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Abstract.
BACKGROUND: People with disabilities experience challenges in obtaining workplace support including job accommo-
dations.
OBJECTIVE: This study examined the impacts of psychosocial factors affecting the likelihood of an employee with disability
receiving an accommodation and subsequent effects on job satisfaction and job performance.
METHODS: This study recruited 596 participants from multiple national and state agencies serving persons with disabilities
in U.S. A mediation model was conducted to examine the impacts of psychosocial factors (i.e., self-efficacy, positive affect,
negative affect, workplace support, Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) knowledge, accommodation knowledge, and work
goal) on receiving accommodation, and the impacts of receiving accommodations on job satisfaction and job performance.
The indirect effects of the psychosocial factors on job satisfaction and job performance via receiving accommodations were
examined using the Delta method.
RESULTS: Among all the examined direct effects, only the effect from workplace support to receiving accommodations
and the effect from receiving accommodations to job satisfaction were significant. Nevertheless, indirect effects were non-
significant, indicating that all the psychosocial factors had no indirect effect (via receiving accommodation) on job satisfaction
and job performance.
CONCLUSION: The findings reveal the significance of workplace support on employees’ likelihood of receiving accom-
modations, and subsequent association between accommodation receipt and job satisfaction. Rehabilitation professionals
need to provide adequate training to employers to facilitate inclusive and supportive workplace environments.
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1. Introduction

In the past year, over 30 million employed adults
over the age of 16 reported having a disability
in the United States [1]. Personal, economic, and
social benefits of employment exist for people with
disabilities such as autonomy, enhanced psycholog-
ical wellbeing, financial security, and an enhanced
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sense of purpose to their life [2, 3]. Conversely,
a lack of access to meaningful employment can
contribute to poor self-confidence, less vocational
opportunities, and greater health inequalities and
poverty [4].

Despite the significance of employment, employ-
ment disenfranchisement and challenges are common
amongst persons with disabilities. Employees with
disabilities experienced lower average employabil-
ity ratings as compared to their counterparts without
disabilities as employers perceived individuals with
disabilities to exhibit negative fixed traits [5]. Indi-
viduals with disabilities are underemployed and
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experience challenges in maintaining their employ-
ment for an extended period longer than six months
[6]. Thus, workplace supports and resources, includ-
ing workplace accommodations are needed to support
individuals with disabilities.

Accommodations are defined as “adjustments or
changes to a job application process or work environ-
ment so employees with disabilities can complete job
tasks” [6]. Workplace accommodations have multi-
ple benefits for people with disabilities. For example,
employees with disabilities who utilize accommoda-
tions demonstrate higher levels of integration into the
workplace [7]. In addition, Anand and Sevake [8]
found 26% of those who did not receive accommoda-
tions at their most recent job are currently employed
compared to 37% of those who did receive accom-
modations. Workplace accommodations were found
to mitigate the negative effects of temporary employ-
ment as well as underemployment, which are often
associated with less life satisfaction and more dis-
crimination on the basis of disability [9]. Without
accommodations, employees with disabilities face
shorter job tenures as well as a negatively affected job
performance [10]. Workplaces are legally required to
provide accommodations when they are not causing
the business an undue burden [6]. However, indi-
viduals with disabilities need to take the initiative
to disclose their disabilities and make requests for
accommodations to take advantage of these needed
resources.

Despite the significance of workplace accommo-
dations, accumulative evidence reveals issues with
receiving and provision of accommodations among
people with disabilities. Researchers found that one
in three accommodation requests are denied [11].
Of a nationally representative sample of American
workers aged 18 to 69 years with a wide range of
impairments, only 12% reported receiving workplace
accommodations [12]. Maestas et al. [13] found that
more than 47.1% of participants in their study did
not receive any required accommodations. In 2019,
around 54% of 24,000 charges of ADA violations
were complaints related to failure to provide work-
place accommodation [14].

Past research has primarily focused on factors
affecting requesting accommodations among people
with disabilities [15–17]. Considering the signif-
icance of accommodation and lack of access to
accommodation, it is important to examine factors
impact one’s receiving workplace accommodations
and associated job satisfaction and job performance
with provision of accommodations.

1.1. Literature review

1.1.1. Demographic factors related to
accommodation receiving and provisions

Past research has examined various demographic
and personal factors related to the receipt and pro-
vision of accommodations. For example, full-time
employees, self-employed employees and those with
higher education levels were found significantly
more likely to receive accommodations [12]. How-
ever, mixed findings were found between receipt
of workplace accommodations to nature of disabil-
ities [12, 18] and accommodation types and cost
[11]. The mixed and often contradictory results of
these demographic and personal factors on accom-
modation receiving and provision suggest that certain
psychological variables mediating the demographic
and personal factors and accommodation receiving
may have been overlooked.

