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A structural equation model of organizational commitment by hospital nurses:
The moderating effect of each generation through multi-group analysis’

Chae, Jeong Hye" - Kim, Young Suk?

1) Nurse, The nursing department, Dongnam Institute of Radiological and Medical Sciences
2) Assistant Professor, College of Nursing, Kosin University

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to construct a structural equation model of organizational commitment in hospital nurses
based on a job demands-resources model and to confirm the moderating effect(s) according to the nurses’ generation. Methods:
The model was constructed of the exogenous variables of social support, emotional intelligence, emotional labor, and job
conflict and the endogenous variables of burnout, job engagement, and organizational commitment. The participants were 560
hospital nurses working in 3 general hospitals. Data were collected from August 1 to September 30, 2021, and analyzed using
SPSS Window 23.0 and IBM AMOS 23.0. Results: The strongest factor directly influencing hospital nurses’ organizational
commitment was social support. In a multiple group analysis, nurses’ generation had a partial moderating effect. In a
generation-specific analysis, the Z generation group was higher than the X and Y generation groups in the variables of
emotional labor and burnout related to organizational commitment. Conclusion: Based on the findings of this study, to improve
hospital nurses’ organizational commitment, social support is needed as an important management strategy. At the organizational
level, we need to develop ways to improve organizational commitment by reducing the emotional labor and burnout of
Generation Z.
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Table 1. General and Job-related Characteristics of Participants (N=560)
X generation (n=182) Y generation (n=194) Z generation (n=184)

Variables Categories n (%) ('\|\/|/|?:,n|J\_r/|§5) n (%) (I\I\AA?r?,n;\_r/liE) n (%) (’\I\A/l‘ia:,nlJ\_r/li)I?)
Age <30 - 46.7+£3.42 25 (12.9) 33.8+3.77 184 (100.0) 26.1+1.59
(year) 30 <~<40 - (43,59 154 (794) (29,42 - (23, 28)

40<~<50 154 (84.6) 15 (7.7) -

>50 28 (15.4) - -
Marital status Married 146 (80.2) - 104 (53.6) - 25 (13.6) -

Unmarried 36 (19.8) 90 (46.4) 159 (86.4)
Monthly income 2<~<2.5 7 (3.8) - 12 (6.2) - 18 (9.8) -
(million won) 25<~<3 18 (9.9) 45 (232) 83 (45.1)

3<~<35 89 (48.9) 81 (41.8) 68 (37.0)

3.5<~<4 20 (11.0) 42 (21.6) 14 (7.6)

>4 48 (26.4) 14 (7.2) 1 (0.5)
Current Medical ward 94 (51.6) - 93 (47.9) - 127 (69.0) -
working unit OPD 32 (17.6) 25 (12.9) 6 (3.3)

Special (OR, ER, ICU) 46 (25.3) 62 (32.0) 42 (22.8)

Others (administration, physician 10 (5.5) 14 (7.2) 9 (4.9

assistant, medical checkup room)
Type of work Shift 74 (40.7) - 128 (66.0) - 150 (81.5) -

Daytime 106 (58.2) 63 (32.5) 29 (15.8)

Night shift fixed 2 (1.1) 3 (1.5) 5 27

ER=emergency room; ICU=intensive care unit; Max=maximum;, Min=minimum;, OPD=outpatient department; OR=operating room; SD=standard
deviation

X generation (n=182) Y generation (n=194) Z generation (n=184)

Variables Categories o %) o %) o %)
Maintenance High income 89 (48.9) 103 (53.1) 94 (51.1)
factor of work  Relationships with co-workers 20 (11.0) 34 (17.5) 44 (23.9)
Weekend holiday 12 (6.6) 17 (8.8) 9 4.9
Recognition of achievements 38 (20.9) 18 9.3) 10 54
Guaranteed on-time commute 23 (12.6) 22 (11.3) 27 (14.7)
Awareness of Yes 182 (100.0) 190 (97.9) 179 97.3)
contlict No - - 4 2.1) 5 @7
Cause of Age 12 (6.6) 15 (7.9 16 8.9
contlict Values 83 (45.6) 122 (64.2) 84 (47.0)
Character 32 (176 28 (14.7) 44 (24.6)
Division of work 55 (30.2) 25 (13.2) 35 (19.5)
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Variables (N=560)

