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Parental Overindulgence Scale Item Selection
Initial analyses conducted using the Study 1, Study 2, and Online Supplemental Study (see Online Supplemental Material B) data suggested that model fit (based on RMSEA, CFI, TLI, and SRMR values) was suffering and needed to be addressed. As a starting point, I explored the correlation matrix of the 14-item parental overindulgence scale (Bredehoft et al., 2002) given that the parental overindulgence scale includes four reverse-coded items (Item 2: “When I was growing up, my parents/caregivers expected me to do chores”; Item 6: “When I was growing up, I was expected to learn the same skills that other children learned”; Item 8: “When I was growing up, my parents/caregivers had rules that I was expected to follow”; Item 9: “When I was growing up, my parents/caregivers enforced their rules”), which can be problematic (Suárez Álvarez et al., 2018). Reverse-coded items have been associated with greater mistakes in participant responses (Sonderen et al., 2013), can lead to artifacts between scale items (Podsakoff et al., 2003), and decrease a scale’s internal reliability (Venta et al., 2022). Four reverse-coded items (Items 2, 6, 8, and 9) negatively correlated with several non-reverse-coded items in Study 1, Study 2, and Online Supplemental Study (see the bold correlations in Tables SA1a, SA2a, and SA3a). Removing these four items resulted in correlation matrixes virtually free of negative inter-item correlations (see Tables SA1b, SA2b, and SA3b). 
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Table SA1a: Pairwise comparisons between 14-item overindulgence scale using Study 1 data (from Canada)
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)

	(1) Item 1
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Item 2 (reversed)
	0.343
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Item 3
	0.245
	0.199
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Item 4
	0.331
	0.207
	0.609
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Item 5
	0.361
	0.193
	0.506
	0.600
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Item 6 (reversed)
	0.136
	0.199
	0.063
	0.043
	0.047
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Item 7
	0.365
	0.142
	0.238
	0.331
	0.347
	0.057
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Item 8 (reversed)
	0.201
	0.411
	0.123
	0.139
	0.073
	0.375
	0.070
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(9) Item 9 (reversed)
	0.174
	0.398
	0.147
	0.194
	0.080
	0.306
	0.133
	0.736
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	(10) Item 10
	0.057
	-0.010
	0.171
	0.163
	0.225
	-0.117
	0.142
	-0.154
	-0.141
	-
	
	
	
	

	(11) Item 11
	0.195
	0.220
	0.276
	0.418
	0.271
	0.097
	0.291
	0.392
	0.402
	-0.004
	-
	
	
	

	(12) Item 12
	0.159
	0.135
	0.224
	0.299
	0.210
	0.051
	0.298
	0.315
	0.303
	0.132
	0.486
	-
	
	

	(13) Item 13
	0.266
	0.140
	0.285
	0.362
	0.452
	0.086
	0.327
	-0.018
	0.063
	0.309
	0.173
	0.173
	-
	

	(14) Item 14
	0.382
	0.222
	0.401
	0.508
	0.479
	0.054
	0.432
	0.231
	0.220
	0.167
	0.447
	0.384
	0.406
	-

	






Table SA1b: Pairwise comparisons between 10-item overindulgence scale using Study 1 data (from Canada)
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)

	(1) Item 1
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Item 3
	0.245
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Item 4
	0.331
	0.609
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Item 5
	0.361
	0.506
	0.600
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Item 7
	0.365
	0.238
	0.331
	0.347
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Item 10
	0.057
	0.171
	0.163
	0.225
	0.142
	-
	
	
	
	

	(7) Item 11
	0.195
	0.276
	0.418
	0.271
	0.291
	-0.004
	-
	
	
	

	(8) Item 12
	0.159
	0.224
	0.299
	0.210
	0.298
	0.132
	0.486
	-
	
	

	(9) Item 13
	0.266
	0.285
	0.362
	0.452
	0.327
	0.309
	0.173
	0.173
	-
	

	(10) Item 14
	0.382
	0.401
	0.508
	0.479
	0.432
	0.167
	0.447
	0.384
	0.406
	-

	




Table SA2a: Pairwise comparisons between 14-item overindulgence scale using Study 2 data (from USA)
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)

	(1) Item 1
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Item 2 (reversed)
	0.133
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Item 3
	0.363
	0.025
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Item 4
	0.398
	-0.001
	0.551
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Item 5
	0.426
	-0.061
	0.653
	0.566
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Item 6 (reversed)
	0.068
	0.411
	0.014
	-0.004
	0.014
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Item 7
	0.532
	0.043
	0.447
	0.390
	0.537
	0.027
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Item 8 (reversed)
	0.114
	0.514
	0.099
	0.045
	-0.002
	0.432
	0.098
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(9) Item 9 (reversed)
	0.110
	0.524
	0.026
	0.057
	0.008
	0.384
	0.029
	0.720
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	(10) Item 10
	0.255
	-0.240
	0.312
	0.271
	0.353
	-0.216
	0.332
	-0.155
	-0.237
	-
	