1.1.2. Psychosocial factors related to
accommodation receiving and provisions

Gates [19] highlighted workplace accommodation
is a psychosocial process that involves the interac-
tion between employees with disabilities, employers,
supervisors, and the workplace environment. Thus,
the following section will cover literature on key psy-
chosocial factors in relation to receipt and provision
of workplace accommodations.

Positive affect. Positive affect is reflective of
individuals who feel enthusiastic, active, and high
energy [20]. Soto [21] found that an individual’s pos-
itive affect renders certain behavioral characteristics
and communication styles to others: highly extro-
verted individuals enjoy socializing, are comfortable
expressing themselves, and frequently experience
positive emotions. The affective component of
extraversion subsumes positive affect activation
[22]). Hill et al. [23] found extraversion is posi-
tively correlated with receiving an accommodation, in
fact, one standard deviation increase in extraversion
nearly doubles the likelihood of attaining an accom-
modation. In addition, positive affect has influence on
an individual’s cognitive processes, especially when
related to one’s perception of self-efficacy. Dong et
al. [17] reported that individuals who are high in pos-
itive affectivity are speculated to have higher levels
of self-efficacy, which in turn affect one’s decision to
request accommodations and likelihood of receiving
accommodations.

Negative affect. Negative affect is indicative of the
feeling of distress and aversive mood states which
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leads to unpleasurable engagement [20]. Kensbock
et al. [24] found aversive feelings of uncertainty and
anxiety within accommodation processes as employ-
ees often do not know the future of their working
situations and whether their requested accommoda-
tion will lead to improvement. Affect instability and
neuroticism are distinct yet related constructs, specif-
ically neuroticism represents average negative affect
across time [25]. Neuroticism (i.e., aggressive in
communicating and attaining goals) is consistently
and strongly negatively correlated with accommoda-
tion outcomes [23]. While research, to the best of
our knowledge, has not examined the relationship
between negative affect and receiving accommoda-
tions.

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s
belief on their capability to produce designated levels
of performance [26]. An employee’s level of self-
efficacy is shown to influence an employee’s intention
to request accommodations and actual action to
request accommodation. Specifically, Dong et al. [17]
found a strong relationship between self-efficacy and
an employee’s intention to request due to their level
of self-confidence in performing workplace tasks.
Self-efficacy was also found to be significant in pre-
dicting request behavior [27]. Individuals with the
personality trait of self-efficacy are observed to have
a high sense of control exhibiting personal mas-
tery and perceiving fewer external constraints [23].
Personality traits more associated with self-efficacy
and alike characteristics (i.e., self-advocacy), largely
determine the likelihood of receiving an accommo-
dation [23].

Workplace support. Workplace support is essen-
tial for the employment success of individuals with
disabilities. Smalligan and Boyens [28] reported that
disability related discrimination was one of the top
three reasons for the U.S. EEOC harassment com-
plaints, whereas the support from supervisors is
a significant determinant of effective accommoda-
tions and well-being of employees with disabilities
[29]. In fact, employees who receive an accommo-
dation reported higher perceived workplace support
compared to employees who did not receive
accommodations [30, 31]. On a broader scale, orga-
nizational support guides the development of a more
inclusive workplace by promoting equitable treat-
ment of disabled workers. Beatty et al. [32] reported
that supportive organizational policies addressing the
needs for persons with disabilities led to improved
treatment in the workplace. Supervisory practices
that focus on creating a supportive environment are

beneficial to employees with disabilities as they are
more likely to consider accommodations [33]. Fur-
thermore, Dong et al. [34] found that employees with
the lowest level of workplace support tended to use
the formal/mentioned ADA strategy, which is associ-
ated with lower odds of receiving accommodations.
On the other hand, employees with high levels of
workplace support used the informal/no mention of
ADA strategy, which has the best odds for approval
[34].

ADA knowledge. The possession of ADA knowl-
edge can be important for people with disabilities
to request and utilize workplace accommodation.
However, employees with disabilities seem to lack
knowledge on their rights and responsibilities to
accommodations within ADA, which serves as a
barrier to utilize workplace accommodations. For
example, Smalligan and Boyens [28] found at-risk
older workers did not receive workplace accommoda-
tions due to lack of knowledge on employment rights
as an individual with a disability, largely due to older
workers attributing their worsening health conditions
to aging rather than labeling it as a disability. Fur-
thermore, individuals with lower knowledge of ADA
were less likely to request accommodations [31],
which reduces the possibility of receiving accommo-
dations. On the other hand, Dong [30] found that older
workers with higher knowledge of ADA were more
likely to receive accommodations.

Workplace accommodation knowledge. For
employees with disabilities, knowledge on accom-
modations (e.g., types, cost, and benefits) can
influence the likelihood of their receival. In fact,
the responsibility of proof for convincing employers
to approve an accommodation resides with employ-
ees [35]. If employees could demonstrate how their
accommodation would benefit a business operation,
they were more likely to persuade employers to agree
to and implement their requests [35]. Employees
without such knowledge may not have the awareness
and resolve to request accommodations, and thus los-
ing opportunities to receive them. Individuals who do
not have a clear understanding of their own accom-
modation are in a poor position to fully benefit in its
effective use of workplace accommodations [36]. In a
similar vein, Dong [30] found that older workers who
received an accommodation reported having signifi-
cantly higher accommodation knowledge than those
who did not receive accommodations.

