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When a Challenge Becomes a Threat: The Nonlinear Associations of Job Stressors with Workplace Bullying and Other Work Outcomes

b = unstandardized coefficients; β = standardized coefficients (SD-standardized effects computed using Stata’s beta option). Reported standard errors are Huber–White robust. 
Sex: men = 0, women = 1; Managerial position: no = 0, yes = 1.
Table S1
Regression analysis predicting perceived stress at T2
	Variables (T1)
		b
		SE b
	95% CI
		β
		t
	

	Challenge stressors 
	0.519
	0.021
	[0.479, 0.560]
	0.505
	25.18
	p < .001

	Sex
	0.242
	0.045
	[0.154, 0.330]
	0.102
	5.39
	p < .001

	Age
	-0.010
	0.002
	[-0.015, -0.006]
	-0.094
	-4.88
	p < .001

	Managerial position
	-0.086
	0.060
	[-0.203, 0.031]
	0.027
	-1.44
	p = .149


Note. The overall model was significant, F(4, 2005) = 190.79, p < .001, R² = .285. Source: Author’s own work.
Table S2
Regression analysis predicting perceived stress at T2
	Variables (T1)
		b
		SE b
	95% CI
		β
		t
	

	Hindrance stressors 
	0.405
	0.020
	[0.366, 0.444]
	0.409
	25.18
	p < .001

	Sex
	0.296
	0.048
	[0.203, 0.390]
	0.125
	5.39
	p < .001

	Age
	-0.009
	0.002
	[-0.014, -0.005]
	-0.084
	-4.88
	p < .001

	Managerial position
	-0.074
	0.067
	[-0.058, 0.206]
	0.023
	-1.44
	p = .271


Note. The overall model was significant, F(4, 2005) = 132.29, p < .001, R² = .202. Source: Author’s own work.
Table S3
Regression analysis predicting job satisfaction at T2 (panel A Figure 1)
	Variables (T1)
		b
		SE b
	95% CI
		β
		t
	

	Challenge stressors (ChaS)
	0.741
	0.144
	[0.460, 1.023]
	0.777
	5.16
	p < .001

	ChaS × ChaS
	-0.085
	0.016
	[-0.116, -0.054]
	-0.803
	-5.43
	p < .001

	Sex
	0.070
	0.048
	[-0.023, 0.164]
	0.032
	1.48
	p = .140

	Age
	0.015
	0.002
	[0.010, 0.020]
	0.144
	6.37
	p < .001

	Managerial position
	0.318
	0.060
	[0.200, 0.437]
	0.107
	5.27
	p < .001


Note. The overall model was significant, F(5, 2008) = 22.84, p < .001, R² = .058. Source: Author’s own work.


Table S4
Regression analysis predicting job satisfaction at T2 (panel A Figure 1)
	Variables (T1)
		b
		SE b
	95% CI
		β
		t
	

	Hindrance stressors (HinS)
	-0.224
	0.087
	[-0.394, -0.053]
	-0.244
	-2.57
	p < .001

	HinS × HinS
	-0.016
	0.013
	[-0.040, 0.009]
	-0.120
	-1.23
	p = .220

	Sex
	0.086
	0.045
	[-0.002, 0.174]
	0.039
	1.92
	p = .055

	Age
	0.011
	0.002
	[0.007, 0.016]
	0.110
	5.07
	p < .001

	Managerial position
	0.410
	0.056
	[0.301, 0.519]
	0.138
	7.38
	p < .001


Note. The overall model was significant, F(5, 2008) = 92.88, p < .001, R² = .167. Source: Author’s own work.
Table S5
Regression analysis predicting mental health problems at T2 (panel B Figure 1)
	Variables (T1)
		b
		SE b
	95% CI
		β
		t
	

	Challenge stressors (ChaS)
	-0.127
	0.056
	[-0.237, -0.017]
	-0.294
	-2.27
	p = .023

	ChaS × ChaS
	0.027
	0.006
	[0.014, 0.040]
	0.566
	4.22
	p < .001

	Sex
	0.027
	0.020
	[-0.013, 0.068]
	0.027
	1.32
	p = .188

	Age
	-0.008
	0.001
	[-0.001, -0.006]
	-0.170
	-8.19
	p < .001

	Managerial position
	-0.126
	0.026
	[-0.177, -0.074]
	-0.093
	-4.77
	p < .001


Note. The overall model was significant, F(5, 2008) = 47.25, p < .001, R² = .124. Source: Author’s own work.
Table S6
Regression analysis predicting mental health problems at T2 (panel B Figure 1)
	Variables (T1)
		b
		SE b
	95% CI
		β
		t
	

	Hindrance stressors (HinS)
	0.111
	0.042
	[0.029, 0.193]
	0.267
	2.66
	p = .008

	HinS × HinS
	0.006
	0.006
	[-0.007, 0.018]
	0.101
	0.92
	p = .355

	Sex
	0.038
	0.020
	[-0.001, 0.078]
	0.038
	1.90
	p = .057

	Age
	-0.007
	0.001
	[-0.009, -0.005]
	-0.153
	-7.65
	p < .001

	Managerial position
	-0.110
	0.026
	[-0.162, -0.058]
	-0.082
	-4.18
	p < .001


Note. The overall model was significant, F(5, 2008) = 83.14, p < .001, R² = .179. Source: Author’s own work.
Table S7
Regression analysis predicting turnover intent at T2 (panel C Figure 1)
	Variables (T1)
		b
		SE b
	95% CI
		β
		t
	

