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Abstract Economic factors are important in improving life satisfaction of disabled people. In addition,
the impact of job satisfaction on life satisfaction has been verified. However, according to Herzberg’s
motivation—hygiene theory, hygiene factors such as wages only lowers dissatisfaction and does not
directly affect job satisfaction. This study raises questions about Herzberg's theory and seeks to confirm
through empirical analysis. Based on data from the 2017 Employment Panel Survey for the Disabled,
this study seeks to answer analyzes whether hygiene factors proposed by Herzberg affect the job
satisfaction of disabled people or not. Furthermore, this study proposes what regional policies are
needed to enhance job satisfaction for the disabled. An analysis of structural equation model showed
that hygiene factors such as working environment, interpersonal relationship and personal life directly
affect the disabled worker’s job satisfaction. In addition, through hierarchical linear model analysis, it
was confirmed that local governments ought to provide education supports to the disabled workers in
order to improve their job satisfactions.
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Table 1. Previous Studies on the Job Satisfaction of Disabled Workers

Reference Herzberg's
Number Factors Theory Methodology HLM
[2] Sociodemographic Factor, 0 Multiple Regression Analysis, X
Environmental Factor, Job Factor Logistic Regression Analysis
. .- T—test,
[10] Job Retention, Job Mobility X Regression Analysis X
Disability Characteristic, . . .
(11] Working Environment, Service Factor X Multiple Regression Analysis X
Social Network, . . . .
[12] Experience of Discrimination X Hierarchical Regression Analysis X
Acceptance of Disability, .
[13] Self—Esteem X Path Analysis X
Self—Esteem, Self—Efficacy, La‘Fent Profile Analysis,
(14] Acceptance toward Disabilit; X Chisquare test, X
P ¥ One—way ANOVA
[15] Disabled Facilities, < Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis, <
Perceived Safety Sobel—Goodman test
Discrimination Level, . . . .
[16] Self—Esteem X Hierarchical Regression Analysis X
[17] Type of Return to Work X One—way ANOVA X
[18] Self—Esteem X ANOVA, . . X
structural equation modeling
Self—Efficacy, Social Support,
[19] Wages and Treatment, X ANOVA, X
Superior Relationship, Multiple Regression Analysis
Peer Relationship
N T—test,
[20] églcfej)éaggcczcof Disability, X F—test, X
¥ Regression Analysis
Self—Efficacy, Depression, . . . .
[21] Self—Esteem, Acceptance of Disability X Hierarchical Regression Analysis X
Internal Motivation, . .
[22] External Motivation X Structural Equation Modeling X
[23] Discrimination in Workplace, < Structural Equation Modeling, <
b Self—Efficacy, Self—Esteem Multi Additive Moderation Modeling
T—test,
[24] Job Requirement X One—way ANOVA, X
Spearman correlation coefficient
Working Environment,
. Interpersonal Relationship, Structural Equation Modeling,
This Study Personal Life, Welfare Level, 0 Hierarchical Linear Modeling 0
Education Level
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1584 (75.5%)
513 (24.5%)
226 (10.8%)
696 (33.2%)
414 (19.7%)
213 (10.2%)
38 (1.8%)
114 (5.4%)
197 (9.4%)
992 (47.3%)
688 (32.8%)
68 (3.2%)

548 (26.1%)

o

Frequency

of T

Female
15 ~ 29
30 ~ 39
40 ~ 49
60 ~ 65

Male

=

=

No Institutional Education
Middle School Graduation
High School Graduation
University Graduation
Graduate School Graduation

Category
Elementary School Graduation

Sex
Age
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Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of Dataset

Educational
Background
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Table 3. Reliability Analysis
P Variable Cronbach's alpha Ig;felzz; o
Working Environment 0.940 5
i 7
Working Envlronment i Personal Life 0.824 13
Interpersonal Relationship Job Satisfaction 0.896 9

Table 4. Correlation Between Maor Variables
Fig. 1. Research Model 1

Mean W.E LR P.L J.S

Working
Environment

Level 1
Personal Factor Interpersonal

1

- Working Environment Relationship 0.069xx 1
- Interpersonal Relationship Personal Life 0,157+ 0.430%#+ 1
- Personal Life
Job Satisfaction 0.187 s 0.176%x% 0.24 6k 1

Job Satisfaction

.

