Table S2. Model fit comparison: continuous one-factor versus latent-profile solutions

	Model
	BIC
	ΔBIC (vs continuous one-factor)
	Interpretation

	Continuous one-factor
	2158.627
	—
	Reference continuous-latent-variable model

	2-profile LPA
	2472.950
	314.323
	Worse fit relative to continuous model

	3-profile LPA (primary solution)
	2341.444
	182.817
	Worse fit relative to continuous model; retained for empirical stratification for nursing-management practice

	4-profile LPA
	2060.833
	−97.794
	Better statistical fit; includes very small subgroups and no novel configurational pattern; presented for transparency only and not adopted as the primary solution


Note: A positive ΔBIC indicates that the latent-profile model has a higher BIC (i.e., poorer statistical fit) than the continuous one-factor model; a negative ΔBIC indicates a lower BIC than the continuous one-factor model.
The continuous one-factor model had a lower BIC (2158.627) than the 2-profile and 3-profile solutions but a higher BIC than the 4-profile solution. The 3-profile solution was retained after considering the significant LMR-LRT for the 3-profile versus 2-profile comparison (P = 0.0005), the non-significant LMR-LRT for the 4-profile versus 3-profile comparison (P = 0.1111), and the observation that the additional class in the 4-profile solution represented a further subdivision of existing overall level differences rather than a substantively distinct response configuration.
选择 3-profile 是综合考虑了① LMR-LRT， 3-profile P＜0.001 vs. 4-profile 的P = 0.1111）；②新增类别仅是对原有水平差异的进一步切分,未形成新构型。
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