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Abstract

:

The 2030 UN Agenda for Sustainable Development aims to end poverty “in all forms” and achieve sustainable development by 2030, while ensuring that “no one is left behind”, including people with disabilities. Disability is referenced eleven times in the Agenda. Disabled people face high risks of poverty because of barriers such as lack of workplace disability facilities. The goal of the study was to examine how workplace disability facilities affect job retention plans among workers with physical disabilities in South Korea and how perceived workplace safety and work satisfaction act as mediators. The 2018 Panel Survey of Employment for the Disabled was used, and we examined 1023 workers with physical disabilities. Path analysis was used to examine the relationships. Results showed that workers whose workplaces provided more disability facilities were significantly more likely to perceive their workplaces as safe and had higher work satisfaction; hence, they were more likely to wish to maintain their present jobs than those whose workplaces offered fewer facilities. However, many workplaces in Korea did not provide any disability facilities. The study provides empirical evidence to support development of policies for improved workplace facilities and work environments for disabled people, in accordance with the UN Agenda.
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1. Introduction


In September 2015, the United Nations (UN) General Assembly launched the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, which committed the UN member States to eradicate poverty “in all forms” and achieve sustainable development by 2030, while ensuring that “no one is left behind” [1]. The new Agenda pledged to “endeavor to reach the furthest behind first” [2]. In practice, this means taking explicit action to end extreme poverty, curb inequalities, confront discrimination, and fast-track progress for the furthest behind, including people with disabilities, by setting 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Disability is referenced explicitly 11 times in the 2013 Agenda in parts related to education (SDG 4), employment (SDG 8), and inequality (SGD 10) [3]. In 2018, the UN released the first flagship report on disability and sustainability, “Realization of the Sustainable Development Goals by, for and with persons with disabilities” [4]. The report demonstrates that people with disabilities are at a disadvantage with respect to achievement of most Sustainable Development Goals and urges States to ensure full and equal participation of disabled people in society and create enabling environments by, for, and with people with disabilities, in line with the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD). The UN has long identified “accessibility” as a priority in measures promoting equal opportunities for people with disabilities [5].



As a member state of the UN and a state party to the UNCRPD, in 2018, the South Korean (hereafter referred to as Korea) government set 17 goals and 122 targets (i.e., Korea Sustainable Development Goals; KSDGs) in accordance with the 2030 UN SDGs. The 122 targets include increasing fair work opportunities for people with disabilities [6]. Employment is an important means of securing economic stability and buffer against falling into poverty. Yet, in 2019, the employment rate of disabled people in Korea was 34.5%, substantially lower than the national average employment rate of 60.9% [7,8]. Lack of appropriate workplace disability accommodation facilities, such as wheelchair ramps and accessible toilets, makes it difficult for people with disabilities to find and/or maintain work [9].



In Korea, the “Act on the Guarantee of Convenience Promotion of Persons with disabilities, Senior citizens, Pregnant women and Nursing mothers” stipulates building guidelines and rules, including specific details for disability accommodation design features (i.e., doors must have a minimum width of 80 cm, curb height should be below 6–15 cm and must be in a different color from the floor, and wheelchair ramp slopes must have a 4.8-degree angle, etc.) [10]. In 2015, the Korean government revised the Act and announced the “Disability Safety Comprehensive Measure Guidelines” to improve building accessibility for people with disabilities [11]. In the revised Act, from 2015, all public buildings in Korea have been required by law to acquire the Barrier-Free (BF) Environment Certification and from 2018, differential floor-area ratio certification fees are charged based on the BF grades [11]. However, private buildings except for factories larger than 500 m2 are exempt from these policies [11] and therefore, many workplaces still lack appropriate disability accommodation features and structures in Korea, which prevents disabled people from fully participating in economic activities.