Variables Categories Mean=SD Skewness Kurtosis Tolerance  VIF  Estimate  SE AVE CR

Organizational Total 3.36+0.55 -0.12 1.01 - -

commitment Effort 3.60+0.59 -0.30 1.23 0.65 1.55 .96 0.04 .80 92
Value 3.29+0.66 -0.33 0.91 0.44 2.29 .96 0.03
Retention 3.20+0.65 -0.20 0.18 0.44 2.30 73 0.26

Social support Total 3.55+0.58 -0.46 0.94 0.61 1.64
Superior 3.38+0.67 -0.52 0.47 0.70 1.43 1 0.22 55 71
Co-worker 3.72+0.64 -0.41 0.79 0.70 1.43 77 0.17

Emotional Total 4.53+0.94 0.07 -0.55 0.76 1.31

intelligence SEA 4.55+0.96 0.04 -0.55 0.26 3.93 91 0.16 76 93
OEA 4.68+1.06 -0.10 -0.66 0.25 3.97 .90 0.22
ROE 4.30+£1.11 0.06 -0.34 0.42 2.40 .79 0.47
UOE 4.58+1.04 0.03 -0.55 0.25 3.99 .90 0.20

Emotional Total 3.30+0.56 0.02 0.45 0.66 1.53

labor EC 3.13+0.84 0.02 -0.59 0.61 1.64 73 0.17 .63 77
ED 3.24+0.60 0.21 0.52 0.55 1.82 .85 0.20

Job conflict Total 2.75+0.58 -0.26 0.13 0.72 1.40
Relationship 3.25+0.70 -0.36 0.14 0.61 1.64 18 0.22 .66 .80
Task 2.90+0.75 -0.10 -0.11 0.61 1.64 .84 0.16

Burn out Total 3.06+0.53 -0.25 0.35 0.57 1.75
Exhaustion 3.46+0.76 -0.22 -0.24 0.88 1.14 .81 0.22 57 73
Depersonalization 2.66+0.53 -0.07 0.18 0.88 1.14 .70 0.40

Work Total 2.74+1.00 0.30 0.30 0.53 1.90

engagement Vigor 2.44+1.08 0.39 0.04 0.45 222 .76 0.49 75 .86
Dedication 2.81£1.18 0.27 0.02 0.27 3.67 .85 0.35
Absorption 2.85£1.19 0.16 -0.28 0.30 3.35 .88 0.32

AVE=average variance extracted; CR=construct reliability; EC=emotional caution; ED=emotional dissonance; OEA=others’ emotion appraisal;
ROE=regulation of emotion; SD=standard deviation; SE=standard error; SEA=self-emotion appraisal; UOE=use of emotion; VIF=variance

inflation factor
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Table 3. Estimation of Parameters in Hypothesis Models (N=560)
Pathway hypothesis Estimate SE CR p SMC Result
Organizational — Social support 43 0.10 6.37 <.001 46 Accept
commitment Emotional intelligence 14 0.04 2.49 013 Accept
Emotional labor 14 0.14 -1.58 115 Reject
Job conflict -.16 -0.09 -2.14 .033 Accept
Burn out -33 0.12 -2.89 .004 Accept
Work engagement 35 0.05 5.09 <.001 Accept
Work — Social support 22 0.13 3.55 <.001 .53 Accept
engagement Emotional intelligence 44 0.06 8.34 <.001 Accept
Emotional labor -.18 0.21 -2.05 .041 Accept
Job conflict -35 0.13 -5.09 <.001 Accept
Burn out -57 0.18 -5.27 <.001 Accept
Burn out — Social support -.04 0.08 -0.64 .530 .63 Reject
Emotional intelligence -.06 0.04 -1.25 211 Reject
Emotional labor .58 0.10 8.77 <.001 Accept
Job conflict 27 0.07 4.11 <.001 Accept
CR=critical ratio; SE=standard error; SMC=squared multiple correlation
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Table 4. Direct Effect, Indirect Effect, and Total Effect in Path Model
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nREoR A%l O3 ARE AuE dn AR A,
WA, T, ATABIN AROR Fhe A2 X, Y,
29 Fee BE FANOR fo5h] 9L Al AT ¢