T
Local factor —_—
- Welfare Level 4 2 :__'Li]:] X Al E‘Sé]

- Education Level
4.2.1 €14 a2l

AP A 77 2 felai Usko e o
Fig. 2. Research Model 2 Aol AMOSE 883 L2218 B8 A5
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Table 5. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Latent Variable Observed Variable (Survey Question) BEstimateB S.E. C.R.
Installation of road—separated walkway 1 0.858
Installation of parking areas for the disabled 0.997 0.818 0.021 48,354k
En‘x]yi(r)f)lr{lirrrllint Installation of ramps, removal of floor height differences 1116 | 0947 | 0.017 | 64.119ms
Installation of doors without height difference 1.1 0.937 0.018 62.761 %%
Installation of toilets for the Disabled 0.914 0.782 0.02 44.77 5583
I make friends easily 1 0.667
I talk to others before they talk to me 0.994 0.64 0.038 26.389x
I am a good listener when my friend confides his worries 1.08 0.718 0.037 29.188sksk
Interpersonal I am good at praising others 1.096 0.741 0.037 29.98 6%
Relationship I can express my opinion without fighting when I have different opinions from 117 0.79 0,037 31 §3wss
others
When someone else is angry at me, I can bear it without getting angry 1.139 0.787 0.036 31.529%sx
Z\(’)?l(\e/relrlsak;iagf a problem with my friend, I try to solve the problem through 119 0.841 0.036 33,9375k
Watching movies 1 0.57
Watching plays, concerts, musicals, operas 0.731 0.585 0.035 20.827sk
Visiting art museums, exhibitions, museums, zoos, theme parks 0.865 0.634 0.039 2k
Domestic trip 1.058 0.596 0.05 21.105%x
Overseas trip 0.656 0.522 0.034 19.17 5%k
Mountain climbing, fishing, biking 0.829 0.516 0.044 19.01 8k
Personal Life Watching sports 0.725 0.574 0.035 20.54 4%
Playing sports 0.612 0.575 0.03 20.57 7
Club activity 0.729 0.557 0.036 20.125%kx
Religious activity 0.468 0.33 0.036 13.131 %%
Volunteer activity 0.562 0.508 0.03 18.78 1
Participation in voting 0.597 0.42 0.037 16.126%xx
Participation in social activity 1.351 0.537 0.069 19.589%xx
Overall satisfaction 1 0.779
Consideration and convenience for Disability 1.049 0.622 0.036 28.888%%x
Communication and human relations 1.033 0.709 0.031 33.536sksx
Individual potential for development 1.205 0.725 0.035 34.47 1%
Job Satisfaction | Working hours 1.126 0.678 0.035 31.87 5%
Working environment 1.212 0.746 0.034 35.61 7%
The content of what you are doing at work 1.162 0.785 0.031 37.851 s
Job stability 1.175 0.689 0.036 32,433
Salary or income 1.006 0.606 0.036 28.035%%x
PSRTE 0|22 ARe BF Fol% 001014 72 vk 725 24 A= Table 69F 2} 527
ahqirt 3} QA el fQle] o e A Rse
A(+H)H oz o3 JaFs F= Aoz Ytk
4.2.2 722 B =0.152, p<.001), (B=0.1, p<.001), (B=0.203, p<.001).
TRy Fig 3¢9 RuUAdL Ik 2 = ol& 3ol Jiadd 25, el ]7]' %—‘Tg:‘jl:%, “1e]

2761.958(p<.001), NFI=0.919, RFI = 0.913, IFI
0.934, TLI=0.929, CFI=0.934, RMSEA=0.045Z, 7}°]
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Fig. 3. Structural Equation Model

Table 6. Path Analysis of Structural Equation Model

Estimate
Path S.E. C.R.
B B
Working Environment — Personal Life 0.052 0.132 0.009 5.865x%#x
Interpersonal Relationship — Personal Life 0.281 0.462 0.018 15.557#*x
Personal Life — Job Satisfaction 0.353 0.203 0.051 6.94 6%
Working Environment — Job Satisfaction 0.103 0.152 0.016 6.60 65
Interpersonal Relationship — Job Satisfaction 0.105 0.1 0.029 3.66 1
5]_031;}..t :l_ 7(:)]J/}_EH (=R

ANTAIR= 7HR1e] o7 ek
A(+)9] f&?ﬂ% Zr=rkar 1k (B=0.132,
p<.001), (B=0.462, p<.001).