There have been numerous comparison studies of disabled and nondisabled populations and their employment outcomes [12,13,14,15]. However, to the best of our knowledge, there have only been two empirical studies on workplace disability facilities and how they affect disabled workers’ job decisions and behaviors in Korea. First, Lee and Seo (2014) [9] examined how workplace disability accommodation facilities impact disabled workers’ work satisfaction and job retention years (i.e., years worked in the same workplace) and discovered that disabled workers whose workplaces had more accommodating features and structures had significantly higher work satisfaction and thus, worked longer years than those whose workplaces had fewer of these features and structures. They found that work satisfaction had a significant mediating effect between workplace disability accommodations and job retention years. Second, Kim et al. (2014) [16] examined the relationship between workplace accommodation facilities and disabled workers’ perceived workplace safety and job retention years. They discovered that disabled workers whose workplaces were more accommodating were significantly more likely to perceive their workplaces as safer, and that these workers were thus more likely to work more years in the same workplaces than those whose workplaces were less or not accommodating.



While both studies are informative, they have two limitations. First, they examined job retention by years worked in the present job. They overlooked the fact that some people who are satisfied with their work environments and whose workplaces provide appropriate disability accommodation facilities may still have shorter periods of job retention because they have recently joined the firms, which undermines the credibility of the study results. Second, both studies examined all disabled workers, including the mentally disabled, for whom accessible building features and structures have less relevance.



The purpose of this study was to address these gaps in the literature. The present study examined how workplace disability accommodation features and structures affect job retention plans (i.e., whether one wishes to maintain the current job in the future) among disabled workers with physical disabilities. We decided to focus on job retention plans because they reflect individuals’ voluntary choices and are unaffected by employment start dates. We focus on workers with physical disabilities because workplace disability accommodation features and structures in Korea are geared primarily toward people with physical disabilities. We empirically examined how workplace disability facilities affect disabled workers’ job retention plans, and based on Lee and Seo’s (2014) [9] and Kim et al.’s (2014) [16] studies, we examined how perceived workplace safety and work satisfaction mediate this relationship using path analysis. Findings from this study provide important insights into understanding workplace disability accommodation features and structures, their impact on employment among disabled people in Korea, and in-built environments for people with disabilities in Korea.




2. Literature Review


Until the 1960s, the traditional approach to disability viewed it as an individual deficit that called for medical assistance and a condition that exempted a disabled person from participating in the labor market. However, after 50 years, a more progressive social model approach was developed, which views disability not as a deficit but rather from a minority identity perspective [17]. It reflected a positive progression towards a “portrait of disabled people as capable and fostered a shift from a conception of disability as an unfavorable condition of inability to enhancement of diversity as a resource in work environments, a conception retained by the Disability Management perspective” [18] (p. 3). In the social model, disability is a consequence of social discrimination, and therefore, the removal of barriers that restrict disabled people from fully integrating into mainstream society is important [17].



Article 27 of the UNCRPD recognizes the rights of people with disabilities to work on an equal basis. State Parties are obligated to safeguard and promote the realization of disabled people’s right to work, including providing safe and healthy working conditions (art. 27.1. (b)) and ensuring that reasonable accommodation is provided in the workplace (art. 27.1.(i)) [5].



Disabled workers are at increased risk of occupational injuries [19,20,21]. They are at greater risk of being injured and they are likely to be more severely injured than nondisabled workers. Therefore, workplace safety is especially important for disabled workers. A key function of workplace disability facilities is to enhance accessibility to work and promote a safe and healthy work environment for disabled workers [22,23]. Numerous studies have examined the impact of workplace disability facilities and work safety and found a positive and significant association between the two variables [24,25,26]. In Korea, Park et al. (2010) [24] examined the relationship between workplace disability facilities and perceived work safety and found that disabled workers who worked in workplaces that had more disability facilities were more likely to perceive their workplaces as safe than workers with fewer or no facilities. Also, they found that perceived work safety had the most significant influence on work satisfaction among disabled workers. Similar results were also found in Lee and Shin’s (2019) [27] study, which used path analysis to examine the relationship between workplace disability facilities, perceived workplace safety, and work satisfaction among disabled workers. They found that individuals who worked in companies that provided more disability facilities were significantly more likely to perceive their workplaces as safe, and therefore, had higher work satisfaction than those who worked in companies that provided fewer disability facilities (i.e., treating perceived workplaces as a mediator).



