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a b s t r a c t

Background: This article aims to show that work-life balance (WLB) for workers with disabilities can
have important meanings that can affect turnover intention and exclusion from the labor market.
Methods: Using the Korean Panel Survey of Employment for the Disabled (1ste8th), panel logit models
were applied to analyze the effect of WLB on the voluntary turnover intention and behavior of workers
with disabilities. WLB types were categorized into four groups (Work-Life Dissatisfaction Group, Only
Work Dissatisfaction Group, Only Life Dissatisfaction Group, and Work-Life Balance Group) based on the
integration of job satisfaction and life satisfaction.
Results: Turnover intention was significantly higher in the work-life imbalance groups (Work-Life
Dissatisfaction Group, Only Work Dissatisfaction Group), which is commonly associated with job
dissatisfaction. The effect of WLB on turnover intention was 1.38 times higher in Only Work Dissatis-
faction Group (b: 2.25, 99% confidence interval [CI]: 1.50, 2.31), characterized by dissatisfaction solely
with their job, than in Work-Life Dissatisfaction Group (b: 1.90, 99% CI: 1.97, 2.53), which was experi-
encing dissatisfaction with both work and life. Only Work Dissatisfaction Group resulted in actual
turnover, with females (b: 0.73, 95% CI: 0.37, 1.09) more likely to exit the labor market and males (b: 0.66,
99% CI: 0.41, 0.89) showing a higher tendency to change jobs.
Conclusion: WLB policy should focus on job dissatisfaction, a key predictor of turnover intention that
leads to actual turnover behavior. Furthermore, women workers with disabilities are a priority policy
target group to prevent exclusion from labor.

� 2024 Occupational Safety and Health Research Institute. Published by Elsevier B.V. on behalf of
Institute, Occupational Safety and Health Research Institute, Korea Occupational Safety and Health

Agency. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

1. Introduction

In 2023, approximately 2.64 million people with disabilities
were registered in the Republic of Korea, accounting for 5.1% of the
population. The Employment Promotion for Persons with Disabil-
ities Act, enacted in 1990 and amended in 2000, has significantly
improved employment rates for people with disabilities in private
companies, rising from 0.43% in 1991 to 2.91% in 2020. Despite this
progress, their employment rate is still only half that of non-
disabled workers. Female workers with disabilities face even
greater challenges, including a voluntary turnover rate 3.6 times
higher than their male counterparts.

According to the 2020 Survey of Companies EmployingWorkers
with Disabilities [1], the main reasons for voluntary turnover are
job satisfaction (JS) issues, including work intensity (32.1%) and

dissatisfaction with working hours or welfare systems (20.3%),
which are closely related to work-life balance (WLB). Factors such
as low wages (19.4%) and irregular work schedules (8.6%) have less
influence.

WLB, the balance between work and non-work roles [2], affects
turnover intention and employee behavior [3e5]. Many companies
have tried to improveWLB to boost JS and productivity, but there is
insufficient support for workers with disabilities [6]. This study
examines WLB from the perspective of vulnerable workers,
assuming it influences JS and life satisfaction (LS) based on the
spillover theory [3,5,7], which emphasizes the harmony of psy-
chological energy between work and life.

WLB is assessed using a sociopsychological approach, linking it
to JS and LS, which are contextual and relational indicators [4]. JS is
a subjective indicator related to disability awareness, interpersonal
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relationships, jobs, and earnings. LS is also a subjective indicator
related to leisure, community, health status, and social connections.
In this study, individual and occupational factors were treated as
objective and exogenous factors influencing workers’ turnover [8e
10] and were controlled.

This study aims to examine the effect of various WLB types,
focusing on work-life imbalance, on the turnover intention, and
actual turnover of workers with disabilities. It highlights the need
to address WLB issues for those who have succeeded in finding
employment but still experience significant work-life imbalance.
Addressing work-life imbalance is essential for developing
inclusive employment policies that enhance JS and reduce turnover
among disabled workers as a vulnerable population segment. Fig. 1
illustrates the conceptual framework of this study.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Transparency and openness

This section describes the study’s sampling plan, data exclusions
andmanipulations, and all measures used in the research. The first-
wave raw data and the code of the Panel Surveys of Employment for
the Disabled (PSED) are available at https://edi.kead.or.kr. Approval
from the institutional review boardwas not sought as the datawere
publicly available before this study. The design and analysis of this
study were not preregistered.