Workplace goal. One’s perception of the impor-
tance of reaching workplace goals affects the
likelihood of receiving an accommodation. Employ-



802 S. Dong et al. / Examining psychosocial factors associated with receiving workplace

ees who did not receive an accommodation had
a lower perception of the importance of accom-
modations in fulfilling their workplace goals, than
those who requested and received an accommoda-
tion [31]. Gignac et al. [37] also found a greater
number of approach goals were associated with pos-
itive outcomes in accommodations and a greater
number of avoidance goals were associated with
negative outcomes. Approach goals consist of pur-
suing rewarding or desired end states, whereas
avoidance goals attempt to avoid punishments or
undesired end states [37]. Goal setting and goal
pursuing are forms of proactive coping for individ-
uals with disabilities. Proactive coping impacts an
individual’s capacity for self-efficacy (which is pos-
itively associated with the likelihood of receiving an
accommodation) [38].

Job satisfaction related to accommodation
receiving and provisions. Workplace accommo-
dations are an important factor in promoting job
satisfaction [39]. Cleveland [40] found there is evi-
dence to suggest that individuals would show greater
job satisfaction and organizational commitment when
accommodated in ways that allow them to work
effectively. In comparison to individuals who did not
receive or request accommodations, employees who
received an accommodation reported higher levels
of satisfaction in the workplace environment [31].
Employee input in the participation of the accommo-
dation process has effects on employee satisfaction
with the accommodation. For example, Balser and
Harris [41] found people expect outcomes that are
dependent on their perception of what they can
accomplish therefore participation in the accommo-
dation process leads to more satisfaction with the
accommodation outcome.

Performance related to accommodation receiv-
ing and provisions. An employee’s self-perception
on the impacts of a received accommodation may
affect job performance. Employees that received
an accommodation assume their employers might
believe that the accommodation is improving their
job performance [31]. In addition, perceived job per-
formance also affects one’s likelihood to request
an accommodation. Employers reported perceived
performance benefits due to provision of accommo-
dations. For example, Solovieva et al. [42] indicated
71% of employers reported increased accommo-
dated employee productivity. In addition, 30% of
the sample of employers mentioned increased overall
company productivity due to provision of the accom-
modations.

1.2. Gaps in literature

Based upon the literature review, factors affecting
employee’s likelihood to request accommodations
are abundant in research [15–17]. However, to our
knowledge, there is a lack of studies examining
the comprehensive effects of multiple psychosocial
factors on an individual’s likelihood of receiving
accommodations and further effect on employment
outcomes such as job satisfaction and job perfor-
mance. Workplace accommodation request is just a
half of the process in assisting people with disabil-
ities for job success, receiving and implementation
into their workplace is another. More research is
warranted for employees with disabilities to achieve
their goals and stay successful in the workplace.
The research questions for this study are: What
are the direct and indirect impacts of psychosocial
factors (i.e., accommodation request-self-efficacy,
positive and negative affect, knowledge on ADA
and accommodation policies and procedure, work-
place supports) on receiving accommodation and
employment outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction and
job performance), respectively? What are the asso-
ciations between receiving accommodations and
employment outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction and job
performance)?

2. Methods

2.1. Participants

All participants in this study self-reported that they
1) were 18 years of age or older, 2) were persons
with disabilities, 3) needed and requested workplace
accommodations three months prior to the study (the
three-month period was used with an aim to reduce
potential recall errors of participant responses in this
survey study). A sample of 596 participants recruited
across the United States. Among these participants,
458 received the accommodation(s) while 138 did
not receive. Roughly, 33% of them were males, while
females accounted for 64%. About 64% of the partic-
ipants were in the age range of 45 to 64, and over 75%
were Whites. With respect to education level, the par-
ticipants whose highest degree is associate/bachelor
constituted the largest proportion (51%), followed
by those with the highest degree of master and then
by those only with a high school degree or below,
and those with the highest degree of PhD accounted
for the least. In addition, a major of the participants
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Table 1
Frequencies and relative frequencies of demographic variables

Frequency (%)

Gender
Male 196 32.9
Female 383 64.3
Missing cases 17 2.9
Age
18–24 12 2.0
25–34 85 14.3
35–44 75 12.6
45–54 197 33.1
55–64 185 31.0
≥65 23 3.9
Missing cases 19 3.2
Race
Whites 456 76.5
African American 46 7.7
Asian American 18 3.0
Latino 27 4.5
Native American 10 1.7
Multi-race 17 2.9
Missing cases 22 3.7
Education
High school or lower 88 14.8
Associate/Bachelor 304 51.0
Master 146 24.5
Doctoral 39 6.5
Missing cases 19 3.2
Work status
Part-time 161 27
Full-time 409 68.6
Missing cases 26 4.4
Disability types*
Hearing impaired 138 23.1
Visual impaired 142 23.8
Mental illness 123 20.6
Cognitive disability 124 20.8
Multiple sclerosis 86 14.4
Mobility 163 27.3
Physical disabilities 160 26.8

*As participants self-reported multiple types of disabilities, the
total frequency number of exceeds 596, and the percentage exceeds
100%.

worked full-time. See Table 1 for detailed demo-
graphic information.

