Supplemental Material
The Challenging and Hindering Potential of Time Pressure: Qualitative Job Demands as Suppressor Variables
The supplemental material contains the following information: First, we depict the detailed results of the additional analyses (robustness check and reversed causation) referred to in the additional analyses section of the article (pages 1 to 7). Second, all items used in the current study are reported (pages 8 and 9). Third, we provide information on data transparency, including a data transparency table (pages 10 and 11). 
Additional Analyses
[bookmark: _Hlk109645330][bookmark: _Hlk108559439]First, we tested the robustness of our findings by adding the job resources autonomy and social support as control variables to our model. Autonomy was measured via three items (e.g., “Looking at your workday, to what extent were you able to determine the sequence of work steps yourself?”; Semmer et al., 2007), social support was measured via two items (e.g., “Today, I could count on my colleagues”; Breevaart et al., 2014). Results are depicted in Tables S1, S2 and S3. Model 1 in Tables S1, S2, and S3 shows the relationship patterns between time pressure and work engagement (day-level:  =  .04, SE = .04, p = .382; person-level:  = .12, SE = .06, p =.037), self-esteem (day-level:  =  -.07, SE = .04, p = .068; person-level:  = .11, SE = .06, p =.047) as well as emotional exhaustion (day-level:  = .16, SE = .04, p < .001; person-level:  = .29, SE = .06, p <.001) when only time pressure and job resources were included in the model. When adding qualitative challenge demands to the model (i.e., Model 2a in Tables S1, S2 and S3), results mostly exhibited the expected pattern and hypothesized suppressor effects remained significant (effects of time pressure on work engagement: day-level:  =  -.09, SE = .04, p = .022; person-level:  = -.17, SE = .09, p = .044; effects of time pressure on self-esteem: day-level:  = -.11, SE = .05, p =.018; person-level:  = -.13, SE = .09, p = .162; effect of time pressure on emotional exhaustion: day-level:  = .20, SE = .04, p <.001; person-level:  = .45, SE = .09, p <.001). The only exception was a non-significant relationship between time pressure and self-esteem at the person-level which was significant without the control of job resources. When adding qualitative hindrance demands to the model that included time pressure and job resources as predictors (i.e., Model 2b in Tables S1, S2 and S3), results as reported in the manuscript were mostly replicated (effects of time pressure on work engagement: day-level:  =  .06, SE = .04, p = .167; person-level:  = .13, SE = .07, p = .064; effects of time pressure on self-esteem: day-level:  = -.05, SE = .04, p =.231; person-level:  = .17, SE = .08, p = .037; effect of time pressure on emotional exhaustion: day-level:  = .17, SE = .04, p = .002; person-level:  = .30, SE = .08, p < .001). The only exception was a now only marginally significant relationship between time pressure and work engagement at the person-level which was significant without the control of job resources.
Hence, while result patterns at the person-level slightly changed when controlling for job resources, result patterns at the day-level remained consistent. Moreover, across levels the general observation the qualitative job demands acted as suppressor variables which determined time pressure’s challenging and hindering potential persisted. Thus, we argue that overall, these additional analyses support the robustness of our findings as well as the relevance of our conceptual model and associated, the relevance of suppression. 


[bookmark: _Hlk107433365][bookmark: _Hlk94275684][bookmark: _Hlk106711756][bookmark: _Hlk107743721]
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Table S1
Relationship between Time Pressure and Work Engagement With and Without the Control of Qualitative Challenge and Hindrance Demands, Including Social Support and Job Autonomy as Control Variables
	
	Model 1
	
	Model 2a
	
	Model 2b

	
	 (SE)
	B(SE)
	p
	
	 (SE)
	B(SE)
	p
	
	 (SE)
	B(SE)
	p

	Day-Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Time pressure
	.04(.04)
	0.02(.03)
	.382
	
	-.09(.04)
	-0.06(.03)
	.022
	
	.06(.04)
	0.04(.03)
	.167

	   Qualitative Challenge Demands
	
	
	
	
	.33(.04)
	0.29(.04)
	<.001
	
	
	
	

	   Qualitative Hindrance Demands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.08(.05)
	-0.09(.06)
	.132