With regard to workplace disability facilities and job retention, to date, there have only been two studies that have examined the relationship between the two variables in Korea (as mentioned in the introduction). Both studies indicated a significant positive relationship. Kim et al. (2014) [16] included perceived work safety as a mediator and Lee and Seo (2014) [9] included work satisfaction as a mediator in their models. However, perceived work safety and work satisfaction are significantly correlated in Korea as indicated above in Park et al. (2010) [24] and Lee and Shin (2019) [27] studies. As a result, the impact of workplace facilities on job retention is likely to be mediated through not only each individual variable but also by the correlation between the two variables. Hence, in this study, we examined how workplace disability facilities influence disabled workers’ job retention plans, including both perceived workplace safety and work satisfaction as mediators in our model. Based on the literature review, we hypothesize that individuals who work in companies that provided more disability facilities are more likely to perceive their workplaces as safer and hence, are more likely to have higher work satisfaction, and therefore, wish to work in their present workplaces (double mediating effect).




3. Methods


3.1. Data


Data for this study were drawn from the 2018 Panel Survey of Employment for the Disabled (PSED) version 2 [28]. The PSED is an annual national survey aimed at examining and addressing the economic activities of the Korean disabled population. The survey consists of demographic-, economic-, and employment-related questions. The initial version of the PSED was first conducted in 2007 and ended in 2015. The second version of PSED was developed in 2016 with a new sample and questionnaire. PSED version 2 uses a multi-stage, stratified clustered random sampling design to survey registered disabled people (i.e., those defined as disabled under the Korean Act on Welfare of Persons with Disabilities and are registered in the welfare system) aged 16 to 65 across the nation. The 2018 PSED surveyed a total of 4104 registered disabled people representative of the national disabled population. In the present study, we decided to use PSED because it is the only nationwide survey that includes diverse information about disabled workers and their workplace environments, including information on disability accommodation facilities.




3.2. Sample


For this study, our analytical sample was wage-earning working people with physical disabilities. We limited disabled workers to wage-earning disabled workers and excluded the self-employed because most self-employed workers have the authority to alter their work environments if they wish to, unlike wage-earners. Also, in this study, we decided to focus on people with physical disabilities because the workplace modification variables in PSED were primarily specific to design changes intended to accommodate physical mobility issues, such as removal of curbs and steps, accessible bathrooms, adequate entrance and doorway space, reserved parking space for the disabled, and suitable pavement for disabled pedestrians. In this study, “physical disabilities” refers to physical conditions that affect a person’s mobility, physical capacity, stamina, or dexterity [29]. These can include spinal cord injuries, multiple sclerosis, cerebral palsy, spina bifida, amputation, muscular dystrophy, cardiac conditions, paralysis, polio, stroke, and many other conditions. The Korean Act on Welfare of Persons with Disabilities (art. 2) [30] classifies disability into 15 types and PSED groups them into four categories based on their impairment characteristics: Physical disability, sensory disability, intellectual disability, and internal organ-related disability (i.e., cardiovascular, respiratory, diabetes, etc.). This study selected those who reported having physical disabilities in the PSED, as defined therein. Based on these criteria, for this study, a total sample of 1023 wage-earning disabled workers with physical disabilities was extracted from the 2018 PSED version 2.



As presented in Table 1, on average, workers in our sample were 50 years old and had a monthly salary of KRW 2,210,000 (approximately US $1800), substantially lower than the average Korean wage-earning worker’s monthly salary of KRW 2,970,000 (approximately US $2500) [31]. The average number of family members was 2.9 and respondents worked an average of 8 h and 10 min per day. Approximately 18% of the respondents were the head of their household. The majority of the respondents were male (80%), married or in a civil partnership (71%), perceived themselves as middle-class, and reported to have a mild disability (87%). Approximately 54% of respondents worked as non-regular workers, while 47% reported their highest educational attainment as a high school degree, and 83% worked in companies with fewer than 100 employees.




3.3. Measures


Workplace disability facility (exogenous variable): The effect of workplace disability accommodation facilities was examined based on the number of disability facilities provided at workplaces. The PSED asked respondents whether each of the following five particular facilities was installed or provided at their workplace: (1) Adequate clear space on pavements for wheelchairs and scooters; (2) reserved parking spaces for disabled people; (3) removal of vertical level changes (e.g., curbs, steps, ruts, gutters, etc.); (4) disability bathrooms; and (5) adequate entrance and doorway space width for wheelchairs. Respondents were asked to report a binary “yes” or “no” outcome. In this study, we summed the facility scores and treated the variable as a count continuous variable ranging 0–5. The Cronbach’s alpha test score, which reports how coherent a set of items are as a group, was 0.94, indicating high internal consistency within the five items (relative to a threshold of 0.8).