2.2. Procedure

Participants in this study were recruited from mul-
tiple national and state organizations and agencies
serving or advocating for PWDs such as the American
Association of People with Disabilities, the National
Multiple Sclerosis Society and its state chapters,
National Mental Health Consumer Self-Help Clear-
inghouse, state centers for independent living, and
the American Council of the Blind and its state coun-

cils. Once obtaining the Institutional Review Board
approval, the first author contacted the directors of
the organizations, provided them a recruitment let-
ter as well as an online link for a Qualtrics survey,
and invited them to distribute the survey to their con-
stituents. The survey was pilot tested by 20 volunteers
with various types of disabilities for readability prior
to administering to the participants.

Individuals who chose to complete the online sur-
vey provided their informed consent prior to taking
the survey, which takes about 10–15 to complete.
Participants were first asked to verify whether they
met the inclusion criteria for this study. Once they
were eligible for the study participation, they were
directed to the consent form page explaining the
purpose of the study, voluntary nature of participa-
tion in the study, confidentiality, potential benefits
and risks, and incentives. The survey includes demo-
graphic information and instruments described in the
measures section. After completing the survey, par-
ticipants were invited to enter a raffle with a chance to
win a $10 gift card. Because survey recruitment and
advertisement were conducted online through multi-
ple organizations and their state/local branch offices,
no response rate was estimated. All data was ana-
lyzed, interpreted in a way in which participants’
personal identifiable information would be protected.

2.3. Measures

The survey consisted of questions on demograph-
ics (such as age, gender, race, education, work status,
and types of disability). Participants were asked
if they received or did not receive the workplace
accommodation(s) they requested in the past three
months prior to taking the survey. Participants also
self-reported on a 5-point Likert scale their levels
of knowledge of ADA and accommodation policies
and procedures (ranging from “Not at all knowl-
edgeable” [0] to “Extremely knowledgeable” [4]),
and job satisfaction (ranging from “Not at all sat-
isfied” [0] to “Extremely satisfied” [4]). Work goal
was measured by one item asking whether a partic-
ipant has work goal(s), with “0” representing “No”
and “1” representing “Yes”. Participants’ job perfor-
mance was rated on a 5-point Likert scale “Poor” (1)
to “Excellent” (5). Finally, participants completed the
following measures.

2.3.1. Self-efficacy in accommodation request
The accommodation self-efficacy scale was

adopted from a 7-item scale developed by Rum-
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rill [43]. The scale assesses self-efficacy related to
requesting job accommodations among individuals
with multiple sclerosis, with good internal consis-
tency reliability (0.93) [43]. To reduce the response
burden, four items from the scale were used. To be
consistent with other scales in this study, participants
were asked to rate their level of confidence in accom-
modation tasks on a five-point Likert scale “Not at all
confident” (1) to “Extremely confident” (5). A sam-
ple item included: “Discussing my accommodation
needs with my employer.” The alpha level for the
current study was 0.87.

2.3.2. Positive and negative affect
The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule [20]

is a 20-item measure assessing positive and nega-
tive emotions, with 10 items under positive affect and
negative affect, respectively. Negative affect reflects a
person’s negative emotions, including distress, anger,
and guilt; positive affect refers to positive emotions
such as attentiveness, activeness, and enthusiasm.
The measure was found to have strong psychometric
properties [20, 44]. To reduce the response burden,
five items from the positive and negative affect were
chosen, respectively, to balance the equal representa-
tion of items in covarying item pairs [44]. Examples
of items include “afraid”, “nervous”, “determined”,
and “attentive”. Participants rated themselves on a
five-point scale from “Not at all” (1) to “Extremely”
(5) about how comfortable they felt with asking for
job accommodations. The alpha levels for the cur-
rent study were 0.87 and 0.86 for positive affect and
negative affect, respectively.

2.3.3. Perceived workplace supports
A six-item scale [31] assessing perception of level

of disability friendly work environment and level of
acceptance by the workplace was used. The scale
was found to have good internal consistency relia-
bility (0.81 to 0.84) in previous studies [30, 31]. A
5-point Likert scale, from “Strongly disagree” (1) to
“Strongly agree” (5), was used to assess the work-
place support. A sample item included “My company
has a disability-friendly environment (e.g., recruiting
and employing persons with disabilities).” The alpha
level for the current study was 0.86.