	   Work Engagement previous day
	-.04(.05)
	-0.04(.05)
	.469
	
	-.03(.05)
	-0.04(.05)
	.459
	
	-.03(.05)
	-0.03(.05)
	.530

	   Social Support
	.20(.04)
	0.18(.04)
	<.001
	
	.16(.04)
	0.15(.04)
	<.001
	
	.19(.04)
	0.18(.04)
	<.001

	   Job Autonomy
	.13(.05)
	0.11(.04)
	.006
	
	.11(.05)
	0.09(.04)
	.018
	
	.12(.05)
	0.10(.04)
	.016

	Person-Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Time pressure
	.12(.06)
	0.09(.05)
	.037
	
	-.17(.09)
	-0.13(.07)
	.044
	
	.13(.07)
	0.10(.04)
	.064

	   Qualitative Challenge Demands
	
	
	
	
	.45(.09)
	0.40(.08)
	<.001
	
	
	
	

	   Qualitative Hindrance Demands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.02(.07)
	-0.02(.08)
	.831

	   Social Support
	.38(.06)
	0.35(.06)
	<.001
	
	.32(.06)
	0.29(.06)
	<.001
	
	.38(.07)
	0.35(.06)
	<.001

	   Job Autonomy
	.32(.07)
	0.25(.06)
	<.001
	
	.21(.07)
	0.17(.05)
	.001
	
	.31(.07)
	0.25(.06)
	<.001


Note. Standardized () and unstandardized (B) coefficients are reported. 

Table S2
Relationship between Time Pressure and Self-Esteem With and Without the Control of Qualitative Challenge and Hindrance Demands, Including Social Support and Job Autonomy as Control Variables
	
	Model 1
	
	Model 2a
	
	Model 2b

	
	 (SE)
	B(SE)
	p
	
	 (SE)
	B(SE)
	p
	
	 (SE)
	B(SE)
	p

	Day-Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Time pressure
	-.07(.04)
	-0.04(.02)
	.068
	
	-.11(.05)
	-0.05(.02)
	.018
	
	-.05(.04)
	-0.03(.02)
	.231

	   Qualitative Challenge Demands
	
	
	
	
	.09(.05)
	0.06(.03)
	.044
	
	
	
	

	   Qualitative Hindrance Demands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.08(.05)
	-0.07(.04)
	.068

	   Self-esteem previous day
	-.05(.06)
	-0.05(.05)
	.386
	
	-.05(.06)
	-0.05(.05)
	.380
	
	-.05(.06)
	-0.04(.05)
	.418

	   Social Support
	.15(.05)
	0.10(.04)
	.006
	
	.14(.05)
	0.09(.04)
	.012
	
	.14(.05)
	0.09(.04)
	.008

	   Job Autonomy
	.17(.05)
	0.11(.03)
	<.001
	
	.17(.05)
	0.10(.03)
	.001
	
	.16(.05)
	0.10(.03)
	.001

	Person-Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Time pressure
	.11(.06)
	0.05(.03)
	.047
	
	-.13(.09)
	-0.06(.04)
	.162
	
	.17(.08)
	0.08(.04)
	.037

	   Qualitative Challenge Demands
	
	
	
	
	.36(.11)
	0.19(.06)
	.001
	
	
	
	

	   Qualitative Hindrance Demands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.12(.09)
	-0.08(.06)
	.202

	   Social Support
	.23(.07)
	0.12(.04)
	.001
	
	.18(.08)
	0.09(.04)
	.020
	
	.20(.07)
	0.11(.04)
	.005

	   Job Autonomy
	.24(.07)
	0.11(.03)
	<.001
	
	.15(.08)
	0.07(.04)
	.046
	
	.22(.07)
	0.10(.03)
	.001


[bookmark: _Hlk92656857]Note. Standardized () and unstandardized (B) coefficients are reported. 

Table S3
Relationship between Time Pressure and Emotional Exhaustion With and Without the Control of Qualitative Challenge and Hindrance Demands, Including Social Support and Job Autonomy as Control Variables
	
	Model 1
	
	Model 2a
	
	Model 2b

	
	 (SE)
	B(SE)
	p
	
	 (SE)
	B(SE)
	p
	
	 (SE)
	B(SE)
	p

	Day-Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Time pressure
	.16(.04)
	0.13(.03)
	<.001
	
	.20(.04)
	0.15(.03)
	<.001
	
	.17(.06)
	0.10(.03)
	.002

	   Qualitative Challenge Demands
	
	
	