	Challenge stressors (ChaS)
	-1.152
	0.223
	[-1.590, -0.714]
	-0.789
	-5.16
	p < .001

	ChaS × ChaS
	0.150
	0.025
	[0.101, 0.198]
	0.927
	6.07
	p < .001

	Sex
	0.059
	0.072
	[-0.082, 0.201]
	0.018
	0.82
	p = .413

	Age
	-0.025
	0.003
	[-0.032, -0.018]
	-0.156
	-7.20
	p < .001

	Managerial position
	-0.156
	0.100
	[-0.351, 0.039]
	-0.034
	-1.56
	p = .118


Note. The overall model was significant, F(5, 2006) = 27.49, p < .001, R² = .074. Source: Author’s own work.
Table S8
Regression analysis predicting turnover intent at T2 (panel C Figure 1)
	Variables (T1)
		b
		SE b
	95% CI
		β
		t
	

	Hindrance stressors (HinS)
	-0.081
	0.134
	[-0.343, 0.181]
	-0.058
	-0.61
	p = .544

	HinS × HinS
	0.089
	0.020
	[0.050, 0.127]
	0.448
	4.54
	p < .001

	Sex
	0.071
	0.068
	[-0.062, 0.204]
	0.021
	1.04
	p = .296

	Age
	-0.021
	0.003
	[-0.027, -0.014]
	-0.131
	-6.27
	p < .001

	Managerial position
	-0.207
	0.092
	[-0.389, -0.026]
	-0.045
	-2.24
	p = .025


Note. The overall model was significant, F(5, 2006) = 80.49, p < .001, R² = .185. Source: Author’s own work.
Table S9
Regression analysis predicting perceived stress at T2 (panel D Figure 1)
	Variables (T1)
		b
		SE b
	95% CI
		β
		t
	

	Challenge stressors (ChaS)
	0.060
	0.124
	[-0.184, 0.304]
	0.058
	0.48
	p = .629

	ChaS × ChaS
	0.052
	0.014
	[0.025, 0.078]
	0.453
	3.79
	p < .001

	Sex
	0.229
	0.044
	[0.142, 0.316]
	0.096
	5.16
	p < .001

	Age
	-0.010
	0.002
	[-0.014 -0.006]
	-0.088
	-4.61
	p < .001

	Managerial position
	-0.077
	0.060
	[-0.194, 0.040]
	-0.024
	-1.29
	p = .198


Note. The overall model was significant, F(5, 2004) = 159.79, p < .001, R² = .291. Source: Author’s own work.
Table S10
Regression analysis predicting perceived stress at T2 (panel D Figure 1)
	Variables (T1)
		b
		SE b
	95% CI
		β
		t
	

	Hindrance stressors (HinS)
	0.444
	0.089
	[0.270, 0.618]
	0.448
	5.01
	p < .001

	HinS × HinS
	-0.006
	0.013
	[-0.031, 0.019]
	-0.040
	-0.44
	p = .657

	Sex
	0.296
	0.048
	[0.203, 0.390]
	0.125
	6.23
	p < .001

	Age
	-0.009
	0.002
	[-0.014, -0.005]
	-0.084
	-4.26
	p < .001

	Managerial position
	0.072
	0.068
	[-0.060, 0.205]
	0.022
	1.07
	p = .284


Note. The overall model was significant, F(5, 2004) = 107.81, p < .001, R² = .203. Source: Author’s own work.
Attrition Analysis
Using the full baseline sample (n = 3,307), I investigated possible systematic dropout. The attrition analysis indicated a small degree of selective dropout. Older respondents were slightly more likely to participate at follow-up, and higher baseline exposure to negative acts was associated with a lower likelihood of participation. However, the overall explanatory power of the model (see Table S11) was low, LR χ²(12) = 61.15, p < .001, Pseudo R² = .016, and no systematic attrition was observed with respect to challenge stressors, hindrance stressors, job satisfaction, mental health, turnover intention, or perceived stress. This suggests that attrition was unlikely to substantially bias the longitudinal findings. Selective attrition related to bullying exposure is consistent with previous longitudinal research and likely reflects disengagement rather than systematic bias that would distort the estimated associations between the study variables.
Table S11
Logistic regression analysis predicting retention at T2
	Variables 
		b
	SE b
	95% CI
		z
	

	Sex
	1.080
	0.087
	[0.923, 1.264]
	0.96
	p = .338

	Age
	1.019
	0.004
	[1.011, 1.027]
	4.65
	p < .001

	Managerial position
	0.931
	0.104
	[0.748, 1.158]
	-0.64
	p = .519

	Permanent contracts
	1.459
	0.333
	[0.934, 2.282]
	1.65
	p = .098

	Length of employment
	0.999
	0.004
	[0.990, 1.007]
	-0.28
	p = .778

	Challenge stressors
	1.042
	0.053
	[0.944, 1.151]
	0.82
	p = .411

	Hindrance stressors
	1.085
	0.052
	[0.988, 1.192]
	1.72
	p = .086

	Perceived stress
	0.917
	0.042
	[0.838, 1.003]
	-1.89
	p = .059

	Job satisfaction
	0.994
	0.052
	[0.897, 1.101]
	-0.12
	p = .908

	Mental health problems
	1.007
	0.104
	[0.823, 1.232]
	0.07
	p = .947

	Turnover intention
	0.962
	0.033
	[0.900, 1.028]
	-1.13
	p = .257

	Exposure to bullying
	0.641
	0.097
	[0.476, 0.862]
	-2.94
	p = .003


Note. Source: Author’s own work.
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