2.4. Statistical analysis

We computed descriptive statistics for each mea-
sured variable. The internal consistency reliability
coefficients were calculated for the scales (i.e., self-

efficacy scale, positive affect scale, negative affect
scale, and workplace support scale) used in our study.
Given that response data for scale items were ordi-
nal, we calculated coefficient omega [45], which was
developed specific for ordinal data, as the reliabil-
ity coefficient. Also, correlations among scale items
were reported.

Afterwards, we conducted a mediation model. In
this model, self-efficacy, positive affect, negative
affect, workplace support, ADA knowledge, accom-
modation knowledge, and work goal were input
variables, job satisfaction and job performance were
outcome variables, and accommodation receiving
status, which was a binary variable and indicated
whether or not participants received accommodation,
acted as the mediator variable.

We ran the factor analyses required for comput-
ing coefficient omega and the mediation model in
Mplus 8.4 [47]. Considering that data of scale items
were ordinal, we conducted factor analyses using
robust unweighted least squares (ULSMV) method
based on Polychoric correlations (i.e., estimates of
the relationships between the latent continuous vari-
ables underlying the observed ordinal variables). The
mediation model was conducted with robust maxi-
mum likelihood (MLR) method and integration. With
this specification, a logistic regression was used to
estimate direct effects from input variables to the
binary mediator, while linear regressions were used
to estimate direct effects from the mediator to out-
come variables. Based on the obtained parameter
estimates for the mediation model in Mplus, we man-
ually calculated the indirect effects of input variables
on outcome variables via the mediator, using the
Delta method proposed by Huang et al. [46]. This
Delta method was developed for logistic mediation
models (where all variables are binary), of which our
mediation model (involving a binary mediator) is a
special case. All other analyses were conducted in
IBM SPSS 27. The variables of our interest had miss-
ing values. Missing data were handled in Mplus 8.4
and IBM SPSS 27 using the corresponding default
methods.

3. Results

3.1. Descriptive statistics

Table 2 reports Polychoric correlation coefficients
among scale items, along with the item means,
standard deviations (SDs), skewness, kurtosis, and
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Table 2
Polychoric correlations among scale items, plus descriptive statistics for each item

Id Ds Ng Ev RE SE DF RC SC AC De Is En Ac At Ir As Up Nr Af

Id
Ds 0.70
Ng 0.63 0.84
Ev 0.70 0.65 0.68
RE 0.31 0.47 0.53 0.31
SE 0.37 0.52 0.58 0.37 0.81
DF 0.28 0.39 0.44 0.27 0.59 0.71
RC 0.33 0.37 0.38 0.33 0.47 0.48 0.39
SC 0.37 0.45 0.47 0.34 0.47 0.59 0.50 0.83
AC 0.35 0.39 0.43 0.32 0.45 0.56 0.56 0.70 0.77
De 0.45 0.42 0.40 0.42 0.15 0.16 0.09 0.20 0.25 0.21
Is 0.24 0.36 0.34 0.26 0.12 0.17 0.17 0.12 0.21 0.12 0.58
En 0.23 0.37 0.34 0.27 0.18 0.20 0.16 0.11 0.19 0.11 0.41 0.62
Ac 0.34 0.44 0.41 0.37 0.19 0.22 0.18 0.14 0.20 0.17 0.55 0.60 0.70
At 0.33 0.43 0.37 0.35 0.20 0.22 0.16 0.11 0.17 0.16 0.55 0.55 0.58 0.67
Ir –0.31 –0.33 –0.34 –0.31 –0.39 –0.43 –0.38 –0.28 –0.33 –0.38 –0.02 –0.02 –0.06 –0.09 –0.09
As –0.40 –0.45 –0.40 –0.42 –0.33 –0.33 –0.27 –0.31 –0.32 –0.36 –0.26 –0.01 –0.09 –0.19 –0.21 0.62
Up –0.39 –0.42 –0.40 –0.37 –0.44 –0.49 –0.45 –0.37 –0.41 –0.43 –0.15 –0.08 –0.09 –0.20 –0.15 0.79 0.76
Nr –0.31 –0.47 –0.46 –0.36 –0.43 –0.45 –0.39 –0.33 –0.41 –0.41 –0.15 –0.08 –0.13 –0.21 –0.17 0.58 0.73 0.75
Af –0.16 –0.24 –0.21 –0.15 –0.32 –0.28 –0.24 –0.20 –0.18 –0.21 –0.01 0.14 0.10 0.05 0.06 0.47 0.58 0.57 0.56

Mean 4.00 3.81 3.68 3.91 4.10 3.73 3.58 4.12 3.93 3.90 3.93 3.18 3.02 3.36 3.36 2.35 1.98 2.28 2.57 2.59
SD 1.00 1.07 1.13 1.01 0.99 1.18 1.27 0.83 1.00 1.06 1.05 1.36 1.36 1.27 1.17 1.33 1.32 1.42 1.37 1.50
Skewness –0.87 –0.66 –0.64 –0.74 –1.06 –0.78 –0.63 –0.83 –0.79 –0.91 –0.91 –0.26 –0.11 –0.43 –0.36 0.53 1.09 0.68 0.33 0.33
Kurtosis 0.30 –0.25 –0.41 –0.05 0.77 –0.18 –0.57 0.71 0.15 0.30 0.27 –1.10 –1.14 –0.82 –0.62 –1.02 –0.15 –0.95 –1.18 –1.38
n 593 593 593 593 568 576 576 576 576 576 587 587 587 587 587 587 587 586 587 587