	
	-.09(.05)
	-0.09(.05)
	.050
	
	
	
	

	   Qualitative Hindrance Demands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.24(.11)
	0.15(.07)
	.033

	   Emotional exhaustion previous day
	-.06(.05)
	-0.05(.05)
	.236
	
	-.06(.05)
	-0.06(.05)
	.222
	
	-.05(.05)
	-0.05(.05)
	.275

	   Social Support
	-.13(.04)
	-0.14(.04)
	.001
	
	-.12(.04)
	-0.13(.04)
	.002
	
	-.21(.07)
	-0.13(.04)
	.002

	   Job Autonomy
	-.17(.05)
	-0.16(.05)
	<.001
	
	-.16(.05)
	-0.16(.05)
	<.001
	
	-.24(.08)
	-0.14(-05)
	.002

	Person-Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Time pressure
	.29(.06)
	0.29(.07)
	<.001
	
	.45(.09)
	0.46(.10)
	<.001
	
	.30(.08)
	0.26(.08)
	<.001

	   Qualitative Challenge Demands
	
	
	
	
	-.25(.09)
	-0.30(.12)
	.009
	
	
	
	

	   Qualitative Hindrance Demands
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.13(.13)
	0.11(.11)
	.313

	   Social Support
	-.27(.06)
	-0.33(.07)
	<.001
	
	-.24(.06)
	-0.29(.08)
	<.001
	
	-.36(.08)
	-0.31(.07)
	<.001

	   Job Autonomy
	-.24(.07)
	-0.26(.08)
	.001
	
	-.18(.07)
	-0.19(.08)
	.013
	
	-.28(.09)
	-0.24(.08)
	.001


Note. Standardized () and unstandardized (B) coefficients are reported. 

Second, we tested whether outcome variables of the previous day predict job demands of the following day. Results are depicted in Table S4. Work engagement ( = -.05, SE = .04, p = .247), self-esteem ( = .01, SE = .06, p = .830) and emotional exhaustion ( = .09, SE = .04, p = .050) of the previous day did not predict time pressure on the following day. However, emotional exhaustion of the previous day positively related to qualitative challenge demands of the following day ( = .09, SE = .05, p = .035). 

Table S4
Previous Day Outcomes as Predictors of Time Pressure and Qualitative Job Demands
	
	Time Pressure
	
	Qualitative Challenge Demands
	
	Qualitative Hindrance Demands

	
	 (SE)
	B(SE)
	p
	
	 (SE)
	B(SE)
	p
	
	(SE)
	B(SE)
	p

	Day-Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Work Engagement previous day
	-.05(.04)
	-0.08(0.07)
	.247
	
	.05(.05)
	0.06(0.05)
	.243
	
	.08(.05)
	0.07(0.04)
	.103

	   Self-Esteem previous day
	.01(.06)
	0.02(0.11)
	.830
	
	.03(.05)
	0.05(0.08)
	.566
	
	-.03(.06)
	-0.04(0.06)
	.579

	   Emotional Exhaustion previous day
	.09(.04)
	0.11(0.05)
	.050
	
	.09(.05)
	0.09(0.04)
	.035
	
	.03(.04)
	0.02(0.03)
	.444

	   Time Pressure previous day
	-.16(.04)
	-0.17(0.05)
	<.001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Qualitative Challenge Demands previous day
	
	
	
	
	-.23(.05)
	-0.25(0.05)
	<.001
	
	
	
	

	   Qualitative Hindrance Demands previous day
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.32(.04)
	-0.33(0.04)
	<.001


Note.  Standardized () and unstandardized (B) coefficients are reported.


Items
Following, we provide an overview of all the items which were featured in the current study. Unless reported otherwise, answers were given on a five-point scale 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Time Pressure (Rodell & Judge, 2009)
1. Today, it has been difficult to accomplish the volume of work in the allocated time.
2. Today, I have experienced severe time pressures in my work.

Qualitative Challenge Demands (Rodell & Judge, 2009)
1. Today, I have felt the weight of the amount of responsibility I have at work.
2. Today, I have been responsible for counseling others and/or helping them solve their problems.
3. Today, my job has required a lot of skill.
4. Today, my job has required me to use a number of complex or high-level skills.

