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Abstract This study aims to identify the job characteristics of caregivers that influence job satisfaction.
We further verify the mediating effect of job stress and the moderating effect of resilience. Totally, 517
caregivers working at 42 nursing care facilities in Seoul were enrolled in the study. Data were collected
from January 5th to February 28th, 2021. Descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and multiple group
analysis of SEM (Structural Equation Modeling) were applied using the SPSS/AMOS 26.0. The results of
this study revealed that sub-variables of job characteristics, such as interpersonal relationships and
education opportunities, positively influence job satisfaction. However, job diversity, job importance, jok
autonomy, workload, and role ambiguity had no impact on job satisfaction. We further verified that job
stress had a positive mediating effect on job diversity, job importance, job autonomy, interpersonal
relationship, and educational opportunity and a negative mediating effect on workload. Moreover, when
considering the impact of job characteristics on job satisfaction, resilience had a moderating influence
in both the high-resilience and low-resilience groups. Comparing the difference between groups, we
determined that the moderating effect of resilience was greater in the high-resilience group, but with
no significant difference observed between the groups. Furthermore, we observed that when workload
impacted job stress, a moderate effect of resilience was determined.
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Table 1. Correlation

analysis among variables

job characteristics job stress job satisfaction resilience
job characteristics 1 - 495%* 468** .268**
job stress -.495%* 1 -.689"** - 440"
job satisfaction 468* -.689™* 1 489
resilience .268** -.440%* 489 1
% p<.001
Table 2. Verification of research model
non-standard standard
independent dependent regression tandard r t val
variables variables coefficients standard error regression vatue
® coefficients
job variety 0.024 0.046 0.029 0.516
job importance -0.020 0.064 -0.019 -0.311
job autonomy -0.003 0.029 -0.004 -0.096
role ambiguity job satisfaction -0.030 0.056 -0.032 -0.533
workload 0.046 0.070 0.051 0.665
”Eliiirjfﬁil 0.179 0.054 0.171 3.3120
ei;;if;‘; ity 0.148 0.052 0.146 2.811%
job variety -0.135 0.05 -0.169 -2.715**
job importance -0.142 0.071 -0.134 -1.998*
job autonomy -0.151 0.032 -0.226 -4.775%*
role ambiguity 0.115 0.062 0.126 1.853
workload job stress 0.385 0.073 0.430 5297+
reperson -0.364 0.057 0.352 -6.403"*
es;;itr‘z; . -0.267 0.057 -0.267 4677
job stress job satisfaction -0.675 0.069 -0.665 -9.732%*

* p<.05, ** p<d.01, *** p<.001

Table 3. Analysis of mediating effect of job stres

independent diati ariabl d dent variabl direct effect indirect effect total effect
variables mediating variable ependent variable @ o) (a+h)
job diversity .029 113% 142
job importance -.019 .089 .071
job autinomy -.004 .150™* 146**
role ambiguity -.032 -.084 -.116
workload job stress job stisfaction 051 286" 235+
interpersonal oo o ot
relationship 171 234 .405
education o st ok
opportunity .146 178 323

* p<05, ** pd.01,

p<.001
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Table 4. Verification of total moderating effect of resilience

low resilience high resilience
independent variables dep efldbelm Unstandardized Unstandardized z-value
variable Coefficients t -value Coefficients t-value
® (®)
job diversity -0.103 -1.115 0.056 1.076 1.501
job importance -0.136 -1.612 0.131 1.284 2.107*
job autonomy -0.063 -1.255 0.015 0.380 1.221
role ambiguity . . . -0.047 -0.619 0.028 0.315 0.643
job satisfaction

wokload -0.137 -1.114 -0.177 -0.814 0.503
interpersonal 0.043 0.534 0.220 3.025" 1.642
relationship

educaton opportunity 0.122 1.642 0.193 2.629** 0.683
job diversity -0.045 -0.850 -0.300 -2.926** 2.218*
job importance -0.125 -1.251 -0.164 -1.618 -0.277
job autonomy -0.198 -3.589™** -0.158 -4.028"* 0.599
role ambiguity job stress 0.127 1.412 -0.029 -0.331 -1.238
wokload 0.658 5.511%* 0.101 1.051 3.630%*
interpersonal -0.376 -4.148" -0.330 4,829 0.397
relationship