	
	
	

	(11) Item 11
	0.416
	0.251
	0.364
	0.408
	0.309
	0.149
	0.424
	0.336
	0.343
	0.081
	-
	
	
	

	(12) Item 12
	0.371
	0.135
	0.426
	0.340
	0.382
	0.109
	0.440
	0.170
	0.108
	0.239
	0.421
	-
	
	

	(13) Item 13
	0.421
	-0.059
	0.427
	0.452
	0.510
	-0.064
	0.491
	-0.064
	-0.098
	0.504
	0.256
	0.372
	-
	

	(14) Item 14
	0.436
	0.210
	0.499
	0.420
	0.441
	0.180
	0.505
	0.240
	0.174
	0.239
	0.541
	0.496
	0.371
	-

	





Table SA2b: Pairwise comparisons between 10-item overindulgence scale using Study 2 data (from USA)
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)

	(1) Item 1
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Item 3
	0.363
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Item 4
	0.398
	0.551
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Item 5
	0.426
	0.653
	0.566
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Item 7
	0.532
	0.447
	0.390
	0.537
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Item 10
	0.255
	0.312
	0.271
	0.353
	0.332
	-
	
	
	
	

	(7) Item 11
	0.416
	0.364
	0.408
	0.309
	0.424
	0.081
	-
	
	
	

	(8) Item 12
	0.371
	0.426
	0.340
	0.382
	0.440
	0.239
	0.421
	-
	
	

	(9) Item 13
	0.421
	0.427
	0.452
	0.510
	0.491
	0.504
	0.256
	0.372
	-
	

	(10) Item 14
	0.436
	0.499
	0.420
	0.441
	0.505
	0.239
	0.541
	0.496
	0.371
	-

	





Table SA3a: Pairwise comparisons between 14-item overindulgence scale using Online Supplemental Study data (from Australia)
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)

	(1) Item 1
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Item 2 (reversed)
	0.247
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Item 3
	0.329
	0.157
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Item 4
	0.437
	0.222
	0.634
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Item 5
	0.420
	0.163
	0.578
	0.636
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Item 6 (reversed)
	0.071
	0.301
	0.038
	-0.060
	-0.050
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(7) Item 7
	0.371
	0.135
	0.415
	0.510
	0.495
	-0.065
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(8) Item 8 (reversed)
	0.152
	0.556
	0.222
	0.205
	0.166
	0.420
	0.077
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(9) Item 9 (reversed)
	0.120
	0.528
	0.245
	0.197
	0.127
	0.422
	0.070
	0.733
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	(10) Item 10
	0.171
	-0.110
	0.247
	0.244
	0.300
	-0.212
	0.215
	-0.156
	-0.194
	-
	
	
	
	

	(11) Item 11
	0.249
	0.163
	0.343
	0.443
	0.361
	-0.070
	0.300
	0.260
	0.233
	0.063
	-
	
	
	

	(12) Item 12
	0.239
	0.127
	0.318
	0.354
	0.323
	0.064
	0.328
	0.311
	0.188
	0.108
	0.488
	-
	
	

	(13) Item 13
	0.281
	0.106
	0.453
	0.482
	0.528
	-0.073
	0.374
	0.017
	0.040
	0.368
	0.213
	0.197
	-
	

	(14) Item 14
	0.421
	0.297
	0.384
	0.547
	0.505
	0.029
	0.504
	0.260
	0.183
	0.145
	0.408
	0.399
	0.344
	-

	





Table SA3b: Pairwise comparisons between 10-item overindulgence scale using Online Supplemental Study data (from Australia)
	Variables
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)

	(1) Item 1
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(2) Item 3
	0.329
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(3) Item 4
	0.437
	0.634
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(4) Item 5
	0.420
	0.578
	0.636
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(5) Item 7
	0.371
	0.415
	0.510
	0.495
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	(6) Item 10
	0.171
	0.247
	0.244
	0.300
	0.215
	-
	
	
	
	

	(7) Item 11
	0.249
	0.343
	0.443
	0.361
	0.300
	0.063
	-
	
	
	

	(8) Item 12
	0.239
	0.318
	0.354
	0.323
	0.328
	0.108
	0.488
	-
	
	

