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Abstract
This study aimed to examine the (uni) dimensionality of the Parental Acceptance Questionnaire (6-PAQ) in a sample of
Portuguese parents of children within the community using a bifactor model that can test the separate contribution of the
dimensions and of the general score. 390 parents of children (1–11 years) recruited online and in-person completed the assess-
ment protocol, including the 6-PAQ and other measures. The bifactor model showed the best fit to data (χ2(118) = 382.95,
p < .001, CFI = .95). The degree of unidimensionality (.59) and the OmegaH indexes (.81 for the general factor and < .47 for the
dimensions) supported the strength of the general factor of parental psychological flexibility, which accounted for 87% of the
reliable variance in the total score. Reliability indices showed high reliability for the general factor (.93). Although the 6-PAQ
contains items assessing the Hexaflex six core-processes, the results were globally supportive of the unidimensionality of the
Portuguese version of the 6-PAQ, and thus of computing its total score.
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Introduction

Psychological flexibility is a broad, high-level construct, con-
ceptualized as a key process of change in Acceptance and
Commitment Therapy (ACT). It is defined as the individual’s
ability to contact with the present moment as a conscious
human being, showing openness to internal experiences
(e.g., negative thoughts, feelings, and events), while still mak-
ing behavioral choices in service of the areas of life that are
personally valued and important to them (Hayes et al. 2004,
2006; Rolffs et al. 2018). According to the Hexaflex model,
psychological flexibility includes six intercorrelated psycho-
logical processes: Acceptance (embracement of private

experiences without attempts to change them), Defusion (rec-
ognition of thoughts as thoughts and not as a reality), Being
Present (being psychologically present at each moment), Self
as Context (recognition that each individual is more than the
sum of their private experiences), Values (staying connected
with the areas of life that are important, allowing the clarifi-
cation of personally meaningful guiding principles that direct
the individual’s life and behaviors) and Committed Action
(chosen behaviors or actions consistent with the individual’s
values and that move toward important aspects of life; Hayes
et al. 2012; Rolffs et al. 2018).

Psychological flexibility has been positively associated
with emotional wellbeing (Kashdan and Rottenberg 2010).
On the other hand, psychological inflexibility has been con-
sidered a transdiagnostic process for several disorders (e.g.,
depression, anxiety, generalized distress; Bond et al. 2011;
Hayes et al. 2006; Leahy et al. 2012; Panayiotou et al.
2014), and may be defined as a dominance of the avoidance
of private negative experiences over chosen values and con-
tingencies in guiding action (Bond et al. 2011; Rolffs et al.
2018). Although distinct, the core processes underlying psy-
chological flexibility and inflexibility are strongly intercon-
nected with mutual facilitative relationships (Rolffs et al.
2018), that may be context-dependent (i.e., may vary
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according to the situations and according to what is relevant to
the individual; Hayes et al. 1999).

More recently, research has suggested that psychological
flexibility may be an important resource not only at the indi-
vidual level but also for the relationships among family mem-
bers, such as parent-child relationships (Burke and Moore
2015; Williams et al. 2012). Parental psychological flexibility
is defined as the individual’s ability to non-judgmentally ac-
cept changes and negative thoughts and emotions (e.g., self-
doubt, fear) in relation to their parenting experience, while
also engaging in value-based actions that promote good par-
enting practices and sensitive responses to their child’s needs
(Brassell et al. 2016; Burke and Moore 2015). Parental psy-
chological flexibility may be an important resource in the
context of stressful parenting demands. The parents who pres-
ent lower levels of parental psychological flexibility deal with
their unpleasant inner experiences (e.g., negative thoughts and
emotions that arise from stressful demands) by attempting to
control, avoid or suppress them (Burke and Moore 2015).
These control/avoidance strategies can have the paradoxical
effect of heightening parent’s levels of stress (Sairanen et al.
2018), which in turn may contribute to the use of more incon-
sistent and maladaptive parenting practices (e.g., severe disci-
pline, inconsistent rules) (Burke and Moore 2015; Sairanen
et al. 2018; Shea and Coyne 2011). Ultimately, parent’s in-
ability to be psychologically flexibile in the context of parent-
child interactions may hinder the children’s ability to appro-
priately respond to environmental demands with goal-directed
actions (Williams et al. 2012) and, consequently, compromise
the children’s adjustment (Cheron et al. 2009). The promotion
of psychological flexibility in the context of parent-child rela-
tionships seems important both for the parent’s and the child’s
adjustment. Therefore, a deeper knowledge of parental psy-
chological flexibility is paramount to inform the design of
ACT-based interventions in the parenting context and, to al-
low that, appropriate measures to assess this construct are
needed.

Measures of Parental Psychological Flexibility

Several studies have targeted psychological flexibility in the
parenting context by using general measures of psychological
flexibility (e.g., the Acceptance and Action Questionnaire-II
[AAQ-II]; Chong et al. 2017; Hahs et al. 2019; Shea and
Coyne 2011), while others have used modified versions of
general measures (AAQ-II) by adapting the item content to
address parenting issues (Brassell et al. 2016). Brassell et al.
(2016) performed psychometric analyses of a modified mea-
sure of parental psychological flexibility that showed con-
struct validity as a unidimensional measure and good
reliability.

Three additional measures were recently developed to as-
sess parental psychological flexibility. First, the Parental

Acceptance and Action Questionnaire (PAAQ) was devel-
oped by Cheron et al. (2009) based on some of the items of
the Acceptance and Action Questionnaire, which were modi-
fied to focus on the parenting-child interaction. The PAAQ
comprises 15 items organized into two subscales: unwilling-
ness to witness the child experiencing negative emotions (un-
willingness subscale) and the parent’s inability to effectively
manage parental reactions to their child’s affect (inaction sub-
scale). The PAAQ showed construct validity but low internal
consistency values (α < .70) and moderate temporal stability.

Second, a group of researchers developed a questionnaire
to assess parental psychological flexibility within the context
of children’s chronic pain (e.g., Wallace et al. 2015). The
Parent Psychological Flexibility Questionnaire included 17
items organized into four dimensions (emotional acceptance,
pain acceptance, pain willingness and value-based action) and
showed general adequate internal reliability and convergent
validity.

Finally, Burke and Moore (2015) recently developed the
Parental Psychological Flexibility Questionnaire [PPFQ], a
self-report measure designed to assess psychological flexibil-
ity in the context of parenting pre-adolescents and adolescents
(10–18 years). The PPFQ comprises 19 items assessing three
dimensions: acceptance, cognitive defusion and committed
action. The PPFQ scale showed good indicators of construct
and convergent validity as well as reliability. Despite impor-
tant contributions to the field, these measures had limitations,
either because they were completely based on general mea-
sures of psychological flexibility that do not capture the spec-
ificities of the parenting context (e.g., Brassell et al. 2016;
Cheron et al. 2009) or because they did not include items
assessing all of the six-core processes of psychological flexi-
bility (e.g., Burke and Moore 2015; Cheron et al. 2009).
Moreover, some of these measures targeted specific groups
(e.g., parents of children with chronic pain, Wallace et al.
2015; parents of pre-adolescents/adolescents, Burke and
Moore 2015), leaving a gap in the assessment of this construct
among parents of younger children.