2.2. Sampling

The data used in this study were acquired using the PSED (1ste
8th), a dataset provided by the Employment Development Institute,
an organization affiliated with the Korea Employment Agency for
Persons with Disabilities in Korea. In 2008, the first PSED collected
data from 5,092 individuals aged 15e75 years who were registered
with the Disabled Person Welfare Law. Follow-up surveys were
conducted yearly, and the 8th panel survey was completed in 2015
with 3,983 participants. All study participants provided their
informed consent. A stratified sampling method was used with
variables including province, type of disability, and age. The survey
method was a computer-assisted personal interview by trained
investigators to ensure data reliability and accuracy.

The final sample for this studywas limited towageworkers with
disabilities aged 15e60 years who responded that their employ-
ment is sustainable. The sample included full-time and indefinite
contract term workers. This was to minimize the possibility of
involuntary turnover due to exogenous factors (e.g., a forced layoff,
contract expiration, and retirement) and to focus on voluntary
turnover. Since an individual’s employment status fluctuates, the
sample to be analyzed for each period (1ste8th) also changes.
Unbalanced panel data were used. The number of observations in
the sample data to analyze the effect of the type of WLB of workers
with disabilities at the current time (t) on the “turnover intention”
at the current time (t) was 6,450 (1,511 individuals). For the
“turnover behavior” tracked with a 1-year time lag (tþ1), the
number of observations was 5,140 (1,379 individuals). WLB was
assumed to affect turnover intention in the short term, but actual
turnover was assumed to occur within one year, consistent with
previous studies [11,12]. Because of current data limitations, the
employment status of workers with disabilities was tracked at
yearly intervals. However, WLB may influence actual turnover with
various time lags within a year.

2.3. Methodological analysis

In this study, STATA 14.0 was used for analyses. Furthermore, the
effect of WLB on the voluntary turnover intention of workers with
disabilities was estimated using a randomized panel logit model.
The effect on the path of voluntary turnover was estimated using a
randomized multinomial-panel logit model that accounted for
panel heterogeneity and the characteristics of the unordered
dependent variable. A panel logit model can be used to estimate
panel data with a binary variable, as expressed in Eqs. (1) and (2):

yit ¼
 

1; y*it_m1ð¼ 0Þ
0; y*it � m1ð¼ 0Þ

!
(1)

For ease of analysis, normalization to m1 ¼ 0 was used.

y*it ¼ aþ bxit þ ui þ eit (2)

In Eq. (2), y*it refers to the latent response variable for the choice
made by a worker with a disability i in period t, and yit is the
observed value of y*it . As illustrated in Eq. (1), m1 is a threshold value

Fig. 1. Conceptual framework of this study: Schema of the relationship between variables.
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that is a criterion for whether the choice of a worker with a
disability fits into a particular category, and xit is an explanatory
variable that covers the period t of a worker with a disability i and
affects the y*it value. Furthermore, the analysis considered ui a
random variable following a normal distribution to reflect the
heterogeneity of the panel group. The analysis used the best-
estimate method, assuming that the error eit followed a logistic
rather than normal distribution.

A multinomial logit panel model can estimate panel data with
an unordered dependent variable (with three or more options).
First, it can be assumed that if individual i chooses j at time t, utility
can be represented by Eq. (3):

Uitj ¼ xitbj þ uij þ eitj (3)

In Eq. (3), uij is an individual-choice characteristic factor and eitj
is an individual-time-choice characteristic factor. In this case, eitj
assumes a type I extreme value distribution that is independent.

2.4. Determinants

The independent variable is the WLB factor, and the control
variables were composed of the individual and occupational factors
commonly associated with turnover [8,13]. Table 1 summarizes the
basic statistics of the three cluster factors.

First, WLB was embodied as the integration of JS and LS (WLB
types). WLB was clustered, focusing on whether dissatisfaction is
experienced in one or more areas of work or life. Those who re-
ported being “very dissatisfied” or “dissatisfied” with JS or

LS (options 1 or 2 on a 5-point Likert scale) were regarded as work
and life imbalanced. The WLB type could also change according to
respondents’ employment status in the annual follow-up. WLB
types were embodied in four ways:Work-Life Dissatisfaction Group
was dissatisfied with work and life (low JS and LS). Only Work
Dissatisfaction Group was dissatisfied with work but satisfied with
life (low JS and high LS). Only Life Dissatisfaction Group was
dissatisfied with life but satisfied with work (high JS and low LS).
Finally, the Work-Life Balance Group was used as the reference
group, representing a balanced group with satisfaction in both
work and life. The average of JS and LS for each type, and values
below (above) a normal level (option 3 on a 5-point Likert scale)
were regarded as low (high).

