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Abstract This study tested the possibility of applying the integrated social cognitive career theory for
workers with disabilities to explore ways of predicting and enhancing their subjective well—being. It
analyzed 952 adults who were employed for three years, among the workers who had participated in
the Panel Survey of Employment for the Disabled from 2016 to 2018. The results showed that disability
acceptance was positively related to occupational self—efficacy, job satisfaction, and life satisfaction
with statistical significance, and that occupational self—efficacy had a partial mediating effect on the
relationship between job satisfaction and disability acceptance. Moreover, both auto—regressive and
cross—lagged effects between disability acceptance and job satisfaction were found to be statistically
significant. These findings imply that disability acceptance and occupational self—efficacy can be

regarded as important factors to increase the subjective well—being of workers with disabilities.
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Fig. 1. Subjective well—being prediction model of workers with disabilities
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Table 1. Demographic background of participants

Category n %

Sox Male 753 79.1

Female 199 20.9

20—29 109 | 114

30—39 316 | 33.2

Age 40—49 331 | 34.8

50—59 148 15.5

60—65 48 5.0

Physical disability 582 | 61.1

Brain Lesion 38 4.0

Visual impairment 133 14.0

Earing impairment 83 8.7

Type of disability Language disorder 11 1.2

Intellectual disability 32 3.4

Mental disorder 16 1.7

Craniofacial disorder 4 0.4

Disabilities of internal organs 53 5.6

Managers 40 4.2

Professionals 121 12.7

Clerical support workers 197 20.7

Services workers 63 6.6

Occupational Sales workers 49 5.1
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlation of research variables
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Acceptance of disability
2 Work self—efficacy RIS
3 Work satisfaction [t1] (28 .40
4 Work satisfaction [tz] .22 .30 56
5 Work satisfaction [ts] .21 .24 .50 .58
6 Overall life satisfaction [t;] .32 .34 .54 .39 .38
7 Overall life satisfaction [t2] .25 .29 42 .56 42 46
8 Overall life satisfaction [ts] .20 .25 .39 .39 .55 43 .50
Mean 3.96 3.09 3.37 3.41 3.45 3.55 3.56 3.60
Standard Deviation .78 73 .63 .58 .59 .59 .56 .56
Skewness —.41 —.24 —.26 —.23 —.20 —.11 —.15 —.05
Kurtosis .78 .35 .23 .07 .15 .05 .06 12

sk p< 001



Table 3. Convergent validity
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Table 4. Discriminant validity
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Table 5. Model invariance

