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Supplementary Methods
This file provides additional measurement, model-comparison, validity, common-method, conditional-process and robustness information for the manuscript. Supplementary tables are numbered independently from the main text.
All scale items used five-point Likert-type response anchors unless otherwise indicated. Higher scores indicated higher levels of the construct. Positively worded recovery or capacity items in the work-related depletion scale were reverse-coded before composite scores were formed. The work-related depletion item pool was newly worded for this study and is not adapted from proprietary occupational-strain inventory item wording. All conditional-process results are interpreted as cross-sectional statistical associations rather than causal effects.
Supplementary Table S1. Measurement overview, item numbers, sources and reliability.
	Construct
	Items
	Source/model
	Dimensions/content
	Example item
	Response anchors
	Alpha

	Job stress
	12
	Adapted from Karasek (1979) Job Content Questionnaire/job-demand model and role-stress items used to assess workload, time pressure and role conflict.
	Workload, time pressure, role conflict
	My job requires me to work very hard.
	1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree
	.891

	Organizational commitment
	18
	Adapted from Meyer and Allen (1991) Three-Component Organizational Commitment Scale.
	Affective, continuance and normative commitment
	I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.
	1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree
	.934

	Occupational self-efficacy
	12
	Adapted from Schyns and von Collani (2002) Occupational Self-Efficacy Scale.
	Service-task efficacy, interpersonal efficacy, emotional-regulation efficacy
	I can handle difficult work tasks effectively.
	1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree
	.914

	Work-related depletion
	13
	Newly worded for the present study from job-demands, resource-depletion and recovery perspectives; not adapted from existing proprietary inventory items.
	Energy depletion, recovery difficulty, attentional fatigue, interactional load, reduced discretionary capacity
	After sustained work demands, my mental capacity is slow to recover.
	1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree
	.924

	Moral disengagement
	16
	Adapted from Bandura (1999) moral disengagement framework and reviewed against Detert et al. (2008) and Moore et al. (2012) workplace moral disengagement item pools.
	Moral justification, displacement/diffusion of responsibility, minimising consequences
	Minor rule-bending can be justified when workload is excessive.
	1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree
	.902

	Minor workplace deviance
	14
	Adapted from Bennett and Robinson (2000) Workplace Deviance Scale and Robinson and Bennett (1995) workplace deviance typology.
	Minor organizational and interpersonal deviance
	I delayed or reduced effort on non-urgent work tasks.
	1 = never to 5 = very often
	.881


Supplementary Table S1a. Revised work-related depletion item wording and scoring.
Response anchors: 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. Reverse-coded items are recoded before composite scoring so that higher scores indicate greater work-related depletion.
	Item
	Content focus
	Revised item wording
	Reverse-coded

	WRD1
	Recovery difficulty
	After long stretches of service work, my mental capacity is slow to recover.
	No

	WRD2
	Energy depletion
	Small additional requests can feel disproportionately demanding during a busy workday.
	No

	WRD3
	Recovery difficulty
	I need extra time to regain focus after intense client or coordination tasks.
	No

	WRD4
	Recovery difficulty
	Work concerns often linger after hours and make recovery difficult.
	No

	WRD5
	Attentional fatigue
	During heavy work periods, I feel I am operating with a narrowed reserve of attention.
	No

	WRD6
	Attentional fatigue
	Frequent interruptions quickly reduce my ability to stay engaged with tasks.
	No

	WRD7
	Interactional load
	I sometimes keep interactions very brief to preserve my limited energy for essential tasks.
	No

	WRD8
	Interactional load
	Repeated service requests make it harder for me to respond with patience and care.
	No

	WRD9
	Reduced discretionary capacity
	I find myself postponing non-urgent tasks because my work capacity feels depleted.
	No

	WRD10
	Attentional fatigue
	Complex problems feel harder to process when work demands have been continuous.
	No

	WRD11
	Recovery/capacity reserve
	After a reasonable pause, I can usually return to work with a clear and steady mind.
	Yes

	WRD12
	Capacity reserve
	Even on busy days, I can usually maintain enough focus for careful work.
	Yes

	WRD13
	Capacity reserve
	I normally finish demanding service periods with enough reserve for routine follow-up.
	Yes



Supplementary Table S2. Confirmatory factor analysis model comparison.
	Model
	χ²
	df
	χ²/df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	ΔCFI vs. six-factor

	Six-factor model: JS, OC, OSE, WRD, MD, WD
	1284.36
	764
	1.68
	.946
	.938
	.038
	.045
	-

	Five-factor model: OC and OSE combined
	1816.45
	769
	2.36
	.891
	.879
	.054
	.067
	-.055

	Four-factor model: psychological resources combined
	2347.92
	773
	3.04
	.837
	.821
	.066
	.081
	-.109

	Two-factor model: all predictors/intermediate variables vs. WD
	3925.18
	779
	5.04
	.674
	.651
	.093
	.106
	-.272

