
Appendix 1: Demographic profile of survey participants 

 

Table 1.A provides demographic information about participants. Box 1.A provides a copy of 

the Participant Information and Consent Form (PICF) for the survey. 

 

Table 1.A. Participant demographic characteristics and work group affiliations 

Demographic 

question 
Item Frequency

a
 Percentage (%) 

Role in 

organisation 

Administrative staff 34 16.0 

Clinical staff 118 55.4 

Management 23 10.8 

Volunteer 4 1.9 

Other 34 16.0 

Gender Male 41 20.9 

Female 151 77.0 

Prefer not to answer 4 2.0 

Age group (years) 18-29 57 29.1 

30-39 63 32.1 

40-49 49 25.0 

50-59 22 11.2 

60 or older 5 2.6 

Length of 

employment at 

organisation
b
 

Less than 1 month 5 2.3 

1-3 months 13 6.1 

3-6 months 28 13.1 

6-12 months 36 16.9 

1-2 years 54 25.4 

2-5 years 58 27.2 

More than 5 years 19 8.9 

Classification of 

what constitutes 

the participant’s 

work group 

People in my headspace cluster
c
 17 8.6 

People in my headspace centre 125 63.5 

A smaller group within the 

headspace centre 
44 22.3 

I work independently 8 4.1 

Other 3 1.5 
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Appendix 2: Confirmatory Factor Analyses Results 

 

This Supplementary File gives further details into the means, standard deviations, and factor 

loadings, of each included item in the multi-dimensional P-O and P-G fit tools. A variety of 

goodness of fit statistics were examined to assess and compare model fit. For the Tucker-

Lewis Index (TLI) and the Relative Non-centrality Index (RNI) values between 0.90 and 0.95 

indicate acceptable and excellent fits, respectively;[14] and for the Root-Mean-Square Error 

of Approximation (RMSEA) and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), 

values of ≤0.05 [15] and ≤0.08 [16] are considered ideal and acceptable, respectively.[17 18] 

For the chi-square statistic (X
2
), a good model fit would provide an insignificant result (≥.05) 

[18]. In the X
2
/df ratio,[18] values between 2-4 are considered acceptable.[19] For the Akaike 

Information Criterion (AIC), which compares second-order non-nested models, lower scores 

indicate better fit. Cronbach’s Alpha (𝛼) was used to measure reliability,[20] with values 

0.70-0.80 considered satisfactory, and >0.80 considered excellent.[21] Table 2.A shows the 

results of each CFA. 

 

Table 2.A. Comparison of the goodness-of-fit of P-O and P-G fit models 

P-O CFA results 

Model  df X
2
/df  RMSEA RFI TLI SRMR AIC

†
 

P-O CFA 128 2.613 0.087 0.861 0.087 0.056 6642.653 

Modified 

P-O CFA 

124 2.045 0.071 0.890 0.940 0.051 6569.868 

P-G CFA 50 3.037
 

0.102 0.895 0.927 0.064 3807.188 

Modified P-G 

CFA
 
 

49 2.854 0.098 0.902 0.934 0.063 3797.192 

Note. RMSEA=Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; RFI=Relative Fit Index; TLI=Tucker-Lewis Index; 

X
2
=chi-square; SRMR=Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; AIC= Akaike Information Criterion. 
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†
 P-O CFA X

2
=334.40; Modified P-O CFA X

2
=251.46; P-G CFA X

2
=151.83; Modified P-G CFA X

2
=139.83. 

†
The AIC of Model 4 cannot be compared to the other models as there is one less first-order latent variable. AIC 

of Models A-C were added for completeness, but are not compared. 
 

The goodness-of-fit for the P-O fit model was subsequently further improved through 

alteration of modification indices which, where theoretically justifiable, were entered 

sequentially into the a-priori CFA. Alterations included freeing the error covariance between 

P-O questions in the same category (e.g., two of the P-O questions on values). Ultimately, 

this CFA yielded a chi-square of 251.46 (df=124), a TLI of 0.940, RFI of 0.890, RMSEA of 

0.071, and SRMR of 0.0508. The high covariance between second-order latent variables (.83) 

suggested that both sub-scales were indeed part of the same P-O fit scale. Similarly, in the P-

G fit CFA, the error variance between items the first and second supplementary fit goals 

questions were consequently freed on Model C (creating modified P-G CFA; see Table 2.A).  