To overcome such limitations, Greene et al. (2015) devel-
oped the Parental Acceptance Questionnaire [6-PAQ] in an
attempt to adequately measure the six processes of psycholog-
ical flexibility in the parenting context, particularly in parents
of younger children. The development of the 6-PAQ instru-
ment comprised a series of sequential phases, including the
development of an initial pool of items by a group of experts,
the assessment of the items’ content adequacy and face valid-
ity, and preliminary analyses of its psychometric properties to
derive the final version of the questionnaire. The final version
of the 6-PAQ comprises 18 items organized into six dimen-
sions that correspond to the six core processes of the Hexaflex
model applied to the parenting context (Acceptance,
Defusion, Being Present, Self as Context, Values and
Committed Action) that load on a higher-order construct of
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Parental Psychological Flexibility. The psychometric proper-
ties of the preliminary and final versions of the 6-PAQ were
tested in a sample of 176 parents of children under 12 years
old and showed evidence of its construct validity through
confirmatory factor analysis, supporting the six-dimensions
of the scale. Items showed strong loadings on its dimensions
(> .60) and the dimensions also loaded strongly in the higher-
order construct of Parental Psychological Flexibility.
Concerning internal consistency, the 6-PAQ total score
showed good internal consistency (α = .88). However, three
of the six dimensions of the scale (Acceptance, Self as Context
and Committed Action) showed internal consistency values
below the acceptable threshold of .70, although this may have
been influenced by the fact that Cronbach’s alpha values are
sensitive to the number of items in the scale (the 6-PAQ sub-
scales are comprised of three items each). No evidence of
convergent validity was provided (Greene et al. 2015). More
recently, two adaptations of the 6-PAQ scale were conducted,
respectively in the Korean (Kim and Park 2017) and in the
Spanish (Flujas-Contreras et al. 2020) population, with both
studies failing to replicate the original factorial structure of the
scale. Specifically, in the Korean version of the instrument,
the authors conducted a study in a sample of 197 parents of
children between 3 and 12 years old and performed an explor-
atory factor analysis that determined a 15-item (three items
were eliminated) four-factor structure (Defusion, Values,
Being Present and Self-as-context) of the questionnaire, being
renominated as K-4-PAQ. The Korean version of the ques-
tionnaire showed adequate reliability and convergent validity
(Kim and Park 2017). In the Spanish version of the question-
naire, a study was conducted with 426 parents of children
between 3 and 16 years old, and a three-factor solution
(Open, Aware and Active) with 16 items obtained a better
adjustment to data than the original six-factor structure and
the unidimensional structure. The Spanish version of the scale
also showed evidence of good internal consistency and valid-
ity in relation to other measures (Flujas-Contreras et al. 2020).

The Current Study

The present study aimed to contribute to the cross-cultural val-
idation of the 6-PAQ scale in a different culture (Matsumoto
2003), i.e., to ascertain if the 6-PAQ scale can be meaningfully
applicable and equivalent for use in different cultures (Huang
andWong 2014), such as the Portuguese culture. Cross-cultural
validation may not only contribute to establish the psychomet-
ric robustness of the questionnaire, but also to allow the devel-
opment of cross-cultural studies targeting the assessed construct
(parental psychological flexibility). Furthermore, the increased
availability of ACT-based specific measures such as the 6-PAQ
in different cultural backgrounds also allow to better examine
the Psychological Flexibility model from a cultural perspective
(Sabucedo 2017).

The first goal of this study was to examine the factor struc-
ture of the 6-PAQ scale in a sample of Portuguese parents of
children (1–11 years) from the general community, consider-
ing that the original six-factor factor structure failed to be
replicated in other adaptations of the scale (Kim and Park
2017; Flujas-Contreras et al. 2020). Specifically, we aimed
to test the adequacy of computing a total score of parental
psychological flexibility and/or computing the 6-PAQ sub-
scale scores. To do so, we compared the hierarchical model
(proposed by Greene et al. 2015) with a bifactor model, which
allows the investigation of multidimensional constructs and
can separate the unique contributions of the dimensions from
the effects of the general construct (Chen et al. 2006). This
model approach (see Fig. 1) examines whether an instrument
comprises a general factor accounting for the commonality
shared by the dimensions or subscales (parental psychological
flexibility) as well as multiple domain-specific factors (the six
dimensions of the 6-PAQ) accounting for the unique influence
of the specific dimension over and above the general factor
(Chen et al. 2006; Reise et al. 2013a, b) . Moreover, we ex-
amined the reliability indices of the 6-PAQ scale.

The second goal of this study was to gather some validity
evidence of the 6-PAQ scale in relation to other variables
(general psychological flexibility, mindful parenting, parent-
ing stress and parenting styles). Specifically, and grounding
on the existing evidence, lower levels of parental psycholog-
ical flexibility were expected to be moderately associated with
higher levels of parenting stress and less adaptive parenting
practices (e.g., less frequent use of authoritarian style and
more frequent use of an authoritarian and/or permissive style
of parenting) (Burke and Moore 2015; Sairanen et al. 2018;
Shea and Coyne 2011). Moreover, and although no prior stud-
ies have directly explored this relationship, lower levels of
parental psychological flexibility were expected to be strongly
associated with lower levels of mindful parenting, as parental
psychological flexibility and mindful parenting share the ac-
ceptance and being present dimensions (i.e., the ability to pay
intentional and non-judgmental attention to the child and to
the parenting experience; Duncan et al. 2009). Finally, we
expect that lower parental psychological flexibility may be
associated with lower general psychological flexibility
(Flujas-Contreras et al. 2020), although the context-
dependent nature of these processes did not allow the estab-
lishment of hypotheses concerning the strength of the
association.

Methods

Participants and Procedure

Inclusion criteria to participate in the study were a) being a
parent of a child between the ages of 1 and 11 years old; b)
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being 18 years or older; and c) being able to read and under-
stand Portuguese. The sample comprised 390 parents of chil-
dren aged between one and 11 years. The sample was collect-
ed online (n = 304, 77.9%) and in one public basic education
school in the central region of Portugal (n = 86, 22.1%). The
sociodemographic characteristics of the sample are presented
in Table 1. Concerning mental health, 14.1% of parents (n =
55) self-reported history of mental health problems (e.g., anx-
iety or depressive disorders) and 7.9% (n = 31) reported that
their child had a mental problem (e.g., hyperactivity, anxiety
or depressive disorder).

No significant differences in the 6-PAQ total scores were
found as a function of type of recruitment (online vs. in-per-
son). Moreover, the sample recruited online and the sample
recruited in-person presented similar sociodemographic char-
acteristics (data not shown), with exception of educational
level (X2 = 31.36, p < .001). Participants recruited online had
a higher education level than participants recruited in-person.

Sample collection occurred between December 2017 and
April 2018. Participants recruited online were invited to par-
ticipate in a study about parental psychological flexibility
through social networks (e.g., Facebook®). The online survey
was hosted by Limesurvey®. Before starting the survey, par-
ticipants received information about the study’s goals and
about the ethical issues underpinning the study (e.g., voluntary
participation, guarantee of confidentiality and anonymity).
Those who provided informed consent (by clicking on the
option “I understand and accept the conditions of the study”)
were given access to the assessment protocol.

Concerning in-person recruitment, after authorization from
the board of directors of the school, teachers from the classes

were invited to collaborate by assisting the researchers in
explaining and distributing the assessment batteries to parents.
Parents received, through their children, a letter explaining the
study, an informed consent form, and an envelope with the
assessment protocol to be completed at home and returned a
week later. Research assistants collected the questionnaires at
the school on a date agreed upon with the class teachers. This
study was approved by the Ethics Committee of Faculty of
Psychology and Educational Sciences, University of
Coimbra.