Perceived workplace safety (mediator): The PSED asked respondents “how safe they feel their workplace is” using a four-point Likert scale (1: very dangerous—4: very safe). In this study, perceived job security was treated as a continuous variable ranging 1–4.



Work satisfaction (mediator): Respondents were asked to rate their overall work satisfaction in the survey on a five-point Likert scale (1: Not satisfied, 5: Very satisfied). Work satisfaction was measured as a continuous variable ranging from 1–5.



Wish to maintain the current job (endogenous variable): The PSED asked respondents “Do you wish to maintain your current job in the future?” Respondents were asked to report a binary “yes” or “no”.



Control variables: A range of demographic and work-related factors were controlled. Continuous covariates included are age, average daily work hours, monthly salary, and household size. Employment contract type (non-regular worker vs. regular worker), gender (male vs. female), marital status (married or civil partnership vs. others), head of the household (yes vs. no), and disability severity (mild vs. severe) were measured as binary variables. The PSED defined persons with severe disability as those who meet the criteria for disability classification grades 1, 2, or 3 under the Korean Act on Welfare of Persons with Disabilities and have either brain, sight, mental, heart, respiratory, cerebral palsy, or arm-related physical impairments. All others are classified as having mild disabilities. The present study used the PSED definition to distinguish between severe and mild disabilities. Self-perceived household economic class (low-, middle-, high- class), educational attainment (middle school degree or lower, high school degree, college degree or higher), and company size (10 or less, 11–100, more than 100) were measured as three-category categorical variables in this study.




3.4. Strategy of Analysis


To examine the pathways between workplace disability facilities, perceived workplace safety, work satisfaction, and job retention wishes, we conducted generalized structural equation modeling (GSEM) using STATA 16. GSEM modeling allows researchers to estimate different types of causation simultaneously in a multivariable model, including mediating effects. It also allows examination of simultaneous modeling of several different regression analyses. Unlike the commonly used Ordinary Least Square (OLS) analysis, which can only examine a single relationship between a dependent and an independent variable, the advantage of GSEM is that is it can examine multiple relationships simultaneously, including multiple mediational relationships. This approach aims to examine the underlying mechanisms of a relationship between a dependent and an independent variable through including a third explanatory variable (i.e., mediator) [32]. For example, in our study, we hypothesized that disability facilities (independent variable) affect perceived safety (mediator) and work satisfaction (mediator), and perceived safety and work satisfaction, in turn, affect job retention wishes (dependent variable).



Four different sets of pathway models were examined in this study (see Figure 1). Lee and Shin (2019) [27] found that individuals who worked in companies that provided more disability facilities were significantly more likely to perceive their workplaces as safe and therefore had higher work satisfaction than those who worked in companies that provided fewer disability facilities. That is, perceived workplace safety partially mediated the relationship between disability facilities and work satisfaction (presented in Figure 1 as solid black arrows). Building on Lee and Shin’s (2019) study, the present study examined the relationship between disability facilities and job retention wishes, with perceived workplace safety and work satisfaction as mediators. The goal of the present study was to examine whether significant direct effects exist between (1) workplace disability facilities and job retention wishes (disability facilities → job retention wishes), (2) perceived workplace safety and present job retention wishes (perceived workplace safety → job retention wishes), and (3) work satisfaction and job retention wishes (work satisfaction → job retention wishes). Model 1 assumes that direct effects 1, 2, and 3 exist. Model 2 assumes that direct effects 2 and 3 exist. Model 3 assumes that direct effects 1 and 3 exist. Lastly, Model 4 assumes that only direct effect 3 exists. Akaike information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian (or Schwarz) information criterion (BIC) were calculated to compare the fit of different models. AIC and BIC were calculated using the program in STATA 16. AIC and BIC are statistical estimators used to compare different models and find the best model. That is, given a collection of models for the data, AIC and BIC estimate the quality of each model, relative to each of the other models [33]. Smaller AIC and BIC values indicate a better model fit. The AIC and BIC values of each model are presented in Table 3.