	One-factor model
	4647.29
	780
	5.96
	.602
	.581
	.103
	.114
	-.344



Supplementary Table S3. HTMT discriminant-validity ratios.
	Construct pair
	HTMT

	Job stress - organizational commitment
	.58

	Job stress - occupational self-efficacy
	.49

	Job stress - work-related depletion
	.64

	Job stress - moral disengagement
	.36

	Job stress - workplace deviance
	.57

	Organizational commitment - occupational self-efficacy
	.62

	Organizational commitment - work-related depletion
	.59

	Organizational commitment - moral disengagement
	.31

	Organizational commitment - workplace deviance
	.46

	Occupational self-efficacy - work-related depletion
	.53

	Occupational self-efficacy - moral disengagement
	.27

	Occupational self-efficacy - workplace deviance
	.38

	Work-related depletion - moral disengagement
	.35

	Work-related depletion - workplace deviance
	.66

	Moral disengagement - workplace deviance
	.58



Supplementary Table S4. Common method bias diagnostics.
	Diagnostic
	Result
	Interpretation

	Procedural controls
	Anonymous questionnaire, no collection of direct identifiers, separated scale blocks, voluntary participation
	Reduced evaluation apprehension and common-rater concerns

	Harman single-factor test
	First unrotated factor explained 31.84% of variance
	Below the commonly used 40% heuristic

	Single-factor CFA
	χ²/df = 5.96, CFI = .602, TLI = .581, RMSEA = .103, SRMR = .114
	Poor fit indicates that one general factor cannot explain covariance

	Common latent factor check
	Maximum standardized loading change = .13
	Below .20; no severe common method distortion

	Full collinearity VIF
	Range = 1.24-2.18
	Below 3.3 threshold



Supplementary Table S5. PROCESS Model 4 full indirect associations.
	Path / effect
	B / Effect
	SE / BootSE
	t
	p
	95% CI / Boot CI

	Job stress → organizational commitment
	-.388
	.042
	-9.24
	<.001
	[-.471, -.305]

	Job stress → occupational self-efficacy
	-.273
	.039
	-7.00
	<.001
	[-.350, -.196]

	Job stress → work-related depletion
	.569
	.039
	14.59
	<.001
	[.493, .646]

	Direct association: job stress → workplace deviance
	.159
	.043
	3.70
	<.001
	[.075, .244]

	Indirect via organizational commitment
	.044
	.019
	-
	-
	[.012, .087]

	Indirect via occupational self-efficacy
	.023
	.012
	-
	-
	[.004, .052]

	Indirect via work-related depletion
	.146
	.027
	-
	-
	[.098, .204]

	Total indirect association
	.213
	.036
	-
	-
	[.147, .289]



Supplementary Table S6. Moderation and conditional indirect-association results.
	Model/result
	Estimate
	SE / BootSE
	p
	95% CI / Boot CI
	Interpretation

	Job stress × moral disengagement → workplace deviance
	.071
	.029
	.015
	[.014, .128]
	Significant interaction

	Conditional effect of stress at low MD
	.182
	.044
	<.001
	[.096, .268]
	Positive association

	Conditional effect of stress at mean MD
	.228
	.039
	<.001
	[.151, .305]
	Positive association

	Conditional effect of stress at high MD
	.274
	.048
	<.001
	[.180, .368]
	Largest conditional association

	Index of conditional indirect association via organizational commitment
	.024
	.012
	-
	[.003, .053]
	CI excludes zero

	Index of conditional indirect association via occupational self-efficacy
	.009
	.009
	-
	[-.006, .030]
	CI includes zero

	Index of conditional indirect association via work-related depletion
	.047
	.021
	-
	[.012, .094]
	CI excludes zero



Supplementary Table S7. Robustness and sensitivity analyses.
	Check
	Result
	Interpretation

	HC3 robust standard errors
	Job stress direct association remained significant, B = .159, robust SE = .045, p < .001
	Not driven by heteroskedasticity

	Organizational-deviance subdimension
	Total indirect association = .191, 95% Boot CI [.129, .263]
	Pattern replicated

	Interpersonal-deviance subdimension
	Total indirect association = .162, 95% Boot CI [.099, .241]
	Pattern replicated

	Outlier sensitivity
	After removing 12 multivariate outliers, total indirect association = .205, 95% Boot CI [.139, .276]
	Results stable

	No-control model
	Total indirect association = .224, 95% Boot CI [.157, .302]
	Main pattern not dependent on covariates

	SEM replication
	χ²/df = 1.77, CFI = .938, TLI = .931, RMSEA = .041, SRMR = .050
	Latent-variable pattern acceptable

	Alternative reverse model
	CFI = .881, RMSEA = .061, SRMR = .079
	Poorer fit than hypothesized model



Supplementary Note S1. Data structure and missingness.
Rows in the analytic dataset correspond to individual participants. Columns correspond to item-level responses, computed scale scores and broad non-identifying background variables. Direct personal identifiers, institution names and city-level identifiers are not included in the dataset used for analysis. The analytic sample of 465 adult participants falls within the umbrella protocol's approved programme-level recruitment range for multiple adult sub-studies. Missingness was screened before composite-score creation. Invalid cases with excessive missingness, straight-line responses, duplicate entries or completion times below the predefined threshold were removed before analysis.
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