Regardless of the recruitment method, parents who had more
than one child were instructed to focus on one of their children
(between one and 11 years old) when answering the question-
naires. Specifically, participants recruited online were instructed
to think on their younger child when answering the question-
naires, while participants recruited in-person where instructed to
focus on the child that has received the questionnaires at school.

Measures

Sociodemographic Form

Sociodemographic (e.g., age, marital status, number of chil-
dren, educational level, professional situation, income, and
residence) and child data (e.g., gender, age, frequency of
school) were collected through a self-report form.

Parental Acceptance Questionnaire [6-PAQ]

The original version of the 6-PAQ comprises 18 items an-
swered on a 4-point Likert Scale (from 1 = Strongly

Model 1. One factor model Model 2. Hierarchical model Model 3. Bifacto model 

Fig. 1 Parental Acceptance Questionnaire: Bifactor model

Curr Psychol



Disagree/Never to 4 = Strongly Agree/Almost Always) and
organized into six dimensions, each including three items:
Acceptance (e.g., “I avoid taking my child to the store for fear
of how they will behave”), Defusion (e.g., “If someone

criticizes my parenting, I must be a bad parent”), Being
Present (e.g., “When interacting with my child, I focus on
our time together”), Self as context (e.g., “I get upset if things
don’t gomywaywhen I interact with my child”), Values (e.g.,
“I can clearly state my values related to parenting”) and
Committed Action (e.g., “My parenting behaviors are based
on what matters to me as a parent rather than how I feel in the
moment”). The psychometric properties of the original ver-
sion were previously described.

The Portuguese version of the 6-PAQ (see Appendix 1)
was developed through a forward-backward translation pro-
cedure after obtaining authorization from the authors of the
original version to translate the questionnaire. First, two au-
thors of this study (AF and HM) fluent in Portuguese and
English and familiar with terminology of the area covered
by the questionnaire independently translated the items. The
two translated versions were compared and discussed to ob-
tain the first Portuguese version. This preliminary version was
back-translated into English by another researcher in psychol-
ogy who was fluent in English and who was not familiar with
the questionnaire. Finally, the original and back-translated
versions were compared. Translation disparities were ana-
lyzed and resolved between the translators, and one of the
authors of the original version of the instrument assessed the
accuracy of the back-translated version. The Portuguese ver-
sion of the instrument was piloted in a sample of parents (N =
5), but no additional suggestions concerning clarity or com-
prehensibility were made.

Acceptance and Action Questionnaire-II [AAQ-II]

The Portuguese version of the AAQ-II (Pinto-Gouveia et al.
2012) was used tomeasure general psychological inflexibility.
The AAQ-II comprises 7 items (e.g., “I’m afraid of my feel-
ings”) answered on a 7-point Likert scale (from 1 =Never
True to 7 = Always True). Higher scores are reflective of great-
er psychological inflexibility. The Cronbach’s alpha value of
the Portuguese version of the AAQ-II (.90) was indicative of
an excellent estimate of internal consistency (Pinto-Gouveia
et al. 2012). In the present sample, Cronbach’s alpha was .93.

Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale [IM-P]

The Portuguese version of IM-P (Moreira and Canavarro
2017) was used to assess mindful parenting (i.e., a parental
approach characterized by bringing nonjudgmental, compas-
sionate and present-centered awareness into parent-child in-
teractions) and contains 29 items answered on a 5-point Likert
scale (from 1 =Never True to 5 = Always True). The IM-P
scale is organized into five dimensions: Listening with Full
Attention (e.g., “I pay close attention to my child when we are
spending time together”), Compassion for the Child (e.g., “I
try to be understanding and patient with my child when he/she

Table 1 Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample

Total sample (N = 390)

Sociodemographic characteristics

Age, M (SD) 37.55 (5.47)

Sex, n (%)

Male 56 (14.4)

Female 334 (85.6)

Marital status, n (%)

Married/living together 335 (85.9)

Single 18 (4.6)

Divorced/Separated 35 (9.0)

Widow 2 (0.5)

Number of children

1 child 167 (42.8)

More than 1 child 223 (57.2)

Education level, n (%)

Basic education (5th–9th grade) 35 (9.0)

High school (10th-12nd grade) 114 (29.2)

Higher education 241 (61.8)

Professional status, n (%)

Employed 347 (89.0)

Unemployed/Other 43 (11.0)

Monthly Income, n (%)

Less than 500€ 3 (0.8)

500€ - 1000€ 61 (15.6)

1001–1500€ 104 (26.7)

1501–2000€ 100 (25.6)

2001–2500€ 57 (14.6)

2501–3000€ 36 (9.2)

More than 3000€ 29 (7.5)

Residence, n (%)

Rural 158 (40.5)

Urban 232 (59.5)

Child’s characteristics

Child’s gender, n (%)

Male 214 (54.9)

Female 176 (45.1)

Child’s age, M (SD) 5.41 (2.73)

Child’s age, n (%)

Toddler (1–3 years) 120 (308)

Preschooler and scholar (4–11 years) 270 (69.2)

Child’s frequency of school, n (%)

Not in school 31 (7.9)

Kindergarten 175 (44.9)

Basic school 184 (47.2)
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is having a hard time”), Non-Judgmental Acceptance of
Parental Functioning (e.g., “When I do something as a parent
that I regret, I try to give myself a break”), Self-Regulation in
Parenting (e.g., “In difficult situations with my child, I pause
without immediately reacting”), and Emotional Awareness of
the Child (e.g., “I can tell what my child is feeling even if he/
she does not say anything”). Higher scores are indicative of
higher levels of mindful parenting. The Portuguese version of
the instrument showed construct validity, adequate internal
consistency for the total score (.89) and correlated as expected
with measures of self-compassion (r = .53) and parenting
stress (r = −.42), evidencing convergent validity (Moreira
and Canavarro 2017). In the current study, the Cronbach’s
alpha for the total score was .89 and ranged from .60
(Emotional Awareness of the Child) to .86 (Listening with
Full Attention) for the dimensions.

Parenting Stress Scale [PSS]

The Portuguese version of the PSS (Mixão et al. 2010) was
used to assess the distress associated with the parental role.
The scale is composed of 18 items (e.g., “Caring for my child
sometimes takes more time and energy than I have to give”),
answered on a 5-point Likert scale (from 1 = Strongly
Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree). Higher scores indicate higher
levels of parenting stress. The Portuguese version of the PSS
showed good psychometric properties, namely good internal
consistency for the total score (α = .76) and convergent valid-
ity (Mixão et al. 2010). In the current study, Cronbach’s alpha
was .72.

Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire [PSDQ]

The Portuguese version of the PSDQ (Pedro et al. 2015) was
used to assess parenting styles. The PSDQ comprises 32 items
answered on a 5-point Likert response scale (from 1 =Never
to 5 = Always). The PSDQ is organized into three dimensions
of Baumrind’s typology: Authoritative (e.g., “I explain the
consequences of the child’s behavior”), Authoritarian (e.g.,
“I use physical punishment as a way of disciplining my
child”), and Permissive (e.g., “I find it difficult to discipline
my child”). The Portuguese version of the instrument showed
construct validity and good internal consistency levels for the
Authoritative and Authoritarian style dimensions (values of
.86 and .75, respectively), although reliability levels below
the threshold of adequacy for the Permissive style (α = .63;
Pedro et al. 2015). In the present study, the Cronbach’s alpha
values were .88 (Authoritative style), .78 (Authoritarian style)
and .57 (Permissive style). Considering the non-acceptable
values of internal consistency for the Permissive style, only
the Authoritative and Authoritarian styles were used in the
present study.