4. Results


As presented in Table 2, descriptive results showed that respondents reported an average of 1.7 disability facilities (maximum five facilities) at workplaces. Little more than half (55%) of the respondents reported their workplace did not provide any facilities. The prevalence of each facility was reported as follows: Approximately 33% of respondents reported their workplaces provided suitable pavement for disabled pedestrians (i.e., adequate clear space on pavements for wheelchairs and scooters); 41% reported their workplaces provided reserved parking space for disabled employees; 31% reported their workplaces had removed vertical level changes (e.g., curbs, steps, ruts, gutters, etc.); 30% reported their workplaces had adequate entrance and doorway width for wheelchairs, and 32% reported their workplaces provided accessible bathrooms. Respondents reported an average work satisfaction of 3.5 (out of 5) and perceived workplace safety of 2.8 (out of 4). The vast majority—95% of respondents—reported they wished to maintain their current jobs in the future.



Table 3 presents the generalized structural equation modeling results. First, results showed that respondents who worked in companies that provided more disability facilities perceived their workplace to be significantly safer (b = 0.07, p < 0.001; disability facilities → perceived safety) even after controlling for other covariates. Second, respondents whose workplaces provided more disability facilities were significantly more likely to report higher work satisfaction (b = 0.03, p < 0.01; disability facilities → work satisfaction) and those who perceived their workplaces were safer were significantly more likely to report higher work satisfaction (b = 0.26, p < 0.01; perceived safety → work satisfaction). In total, every additional workplace disability facility had an effect of increasing work satisfaction by 0.05 (i.e., total effect), and this effect was reported to be partially mediated through respondents’ perceived workplace safety. Results showed that perceived work safety mediated approximately 40% of the effect between workplace disability facilities and work satisfaction (indirect effect/total effect = 0.02/0.05, p < 0.001). Third, results showed that respondents with higher work satisfaction were significantly more likely to wish to maintain their present jobs (b = 1.08, Exp(b) = 2.94, p < 0.001; work satisfaction → job retention wishes). On the other hand, the effects of disability facilities on respondents’ wish to maintain their present jobs (disability facilities → job retention wishes) and perceived workplace safety on respondents’ wish to maintain their present jobs (perceived safety → job retention wishes) were statistically insignificant. The effect of disability facilities on respondents’ wish to maintain their present jobs was reported to be fully mediated by perceived workplace safety and work satisfaction. The AIC and BIC results confirmed that model 4, which excludes the pathways “disability facilities → job retention wishes” and “perceived safety → job retention wishes”, was the best fit. The final model 4 pathway is depicted in Figure 2.




5. Discussion and Conclusion


The present study examined the relationships between workplace disability accommodation features and structures, perceived workplace safety, work satisfaction, and job retention wishes among disabled workers with physical disabilities using path analysis. Pathway analysis showed that those whose workplaces provided more disability facilities were significantly more likely to perceive their workplaces to be safe and have higher work satisfaction, and hence, they were more likely to wish to maintain their present jobs in the future even after controlling for other individual and work factors, corroborating our hypothesis.



Before discussing the implications of this study, it is also important to consider the limitations of the study and directions for future study. First, the present study measured the impact of workplace disability facilities by the number of available facilities. Yet, it is unclear if having multiple facilities is always more beneficial. One or two particular facilities may have more impact than others on an individual’s work retention decisions. However, with the limited information available, it is difficult to discern which facilities have a bigger impact on disabled workers’ retention decisions. Hence, based on previous literature [9,10,16,24,27], the present study also measured disability facilities by the number of available facilities. Future studies are needed that examine the relative influence and importance of disability facilities on disabled workers and their retention decisions. Second, the present study examined job retention wishes and not actual job retention rates due to data limitation. However, considering that some employees may have to leave their jobs involuntarily, for example, for reasons related to economic recession, even if they are satisfied with their work environment, we believe job retention wishes to be a more accurate barometer of disabled people’s voluntary employment decisions than actual job retention rates. Lastly, the present study examined environmental building disability accommodations. Workplace disability accommodations not only include environmental building design changes but also work adjustments (i.e., reduced and flexible work hours, job restructurings such as reduced manual tasks, job coaches, and training) and provision of equipment and devices such as computers with voice recognition. Due to data limitations, we could not examine non-physical work adjustments. However, most non-physical adjustments have less relevance to perceived workplace safety than physical adjustments. In this study, we were interested in how perceived workplace safety affects future retention plans. Thus, we decided to focus on environmental building structures and features.



