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| NTRODUCTI ON

The purpose of this survey is to |learn what enployers across the
nation are doing to enploy disabled people and return disabled enployees to
wor k, and what their experiences with disabl ed enpl oyees have been. The survey
al so seeks to identify barriers that prevent enployers from hiring disabled
peopl e, and steps that the public and private sector could take to increase the
enpl oynent of disabl ed peopl e.

This is the first nationwi de survey of managers to focus primarily on
i ssues concerning the enploynment of disabled people. It is hoped that the
results will provide guidance to enployers, disability advocates,rehabilitation
and pl acement agencies, and legislators who are working to hel p di sabl ed peopl e
enter the mainstream as productive nenbers of society.

The need for this research was made clear by the 1D Survey of

Di sabl ed Anericans: Bringing Disabled Arericans into the Minstream conducted

for 1CD and the National Council on the Handi capped by Louis Harris and
Associ ates in 1985.

The survey of disabled Amrericans found that two-thirds of al
wor ki ng- age di sabl ed persons are not working, even though a large majority of
this group say that they would like to work. Disabled persons are, therefore,
much less likely to be working than any other denographic group under 65,
i ncl udi ng bl ack teenagers. The challenge presented by these findings is howto
i nduce the private and public sectors to effect policies and prograns which wll

bring many nore disabled people into the workforce.



That survey found that work makes a vast qualitative difference in the
lives of disabled Americans. Conparisons between working and non-worKki ng
di sabl ed peopl e show that those who work are nore satisfied with life, nuch less
likely to consider thenselves disabled, and much less likely to say that their
disability has prevented them from reaching their full abilities as a person.
Wor ki ng di sabl ed persons also are better educated and have nore noney than do
non-wor ki ng di sabl ed persons.

The survey identified a nunber of barriers which many di sabl ed people
cite as inportant reasons why they are not working, as well as measures of
di sabl ed people's work experience. But these findings provided few guides which
could be used to stinulate and encourage the enployment of many nore di sabl ed
people. This new survey is designed to fill this gap.

Specifically, the survey provides:

-- A comparison of current recruiting efforts nade for
di sabl ed people and those nmade for other groups.

-- Managers' conparisons between di sabl ed and non-di sabl ed
job applicants.

-- Managers' opinions about the preval ence of job
di scrim nation against disabled people.

-- Measures of the preval ence of conpany policies or
programs for the hiring of disabled people.

-- The percentage of conpanies that have hired disabled
people in the past three years and in the past year.

-- The nost inportant reasons why sonme conpani es have not
hi red di sabl ed peopl e.

-- Conparisons of the job performance of disabled and
non- di sabl ed enpl oyees.

-- Conparisons of the cost of enploying disabled and
non- di sabl ed enpl oyees.



-- The percentage of conpanies that have nade acconmbdati ons
for disabled enployees, and the cost of these
accommodat i ons.

-- Managers' experiences with job initiatives and training
prograns for disabled people.

-- Measures of the preval ence of various disability
managenment prograns for current enpl oyees who becone
di sabl ed.

-- Managers' reactions to 13 initiatives and policy changes

that have been proposed to increase enpl oynent of
di sabl ed peopl e.

The Sanpl es

The survey is based on interviews with four separate sanples of
managers: 210 interviews with top managers, 301 interviews with equa
enpl oynment opportunity (EEOQ managers, 210 interviews with department heads and
line managers, and 200 interviews with top managers in very snall conpanies
(that enploy 10-49 people). In all, 921 interviews were conducted wi th managers
of 921 different conpanies.

Top managers were defined as corporate executives with at least the
rank of senior vice president. The EEO sanple is conposed of managers who have
responsi bility for equal enployment opportunity at their company |ocations. The
third sanple is of department heads and line managers in a variety of conpany
departnents, ranging fromsales to accounting and finance. Top manhagers in very
smal |l companies, the fourth sanple, were defined as principals or ranking
officers. Cenerally, managers were speaking fromtheir current know edge and
experience w thout drawi ng on detailed conpany records.

It should be noted that while each sanple was drawn to be a
representative cross-section of each category of nanager, the aggregate data is
not strictly projectable to any popul ati on. In nost tables therefore the
replies of top managers, EEO officers, line nanagers and small business nanagers

are shown separately.



The first three sanples are each stratified into three equal subgroups
of managers in large conpanies (10,000 or nore enpl oyees), nedi umsized
conpani es (1, 000-9,999 enpl oyees), and snall conpanies (50-999 enpl oyees). For
exanpl e, there are 70 intervienws with top nanagers in large conpanies, 70 with
top managers in medi umsized conpanies, and 70 interviews with top managers in
snal | conpani es.

Al interviews were conducted in Septenber and Cctober, 1986, fromthe
Harris firms central telephone facility in New York Qty. Interviews averaged
25 mnutes in |ength.

Appendi x A contains additional infornation about the survey

net hodol ogy.

Ter m nol ogy

There are many different terns used to describe people with
disabilities, the nost common of which are "disabl ed" and "handi capped. "
Managers commonly use these two terns to describe two different popul ati ons of

people with disabilities. People who already are disabl ed before they begin

working for a conpany usual ly are considered "handi capped’ by managers.
Questions in this survey that refer to this popul ati on use the adjective
"handi capped. " Managers commonly think of "disabl ed" people as current

enpl oyees who becone di sabl ed because of injury, illness, or other health

conditions. There are also survey questions about this group, and they use the

adj ective "disabled. "



However, this report uses the word "disabl ed" throughout to describe
all disabl ed peopl e, defined as "peopl e with physical, seeing, hearing and
speech disabilities, or enotional or nental disabilities, or long-termhealth

probl ens”.

Notes on Readi ng the Tabl es

An asterisk (*) on a table signifies a value of less than one-hal f
percent (0.5% . A dash (-) represents a value of zero. Percentages nay not
always add up to 100%because of conputer rounding, multiple answers from

respondents, or the elimnation of "no answers."

Public Rel ease of Survey Findi ngs

Al Louis Harris and Associates surveys are designed to adhere to the
code of standards of the Council of American Survey Research QO gani zations
(CASRO and the code of the National Council of Public Polls (NCPP). Because
data fromthis survey will be released to the public, any release nust stipulate
that the conplete report will also be available, rather than sinply an excerpt

fromthe survey findings.
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SURVEY HI GHLI GHTS

This summary provi des an overview of the survey findings. Mny
findings described in the chapters of the report do not appear in this summary.
Readers are urged to read the chapters in order to understand the full findings

of the survey.

Enmpl oyers' Experiences Wth Disabl ed Enpl oyees

1. Overwhelning najorities of nmanagers give disabled enpl oyees a good

or excellent rating on their overall job performance. Only one in twenty

managers say that disabled enpl oyees' job performance is only fair, and

virtually no one says that they do poor work.

Twenty-four percent of top nanagers give disabled enpl oyees an
excel l ent performance rating, 64%rate their job performance as good, 5%call it
only fair, and 1%call it poor.

Twent y- percent of equal enploynment opportunity (EEO officers say that
di sabl ed enpl oyees do an excellent job, 71%say that they do a good job, 4% say
only fair, and none rate their job performance as poor.

Twenty- seven percent of departnment heads and |ine managers give
di sabl ed enpl oyees an excellent rating, 64% rate their job performance as good,
3%call it only fair, and none said that disabled enpl oyees do a poor job

2. Nearly all disabled enployees do their jobs as well or better than

ot her enployees in sinilar jobs.

The great mpjority of managers say that disabled enpl oyees work as
hard or harder than non-di sabl ed enpl oyees, and are as reliable and punctual or

nore so. They produce as well or better than non-disabl ed enpl oyees, and



denonstrate average or better than average |eadership ability.

anbi ti ous.

Li ne managers'

In other words, disabled enpl oyees are an asset to any enpl oyer.

are indicative of the total responses:

O willingness to work hard: 46%of |ine nanagers rate
di sabl ed enpl oyees as better than non-di sabl ed enpl oyees,
and 33%rate them about the sane.

O reliability: 39%rate disabled enpl oyees as better
t han non-di sabl ed enpl oyees, and 42%rate them about the
sane.

--On attendance and punctuality: 39%rate disabl ed

enpl oyees as better than non-di sabl ed enpl oyees, and 40%
rate them about the sane.

On productivity: 20%rate disabled enpl oyees as better,
and 57%rate them about the sanme as non-di sabl ed
enpl oyees.

O desire for promotion: 23%rate disabl ed enpl oyees as
better, and 55%rate them about the sane as non-di sabl ed
enpl oyees.

--On leadership ability: 10%rate disabled enpl oyees as

3.

better, and 62%rate themabout the sanme as non-di sabl ed
enpl oyees.

B ght out of ten departnent heads and |ine managers feel

They are al so

t hat

di sabl ed enpl oyees are no harder to supervise than non-di sabl ed enpl oyees.

B ghty-four percent of

line managers who have supervi sed di sabl ed enpl oyees,

conpari sons between di sabl ed and non-di sabl ed enpl oyees

and

80%of those who have not, feel this way.

of ficers)

4.,

The majority of nanagers (60%of top nmanagers and 61%of E E Q

report that their conpani es can provide In-house training for disabled

enpl oyees.



The Cost of Empl oying and Accommodati ng D sabl ed Peopl e

1. GCost should not be a barrier to increased enpl oynent of disabl ed

people. Athree-fourths ngjority of all three manager groups say that the

average cost of enploying a disabled person is about the sane as the cost of

enpl oyi ng a non-di sabl ed person.

B ghty-one percent of top managers, 79%of EEO officers, and 75% of
departnent heads and |ine managers say that it costs about the sane amount to
enpl oy either a disabled or non-disabled person. Oy 13%to 17%of these
nmanagers consider it nore expensive to enploy a disabled person.

2. lLarge mapjorities of managers al so say that maki ng accommodati ons

for disabl ed enpl oyees is not expensive. The cost of accommbdations rarely

drives the cost of enpl oynent above the average range of costs for all

enpl oyees.

3. About half of EEO officers (48% say that their conpany has nade

accommodati ons for disabled enpl oyees. The nost common accommodati ons are the

renoval of architectural barriers in the workpl ace, the purchase of special

equi prent for disabl ed enpl oyees, and adjusting work hours or restructuring jobs

for disabl ed enpl oyees.

A recent federal study enphasized that accommodations, when needed,
are a crucial step toward the full integration of disabled enployees into the
wor kf or ce.

Mbst nanagers whose conpani es have not nmade accommodati ons say that
they were not needed. However, the survey did not determne the extent to which
accommodati ons were actual |y needed. Nevertheless, it seens likely that many
nmanagers coul d benefit from further education about the excellent performance
record achi eved by di sabl ed enpl oyees, the generally |ow cost of accomrodati ons,

and their effectiveness in hel ping people do their jobs well.
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Recent Hring of D sabled People

1. Strong performance eval uati ons and an absence of cost barriers

have not translated into w despread hiring of disabled enpl oyees. ly 43% of

EEO officers say that their conpany has hired a disabled enpl oyee in the past

year. This nunber does not take account of the hiring of people with "invisible
disabilities" or those who do not self-identify as disabl ed.

2. Large conpanies are much nore likely to hire disabled enpl oyees

than are snaller conpanies. Fifty-two percent of conpanies with at |east 10,000

enpl oyees have hired disabl ed people in the past year. That percentage drops to
27%for conpanies w th 50-999 enpl oyees, and 16%for conpanies w th 10-49

enpl oyees. These differences reflect, at least in part, the obvious fact that
large enployers hire nore people of all kinds. The survey does not provide

i nfformati on on whether the proportion of disabled enployees hired is greater
anong | arge, mediumsized or srmall conpani es.

3. Conpanies that have federal contracts are also nore likely to hire

di sabl ed peopl e than are conpanies without federal contracts. Federal |aw

requi res conpanies that have federal contracts in excess of $2,500 to provide

equal enpl oyrment opportunities to disabled peopl e.

Barriers to Increased Hring of D sabled Peopl e

1. Conpanies that have not hired disabled people in the past three

years say that a lack of qualified applicants is the nmost inportant reason.

S xty-six percent of nmanagers say that a lack of qualified applicants is an

i nportant reason why they have not hired di sabl ed peopl e.
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The nessage inthis finding is clear: increase the pool of qualified

di sabl ed peopl e through education and appropriate training efforts. A new

generation of disabled people are now bei ng educated under the auspices of the
1975 Education for Al Handi capped Children Act. These young peopl e nust al so
recei ve the training necessary to enter the profession of their choice.

MIlions of unenployed disabl ed peopl e who finished their education
before 1975 al so need to acquire additional job skills. The 1985 |1CD Survey of
D sabl ed Anericans showed that only one-third of working-age disabled people are
enpl oyed either full-time or part-time, even though a two-thirds majority of
unenpl oyed di sabl ed persons want to work. The evidence suggests many enpl oyers
coul d acquire val uabl e enpl oyees and hel p nore di sabl ed peopl e to becone
productive nenbers of society.

2. A second key barrier is that few conpani es have established a

policy or programfor the hiring of disabled enployees. Oy 37%of managers

say that their conpany has such a policy or program and these are nostly |arge

conpani es.

Enpl oyment of di sabl ed peopl e woul d i ncrease dramatically if nany nore
conpani es established these policies. S xty-seven percent of conpanies that
have such a hiring policy have hired disabl ed enpl oyees in the past year,
conpared to only 42%of conpanies that do not have a policy. The active
di ssem nati on of these enpl oynent policies raises the consci ousness of nanagers,
and increases the likelihood that they will try harder to enpl oy disabl ed

peopl e. Many conpanies could clearly do nuch nore in this area

3. Top nmanagers can play a vital role in raising the consci ousness of

m ddl e nanagers about enpl oyi ng di sabl ed people, and ensuring that hiring

policies are followed. In conpanies that have such a policy, 88%of top

nmanagers say that they play an active role in dissemnating the policy.
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4. But managers generally display a low level of consciousness toward

di sabl ed peopl e as a group, which is another barrier to their increased

enpl oynent. The consci ousness of all managers -- top, mddle, and line
supervisors -- toward disabled people needs to be raised. Many managers are not
aware that unenpl oyed di sabl ed peopl e want to work, and are capabl e of becom ng
| oyal , productive enpl oyees.

For exanple, only one in ten top nmanagers display a strongly
optimstic attitude toward di sabl ed people as a potential source of enpl oyees.
Both mnority groups and elderly people are nore likely to be considered an
excel | ent source of enployees by top nanagers, than are disabl ed peopl e.

5. Job discrimnation remains one of the nost persistent

barriers to increased enpl oynent of disabled people. A three-fourths najority

of managers feel that disabled people often encounter discrimnation from

enpl oyers.
This finding supports the anecdotal evidence of job discrimnation
that disability advocates and journalists have gathered for years. Until
di scrimnation fromenployers is elimnated, |arge nunbers of unenpl oyed
di sabl ed peopl e nay never join the working nmai nstreamof Anerican life.

6. The majority of managers say that their conpanies can provide

i n-house training for disabl ed enpl oyees. S xty percent of top nanagers and 61%

of EEO officers say their conpanies can do this. Among snmall busi nesses,
however, only 46% of nanagers say they can provi de in-house training. The nain
reasons why enpl oyers cannot provide in-house training are the |ack of special

training for managers, the lack of special equipnent and architectural barriers.
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The Rehabilitation of D sabl ed Empl oyees

1. Mbst enpl oyers who have dealt with enpl oyees who becorne di sabl ed

say that a majority of these enployees return to work. ly relatively snall

mnorities (from22%to 8% of the four enpl oyer groups say that a majority of
their disabl ed enpl oyees remain disabled or take early retirenent.

2. Mst enployers are supportive of, and coomtted to, the

rehabilitation of enpl oyees, who becone disabled. Approxinately three-quarters

of each of the three types of managers surveyed feel that enpl oyers have a
responsibility to rehabilitate disabled enpl oyees. FEqually large majorities
feel the rehabilitation of disabled enployees is cost-effective. Dsability
nanagerent prograns wi dely used include light duty, part-time work or flexible
hours (72%, trial work periods (38%, the use of private rehabilitation vendors
(36% and nedi cal case nmanagenent (35% .

