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A Mediating Effect of Job Stress Between Physical Environmental
Risk and Safety Behavior, and Moderating Effect of Perceived Control
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Abstract : This research examined if job stress mediates the relationship between physical environmental risk and safety behavior of
employees. In addition, we investigated whether perceived control moderates the physical environmental risk-job stress link. In order to
test our hypotheses, 1005 employees in various fields of firms were participated. Using structural equation modeling(SEM), we conducted
moderated mediation model analysis that elaborately test the hypotheses. The results demonstrated that job stress mediated the physical
environmental risk-safety behavior link. Furthermore, the relationship between physical environmental risk and job stress was moderated

by perceived control.
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Table 1. Mean, standard deviation, and correlation of study
variables

Variable | Mean | SD | 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Age 319 | 74

2. Edu 417 | 96 | -05

3. Position | 2.61 | .52 |-517|-11"| -

4. PER 33 | 25| .05 |-27"| .03

5 PC 3.3 | 55 | 147 ] 107 | =277 | -14T

6. 18 276 | .67 |-07"| .03 | .01 |.147| .00

7 ]Saifgior 348 | 106 | 157 | -04 [-117 |[-137 | 137 | 08"

" p (.05, " p<.0l, PER means physical environmental risk, J.S means
job stress, P.C means perceived control, and S.D means standard deviation

AL Aola, FAlo] PABET ol A Al
AL ST EY AR AEAAL THYFL &
o £1 JUBAZE Utk o)F MO R 7} W
5 719 BAE mUHOR AyYstud TE WA

43714 A&

431 E8 08 A4S

Anderson 7} Gerbing (1988)70] |0kt 2thA] Hb4]
o8 2 WA BEYS BAR A HAg &
7 X% (measurement model) HES 53l 2 =
ol 24 A Hee Aldz SAsh=AE Ak
A A=, g HeAS ol F2E A5t
Z Z(structural model)e] HAAGLS At I2ja
A GAQ 54 28 42 v o] F 9AR U
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X(confirmatory factor
analysis)S AAIth 2§ AFwE BHrlstazt TLI
CFI, RMSEA 52 Hgw A5z BgYrh ms 2%
$-IH(maximum likelihood method)& ©|

3, AAaE SA, A5 2EdS, O

4
I QPAE FOR o|Rolxl 429 BYL ol s

J. Korean Soc. Saf., Vol. 32, No. 2, 2017



AL of
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Fig. 2. Moderation effect of perceived control between physical
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Table 3. The result of bootstrapping analysis

95% Confidence

Interval

Path Total Direct Indirect (Percentile-based
Effect Effect Effect bootstrap)

Lower-  Upper-

Bound  Bound

Physical Environmental
Risk — Job Stress — -.012 .00 -012 -032 -.001
Safety Behavior

Note. 1000 sampling was conducted, and All coefficients values are
standardized.
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