Despite these limitations, the study makes several important contributions. The present study is the first to empirically examine how workplace disability facilities influence disabled workers’ job retention decisions on a national scale in Korea. Also, using pathway analysis, the present study is the first to examine how perceived workplace safety and work satisfaction mediated this relationship. Several implications can be drawn from this study.



First, study results showed that the majority of respondents reported that their workplaces did not provide disability facilities. Only 30% of respondents reported their workplaces had adequate entrance and doorways for wheelchair accessibility, and 32% reported their workplaces had disability bathrooms. Approximately 41% of respondents reported their workplaces provided reserved parking spaces for disabled employees and 31% reported their workplaces removed vertical changes of levels for easy access. The “Act on the Guarantee of Convenience Promotion of Persons with disabilities, Senior citizens, Pregnant women and Nursing mothers” stipulates that all public buildings and facilities, as well as factories with a total floor area larger than 500 m2, are mandated to install disability-accommodating facilities. However, according to a 2017 survey report [9], only 25% of disabled workers were reported as factory workers, and the majority were reported as either service and sales workers or office workers; as a result, their workplaces were not obligated to provide disability facilities as mandated under the Act. Also, among disabled factory workers, approximately 30% worked in companies with fewer than 10 employees; hence, their workplaces are likely to be less than 500 m2 [9]. In the UK, under the Equality Act 2010, all employers, regardless of company size or industry are obligated to make reasonable adjustments to accommodate disabled employees [34]. The government “Access to Work” grant helps fund the adjustments [35], which lightens the burden on employers that employ the disabled and make the adjustments. As a result, according to a 2009/10 UK survey, which examined the socioeconomic experiences of disabled population in the UK, only 4% of disabled respondents reported that lack of disability facilities and difficulties accessing buildings were barriers to employment [36]. Likewise, Australia has a similar program, the Employment Assistance Fund (EAF), to cover the cost of making workplace changes [37]. The Korean government should consider revising the law to include more private workplace buildings for which disability facilities are mandated and also consider developing a public grant, which funds the cost of modifications. Currently, in Korea, responsibility for making modifications falls entirely on the employer.



Second, results showed that the relationship between workplace disability facility and job retention wishes were fully mediated through perceived workplace safety and work satisfaction, and no significant direct effect existed between disability facilities and job retention wishes (disability facilities → job retention wishes). If we ran an OLS analysis, instead of a path analysis, between workplace disability facility and job retention wishes, the effect of workplace disability facility on job retention wishes would have been insignificant, providing an inaccurate picture of the dynamic. By using path analysis, we proved that there is a positive relationship between workplace disability facility and job retention, and that it is fully mediated by perceived work safety and work satisfaction. Based on our findings, we know workers whose companies provided more disability facilities were significantly more likely to perceive their workplaces as safer and hence, are more likely to have higher work satisfaction, and therefore, more likely to stay at their present jobs. Such findings provide incentives to policymakers and employers to implement better workplace disability facilities and related policies.



Third, it is important to note that the majority of 95% of respondents reported that they wished to maintain their current jobs in the future (see Table 2), which may be due to the high unemployment rate among disabled population. This may also be a reason behind the no direct effect between disability facilities and job retention wishes. The majority of workers are likely to wish to maintain their current jobs regardless of workplace disability facilities because of the high level of unemployment among disabled population, and the relationship between job retention wishes and disability facilities becomes significant only when factors such as work satisfaction and perceived work safety are also taken into consideration.