Data Analysis

Statistical analyses were performed with the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS, version 22.0; IBM
SPSS, Chicago, IL) and with the Mplus program, version 7
(Muthén andMuthén, 1998–2017). Descriptive statistics were
computed for sample characterization.

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) were performed to
examine the best-fitting model for the 6-PAQ using the
Weight Least Square Mean and Variance Adjusted
(WLSMV) estimation method. Three alternative models were
tested: a) the one-factor model, where all the items load on a
single factor of Parental Psychological Flexibility; b) a hierar-
chical second-order model, as proposed in the original valida-
tion study (Greene et al. 2015), in which items are organized
into six dimensions (Acceptance, Defusion, Being present,
Self as context, Values and Committed Action) and in a
second-order factor of Parental Psychological Flexibility;
and c) a bifactor model. The bifactor model was defined as
the following: a) all items loaded on a general factor (Parental
Psychological Flexibility); b) each item had a nonzero loading
on the factor that it was designed to measure, and zero load-
ings on the other factors; c) the domain-specific factors were
uncorrelated with each other; and d) error terms associated
with each item were uncorrelated (Chen et al. 2006; Reise
et al. 2013a, b).

Goodness-of-fit indices were used to ascertain model fit:
chi-square index (χ2), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root-
Mean-Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). A non-
significant chi-square is indicative of good model fit.
However, the chi-square is sensitive to sample size and tends
to reject reasonable models if the sample is large (Van de
Schoot et al. 2012). A good model fit is indicated when CFI
values are ≥ .95 (acceptable if CFI ≥ .90) and RMSEA < .06
(acceptable if < .08) (Hu and Bentler 1999). Comparison be-
tween competing models was made based on chi-square dif-
ference tests (significant ΔX2) and by comparing the
goodness-of-fit indices of each model (Hu and Bentler 1999;
Kline 2016).

The magnitude of the factor loadings in each model was
interpreted according to Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007)
guidelines (factor loadings equal to or above .32 were con-
sidered meaningful). The factor loadings of the one-factor
model were compared with the factor loadings of the general
factor in the bifactor model. Lower factor loadings of the
general factor in the bifactor model when compared to the
one-factor model indicate that the dimensions have consid-
erable influence on the items’ variance, pointing to multidi-
mensionality, while similar factor loadings in both models
are suggestive of unidimensionality. Furthermore, the factor
loadings of the domain-specific factors in the bifactor model
were compared with the factor loadings of the hierarchical
model. Lower factor loadings in the bifactor model indicate a
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high influence of the general factor, pointing to unidimen-
sionality (Zwaanswijk et al. 2017).

To examine the degree of unidimensionality of the total
score of Parental Psychological Flexibility, the explained
c ommon v a r i a n c e ( ECV ) a n d t h e P e r c e n t o f
Uncontaminated Correlations (PUC) were calculated. ECV
represents the percentage of common variance that can be
attributed to the general factor in a bifactor model (relative
strength of the general factor). It is calculated by dividing the
common variance explained by a general factor by the total
common variance (explained by a general and domain-
specific factors). Higher ECV values indicate little common
variance beyond the variance accounted for by the general
factor and are suggestive of unidimensionality (Reise et al.
2013a, b; Rodriguez et al. 2016b). The PUC represents the
percentage of covariance terms that only reflect variance
from the general dimension (Rodriguez et al. 2016b).
Higher values of PUC suggest that the parameter estimates
in a unidimensional model are less likely to be biased. When
ECV and PUC values are greater than .70, the common var-
iance can be regarded as essentially unidimensional
(Rodriguez et al. 2016a).

The model-based reliability indexes omega (ω) and
Omega hierarchical (omegaH; (McDonald 1999) were also
computed for the general and domain-specific factors.
Omega is a ratio of a measure’s estimated true score variance
(i.e., variance due to general or domain-specific factors) to the
total score variance and corresponds to internal consistency
(Hancock and Mueller 2001). OmegaH is an index used to
estimate the amount of systematic variance in the total (or
subscale) score that can be attributable to individual differ-
ences in the general (or domain-specific) factor (Hancock
and Mueller 2001; Reise et al. 2013a, b). OmegaH is a direct
index of factor strength. An OmegaH value greater than .50
and, preferably, closer to .75 is suggestive of factor strength
(Reise et al. 2013a, b).When OmegaH for the general factor is
high (>.80), total scores can be considered essentially unidi-
mensional (Rodriguez et al. 2016a). Relative Omega
(OmegaH/Omega) was also computed to ascertain the per-
centage of reliable variance in the multidimensional score that
is due to the general factor (for the total score) and the per-
centage of reliable variance in the subscale scores that is inde-
pendent from the general factor.

Two additional indices – Factor Determinacy (FD) and
Construct Replicability (H index) – were computed to ascer-
tain the adequacy of the multidimensional model. FD (i.e., the
correlation between factor scores and the factor) ranges from
zero to one, with higher scores providing a strong indicator
that observed individual differences in factor scores are indic-
ative of true individual differences on the factor. Factor scores
should be considered when FD is greater than .90. The H-
index (i.e., how well a set of items represents a latent variable)
is a measure of construct replicability. High H-index values

(>.80) suggest a well-defined latent variable, which is more
likely to be stable across studies (Rodriguez et al. 2016a).

Pearson bivariate correlations between the 6-PAQ total and
subscale scores and between the 6-PAQ scores and other var-
iables expected to be associated with parental psychological
flexibility were computed. Effect sizes for the correlation anal-
yses were interpreted (small: r = .10; medium: r = .30; large:
r = .50) (Cohen 1988). Fisher r-to-z transformations were
computed to compare the relative strengths of the correlation
coefficients. Finally, comparison analyses (independent sam-
ples t-test for the total score and multivariate analysis of var-
iance [MANOVA] for the dimensions) were conducted to
examine gender differences in the levels of Parental
Psychological Flexibility.

Results

Descriptive Analyses of the Items

The mean scores of the items ranged from 1.43 (item 6) to
3.32 (item 5) and the standard deviations ranged from .574
(item 2) to .945 (item 15). Skewness (ranging from −.441
[item 1] to 1.554 [item 14]) and Kurtosis (ranging from
−.774 [item 15] to 2.658 [item 6]) values showed that the
items did not reveal severe violations to a normal distribution
(Kline 2016).

Construct Validity: (Uni) Dimensionality of the 6-PAQ

Three models were initially tested to examine the construct
validity of the 6-PAQ: the one-factor model, the hierarchical
model and the bifactor model.

The unidimensional model presented a poor fit to the data
(χ2(135) = 859.97, p < .001; CFI = .85; RMSEA = .117, 90%
CI [.110, .125], p < .001). The hierarchical model did not pres-
ent a good fit to data (χ2(129) = 598.19, p < .001; CFI = .90;
RMSEA= .097, 90% CI [.089, .104], p < .001). Moreover, an
inspection of the modification indices suggested that the cor-
relation between two pairs of latent constructs (pair 1:
Defusion and Self as Context; pair 2: Values and Committed
Action) would significantly improve the model fit (χ2(126) =
386.53, p < .001; CFI = .95; RMSEA = .074, 90% CI [.066,
.083], p < .001), suggesting particularly high correlations be-
tween those two pairs of constructs. In fact, while the correla-
tion estimates ranged between .43 and .78 for the remaining
pairs of latent constructs, they were higher than .97 for the
pairs Defusion and Self as Context and Values and
Committed Action. Finally, when performing the bifactor
model , the model was found to be unidentif ied;
multicollinearity is also a common cause of this problem. As
suggested by Byrne (2010), one approach to address these
types of multicollinearity problems is to combine the
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measures as indicators of a single construct. Therefore, and as
the hierarchical model suggested the high correlations be-
tween two pairs of latent constructs, items from the Values
and from the Committed Action dimensions were combined
into a single factor (Values & Committed Action; 6 items),
and items pertaining to the dimensions Defusion and Self as
Context were also combined into a single factor (Defusion &
Self as Context; 6 items). Both models (the hierarchical and
the bifactor) were rerun and compared.