Ultimately, the goodness-of-fit statistics provided moderate support for the psychometric 

strength of the P-O fit factor structure. 
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Table 2.B. The final survey questions for each component of P-O and P-G fit and their 

descriptive statistics 

 

Component of fit P-O fit item Average 

response 

Standard 

deviation 

P-G fit item Average 

response 

Standard 

deviation 

Supplementary 

fit 

Value “The things that 

I value in life 

are very similar 

to the things that 

my organisation 

values”[1] 

5.68 1.10 “The things that 

my work group 

members value 

in life are very 

similar to my 

values”[2]
†
 

5.40 1.12 

“My personal 

values match 

my 

organisation’s 

values and 

culture”[1] 

5.88 1.00 “My values 

match my work 

group's 

values”[2]
†
 

5.62 0.97 

“My 

organisation’s 

values and 

culture provide 

a good fit with 

the things that I 

value in life”[1] 

5.83 1.08 “My work 

group's values 

provide a good 

fit with the 

things that I 

value in a 

group”[2]
†
 

5.63 1.04 

Goals “I identify 

strongly with 

the goals of my 

organisation”[3] 

5.86 0.97 “The people in 

my work group 

and I have the 

same 

expectations of 

5.42 1.32 
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the effort 

needed to reach 

goals”[5]
†
 

“My personal 

goals and the 

goals of my 

organisation are 

very similar”[3] 

5.44 1.22 “My work 

group have the 

same 

expectations of 

reward for goal 

achievement as I 

do”[5]
†
 

5.28 1.26 

“I don't care 

about the goals 

of this 

organisation as 

much as the 

organisation 

would ideally 

like me to” 

(reverse-

scored)[3]
†
 

2.07 1.26 “My goals are 

similar to those 

of the people in 

my work 

group”[6]
†
 

5.59 1.08 

“My goals 

match or fit 

those of the 

organisation”[4]

†
 

5.69 1.03 

Perso

nality 

“My personality 

matches or ‘fits’ 

this 

organisation”[7]

5.67 1.08 “I feel that my 

personality 

matches my 

work group’s 

5.55 0.96 
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†
 image”[9]

†
 

“The 

‘personality’ of 

the organisation 

reflects my own 

personality”[7]
†
 

5.16 1.23 “My personality 

matches my 

work groups’ 

personality”[9]
†
 

5.40 1.12 

“My personality 

is well suited for 

the personality 

or ‘image’ of 

this 

organisation”[8] 

5.74 1.09 “My personality 

provides a good 

fit with my 

work group’s 

personality”[9]
†
 

5.61 0.94 

“My personality 

prevents me 

from fitting into 

this organisation 

because it is 

different from 

other 

employees' 

personalities” 

(reverse-

scored)[8]
†
 

2.02 1.15 

General/  

Unique complementary 

fit 

“I feel that I am 

a unique piece 

of the puzzle 

that makes this 

organisation 

work”[8] 

4.97 1.51 “When key 

decisions are 

made, people in 

my work group 

consult me 

because I have a 

4.89 1.47 
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different 

perspective than 

they do”[8]
†
 

“My 

organisation 

seem to value 

that I am 

different from 

the ‘typical’ 

employee”[8]
†
 

4.83 1.51 “Even though 

my personality 

differs from the 

people in my 

work group it 

seems to 

complement 

their 

personalities”[8] 

5.32 1.17 

“My 

knowledge, 

skills, and 

abilities offer 

something that 

other employees 

in this 

organisation do 

not have”[8] 

4.86 1.51 “I feel that I am 

an important 

part of my work 

group because I 

have such 

different skills 

and abilities 

than the people 

in my work 

group”[8] 

5.09 1.41 

“I feel like I 

stand out in this 

organisation”[8] 

4.18 1.43 “The people in 

my work group 

rely on me 

because I have 

competencies 

that they do not 

have”[10] 

4.99 1.55 
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Needs-supplies fit 

 

“There is a good 

fit between what 

headspace offers 

me and what I 

am looking for 

in an 

organisation”[1]