The 2030 Agenda for Sustainability Development, which was adopted by all UN member states in 2015, pledged to end poverty in all forms and ensure “no one is left behind”. Disabled people face an increased risk of poverty due to barriers to paid work. Making workplaces more accessible is important to securing disabled people’s economic stability and independence. Our study findings indicate that Korea still has much progress to make in this area. Despite our findings that disability facilities help increase disabled workers’ perceived safety, work satisfaction, and job retention, more than half of the respondent disabled workers indicated that their workplaces did not provide any disability facilities. The authors urge the development of policies that better address workplace disability facilities and accessibility for the disabled.
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Figure 1. Model comparisons. Building on Lee and Shin’s (2019) [27] study (presented as solid black arrows), the present study examined the relationship between disability facilities and job retention wishes, with perceived workplace safety and work satisfaction as mediators (presented as dashed blue arrows). (a) Model 1 assumes that direct effects 1, 2, and 3 exist; (b) Model 2 assumes that direct effects 2 and 3 exist; (c) Model 3 assumes that direct effects 1 and 3 exist; (d) Model 4 assumes that only direct effect 3 exists. 
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Figure 2. Parameter estimates based on Model 4. For simplicity, nonsignificant paths and error variance estimates are not shown. ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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Table 1. Description of the sample (N = 1023).
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	Characteristics
	Mean (SD)





	Age
	50.47 (9.86)



	Monthly salary
	2,210,500 (1,377,800)



	Household family number
	2.87 (1.23)



	Work hour per day
	8.16 (2.58)



	
	n (%)



	Employment contract type
	



	Regular
	476 (46.5%)



	Non-regular
	548 (53.6%)



	Gender
	



	Male
	813 (79.5%)



	Female
	209 (20.5%)



	Marital Status
	



	Married or civil partnership
	729 (71.3%)



	Others
	293 (28.7%)



	Head of the household
	



	No
	838 (81.9%)



	Yes
	185 (18.1%)



	Self-perceived household economic class
	



	Low-class
	291 (28.4%)



	Middle-class
	568 (55.5%)



	High-class
	165 (16.1%)



	Education attainment
	



	Middle school degree or lower
	248 (24.2%)



	High school degree
	479 (46.8%)



	College degree or higher
	297 (29.0%)



	Company size (number of employees)
	



	10 or less
	423 (41.4%)



	11–100
	423 (41.4%)



	More than 100
	174 (17.1%)



	Disability severity a
	



	Mild disability
	892 (87.2%)



	Severe disability
	131 (12.8%)







Note: Survey weights were applied to represent the population parameters. a The PSED defined persons with severe disability as those who meet the criteria for disability classification grades 1, 2, or 3 under the Korean Act on Welfare of Persons with Disabilities and have either brain, sight, mental, heart, respiratory, cerebral palsy, or arm-related physical impairments. All other categories are defined as a mild disability. The present study thus used the PSED definition of disability and did not construct this variable.
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Table 2. Descriptive results of the main interest variables (N = 1023).
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	Variables
	Mean (SD)





	Work satisfaction (1: not satisfied—5: very satisfied)
	3.52 (0.61)



	Perceived workplace safety (1: very dangerous—4: very safe)
	2.78 (0.58)



	Number of disability facilities (max 5)
	1.63 (2.11)



	
	n (%)



	Job retention wishes
	



	No
	50 (4.9%)



	Yes
	972 (95.1%)



	Number of disability facilities
	



	0
	559 (54.6%)



	1
	72 (7.0%)



	2
	56 (5.5%)



	3
	50 (4.9%)



	4
	55 (5.4%)



	5
	232 (22.7%)



	Suitable pavement for disabled pedestrians at worksites
	



	No
	683 (66.8%)



	Yes
	340 (33.2%)



	Reserved parking space for disabled people at workplaces
	



	No
	603 (58.9%)



	Yes
	420 (41.1%)



	Removal of vertical changes of levels (curbs, steps, ruts, gutters etc.) at workplaces
	



	No
	702 (68.6%)



	Yes
	321 (31.4%)



	Adequate entrance and doorways space (i.e., width) at workplaces
	



	No
	718 (70.2%)



	Yes
	305 (29.8%)



	Disability bathroom at workplaces
	



	No
	696 (68.0%)



	Yes
	327 (32.0%)







Notes: Survey weights were applied to represent the population parameter.
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Table 3. Generalized Structural Equation Modeling (GSEM) results.






Table 3. Generalized Structural Equation Modeling (GSEM) results.