3. Mst enployers (70% 74% believe that their conpanies are doing

enough to rehabilitate disabled enpl oyees. ly tiny mnorities (8% 16%

bel i eve they shoul d nake greater efforts. These findings suggest that, as
things are, enployers are unlikely to significantly increase their

rehabilitation efforts.
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Wiat Conpanies Plan to Do in the Near Future

1. Mst managers think that their conpany is already doi ng enough to

enpl oy di sabl ed peopl e, and should not nake greater efforts to enploy them

S xty-seven percent of top nanagers, 71%of EEO officers, and 70%of departnent
heads and line managers think that their conpanies are doi ng enough now to
enpl oy di sabl ed peopl e.

2. Mjorities of managers also think it is somewhat likely or very

likely that their conpanies will nake greater efforts to enpl oy disabl ed peopl e

inthe next three years. Between 57%and 63%of nmanagers think that their

conpany wi |l make sone greater efforts to increase enpl oynent of disabled
people. From28%to 38%think that this will not happen.

Many managers are willing to try harder to enpl oy disabled people, and
may do so. But they expect rehabilitation and pl acement agencies to shoul der

nost of the burden of producing qualified applicants.

Managers Rate the Effectiveness of Proposed Policy Changes

1. Managers express strong support for nmany different proposed

initiatives and policy changes designed to hel p increase enpl oynent of disabled

peopl e. These include steps and changes that coul d be taken by enpl oyers,
federal and state agencies, legislatures, private rehabilitation agencies and
pl acenent services, and foundations.
These proposal s are thought to have the nost potential:
-- Establishing direct training and recruiting prograns with
school s and vocational rehabilitation agencies: 54% of

nmanagers rate this very effective, and 38%rate it
somewhat effective.
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-- Having nore conpanies provide internships or part-tine
jobs to disabled persons as an introduction to full-tine
jobs: 35%rate this very effective, and 53%rate it
somewhat effective.

-- Having enpl oyers explain specific functional requirenents
as part of job descriptions for open positions: 35%rate
this very effective, and 45%rate it sonewhat effective.

-- Having the governnent provide additional tax deductions
for expensive accommodations, or share in their cost:
27% consider this very effective, and 47% consider it
somewhat effective.

-- Having the governnment subsidize salaries for severely
di sabl ed enployees for a trial period: 26%rate this
very effective, and 42%rate it sonewhat effective.

-- Having disability professionals give technical assistance
or counsel to enployers for accomvodations or problens
with specific enmployees: 24%rate this very effective,
and 57%rate it somewhat effective.

-- Having chief executive officers establish voluntary
enpl oyment targets for disabled people: 24%rate this
very effective, and 48% rate it sonewhat effective.

VWhen asked what they see as the nost inportant steps that
public and private agencies should take to help enployers enploy nore
di sabl ed peopl e, many managers mention progranms which woul d increase
the nunbers of job-qualified disabled people, or which would better

i nform enpl oyers about qualified applicants.

2. Substantial majorities of all types of nmnagers support

the concept that civil rights laws which protect mnorities against

di scrimnation should also apply to disabled people. E. E QO officers

(80% are the most supportive of this extension of civil rights |aws,

top nmanagers (56% the |east supportive.
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I N CONCLUSI ON

There are several inportant findings in this survey which are very
encour agi ng:

-- Enployers give their disabled enpl oyees high marks as
hard working, reliable and productive enpl oyees.

-- The cost of enploying disabled people is not a
significant barrier.

-- Mst enployers appear to be willing to consider the
enpl oyment of nore disabled people if they are qualified

However, the evidence of this survey is that, w thout sone
new stimul ation, the enploynent of disabled people is unlikely to increase
significantly:

-- Mbst mmnagers think their company is already doi ng enough

to enpl oy disabled people and should not make greater
efforts to do so

-- Most enployers believe that the shortage of disabled job

applicants with appropriate qualifications is a major
barrier to their enploying nore disabled people.

-- Enployers give the hiring of disabled people a |ower
priority than the hiring of people frommnority groups
and the elderly. And disabled people are the |east
likely to be viewed as an excellent source of enployees.

Revi ewi ng the data, and reading between the lines of sone of the
responses, it is clear that nost managers give the recruitnent of disabled
people a very low priority, and that little societal or business pressure is
brought to bear on themto give it a higher priority.

Efforts to increase the enployment of disabled people will only

succeed therefore if:

1. There is an increase in the nunber of job applicants who
are perceived by enployers to be qualified

2. Enpl oyers give the enploynment of disabled people a higher
priority.

Thi s survey suggests a nunber of steps that |eaders in governnent,
busi ness and vol untary organi zations could take to raise the consci ousness of

enpl oyers on these issues.
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GHAPTER 1. NANACGERS ASSESS D SABLED JGB APPLI CANTS

Recruiting Efforts and Attitudes Toward D sabl ed Persons

The survey results show that conpanies are nore likely to make speci al
recruiting efforts for people frommnority groups than they are for disabled
people. Seventy-two percent of EEO officers and 50%of |ine nanagers say that
their conpanies currently nake a special effort to recruit people frommnority
groups. In conparison, 60%of EEO officers and only 33%of |ine nanagers
believe that their conpanies do special recruiting for disabled people
(Table 1-1). ne explanation for this difference is presunably the |egal
requirenent for recruiting mnorities.

Conpanies with federal contracts are nuch nore likely than those
w thout such contracts to make special efforts to hire both mnorities and
di sabl ed peopl e.

Anot her possi bl e expl anation is suggested in top nanagers' attitudes
toward di sabl ed people as a potential source of enployees. Top rmanagers were
asked to consider their conpany's future enpl oynent needs, and rate three groups
as potential sources of enployees -- people in mnority groups, disabled people,
and el derly people (Table 1-2). The results are as fol |l ows:

-- Twenty-seven percent of top managers consider mnority
groups an excellent potential source of enpl oyees, 54%

consi der themgood, 14%rate themas only fair, and 2%
rate themas poor.

The results for elderly people are 14%excellent, 42%
good, 27%only fair, and 13%poor.

-- Ten percent give disabled people an excellent rating, 51%
rate themas good, 31%consider themonly fair, and 5%
rate themas a poor potential source of enployees.
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D sabl ed people are the least likely to be viewed as an excellent source of

enpl oyees, and are about as likely as elderly people to be considered as only

fair or poor.

ly one in ten top managers -- people with at least the rank of

senior vice president -- display a strongly optimstic attitude towards disabl ed

peopl e as

potential enpl oyees.
(bservati ons:

1. Disabled people are about as likely as elderly people to
receive strong consideration for hiring fromtop nmanagers.

It is difficult not to see this as evidence of negativism
or at least a lack of enthusiasm toward disabled peopl e.
These attitudes pose a barrier to increased enpl oynent of

di sabl ed peopl e.

2. These findings sharply contradict the positive ratings
given to disabled job applicants by EEO officers and |ine
nmanagers (see Table 1-3) and the high marks awarded to

di sabl ed enpl oyees for their job performance (see

Chapter 4).
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Q2
Table 1-1
A COMPAR SON CF SPEA AL RECRU TI NG BEFFCRTS FCR M NCRI TY
GRAUPS AND DI SABLED PERSONS

Q: Does your conpany currently nake a special effort to recruit (READ EACH
I TEM, or not?

Peopl e
From
Mnority D sabled
Base Q oups Peopl e
EEO Oficers (301) % %
Makes a special effort 72 60
Does not nake 27 30
Not sure 1 10
Depart ment Heads/ Li ne Manager s (210) % %
Makes a special effort 50 33
Does not nake 46 53
Not sure 4 14
Gonpani es with Federal Government Contracts (273) % %
Makes a special effort 82 56
Does not nake 16 41
Not sure 2 3
Conpani es w thout Federal Governnent Contracts (570) %
Makes a special effort 49 28
Does not mnake 47 67

Not sure 3 5
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Q30
Table 1-2
TCP MANAGERS RATE D SABLED PECPLE
AS A POTENTI AL SOURCE G EMPLOYEES

Q: Wen you think of your conpany's enpl oynent needs in the next few years,
how woul d you rate (READ EACH I TEM) as a potential source of enpl oyees --
excel lent, good, only fair, or poor?

ly Not
Base: 210 Excellent Good Fair Poor Sure Refused
People in mnority groups % 27 54 14 2 2
Handi capped peopl e % 10 51 31 5 2 *
B derly peopl e % 14 42 27 13 4

*Less than 0.5%
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EEO and Line Managers Rate Disabled Job Applicants

EEO officers and |ine managers conpared di sabled and non-di sabl ed job
applicants on a nunber of criteria. Substantial majorities of both manager
groups rate disabled applicants as equal to, or better than, non-disabled
applicants on: fornmal education, job skills, ability to sell thenselves,
| eadershi p potential, comunication skills, and past experience (Table 1-3).

Anong EEO officers, majorities ranging from60%to 64% consi der
di sabl ed applicants about the same as non-di sabled applicants on fornal
education, job skills, leadership potential, and comunication skills.
Mnorities of 10%to 13% rate disabled applicants better than non-disabl ed
applicants on all of these criteria except one, the ability to sell thensel ves,
for which 23% of EEO officers rate di sabl ed applicants superior.

Li ne managers give disabled job applicants virtually the same
evaluations for all six criteria as those given by EEO officers. For exanple,
27% of line managers rate disabled applicants as better than non-disabl ed

applicants on their ability to sell thenselves.

Cbservati on:

Both EEO officers and line managers say that a |ack of past
experience hurts disabled applicants nost. The problem of
course, is how to gain experience when one can't get a job.
One way in which this can be addressed is internship

and ot her on-the-job training prograns.
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Q3
Table 1-3
MANAGERS RATE D SABLED JCB APPLI CANTS
Q: In general, howwoul d you conpare handi capped job applicants to nost non-

handi capped applicants on their (READ ITEM -- are handi capped applicants
better, worse, or about the sane as nost non-handi capped applicants?

EEO Oficers
About Doesn't
the Apply Depends Not
Base: 301 Better Wrse Same (Vol.) (Mol .) Sure Refused

Formal education % 13 7 63 6 5 5
Job skills % 13 9 60 7 7 3
Ability to sell thensel ves % 23 16 46 6 4 5
Leader ship potenti al % 10 6 64 6 6 8
Conmmuni cation skills % 11 6 61 5 12 5
Past experience % 10 26 45 6 6 7

Depart nent Heads/ Li ne Manager s.

About Doesn' t
the Apply Depends Not
Base: 210 Better Wrse Sane (Vol.) (Ml.) Sure
Formal education % 13 6 60 10 2 10
Job skills % 14 5 58 10 5 9
Ability to sell thensel ves % 27 10 42 10 2 9
Leader shi p potenti al % 9 8 62 10 2 9
Gormuni cation skills % 11 5 61 9 6 7
Past experience % 9 20 45 11 2 12

*Less than 0.5%
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GHAPTER 2: JOB DSCR M NATION AND OM L R CGHTS LAVWS

Job D scrimnation Against D sabl ed Peopl e

Large najorities of top nmanagers (72% , EEOo officers (76% , departnent
heads/|i ne nanagers (80%, and snall business managers (70% feel that disabled

peopl e often encounter job discrimnation fromenployers (Table 2-1).

(bservati on:

This assertion by three-fourths of managers supports the
anecdot al evidence of job discrimnation against disabled
peopl e that disability advocates and journalists have
gathered for many years. Discrimnation by enpl oyers
remains a barrier to increased enpl oynent of disabled
peopl e.

The 1985 1D Survey of D sabl ed Anericans found that only
one-third of working-age disabl ed peopl e are enpl oyed either
full-time or part-tine, even though a two-thirds nmajority of
unenpl oyed di sabl ed people want to work. Until job
discrinmnation and other enploynment barriers are elimnated,
| arge nunbers of disabled people may not enter the working
nmai nstream of Anrerican life.
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Q7
Table 2-1
PERCENTACE CF EMPLOYERS WHO FEEL DI SABLED
PECPLE ENCOUNTER JCB DI SCR M NATI ON
Q : Do you feel that handi capped peopl e often encounter job discrimnation from

enpl oyers, or not?

Depar t ment Snal |

Top EEO Heads/ Busi ness

Managerment (fficers Line Managers Managers
Base 210 301 210 200
% % % %
Yes, encounter discrimnation 72 76 80 70
Do not encount er 17 15 11 18
Not sure 11 7 9 12

Ref used 1 1
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VWhether Gvil Rights Laws Should Al so Cover Disabled People

Al four manager groups were asked if the civil rights laws that cover
mnorities against discrimnation should also cover disabled persons.
Majorities of top nmanagers, EEO officers, line managers, and small business
managers think that they should. But EEO officers and |ine managers express
much stronger support than top nmanagers. Eighty percent of EEO officers and 72%
of line managers support coverage for disabled people by anti-discrimnation
lans. Only 56% of top managers take this view, a far smaller mgjority

(Tabl e 2-2).

Cbservati on:

This is, perhaps, one of the nore surprising findings in the
survey. It is, however, typical of the attitudes of

busi ness executives reported in this survey who are shown to
be generally supportive of policies which would help

di sabl ed peopl e.

This is the second finding to suggest that EEO officers and
line managers are closer to the problens faced by disabled
enpl oyees, and are nore supportive of change than are top
managers.
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Q6
Table 2-2

WETHER M L R GHATS LAWS SHOULD ALSO QOVER D SABLED PECPLE

Q: Do youthink that the civil rights laws that cover mnorities agai nst

di scrimnation shoul d al so cover handi capped persons, or not? (IF RESPONDENT
SAYS THAT LAWS ALREADY COVER THEM PRCBE WTH Do you think that civil rights
laws should or should not ...?)

Depar t ment Snal |

Top EEO Heads/ Busi ness

Managenent CGficers Line Managers  Managers
Base 210 301 210 200
% % % %
Shoul d cover 56 80 72 65
Shoul d not cover 30 16 19 26
Not sure 13 4 8 9
Ref used * - * 1

*Less than 0.5%
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CHAPTER 3: H RING PCLI Cl ES TOMRD DI SABLED PECPLE

Preval ence of Hiring Policies or Prograns for D sabled People

Thirty-seven percent of all managers interviewed say that their
conmpany has an established policy or program for the hiring of disabled people
(Table 3-1).

Conpani es that enploy at |east 10,000 people are two to nine tines
nmore likely to have a hiring policy than are conpanies with less than one
t housand enpl oyees. Sixty-two percent of managers in conpanies with at |east
10, 000 enpl oyees say that they have a hiring policy for disabled people,
conpared to 24%in conpanies with 50-999 enployees and a nere 7% i n conpani es

with 10-49 enpl oyees.

Cbservati on:

If one accepts the prem se that establishing equa
enpl oynment policies for disabled people is a necessary step
toward their full enployment, then these results show a |ong

haul ahead for the advocacy novenent. It will be many years
until large majorities of all managers say that their
conmpany has an established policy for enploying disabled
peopl e.

Federal |aw requires conpanies that have federal contracts in excess
of $2,500 to effect equal enployment hiring policies toward di sabl ed people. In
conpani es that have federal contracts, 71%of nanagers say that they have an
established hiring policy for disabled people. Only 21% of managers in
conmpani es without federal contracts have such a policy or program

Awar eness of these policies appears to be significantly |ower anong
department heads and |ine managers. About one-third of this group says that
their conpany has a hiring policy toward di sabled people. The corresponding

figures for top managers and EEO officers are 47% and 53% respectively.
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In conpanies that have a hiring policy for disabled people, 88%of top
nmanagers state that they play an active role in dissemnating this policy to
nanagers (Tabl e 3-2).

Hal f of these conpani es al so have awareness prograns or distribute

literature to hel p nanagers learn to work with disabled people (Table 3-3).

(bser vati on:

Top managers report a renarkably high level of participation

in educati ng mddl e managers about these hiring policies.

The big dropoff in awareness of these policies anong |ine

nmanagers suggests that neither their efforts nor awareness

prograns have succeeded fully as of yet.

A nost half (47% of EEO officers (or managers wth those
responsibilities) in conpanies with hiring policies say that a specific person
or department oversees the hiring of handi capped people (Table 3-4). The

exi stence of such a position or department perhaps suggests a nore firmy

establ i shed policy for enploying di sabl ed peopl e.
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Q 8a
Table 3-1
PREVALENCE CF HR NG PCLIA ES (R PROERAME FCR D SABLED PECPLE

Q: Does your conpany have an established policy or programfor the hiring of
handi capped peopl e, or not?