Second, individual factors reflect demographic and disability-
specific characteristics identified as influential in the existing
literature [8,10]. These include variables reflecting human re-
sources and vocational capabilities such as possession of profes-
sional qualifications (e.g., engineer, craftsperson) and education
level.

Third, occupational factors include variables such as industry
sector, occupational segment, full-time work, and job tenure. Based
on the 10th Korean Standard Industrial Classification, the industrial
sector was recategorized (using industry codes) into four in-
dustries: manufacturing, service I, service II, and other. “Service I”
includes wholesale and retail trade, accommodation, and food
services. “Other” includes agriculture, forestry, fishing, mining,
electricity, gas, steam and water, and construction. The “service II”
industry refers to the remaining companies.

Table 1
Descriptive statistics for observable variables

Variables Measurement Statistics n (%),
Mean (sd)

WLB factors WLB type Work-life imbalance groups (Work-Life Dissatisfaction Group)
Group dissatisfied with work and life

206 (3.2%)

(Only Work Dissatisfaction Group)
Group dissatisfied with work only

439 (6.8%)

(Only Life Dissatisfaction Group)
Group dissatisfied with life only

200 (3.1%)

Work-life balance group (ref.) Group satisfied with work and life 5,605 (86.9%)

Individual factors Gender Male ¼ 1 4,754 (73.7%)
Female ¼ 0 (ref.) 1,696 (26.3%)

Age Mean (sd) 49.78 (0.13)
Marital status Marriage ¼ 1 4,289 (66.5%)

Other ¼ 0 (ref.) 2,161 (33.5%)
Residence (area) Gyeongsang ¼ 1 1,935 (30.0%)

Chungcheong ¼ 2 658 (10.2%)
Gangwon ¼ 3 310 (4.8%)
Jeolla ¼ 4 806 (12.5%)
Metropolitan (Seoul, Gyeonggi) ¼ 0 (ref.) 2,741 (42.5%)

Household income Mean (sd) in (monthly gross net income) 5.04 (0.01)
Education level High school graduate ¼ 1 2,445 (37.9%)

University graduate ¼ 2 1,026 (15.9%)
Junior high school graduate ¼ 0 (ref.) 2,979 (46.2%)

Professional qualifications Yes ¼ 1 2,019 (31.3%)
No ¼ 0 (ref.) 4,431 (68.7%)

Degree of disability Severe ¼ 1 1,664 (25.8%)
Other ¼ 0 (ref.) 4,786 (74.2%)

Disability type Neuropsychiatric disability ¼ 1 1,941 (30.1%)
Internal organ disability ¼ 2 568 (8.8%)
Other ¼ 0 (ref.) (physical, sensory,
and other disabilities)

3,941 (61.1%)

Occupational factors Industry sector Manufacturing ¼ 1 1,561 (24.2%)
Service industry I ¼ 2 710 (11.0%)
Service industry II ¼ 3 3,109 (48.2%)
Other ¼ 0 (ref.) 1,070 (16.6%)

Occupational segment Primary jobs ¼ 1 1,038 (16.1%)
Secondary jobs ¼ 0 (ref.) 5,412 (83.9%)

Full-time work Yes ¼ 1 2,973 (46.1%)
Other ¼ 0 3,477 (53.9%)

Job tenure Mean (sd) Working years in current job 10.93 (0.10)

Notes: ref., reference group; sd, standard deviation; WLB, work-life balance.
N (%) is for categorical variables; mean (sd) is for continuous variables.
Total N (%) ¼ 6,450 observations (100 %) based on the data used for turnover intention analysis.
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This study recategorized the original 10 categories of the 7th
Korean Standard Occupational Classification into two occupational
segments based on the dual labor market theory [9]. It classified
typical clerks, managers, experts, related workers, and office
workers as primary occupations. Secondary occupations included
technical and mechanical processing jobs, service and sales posi-
tions, and elementary work [9].