†
 

5.63 1.21 “I feel that my 

work group 

understand and 

listen to 

me”[11]
†
 

 

5.65 1.25 

“The attributes 

that I look for in 

an organisation 

are fulfilled 

very well by 

headspace”[1]
†
 

5.55 1,19 “My work 

group provides 

me with a 

variety of 

interesting 

things to 

do”[12]
†
 

5.51 1.13 

“Headspace 

gives me just 

about 

everything I 

want from an 

employing 

organisation”[1]

†
 

5.10 1.45 “I personally see 

opportunities to 

learn new things 

from my work 

group”[13]
†
 

 

5.84 1.11 

“I get the help 

and support I 

need from the 

people in my 

work 

group”[12]
†
 

5.71 1.23 

Demands-abilities fit “The match is 

very good 

5.76 1.05 “My abilities 

and training are 

5.89 0.86 
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Note. 
†
Original wording of the survey item altered for the current study. 

The reference after each item indicates the source upon which each particular survey item was based. 

Participants were asked to rate their agreement with each item on seven-point Likert scale, from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree. 

Consistency was obtained between items e.g., replacing the word “company” with “organisation” and “team” 

with “work group”. 

Average response and standard deviation rounded to two decimal places. 

To apply these items to other organisations, supplement “headspace” with the organisation name of the study 

setting. 

 

 

 

 between the 

demands of my 

organisation and 

my personal 

skills”[1]
†
 

a good fit with 

the requirements 

of my work 

group”[2]
†
 

 

“My abilities 

and training are 

a good fit with 

the requirements 

of my 

organisation”[1]

†
 

5.97 0.99 “My 

knowledge, 

skills and 

abilities provide 

a good fit with 

the needs the 

work group 

have of me”[2]
†
 

5.98 0.77 

“My personal 

abilities and 

education 

provide a good 

match with the 

demands that 

my organisation 

places on 

me”[1]
†
 

5.88 1.03 “The match is 

very good 

between the 

demands of my 

work group and 

my skills”[2]
†
 

5.75 0.96 
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Table 2.C. Descriptive statistics for dependent variables 

Variable Item Average response Standard deviation 

Satisfaction "All in all I am satisfied with my job" 5.83 1.14 

"In general, I don't like my job" 1.81 1.05 

"In general, I like working here" 6.15 1.03 

Burnout "I feel emotionally drained at work" 3.51 1.69 

"I feel tired when I get up in the morning and 

have to face another day on the job” 

2.90 1.55 

“I feel burned out from my work” 2.69 1.62 

“I feel used up at the end of the workday” 3.40 1.76 

"Working all day is really a strain for me” 2.65 1.53 

“I have become less enthusiastic about my 

work" 

2.73 1.62 

“I have become more cynical about whether 

my work contributes anything” 

2.43 1.42 

“I have become less interested in my work 

since I started my job” 

2.30 1.41 

“I just want to do my job and not be bothered” 2.51 1.58 

“I doubt the significance of my work” 2.21 1.39 

Stress Demanding 2.44 0.75 

Hectic 2.20 0.66 

Calm 2.23 0.64 

Relaxed 2.16 0.69 

Stressful 2.16 0.60 

Pressured 2.08 0.73 

Pushed 1.81 0.82 

Irritating 1.42 0.51 

Under control 2.74 0.67 
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Nerve-wracking 1.56 0.63 

Hassled 1.47 0.62 

Comfortable 2.79 0.71 

More stressful than I'd like 1.77 0.76 

Smooth running 2.64 0.68 

Overwhelming 1.71 0.64 

Note. Average response and standard deviations rounded to 2 decimal places. 

Participants were asked to rate their agreement with each item on seven-point Likert scale, from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree. 
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Appendix 3: Results from hierarchical MRAs 

 

Please see below for results of the MRAs. Please note that Step 1 has only been reported in 

Table 3.1, which show the results for the main effects of P-O fit. Table 3.2 shows the results 

of the MRA for P-G fit, which tested H4. Table 3.3 shows the results for the test for an 

interaction (H5). Both tables also had step 1, which yielded the same results as in Table 3.1. 