Note. Id = Identify accommodations; Ds = Discuss accommodations; Ng = Negotiate accommodations; Ev = Evaluate accommodations; RE = Relation with employers; SE = Support from employers;
DF = Disability friendly environment; RC = Relation with coworkers; SC = Support from coworker; AC = Acceptance from coworker; De = Determined; Is = Inspired; En = Enthusiastic; Ac = Active;
At = Attentive; Ir = Irritable; As = Ashamed; Up = Upset; Nr = Nervous; Af = Afraid.
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Table 3
Descriptive statistics of measured variables

Frequency (%)

ADA knowledge
Low 53 8.9
Average 197 33.1
High 328 55.0
Missing cases 18 3.0
WA∗Accommodation knowledge
Low 102 17.1
Average 191 32.0
High 286 48.0
Missing cases 17 2.9
Work goal
No 102 17.1
Yes 477 80.0
Missing cases 17 2.9
Receive accommodation
No 138 23.2
Yes 458 76.8
Job satisfaction
Very dissatisfied 8 1.3
Dissatisfied 14 2.3
Neutral 58 9.7
Satisfied 191 32.0
Very satisfied 203 34.1
Missing cases 122 20.5
Job performance
Poor 6 1.0
Below average 18 3.0
Average 144 24.2
Above average 254 42.6
Excellent 158 26.5
Missing cases 16 2.7
∗ WA = Workplace accommodation.

sample sizes. Skewness indices for all scale items
were less than 1.1 in absolute value, indicating that
the distribution of all items was (approximately) sym-
metric. Correlations between items ranged from 0.63
to 0.84 for self-efficacy scale, from 0.41 to 0.70 for
positive affect scale, from 0.47 to 0.79 for negative
affect scale, and from 0.39 to 0.83 for workplace sup-
port scale. This implies that items are moderately or
highly correlated within a scale, supporting the inter-
nal consistency of scale scores. In addition to the scale
items, we had the other 6 measured variables (i.e.,
ADA knowledge, accommodation knowledge, work
goal, receiving accommodation, job satisfaction, and
job performance). Their descriptive statistics are pre-
sented in Table 3.

3.2. Internal consistency reliability

For each scale, we fitted a single-factor confirma-
tory factor analysis (CFA) model to the data and
used the obtained parameter estimates to calculate
coefficient omega (i.e., ranging from 0.86–0.89). In

addition, we found, for each scale, that there is no big
difference among the standardized factor loadings of
items: self-efficacy in requesting (0.78–0.91), pos-
itive affect (0.67–0.86), negative affect (0.67–0.94)
and workplace support (0.72–0.88). Considering the
high reliability and similar factor loadings within a
scale, we decided to compute unweighted compos-
ite scores for each scale, by directly summing scores
across items within the scale. The computed compos-
ite scores should be a reasonable proxy for the latent
variable measured by the corresponding scale and
would be used in the subsequent mediation analysis.

3.3. Mediation analysis

We included the composite scores for self-efficacy,
positive affect, negative affect, and workplace sup-
port, as well as ADA knowledge, accommodation
knowledge, and work goal as the “input” variables,
receive as the mediator, and job satisfaction and
job performance as the “output” variables. Table 4
presents the mediation analysis results, including the
estimates of direct and indirect effects as well as the
associated test statistics and 95% confidence inter-
vals.

Among all the direct effects, two were found sig-
nificant. The direct effect from workplace support to
receiving accommodation was significant at � = 0.05.
Its estimate suggests that with every one unit increase
in workplace support, the odds of receiving accom-
modations were 1.256 ( = exp (0.228)) times larger,
after controlling for the other 6 predictors. In addi-
tion, the direct effect from receiving accommodations
to job satisfaction was significant (p < 0.05). The
difference in job satisfaction was predicted to be
0.662 between participants who received accommo-
dation(s) and those who did not receive. Nevertheless,
all indirect effects were non-significant at � = 0.05,
indicating that self-efficacy, positive affect, negative
affect, workplace support, ADA knowledge, accom-
modation knowledge, and work goal had no indirect
effect (via receive) on job satisfaction and job perfor-
mance.

