[bookmark: _GoBack]Supplementary Methods and Tables
for “Workplace Violence, Burnout, and Turnover Intention in Healthcare: A Three-Wave Moderated Mediation Study”
This document contains supplementary methods and tables referenced in the main manuscript.
Supplementary Method S1. Formal Estimating Equations for the Moderated Mediation Model
The moderated mediation model was specified using the following equations, estimated simultaneously within a latent variable structural equation modeling (SEM) framework. All variables were grand-mean centered before the creation of the interaction term.
The structural model is represented by the following equations:
Equation 1 (Mediator)
Burnouti = a0 + a1 × WPVi + a2 × PSCi + a3 × (WPVi × PSCi) + Controlsi + εMi
Where:
Burnout_i is the latent burnout score for individual i at Time 2.
WPV_i is the latent workplace violence score for individual i at Time 1.
PSC_i is the perceived anti-violence safety climate score for individual i at Time 1.
(WPV_i × PSC_i) is the latent interaction term between WPV and PSC.
a1 represents the conditional effect of WPV on burnout.
a2 represents the main effect of PSC on burnout.
a3 represents the moderation effect of PSC on the WPV-burnout relationship.
Controls_i are the covariates.
ε_Mi is the residual error.
Equation 2 (Outcome)
Turnover Intentioni = b0 + b1 × WPVi + b2 × Burnouti + Controlsi + εYi
Where:
Turnover_Intention_i is the latent turnover intention score for individual i at Time 3.
Burnout_i is the latent mediator score.
b1 represents the direct effect of WPV on turnover intention.
b2 represents the effect of burnout on turnover intention, controlling for WPV.
Controls_i are the covariates.
ε_Yi is the residual error.
Conditional Indirect Effect
The indirect effect of WPV on turnover intention through burnout is conditional on the level of PSC. It is calculated as the product of the conditional effect of WPV on burnout and the effect of burnout on turnover intention, holding other variables constant:
Conditional Indirect Effect = (a1 + a3 × PSC) × b2
The index of moderated mediation was used to test the significance of the difference in the conditional indirect effect across levels of PSC.
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Supplementary Table S1. Attrition Analysis Comparing Final Analytical Sample with Participants Lost to Follow-Up
	Characteristic
	Final Analytical (n=652)
	Lost to Follow-Up (n=277)
	Test Statistic
	p-value

	Age, years (Mean, SD)
	34.7 (8.9)
	35.1 (9.3)
	t(927) = 0.63
	0.531

	Gender, % Female
	71.60%
	70.40%
	χ²(1) = 0.15
	0.703

	Occupation, % Nurse
	62.00%
	60.30%
	χ²(2) = 0.25
	0.882

	Acute/Security-Sensitive Dept., %
	57.40%
	55.90%
	χ²(1) = 0.18
	0.672

	Workplace Violence (T1, Mean, SD)
	1.12 (0.62)
	1.18 (0.65)
	t(927) = 1.35
	0.177

	Perceived Safety Climate (T1, Mean, SD)
	3.47 (0.72)
	3.42 (0.74)
	t(927) = 0.98
	0.328

	Weekly Working Hours (Mean, SD)
	47.2 (9.8)
	47.9 (10.1)
	t(927) = 1.01
	0.314

	Night Shifts/Month (Mean, SD)
	4.6 (3.5)
	4.8 (3.6)
	t(927) = 0.80
	0.425

	Prior Violence Training, %
	65.00%
	63.20%
	χ²(1) = 0.30
	0.586


Note. SD = Standard Deviation; T1 = Time 1. No statistically significant differences were found between the groups, suggesting limited attrition bias.