 

Table 3.1. P-O MRA results 

Variable B [95% CI] 𝜷 sr sr
2a

 t Sig. 

S
at

is
fa

ct
io

n
 

Step 1       

Gender -0.008 [-0.156, 0.140] -0.008 -0.008 <0.001  -0.112 .911 

Age -0.066 [-0.128, -0.003] -0.162 -0.151 0.022 -2.077 .039 

LOS 0.010 [-0.034, 0.054] 0.035 0.032 0.001  0.446 .656 

Role 0.073 [-0.049, 0.195] 0.086 0.086 0.007 1.181 .239 

Step 2       

Gender 0.021 [-0.106, 0.147] 0.020 0.020 <0.001 0.324 .746 

Age -0.048 [-0.101, 0.006] -0.118 -0.108 0.012 -1.765 .079 

LOS 0.021 [-0.017, 0.059] 0.074 0.068 0.005 1.103 .272 

Role 0.031 [-.074, 0.136] 0.037 0.036 0.001 0.587 .558 

Value 

congruence 

0.155 [0.028, 0.282] 0.280 0.147 0.022 2.407 .017* 

Goal 

congruence 

-0.056 [-0.181, 0.068] -0.103 -0.055 0.003 -0.890 .374 

Personality 0.057 [-0.035, 0.150] 0.109 0.075 0.006 1.224 .223 
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Variable B [95% CI] 𝜷 sr sr
2a

 t Sig. 

congruence 

Complementary 

fit 

-0.030 [-0.081, 0.020] -0.085 -0.072 0.005 -1.2182 .239 

Needs-supplies 

fit 

0.148 [0.068, 0.227] 0.348 0.224 0.050 3.663 .000** 

Demands-

abilities fit 

0.022 [-0.071, 0.116] 0.037 0.029 <0.001  0.473 .637 

E
m

o
ti

o
n

al
 e

x
h

au
st

io
n

 

Step 1       

Gender -0.148 [-0.645, 0.349] -0.043 -0.043 0.002 -0.588 .557 

Age -0.186 [-0.395, 0.023] -0.136 -0.127 0.016 -1.753 .081 

LOS 0.144 [-0.004, 0.292] 0.150 0.139 0.019 1.923 .056 

Role -0.312 [-0.721, 0.098] -0.109 -0.109 0.012 -1.500 .135 

Step 2       

Gender -0.186 [0.632, 0.259] -0.054 -0.053 0.003 -0.825 .411 

Age -0.220 [-0.408, -0.031] -0.161 -0.147 0.022 -2.304 .022* 

LOS 0.122 [-0.011, 0.254] 0.127 0.116 0.013 1.812 .072 

Role -0.251 [-0.621, 0.118] -0.088 -0.086 0.007 -1.343 .181 

Value 

congruence 

-0.068 [-0.516, 0.379] -0.037 -0.019 <0.001 -0.302 .763 

Goal 

congruence 

-0.090 [-0.529, 0.350] -0.049 -0.026 <0.001 -0.403 .687 

Personality 

congruence 

-0.020 [-0.3546, 0.306] -0.011 -0.008 <0.001 -0.123 .903 

Complementary 0.194 [0.015, 0.374] 0.161 0.137 <0.001 2.141 .034* 
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Variable B [95% CI] 𝜷 sr sr
2a

 t Sig. 

fit 

Needs-supplies 

fit 

-0.483 [-0.764, -0.203] -0.338 -0.218 0.048 -3.5404 .001** 

Demands-

abilities fit 

-0.404 [-0.734, -0.075] -0.197 -0.155 0 .024 -2.422 .016* 

D
ep

er
so

n
al

is
at

io
n

 