Has a
Policy or Does Not
Base Pr ogr am Not Have Sure
Tot al 921 % 37 55 8
Al Managers By Size of Conpany
10,000 or nore enpl oyees 240 % 62 30 8
1, 000-9, 999 enpl oyees 242 % 51 26 13
50-999 enpl oyees 239 % 24 69 7
10-49 enpl oyees 200 % 7 92 2
Type of Manager
Top Management 210 % 47 52 1
EEO CGificer 301 % 53 41 7
Depart ment Head/ Li ne Manager 210 % 35 44 21
Smal | Busi ness Managers 200 % 7 92 2

Conpany Has Federal Contracts
Yes 2713 % 71 25 4
No 570 % 21 72 7
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Q7
Table 3-2
TGP MANAGEMENT S RCLE IN D SSEM NATING H R NG PCLI A ES

Base: Top Managers in conpanies that have a
hiring policy for disabled people

Q: Does top managenent in your conpany play an active role in the
di ssemnation of this policy to your managers, or not?

Does
M ays an Not Play Not
Base Active Role a Role Sure

Top Managers 98 % 88 11 1

Ref used
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Q 8d
Table 3-3
PREVALENCE OF AWARENESS PROGRAMVG (R LI TERATURE
Base: Managers in conpanies that have a
hiring policy for disabled people
Q: Does your conpany have any programor distribute any literature that hel ps

your nanagers and enpl oyees learn to work w th handi capped people, or not?

Conpany Has Awareness Does Not Not

Base Program or Literature Have Sure

Type of Manager
Top Managers 98 % 46 52 2
EEO CGificers 159 % 53 43 4

Depart ment Heads/

Li ne Managers 73 % 47 a7 7

Al Managers By

S ze of Conpany
10, 000 or rnore enpl oyees 149 % 62 34 4
1, 000- 9,999 enpl oyees 123 % 45 52 3
1,000 or fewer 72 % 24 72 4
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Q8b
Table 3-4
PREVALENCE CF DEPARTMENTS THAT OVERSEE H R NG CF Dl SABLED PECPLE

Base: EEO Oficers and Line Managers in conpanies that
have a hiring policy for disabled people

Q: Does your conpany have a specific person or departnent that oversees the
hi ri ng of handi capped peopl e, or not?
Has a
Specific
Per son\ Does Not
Base Depar t ment Not Have Sure
EEO Oficers 159 % 47 50 3
Department Heads/Li ne Managers 73 % 36 55 10
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Preval ence of Hiring Quotas for Disabled People

A small minority of EEO officers say that their conmpany's hiring
policy toward disabled people amounts to a specific quota. N ne percent say
that their conpany policy requires enploynment of a certain nunber of disabled

people, or a certain proportion of disabled enployees (Table 3-5).

Screening Job Candidates for Disability

Forty-four percent of EEO officers say that their conmpany screens job
candidates for disabilities that could limt their ability to do the job. This
information is used in making hiring decisions by 91% of conpanies that screen

for functional limtations (Table 3-6).

Sel f-ldentification by Disabled Job Candi dates and Enpl oyees

A 53% majority of EEO officers encourage job candi dates and enpl oyees

to self-identify as being disabled or having a specific disability (Table 3-7).

Cbservati on:

Encouragement to self-identify is considered an inportant
step in the integration of disabled enployees into a work
environnent. Self-identification, as recommended by

Ber kel ey Pl anning Associates for the Department of Labor
(1982) places the special needs of disabled enployees in the
sane status as other work situations and potential problens
that nmanagers regul arly address.

A large increase in the magjority of conpanies that encourage
self-identification would be beneficial to managers,

current enpl oyees, and job candi dates. Then, necessary
acconmodations coul d be nade.

The survey does not provide information on how conpani es use
screening for disability, or whether this hel ps or hinders
the matching of disabled job applicants with appropriate

j obs.
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Q 8c
Table 3-5
PREVALENCE OF H RING QUOTAS FOR DI SABLED PECPLE
Base: EEO Oficers in conpanies that have a
hiring policy for disabled people
Q: Does your conpany policy require that you enploy a certain nunber of

handi capped people, or have a certain proportion of handi capped enpl oyees in
your work force, or not?

Policy Requires a
Certain Nunber of Does Not Not
Bas Di sabl ed Enpl oyees Requi re Sur e

EEO O ficers 159 % 9 86 5
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Qlla, lib
Table 3-6

PERCENTACE GF COMPAN ES THAT SCREEN FCR DI SABI LI TY, AND USE
I NFCRVATI ON N H R NG DEQA SI ONS

Base: EEO Oficers

Q : Does your conpany screen job candidates for functional limtations for
doi ng the job, or not?

Does Not Not
Base Screens Screen Sure
EEO Oficers 301 % 44 52 4
Q : Is this information used in making hiring decisions, or not?
Use Do Not
Base Information Not Wse Sure Refused

EEO Oficers in
conpani es that screen
for disability 132 % 91 6 2 1
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Qllc
Table 3-7

PERCENTACE CF GOMPAN ES THAT ENCOURACE JGB CANDI DATES AND EMPLOYEES
TO SELF- 1 DENTI FY AS Dl SABLED

Base: EEO Cficers

Q: Does your conpany encourage job candidates and enpl oyees to self-identify
t hensel ves as handi capped or as having a specific disability, or not?

Encour aged Not Not
Base to Self-ldentify Encouraged Sure Refused

EEO Oficers 301 % 53 44 2 2
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GHAPTER 4: RECENT HR NG CGF D SABLED PECPLE

Percent age of Conpanies That Have Hred D sabl ed
People in the Three Past Years and Past Year

Sixty-five percent of EEO officers say that their conpany has hired
di sabl ed people in the past three years. Managers who said yes to this question
then were asked if their conpany had hired any disabled people in the past 12
nmont hs. The percentage of EEO officers who claimto have done this drops
sharply to 43% (Table 4-1). A 57%mgjority of conpanies, especially snaller

conpani es, have not hired disabl ed people in the past year.

(bser vati on:

This line of questioning was enployed in order to achieve a

"harder" neasure of the percentage of conpanies that have

hired di sabl ed people in the past year. The idea behind

this kind of test is to focus on progressively nore recent

tine periods. The series could have started farther back in

time, at five or ten years ago, and continued until only 6

nonths or 3 nonths back fromthe date of the interview In

theory, the percentage shoul d always grow snmaller as the

tine frame is tightened.

Al manager groups were asked these questions, even though top
nmanagers and |ine managers coul d have less direct know edge of recent hirings
than EEO officers and other personnel officers who have these responsibilities.
Conbi ning the sanples allows for anal ysis across sonme broad nmeasures, such as
differences by size of conpany or the possible effects of federal contracts on
conpany policies and actions. It should be understood that the conbined sanpl e
of all managers is not projectable to any exact universe of managers. iy the

i ndi vidual sanples of managers or conpanies by size, or both, are representative

of a particul ar universe of conpanies.
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The results for all managers reveal a powerful trend toward greater
hiring of disabled people in larger conpanies. Fifty-two percent of conpanies
with at least 10,000 enpl oyees have hired disabled people in the past year. The
percentage drops to 27%for conpanies with 50-999 enpl oyees and 16% for
conpani es with 10-49 enpl oyees (Table 4-1). These differences reflect at |east
in part the obvious fact that |arge enployers hire nore people of all kinds.
This survey does not provide information on whether the proportion of disabled
enpl oyees hired is greater anong | arge, nediumsized or snall conpanies.

The presence of a hiring policy for disabled people greatly increases
the likelihood that disabled people will be hired. A two-thirds majority (67%
of conpanies with a hiring policy for disabl ed people have hired themin the
past year, conpared to only 42%of conpanies that do not have such a policy.

Conpani es that have federal contracts are also nore likely to hire
di sabl ed peopl e than are conpanies without federal contracts. S xty-five
percent of conpanies with federal contracts have hired di sabl ed people in the
past year; 48%of conpanies wthout federal contracts have hired di sabl ed peopl e

in the past year.
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Q9a
Table 4-1

PERCENTACE O COMPAN ES THAT HAVE H RED D SABLED PECPLE RECENTLY

Q: Has your conpany hired any handi capped people in the past 3 years, or not?
(NOTE  RESPONDENT NAY ASK | F QUESTI ON REFERS TO THE R LOCATI ON (R THE WHOLE
COWPANY. TELL THEM TO ANSWER FCR THE LOCATI ONS THEY FEEL QUALI FI ED TO SPEAK
ABQUT. )

Q: Has your conpany hired any handi capped peopl e in the past year, since
(DATE) 1985, or not?

Be Pa
Hred D sabled People Hred D sabl ed Peo
Base inthe Past 3 Years in the Past Year
EEO Gificers 301 65% 43%
Al Managers By
Size of Conpany
10,000 or nore enpl oyees 240 69% 52%
1, 000-9, 999 enpl oyees 242 63% 42%
50- 999 enpl oyees 239 54% 27%
10- 49 enpl oyees 200 45% 16%
Conpany Has a Hring
Policy for D sabl ed
Peopl e
Yes 344 80% 67%
No 506 49% 42%
Have Federal Contracts
Yes 273 75% 65%
No 570 52% 48%

Conpany Participation in
Vari ous Prograns
Targeted jobs tax
credit program 277 74% 51%
(Associ ation with)
state vocati onal

rehabilitation agency 319 79% 56%
Type of Industry

Manuf act uri ng 279 65% 37%

Wol esal e/ Ret ai | 253 54% 31%

Fi nanci al services 159 62% 42%

G her services 164 54% 32%

Q her 88 52% 28%
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How D sabl ed Enpl oyees Cane to Their Conpani es

EEO of fi cers whose conpani es had hired di sabl ed people in the past
year were asked how those people were referred to their conpany. A 68%najority
of these people reportedly cane of their own initiative, or through friends or
wor d- of - nout h (Tabl e 4-2).

Q her disabl ed enpl oyees were referred through: private vocati onal
rehabilitation agencies (15%, state enpl oynent services (14%, agencies that
pl ace di sabl ed people (12%, governnent vocational rehabilitation agencies
(11%, private enpl oynent agencies (11%, current enpl oyees of the conpanies
(9%, conpany recruiters (7%, colleges and schools (3%, and i ndependent

recruiters (19%.

(bservati on:

These findings send a clear message to disabled people: the
best way to find a job is through personal initiative and
perseverance. The message to public and private
rehabilitation agencies is to do a far better job of
introducing qualified disabled clients to prospective

enpl oyers. Chapter 10 will confirmthat enpl oyers woul d

be likely to respond positively.
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Q9b
Tabl e 4-2
HON D SABLED EMPLOYEES CAME TO THEI R COMPAN ES
Base: Managers whose conpani es have hired disabl ed
peopl e in the past year
Q: How were those handi capped peopl e referred to your conpany? Anything el se?

Hred D sabl ed
Peopl e in the Past Year

197

%
Came of their own initiative 55
Private vocational rehabilitation agency 15
State enpl oyment service 14
Friends or word-of-nouth 13
Agency that places handi capped peopl e 12
Governnent vocational rehabilitation agency 11
Private enpl oynent agency 11
Qurrent enpl oyees 9
Conpany recruiters 7
Col | eges and school s 3
I ndependent recruiters/headhunters 1
Q her 8
Not sure 7
Ref used

Note: Miltiple responses were given by some respondents to this question.
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Reasons Wiy D sabl ed Peopl e Have Not Been Hred

Manager s whose conpani es have not hired di sabl ed people in the past
three years cited various reasons why they may not have done so (Table 4-3).
Two reasons energed as major barriers to the enpl oynment of disabl ed peopl e:

-- Sixty-six percent of managers say that a lack of

qualified applicants is an inportant reason why they have
not hired disabl ed people in the past three years.

-- Fifty-two percent called an absence of job openings or a

hiring freeze an inportant reason for not hiring disabled
people in this time period.

No nore than one in five nanagers said that any of the other factors
tested was an inportant reason why they had not hired disabl ed people recently.
These factors include: disabled people being a safety risk to thensel ves and
others (19%; architectural barriers or a lack of special equipnent in the
wor kpl ace (17%; an inability to train disabled people (12%; and a | ack of
support fromtop managenent (5% .

Those nanagers whose conpani es had hired disabl ed people in the past
three years, but not in the past 12 nonths, al so assessed the inportance of
these reasons. (nhce again, the two najor reasons were an absence of jobs (65%

and a lack of qualified applicants (61%, only the order swtched. The rank

ordering of the other four reasons was the sane (Table 4-4).

(bservati on

Soci ety nust increase the pool of qualified disabled
appl i cants through increased education and appropriate job
training. A new generation of young disabled people are
bei ng educat ed under the 1975 Education for Al Handi capped
Children Act. Enployers, public and private agencies and
di sabl ed peopl e must insure that they receive all necessary
training to enter the profession of their choice.

But mllions of other unenpl oyed di sabl ed peopl e fini shed
their education long ago. Mny of these people want to
work, and are capabl e of working, but |ack the necessary
training to get jobs. Enployers could acquire nany val uabl e
enpl oyees (as Chapter 5 will show) and hel p di sabl ed peopl e
becorre productive nenbers of society.
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REASONS WHY DI SABLED PECPLE HAVE NOT BEEN H RED | N THE PAST 3 YEARS

Base: Managers whose conpani es have not hired disabl ed
peopl e in the past 3 years

Q: |Is/Ae (READ EACH I TEM an inportant reason why you haven't hired handi -

capped peopl e in the past three years,

base: 319
A lack of qualified applicants

An absence of job openings or
a hiring freeze

They're being a safety risk to
t hensel ves or others

Architectural barriers or a
| ack of special equiprent

The fact that you are unabl e
to train handi capped peopl e

Not Asked of Top Managers

A lack of support fromtop
managenent

*Less than 0.5%

%

%

%

%

%

or not?
Not an
Inportant | nportant Not
Reason Reason Depends Sure Refused
66 32 1 1 *
52 47 1 -
19 78 3 *
17 80 2 2 -
12 85 1
5 90 1 4 -

%
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Table 4-4
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REASONS WHY DI SABLED PECPLE HAVE NOT BEEN H RED | N THE PAST YEAR

Base: Managers whose comnpani es have not hired disabl ed
people in the past year but which had hired themin the
two precedi ng years

Q: Is/Ae (READ EACH ITEM an inportant reason why you haven't hired handi -
or not?

capped peopl e in the past year,

Base: 187

An absence of job openings or
a hiring freeze

A lack of qualified applicants

They're being a safety risk to
t hensel ves or others

Architectural barriers or a
| ack of special equiprent

The fact that you are unabl e
to train handi capped peopl e

Not Asked of Top Managers

A lack of support fromtop
managenent

| npor t ant
Reason

%

%

%

%

%

%

Not an
| mpor t ant Not
Reason Depends Sure Refused

65

61

16

12

32 1 3

36 1 2 -
81 2 2 -
84 1 2 -
89 2 2

94
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GHAPTER 5 NMANACERS RATE THE JCB PERFCRVANCE CF DI SABLED EMPLOYEES

The Qveral |l Performance of D sabl ed Enpl oyees

Overwhel mng najorities of top managers, EEO officers, departnent
heads/| i ne managers, and snal| busi ness managers give di sabl ed enpl oyees a good
or excellent rating on their overall performance. ly one in twenty nanagers
say that disabled enpl oyees' job perfornmance is only fair, and virtually no one
says that they do their jobs poorly (Table 5-1).

E ghty-eight percent of top nanagers give disabled enpl oyees an
excellent or good rating, (24%call their job performance excel l ent, 64 %good,
5%call it only fair, and 1%-call it poor.)

N nety one percent of EEO officers say that disabled enpl oyees do an
excel lent or good job, (20%say that they do an excellent job, 71%a good job,
4%say only fair, and none call their perfornance poor.)

Li ne nanagers give a simlar rating: 91%rate disabled enpl oyees
excellent or good, (27%rate themexcellent, 64%good, 3%rate themonly fair,

and none said that disabled enpl oyees do a poor job.)

(bservati on:

This strong endorsenent of disabled enployees is the first
of several findings to show that disabled enpl oyees do a
fine job, and performas well or better than nost other
enpl oyees in simlar jobs. Enployers who nmay still harbor
fears that disabled people won't measure up to perfornance
standards shoul d be reassured by the findings in this
chapter.
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Qlld
Table 5-1

MANAGERS RATE THE JGB PERFCRVANCE CF DI SABLED EMPLOYEES

Base: Managers in conpanies wth disabl ed enpl oyees

Q: MNowlet's talk about your conpany's experiences with handi capped enpl oyees,

past and present. In general, howwould you rate the job performance of
handi capped enpl oyees who work for your conpany -- excellent, good, only fair,
or poor?