Supplementary Table S2. Monte Carlo Design-Sensitivity Analysis Parameters for Sample Size Planning
	Parameter
	Value / Specification

	Number of Replications
	10,000

	Estimated Paths:
	

	- a (WPV → Burnout)
	0.30 (standardized)

	- b (Burnout → Turnover Intention)
	0.25 (standardized)

	- c' (WPV → Turnover Intention)
	0.15 (standardized)

	- Moderation (WPV × PSC → Burnout)
	-0.10 (standardized)

	Sample Sizes Simulated
	500, 600, 650, 700, 800

	Power Target
	Detect a conditional indirect effect of 0.03 (unstandardized) at α = 0.05

	Result
	A sample size of approximately 600–650 provided adequate power (>0.80) for detecting the hypothesized conditional indirect effect.


Note. WPV = Workplace Violence; PSC = Perceived Anti-Violence Safety Climate.


Supplementary Table S3. Common Method Bias Diagnostics
	Model
	χ²/df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	Interpretation

	1. Four-Factor Model (Hypothesized)
	2.34
	0.94
	0.93
	0.048
	0.051
	Baseline model with acceptable fit.

	2. One-Factor Model (Harman's Single-Factor)
	6.87
	0.68
	0.64
	0.102
	0.128
	Poor fit suggests no dominant common method factor.

	3. Four-Factor + Latent Method Factor
	2.28
	0.95
	0.94
	0.046
	0.048
	Fit improvement is minimal.

	4. Change in Standardized Path Coefficients (Model 3 vs Model 1)
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	Maximum absolute change in standardized beta < 0.02, indicating that the addition of a method factor does not materially alter the substantive conclusions.


Note. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual. These results indicate that common method bias is unlikely to be a significant threat to the validity of our findings.


Supplementary Table S4. Item-Level Standardized Loadings from the Measurement Model (CFA)
	Construct
	Item/Indicator
	Std. Loading
	SE
	p-value

	Workplace Violence (WPV)
	WPV1 (Verbal Violence)
	0.75
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	WPV2 (Verbal Violence)
	0.72
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	WPV3 (Verbal Violence)
	0.68
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	WPV4 (Verbal Violence)
	0.71
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	WPV5 (Physical Violence)
	0.58
	0.05
	<0.001

	
	WPV6 (Physical Violence)
	0.63
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	WPV7 (Physical Violence)
	0.61
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	WPV8 (Physical Violence)
	0.59
	0.05
	<0.001

	
	WPV9 (Sexual Harassment)
	0.65
	0.05
	<0.001

	
	WPV10 (Sexual Harassment)
	0.62
	0.05
	<0.001

	
	WPV11 (Complaint/Online Aggression)
	0.79
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	WPV12 (Complaint/Online Aggression)
	0.76
	0.03
	<0.001

	Perceived Anti-Violence Safety Climate (PSC)
	PSC1 (Leadership)
	0.75
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	PSC2 (Leadership)
	0.81
	0.02
	<0.001

	
	PSC3 (Leadership)
	0.78
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	PSC4 (Reporting)
	0.69
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	PSC5 (Reporting)
	0.72
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	PSC6 (Reporting)
	0.68
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	PSC7 (Non-blame)
	0.84
	0.02
	<0.001

	
	PSC8 (Non-blame)
	0.8
	0.02
	<0.001

	
	PSC9 (Non-blame)
	0.77
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	PSC10 (Response)
	0.7
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	PSC11 (Response)
	0.73
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	PSC12 (Response)
	0.65
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	PSC13 (Training)
	0.6
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	PSC14 (Training)
	0.63
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	PSC15 (Training)
	0.66
	0.04
	<0.001

	Burnout (MBI-GS)
	Exhaustion 1
	0.75
	0.02
	<0.001

	
	Exhaustion 2
	0.82
	0.02
	<0.001

	
	Exhaustion 3
	0.79
	0.02
	<0.001

	
	Exhaustion 4
	0.71
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	Exhaustion 5
	0.68
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	Cynicism 1
	0.78
	0.02
	<0.001

	
	Cynicism 2
	0.74
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	Cynicism 3
	0.7
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	Cynicism 4
	0.72
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	Cynicism 5
	0.65
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	Reduced Efficacy 1
	0.55
	0.05
	<0.001

	
	Reduced Efficacy 2
	0.58
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	Reduced Efficacy 3
	0.64
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	Reduced Efficacy 4
	0.62
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	Reduced Efficacy 5
	0.57
	0.05
	<0.001