4. Discussion

This study aimed to improve understanding of psy-
chosocial factors contributing to the likelihood of
an employee with a disability receiving workplace
accommodations. To our knowledge, this is the first
study comprehensively examining the associations
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Table 4
Results of mediation analysis

Estimate Test statistics 95% confidence interval

Direct effect
Self-efficacy −→ Receive WA∗ 0.046 0.959 [–0.049, 0.141]
Positive affect −→ Receive WA∗ 0.013 0.434 [–0.047, 0.073]
Negative affect −→ Receive WA* 0.001 0.057 [–0.047, 0.050]
Workplace support −→ Receive WA∗ 0.228 6.944∗∗ [0.163, 0.292]
ADA knowledge −→ Receive WA∗ –0.122 –0.573 [–0.540, 0.296]
WA∗ knowledge −→ Receive WA∗ –0.095 –0.530 [–0.447, 0.257]
Work goal −→ Receive WA∗ –0.062 –0.185 [–0.717, 0.593]
Receive WA∗ −→ Job satisfaction 0.662 2.592∗∗ [0.161, 1.163]
Receive WA∗ −→ Job performance 0.056 0.592 [–0.130, 0.242]

Indirect effect (via receive)
Self-efficacy −→ Job satisfaction 0.00045 0.597 [–0.00102, 0.00192]
Self-efficacy −→ Job performance 0.00004 0.425 [–0.00014, 0.00021]
Positive affect −→ Job satisfaction 0.00012 0.385 [–0.00051, 0.00076]
Positive affect −→ Job performance 0.00001 0.325 [–0.00005, 0.00007]
Negative affect −→ Job satisfaction 0.00001 0.039 [–0.00047, 0.00049]
Negative affect −→ Job performance 0.00000a 0.039 [–0.00004, 0.00004]
Workplace support −→ Job satisfaction 0.00243 0.853 [–0.00316, 0.00803]
Workplace support −→ Job performance 0.00021 0.494 [–0.00061, 0.00102]
ADA knowledge −→ Job satisfaction –0.00110 –0.625 [–0.00454, 0.00235]
ADA knowledge −→ Job performance –0.00009 –0.435 [–0.00051, 0.00033]
WA∗ knowledge −→ Job satisfaction –0.00087 –0.473 [–0.00445, 0.00272]
WA∗ knowledge −→ Job performance –0.00007 –0.373 [–0.00046, 0.00031]
Work goal −→ Job satisfaction –0.00057 –0.193 [–0.00639, 0.00525]
Work goal −→ Job performance –0.00005 –0.184 [–0.00057, 0.00047]

Note. ∗ WA = Workplace accommodation. ∗∗p < 0.05. aThe estimate is not exactly zero. It is less than
0.000005 and rounded to the fifth decimal place.

of multiple psychosocial factors on the likelihood
to receive accommodations and subsequent effects
on job satisfaction and job performance. From the
results, we see that receiving accommodations are
more likely to occur in a supportive workplace envi-
ronment. In addition, receiving an accommodation
will likely increase one’s job satisfaction. The results
contribute to the field of accommodation research.
First, only workplace support in the mediating model
was shown to have a significant effect on receiv-
ing an accommodation: workplace support is found
to increase one’s odds of receiving an accommoda-
tion. Our finding is congruent with past literature
as employees who receive accommodations report
higher perceived workplace support than others that
did not receive [30, 31]. In addition, Paetzold et al.
[48] suggested accommodations are perceived more
positively if employees feel positive morale and coop-
eration from their employers and coworkers. Thus,
their accommodation requests are more likely to be
perceived as leveling the playing field for people with
disabilities so that they can enjoy the same advan-
tages of work and perform at their highest potential
[48]. The current findings along with past literature
[29, 32] have consistently shown that workplace work
(e.g., employer support, coworker support, and orga-

nizational support) are significant determinants to an
effective accommodation.

Second, our study identified individuals who
receive an accommodation report higher levels of job
satisfaction. This is congruent with previous studies
suggesting greater job satisfaction when accom-
modated effectively [31, 40]. Job satisfaction is
influenced by variables related to the workplace envi-
ronment, for example, workplace accommodations
and workplace support [39]. These higher satisfaction
ratings may be explained by the employees partic-
ipation in the accommodation process as well as
their receipt of the requested accommodation [41].
Employees granted with accommodations that allow
them to work effectively will increase satisfaction
levels due to the supportive nature of modifications
to fulfill workplace needs.

Third, inconsistent with our hypothesis, other psy-
chosocial factors (i.e., self-efficacy, positive and
negative affect, ADA knowledge, RA knowledge,
work goals) were not found associated with one’s
likelihood to receive an accommodation. These non-
significant associations may be related to the fact
that the ADA serves to protect the rights of people
with disabilities through assisting them to perform the
essential functions of their job. Thus, employees’ per-
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ceived ability related to workplace accommodation
requesting may assist them to solicit accommodations
rather than their likelihood of receiving accom-
modations. Although positive and negative affect
have been shown to be associated with accommo-
dation requesting [17, 34], considering the enhanced
ADA awareness among people with disabilities and
employers, an individual’s match of job accommo-
dation requests and their disability status along with
their work environment may be the focal point in
the whole process of accommodation rather than an
individual affect during the request process.