The hierarchical four-factor model presented an acceptable
fit to the data (χ2(131) = 476.22, p < .001, CFI = .93;
RMSEA = .082, 90% CI [.074, .090], p < .001) and the
bifactor model presented a good fit to data (χ2(118) =
382.95, p < .001, CFI = .95; RMSEA = .07, 90% CI [.067,
.084], p = .001). The chi-square comparison test between the
hierarchical and the bifactor model (Δχ2(13) = 93.27,
p < .001) suggested that the bifactor model has a significantly
better fit to data.

Table 2 presents the standardized factor loadings of the
one-factor model, the hierarchical model and the bifactor
model.

In the bifactor model, all the standardized item loadings
were significant (p < .001) and ranged between .437 and
.769, suggesting meaningful loadings on the general factor
(Tabachnick and Fidell 2007), with the exception of item 15
(with a non-significant loading on the general factor). The
factor loadings of the general factor in the bifactor model were
mostly similar in magnitude to the factor loading of the one-
factor model (differences ranged between .01 and .19; see
Table 2). When considering the domain-specific factors, the
standardized factor loadings of the Acceptance and Being
Present dimensions were all significant (p < .05), although
most of the items loaded strongly on the general factor than
on the domain-specific factor. Moreover, all items of the
Values & Committed Action factor had significant loadings
on the domain-specific factor (p < .001), and four of the six
items composing this dimension loaded more strongly on the
domain-specific factor than in the general factor. Conversely,
half of the items in the Defusion & Self as Context factor
presented non-significant loadings on the domain-specific fac-
tor, suggesting that a greater part of the item variance was
explained by a general factor. Globally, a relevant drop in
the factor loadings’ magnitude of the domain-specific factors
when controlling for the general factor was found, particularly
for the Defusion & Self as Context dimension. This suggests
that a significant part of the shared variance of the items may
be explained by the general factor of Parental Psychological
Flexibility.

The index of the degree of unidimensionality (ECV) of the
general factor was .59 and the PUC was .77. These results
indicate that the general factor explained a relatively large
proportion of the variance of the items (approximately 60%
of the common variance). An ECV value below .70 is

generally suggestive of the existence of enough multidimen-
sionality in the data to warrant modeling it (Rodriguez et al.
2016a). However, other indicators – including the pattern of
factor loadings and reliability indicators – should also be
considered.

Table 3 presents the correlation between the 6-PAQ sub-
scale scores and the total score. The 6-PAQ subscale scores
were largely correlated with the total score. In fact, three of the
four subscales have a correlation greater than .70 with the total
score, which can suggest an overlap between the subscales
and the total score.

Reliability Indices for the Bifactor Model

Table 2 presents the reliability coefficients for the general
factor and for the domain-specific factors. The Omega index
was .93 for the general factor and ranged between .77 and .88
for the domain-specific factors, suggesting good reliability for
the general factor and acceptable to good reliability for the
domain-specific factors. The OmegaH for the general factor
was .81, which is above the threshold of .80 from which the
total scores can be considered essentially unidimensional
(Rodriguez et al. 2016a). The Relative Omega suggests that
the general factor accounted for 87.0% of the reliable variance
in the total score, being suggestive of the strength of the gen-
eral factor.

The OmegaH values for the domain-specific factors were
all below the threshold of .50 and explained less than half of
the variance of the subscale scores, except for the Values &
Committed Action factor (accounting for 57.7% of the reliable
variance in the subscale score).

Taken together and in line with the tentative benchmarks
(PUC < .80, ECV > .60, OmegaH > .70) proposed by Reise
et al. 2013a, b for interpreting data as essentially unidimen-
sional, the unidimensionality indexes and the Omega reliabil-
ity indexes suggest that the general factor (parental psycho-
logical flexibility) explained a relevant proportion of the com-
mon variance and that there was a great proportion of individ-
ual variance in total scores that could be attributed to differ-
ences in the general factor. Therefore, the presence of some
multidimensionality did not seem to be severe enough to dis-
qualify the interpretation of the instrument as primarily unidi-
mensional. Congruently, acceptable values of FD were found
for the general factor (see Table 2) and the H-index for the
general factor (.91) was the only with a value above the thresh-
old of .80.

Validity Evidence of the 6-PAQ Scores in Relation to
Other Variables

The correlations between the 6-PAQ scores and other vari-
ables (general psychological flexibility, mindful parenting,
parenting stress and parenting styles) are presented in Table 4.
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Lower parental psychological flexibility was significantly
and moderately associated with lower general psychological
flexibility and with less frequent authoritative and more

frequent authoritarian parenting styles and was largely and
significantly associated with higher levels of parenting stress
and lower levels of mindful parenting. In fact, the association

Table 2 Standardized factor loadings of the one-factor, hierarchical and bifactor models

One-factor Hierarchical model Bifactor

Item Parental
Psychological
Flexibility
[General]

Acceptance Defusion &
Self as
context

Being
Present

Values &
Committed
Action

Parental
Psychological
Flexibility
[General]

Acceptance Defusion &
Self as
context

Being
Present

Values &
Committed
Action

3 .472***

.567***
.461***

.277***

12 .716***

.903***
.741***

.281***

14 .537***

.640***
.494***

.817***

4 .442***

.491***
.483*** −.039

6 .595***

.658***
.563*** .660***

9 .609***

.671***
.653*** −.006

11 .735***

.804***
.769*** .101

13 .705***

.769***
.735*** .107*

16 .700***

.769***
.703*** .227***

1 .570***

.69-
5***

.578***

.19-
1**

8 .638***

.78-
2***

.601***

.49-
7***

17 .562***

.68-
5***

.499***

.63-
7***

2 .692*** .785*** .643***

.328***

5 .638*** .712*** .483***

.561***

7 .538*** .611*** .437***

.327***

10 .601*** .672*** .447***

.544***

15 .117* .174** −.009
.327***

18 .687*** .776*** .497***

.645***

Omega .932
.803

.883
.770 .821

OmegaH .811
.318

.106
.296 .474

Relative
Omega

.870
.397

.120
.384 .577

Factor
Determina-
cy

.941
.920

.982
.776 .851
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between parental psychological flexibility andmindful parent-
ing was significantly stronger (p < .001) than the remaining
associations.

Finally, no significant gender differences were found in the
total score of parental psychological flexibility (t388 = −.105,
p = .917), nor in its dimensions (Pillai’s Trace = .005, F4,385 =
0.468, p = .759).

Discussion

The results of the present study represent an important contri-
bution to the cross-validation of the 6-PAQ in different cul-
tures and, in a broader sense, they pave the way for the exam-
ination of the construct of parental psychological flexibility
from a cultural perspective, which is particularly relevant giv-
en the well-recognized role of sociocultural variables in the
parent-child relationship (e.g., Bornstein 2012).