X dr TLI CFI RMSEA | SRMR ATLI
Base model model 1 847.74 2% 242 951 960 .051 .075
model 2 856.516%x 246 .951 960 .051 .075 .000
Equality of factor loadings
model 3 858.332x 250 1952 960 .051 .075 .001
model 4 861.215%xx 251 1952 960 .051 .075 .000
model 5 863.462%xx 252 952 960 .051 .075 .000
Equality of regression coefficients
model 6 864.389%xx 253 953 960 050 075 001
model 7 865.916%xx 254 953 960 .050 .075 .000
Equality of residual covariance model 8 887.4 54wk 256 952 959 .051 .080 —.001
sk p< 001
Table 6. Result of structural equation modeling
Path B S.E. B t
Work satisfaction [t;] — Work satisfaction [ts] .499 .03 506 17.917 %%
Autoregressive Work satisfaction [t;] — Work satisfaction [ts] .499 .03 .499 17.917 %%
effects Overall life satisfaction [ti] — Overall life satisfaction [t2] 419 .03 414 12.328x
Overall life satisfaction [tz] — Overall life satisfaction [ts] 419 .03 .409 12,328
Work satisfaction [t;] — Overall life satisfaction [t] 167 .03 .203 6.40 6%
Work satisfaction [tz] — Overall life satisfaction [ts] 167 .03 .196 6.40 6%
Cross—lagged effects
Overall life satisfaction [t;] — Work satisfaction [t] 172 .04 141 4,792
Overall life satisfaction [tz] — Work satisfaction [ts] 172 .04 143 4,792
Acceptance of disability — Work self—efficacy 478 05 382 10.220%#x
Acceptance of disability — Work satisfaction 216 .03 246 6.705%*
Direct effects
Acceptance of disability — Overall life satisfaction 322 .03 453 11.940%#x
Work self—efficacy — Work satisfaction 190 03 271 7.64 455
sk p< 001
TLI=.001, ¥=927 p>05). A9 W=l tjah 4ol 0= o) =] fejulah 44 AFS vlAE Aow et
of AR THE Aok B 79 APE EH Y th(B=41, p<.001). 23 AN FAE AR A
6o) Aghee} MmAS ) felvia olsh gl Ao 3, OVJ_ Aol 248 A REE G5 Ao S48
LERTH ATLI=.000, ¥=1527 p=05). ol&fd Aoke 4] Wl folvld 44 938 viAle Aoz el
271319 wrke} Adnzr a@irt SA A FisA 1XLI(,G?ZO p<.001), oA Aol 49 4k 2
A Aol Advke RS HolFEr) 9, oAF TR S Al SAE A WSl Foug A IS
o thak Aletol F7hEl 28 se] AR w8 79 4 mlAE o Uepeh(g=14, p<.00D). ok B4
Frweh FoustA vl Aoz YepAni (A &2 AYH 1}71 ﬂ%‘(B:.S& p<.001), A4 =B
TLI=—.001, X*=21.538 p<.001), TLI¢] W5o] =7 ¢ =.25, p<.001), &r2] WHE(B=.45, p<.001)°l f+2|v|st
2 5] £ A S0 RO epdeh ol A4 e v Aow Yot 9, 494 )
& A 0x} BRAS AottelE AT wRel 47 ERAE 49 wsel folvie 44 29 vl A
A4 ARE 3 WIS Qo] AT AN Bl F2 0= Vehdrh(g=.27, p<.001). SoksE, 2g) Wz
7 glths A9 molEth web By 8% lFom & o) ve odel Ag W ael W Sl ol
A ARASRE eIt AT Table 63 Lov] 01T G vok YA B4 wolA, o|efdt 4]
E=xow vehdl dite Fig 33 #rh T SANE Wl = s 2l Folek G wxIY
27187 23E AE A, ol Al SHE A & Aol AR BRIl IAE Ztevha A
§ e B Aol S48 A WHe] felvd A & ek ole} sl el 8ol AA AN
A QS v AR thehka(B=50~51, p<00D), @ B el tha o] AHHS FS vAvka el
ol Al SA4E 4he] WS 5 Al SAA & T+ 3
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Fig. 3. Research model

Table 7. Decomposition of Standardized Effects

Overall Life
Satisfaction
(12)

Work
Satisfaction
{12)

Overall Life
Satisfaction
(T3)

Work
Satisfaction
{13)

Dependent variable| Acceptance of disability Work self—efficacy Work satisfaction [ti]  |Overall life satisfaction [t1]
S N Indirect - . Indirect . . Indirect S . Indirect
Independent variable Direct effect effect Direct effect effect Direct effect effect Direct effect effect
Work self—efficacy A8k
Work satisfaction [t1] (22 .09 19w
Overall life satisfaction [t;] 32
Work satisfaction [ts] 2Lk 10k 50k L T
Overall life satisfaction [tz] 19sksek NOREE AT A D
Work satisfaction [ts] L4 05k L 28wk 1 6ix
Overall life satisfaction [t3] REETH 03k 15k PAET
sk p< 001 #* p<.01
Table 8. Result of performing bootstrap
1~ ~ T ~ 1 7
Indirect effect B SE BC 95% LoTlfldenLe intervals
[Lower, Upper]
Acceptance of disability — Work self—efficacy — Work satisfaction .091 .02 [.063, .125]
sk p< 001
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REXERS Fol Polrs, AAH A w2 el 1 s | e A e 2 e
1= 245 Z] u]__%_g AR 01 [e= Koy Xe) =]
B diel el B 5 A9 U gl 9 WRS} o) el FuE A
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