ADA knowledge and RA knowledge were not
found as significant factors in affecting one’s likeli-
hood to receive accommodations in the current study.
Indicated in past research, older workers with higher
knowledge of ADA and/or higher knowledge of
accommodations were more likely to receive accom-
modations [30]. The inconsistent findings may be due
to the characteristics of the sample in the current study
in which most of them are Caucasian female with rel-
atively high education levels. The invariance of the
knowledge levels might contribute to the insignifi-
cant findings in the current study. As for workplace
goals, previous research suggests a positive relation-
ship between goals and receiving accommodations
[31], however our study findings were not consis-
tent. The inconsistent findings could be attributed to
the measurement issue related to the workplace goal,
where the workplace goal was assessed with a single-
item measure. Future research may consider using a
measure with high reliability and validity.

4.1. Limitations

This study has several limitations. First, partici-
pants in this study may not necessarily represent the
population of disabled employees due to the con-
venient sampling strategy utilized in this study. A
majority of the participants were female, Caucasian
with relatively high education levels. Future research
may recruit a more diverse group of participants
with disabilities. Second, as our study collected data
through the means of an online survey, the results
of the study might depend upon the accuracy and
subjectivity of the participants’ responses. In addi-
tion, around one third of the participants self-reported
mental and cognitive disabilities, their mental sta-
tus might affect their responses on measures such as
self-efficacy, positive affect and negative affect. Cau-
tions should be applied in interpreting the results.
Third, some of the measures used in the study

(e.g., job satisfaction, job performance, knowledge
on ADA and accommodation policies and proce-
dures) are single-item measures. Future research may
consider using established measures to reduce poten-
tial errors related to reliability and validity of these
measures.

4.2. Implications for practice

The present study has implications for practice
for rehabilitation professionals. First, rehabilitation
professionals need to constantly educate clients
regarding the positive link between accommodation
receival and job satisfaction. An enhanced under-
standing on the benefits of accommodation receival
in relation to job satisfaction may empower people
with disabilities to request and use necessary work-
place resources to support their workplace success.
Rehabilitation professionals need to provide train-
ing through workshops, webinars or invite employees
who have successfully utilized workplace accommo-
dations to share their experiences. These training
sessions may increase self-advocacy for employ-
ees with disabilities, which are crucial for their
request and utilize workplace accommodations. In
addition, rehabilitation professionals should educate
employers and supervisors on the benefits of provid-
ing workplace accommodations such as improving
workplace productivity and morale, retaining skilled
employees, reducing workers’ training costs, and
improving company diversity. Furthermore, employ-
ers may also benefit from tax break credits through
providing workplace accommodations.

Second, rehabilitation professionals need to facil-
itate a more supportive and inclusive environment
conducive for employees with disabilities to take
full advantage of workplace resources and accom-
modations necessary to complete essential functions
of their jobs. Workplace support is key to attaining
an accommodation. Training on knowledge related
to ADA and workplace accommodation policies
and procedures may dispel biases and stereotypes
to disabilities and requesting of workplace accom-
modations. Rehabilitation professions should assist
employees to develop communication and social
skills to establish rapport and build social sup-
port in the workplace. In addition, employers and
supervisors might benefit from training on building
supportive systems to encourage a diverse and inclu-
sive workplace environment for the success of all
employees.
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4.3. Implications for research

Future research may further examine the effect
of the psychosocial factors on receiving or provi-
sion of workplace accommodation on specific types
of disabilities. As suggested by Beatty et al. [32],
examining people with disabilities as a homogeneous
group may not help the field capture the experi-
ences of groups with specific types of disabilities.
Future research on examining the associations among
psychosocial factors, receipt of workplace accom-
modation and employment outcomes among specific
disability types are warranted.

Future research may consider recruiting more
diverse samples in terms of education levels, race,
and gender to examine their experiences in the
accommodation process. Multiple recruitment meth-
ods (such as through social media and mechanical
Turks) should be used to broaden the scope of par-
ticipants through multiple sources at national, state,
and local levels.

Future research should use comprehensive
research methods to examine the accommodation
experiences and psychosocial factors associated
with receiving accommodations and employment
outcomes. Qualitative research methods including
case study, interviews and focus groups can bring
more nuances and insights on understanding various
factors affecting the receipt of accommodations and
employment outcomes for people with disabilities.
Furthermore, future research may also examine
psychosocial factors affecting providing accommo-
dations from the perspectives of supervisors and
employers.

5. Conclusions

People with disabilities still experience barriers
and challenges in their endeavors for job success,
especially in requesting and obtaining necessary
workplace resources and accommodations. The find-
ings of the current study reveal the significance
of workplace support on employees’ likelihood of
receiving accommodations, and subsequent asso-
ciation between accommodation receipt and job
satisfaction. Considering the significance of work-
place support, rehabilitation professionals need to
provide adequate training to employers/supervisors
to facilitate a supportive and inclusive environment
to empower employees with disabilities taking full
advantage of workplace support for their employment
success.
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