The main goal of this study was to examine the factor
structure of the 6-PAQ to provide further evidence of the

construct’s (uni) dimensionality, and consequently to support
the adequacy of computing the total score and/or the subscale
scores. This is of importance since the 6-PAQ was developed
with the aim of capturing the six-core processes of psycholog-
ical flexibility applied to the parenting context (Greene et al.
2015), which was presented as an innovative contribution in
comparison with other measures aiming to assess the same
construct. In addition to the unidimensional and hierarchical
models, we used an innovative approach, the bifactor model,
which allowed us to examine whether the subscale scores
provide unique information above and beyond the total score
of parental psychological flexibility (Chen et al. 2006). Our
results supported the bifactor model and revealed two impor-
tant findings.

First, although the factorial structure of the original version
of the 6-PAQ included six distinct processes, replicating the
theoretical model of psychological flexibility (Hayes et al.
2006) that grounded the scale development, our study found
higher multicollinearity between two pairs of latent variables
(Defusion and Self as Context, and Values and Committed

Table 4 Pearson’s Bivariate Correlations between 6-PAQ total score and other variables

6-PAQ
Total score

AAQ – General Psychological Flexibility .464***

Mindful parenting – Total score −.749***

Mindful parenting – Living with Full Attention −.587***

Mindful parenting – Emotional Awareness of the Child −.405***

Mindful parenting – Self-Regulation in Parenting −.667***

Mindful parenting – Non-judgmental Acceptance of Parental Functioning −.535***

Mindful parenting – Compassion for the Child −.555***

Parenting Stress .559***

Parenting style – Authoritative style −.498***

Parenting style – Authoritarian style .435***

6-PAQ – Parental Psychological Flexibility. Higher scores are indicative of lower parental psychological flexibility
*** p < .001

Table 3 6-PAQ total score and subscale scores: Descriptives and Pearson’s Bivariate Correlations

M (SD) Range 1 2 3 4 5

1. 6-PAQ – Total score 36.63 (6.26) 22–59 –

2. 6-PAQ – Acceptance 4.69 (1.55) 3–12 .713*** –

3. 6-PAQ – Defusion & Self as Context 11.33 (2.93) 6–24 .858*** .532***

4. 6-PAQ – Being Present 6.18 (1.65) 3–12 .639*** .335***

.51-
5***

–

5. 6-PAQ – Values & Commited Action 11.27 (2.56) 6–18 .716*** .356***

.37-
3***

.292*** –

6-PAQ – Parental Psychological Flexibility. Higher scores are indicative of lower parental psychological flexibility
*** p < .001
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Action), leading to the combination of items pertaining to each
pair as indicators of single constructs (Byrne 2010). In fact,
although hypothesized as distinct processes, both of these
pairs seem to be conceptually related. On the one hand,
Defusion and Self as Context dimensions are particularly re-
lated to the role of language and verbal rules for one’s behav-
ior. These two dimensions share the same feature of targeting
the way one relates to inner experiences (thoughts, feelings
and bodily sensations), either by considering that these inner
experiences are unquestionable truths and reasons for action
or inaction (cognitive fusion) and whose content defines one’s
sense of self (attachment to conceptualized self) or by distanc-
ing from the literal products of language and cognitions (to see
them for what they are) and by taking perspective and devel-
oping a sense of a noticing self (Hayes et al. 2006; Hayes et al.
2012). When applied to the parenting context, higher
Defusion and Self as Context were found when parents rec-
ognize that their emotions and thoughts are not literally in
control of their parenting-relating actions or decisions and
do not define their sense of self as parents (Greene et al. 2015).

On the other hand, the Values and Committed Action di-
mensions are both grounded in the important concept of
values (what one believes it is important in their different life
domains) and the ability to pursue behaviors in service of the
person’s values (Hayes et al. 2012). When applied to the par-
enting context, this means the ability to clearly identify par-
enting values and to act in accordance with such values rather
than to be driven by avoidance of negative thoughts and emo-
tions (Greene et al. 2015). In fact, these two pairs of dimen-
sions also showed the highest correlations in the original ver-
sion of the 6-PAQ (correlation of .87 between Defusion and
Self as Context and of .89 between Values and Committed
Action), which taken together with the poor internal consis-
tency of some of these dimensions (Self as Context and
Committed Action dimensions presented internal
consistency values below .70; Greene et al. 2015) may be
suggestive of multicollinearity problems between these con-
structs in the original version of the scale.

Second, the results of our study are globally supportive of
the use of a total score of parental psychological flexibility
for the Portuguese version of the 6-PAQ and not of the
domain-specific factor scores. In fact, when jointly consid-
ering the indices of the degree of unidimensionality (ECV
and PUC) and the reliability indices (OmegaH and Relative
Omega), the general factor of parental psychological flexi-
bility seems to explain a relatively large proportion of sys-
tematic variance of the total score. This interpretation is in
line with other indicators (e.g., small differences in factor
loadings, reliability indices, factor determinacy and con-
struct replicability indices) (Reise et al. 2013a, b;
Rodriguez et al. 2016a), as well with the strong correlations
found between the domain-specific factors and the total
score of parental psychological flexibility.

Moreover, although some indicators (ECV below .70, sig-
nificant loadings of some items in the domain-specific factor)
may point to somemultidimensionality in the data (Rodriguez
et al. 2016b), these values also suggest that the existent mul-
tidimensionality is not enough to distort the unidimensional
model. Congruently, the domain-specific indices (e.g.,
OmegaH is below .50 and H-index is below .80 for all the
domain-specific factors) are also supportive of the poor
strength of the domain-specific factors and therefore discour-
age the use of observed dimension scores. In particular, the
results found for the Defusion & Self as Context dimension
(accounting of only 12.0% of the reliable variance of the sub-
scale score and showing a strong correlation with the total
score) are suggestive that this dimension may have poor added
value beyond the general factor of parental psychological flex-
ibility. Of note, in the original version of the 6-PAQ, both
these dimensions showed strong loadings (< .84) on the gen-
eral factor of parental psychological flexibility (Greene et al.
2015), also pointing to some overlap between these
constructs.

Concerning the scale’s reliability, the model-based omega
was used as an alternative and more sensitive estimate of
internal consistency for the total and dimension scores
(Deng and Chan 2017). The Omega indices suggested good
reliability for the general factor and acceptable to good reli-
ability for the dimensions. However, once we accounted for
the general factor, the reliability (OmegaH) of the subscales
dropped significantly, which is supportive of the presence of a
strong general factor of parental psychological flexibility that
accounts for the reliable variance in individuals’ scores and
therefore advises against the interpretation of the subscale
scores.

Although the development of the 6-PAQ scale was ground-
ed on a theoretical model (hexaflex model applied to the par-
enting context), these results support the unidimensionality of
the Portuguese version of the scale. Moreover, some of our
findings (e.g., multicollinearity between latent constructs)
raise some important questions about the psychometric prop-
erties of the questionnaire, highlighting also some problems of
the original version of the scale. These results are suggestive
of the need of conducting further research to better clarify the
psychometric robustness of the questionnaire and to revise the
measure in order to more accurately guarantee the representa-
tion of the six core processes of parental psychological flexi-
bility. Of note and following the recent trends in the develop-
ment of measures to asses constructs based on the psycholog-
ical flexibility model (Rolffs et al. 2018), it would be impor-
tant to consider the interrelated but distinct nature of the pro-
cesses of parental psychological flexibility and inflexibility.