Depar t ment Snal |

Top EEO Heads/ Li ne  Busi ness

Manager s Cificers Manager s Manager s
Base 198 253 162 118
% % % %
Excel | ent 24 20 27 23
Good 64 71 64 59
Only fair 5 4 3 11
Poor 1 - - 3
Not sure 7 4 7 3

Ref used 1
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D sabl ed and Non- D sabl ed Enpl oyees Conpared on Key Job Criteria

Top managers, EEO officers, line nmanagers, and small busi ness rmanagers
conpar ed di sabl ed and non-di sabl ed enpl oyees on key criteria for job
performance. The overwhelmng majority of disabled enpl oyees perform either on
a par with non-disabled enployees in simlar jobs, or often above them (Tabl e
5-2).

The conparisons nmade by |line nanagers for six key criteria are as

fol |l ows:

--On willingness to work hard: 46% rate disabled enpl oyees
better than non-di sabl ed enpl oyees, and 33%rate them
about the sane.

-- Ohreliability: 39%rate disabl ed enpl oyees better than
non- di sabl ed enpl oyees, and 42%rate them about the sarne.

--0On attendance and punctuality on the job: 39% rate
di sabl ed enpl oyees better than non-disabl ed enpl oyees,
and 40%rate them about the sane.

-- O productivity: 20%rate thembetter than non-di sabl ed
enpl oyees, and 57%rate themabout the sane.

-- On desire for pronmotion: 23%rate thembetter than
non- di sabl ed enpl oyees, and 55%rate them about the sarre.

-- On leadership ability: 10%rate thembetter than
non- di sabl ed enpl oyees, and 62%rate them about the sare.
S x percent of line nanagers rated di sabl ed enpl oyees
wor se than non-di sabl ed enpl oyees on | eadership
potenti al .

(bser vat i on:

The data shown in Table 5-2 are renarkable both in their
content and consi stency between the nanager groups.

Managers are convinced that disabl ed enpl oyees al nost al ways
performtheir jobs as well or better than other enpl oyees in
simlar jobs.
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Di sabl ed enpl oyees work hard, and are reliable and

punctual. They produce as well or better than
non- di sabl ed enpl oyees, and denonstrate average or better
than average |eadership ability and anbition. I n other

wor ds, disabled enpl oyees are an asset to any enpl oyer.
The chal | enge posed by these evaluations is how society
can find ways to bring many nore disabled people into the
wor kpl ace as productive menbers of society.
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Q12
Table 5-2
MANACERS COMPARE Dl SABLED AND NON- DI SABLED EMPLOYEES
ONKEY JGBB (RTER A
Q: I'mgoing to read sone criteria used to eval uate enpl oyees. How would you rate

handi capped enpl oyees on their (READ EACH ITEM) -- are they better, worse, or about the
sane as non-handi capped enpl oyees in simlar jobs?

Top Managers' FEval uation.

About  Not Not

Base: 210 Better Wrse the Same Sure Refused Applicable
WIlingness to work hard % 50 - 40 4 * 6
Reliability % 42 - 46 5 1 6
Attendance and punctual ity on the job % 43 1 44 4 1 6
Productivity % 18 6 66 4 1 6
Desire for pronotion % 13 4 69 7 1 6
Leadership ability % 7 13 60 12 1 7

EEO O ficers' Evaluation

About Not Not

Base: 301 Better Wirse the Sane Sure Refused Applicable
WIlingness to work hard % 49 * 44 2 3 1
Reliability % 47 * 47 3 3 1
Attendance and punctuality on the job % 43 1 50 3 3 1
Productivity % 21 2 68 4 3 1
Desire for pronotion % 18 4 70 5 3 1
Leadership ability % 7 11 69 8 3 1

Departnent Head/Li ne Managers' Eval uation

About Not Not

Base: 210 Better Wirse the Same Sure Refused Applicable
WI1ingness to work hard % 46 * 33 5 - 15
Reliability % 39 * 42 4 - 15
Attendance and punctuality on the job % 39 1 40 5 - 15
Productivity % 20 2 57 5 - 15
Desire for pronotion % 23 1 55 5 - 16
Leadership ability % 10 6 62 6 - 16

Smal | Busi ness Managers' Eval uation

About Not Not

Base: 200 Better Wirse the Same Sure Refused Applicable
WIlingness to work hard % 37 1 30 3 - 30
Reliability % 33 1 34 3 - 30
Attendance and punctuality on the job % 32 1 33 3 1 30
Productivity % 17 5 45 4 - 31
Desire for pronotion % 15 4 45 5 - 32
Leadership ability % 7 14 44 4 - 31

*Less than 0.5%
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Pronoting D sabl ed Enpl oyees

Tables 5-3 and 5-4 contain what appear to be sonewhat contradictory
data about the rate at which disabled enpl oyees get pronoted. S xty-eight
percent of EEO officers say that disabled enpl oyees get pronoted at about the
sane rate as nost other enployees, which would seemto be a strong sign of their
full integration into the workforce (Table 5-3). But nearly three-fourths of
these sane managers say that they have been only sonewhat successful (45% or

not successful (27% in pronoting disabled enpl oyees (Table 5-4).

(bservati on:

The neaning of these findings is open to interpretation.

The first question, in Table 5-3, was asked very early in
the survey, and the second question, in Table 5-4, was asked
at about the mdpoint in the interview It could be that
these findings are, in fact, consistent because they reflect
the availability of promotions at the |evel where nost

di sabl ed people are enployed. To the extent that pronotions
are avail able, which nay not be too often, disabled

enpl oyees nay receive themat about the sane rate as
everyone el se.
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Q4
Table 5-3

RATE G- PROMOTI O\
A COMPAR SON CF D SABLED AND NON- DI SABLED EMPLOYEES

Q: Wuld you say that your handi capped enpl oyees usually get pronoted at about
the same rate as nost other enployees, at a slower rate, or at a faster rate?

Depart ment Snal |

EEO Heads/ Busi ness

Oficers Li ne Manager s Manager s
301 210 200
% % %
Get pronoted at sane rate 68 58 45
At a slower rate 15 17 11
At a faster rate 1 1 2
Depends 2 2 4
Not applicabl e 11 17 37
Not sure 4 4 2
Ref used * * 1

*Less than 0.5%
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Table 5-4

COWPAN ES  SUCCESS AT PROMOTI NG DI SABLED EMPLOYEES

Q: Howwould you rate your conpany's success at promnoting handi capped
enpl oyees -- have you been very successful,
successful, or not successful

Base

Very successf ul
Sonmewhat successf ul
Not too successful
Not successful at all
Not sure

Ref used

Not applicabl e

Top
Managenent
210
%

3
40

29

12

sonewhat successful,

EEO
Manager s
301
%
3
45

21

17

not too
Snal |
Li ne Busi ness
Managers Managers
210 200
% %
6 4
31 23
13 11
9 12
5 1
36 51
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Supervi sion of D sabl ed Enpl oyees

Anmgjority of line managers (54% have supervised di sabl ed enpl oyees
at sonme point intheir career (Table 5-5).

The overwhelming najority (82% of both those who have and have not
supervi sed di sabl ed enpl oyees feel that disabled enpl oyees are not nore
difficult to supervise (Table 5-6). Half (50% consider it necessary to brief
ot her enpl oyees about working with a disabl ed person when one is hired

(Table 5-7).
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Q31
Table 55

PERCENTACE CF DEPARTMENT HEADS WHO HAVE SUPERMI SED
A D SABLED EMPLOYEE

Base: Departnent Heads/Line Managers

Q: Do you now supervise, or have you ever supervised, any handi capped
enpl oyees, or not?

Base Supervised Has Not Not Sure Refused

Tot al 210 % 54 M 1 -
S ze of Conpany
10, 000 or nore enpl oyees 70 % 57 41 1 -
1, 000- 9, 999 enpl oyees 70 9% 46 54 - R

50-999 enpl oyees 70 % 59 39 3 -



-55-

Q31
Table 5-6
WETHER R NOT I T S HARDER TO SUPERM SE D SABLED EMPLOYEES

Base: Departnent Heads/Li ne Managers

Q: Doyou feel that it is nore difficult to supervise a handi capped enpl oyee
than a non- handi capped enpl oyee, or not?

Mor e Not More
Base Dfficult Dfficult Not Sure Refused

Tot al 210 % 10 82 7 -

Have Supervi sed
a D sabl ed Enpl oyee

Yes 113 % 13 84 3 -
No 94 % 7 80 13 -
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Q 16¢c
Table 57
WHETHER I T S NECESSARY TO BR EF OO WIRKERS WHEN
A D SABLED EMPLOYEE | S H RED
Base: Departnent Heads/Li ne Managers
Q: If you hire a handi capped person, do you think it is necessary to talk with

ot her enpl oyees whom you supervi se about working with, and reacting to, a
handi capped person, or not?

Not
Base Necessary Necessary Not Sure Refused

Tot al 210 % 50 47 3

Have Supervi sed

a D sabl ed Enpl oyee
Yes 113 % 49 47
No 94 % 52 47

SN



-57-

Firing Disabled Enpl oyees

Managers in all groups are divided about whether it is nore difficult
to fire a disabled enpl oyee than a non-di sabl ed enpl oyee (Table 5-8).

Forty-four percent of top managers believe that it is nmore difficult
to fire a disabled enpl oyee, and 46%believe it is not nore difficult.

By a two-to-one majority, EEO officers think that it, is not nore
difficult to fire disabled enployees. Sixty-two percent think that it is not
nore difficult, and 30%think that it is nore difficult.

A 57%mjority of line managers also believe that it is not nore
difficult to fire disabled enpl oyees than non-di sabl ed enpl oyees; however a
sizable 37%feel that it is.

Smal | busi ness managers are nore equally divided; 44%believing it is
nore difficult, and 47%that it is not nore diffiuclt, to fire disabled

enpl oyees.

Qbservation
So long as nmanagers feel that it is difficult to fire

enpl oyees, if they are disabled, this will tend to be a
barrier to the hiring and integration of disabled people.

Somre Perceptions Relating to the Enpl oynent of Disabled People

One significant barrier to the enploynent of disabled persons is that
almost half of all managers (46% believe that special privileges nmust usually
be nade for them (Table 5-9). On the other hand a plurality (47% of enployers
bel i eve that disabl ed enpl oyees have fewer accidents on the job, and a nmassive

93% majority reject the argument that handi capped enpl oyees don't fit in.
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Q17
Tabl e 5-8

WETHER R NOT' D SABLED EMPLOYEES ARE MORE D FHI QLT TO H RE

Q: Doyouthink that it is nmore difficult to fire a handi capped enpl oyee than
a non- handi capped enpl oyee, or not?

Snal |

Top EEO Department Heads,/ Business

Managenent Cficers Line Managers Manager s
Base 210 301 210 200
% % % %
Mre difficult 44 30 37 44
Not nore difficult 46 62 57 47
Not sure 10 7 6 9

Ref used _ 1 : 1
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Q5
Table 5-9

EMPLOYI NG HANDI CAPPED PECPLE: SOME PERCEPTI ONS
Q: Let me read you sone statenents that peopl e have nmade about enpl oyi ng

handi capped peopl e. Pl ease say If you agree strongly, agree somewhat, disagree
somewhat, or disagree strongly.

Base: 921 Agr ee D sagree Not Sure
Speci al privil eges
nust usual ly be
nmade for handi capped
enpl oyees 46 49

Handi capped enpl oyees

have fewer accidents on

the job than do non-

handi capped enpl oyees % 47 28 25

Handi capped peopl e j ust
don't fit in wth nost
non- handi capped enpl oyees 93

Note: On the table the answer for the total sanple is shown because the
di fferences between top managers, EEO officers, |ine nanagers and snal |
busi ness managers are smal |.
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GHAPTER 6: THE GOBT CGF EMPLOYI NG AND ACCCMMEDATI NG DI SABLED EMPLOYEES

The Average (Gost of Enpl oyi ng D sabl ed Peopl e

Overwhel ming najorities of top nanagers (81%, EEO officers (79%,
departnent heads/|ine managers (75%, and snmall business managers (64% say that
the average cost of enploying a disabled person is about the sane as the cost of
enpl oyi ng a non-di sabl ed person. nly 13%to 17%of these nanagers say that the

average cost of enploynent is greater for disabled enpl oyees (Table 6-1).

(bservati ons:

1. For many years, it has been alleged that high costs are
a ngjor barrier to large-scal e enpl oynent of disabled

peopl e. These findings disprove that theory. & ght out of
ten managers say that the costs of enploying both disabl ed
and non-di sabl ed peopl e are about the sane.

2. D sabled enpl oyees neet the standards of |arge
najorities of nanagers on job performance, ease of
supervi sion, desire for pronotion and, now, cost of
enpl oynent .
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Q16
Table 6-1
AVERACE OOST COF EMPLOYMENT: DI SABLED VERSUS NON- DI SABLED EMPLOYEES
Q: Wuld you say that the average cost of enploying a handi capped person is

greater than, less than, or about the sane as the cost of enpl oying a non-
handi capped person in a simlar job?

Snal |

Top EEO Depart nent Heads/ Busi ness

Managenent Gficers  Line Managers Manager s
Base 210 301 210 200
% % % %
Qeater than 13 13 17 14
Less than * 2 2 4
About the sane 81 79 75 64
Depends (vol .) 2 2 1 7
Not sure 3 3 4 11
Ref used : 1 : 1

*Less than 0.5%
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Accommodati ons in the VWrkpl ace

About half (48% of EEO officers say that their conpany has nade
accommodations in the workpl ace or changed its practices in order to help
di sabl ed enpl oyees do their jobs. However, only one-third (35% of |ine
nmanagers say their conpany has made accommodati ons. Top managers seemto
overestimate with what actually has been done: 70%of them say that
acconmodat i ons have been nade. Small business nmanagers are less likely to have
nmade accommodati ons (Table 6-2).

The nature of accommodations and their preval ence varies greatly. EEO
of fi cers whose conpani es have nmade accommodati ons answered questions about the
kinds of steps that have been taken (Table 6-3).

-- N nety percent of these conpani es have renoved

architectural barriers or changed furniture to give
di sabl ed enpl oyees full access to the workpl ace.

-- Fifty percent of these conpani es have purchased speci al
equi pnent to hel p di sabl ed enpl oyees.

-- Fifty percent of these conpani es have adj usted work hours
or restructured jobs to accommodat e di sabl ed enpl oyees.

-- Twenty-three percent of these conpani es have provi ded
readers or interpreters to help blind or speech and
heari ng-i npai red enpl oyees do their jobs.

-- Ten percent of these conpani es have nmade ot her
accommodati ons for disabl ed enpl oyees.

A few conpanies (6% also enploy a disability professional who works
wi th di sabl ed enpl oyees and their supervisors (Table 6-4). However, this figure
may underrepresent the proportion of conpanies that subcontract disability

prof essi onal s on an as needed basi s.
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(bservat | on:

Federal and private studi es have enphasized the |nportance
of maki ng accommodations as a crucial step In the full
integration of disabled enployees in the workplace. Not all
di sabl ed enpl oyees requi re accommodations. But for those
who do, these studies urge that accommodati ons be nmade at
the earliest possible stage in their enpl oyment. The sooner
that accommodati ons are nmade, the sooner that an enpl oyee's
disability ceases to be an issue or potential problem

Seeking the advice or services of a disability professional
is also encouraged. Many disability professionals are
trained to choose the nost effective types of acconmmodations
at the cheapest cost to enpl oyers.
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Table 6-2

Q: Has your conpany nmade any accommodations in the work place or changes in
its practices in order to hel p handi capped enpl oyees do their jobs, or not?

Type of Manager

Top Managenent

EEO Gificers

Depart nent Heads/ Li ne
Manager s

Smal | Busi ness Managers

S ze of Conpany

10, 000 enpl oyees
1, 000- 9, 999

50- 999 enpl oyees
10-49 enpl oyees

Have Federal Contracts

Yes
No

Base

210
301

210
200

240
242
239
200

273
570

%
%

%
%

%
%
%
%

%
%

Accormrmodat i ons
Made

70
48

35
18

65
54
33
18

74
30

None
Made

30
45

50
79

28
37
62
79

22
65

Not
Sure Ref used

7 k
14 *
3 1
7 *
9 *
5 -
3 1
4 *
4 1
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Q 14b
Table 6-3

TYPES GF ACCOMMIDATI ONS

Base: EEO Oficers whose conpani es have nmade accommodati ons

Q: Has your conpany (READ EACH I TEM)?