2.5. Dependent variables

This study considered voluntary turnover intention and actual
turnover as dependent variables. Turnover intentionwas measured
based on a bivariate response (yes or no) to the question: “Do you
want to continue working at your current job if there is no crisis of
business closure or restructuring?” PSED annually tracks the eco-
nomic activity status of workers with disabilities by applying the
criteria of Statistics Korea. Based on this, turnover behavior was
classified into three unordered dependent variables: job retention
(reference), turnover to wage (including transfer to another paid
job) or nonewage work (including self-employed/unpaid family
work), and others (including unemployed/labor market exclusion).

3. Results

Table 1 summarizes the descriptive statistics of the sample
population (N¼ 6,450). The key independent variable, namelyWLB
type, is constituted as follows: the Work-Life Dissatisfaction Group
accounts for 3.2%; Only Work Dissatisfaction Group accounts for
6.8%; and Only Life Dissatisfaction Group accounts for 3.1%.

Table 2 compares the descriptive group statistics according to
WLB type. Regarding the mean values of JS and LS for each WLB
type, the values for Work-Life Balance Group (JS: 3.34, LS: 3.42)
were above the normal level (3 on a 5-point Likert scale) for both
aspects. However, the Work-Life Dissatisfaction Group (JS: 1.87, LS:

1.95) exhibits values below normal for both. The Only Work
Dissatisfaction Group (JS: 1.92, LS: 3.16) demonstrated a below-
normal level only for JS, and Only Life Dissatisfaction Group (JS:
3.10, LS: 1.97), only for LS. In terms of individual and occupational
factors, the group statistics showed distributions roughly similar to
the overall group mean values presented in Table 2.

Table 3 shows the effects of the WLB factors of workers with
disabilities at time t on their turnover intentions at time t while
controlling for individual and occupational factors. Turnover
intention was significantly higher in the work-life imbalance
groups (Work-Life Dissatisfaction Group and Only Work Dissatis-
faction Group) than in reference group, which is commonly asso-
ciated with job dissatisfaction. The effect of WLB on turnover
intentionwas 1.38 times higher in OnlyWork Dissatisfaction Group
(b: 2.25, 99% CI: 1.50, 2.31) than in Work-Life Dissatisfaction Group
(b: 1.90, 99% CI: 1.97, 2.53). Turnover intentions were significantly
affected by age as an individual-level factor (b: e0.04, 99% CI: e
0.05, e0.03), and by service I industry (b: 0.97, 90% CI: 0.40, 1.54)
and job tenure (b: 0.07, 99% CI: 0.04, 0.10) as occupational factors.

Table 4 presents the results of the dynamic panel analysis
examining how WLB factors among workers with disabilities at
time t influence their actual voluntary turnover behavior at time
tþ1 while accounting for gender effects. The results showed that
men and women in Only Work Dissatisfaction Group (b: 0.66, 99%
CI: 0.45, 0.87) demonstrated significant turnover behavior, whereas
those in Work-Life Dissatisfaction Group, with higher turnover in-
tentions, did not result in actual turnover. Note that male- and
female-specific turnover paths showed slightly different patterns.
Females in Only Work Dissatisfaction Group (b: 0.73, 95% CI: 0.37,
1.09) were significantly more likely to exit the labor market,
whereas males (b: 0.66, 99% CI: 0.41, 0.89) exhibited a higher
inclination to transition to wage or non-wage work.

Next, it is important to examine the variables related to socio-
demographic and occupational factors that significantly affect

Table 2
Comparison of descriptive group statistics according to work-life balance types

Variables Work-life imbalance groups %, Mean (sd)

Work-Life
Balance Group (ref.)

Work-Life
Dissatisfaction Group

Only Work
Dissatisfaction Group

Only Life
Dissatisfaction Group

Job or life satisfaction
Job satisfaction 1.87 (0.02) 1.92 (0.01) 3.10 (0.02) 3.34 (0.01)
Life satisfaction 1.95 (0.02) 3.16 (0.02) 1.97 (0.01) 3.42 (0.01)

Individual factors
Gender (male) 71.5 75.02 72.41 73.71
Age 49.67 (0.66) 49.37 (0.48) 49.75 (0.70) 49.74 (0.14)
Marriage 66.01 67.93 65.59 66.30
Residence
Gyeongsang 35.00 28.67 35.90 29.74
Chungcheong 4.00 10.02 5.13 10.67
Gangwon 4.50 4.96 4.62 4.80
Jeolla 11.0 12.62 13.31 12.54