4.2.3 WiNas} A=
TR AWE %éﬂ N9 of7pA o] ‘-3
7, 1A e} ‘ARSI Alool|A] wl7] ek shar
e 78 7 Ak whA 2 A= viE ot
oA gelsty] sl FEAES] 95% AlE T3 ¢hs
ASE *lsPﬂE‘r | 7] g

2}, ohage] 2Ra7 4

RREES

S 2 95% A= -1kl Al 0.011 ~
0.0299] 3}gk gt} et gk Heolal 9o 08 EF8HA
eFouTt. =, oA7HEe] wivl vk p<0.05 FEolA F
AH LR Felaioirt. ﬂ%owzﬂg} AR Afo] o7}
Agke] miZl &} B3 0.064 ~ 0.1359] 4, 3FeF 3k
74 05 E3FekA] Skt (p<0.05). FEAEYD HS
o] AiE EUE o7Ee] B aE 7= A

N
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Table 7. Mediating Effect Analysis

Path Estimate S.E. 9 Caniidenes
Interval
Working Envn’onmenF - }?ersonal Life 0,018 0.004 0.011-0.029
— Job Satisfaction
Interpersonal Relatlonsmp H Personal Life 0.099 0.018 0.064—0.135
— Job Satisfaction
Table 8. Hierarchial Lineal Model
Model Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Parameter Unconditional Model Unconditional Slope Model Conditional Model
Fixed effect Coef. S.E. t—ratio Coef. S.E. t—ratio Coef. S.E. t—ratio
Imiroc(fpt‘ 3.37 0.03 | 107.07# | 1.94 0.16 11,76 0.94 0.48 1.97#
Working 0.13 0.02 5.5 4w 0.12 0.02 5,35
Environment
Level 1
Interpersonal 0.14 0.04 3.15% 0.12 0.04 2.95%%
Relationship
Personal Life 0.59 0.10 6.1 1wk 0.64 0.09 7.0
Welfare ~0.008 0.004 ~2.03#
level Score
Level 2 " -
Education level 0.02 0.006 3 49w
Score
Random effect SD o ¥? SD o’ ¥ SD o ¥
level 2, u 0.11 0.01 0.46 0.22 0.48 0.24
60.2 3 74.2 5k 91.4 8k
level 1, r 0.59 0.35 0.55 0.31 0.55 0.31
Working 0.06 0.003 24.60# 0.06 0.003 23.88#
Environment
Interpersonal Relationship 0.13 0.02 37.08x 0.11 0.01 35.7 4
Personal Life 0.27 0.07 27.49% 0.23 0.05 29.81x*
1CC 0.03 0.4134 0.4341
Deviance 3764.51 3534.47 3543.63
#p<=0.1, *p<.0.05, *+p<.0.01, *xp<.0.001
o A|epul ARme] Hol} EASREA) ohusktt ol MAE dPS, ey FAEIE B H9legle)
Table 89] model 15 AR 17 Gyhef FAa7H= Xl"[“ﬂﬂ zto] o F-E EAlEte], Al gk ekl
FAH 0 folshl Vieheteh W, Ak ] RS A sjolrh whalsh=A) sk Alolek, T4 7]
(Interclass Correlation Coefficient)”7} 0.030.2 X %7] 8o Al= Table 82] model 29F 7t} 251t

AgFo] ko] ApA|ah= BlEo] Bl
1A ICCE FdF+Y 3}-47‘
o= XX, 0.05 o3 Ag- F
HeA o)t mreju & 91t Prizl?ﬁé?% ICC
ol #r2 o] f- 2= lRle] &3k el
ofd A= B a]1S vkeds 'S & 4 Uk [39].
T3 ICC7T 0.05E T A et o)) AFA A7} A
S AT, g EAe AAE 5 A4
Model 291 %A% 7]27] 23 (unconditional
N