Step 1       

Gender -0.214 [-0.187, 0.615] 0.076 0.076 0.006 1055 .293 

Age -0.282 [-0.450, -0.113] -0.253 -0.236 0.056 -3.295 .001** 

LOS 0.079 [-0.040, 0.198] 0.101 0.093 0.008 1.305 .194 

Role -0.070 [-0.400, 0.260] -0.030 -0.030 <0.001 -0.418 .676 

Step 2       

Gender -0.175 [-0.175, 0.525] 0.062 0.061 0.004 0.987 .325 

Age -0.298 [-0.446, -0.151] -0.268 -0.245 0.060 -3.982 .000** 

LOS 0.069 [-0.035, 0.173] 0.088 0.080 0.006 1.305 .194 

Role -0.034 [-0.324, 0.256] -0.015 -0.014 <0.001 -0.232 .817 

Value 

congruence 

0.008 [-0.355, 0.341] 0.005 0.003 <0.001 0.047 .963 

Goal 

congruence 

-0.220 [-0.565, 0.125] -0.146 -0.078 0.006 -1.259 .210 

Personality 

congruence 

-0.078 [0.334, 0.178] -0.054 -0.037 0.001 -0.602 .548 

Complementary 

fit 

0.029 [-0.112, 0.170] 0.029 0.025 <0.001 0.405 .686 

Needs-supplies -0.274 [-0.495, -0.054] -0.235 -0.152 0.023 -2.460 .015* 

Supplementary material BMJ Open

 doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2019-030669:e030669. 9 2019;BMJ Open, et al. Herkes J



Variable B [95% CI] 𝜷 sr sr
2a

 t Sig. 

fit 

Demands-

abilities fit 

-0.345 [-0.5604, -

0.086] 

-0.206 -0.162 0.026 -2.632 .009* 

W
o

rk
 s

tr
es

s 

Step 1       

Gender 0.064 [-0.087, 0.215] 0.061 0.060 0.004 0.834 .405 

Age -0.013 [-0.077, 0.050] -0.032 -0.030 <0.001 -0.410 .682 

LOS 0.053 [0.008, 0.098] 0.181 0.167 0.027 2.324 .021* 

Role -0.094 [-0.219, 0.030] -0.108 -0.108 0.012 -1.493 .137 

Step 2       

Gender -.077 [-0.063, 0.217] -0.074 0.072 0.005 1.091 .277 

Age -0.032 [-0.091, 0.028] -0.076 -0.069 0.005 -1.055 .293 

LOS 0.049 [0.007, 0.090] 0.166 0.151 0.023 2.303 .022* 

Role -0.062 [-0.178, 0.054] -0.071 -0.070 0.005 -1.061 .290 

Value 

congruence 

-0.039 [-0.180, 0.101] -0.069 -0.036 0.001 -0.549 .584 

Goal 

congruence 

0.067 [-0.071, 0.205] 0.120 0.063 0.004 0.965 .336 

Personality 

congruence 

0.071 [-0.031, 0.174] 0.131 0.090 0.008 1.376 .170 

Complementary 

fit 

0.025 [-0.031, 0.081] 0.068 0.058 0.003 0.885 .377 

Needs-supplies 

fit 

-0.201 [-0.290, -0.113] -0.461 -0.297 0.088 -4.516 .000** 

Demands- -0.090 [-0.194, 0.013] -0.144 -0.113 0.013 -1.718 .088 

Supplementary material BMJ Open

 doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2019-030669:e030669. 9 2019;BMJ Open, et al. Herkes J



Variable B [95% CI] 𝜷 sr sr
2a

 t Sig. 

abilities fit 

Note. B=Unstandardised regression coefficient; 𝛽=standardised regression coefficient; sr=semi-partial (or 

“part”) correlations; sr
2
=squared semi-partial correlations for each predictor in the regression model; t=t value; 

Sig=alpha significance value; LOS=“length of stay” signifying the length of time the individual has been an 

employee or volunteer at the centre in question. 

Due to the requirements of a regression analysis, gender was dummy coded so that Female = 0 and other (Male 

or prefer not to answer) =1. Role was coded so clinical staff = 0 and non-clinical staff = 1. 

a
Values given to three decimal places, unless no non-zero value has yet been given, in which case <0.001 is 

reported. 

**Significant at 𝛼=.00417. 

*Significant at 𝛼=.05. 
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Table 3.2. P-G MRA results 

 Variable B [95% CI] 𝜷 sr sr
2a 

t Sig. 