Have Not Not
Base: 145 Have  Not Sure Refused Applicable

Renoved architectural barriers

or changed furniture to give

handi capped enpl oyees full

access, or not % 20 9 1

Purchased any speci al tel ephones
or equi pnent to hel p handi capped
enpl oyees, or not % 50 43 4

Adj ust ed work hours or
restructured jobs to accomodat e
handi capped enpl oyees, or not % 50 42 5

Provided readers or interpreters

to help blind or speech and

heari ng-i npai red enpl oyees,

or not % 23 65 8

Make any ot her accomodati ons
for handi capped enpl oyees,
or not % 10 79 1 10
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Q 13b
Table 6-4
PERCENTACE CF COMPAN ES THAT EMPLOY A D SABI LI TY PROFESSI ONAL
Q: Does your conpany enploy a disability professional who works with
handi capped enpl oyees or their supervisors, or not?

Enpl oys a Does Not Not
Base Professional Employ Ohe Sure Refused

EEO Oficers 301 % 6 88

*Less than 0.5%
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The Cost of Accommodati ons

Large majorities of managers in conpanies that have nade
accommodati ons say that the cost of naki ng accommodati ons has not been
expensi ve. Seventy-four percent of top nanagers, 72%of EEO officers, and 80%
of line managers in these conpani es consider the cost of accommdati ons not too
expensi ve or not expensive at all. Less than one-quarter consider the cost of
accommodat i ons somewhat expensive, and virtually no one considers themvery
expensi ve (Tabl e 6-5).

Thirty-two percent of department heads and |ine nanagers say that the
cost of accomodating a disabled enpl oyee is charged to their departnenta

budget (Tabl e 6-6).

(bservati on:

The Berkel ey study al so shows that nost accommodati ons
(81%, cost less than $500 and that hal f cost not hi ng.
Since the average cost of enploying a disabled person is in
the range of costs for all enployees, the average cost of
accommodat i ons nmust not significantly raise the cost of

enpl oyi ng di sabl ed people (Table 6-1).

Wiere departnent heads and |ine nmanagers are charged with
the costs of accommodati ons, this nay be a disincentive to
hiring disabled people -- however nodest the cost --
particularly for snall conpanies.
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Q l4c
Table 65
THE COST CF ACCOMMEDATI ONS
Base: Have made accommodations or changes In the workpl ace
Q: In general, would you say that the cost of the accommodations you' ve nade

i s very expensive, somewhat expensive, not too expensive, or not expensive at
all?

Top EEO Depart nent Heads/
Managenent Gficers Li ne Manager s

Base 146 145 74

% % %
Very expensive 2 1 3
Sonmewhat expensi ve 21 23 14
Not too expensive 58 48 58
Not expensive at all 16 24 22
Not sure 3 3 4

Ref used



-69-

Q 15b
Table 6-6
WHETHER CR NOT' THE OOST CF ACCOMMEDATI ONS | S CHARGED
TO DEPARTMENTAL BUDCGETS
Q: Is the cost of accommodati ng a handi capped enpl oyee charged to your

department' s budget, or not?

Not
Base Charged Charged MNot Sure  Refused

Depart nent Heads/
Li ne Managers 180 % 32 48 18 1
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Reasons for Not Maki ng Accommodat i ons

Mre than eight out of ten nmanagers whose comnpani es have not nade

accommodati ons say that none were needed or requested (Table 6-7).

(bser vati on:

The survey did not determine the extent to which
accommodati ons were actually needed. Nevertheless, it seens
likely that many managers coul d benefit from further
educati on about the excellent performance record of disabled
enpl oyees, the generally |ow cost of maki ng acconmmodat i ons,
and their effectiveness in hel ping people do their jobs.
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Q15
Table 6-7

VWHY NO ACCOMMCDATI NS HAVE BEEN MADE

Base: Have not nmade accommodati ons or changes in the workpl ace

Q: Wy have no accommodations in the work place been made? Any ot her reasons?

Snal |
Top EEO Depart ment Heads/ Busi ness
Managerment Cfficers Line Managers Manager s
Base 63 135 106 158
% % % %
None needed 89 80 83 86
None request ed 3 4 2 1
Too expensive - 1 - 1
Changes needed were too extensive - 3 - 2
Changes needed were not feasible - 4 3 5
Laws requiring accommodati ons
don't apply to us 2 2 - -
Q her - 1 2 -
Not sure 5 5 8 1
Ref used - - - 1

No handi capped enpl oyees 5 3 5 6
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GHAPTER 7 OOMPAN ES  EXPER ENCES WTH TRAI N NG
PRORAVG FCR DI SABLED EMPLOYEES

Job Initiatives and Prograns for DO sabl ed Peopl e

Corporate participation in the major governnent and private job
initiatives and training prograns has been low during the past three years.
About four out of ten EEO officers say that their conpanies participated in the
Targeted Jobs Tax Oredit Program (40% or had experience with state vocational
rehabilitation agencies (42% in this period. Twenty-five percent of conpanies
participated in a Job Training Partnership Act Programor Private Industry
Gouncil (PIC. ly one in ten conpanies participated in a Projects with
Industry (PW) program and a nmere 6%had any association w th an i ndependent
living center (Table 7-1).

Among snal | busi nesses, participation is much lower. The great
majority of small business managers have had no invol venent wi th any such
pr ogr ans.

Conpani es that have participated in these prograns generally rate
their experiences as very successful or sonewhat successful. For exanple, a
large ngjority of EEO officers rate their conpany's experience with a Projects
with Industry Programas very successful (26% or sonewhat successful (58%.
Smlar majorities gave positive ratings for their experiences wth the other
naj or prograns nentioned above (Table 7-2). Very fewEEO officers rated their
conpany' s experience as not too successful, and only 3%to 5%said that the

experience had been a failure.

(bservat i on:

Gven that nost conpanies do not participate in these
prograns, and that those which do overwhel mingly find them
successful, there is clearly a need and an opportunity to
greatly expand their use.
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Qlx
Table 7-1
COWAN ES  PARTI A PATION N JAB I N TI ATI VES AND PROGRAVE
FCR D SABLED PECPLE
Base: EEO Gificers
Q: MNow I'mgoing to ask you about specific governnent prograns. In the past

three years has your conpany (READ | TEM, or not?

EEO G ficers
Base: 301 Participated Dd Not MNot Sure
(Participated in) a Projects with
Industry or PW Program % 10 68 22
(Participated in) the Targeted
Jobs Tax Oredit Program % 40 46 15
(Participated in) a Job Training
Partnership Act Programor PIC
Gouncil (Private Industry Council) o 25 60 15
(Had any association with) state
vocational rehabilitation agencies 9% 42 46 13
(Had any association with)
i ndependent living centers % 80 14

Base: Small Business Managers

Base: 301 Participated Dd Not Not Sure

(Participated in) a Projects with
Industry or PW Program % 3 94

(Participated in) the Targeted
Jobs Tax Oredit Program % 15 82

(Participated in) a Job Training
Partnership Act Programor PIC
Council (Private Industry Council) % 8 89

(Had any association with) state
vocational rehabilitation agencies % 17 81

(Had any association with)
i ndependent 1iving centers % 3 93
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Ql
Table 7-2

COWPAN ES  EXPERI ENCES WTH JGB | N Tl ATl VES AND
PROCRAMS FCR DI SABLED PECPLE

Base: EEO (Oficers whose conpani es have parti ci pat ed
inthe programin the past 3 years

Q: Wuld you rate your conpany's experience with (READ | TEM very successful, sonewhat
successful, not too successful, or not successful at all?

Not
Very Sonewhat Not Too  Successful Not
Base Successful Successful Successful at Al Sure Refused

(Participated in) a
Projects with Industry
or PW Program 31* % 26 58 10 3 3-

(Participated in) the
Targeted Jobs Tax
Qedit Program 120 % 23 53 12 5 8-

(Participated in) a

Job Trai ni ng Partner-

ship Act Program or

PIC Gouncil (Private

I ndustry Council) 75* % 24 61 9 - 5 -

(Had any associ ati on

with) state vocational

rehabilitation

agenci es 125 % 15 62 17 3 3-

(Had any associ ati on

wi t h) i ndependent
living centers 19* % 16 63 5 5 11 -

* Percentages of small bases should be interpreted with caution.
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Trai ni ng D sabl ed Enpl oyees | n- House

The majority of managers say that their conpany Is able to provide
I n-house training for disabled enpl oyees. Sixty percent of top managers and 61%
of EEO officers say that they have this capability (Table 7-3). However, only
46% of small busi ness managers say their conpanies can do so.

Conpani es that have a policy for hiring disabled people are far nore
likely to be able to train them (70% than are conpanies w thout a policy (49% .

Sone inportant reasons why conpani es cannot train disabled people
in-house include: a lack of special training for nanagers; a |lack of needed

speci al equi prent; and architectural barriers in buildings (Table 7-4).

(bser vat i on:

Roughly 40% of conpanies currently do not have the
facilities or personnel to train disabled people in-house,
which is presumably a barrier to upward nmobility and
promotion. Many nore corporations could denonstrate a
stronger commtnent toward enpl oyi ng di sabl ed peopl e by
acquiring the capability to train them

Sronger |inks between conpani es and governnent training
prograns for disabled people -- i.e., higher participation
in the prograns di scussed above -- could al so increase the
nunber of conpani es capabl e of training disabled peopl e.
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Q27
Table 7-3
PERCENTAGE CF COMPAN ES THAT CAN TRAI N DI SABLED EMPLOYEES
Q : A present, is your conpany able to provide in-house training for
handi capped enpl oyees, or not?
Able to
Provi de
Base Training Not Able Not Sure Ref used
Type of Manager
Top Managenent 210 % 60 38 1 *
EEO O ficers 301 % 61 34 6 -
Depart nent Heads/
Li ne Managers 210 % 57 29 13 *
Snal | Busi ness Managers 200 % 46 49 6 -
S ze of Conpany
10,000 or nore enpl oyees 240 % 60 28 12 *
1, 000- 9, 999 enpl oyees 242 % 58 37 5
50- 999 enpl oyees 239 % 61 35 3 *
10- 49 enpl oyees 200 % 46 49 6 -
Has Federal Contracts
Yes 273 % 62 34 5 -
No 570 % 54 41 5 *
Conpany Has a Policy
for Hring D sabl ed
Peopl e
Yes 344 % 70 25 5

No 506 % 49 46 5
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Q28
Table 7-4
REASONS WHY SOME COMPAN ES CANNOT TRAI N DI SABLED EMPLOYEES
Bases: EEO Gficers and snall business nanagers in conpanies that cannot train

di sabl ed enpl oyees i n-house

Q: (Is/Are) (READ EACH ITEM an inportant reason why you currently cannot
trai n handi capped peopl e i n-house, or not?

EEO Gificers
Not an
| npor t ant | npor t ant Not

Base: 101 Reason Reason Sure
Architectural barriers in your

bui I di ng % 21 7 2
A lack of needed special equipnent % 38 59 3
A lack of special training for

your managers and supervi sors % 43 53

Smal | Busi ness Manager s

Not an
| npor t ant | npor t ant Not
Base: 97 Reason Reason Sure
Architectural barriers in your
bui | di ng % 19 79 2
A lack of needed special equiprent % 33 64 3

A lack of special training for
your nanagers and supervi sors % 31 68
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GHAPTER 8: REHABI LI TATI ON CGF EMPLOYEES WHO BECOME Dl SABLED

Al of the findings in this chapter concern corporate attitudes and
policies toward current enpl oyees who becore disabled, either frominjury,
illness, or other health conditions.

The Effects of Rehabilitation Efforts

Wiat are the effects of disability nanagenent prograns? About half of
nmanagers report that the majority of disabled enpl oyees return to work, conpared
to 14%to 22%who say that the najority renain disabled or take early
retirenent. Many enployers, particularly snmall business managers (50% say this

question is not applicable to them (Table 8-1).
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Table 8-1

WETHER THE MAJCRI TY CF D SABLED EMPLOYEES RETURN TO WIRK, R
REVAI N DI SABLED

Q: Dothe nmgority of your disabled enpl oyees return to work,
majority renain disabled or take an early retirenent?

Base

Majority renain disabl ed/take
early retirement

Equal nunber do both (vol.)
Not sure

Ref used

Not applicabl e

or do the
Smal |
Top EEO Department Heads/ Business
Managenent O ficers Line Managers  Managers
210 301 210 200

A> % % %NMajority returnto work 50 52 47 39

14

15

18

19

14

12

22

14

13

50
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Preval ence of Various Disability Managenent Prograns

S xty-seven percent of conpanies begin nonitoring the progress of
enpl oyees who go on sick |eave or workers' conpensation within the first three
nonths after they stop work (Table 8-2).

Support for rehabilitiation of enpl oyees who becorme sick or injured is
refl ected by the preval ence of disability nanagement prograns. In rank order of
preval ence, sone prograns currently in use are: light duty enpl oynent options,
or part-tine, or flexible hours (72%of EEO officers); a trial work period
during which disability benefits are continued (38%of EEO officers);
consultation fromprivate rehabilitation vendors (36% ; and nedical case
nmanagenent (35% . The nost common programis long-terra disability benefits
(82% . Small businesses are substantially less likely to offer any of the

prograns (Table 8-3).

(bservati on:

Studies of the rehabilitation of disabled enpl oyees strongly
recommend intervention at the earliest possible date after
enpl oyees begi n sick |eave or workers' conpensation.
Monitoring of their progress should begin al nost

imredi ately, followed by rehabilitation at the first
opportunity. The results of early intervention and
disability managenent are a significant increase in the
proportion of disabled enpl oyees who fully return to their

j obs.
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Q23
Table 8-2
WHEN COMPAN ES BEG N MON TCR NG D SABLED EMPLOYEES  PROGRESS
Q: Wen enpl oyees go on sick | eave or on workers conpensation, after filing
clains do you begin nonitoring their progress within the first nonth they' re

out, or after one to three nonths, or after four to six nonths, or after nore
than si x nont hs?

EEO Cificers

Base 301

%
Wthin first nonth 40
After 1 to 3 nonths 27
After 4 to 6 nonths 3
After nmore than 6 nonths 5
Depends (vol .) 4
Do not monitor progress (vol.) 4
Not sure 16

Ref used 2
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Q22

Table 8-3

PREVALENCE CF VAR GUS D SABI LI TY MANAGEMENT PROCRAVG

Bases:

Does your conpany have (READ EACH I TEM) for any di sabl ed enpl oyees,

Base: 301
Long-term disability benefits %

Light duty enpl oyment options,
or part-tine, or flexible hours %

A trial work period during
which disability benefits are
cont i nued %

Consultation fromprivate

rehabilitati on vendors %
Medi cal case nanagenent %
Base: 200

Long-term disability benefits

Light duty enpl oynent opti ons,
or part-tinme, or flexible hours %

A trial work period during
which disability benefits are
cont i nued

Consultation fromprivate
rehabilitation vendors %

Medi cal case nanagenent %

*Less than 0.5%

EEO Gficers and Snall

Busi ness Manager s

or not?
EEO Gficers
Has Not Have Not Sure Ref used
82 14
72 22
38 40 21
36 54 10 *
35 41 24 1
Smal | Busi ness Manager s
Does
Has Not Have Not Sure Ref used
38 59
55 44
21 74
8 90 2
16 79 5
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Potential Probl ens Wien Enpl oyees Return to Wrk

It has, on occasion, been suggested that disabl ed enpl oyees, encounter
resi stance from labor unions or supervisors and co-workers when they seek to
return towork. Unions, it has been alleged, sonetines resist job nodifications
or reassignnents. In reality those probl ens occur only very rarely.

Overwhel mngly enpl oyers have not encountered them
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PRCBLEMS FOR EMPLOYERS OF PECPLE RETURN NG TO WRK

Uni on regul ati ons
preventing job
reassl gments or
nodi fications for
returning

enpl oyees

Resi st ance from
Supervi sors or
co-wor kers
toward di sabl ed
enpl oyees
returning to
wor k

EEO
Oficers
Base: 301
Li ne
Manager s
Base: 210
EEO
Oficers
Base: 301
Li ne
Manager s
Base: 210

%

%

%
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Table 8-4

Maj or
Pr obl ens

M nor
Pr obl ens

16

Not a
Pr obl em

84

87

79

86

Not
Sure
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Managers' Attitudes Toward Rehabilitation

A three-fourths majority of top managers (73%, EEO officers (74%,
and department heads/|ine managers (78% think that enployers have a
responsibility to rehabilitate their enpl oyees who becorme disabled. An
additional 8%to 10%believe that enpl oyers have this responsibility only when
enpl oyees becone injured on the job (Table 8-5).