Income 4.96 (0.03) 4.99 (0.05) 4.97 (0.06) 5.03 (0.01)
Education
High school 31.50 38.23 33.33 38.20
University 14.50 16.22 15.57 16.01

Professional qualifications 28.5 28.67 29.4 32.03

Degree of disability 24.00 24.24 27.26 25.86

Disability type
Neuropsychiatc 28.00 32.03 31.79 30.09
Internal organ 8.20 8.56 8.92 8.77

Occupational factors
Industry sector
Manufacturing 15.23 21.40 21.24 24.95
Service industry I 15.18 14.59 13.07 10.96

Service industry II 44.37 43.77 47.81 48.73
Primary jobs 13.97 15.73 15.71 16.73
Full-time work 40.50 48.26 43.90 47.35
Job tenure 10.07 (0.43) 11.19 (10.53) 10.05 (0.45) 11.04 (0.11)
n (%) 206 (3.2%) 439 (6.8%) 200 (3.1%) 5,605 (86.9)

Notes: ref., reference group; sd, standard deviation.
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males and females’ turnover behavior. Males (b: e0.24, 90% CI: e
0.38, 0.10), mostly as head of the household, were less likely than
women to exit the labor market (being unemployed or inactive),
and younger men and womenwere more likely to experience some
form of voluntary turnover. The effects of marital status and live-
lihood on turnover differed slightly between the male and female
groups. In the male group, married individuals (b: e0.30, 95% CI: e
0.44, e0.16) were less likely to exit the labor market. For males, the
more severe the disability, the lower the voluntary turnover rate (b:
e0.47, 95% CI: e0.68, e0.26), whereas for females, there is a higher
labor market exit rate (b: 0.54, 95% CI: 0.29, 0.79). In terms of
occupational factors, males in the manufacturing industry were
more likely to exit the labor market than those in other industries.
However, the occupational segment did not significantly affect
turnover. Males and females with full-time jobs were less likely to
exit the labor market than indefinite-contract-term workers.
Finally, as tenure increases, the likelihood of turnover decreases.

4. Discussion

This study suggests that WLB for workers with disabilities has
significant policy implications for turnover intention and prevent-
ing exclusion from the labor market. The primary goal of employ-
ment policies for workers with disabilities has been quantitative
expansion through mandatory and supported employment.
Therefore, WLB after their employment has been neglected. How-
ever, workers with disabilities are more vulnerable to a work-life
imbalance than those without disabilities. This is because they
find it difficult to guarantee the quality of employment or job
retention and because the demand for personal care due to health
problems is high. Thus, organizational support in the workplace to

improve the JS of workers with disabilities should follow a different
approach from that for those without disabilities.

The first finding in this study is that work-life imbalance caused
by job dissatisfaction is a key factor in predicting turnover intention
and behavior. Regardless of the LS of workers with disabilities, job
dissatisfaction leads to high turnover intention and behavior. Pre-
vious studies on workers without disabilities focus more on
improving employee retention through WLB policies. For example,
family-friendly policies focus on a positive spillover from work to
family and vice versa [4,5]. However, this finding highlights the
importance of focusing policy attention on the negative spillover of
job dissatisfaction on work-related outcomes such as turnover
intention or behavior among workers with disabilities. This is
consistent with the alternative perspective of the matching hy-
pothesis, which suggests that workefamily conflict primarily im-
pacts the domain where the conflict originates [17,18].

The second key finding is that even when LS is high, persistent
job dissatisfaction can result in negative spillover effects, leading to
both turnover intention and actual turnover. The greater the
dissatisfaction with the job relative to life is, the more likely it is to
trigger turnover. This highlights important policy implications,
namely that solving job dissatisfaction is the most crucial task for
ensuring job stability for workers with disabilities. To address the
work-life imbalance of workers with disabilities, focusing solely on
reducing life dissatisfaction while overlooking job dissatisfaction
may increase their turnover intention and the likelihood of actual
turnover. As a simple example, the recent increase in remote tele-
commuting and part-time jobs appears to decrease commuting
time for workers with disabilities, providing them with more lei-
sure time and potentially increasing LS due to reduced working
hours. However, a sustainable employment policy for workers with

Table 3
Effects of the work-life balance of workers with disabilities on voluntary turnover intention

Variables b (s.e.) dy/dx

WLB factors Work-life imbalance groups Work-Life Dissatisfaction Group 1.90***(0.41) 0.03**(0.02)
Only Work Dissatisfaction Group 2.25***(0.28) 0.05***(0.01)
Only Life Dissatisfaction Group 0.39 (0.63) 0.003 (0.01)

Work-Life Balance Group (ref.)

