a nervous wreck if I did not have money saved for an emergency.
	.495*
	.623*
	-.029

	2. It is extravagant to spend money on oneself.
	.299*
	-.097
	.511*

	3. It is important to save for a rainy day.
	.553*
	.675*
	.003

	4. It is wrong to ask others how much money they have or make.
	.400*
	.067
	.441*

	5. Money should be saved not spent.
	.459*
	-.001
	.628*

	6. People should work for their money and not be given financial handouts.
	.502*
	.333*
	.250*

	7. You should always look for the best deal before buying something, even if it takes more time.
	.571*
	.466*
	.187*

	8. You should not tell others how much money you have or make.
	.536*
	.225*
	.414*


Note. * p < .05 (two-tailed) level. 



Supplementary Table 14
Correlations between the newly identified two factors with healthy money management or outcome variables
	Other key study variables
	Factor 1
	Factor 2

	
	Pearson r
	p value
	Pearson r
	p value

	Healthy money management
	.361
	<.001
	.069
	>.10

	Financial well-being
	-.025
	>.10
	-.126
	.027

	Life satisfaction
	-.042
	>.10
	.116
	.041