On the other hand, the correlations between the total score
of parental psychological flexibility and other related mea-
sures were found to occur in the hypothesized directions. In
fact, and congruently with prior research, lower parental
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psychological flexibility was associated with lower general
psychological flexibility (Brassell et al. 2016), and with higher
parenting stress (Sairanen et al. 2018). Furthermore, lower
parental psychological flexibility was associated with low
levels of mindful parenting and authoritative parenting and
higher levels of authoritarian parenting behaviors, which is
suggestive of ineffective parenting practices and congruent
with prior research (Burke and Moore 2015). Although paren-
tal psychological flexibility and mindful parenting may share
some similar features (e.g., non-judgmental acceptance of the
parenting experiences), further studies including other mea-
sures of parental psychological flexibility are needed to ascer-
tain the convergent validity of the 6-PAQ. Finally, and con-
gruently with the results of Greene et al. (2015), no gender
differences were found in the levels of parental psychological
flexibility.

Some noteworthy limitations of the study should be men-
tioned. First, due to the lower proportion of male participants,
invariance analyses to inspect the model adjustment for both
mothers and fathers was not performed. Due to similar reasons,
invariance analyses as a function of the presence of psycholog-
ical problems (in the parent and/or in the child) were also not
performed. Second, although the use of both recruitment
methods aimed to maximize sociodemographic diversity, the
sample was still mainly composed of married, highly educated
and employed mothers, thus limiting the generalization of our
findings.Moreover, although the 6-PAQ scores did not differ as
a function of recruitment method, the samples were not similar
in terms of educational level, as the participants recruited online
showed higher educational levels than the participants
recruited in-person. Third, the sample consisted of parents in
the general community, which limits the generalization of the
findings to clinical samples (e.g., parents experiencing high
levels of parenting stress/distress). Fourth, due to the limited
sample size, we were not able to test the measurement invari-
ance of the scale across different groups (e.g., parents recruited
online vs. in person; parents of toddlers vs. mothers of pre-
school and school age children). Finally, the test-retest reliabil-
ity of the scale was not determined, because the assessment
protocol was administered only once.

In sum, although the 6-PAQ contains items assessing all
six-core processes defined within the ACT model (Greene
et al. 2015), for the Portuguese version of the scale only the
computation of a total score of parental psychological flexi-
bility is currently supported and advised. Further studies with
the Portuguese version of the 6-PAQ should be conducted to
overcome the study’s limitations, but also to clarify the (uni)
dimensional structure of the scale, to ascertain its validity and
reliability across different population groups, and to gather
evidence that may allow the further refinement of the scale.
Nevertheless, the availability of the scale for the Portuguese
population will allow further research to expand the ACT
model into the parenting context.

Acknowledgments The authors would like to thank Catarina Silva and
Vitor Saraiva for their help in the collection of the data.

Funding information This project was co-funded by the European
Regional Development Fund (FEDER), through the Portugal-2020 pro-
gram (PT2020), under the Centre’s Regional Operational Program
(CENTRO-01-0145-FEDER-028699), and by the Portuguese
Foundation for Science and Technology/MCTES through national funds
(PIDDAC).

Data Availability Data will be available upon request to the first author.

Compliance with Ethical Standards

Conflict of Interest The authors declare no conflict of interests

Ethical Approval All procedures performed in studies involving human
participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of the institu-
tional and/or national research committee and the 1964 Helsinki declara-
tion and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards. The pro-
ject was approved by the Ethics Committee of Faculty of Psychology and
Educational Sciences, University of Coimbra.

Informed Consent Informed consent was obtained from all the individ-
ual participants that were included in the study.

References

Bond, F., Hayes, S., Baer, R., Carpenter, K., Guenole, N., Orcutt, K., ...
Zettle, R. (2011). Preliminary psychoemetric properties of the ac-
ceptance and action questionnaire-II: A revised measure of psycho-
logical inflexibility and experiential avoidance. Behavior Therapy,
42, 676–688. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2011.03.007.

Bornstein, M. (2012). Cultural approaches to parenting. Parenting:
Science and Practice, 12, 212–221. https://doi.org/10.1080/
15295192.2012.683359.

Brassell, A., Rosenberg, E., Parent, J., Rough, J., Fondacaro, K., &
Seehuus, M. (2016). Parent's psychological flexibility:
Associations with parenting and child psychosocial well-being.
Journal of Contextual Behavioral Science, 5, 111–120. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cbs.2016.03.001.

Burke, K., & Moore, S. (2015). Development of the parental psycholog-
ical flexibility questionnaire. Child Psychiatry and Human
Development, 46, 548–557. 10.1007s/s10578-014-0495-x.

Byrne, B. (2010). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic con-
cepts, applications, and programming (2nd ed.). New York:
Routledge Taylor & Francis Group.

Chen, F., West, S., & Sousa, K. (2006). A comparison of bifactor and
second-order models of quality of life. Multivariate Behavioral
R e s e a r c h , 4 1 , 1 8 9–225 . h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 1 207 /
s15327906mbr4102_5.

Cheron, D., Ehrenreich, J., & Pincus, D. (2009). Assessment of parental
experiential avoidance in a clinical sample of children with anxiety
disorders. Child Psychiatry and Human Development, 40, 383–403.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-009-0135-z.

Chong, Y., Mak, Y., & Loke, A. (2017). Psychological flexibility in
parents of children with asthma: Analysis using a structural equation
model. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 26, 2610–2622. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0757-x.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sicence.
Hillsdale: Erlbaum.

Curr Psychol

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beth.2011.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2012.683359
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2012.683359
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cbs.2016.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cbs.2016.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr4102_5
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr4102_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-009-0135-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0757-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0757-x


Deng, L., & Chan, W. (2017). Testing the difference between reliability
coefficients alpha and omega. Educational and Psychological
Measurement , 77 , 185–203. ht tps : / /doi .org/10.1177/
0013164416658325.

Duncan, L., Coatsworth, J., & Greenberg, M. (2009). Amodel of mindful
parenting: Implications for parent-child relationships and prevention
research. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 12, 255–
270. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-009-0046-3.

Flujas-Contreras, J., García-Palacios, A., & Gómez, I. (2020). Spanish
validation of the parental acceptance questionnaire (6-PAQ).
International Journal of Clinical and Health Psychology, 20, 163–
172. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijchp.2020.03.002.

Greene, R., Field, C., Fargo, J., & Twohig, M. (2015). Development and
validation of the parental acceptance questionnaire (6-PAQ).
Journal of Contextual Behavioral Science, 4, 170–175. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jcbs.2015.05.003.

Hahs, A., Dixon, M., & Paliliunas, D. (2019). Randomized controlled
tiral of a brief acceptance and commitment training for parents of
individuals diagnosed with autism spectrum disorders. Journal of
Contextual Behavioral Science, 12, 154–159. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jcbs.2018.03.002.

Hancock, G., &Mueller, R. (2001). Rethinking construct reliability with-
in latent variable systems. Structural Equation Modeling: Present
and Future, 195–216.

Hayes, S., Strosahl, & Wilson, K. (1999). Acceptance and commitment
therapy: An experiential approach to behavior change. New York:
The Guilford Press.

Hayes, S., Strosahl, K., Bunting, K., Twohig, M., & Wilson, K. (2004).
What is acceptance and commitment therapy? In S. Hayes & K.
Strosahl (Eds.), A practical guide to acceptance and commitment
therapy (pp. 1–30). New York: Springer.

Hayes, S., Luoma, J., Bond, F., Masuda, A., & Lillis, J. (2006).
Acceptance and commitment therapy: Model processes, and out-
comes. Behavior Research and Therapy, 44, 1–25. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.brat.2005.06.006.

