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Work Performance of Critical Care Nurses Based on
the Job Characteristics Model
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Purpose: The study examined core job characteristics and job preference to explain work performance
among critical care nurses. The theoretical model was constructed based on the job characteristics model
with core job characteristics as exogenous variables, and work performance and job preference as
endogenous variables. Methods: A total of 228 hospital nurses participated in the study from May to
September, 2015. Data were collected through structured questionnaires and analyzed using structural
equation modeling. Results: The model showed a good fit to the data with +%/df = 2.90, goodness of fit
index = .91, root mean square residual = .20, comparative fit index = .93, and incremental fit index = .93.
The core job characteristics explained 64% of the variance in job preference. The core job characteristics
and job preference explained 52% of the variance in work performance. Conclusions: The core job
characteristics can explain the work performance among critical care nurses through job preference.
Effective strategies to improve the work performance among critical care nurses should focus on the
application of the core job characteristic into a productive work environment. Further studies are
warranted to explore the role of job preference of critical care nurses in promoting their work
performance.
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Table 1. Study Variables-Related Characteristics of the Participants

(N=228)
Actual Total score Item mean Scale
Variables
M(SD) Range Range M(SD) Range Range
Core job
dimensions
Skill variety 21.67(2.53) 15.00~25.00 5~25 4.33(0.51) 3.00~5.00 1~5
Task identity 20.03(2.39) 14.00~25.00 5~25 4.01(0.48) 2.80~5.00 1~5
Task significance 24.36(3.00) 18.00~30.00 6~30 4.06(0.50) 3.00~5.00 1~5
Autonomy 14.54(2.50) 9.00~20.00 4~20 3.63(0.63) 2.25~5.00 1~5
Feedback 14.38(2.40) 9.00~20.00 4~20 3.60(0.60) 2.25~5.00 1~5
Job preference
Practice 10.56(1.52) 7.00~14.00 4~16 2.64(0.38) 1.75~3.50 1~4
component
Technique/ 17.62(2.27) 12.00~23.00 6~24 2.94(0.38) 2.00~3.83 1~4
management
component
Work performance
Competency 27.10(3.11)  21.00~32.00 7~35 3.87(0.44) 3.00~4.57 1~5
Attitude 14.80(2.14) 9.00~20.00 4~20 3.70(0.54) 2.25~5.00 1~5
Willingness to 10.96(1.53) 7.00~15.00 3~15 3.66(0.51) 2.33~5.00 1~5
improve
Application of 11.14(1.53) 7.00~15.00 3~15 3.71(0.51) 2.33~5.00 1~5
nursing process
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Table 2. Correlations between Demographic and Job-Related Characteristics

(N=228)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1" 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Age 1
(year)
2. Hospital -.048 1
beds
3. Clinical 935  -060 1
experience
(vear)
4.1CU J56  -024 806 1
experience
(year)
5. Monthly 679 033 704 569 1
income
(10,000KW)
6. Number 078  -193 115 065 .065 1
of patients
per duty
7. Night -543 010 -548 -336 =328 030 1
shift (per
month)
Core job
dimensions
8. Skill 146 132 .166 097 _182 014 145 1
variety
9. Task .256 025 299 .198 174 089  -247 .627 1
identity
10, Task 266 137 315 249 239 030 -261 612  .684 1
significance
11. 215 -018 240 .230 120 -.054 =124 307 462 410 1
Autonomy
12, 184  -004 228 183 .069 0% -171 267 .506 461 618 1
Feedback
Job
preference
13. Practice 020 -.096 015 -.004 .000 075 -.095 117 137 .200 035 155 1
component
14, 217 -.048 181 112 190 A1 -157 .287 .285 333 A77 207 459 1
Technique/
management
Work
performance
15. 435 078 474 412 400 079 -245 384 460 484 409 400 145 213 1
Competency
16. 316 077 331 266 254 181 -259 307 417 451 351 483 196 266 605 1
Attitude
17. 387 -009 _425 332 316 118 -287 243 371 374 28 367 213 231 615 653 1
Willingness
to improve
18. 274 050 314 273 248 059 -145 310 413 389 313 372 .136 204 634 576 734
Application
of nursing
process
Bold: p < .05; Bold and underline: p < .01
Table 3. Model Fitness Index for the Model

Model () df Zldf GF RMR RMSEA CFI IFI
Evaluation criteria -(>.05) - <3 >90 <.08 <.08 >.90 >90
Hypothetical model ~ 168.51(<.001) 42 4.01 88 02 12 89 89
Modified model 118.80(<.001) 41 2.90 91 .02 .09 .93 .93
GFl = Goodness of Fit Index; RMR = Root Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFl =

Comparative Fit Index; IFl = Incremental Fit Index.
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Table 4. Standardized Direct, Indirect, Total Effects for the Modified Model

(N=228)
Endogenous Exogenous Modified model Standardized Standardized Standardized
variables variables direct effect indirect effect total effect
CR. '’} B8 B
SRW SMC
) 2] )] (o)
Core job 4.03 .80 .80
Job preference . cions 80 oory O (.002) (002)
Work Job 7 413 5 72 72
performance preference : (€.001) ) (.002) (.002)
Core job 58 .58
dimensions (.004) (.004)

SRW=Standardized regression weight; C.R=Critical ratio; SMC=Squared multiple correlation

X1: Skill variety Y1: Practice component

X2: Task identity Y2: Technique/management componen
X3: Task significance Y3: Competency

X4: Autonomy Y4: Attitude

X5: Feedback Y5: Willingness to improve

Y6: Application of nursing process

Figure 1. Path diagram for the modified model
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