Anmgjority (57%, albeit a snaller one, of snall enployers agree that
conpani es have this responsiblity.

Equally large majorities of nanagers believe that it is nore
cost-effective to rehabilitate disabl ed enpl oyees and return themto work than
to pay themdisability benefits and repl ace them (Tabl e 8-6).

However seven out of ten nanagers al so believe that their conpanies
should not make a greater effort to rehabilitate disabled enpl oyees because they

are doi ng enough now (Table 8-7)

(bser vat i on:

These findings suggest some conpl acency and that
rehabilitation is not a high priority. Large najorities of
nmanagers are supportive of rehabilitation, at least in
theory, and say that it is their responsibility. However,
the great majority feel that they' re trying hard enough now
to acconplish this.
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Q18
Table 85

WETHER R NOI' EMPLOYERS HAVE A RESPONSI Bl LI TY TO REHABI LI TATE
D SABLED EMPLOYEES

Q: Nowlet's talk about current enpl oyees who becone disabl ed, either from
injury, illness, or sone other health condition. Do you think that enpl oyers
have a responsibility to rehabilitate their enpl oyees who becone di sabl ed, or
not ?

Snal |

Top EEO Depart ment Heads/ Busi ness

Managerment  Cfficers Line Managers Manager s
Base 210 301 210 200
% % % %
Enpl oyers have a responsibility 73 74 78 57
Do not have a responsibility 13 11 9 17

Have a responsibility only if

injured on the job (vol.) 10 9 8 16
Not sure 4 5 6 10

Ref used 1 1
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Q20
Table 86
WHETHER | T S MORE QOST- EFFECTI VE TO REHABI LI TATE
D SABLED EMPLOYEES, (R PAY D SABI LI TY PAYMENTS
Q: In nost cases do you think that it is nore cost-effective to rehabilitate

di sabl ed enpl oyees and return themto work, or nore cost-effective to pay them
disability payments and repl ace then?

Snal |

Top EEO Departnent Heads/ Business

Managenent Officers Line Managers Manager s
Base 210 301 210 200
% % % %
More cost-effective to rehabilitate 75 76 75 57

More cost-effective to pay disability

paynent s 6 6 5 13
Depends (vol .) 6 5 5 14
Not sure 12 12 15 16

Ref used 1 1 1
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Q21
Table 87

WHETHER CR NOT' GOWPAN ES SHOULD RETURN MCRE
D SABLED EMPLOYEES TO WIRK

Q: Do you think that your conpany should make a greater effort than it nakes
now to return nore disabled enpl oyees to their forner jobs or place them el se-
where in your conpany, or is it doing enough now?

Snal |
Top EEO Departnent Heads/ Business
Managenent Cficers Line Mnagers Manager s
Base 210 301 210 200
% % %
%
9 8 7
Shoul d nake a greater effort 16
. 75 74 69
Doi ng enough now 70
7 9 4
Not sure 2
1 * 1
Ref used
9 9 20

Not applicable 12
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GHAPTER 9:  THE LI KELI HOOD THAT GOMPAN ES W LL | NOREASE
EFFCRTS TO H RE Dl SABLED PECPLE

Whet her Conpanies Should Do More to Enpl oy D sabl ed Peopl e

Mbst managers think that their conpanies should not nmake greater
efforts to enploy disabled peopl e because they are already doi ng enough.

S xty-seven percent of top managers, 71%of EEO officers, 70%of departnent
heads/| i ne managers, and 76%of small business managers think that their
conpani es are doi ng enough now to enpl oy di sabl ed people (Table 9-1).

But najorities of all managenent groups surveyed think it is somewhat
likely or very likely that in the next three years their conpanies wll nake
greater efforts to enploy disabled people. Fifty-seven percent of top nanagers,
58%of EEO officers, and 63%of line nmanagers think it is likely that their
conpanies wll nake greater efforts to enploy disabled people in the near

future. Anmong small busi ness managers the figure is somewhat |ower (46% (Table

9-2).

(bser vat i on:

Enpl oyers repeat a thene that appeared earlier in the
findings. They are willing to try harder to enploy nore
di sabl ed peopl e, and may do so, but they expect disabled
peopl e and enpl oynent agencies to take the lead in

i ncreasing the pool of qualified job applicants.
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Q25
Table 9-1
WHETHER CR NOT' GOMPAN ES SHOULD DO MCRE TO EMPLOY
D SABLED PECPLE

Q: Do you think that your conpany should make a greater effort than it makes
now to enpl oy handi capped people, or is it doi ng enough now?

Snal |

Top EEO Depar t nent Heads/ Busi ness

Managenent Gficers Line Managers Manager s
Base 210 301 210 200
% % 1 %
Shoul d do nore now 30 26 19 17
Doi ng enough now 67 71 70 76
Not sure 2 3 10 7

Ref used 1
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Q26
Table 9-2
LI KELI HOOD CF | NOREASED EFFCRTS TO H RE D SABLED
PECPLE | N THE NEXT 3 YEARS

Q: Inthe next 3 years, how likely do you think it is that your conpany
actual ly will make greater efforts than it nakes now, to enpl oy nore handi capped

people -- is it very likely, somewhat likely, not too likely, or not likely at
all?
Snal |
Top EEO Depart ment Heads/  Busi ness
Managenent Cficers Line Managers Manager s
Base 210 301 210 200
% % % %
Very likely 9 18 12 9
Sonewhat |ikely 48 40 51 37
Not too I|ikely 27 24 22 22
Not likely at all 11 9 6 30
Not sure 4 7 8 3

Ref used * 1 1 1
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Top Managerent's Commitnent to Enpl oyi ng D sabl ed Peopl e

Top nanagers are divided about whether they could denonstrate a
stronger commitnent to enpl oying di sabl ed people than they do now Half (49%
believe that they could, and half don't (46% (Table 9-3).

Among those who feel that a greater effort could be nade, nost feel
that the way to do this woul d be to encourage or order personnel departnents and
supervisors to hire nore disabl ed people. Qher approaches suggested woul d be
to increase awareness that disabled enpl oyees do as well as other enpl oyees, and

i ncrease contact with agencies that place disabled people in jobs (Table 9-4).
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Q24
Table 9-3

WHETHER TGP MANAGEMENT COULD DEMONSTRATE A STRONCER
COMM TMENT TO BMPLOYI NG D SABLED PECPLE

Base: Top Managers

Q: Wat about the role played by top nanagenent in your conpany -- do you
think that top managenent coul d denonstrate a stronger commitnent to increased
enpl oynent of handi capped peopl e than you do now, or not?

Coul d
Denonstrat e
a Stronger
Base Commi t nent Coul d Not Not Sure  Refused

Top Managers 210 % 49 46 4 1
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Q25
Table 9-4

HON TGP MANAGERS CAN DEMONSTRATE A STRONGER
COMM TMENT TO BEMPLOYI NG DI SABLED PECPLE

Base: Top Managers who say they could denonstrate a stronger
commtment to enploying di sabl ed peopl e

Q: Wat do you think is the nmost inportant thing that top managers |ike
yourself can do to dermonstrate a stronger commtnent to enpl oyi ng handi capped
peopl e?

Top Manager s

102

%
H re handi capped 25
I nstruct/encourage personnel /supervisors to hire
handi capped 22
Rei nf or ce/ est abl i sh conpany pol i cy 13
More invol venent in the process 12
I ncrease awareness that handi capped are equal to/
as good as other enployees 12
More active recruitnent/actively seek out handi capped 10
Cont act agency/ neet w th agency 9
Training for handi capped 3
Al other nentions 12

Don't know 9
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CHAPTER 10: STEPS AND POLI CY CHANGES TO | NCREASE
EMPLOYMENT OF DI SABLED PECPLE

Steps for Public and Private Agencies to Take

EEO of ficers named the nmpost inportant steps that public and private
agenci es should take that they are not taking now, to help conpani es enpl oy
di sabl ed people (Table 10-1).

The nost common responses are the obvious ones --an increased flow of
information to enployers about available applicants, and increased and
appropriate job training for disabled people, training prograns, and placenent
agencies. Enployers would also like to know what specific skills candidates
have that would be conpatible with available jobs. They would even Ilike
agencies to provide specific training for particular positions.

Enpl oyers see a need for disabled applicants to be nore aggressive
about marketing thenmsel ves. That nessage translates into nore intense coaching
by agencies, to accustom disabled applicants to discussing their job skills and
attributes. Agencies should also do a better job of informing their clients

about job opportunities, according to enployers.

Cbservati on:

These responses outline a plan-of-action for rehabilitation
and pl acenent agencies to follow as they work wi th disabl ed
peopl e and enpl oyers to match candidates with positions.
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QlCx
Tabl e 10-1
MOST | MPCRTANT STEPS FCR PUBLI C AND PR VATE AGENC ES
TO | NCREASE EMPLOYMENT CF D SABLED PECPLE

Q: Wat is the nost inportant step that public or private agencies shoul d take
that they are not taking now, to help conpanies |ike yours enpl oy handi capped
peopl e? Anyt hi ng el se?

EEO Gificers
301
%
Job training/prograns for disabled people 16
Information on availability of applicants 10
Make enpl oyers aware of prograns/ agenci es 9
Identify/target specific skills conpatible
with availabl e jobs 6
Encour age di sabl ed peopl e to apply/send applicants 5
More aggressi ve approach/ mar ket i ng 5
Bl i mnate prejudice/fear/n sconceptions of
di sabl ed peopl e 3
Specific training for specific jobs available 3
Job referral service 2
Make di sabl ed people aware of job opportunities 2
B imnate governnent invol venent 1
Too many barriers for disabled people in our industry 1
Vocati onal training *
Focus on applicant's ability, not disability *
Al other nentions 28
None/ no steps 2
Don't know - 12

*Less than 0.5%
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The Perceived Effect of |ncreased Tax Deducti ons

Some tax deductions currently are available to conpanies that
participate in certain government training prograns for disabled people, such as
the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit Program Managers were asked if increased tax
deductions and financial incentives would induce enployers to train and enpl oy

nor e di sabl ed peopl e.

Al'l four manager groups, as well as managers in different size
conpani es, are divided in their responses. Roughly half believe that increased
tax deductions and financial incentives would induce greater enployment of
di sabl ed people, while the other half believe that tax incentives would have no

effect (Table 10-2).

Cbservati on:

Tax incentives woul d undoubtedly induce some conpanies to
enpl oy nore disabled people. How many conpani es woul d be
persuaded to act? That woul d depend on the size of the
deducti ons. In considering the inpact of tax deductions one
shoul d note that factors such as the paperwork involved and
the type of deduction are also relevant.
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Q29
Tabl e 10-2
WHETHER | NCREASED TAX DEDUCTI ONS WOULD HELP EMPLOY MCRE DI SABLED PECPLE
Q: Do you think that increased tax deductions and financial incentives woul d

i nduce enployers |like yourself to train and enpl oy nore handi capped peopl e, or
not ?

Wul d
I nduce VWul d
G eater Not Depends Not
Base Enpl oyment I nduce (Mol .) Sure Refused
Type of Manager
Top Management 210 % 46 50 2 1 *
EEO Gificers 301 % 56 39 2 3 -
Depart nent Heads/
Li ne Managers 210 % 57 32 7 *
Smal | Busi ness Manager s 200 % 47 47 3 3 1
Nunber of Enpl oyees
10,000 or nore enployees 240 % 56 36 3 5 ft
1, 000- 9,999 enpl oyees 242 % 49 45 4 2
50-999 enpl oyees 239 % 54 39 2 4 *
10-49 enpl oyees 200 % 47 47 3 3 1
Conpany has a Policy for
Hring D sabl ed Peopl e
Yes 344 % 50 43 3 4 *
No 506 % 52 42 3 3 *

*Less than 0.5%
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Managers Rate the Effectiveness of Proposed Policy Changes

The final section of the survey sought managers' reactions to 13
different initiatives and policy changes that have been proposed to help
i ncrease the enpl oynent of disabled people. It is a richly diverse list
designed to neet the varying enpl oynent needs of enployers in large, medium and
smal |l conpanies, and in different industries. The list also reflects the
inportant roles played by our entire society in this effort, including
enpl oyers, federal and state agencies, legislators at both the state and federal
level, private rehabilitati on agencies and pl acenent services, and foundations.

For each itemon the list, managers were asked whether it woul d be
very effective, somewhat effective, not too effective, or not effective at all
in hel ping themto hire handi capped peopl e, or retain handi capped enpl oyees.

Whiat energes is a strong and fairly uniformlevel of endorsenent for
ten of the 13 proposals. nly one proposal ranks far above the others by
receiving mpjority endorsenent as a very effective change.

The rank ordering of the perceived effectiveness of these proposals is
as follows (Table 10-3):

Establishing direct training and recruiting prograns w th schools and
vocational rehabilitation agencies: 54%of nmanagers rate this step as very
effective, and 38%rate it sonewhat effective.

Havi ng nore conpani es provide internships or part-time jobs to
di sabl ed persons as an introduction to full-tinme jobs: 35%of nanagers rate
this very effective, and 53%rate it sonewhat effective.

Havi ng enpl oyers explain specific functional requirenents as part of
job descriptions for open positions: 35%rate this very effective, and 45%rate

it sonewhat effective.
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Havi ng the government provide additional tax deductions for expensive
accomodations, or share in their cost: 27%consider this very effective, and
47%consi der it sonmewhat effective.

Havi ng the government subsidize salaries for severely disabled
enpl oyees for a trial period: 26%rate this very effective, and 42%rate it
somewhat effective.

Having disability professional s give technical assistance or counsel
to enpl oyers for accommodati ons or problens with specific enpl oyees: 24%rate
this very effective, and 57%rate it sonewhat effective.

Havi ng chi ef executive officers establish voluntary enpl oynent targets
for disabled people: 24%rate this very effective, and 48%rate it sonmewhat
ef fective.

Havi ng foundations and trusts pay some costs for on-the-job training
for disabl ed enpl oyees: 23%rate this very effective, and 56%rate it sonmewhat
ef fective.

Broadening federal affirmative action requirements so that disabled
peopl e get the sane coverage as other mnority groups: 23%rate this very
effective, and 42%rate i s sonewhat effective.

Havi ng outside rehabilitation vendors provide job coaches to conpanies
to hel p disabled enpl oyees learn their jobs: 22%rate this very effective, and
48%rate it somewhat effective.

Havi ng conpani es provi de awareness training to enpl oyees about the
speci al needs of disabled enpl oyees and conpany policies towards them 21%
consider this very effective, and 52%consider it somewhat effective.

nly top managers were asked the next two proposal s:

Having a group of chief executive officers in major conpanies appeal
to busi ness and governnent to enpl oy nore handi capped people: 13%of top

nanagers rate this very effective, and 46%rate it sonewhat effective.
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Increasing the recognition for conpanies with exenplary records for
enpl oyi ng di sabl ed people: 12%of top managers rate this very effective, and

63%rate it sonewhat effective.
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Tabl e 10-3

MANAGERS REACT TO PRCPCBED PCLI CY CHANGES THAT M GHT

| NCREASE EMPLOYMENT CF D SABLED PECPLE

Base:

Al

nanager s

Q: And finally, I'mgoing to read sone proposed initiatives and policy changes which

mght hel p to enpl oy nore handi capped peopl e.
very effective, somewhat effective,

M ease say if you think each one woul d be

not too effective, or not effective at all in hel ping

enpl oyers to hire handi capped peopl e,

Base: 921

Establ i shing direct training
and recruiting prograns with
school s and vocat i onal
rehabilitation agencies so
that enpl oyers neet nore
qual i fied handi capped

appl i cants

Havi ng nore conpani es provide
internships or part-tine jobs
as a way of opening the door to
full-time jobs for handi capped
peopl e

Havi ng enpl oyers expl ai n
specific functional require-
nents as part of job
descriptions for openi ngs

Havi ng the governnent provide
addi tional tax deductions for,
or share in the cost of,
expensi ve accommodat i ons

Havi ng the governnment subsidi ze
sal aries for severely handi-
capped enpl oyees for a trial
period

Having disability professionals
gi ve techni cal assistance or
counsel to enployers for
accommodations or problens with
speci fi ¢ handi capped enpl oyees

%

%

%

%

%

or retain disabled enpl oyees.