educaton opportunity -0.219 -2.512™* -0.258 -3.608™** -0.349
job stress job satisfaction -0.756 -6.692%* -0.614 -6.036™** 0.934
* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
Table 5. Verification of moderating effect of self-control in resilience

low self-control high self-control
independent variables | dependent vaviable Unstandardized Unstandardized z-value
e t-value Coefficients t-value
Coefficients(B)
®B)
job diversity -0.011 -0.13 0.046 0.936 0.573
job importance -0.091 -0.754 0.034 0.463 0.885
job autonomy 0.051 0.898 -0.028 -0.790 -1.179
role ambiguity . . ) -0.045 -0.462 -0.001 -0.016 0.371
job satisfaction

workload -0.001 -0.007 0.082 1.027 0.573
interpersonal 0.043 0.440 0.208 3.198" 1.408
relationship

education opportunity 0.173 2.083* 0.126 1.992* -0.442
job diversity -0.069 -0.820 -0.146 -2.557** -0.750
job importance -0.200 -1.725 -0.14 -1.590 0.414
job autonomy -0.086 -1.578 -0.201 -5.164** -1.962*
role ambiguity . 0.143 1.521 0.004 0.053 -1.122

job stress —

workload 0.465 4.285™* 0.237 2.577* 1.600
interpersonal -0.381 4174 -0.342 -4.830% 0.334
relationship

education opportunity -0.184 -2.354** -0.293 -3,997%* -1.025
job stress job satisfaction -0.942 -7.993"** -0.511 -5.430™* 2.005*

* p<.05, ** pd.01, *** pd.001
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Table 6. Verification of moderating effect of interpersonal relationship in resilience

low interpersonal relationship

low interpersonal relationship

independent variables | dependent variable z-value
Unstandardized Unstandardized
Coefficient t-value Coefficient t-value
B) ®
job diversity -0.025 -0.373 0.068 1.076 1.011
job importance -0.094 -1.168 0.181 2.057* 2.030*
job autonomy -0.007 -0.177 -0.025 -0.546 -0.281
role ambiguity . . ) -0.054 -0.859 0.065 0.613 0.966
job satisfaction
workload -0.191 -2.080 -0.042 -0.429 2.319*
interpersonal 0.033 0.507 0.332 3.785% 2,748
relationship
education opportunity 0.143 1.732 0.167 2.544** 1.227
job diversity -0.194 -2.442* -0.096 -1.514 0.970
job importance -0.181 -1.851 -0.09 -0.857 0.629
job autonomy -0.172 -3.479%* -0.142 -3.181** 0.442
role ambiguity iob stress 0.044 0.569 0.176 1.655 1.011
workload 0.461 4.029™* 0.322 3.501*** 0.945
interpersonal -0.31 -4.008" -0.407 -4.935% -0.859
relationship
education opportunity -0.342 -3.361"** -0.201 -3.097** 1.170
job stress job satisfaction -0.697 -7.837* -0.628 -5.847"* 0.497
* p<.05, ** pd.01, *** pd.001
Table 7. Verification of moderating effect of posivity in resilience
low positivity high positivity
independent variables | dependent variable | Unstandardized Unstandardized z-value
Coefficient t-value Coefficient t-value
(B) ®
job diversity -0.067 -1.184 0.134 1.887 2.213*
job importance -0.011 -0.157 -0.024 -0.189 -0.090
job autonomy -0.036 -0.955 0.008 0.169 0.741
role ambiguity b satisfact -0.006 -0.086 -0.037 -0.399 -0.278
workload Job satistaction -0.029 -0.368 0.153 1.247 1.250
interpersonal 0.016 0.252 0.267 2.997* 2.318*
relationship
education opportunity 0.082 1.219 0.177 2.111* 0.881
job diversity -0.021 -0.301 -0.260 -3.644** -2.430*
job importance -0.067 -0.722 -0.303 -2.546™* -2.559*
job autonomy -0.198 -4.116** -0.118 -2.761** 1.248
role ambiguity ob 0.105 1.200 0.033 0.369 -0.566
workload Job stress 0.497 -5.320"* 0.260 -2.249* 1.597
interpersonal -0.335 -4.081 0313 -3.828 0.190
relationship
education opportunity -0.270 -2.907** -0.281 -3.588™** -0.084
job stress job satisfaction -0.804 -8.709%* -0.415 -3.921™* 2.773™*

*p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001
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