S
at

is
fa

ct
io

n
 

Gender 0.019 [-0.122, 0.160] 0.019 0.018 <0.001 0.265 .791 

Age -0.068 [-0.128, -0.008] -0.168 -0.154 0.024 -2.250 .026* 

LOS 0.011 [-0.032, 0.054] 0.037 0.034 0.001 0.489 .626 

Role 0.092 [-0.024, 0.207] 0.108 0.108 0.012 1.570 .118 

Value congruence 0.113 [-0.021, 0.248] 0.223 0.114 0.001 1.661 .098 

Goal congruence 0.082 [-0.023, 0.187] 0.184 0.106 0.011 1.542 .125 

Personality 

congruence 

-0.011 [-0.129, 0.107] -0.021 -0.013 <0.001 -0.183 .855 

Complementary 

fit 

-0.016 [-0.078, 0.047] -0.039 -0.034 <0.001 -0.496 .621 

E
m

o
ti

o
n

al
 e

x
h

au
st

io
n

 

Gender .225 [-.717, .267] -0.065 -0.064 0.004 -0.903 .368 

Age -.193 [-.401, .015] -0.142 -0.130 0.017 -1.832 .069 

LOS .144 [-.005, .294] 0.151 0.135 0.018 1.903 .059 

Role -0.355 [-0.758, 0.048 -0.124 -0.123 0.015 -1.738 0.084 

Value congruence -0.036 [-0.505, 0.433] -0.021 -0.011 <0.001 -0.151 .880 

Goal congruence -0.306 [-0.672, 0.061] -0.203 -0.117 0.014 -1.647 .101 

Personality 

congruence 

-0.091 [-0.503, 0.320] -0.052 -0.031 <0.001 -0.437 .437 

Complementary 

fit 

0.074 [-0.145, 0.293] 0.054 0.047 0.002 0.669 .505 

D
ep

er
so

n
al Gender 0.093 [-0.264, 0.451] 0.033 0.033 0.001 -0.515 .607 

Age -0.279 [-0.430, -0.128] -0.251 -0.230 0.053 -3.643 .000** 
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 Variable B [95% CI] 𝜷 sr sr
2a 

t Sig. 

LOS 0.091 [-0.017, 0.200] 0.117 0.105 0.011 1.657 .099 

Role -0.130 [-0.423, 0.162] -0.056 -0.056 0.003 -0.880 0.380 

Value congruence -0.192 [-0.532, 0.149] -0.137 -0.070 0.005 -1.109 .269 

Goal congruence -0.390 [-0.656, -0.124] -0.318 -0.183 0.033 -2.895 .004* 

Personality 

congruence 

-0.082 [-0.381, 0.217] -0.057 -0.034 0.001 -0.514 .589 

Complementary 

fit 

0.014 [-0.145, 0.173] 0.013 0.011 <0.001 0.178 .859 

W
o

rk
 s

tr
es

s 

Gender -0.053 [-0.097, 0.203] 0.050 0.049 0.002 0.696 .488 

Age -0.010 [-0.074, 0.053] -0.024 -0.022 <0.001 -0.314 .754 

LOS 0.053 [0.008, 0.099] 0.182 0.163 0.027 2.299 .023* 

Role -0.106 [-0.229, 0.017] -0.121 -0.121 0.015 -1.703 0.090 

Value congruence 0.014 [-0.130, 0.157] 0.026 0.013 <0.001 0.186 .852 

Goal congruence -0.142 [-0.254, -0.031] -0.309 -0.178 0.032 -2.513 .013* 

Personality 

congruence 

0.045 [-0.081, 0.170] 0.083 0.050 0.003 0.706 .481 

Complementary 

fit 

0.010 [-0.056, 0.077] 0.025 0.022 <0.001 0.310 .757 

Note. Values based on results of Step 2 of the hierarchical MRA. 

B=Unstandardised regression coefficient; 𝛽=standardised regression coefficient; sr=semi-partial (or “part”) 

correlations; sr
2
=squared semi-partial correlations for each predictor in the regression model; t=t value; 

Sig=alpha significance value; LOS=“length of stay” signifying the length of time the individual has been an 

employee or volunteer at the centre in question. 

a
Values given to three decimal places, unless no non-zero value has yet been given, in which case <0.001 is 

reported. 
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**Significant at 𝛼=.00417. 

