Supplementary File 3: Sensitivity Analyses
This supplementary file presents two sensitivity analyses conducted to evaluate the robustness of key methodological decisions in the main analysis: (1) the selection of LPA indicators (dimension scores vs. single items vs. combined approach), and (2) the regression approach (stepwise vs. theory-driven forced-entry).
Table S1. Sensitivity analysis of indicator selection for latent profile analysis (N = 402)
	Indicator combination
	Variables included
	Number of classes specified
	Effective classes identified
	Class distribution

	Combined approach (original)
	4 dimension scores + 6 single items
	4
	4
	63, 78, 149, 112

	Dimensions only
	4 dimension scores
	4
	2
	64, 338

	Items only
	17 individual items
	4
	3
	61, 185, 156


Note: The number of classes was fixed at 4 across all comparisons to align with the final model selected in the main analysis. The “combined approach” successfully identified four clinically meaningful profiles (63, 78, 149, 112), consistent with the main analysis (see main text Table 6). In contrast, using dimension scores alone resulted in only two effective classes (64, 338), and using individual items alone resulted in three effective classes (61, 185, 156). Neither alternative could reproduce the four-profile structure identified by the combined approach, supporting the necessity of using both dimension scores and single items as LPA indicators.

Table S2. Sensitivity analysis: forced-entry multinomial logistic regression results (reference: Good Overall profile)
	Variable
	Basic Deficit vs. Good Overall
	Inspection Neglect vs. Good Overall
	Trimming Deficiency vs. Good Overall

	Self-efficacy
	0.76 (0.67–0.85)**
	0.91 (0.81–1.02)
	0.89 (0.79–1.00)

	Knowledge
	0.90 (0.86–0.94)**
	0.88 (0.84–0.91)**
	0.91 (0.87–0.94)**

	Attitude
	0.95 (0.91–0.99)**
	1.07 (1.03–1.11)**
	1.02 (0.98–1.05)

	Retinopathy
	0.13 (0.04–0.47)**
	0.55 (0.20–1.50)
	0.58 (0.24–1.42)

	BMI
	0.95 (0.84–1.08)
	1.05 (0.95–1.16)
	1.04 (0.94–1.15)


[bookmark: _GoBack]Data presented as OR (95% CI). Reference group = Good Overall profile.
**P < 0.01.
Note: This sensitivity analysis was conducted to address concerns about potential overfitting associated with stepwise regression. All theoretically relevant variables (age, sex, BMI, duration, hyperlipidemia, retinopathy, knowledge, self-efficacy, attitude, and social support) were entered simultaneously into a multinomial logistic regression model based on Social Cognitive Theory. The direction and significance of associations for the key variables remained consistent with the stepwise model reported in the main text (see Table 8), supporting the robustness of the findings.