	(9) Item 13
	0.281
	0.453
	0.482
	0.528
	0.374
	0.368
	0.213
	0.197
	-
	

	(10) Item 14
	0.421
	0.384
	0.547
	0.505
	0.504
	0.145
	0.408
	0.399
	0.344
	-

	




I then conducted principal factor analyses with each studies’ data and the results were uniform. The 14-item parental overindulgence scale produced 2 factors when the Kaiser criterion was applied (i.e., extract all factors with eigenvalues greater than 1; Kaiser, 1960), whereas the 10-item parental overindulgence scale excluding the four reverse-coded items produced a single factor (see Tables SA4a and SA4b). 
Table SA4a: Factor analyses of 14-item overindulgence scale across studies
	
	Eigenvalues

	Factor  
	Study 1


(n = 417)
	Study 2


(n = 268)
	Online Supplemental Study
(n = 418)

	Factor1  
	3.774
	4.264
	    4.183

	Factor2  
	1.642
	2.303
	    1.967

	Factor3  
	0.478
	0.307
	    0.442

	Factor4  
	0.340
	0.207
	    0.257

	Factor5  
	0.166
	0.129
	    0.084

	Factor6  
	0.049
	0.096
	    0.060

	Factor7  
	-0.049
	0.019
	   -0.027

	Factor8  
	-0.062
	-0.074
	   -0.068

	Factor9  
	-0.083
	-0.079
	   -0.083

	Factor10  
	-0.105
	-0.117
	   -0.096

	Factor11  
	-0.149
	-0.129
	   -0.140

	Factor12  
	-0.185
	-0.170
	   -0.149

	Factor13  
	-0.208
	-0.191
	   -0.197

	Factor14  
	-0.225
	-0.210
	   -0.224



Table SA4b: Factor analyses of 10-item overindulgence scale across studies
	
	Eigenvalues

	Factor  
	Study 1


(n = 417)
	Study 2


(n = 268)
	Online Supplemental Study
(n = 418)

	Factor1  
	3.312
	4.181
	    3.861

	Factor2  
	0.535
	0.524
	    0.502

	Factor3  
	0.318
	0.279
	    0.150

	Factor4  
	0.177
	0.068
	    0.078

	Factor5  
	-0.063
	0.024
	   -0.052

	Factor6  
	-0.099
	-0.092
	   -0.076

	Factor7  
	-0.134
	-0.123
	   -0.088

	Factor8  
	-0.153
	-0.153
	   -0.139

	Factor9  
	-0.170
	-0.179
	   -0.158

	Factor10  
	-0.227
	-0.183
	   -0.202



Furthermore, Cronbach’s alphas for the 10-item parental overindulgence scale were higher than the 14-item parental overindulgence scale across studies (see Table SA5), indicating greater internal consistency of the shortened parental overindulgence scale (Bland & Altman, 1997). Based on these results, I opted to operationalize parental overindulgence using the 10 positively worded items of Bredehoft and colleagues’ (2002) parental overindulgence scale in all study analyses.
Table SA5: Cronbach’s alphas of parental overindulgence scales across studies 
	
	
	Cronbach’s Alpha

	Study
	Sample
	14-Item
	10-Item

	1
	Canada
	0.81
	0.81

	2
	USA
	0.83
	0.87

	Online Supplemental
	Australia
	0.82
	0.85




References
Bland, J. M., & Altman, D. G. (1997). Statistics notes: Cronbach's alpha. BMJ, 314(7080), 572. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.314.7080.572
Bredehoft, D. J., Clarke, J. I., & Dawson, C. (2002). Overindulged. Indicators of overindulgence scale information is available from the lead author: C/O Concordia University – St. Paul, 275 Syndicate Street North, St. Paul, MN 55104; bredehoft@csp.ed
Kaiser, H. F. (1960). The application of electronic computers to factor analysis. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 20, 141–151. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000116
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
Sonderen, E. V., Sanderman, R., & Coyne, J. C. (2013). Ineffectiveness of reverse wording of questionnaire items: Let’s learn from cows in the rain. PloS one, 8(7), e68967. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0068967
Suárez Álvarez, J., Pedrosa, I., Lozano, L. M., García Cueto, E., Cuesta Izquierdo, M., & Muñiz Fernández, J. (2018). Using reversed items in Likert scales: A questionable practice. Psicothema, 30, 149-158. http://dx.doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2018.33
Venta, A., Bailey, C. A., Walker, J., Mercado, A., Colunga-Rodriguez, C., Ángel-González, M., & Dávalos-Picazo, G. (2022). Reverse-coded items do not work in Spanish: Data from four samples using established measures. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 828037. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.828037