	
	Reduced Efficacy 6
	0.6
	0.04
	<0.001

	Turnover Intention
	Turnover-Department 1
	0.7
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	Turnover-Department 2
	0.78
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	Turnover-Department 3
	0.74
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	Turnover-Hospital 1
	0.68
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	Turnover-Hospital 2
	0.65
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	Turnover-Hospital 3
	0.7
	0.03
	<0.001

	
	Turnover-Profession 1
	0.59
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	Turnover-Profession 2
	0.65
	0.04
	<0.001

	
	Turnover-Profession 3
	0.62
	0.04
	<0.001


Note. All loadings are standardized and statistically significant at p < 0.001. SE = Standard Error. The Maslach Burnout Inventory–General Survey (MBI-GS) is copyrighted by Christina Maslach, Michael P. Leiter, and Susan E. Jackson and is published by Mind Garden, Inc. The MBI-GS indicator labels shown in this table are analytical labels only; no proprietary item wording or scoring keys are reproduced. Any MBI-GS material is third-party content, is excluded from the article’s CC BY license, and requires separate permission from the copyright holder for reuse.


Supplementary Table S5. Robustness Checks and Sensitivity Analyses
	Analysis / Subgroup
	Unstandardized Conditional Indirect Effect at Mean PSC 
(95% CI)
	Index of Moderated Mediation 
(95% CI)
	Interpretation

	Main Model (Total WPV)
	0.146 (0.098, 0.200)
	-0.061 (-0.102, -0.027)
	Results support H1–H6.

	Violence Subtype: Verbal Violence
	0.135 (0.091, 0.185)
	-0.059 (-0.099, -0.024)
	Conclusions are robust when using verbal violence.

	Violence Subtype: Physical Violence
	0.041 (-0.012, 0.098)
	-0.022 (-0.058, 0.010)
	Indirect effect is not significant. Physical violence is less frequent and its impact may be more immediate or context-specific.

	Burnout Subtype: Emotional Exhaustion
	0.132 (0.087, 0.182)
	-0.055 (-0.096, -0.019)
	Conclusions are robust when using emotional exhaustion as the mediator.

	Turnover Level: Department-Level
	0.171 (0.115, 0.232)
	-0.068 (-0.115, -0.031)
	Strongest pathway, suggesting withdrawal cognitions begin locally.

	Turnover Level: Hospital-Level
	0.118 (0.072, 0.171)
	-0.052 (-0.093, -0.021)
	Significant, but weaker than department-level.

	Turnover Level: Profession-Level
	0.093 (0.045, 0.148)
	-0.043 (-0.081, -0.015)
	Significant, but weaker; indicates a broader crisis of confidence.

	Department Type: Acute/Security-Sensitive
	0.169 (0.112, 0.232)
	-0.069 (-0.114, -0.028)
	Stronger pathway in high-risk departments.

	Department Type: Other Departments
	0.118 (0.072, 0.173)
	-0.052 (-0.094, -0.019)
	Significant, but attenuated compared to high-risk depts.

	Occupation: Nurses
	0.142 (0.095, 0.195)
	-0.062 (-0.107, -0.022)
	Conclusions are robust for the nursing sub-sample.

	Occupation: Physicians
	0.121 (0.062, 0.188)
	-0.056 (-0.099, -0.018)
	Conclusions are robust for the physician sub-sample.

	Missing Data: Multiple Imputation (n=688)
	0.151 (0.102, 0.208)
	-0.062 (-0.105, -0.025)
	Using the full T3 matched sample with MI yields consistent results.


Note. All models control for the standard set of covariates unless the analysis is a subgroup. WPV = Workplace Violence; PSC = Perceived Safety Climate; CI = Confidence Interval. Bold text highlights key results. The indirect effect for physical violence is not significant, but the index of moderated mediation is not strictly zero. This suggests that in departments where physical violence is more common, the conditional effect might be significant, but the overall sample lacks power to detect it.
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