Qualitative Hindrance Demands (Rodell & Judge, 2009)
1. [bookmark: _Hlk109659189]Today, I have had to go through a lot of red tape to get my job done.
2. [bookmark: _Hlk109659207]Today, my duties and work objectives have been unclear to me.
3. [bookmark: _Hlk109659228]Today, I have received conflicting requests from two or more people.
4. [bookmark: _Hlk109659249]Today, I have worked with two or more groups who operate quite differently.
5. [bookmark: _Hlk109659265]Today, I have received assignments without adequate resources and materials to execute them.
6. [bookmark: _Hlk109659284]Today, I have had many hassles to go through to get projects/assignments done.







Work Engagement (Schaufeli et al., 2006)
1. At work today, I felt bursting with energy. 
2. At work today, I felt strong and vigorous. 
3. Today, I was enthusiastic about my job. 
4. Today, my job inspired me. 
5. When I got up this morning, I felt like going to work. 
6. Today, I felt happy when I was working intensely. 
7. Today, I was proud of the work that I do. 
8. Today, I was immersed in my work. 
9. Today, I got carried away when I was working.
 
Self-Esteem (Rosenberg, 1989)
1.  At the moment, I feel I have a number of good qualities.
2. At the moment, I feel useless. (r)
3. At the moment, I feel like a failure. (r)

Emotional Exhaustion (Kinnunen et al., 2014; Maslach & Jackson, 1986)
1. I feel emotionally exhausted from my job. 
2. I feel burned out from my job.
3. I feel drained from my job. 

Job Autonomy (Semmer et al., 2007)
1. [bookmark: _Hlk109645087][bookmark: _Hlk109645111][bookmark: _Hlk109649187]Looking at your workday, to what extent were you able to determine the sequence of work steps yourself?
2. How much influence did you have today on what work was assigned to you?
3. Looking at your workday, how much opportunity to make your own decisions did your job give you?
Participants provided their answer on a scale from 1 (very little) to 5 (a lot).

Social Support (see Breevaart et al., 2014)
1. Today, I could count on my colleagues.
2. Today, I could count on my supervisor. 


Data Transparency
Given that this study was part of a larger research project, please find below a description of the data collection procedure as well as an anonymized data transparency table which depicts all variables included in the current study and those included in previous manuscripts (i.e., paper 1-3). 
In March 2018, we contacted German organizations, 13 organizations agreed to support our project. In return, we provided parts of a psychological risk assessment which is a legally mandatory procedure in Germany. Employees were invited to participate in a daily diary over the course of one workweek, followed by a weekly diary study over the course of three weeks. Further, six and twelve months after the weekly diary, participants filled out two more questionnaires. Additionally, following the weekly diaries, 63 individuals were invited to take part in the Trier Social Stress Test (TSST). This data collection took place between March 2018 (starting with the daily diary) and November 2019 (ending with the twelve-months follow-up questionnaire). 

Table S5
Data Transparency Table
	
	Current Paper
	Paper 1 - published
	Paper 2 - published
	Paper 3 – submitted

	Sample
	N = 396
	N = 470
including 100% of the sample of the current study
	N = 63 employees
Including 13.6% of the sample of the current study
	N = 432 employees
including 100% of the sample of the current study

	Daily Diary Study 2018: 
	
	
	
	

	Employee Psychopathy
	
	X
	
	

	Time Pressure
	X
	
	X
	X

	Qualitative Challenge (complexity and responsibility)
	X 
	
	
	(X; only complexity)

	Qualitative Hindrance Demands
	X
	
	X
	X

	Day Challenge Appraisal 
	
	X
	
	

	Day Hindrance Appraisal
	
	X
	
	

	Day Threat Appraisal
	
	X
	
	

	Demand Specific Challenge Appraisal
	
	
	
	X

	Demand Specific Hindrance Appraisal
	
	
	
	X

	Negative Affect
	
	X
	
	

	Counter Productive Workplace Behavior
	
	X
	
	

	Emotional Exhaustion
	X
	
	
	

	Self-Esteem
	X
	
	
	

	Work-Engagement
	X
	
	
	

	Weekly Diary Study 2018: 
	
	
	
	

	Time Pressure
	
	
	X
	

	Qualitative Challenge Demands 
	
	
	
	

	Qualitative Hindrance Demands 
	
	
	X
	

	Job Autonomy
	
	
	X
	

	Social Support
	
	
	X
	

	Reactivity to TSST
	
	
	X
	


Note. TSST = Trier Social Stress Test.
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