Hayes, S., Pistorello, J., & Levin, M. (2012). Acceptance and commit-
ment therapy as a unified model of behavior change. The
Counseling Psychologist, 40, 976–1002. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0011000012460836.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covari-
ance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alterna-
tives. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal,
6(1), 1–55. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118.

Huang, W., & Wong, S. (2014). Cross-cultural validation. In A. C.
Michalos (Ed.), Encyclopedia of quality of life and well-being
research (pp. 1369–1371). Dordrecht: Springer.

Kashdan, T., & Rottenberg, J. (2010). Psychological flexibility as a fun-
damental aspect of health. Clinical Psychology Review, 30, 865–
878. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2010.03.001.

Kim, S.-M., & Park, K. (2017). Korean adaptation of the parental accep-
tance questionnaire: K-4-PAQ. Korean Journal of Health
Psychology, 22, 531–549. https://doi.org/10.17315/kjhp.2017.22.3.
004.

Kline, R. (2016). Principles and practice of structural equation
modeling. New York: The Guilford Press.

Leahy, R., Tirch, D., &Melwani, P. (2012). Processes underlying depres-
sion: Risk aversion, emotional schemas and psychological flexibil-
ity. International Journal of Cognitive Therapy, 5, 362–379. https://
doi.org/10.1521/ijct.2012.5.4.362.

Matsumoto, D. (2003). Cross-cultural research. In S. F. Davis (Ed.),
Handbook of research methods in experimental psychology.
Oxford: Blackwell.

McDonald, R. (1999). Test theory: A unified approach. Mahwah:
Erlbaum.

Mixão, M., Leal, I., & Maroco, J. (2010). Escala de stress parental [par-
enting stress scale]. In I. Leal & J. Maroco (Eds.), Avaliação em

sexualidade e parentalidade [Assessment in sexuality and
parenting]. Porto: LivPsic.

Moreira, H., & Canavarro, M. C. (2017). Psychometric properties of the
interpersonal mindfulness in parenting scale in a sample of portu-
guese mothers. Mindfulness, 8, 691–706. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12671-016-0647-0.

Panayiotou, G., Karekla, M., & Mete, I. (2014). Dispositional coping in
individuals with anxiety disorder symptomatology: Avoidance pre-
dicts distress. Journal of Contextual Behavioral Science, 3, 314–
321. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcbs.2014.07.001.

Pedro, M., Carapito, E., & Ribeiro, T. (2015). Parenting styles and di-
mensions questionnaire - the Portuguese self-report version.
Psychology [Psicologia Reflexão e Crítica], 28, 302–312. https://
doi.org/10.1590/1678-7153.201528210.

Pinto-Gouveia, J., Gregório, S., Dinis, A., & Xavier, A. (2012).
Experiential avoidance in clinical and non-clinical samples: AAQ-
II Portuguese version. International Journal of Psychological
Therapy, 12, 139–156.

Reise, S., Bonifay, W., & Haviland, M. (2013a). Scoring and modeling
psychological measures in the presence of multidimensionality.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 95, 129–140. https://doi.org/
10.1080/00223891.2012.725437.

Reise, S., Scheines, R., Widaman, K., & Haviland, M. (2013b).
Multidimensionality and structural coefficient bias in structural
equation modeling: A bifactor perspective. Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 73, 5–26. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0013164412449831.

Rodriguez, A., Reise, S., & Haviland, M. (2016a). Applying bifactor
statistical indices in the evaluation of psychological measures.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 98, 223–237. https://doi.org/
10.1080/00223891.2015.1089249.

Rodriguez, A., Reise, S., & Haviland, M. (2016b). Evaluating bifactor
models: Calculating and interpreting statistical indices.
Psychological Methods, 21, 137–150. https://doi.org/10.1037/
met0000045.

Rolffs, J., Rogge, R., &Wilson, K. (2018). Disentangling components of
flexibility via the hexaflex model: Development and validation of
the multidimensional psychological flexibility inventory (MPFI).
Asses smen t , 25 , 458–482 . h t t p s : / / do i . o rg /10 .1177 /
1073191116645905.

Sabucedo, P. (2017). The psychological flexibility model from a cultural
perspective: An interpretative analysis of two native American
healing rituals. International Journal of Culture and Mental
Health, 10, 367–375. https://doi.org/10.1080/17542863.2017.
1323935.

Sairanen, E., Lappalainen, P., & Hiltunen, A. (2018). Psychological in-
flexibility explains distres in parents whose children have chronic
conditions. PLoS One, 13, e0201155. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0201155.

Shea, S., & Coyne, L. (2011). Maternal dysphoric mood, stress, and
parenting practices in mothers of head start preschoolers: The role
of experiential avoidance. Child and Family Behavior Therapy, 33,
231–247. https://doi.org/10.1080/07317107.2011.596004.

Tabachnick, B., & Fidell, L. (2007). Using multivariate statistics (5th
ed.). Boston: Pearson.

Van de Schoot, R., Lugtig, P., & Hox, J. (2012). A checklist for testing
measurement invariance. European Journal of Developmental
Psychology, 9, 486–492. https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2012.
686740.

Wallace, D., McCracken, L., Weiss, K., & Harbeck-Weber, C.
(2015). The role of parent psychological flexibility in relation
to adolescent chronic pain: Further instrument development.
The Journal of Pain, 3, 235–246. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jpain.2014.11.013.

Williams, K., Ciarrochi, J., & Heaven, P. (2012). Inflexible parents, in-
flexible kids: A 6-year longitudinal study of parenting style and the

Curr Psychol

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164416658325
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164416658325
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-009-0046-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijchp.2020.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcbs.2015.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcbs.2015.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcbs.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcbs.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2005.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2005.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000012460836
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000012460836
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2010.03.001
https://doi.org/10.17315/kjhp.2017.22.3.004
https://doi.org/10.17315/kjhp.2017.22.3.004
https://doi.org/10.1521/ijct.2012.5.4.362
https://doi.org/10.1521/ijct.2012.5.4.362
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-016-0647-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-016-0647-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcbs.2014.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-7153.201528210
https://doi.org/10.1590/1678-7153.201528210
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2012.725437
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2012.725437
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164412449831
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164412449831
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2015.1089249
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2015.1089249
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000045
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000045
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191116645905
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191116645905
https://doi.org/10.1080/17542863.2017.1323935
https://doi.org/10.1080/17542863.2017.1323935
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0201155
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0201155
https://doi.org/10.1080/07317107.2011.596004
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2012.686740
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2012.686740
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpain.2014.11.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpain.2014.11.013


development of psychological flexibility in adolescents. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 41, 1053–1066. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10964-012-9744-0.

Zwaanswijk,W., Veen, V., &Vedder, P. (2017). The youth Psychopahtic
traits inventory: A bifactor model, dimensionality, and measurement

invariance. Assessment, 24, 932–944. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1073191116632340.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdic-
tional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Curr Psychol

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9744-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9744-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191116632340
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191116632340

	Is...
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Measures of Parental Psychological Flexibility
	The Current Study

	Methods
	Participants and Procedure
	Measures
	Sociodemographic Form
	Parental Acceptance Questionnaire [6-PAQ]
	Acceptance and Action Questionnaire-II [AAQ-II]
	Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale [IM-P]
	Parenting Stress Scale [PSS]
	Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire [PSDQ]

	Data Analysis

	Results
	Descriptive Analyses of the Items
	Construct Validity: (Uni) Dimensionality of the 6-PAQ
	Reliability Indices for the Bifactor Model
	Validity Evidence of the 6-PAQ Scores in Relation to Other Variables

	Discussion
	References