2R aRs Faf ANlecle] Hyus

7@ X_}% 749_;

7F o/xwﬁ 1

slope model)<

Zwo] wYEAG B A3, FE7(p<0.000), T
AZA(p<0.01), AI7HIL(p<0.001) B FEFS FIX|+=
Aoz BlHdh, PRGN =
AR o] $E4, GIRA) A
S

=, AL 7S W s AN} e
Ao UEpdth B3k i Sl AR 3
date] Z} W Al ' Zo|7} leA] FAESE
AT A}, A7 IS B SAH o= f-2o]313]
EH-E%% p = 0.055, th1¥Al p = 0.002, {73
p =00 IRAFEe] MFE 25 A Fyieo
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MA8R1e] gt 9 agle] FFs SAll et AGEoIE F vk FH HES 5X= YAl A
27172 2 A3}= Table 82] model3® vk igdm 53 &S F9lom, o) 779 9= Qldink A
g AT Ay x4 71E7] BYd) Zo] Al 8 FE FE A& o]ol ofd mX|H] Fakglom AN
A Al 7HA] B SAA R folsiolom Hle e A Utk sl o)Ek HX|Ehs Eele A
wolok ey S|AAIG fhollA ZFol7E Yehd, X9 & "lojus gt BXE A 2sh AdAE f
T AR QEl NAMFEo] FFs w& Aow F ks AR WA A 4 v} [41]. ey e &
AEATE 28] A WG] S A% A= v S AAE dib] FellEA] FHAE TR
et g AY9RSeR 593 A9 BXHE =1%ok nXR] E3k) o] ORCD W Ak 5
(p=0.062)9} A9 WEHG(p=0.004) 5 FAH O oJtl(OECD B+t : 1.54%, $-2lue} 1 0.36%) [42]. wh
2 ot ahS BT o= A EXAFTL e #A] AFRSES 2o)7] AEl EAgEE WEE A
5 ARNEETE o WA H55E AN o] ol A2 W EA Hod AR AEe
Tt =S gt FAE ASAYe] wEd 25 o] X giok wigle] 8 Hth A A= wEd] WS
374, did3HA|, 7S] iR Aol7} EAlgthE I BAFES FIATE Aol ofd, A S E
AL & 5 Uk (2387 p=0.067, 1AA p=0.002, o] HHF Bx] $3S =1 FFaoksit). 7|9xd
o] 7HE p=0.013). ZAA R ICCE= 0.4341, A3 oA =8 w3k I gair} o], Fofol Z2AES] &
T 3543.63% AEE QT 718919 =Y Flo] ohd, T3S A A sk,
A% FRE 1] IAE GRATIH, 7S B
FE 59 7194 w=¥eo] asith
5. A8 4 =9 A9 flAaRle] ARRES ] nX)= s 7
3O =M Herzberg®] o] &8 Wh5ah=d| ¢2)7} 9l
I 919= Herzberg®] &7]-9148Q1& 7|Wto g tf Yoyt AA5<e] 8l ARyt 9 i
MAA 82lo] Follol 2] AFukEo] oufdt o = 21 skl FAAI ofulE ZhEt)h ey ]l
S WX =A] Gofr ot o] ollQl LEake] Ak o] &gk Al 3 g %lo] ofd Al 8RS
7k A A Mgl whe) ofu) gl Jeke v 4 wkgste] Fuk ol daAGT) Atk A S 7
SEGlth A a9le] e T BES T vk B B AT A 8 s ok S gel?l
Uepdlom, x194 2919] ek AAA APrgS ¥ agFrtolA A dRAL ARE o]af EAste] o
ez o AFBIh 9 BAATRs oy . 2 ZloR WbES AusH AAEHR Eaieithe g
AR, FEREAA BRES FAS A, SR O HS Zheth webA 3% Aqtelxe A4 AAR AR
AA, 2] QIAEE B ARETe) H(+)] TIoR v Hue Assydy, Al S80S
DS FAUTE Herzberg®] o]&3= 9], A8 %E  whdgh B} AHshgh AL F s
AR o] G HR= Ao R IRIFATE EA,
TEEY ARE 74 ¢ A, A% Ul fAagId
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