	

	
Model 1

	
Model 2

	
Model 3

	
Model 4




	

	
Coef. (SE)

	
Coef. (SE)

	
Coef. (SE)

	
Coef. (SE)






	
Perceived safety ← Facilities

	
0.07 (0.01) ***

	
0.07 (0.01) ***

	
0.07 (0.01) ***

	
0.07 (0.01) ***




	
Work satisfaction ← Facilities

	
0.03 (0.01) **

	
0.03 (0.01) **

	
0.03 (0.01) **

	
0.03 (0.01) **




	
Work satisfaction ← Perceived safety

	
0.26 (0.03) ***

	
0.26 (0.03) ***

	
0.26 (0.03) ***

	
0.26 (0.03) ***




	
Job retention wishes ← Work satisfaction

	
1.00 (0.24) ***

	
1.02 (0.24) ***

	
1.04 (0.24) ***

	
1.08 (0.23) ***




	
Job retention wishes ← Facilities

	
0.08

	
-

	
0.09

	
-




	

	
(0.08)

	

	
(0.08)

	




	
Job retention wishes ← Perceived safety

	
0.21

	
0.25

	
-

	
-




	

	
(0.25)

	
(0.25)

	

	




	
Job retention wishes ← Regular worker

	
−0.10 (0.32)

	
−0.10 (0.32)

	
−0.07 (0.32)

	
−0.07 (0.32)




	
Job retention wishes ← Age

	
0.02 (0.02)

	
0.01 (0.02)

	
0.01 (0.02)

	
0.01 (0.02)




	
Job retention wishes ← Education attainment

	

	

	

	




	
(reference: Middle school degree or lower)

	
−0.04 (0.41)

	
−0.04 (0.41)

	
−0.05 (0.42)

	
−0.05 (0.41)




	
High school degree

	
0.02 (0.49)

	
0.06 (0.48)

	
0.04 (0.48)

	
0.08 (0.48)




	
College degree or higher

	

	

	

	




	
Job retention wishes ← Company size

	

	

	

	




	
(reference: 10 or less)

	

	

	

	




	
11–100

	
−0.22 (0.32)

	
−0.16 (0.31)

	
−0.22 (0.32)

	
−0.16 (0.31)




	
More than 100

	
−0.17 (0.40)

	
−0.06 (0.39)

	
−0.18 (0.40)

	
−0.05 (0.29)




	
Job retention wishes ← Subjective household class

	

	

	

	




	
(reference: low)

	
−0.37 (0.34)

	
−0.34 (0.34)

	
−0.35 (0.34)

	
−0.31 (0.33)




	
Middle class

	
−0.85 (0.48)

	
−0.80 (0.48)

	
−0.84 (0.48)

	
−0.78 (0.48)




	
High class

	

	

	

	




	
Job retention wishes ← Severe disability

	
0.31 (0.46)

	
0.23 (0.45)

	
0.32 (0.45)

	
0.24 (0.45)




	
Job retention wishes ← Logged salary

	
0.48 (0.29)

	
0.47 (0.29)

	
0.46 (0.30)

	
0.45 (0.29)




	
Job retention wishes ← Married or civil-partnership

	
−0.12 (0.36)

	
−0.12 (0.36)

	
−0.12 (0.36)

	
−0.12 (0.36)




	
Job retention wishes ← Household family size

	
0.09 (0.14)

	
0.08 (0.14)

	
0.09 (0.14)

	
0.07 (0.14)




	
Job retention wishes ← Household head

	
0.89 (0.46)

	
0.91 (0.46) *

	
0.90 (0.45)

	
0.93 (0.46) *




	
Job retention wishes ← Work hour

	
0.10 (0.07)

	
0.09 (0.07)

	
0.09 (0.07)

	
0.08 (0.07)




	
Job retention wishes ← Female

	
−0.72 (0.40)

	
−0.71 (0.40)

	
−0.68 (0.40)

	
−0.66 (0.40)




	
variance (e. perceived safety)

	
0.31 (0.01)

	
0.31 (0.01)

	
0.31(0.01)

	
0.31 (0.01)




	
variance (e. work satisfaction)

	
0.29 (0.01)

	
0.29 (0.01)

	
0.29 (0.01)

	
0.20 (0.01)




	
AIC

	
3830.35

	
3829.47

	
3829.05

	
3828.41




	
BIC

	
4032.50

	
4026.69

	
4026.27

	
4020.70








Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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