Very

54

35

35

27

26

24

Sonewhat

38

53

45

47

42

57

Not

Not Too Effective Not

Effective Effective Effective

12

16

17

12

at Al Sure Refused

1 *
1 *
1 *
1 *
12 2 *
2 *

(Gont i nued)
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Tabl e 10-3 (Conti nued)

MANAGERS REACT TO PRCPCBED PQLI CY GHANGES THAT M GHT

| NCREASE EMPLOYMENT CF Dl SABLED PECPLE

Base: 921

Having the CEO in conpani es
like yours establish

vol untary enpl oynent targets
for handi capped peopl e

Havi ng foundations and trusts
pay sone costs for on-the-job
training for handi capped

enpl oyees

Broadeni ng current federal
affirmative action require-
nents so that handi capped
peopl e get the sanme coverage
as other mnority groups

Havi ng outside rehabilitation
vendors provi de job coaches to
conpani es to hel p handi capped
enpl oyees learn their jobs

Havi ng conpani es |ike yours
provi de awareness training to
your enpl oyees about the
speci al needs of handi capped
workers and the conpany's
enpl oyment policies for them

ASKED QLY CF TGP NVANAGEMENT

Having a group of CEOs in

naj or conpani es appeal to

busi nesses and governnent to
enpl oy nore handi capped peopl e

I ncrease the recognition from
public and private sector

| eaders which is given to
conpani es with exenpl ary
records for enploying

handi capped peopl e

*Less than 0.5%

Base:

%

%

%

%

%

Very

Al

nanager s

Sonewhat
Effective Effective Effective

Not

Not Too Effective Not

24

23

23

22

21

13

12

48

56

42

48

52

46

63

15

13

19

18

17

25

16

at Al

10

13

10

13

Sure Ref used
3 *
2 *
2 1
2 *
1 1
2 1
1 *
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APPENDI X A SURVEY METHCD
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Sanpl e Desi gn

For this study, ten systematic sanples were drawn fromthe Dunn &
Bradstreet universe of corporations in the Uhited States:

0 Three separate sanples of corporations wth 10,000 or
nore enpl oyees generated interviews with 70 top managers,
100 equal enpl oyrment opportunity (EEQ officers, and 70
departnent heads or line managers. The sanple of top
nmanagers was drawn only from corporate headquarters. The
other two sanples were drawn frombranch or single
| ocati ons.

0 Three separate sanples of corporations with 1,000 to
9,999 enpl oyees generated interviews with 71 top
managers, 101 EEO officers, and 70 departnent heads or
line managers. As in the sanples of l|arger conpanies,
top managers were drawn fromheadquarters |ocations, and
the other two sanples were drawn frombranch or single
| ocati ons.

o Three separate sanples of corporations wth 50-999
enpl oyees generated interviews with 69 top nanagers, 100
EEO of ficers, and 70 departnent heads or |ine nmanagers.
nce again, top nanagers were drawn fromheadquarters
| ocations, and the other two sanples were drawn from
branch or single |ocations.

0 A sanple of corporations with 10-49 enpl oyees generated
200 interviews with principals or ranking officers.

Inall, 921 interviews were conducted in 921 conpani es. Factual

profiles of the conpanies are displayed in Table A-2.

I nt er vi ewi ng

Al interviews were conducted by tel ephone fromthe New York offices
of Louis Harris & Associates during Septenber and Cctober, 1986. Interviews
were conducted on weekdays from9:00 am to 500 p.m Wen necessary,
appoi ntrrents were nmade to interviewthe relevant officers in a conpany.

W to three callback attenpts were nmade to reach all selected

respondents in the three separate groups.



- 106-

Quest i onnai res

Four questionnaires were devel oped for the study: one for top
managers, one for EEO officers, one for departnent heads and |ine nmanagers, and
one for top nanagers in very small conpanies. Al four questionnaires are
nearly identical, but each contains some uni que questions. Appendix B contains
a copy of the questionnaire used for EEO officers. (opies of the other

questionnaires can be obtained from LCD.

Dat a Processi ng

The editing, coding, and data processing of all questionnaires were
conducted by Louis Harris & Associ at es.

Codes were devel oped for responses to open-ended questions, with only
t hose responses given by less than 0.2% of the respondents bei ng coded as

"ot her" responses.

Sanpling Error

Table A-3 indicates the sanpling error associated with various sanple

sizes and the reported sanpl e percentages, at the 95%confidence |evel.
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Tabl e A-l

SAWPLE D SPCSI TION

Total nunber called 1926
Ineligible

-- No reply after 4 calls 204

--  Duplicate nunber 14

-- Wong nunber (not conpany |isted) 17

Respondent away for duration of survey 101

--  Not in service 65

401

Total Higible 1525

Not intervi ewed because

Respondent termnated during interview 39
Respondent ref used 547
Respondent busy 18

I nt er vi ened 921



Base

Size of Conpany

10,000 or nore enpl oyees
1, 000- 9,999 enpl oyees
50-999 enpl oyees

10- 49 enpl oyees

Regi on

East

M dwest
Sout h
Vst

Type of Busi ness

Manuf act uri ng

Wiol esal e or retail
Fi nanci al services
G her services

G her

% in Blue Collar or
Skill ed Labor
(Medi an)

Uni oni zed or Not

Has uni on nenbers
Does not

Federal Gover nnent
Gontract s

Has
Does not have

Type of Disability
| nsur ance

Qut si de
Sel f-i nsured
Bot h
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Table A-2
THE SAMPLES
Top EEO Li ne Managers of
Tot al Managers Oficers Managers Small Conpani es

921 210 301 210 200
% % %

26 33 33 33

26 34 33 33

26 33 33 33
22 100
26 38 21 21 26
24 23 23 24 26
31 25 32 37 31
19 14 25 18 19
30 41 28 28 26
29 17 32 34 29
17 15 21 20 11
18 16 17 17 21
10 12 10 5 12
52 54 50 49 49
34 51 35 36 12
65 49 63 62 88
30 42 36 28 9
62 55 51 57 91
57 52 53 50 76
30 32 34 36 15
6 11 7 4 3
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Table A-3

SAWLE ERRCR
This table shows the sanmpling tol erance, at 95% confi dence
level, to use in evaluating any individual percentage result.

REPCRTED SAMPLE PERCENTACE

Result |s Based 10%or 90% 20%or 80% 30%or 70% 40%or 60% Result at 50%

900 2 3 3 3 3
800 2 3 3 3 3
700 2 3 3 4 4
600 2 3 4 4 4
500 3 4 4 4 4
400 3 4 4 5 5
300 3 5 5 6 6
200 4 6 6 7 7
100 6 8 9 10 10

50 8 11 13 14 14
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APPEND X B:  QUESTI ONNAI RE

Note: In the interest of keeping down the length of this report, only one
of the four questionnaires is included. The other three questionnaires were

simlar but shorter. Copies can be obtained on request froml.CD



LAU S HARR' S AND ASSQO ATES, |INC / FOR CFFI CE USE AQ\LY:
630 Fifth Avenue /
New York, New York 10111 / Questionnaire No.:
/
5-6-7-8_
Study No. 864009
August 28, 1986 (EEO Oficers) Sanple Point No./ [/ [/ | | | |
10- 11- 12- 13- 14- 15
Time Started: AM/P.M
I nterviewer: I.D No. : Dat e:
Area Code: Tel ephone No. :
(16-25)
Respondent' s Nane: .
Title:
Q gani zati on: .
Addr ess:
G ty/ Town: State: Zip:.
SW TCHBQARD | NTRCDUCTI CN
Hello, I'm calling fromlLouis Harris and Associ ates, the opinion polling
firmin New York. | amtrying to identify the seni or manager responsible for equal

enpl oyment opportunity in your conpany. Could you give me that person's name and
t el ephone ext ension pl ease? RECCRD NAME ABOVE

RESPONDENT | NTRCDUCTI O\

Hello, I'm calling fromLouis Harris and Associ ates, the opinion polling
firmin New York. | would like to confirmthat you are (RESPONDENT NAME), the manager
responsi bl e for equal enploynent opportunity.

(IF NAME AND RESPONSI BI LI TI ES CONFI RVMED, CONTINUE. |F NOT, ASK  Could you please tell ne
who is the equal enployment opportunity manager? RECORD NAME AND REPEAT | NTRCDUCTI ON W TH
PRCPER RESPONDENT. )

W are conducting a survey on the enpl oynent of people with disabilities, (and are
interested in your opinions and your organization's policies).

CPTI ONAL:
As in all our surveys, neither your nanme nor your organizational affiliation will ever be
rel eased, and the results of this study will be reported in aggregate formonly.

CPTI ONAL:

The intervieww || take about 15-20 mnutes. Wen the survey is finished we will send you
a copy of the full report, which will be designed to hel p enployers with the enpl oynent of
handi capped peopl e.
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1. Wuld you say that a strong enphasis on social and comrunal responsibility is an
inportant part of your corporate culture, or not?
Yes, an inportant part (26( -1
No, not inportant. = === . -2
Not sure . . L -3
Refused. . . . | -4
2. Does your conpany currently nake a special effort to recruit (READ EACH | TEM, or not?
Does
Qurrently Not Not
DO NOT ROTATE Makes Make Sure  Refused
a. People fromninority groups. . (27 o1 -3
Handi capped persons. By "handi capped’ we mean
to include people with physical, seeing,
heari ng and speech disabilities, or enotional
or nmental disabilities, or long-termhealth
problens (28( -3
3. In general, how would you conpare handi capped job applicants to nost non-handi capped

applicants on their (READ | TEM
same as nost non-handi capped applicants?

are handi capped applicants better,

wor se, or about the

About Doesn' t
t he Apply Depends Not
ROTATE -- START AT "X' Better Wrse Sane (Mol.) (Vol.) Sure Refused
1. Fornal education. (29(. -2 -3 -5 -6 -7
2. Job skills. . (30( -2 -3 -5 -6 -7
3. Ability to sell
themselves = (31(_ -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7
4. Leadership potentlal (32(. -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7
5. Communi cation skills(33(_ -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7
6. Past experience = (34(_ -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7
4. Wuld you say that your handi capped enpl oyees usually get promoted at about the sane

rate as nmost other enployees, at a slower rate,

or at a faster rate?

Get pronoted at same rate (35( -1
At a slower rate . . -2
At a faster rate -3
Depends (vol. ) ... -4
Not applicable (vol.) .. -5
Not sure ... .. . -6
Ref used -7
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5. Let ne read you sonme statenents that peopl e have made about enpl oyi ng handi capped
peopl e. For each, please say if you agree strongly, agree sonewhat, disagree sonewhat, or
di sagree strongly? READ EACH STATEMENT
D s- Not
Agree agree Appli - No
Agree Some- Some- Disagree cable Not Answer /
ROTATE -- START AT "X Strongly what what Strongly (Mol.) Sure Refused
( ) a. Special privileges usually
nust be nmade for handi -
capped enpl oyees. = = (36( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7
( ) b. Handi capped enpl oyees have
fewer accidents on the job
than do non-handi capped
employees................ (37( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7
( ) c. Handicapped peopl e just
don't fit in with nost non-
handi capped enpl oyees. . == | (38( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7
6. Do you think that the civil rights laws that cover mnorities against discrimnation

shoul d al so cover handi capped persons, or not? (IF RESPONDENT SAYS THAT LAWS ALREADY
COVER THEM PRCBE WTH Do you think that civil rights laws should or should not ....?7)

Yes, should cover. = == (39( -1

No, should not cover. . .= . . -2

Not sure . . . . -3

Ref used. -4
7. Do you feel that handi capped peopl e often encounter job discrimnation from enpl oyers,
or not?

Yes, encounter discrimnation....(40( -1

No, do not encounter. . . -2

Not sure . . . . . -3

Refused. . . . . ... . . . ... -4
8a. Does your conpany have an established policy or program for the hiring of handi capped
peopl e, or not?

Yes, has a policy or program . (41(__ -1 (ASK Q 8b)

No, has no policy or program . =2

Not sure . . . -3 SKIP TO Q 8e)

Refused. . . . . . . . . . . ... -4
8b. Does your conpany have a specific person or department that oversees the hiring of

handi capped peopl e, or not?
Yes, has specific person/department = (42( ~1
No, does not have specific person/department. . -2
Not sure. . -3
Refused . ... .. .. ... .. ... .. ... . -4
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8c. Does your conpany policy require that you enploy a certain nunber of handi capped

peopl e, or have a certain proportion of handi capped enpl oyees in your work force, or not?
Yes, policy requires a certain nunber of
handi capped enpl oyees = .= = - (43( -1
No, policy does not require this . = 2
Not sure . .. ... . .. . . -3
Ref used. . -4
8d. Does your conpany have any programor distribute any literature that hel ps your

managers and enpl oyees learn to work with handi capped people, or not?

Yes, has programor literature | (44( -1
No, does not have programor literature === == -2
Not sure . . o o ... -3
Refused .. . .. . .. . .. . .. .. ... ... . -4

8e. Has your conpany hired any handi capped people in the past 3 years, or not?

(NOTE  RESPONDENT MAY ASK | F QUESTI ON REFERS TO THEI R LOCATI ON OR THE WHOLE COMPANY.

TELL THEM TO ANSWER FOR THE LOCATI ONS THEY FEEL QUALI FI ED TO SPEAK ABQUT.)

Yes, have hired = == (45( -1 (SKIP TO Q 9a)
No, have not hired === . -2 (AKX Q 8f)

Not sure = .. ... -3 (SKIP TO Q9a)
Refused = .

8f. Is/Are (READ EACH ITEM) an important reason why you haven't hired handicapped people
in the past three years, or not?

Not an
Important Important Depends Not

ROTATE -- START AT "X" Reason Reason (Vol.) Sure Refused
( ) 1. A lack of qualified applicants..... (46( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5
( ) 2. Architectural barriers or a lack

special equipment.................. (47¢ -1 -2 -3 -4 -5
( ) 3. An absence of job openings or a

hiring freeze........... .. ivueunnn (48( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5
( ) 4. The fact that you are unable to

train handicapped people........... (49( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5
( ) 5. Their being a safety risk to

themselves or others............... (50( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5
ASK LAST -- DO NOT ASK OF TOP MANAGEMENT

6. A lack of support from top
management. .. ...t (51¢ -1 -2 -3 -4 -5

(SKIP TO Q.10a)
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9a. Has your company hired any handicapped people in the past year, since (DATE) 1985, or
not?

(NOTE: RESPONDENT MAY ASK IF QUESTION REFERS TO THEIR LOCATION OR THE WHOLE COMPANY.
TELL THEM TO ANSWER FOR THE LOCATIONS THEY FEEL QUALIFIED TO SPEAK ABOUT.)

Yes, has hired.......... (52( ~1 (SKIP TO Q.9b)
No, has not hired........... =2 (ASK 4Q.9¢)

Not SUL@. e vuvvnrvnrrinnennns =3 1 (SKIP TO Q.10a)
Refused........... ... ... -4

9b. How were those handicapped people referred to your company? Anything else?
DO NOT READ LIST ~-- MULTIPLE RECORD

Government vocational rehabilitation agency.......... (53¢ -1
Private vocational rehabilitation agency................. -2
State employment service........ ... iii i -3
Private employment 8gencCy........uieuuiitennneronenraas ~4
Agency which places handicapped people................... -5
Company recruiters. . ... .. .. i ininn it annaninraisasns -6
Independent recruiters/headhunters...............c.c.uuus -7
Came of their own initiative................ ... vioiin, -8
Colleges and schools, ... ...ivinr it arecrrrosraens -9
Current employees. ... ... ittt iirinrer s ssoans (54¢( -1
Friends or word-of-mouth..........ci i ennnns -2

Other (SPECIFY):

...... -3
[ (s P T - O -4
Refused. . ...ttt st ettt e e e -5
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ASY_EVERYONE

IF "PARTICIPATED™ IN Q.10a ITEM, IMMEDIATELY ASK Q.10b.

THEN ASE NEXT Q.10a ITEM.

10a.
(READ ITEM), or not?

10b. Would you tate your company's sxperience with {READ
successful, or not succesaful at all?

How I'm going to ask you abour gpecific government programs.