s AR, 29 W Jg 2
x| gotry] sl AbfEdat Aofrde] x* xpolE
1 A3 A Je 2 ARASE I eSolA Xﬂe
AR felgt xol(Ax*=3.90, p=003)7F &= A
t} ol AREToE Qg A EYC njxle JFo| ZAH(B
=68)7} XAIH(B=-59), YAIHH(B=.15) B} EAHoz fol5H|
FEFE PRI YUSE & 5 AU T3 AFloA R EQYOR
7t AZME G0l xlo|(Ax*=4.38, p=002)7} UER;oH,
ojg2 QI3 AzxloZ Ik EREEe| HlxE= FFol ZAH(EB
=-87)7F XAIHI(B=34), YAIHI(B=-34) HPH sAXCE {
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£ Ao AlchE AZAS Aol Hstel 28 BHE 7
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(N=560)

Pathway hypothesis

Direct effect
coefficient (o)

Total effect
coefficient (o)

Indirect effect
coefficient (o)

Organizational — Social support 43 (.001) .10 (.042) .53 (.001)
commitment Emotional intelligence .14 (.046) .18 (.002) 05 (411)
Emotional labor 14 (174) -24 (.001) -11 (.181)
Job conflict -.16 (.041) -.02 (.748) .14 (.070)
Burn out -33 (.004) -20 (.003) -.53 (.001)
Work engagement .35 (.003) .35 (.003)
Work — Social support .22 (.002) .02 (.587) .24 (.001)
engagement Emotional intelligence 44 (.001) .04 (.251) A7 (.001)
Emotional labor -.13 (.009) -.33 (.001) -15 (.027)
Job conflict -35 (.001) -.15 (.001) .20 (.004)
Burn out -.57 (.001) -57 (.001)
Burn out — Social support -.03 (.587) -04 (.587)
Emotional intelligence -.06 (251) -.06 (.251)
Emotional labor .58 (.001) .58 (.001)
Job conflict .27 (.001) .27 (.001)
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Table 5. Moderating Effect of Each Generation through Multi-group Analysis (N=560)
X v 7 Signgggince

Pathway hypothesis Estimate Estimate Estimate 2
®) CR () ®) CR () ®) CR (o) AXP/df (o)
Organizational < Social support .70 3.85 (<.001) 42 8.29 (<.001) 26 0.58 (.563) 0.94 (.067)
commitment Emotional intelligence 03 064 (5260 -01 -080 (426) -0l  -003 (979) 024 (.112)
Emotional labor 259 249 (013) .15 095 (342) 68 045 (653) 3.90 (.003)
Job conflict 23 110 (273)  -25  -3.65 (<001) .70 063 (532) 0.14 (072)
Burn out 34 116 (245)  -34  -194 (053) -87  -0.50 (.620) 438 (.002)
Work engagement .10 2.16  (.030) .04 1.42  (.155) -.20 -031 (.760) 1.01 (.451)
Work — Social support 30 241 (016) .03 021 (802) -15  -0.50 (614) 235 (.141)
engagement Emotional intelligence 57 513 (<001) 27 477 (<001) .15 096 (335) 433 (<.001)
Emotional labor -40 228 (023)  -53 240 (016) 83 138 (.168) 1.86 (.061)
Job conflict 33 170 (090)  -50  -5.02 (<001) -67 245 (014) 076 (.088)
Burn out A8 077 (439)  -74 350 (<001) -94  -1.67 (095) 2.88 (.141)
Burn out — Social support -40 298 (003) -24  -445 (<001) -24 410 (<.001) 129 (.063)
Emotional intelligence -08 221 (027)  -06  -2.66 (<001) -06  -3.09 (.002) 0.52 (.068)
Emotional labor 52 281 (005) .62 934 (<001) .65 927 (<001) L13 (.059)
Job conflict 27 239 (017) .15 339 (<001) .19 359 (<001) 0.82 (.074)

CR=critical ratio
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