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as repositories.
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plan publicly. For example, there are cases in which sharing participants’ data could violate confidentiality. If you
would like your article to include an explanation of such circumstances and/or provide links to any data or
materials you have made available—even if not under conditions eligible to earn a badge—you may write an
alternative note that will be published in a note in the article. Please check this box if you would like your article
to include an alternative note and provide the text of the note below:
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Open Data Badge
Provide the URL, doi, or other permanent path for accessing the time-stamped and immutable data in a
public, open-access repository:

Masked review: https://osf.io/m2jty/?view_only=cc5c1ca3808942ef844c45bbd63al4a6 | Public path after unblinding: https://osf.io/m2jty/

Confirm that there is sufficient information for an independent researcher to reproduce all of the
reported results, including codebook if relevant.

Yes. The repository contains all datasets, SPSS and R analysis scripts, codebooks, the README, and the METEOR calculator and documentation needed to reproduce the reported results.

] Open Materials Badge
Provide the URL, doi, or other permanent path for accessing the time-stamped and immutable materials
in a public, open-access repository:

Same OSF repository: https://osf.io/m2jty/?view_only=cc5c1ca3808942ef844c45bbd63al4a6 (public path after unblinding: https://osf.io/m2jty/).

[ Confirm that there is sufficient information for an independent researcher to reproduce all of the
reported methodology.

Yes. The repository contains all digitally shareable materials needed to reproduce the reported methodology.

] Preregistered Badge

1. Provide the URL, doi, or other permanent path to the time-stamped and immutable registration in a
public, open-access repository*:

Study 4: https://osf.io/by482/overview?view_only=d5bcee9771b545a29c4f818495bc1910
Study 5: https://osf.io/3vh2j/overview?view_only=4985f83bd79b4d9a8ef77292600c743e

2. Was the analysis plan registered prior to examination of the data or observing the outcomes? If no,
explain.**

Yes. Studies 4 and 5 were registered with analysis plans before examination of the data or observation of outcomes.

3. Were there additional registrations for the study other than the one reported? If yes, provide links and
explain.*

No. There were no additional registrations beyond the Study 4 and Study 5 registrations listed above.

4. Were there any changes to the preregistered analysis plan for the primary confirmatory analysis? If yes,
explain**
Yes. For Status Importance, the preregistration referred to a two-dimensional i ion, whereas the ly followed the scale’s validated unidimensional structure (Rigoli & Mirolli, 2024). The preregistered primary estimator,

pairwise group comparisons, and sequence of full configural, metric, and scalar invariance tests were retained as preregistered. The planned WLSMV/DWLS sensitivity analyses and partial-invariance follow-up models were not
conducted, as explained below.

5. Are all of the analyses described in the registered plan reported in the article? If no, explain.*

No. All preregistered primary analyses using robust maximum likelihood, including the pairwise tests of full configural, metric, and scalar invariance, were conducted and reported. The planned WLSMV/DWLS analysis
was specified as a sensitivity analysis rather than as part of the primary decision framework and was not conducted. We retained MLR to preserve direct analytic comparability with Study 3 and a single, internally
consistent primary estimation and model-comparison framework across the two studies. Because MLR and WLSMV/DWLS differ in their treatment of observed indicators, model parameterization, fit statistics, and
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*No badge will be awarded if (1) is not provided, or if (3) is answered “yes” without strong justification, or if (5)
is answered “no” without strong justification.

**If the answer to (2) is “no,” the notation DE (Data Exist) will be added to the badge, indicating that registration
postdates realization of the outcomes but predates analysis. If the answer to (4) is “yes” with strong justification
for changes, the notation TC (Transparent Changes) will be added to the badge, indicating that the analysis plan
was altered but the preregistered analyses and rationale for the change are provided.
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