In the pest three years has your company

ITEM} very succedasful, scomewhat guccesaful, not €oo

Q.10b
Q.1Ca Very Somewhat Not Too
Parti- Did Net Succedd~ Succass— Success-

DO _NOT ROTATE cipsted Not Sure Refuged ful ful ful
L. (Participated in}

Projects with Induscry

or PHI Program,,.,.s.s{61( -1 -2 -3 -4 (66 __ -1 -2 -3
2. (Participated in} the

Tergeted Jobs Tax

Credit Program........{62{ -1 -2 -3 -4 1 (67( -1 -2 -3
3, (Participated in) a

Job Training Partoer—

ahip Act Program or

PIC Council {Private

Industry Gouncil),....{63 -1 -2 -3 -4 | (68( -1 -2 -3
4. (Had any asscciation

with) state vocstional

rebabilitation

#gencies. icicecssnasss {64 -1 -2 -3 =4 f (69 ~1 -2 -3
5. {Had any asgociation

with) independent

living centerd........(65¢ -1 -2 -3 -4 | {70{ -1 -2 -3
10¢. What is the most important step that public or private sgencles should take thet

now, to help companies like yours employ handicapped people? Anything else?

Not
Suecess—
ful Not
at All Sure Refused
=& ___ -5 ___-6
-4 =5 -6
-4 =5 -6
-4§ -5 -5
-4 -5 -6

they are pot raking

(72-72)

(73-74)

(15-76)
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11a.

| 1le.

Does your company screen job candidates for functional limitations for doing the
job, or not?

Yes, screens.......... (77¢ -1 (ASK Q.1lib}
No, do not screen......... -2

Not SUTe....veenirervonsan -3 »(SKIP TO qQ.11c¢)
Refused................... -4

11b. Is this information used in making hiring decisions, or not?

Ued .. ... .. ... (78( -1
Not wused. . ... . ... . ... .. -2
Not sure. -3
Refused . . . . . ... -4

Does your conpany encourage job candidates and enpl oyees to self-identify thensel ves
as handi capped or as having a specific disability, or not?

Yes, candi dat es/ enpl oyees encour aged

to self-identify . (79( -1

No, not asked .. ... . . . . -2

Not applicable (vol.) = = L -3

Not sure . . . .. -4

Refused. . . . . -5
[1d. Now let's talk about your conpany's experiences w th handi capped enpl oyees, past and
present. In general, howwould you rate the job performance of handi capped enpl oyees who
work for your conpany -- excellent, good, only fair, or poor?

Excellent. . (80( -1

Good. . . ... "2

oy fair. -3

poor. . . ... .. . .. .. . -4

Not applicable (vol.)... -5

Not sure . . . . . . . . -6

Refused. . . . ... ... .. . . . -7
12. I'mgoing to read some criteria used to evaluate enpl oyees. How would you rate

handi capped enpl oyees on their (READ EACH ITEM -- are they better, worse, or about the
same as non-handi capped enpl oyees in simlar jobs?

About
t he Not
ROTATE -- START AT "X Better Wrse Same Sure  Refused
) a. Leadership ability ... ... (2*10( -2 -3 4 -5
) b. Desire for promotion.. .. ... . R (K -2 -3 4 -5
) ¢. Attendance and punctuality on the job. (12(. ) -3 4 -5
) d. WIlingness to work hard ... ... ... .. .. (13(. ) -3 4 -5
) e Reliability ... .. ... .. . . . . (14(, -2 -3 4 -5
) f. Productivity S (15(. -2 -3 4 -5
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13a. How would you rate your company's success at promoting handicapped employees -- have
you been very successful, somewhat successful, not too successful, or not successful at
all?

Very successful......... (ie(___ -1
Somewhat successful......... -2
Not too successful.......... -3
Not successful at all....... -4
Not applicable (vol.)....... =5
Not sure.......covviimivunns -6
Refused..................... -7

13b. Does your company employ a disability professional who works with handicapped
employees or theilr supervisors, or not?

Employs a disability professional. (17{ -1
Does not employ one................... -2
Not Sure. ... . oo vt rirsrerann -3
Refused........... e i iy -4

14a. Has your company made any accommodations in the workplace or changes in its
practices in order to help handicapped employees do their jobs, or not?

Yes, accommodations or changes made. .. (18( -1 (ASK Q.14b)
No, accommodations or changes not made.... -2 (SKIP TO Q.15)
NOot SUIB. . it it eirtosronnsrarnsonses -3

Refused. . . vvvrivrvnirnnnnnsnrssnannnanenns -&}(SKIP T0 Q.16)

14b., Has your company (READ EACH ITEM)?

(NOTE: RESPONDENT MAY ASK IF QUESTION REFERS TO THEIR LOCATION OR THE WHOLE COMPANY,
TELL THEM TO ANSWER FOR THE LOCATIONS THEY FEEL QUALIFIED TO SPEAK ABOUT.)

Not
Appli-
Have cable Not

DO _NOT ROTATE Have Not (Vol.) Sure Refused
1. Removed architectural barriers or changed

changed furniture to give handicapped

employees full access, or not.............. (13¢( =1 -2 -3 -4 =5
2. Purchased any special telephones or equip-

ment to help handicapped employees, or not.(20( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5
3. Adjusted work hours or restructured jobs to

accommodate handicapped employees, or not..(21( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5
4, Provided readers or interpreters to help

blind or speech and hearing-impaired

employees, Oor Not. ..ot rnaaaa (22( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5

5. Make any other accommodations for handi-
capped employees, or not (SPECIFY):

.. {23¢ -1 -2 -3 -4 -5
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14c. In general, would you say that the cost of the accommodations you've rmade is very
expensi ve, sonewhat expensive, not too expensive, or not expensive at all?

Very expensive .. ... (24( -1
Sonewhat expensive = = . -2
Not too expensive = == = = -3
Not expensive at all = == = -4
Not sure .. . .. . -5
Refused. . . . . ... . . )

(SKIP TO Q 16)

15. Wy have no acconmodations in the workpl ace been made? Any other reasons?
MLLTI PLE RECCRD

None needed...................(25( -1
None requested = = = -2
Too expensive == = L . -3
Changes needed were too extensive.. -4
Changes needed were not feasible... -5
Laws requiring acconodations

don't apply tous. .. .. -6

QG her (SPEC FY):

.. -7
Not sure .. . ... . ... . ... oo........-8
Refused. . . . .. .. .. ... .. .. .. ... .. ..-9

ASK EVERYONE

16. Wuld you say that the average cost of enploying a handi capped person is greater
than, less than, or about the same as the cost of enpl oying a non-handi capped person in a
simlar job?

Qeater than .. .. . (26( -1
Less than . . . . . =2
About the sane. . . . . . . . .. -3
Depends (vol.) ... -4
Not sure . . . . . . . ... . -5

Refused. . . . ... ... ... ... -6
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17. Do you think that it is nmore difficult to fire a handi capped enpl oyee than a
non- handi capped enpl oyee, or not?

Yes, nore difficult. . . (2_7_ L -1
No, not nore difficult. . . -2
Not sure ... ... . . . R
Refused. . . ... .. ... .. ... -4

18. Now let's tal k about current enpl oyees who becone di sabled, either frominjury,
illness, or some other health condition. Do you think that enployers have a
responsibility to rehabilitate their enployees who becorme disabled, or not?

Yes, have responsibility == = (28( -1
No, do not have .. . ... ... . .. . . . | -2
Have a responsibility only if

they're injured on the job (vol.)... -3
Not sure .. ... . . -4
Refused . . ... . ... ... .. ... . . ... ... ... ... -5

19. Do the nmgjority of your disabled enpl oyees return to work, or do the najority remain
di sabled or take an early retirenent?

Majority return to work . o - (29( -1
Majority remain disabled/take early retirement. = -2

Equal nunber do both (vol.) ... . -3
Not applicable (vol.) L -4
Not sure . .. . -5
Refused . . ... . . . .. .. . ... . .. ... .. .. ... ... ... .. -6
20. In nost cases do you think that it is nmore cost-effective to rehabilitate disabled

enpl oyees and return themto work, or more cost-effective to pay themdisability paynents
and repl ace then?

More cost-effective to rehabilitate....(30( -1
More cost-effective to pay disability

paynments. . . ... -2
Depends (vol.) ... ... -3
Not sure .. . . ... . . . ... ... ... ... ... ... . -4
Refused. . . . .. ... ... ... . ... . ... ... ... ... ..-5

21. Do you think that your conpany should nake a greater effort than it makes now to
return nmore disabled enpl oyees to their forner jobs or place them el sewhere in your
conpany, or is it doing enough now?

Yes, should make greater effort == (31 -1
Doi ng enough now ... -2
Not applicable (vol.) . . . . -3
Not sure . . -4

Ref used -5
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22. Does your company have (READ EACH ITEM} for any disabled employees, or not?

DO NOT ROTATE Have

1. Consultation from private rehabilitation

T2 o Vo {03 o (32( -1
2. Light duty employment options, or part-

time, or flexible hours,.................. (33¢( -1
3., Medical case management................... (34( -1
4. Long-term disability benefits............. (35¢ -1
5. A trial work period during which

disability benefits are continued......... (36( -1

864009
Not

Not Have Sure Refused
-2 -3 -4

-2 -3 -4

~2 -3 -4

-2 -3 -4

-2 -3 -4

23. When employees go on sick leave or on workers compensation, after filing claims do
you begin monitoring their progress within the first month they're out, or after one to

three months, or after four to six months, or after more than six months?

Within first month.......... (37¢ _ -

After 1 to 3 months.............
After &4 to 6 months.............
After more than 6 months........
Depends (vol.)............... ...

Do not monitor progress (vol.)}..

Not Sure.....ciiriivennrnrorrnn
Refused.........ccivivrnrnn.n.

24. (Has/have) (READ EACH ITEM) been a major problem, minor problem, or not a problem at

all for your company?

Not a
Major Minor Problem Not
DO NOT ROTATE Problem Problem at All Sure Refused

a. Resistance from supervisors or co-

workers toward disabiled employees

returning to Wwork. ... .o i iaaiann {38¢ -1 -3 -4 -5
b, Union regulations preventing job

re-gssignments or job modification for

returning employees............. ..., (39¢( -1 -3 ~4 -5

25. Do you think that your company should make a greater effort than it makes now to

enploy handicapped people, or is it doing enough now?

Yes, should do more...... (40(_ -1
Doing enough now............. -2
Not sure...........ovuvvnan, -3

Refused......, ..., -4
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26,

In the next 3 years, how likely do you think it is that your company actually will

make greater efforts than it makes now, to employ more handicapped people -- is it very

likely, somewhat likely,

27. At presgent, is your
employees, or not?

not too likely, or not likely at all?

Very likely........ (41 -1
Somewhat likely........ =2
Not too likely......... -3
Not likely at all...... -4
Not sure............... -5
Refused................ =6

company able to provide in-house training for handicapped

Yes, able to provide..... (42( -1 (SKIP TO Q.29)

No, not able...........vvveu -2 (ASK Q.28)
Not sure.......ocivvinavunson __ -3\ (SKIP TO Q.29)
Refused..........oovv v onn. -

28. (Is/Are) (READ EACH ITEM) an important reason why you currently cannot train
handicapped people in-house, or not?
Important Not Not
DO NOT ROTATE Reason Important Sure Refused
1. Architectural barriers in your building..... (43¢ -1 -2 -3 -4
2. A lack of needed special equipment.......... (&4( -1 -2 -3 -4
3. A lack of special training for your
managers and supervisors.................... (45¢ -1 -2 -3 -4

29.

employers like yourself to train and employ more handicapped people, or not?

Yes, would induce employers.(46( -1
No, would not induce............ -2
Depends (vol.}.......... ... ... -3
Not sure.........ccivvineennna, -4

Refused.......viviiiinnvarnracans -5

Do youw think that increased tax deductions and financial incentives would induce
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30. And finally, I'm going to read some proposed initiatives and policy changes which
might help to employ more handicapped people. Please say {f you think each one would be
very effective, somewhat effective, not too effective, or not effective at all in helping
employers to hire handicapped people, or retain disabled employees.

READ EACH ITEM AND PROMPT WITH CATEGORIES AS OFTEN AS NEEDED

Not
Very Somewhat Not Too Effective Not

ROTATE -- START AT "X" Effective Effective Effective at All Sure Refused
( )} a. Having the government

provide additional tax

deductions for, or share

in the cost of, expensive

accommodations.........., (47( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6

( ) b. Having more companies
provide internships or
part-time jobs as a way of
opening the door to full-
time jobs for handicapped

people....iviiii e, (48( -1 -2 -3 =4 ____ =5 ___ -6

( ) c¢. Having foundations and
trusts pay some costs for

on-the=-job traiming for
handicapped employees. ... (49 -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6

( ) d. Having outside rehabilita-
tion vendors provide job
coaches to companies to
help handicapped employees
learn their jobs......... (50 __ -1 -2 -3 -4 ~5 -6

( } e. Broadening current federal
affirmative action require-
ments so that handicapped
people get the same cover-
age as other minority

BLOUPS. . oot veervnnnsanns (51( -1 -2 -3 -4 =5 ___ -6

( ) f£. Having employers explain
specific functional

requirements as part of
job descriptions for

openingsS.....coivvriirann (32¢ -1 __ -2 -3 -4 ~5 -6

( ) g. Establishing direct
training and recruiting
programs with schools and
vocational rehabilitation
agencles so that employers
meet more qualified
handicapped applicants...(53{ -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6

(Continued)
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30. (Continued)

Not
Very Somewhat Not Too Effective Not
ROTATE -- START AT "X" Effective Effective Effective at All Sure Refused

( ) h. Having the GEO in
companies like yours
establish voluntary
employment targets for
handicapped people....... {54 -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6

( ) 4i. Having disability profes-
sionals give technical
assistance or counsel to
employers for accommoda-
tions or problems with
specific handicapped .
employees................ (55¢( -1 -2 ___ =3 -4 -5 -6

( ) j. Having companies like
yours provide awareness
training to your employees
about the special needs of
handicapped workers and the
company’'s employment
policies for them......., (56( -1 -2 -3 =4 -5 -6

{ ) k. Having the government
subsidize salaries for
severely handicapped
employees for a trial
period........ .. it (57¢ -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6
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Fl. Approximately how many people does your company employ In the United States?

Less than 50...... (58¢ -1
51-100...... e -2 -
101-250. ... . 0viv v unn -3
251=-500. ... 000 ninnnn -4
501-750. ... ___ =5
751-1,000............. ___=6&
1,001-3,000........... -7
3,001-5,000........... ~8
5,001-7,500........... -9
7,501-10,000.......... -0
10,001-15,000..... (59¢ ~1
15,001-20,000......... -2
20,001 or more........ —-3
Not sure.............. =4
Refused............... -5

¥2. Approximately what percentage of your employees are in blue-collar or skilled labor
jobs?

%
(60-62)
Not sure...... (63( -1
Refused........... -2

F3a. Are any of your employees union members, or not?

Yes, has union members...... (64 ( -1
No unionized employees.......... -2
Not sure.......coveiinnnuinnnn. -3
Refused..........cooiviiiin, )

F3b. Does your firm currently have any contracts with the federal government, or not?

Yes, has contracts......... {65( ~1
No, has no contracts........... -2
Not sUre. .....oovvviiveinunnneens -3



-16-

F4a.

CARD 2

864009

What

is the main business or businesses of your corporation?
PROBE TO BE ABLE TO CLASSI FY

S3IrFT o F@ 000

Manuf acturing -- agribusiness === (66( -1
Manuf acturing -- airlines/aerospace .= .= = . -2
Manuf acturing -- chem cal s/pharmaceuticals = = = = -3
Manuf acturing -- energy = L -4
Manuf acturing -- high technology === == = -5
Manuf acturing -- mning and nmnerals = -6
G her manufacturing ..~ . -7
Construction. . . . -8
Transportation -9
Public utility .. -0
Wol esal e o (67( -1
Retail . .. .. -2
Fi nancial, insurance, real estate .. . . -3
Servi ces. L L -4
QG her type of conpany (SPEC FY):

-5
Not sure . . . .. -6

Does your conpany have outside insurance for disability,

Fab.
disability?
F5. What

Qutsi de insurance . . . (68( -1
Self-insured. . . .. .. .. .. -2
Both (vol.) . . -3
Not sure. L -4
Refused. . . ... ... .. -5

is your title?

or are you self-insured for

(69- 70)

That conpl etes the interview

Thank you very

TI ME ENDED:

71-80Z

much for your cooperation!

AM/P.M