Individual factors Gender Male (ref. Female) -0.10 (0.26) -0.001 (0.002)
Age -0.04***(0.01) -0.001***(0.0001)
Marital status Marriage (ref. Other) 0.13 (0.26) 0.001 (0.002)
Residence (area) Gyeongsang 0.06 (0.26) 0.0004 (0.002)

Chungcheong -0.35 (0.43) -0.002 (0.002)
Gangwon -0.59 (0.67) -0.003 (0.003)
Jeolla -0.78 (0.53) -0.004*(0.002)
Metropolitan (ref.)

Income ln (monthly gross net income) -0.08 (0.08) -0.001 (0.001)
Education High school graduate 0.01 (0.28) 0.0001 (0.002)

University graduate -0.20 (0.42) -0.001 (0.002)
Junior high school graduate (ref.)

Professional qualifications Yes (ref. No) 0.07 (.26) 0.001 (0.002)
Degree of disability Severe (ref. Other) 0.28 (0.28) 0.002 (0.002)
Disability type (ref. Other) Neuropsychiatric disability 0.29 (0.26) 0.002 (0.002)

Internal organ disability -0.13 (0.51) -0.001 (0.003)

Occupational factors Industry sector (ref. Other) Manufacturing 0.28 (0.57) 0.002 (0.004)
Service industry I 0.97*(0.57) 0.01 (0.01)
Service industry II 0.84 (0.53) 0.01 (0.004)

Occupational segment Primary jobs (ref. Secondary jobs) -0.43 (0.40) -0.002 (0.002)
Full-time work Yes (ref. Other) -0.09 (0.26) -0.001 (0.002)
Job tenure Working years in current job -0.07***(0.03) -0.001**(0.002)

Constant -2.410**(0.99)

# of observations
(groups)

6,450 (1,511)

Log-likelihood -455.40

Wald chi2 101.95***

Notes: ref., reference group; s.e., standard error; WLB, work-life balance. dy/dx is a marginal effect. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.
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disabilities is only possible through achieving WLB while elimi-
nating factors that cause job dissatisfaction.

Future studies should examine the sociopsychological factors
affecting job dissatisfaction among workers with disabilities. The
results of a regression analysis that included detailed JS factors with
overall JS as the dependent variable indicate the top three factors
with the highest-influence coefficients as understanding and
acceptance of workers with disabilities, communication, and
interpersonal relationships. These are followed by wages, welfare
benefits, working hours, and the physical working environment.
Here, there is a need for a dynamic analysis to examine the influ-
ence of WLB and the mediating and moderating roles of socio-
psychological factors on turnover intention and the subsequent
transition to actual turnover considering various time lags.

Furthermore, this study demonstrated that workers with the
dual vulnerability of being women and having disabilities are more
likely to exit the labor market due to WLB imbalance, rather than
change jobs. Gender inequality in employment exists even for
workers without disabilities. Based on the patriarchal culture of
Korea, women are more likely than men to leave jobs because of
childcare and housework [14e16]. In general, regarding WLB, it
might be rational (in the sense of utility maximization) for workers
dissatisfied with their current job to seek a better one. However, it
is noteworthy that the likelihood of attrition resulting from
voluntary turnover, leading to long-term unemployment or exclu-
sion from the labormarket, is higher for women than formen. Thus,
it is necessary to prioritize women workers with disabilities as a
target group in the WLB policy to prevent a forced exit from the
labor market, even if it appears voluntary.

This study highlights the WLB policy addressing job dissatis-
faction for workers with disabilities as an important and urgent
task that extends beyond increasing LS through quantitative ben-
efits or reducing working hours. However, this quantitative study
has limitations as it does not compare the WLB characteristics of
workers with and without disabilities, and their impact on turn-
over, because of the absence of accurately matched data. Thus,
more rigorous quantitative and qualitative comparative follow-up
studies should be conducted to meet the policy demands of
workers with disabilities and develop more effective WLB policy.
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