*Significant at 𝛼=.05. 
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Table 3.3. Interaction MRA results 

 Variable B [95% CI] 𝜷 sr sr
2a 

t Sig. 

S
at

is
fa

ct
io

n
 

Age -0.061 [-0.115, -0.006] -0.150 -0.139 0.019 -2.181 .030* 

Gender -0.012 [-0.119, -0.143] 0.011 -0.011 <0.001 0.176 .860* 

LOS 0.010 [-0.029, 0.049] 0.036 0.033 0.001 0.513 .609 

Role 0.053 [-0.055, 0.161] 0.02 0.062 0.004 0.966 .336 

P-O fit mean 0.155 [-0.297, 0.607] 0.247 0.043 <0.001 0.677 .499 

P-G fit mean -0.093 [-0.558, 0.372] -0.162 -0.025 <0.001 -0.394 .694 

Interaction 

product
b
 

0.001 [-0.002, 0.004] 0.375 0.036 0.001 0.558 .577 

E
m

o
ti

o
n

al
 e

x
h

au
st

io
n

 

Age -0.202 [-0.396, -0.008] -0.148 -0.138 0.019 -2.058 .041* 

Gender -0.171 [-0.635, 0.292] -0.050 -0.049 0.002 -0.730 .467 

LOS 0.133 [-0.006, 0.271] 0.139 0.127 0.016 1.893 .060 

Role -0.235 [-0.617, 0.147] -0.082 -0.081 0.007 -1.213 .227 

P-O fit mean 0.001 [-1.5600, 1.601] 0.000 0.000 <0.001 0.001 .999 

P-G fit mean 0.903 [-0.742, 2.548] 0.466 0.073 <0.001 1.083 .280 

Interaction 

product
b
 

-0.007 [-0.019, 0.006] -0.745 -0.071 0.005 -1.057 .292 

D
ep

er
so

n
al

is
at

io
n

 

Age -0.288 [-0.432, -0.144] 0.259 -0.241 0.058 -3.949 .000** 

Gender -0.109 [-0.235, 0.453] 0.039 0.038 0.001 0.625 .533 

LOS 0.098 [-0.004, 0.201] 0.126 0.115 0.013 1.888 .061 

Role -0.046 [-0.330, 0.237] -0.020 -0.020 <0.001 -0.322 .748 

P-O fit mean -0.623 [-1.811, 0.6564] -0.361 -0.063 0.004 -1.036 .302 

P-G fit mean -0.421 [-1.642, 0.801] -0.267 -0.041 0.001 -0.680 .498 
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 Variable B [95% CI] 𝜷 sr sr
2a 

t Sig. 

Interaction 

product
b
 

0.000 [-0.009, 0.009] 0.035 0.003 <0.001 0.054 .957 

W
o

rk
 s

tr
es

s 

Age -0.017 [-0.078, 0.045] -0.040 -0.037 0.001 -0.540 .590 

Gender 0.058 [-0.089, 0.204] 0.055 0.054 0.003 0.775 .440 

LOS 0.051 [0.007, 0.095] 0.173 0.159 0.025 2.286 .023* 

Role -0.078 [-0.198, 0.043] -0.089 -0.088 0.007 -1.265 .208 

P-O fit mean 0.008 [-0.514,0.499] -0.012 -0.002 <0.001 -0.030 .976 

P-G fit mean 0.188 [-0.333, 0.709] 0.318 0.049 0.002 0.713 .477 

Interaction 

product
b
 

-0.001 [-0.005, 0.002] -0.520 -0.049 <0.001 -0.712 .477 

Note. Values based on results of Step 3 of the hierarchical MRA. 

B=Unstandardised regression coefficient; 𝛽=standardised regression coefficient; sr=semi-partial (or “part”) 

correlations; sr
2
=squared semi-partial correlations for each predictor in the regression model; t=t value; 

Sig=alpha significance value; LOS=“length of stay” signifying the length of time the individual has been an 

employee or volunteer at the centre in question. 

a
Values given to three decimal places, unless no non-zero value has yet been given, in which case <0.001 is 

reported. 

b
Interaction values based on the centred product of the means of the P-O and P-G terms. 

**Significant at 𝛼=.00417. 

*Significant at 𝛼=.05. 
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