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~ which stipulates that, for any contraet in excess, of $2, 500 ' "the party con- W

. objectives)of the DOL survey were to discover the® prevelence of current*accommo-

i 4 : . -
i R R . : . .
q. v . ' r [}

3 A LY . . . * . . ]

' EXECUTIVE SUMMARY : PR -

-m - ;
*Berkeley Planring Ass0c1ates, in col aboratlon wlth its subcontractor Co
Harold Russell Associates, has completed ior the Department of Labor (DQL)
the first ‘national survey of pfiVate se;tor employers contracting with .the
federal government concerning their accommodatlon practlces for handlcappedg
employees. - The survey sought to p§0v1de'a better base of 1nformatlon to the

government for 1mplement1ng Section 503.of the Rehabllltatlon Act of 1925 ‘ :_

tracting. with the United States shall take affirmative actlon to employ and "

advance in employment quallfled handlcapped 1nd1v1duals...:P The pr1nc1paL Y

dation effort and the’ types and costs of accommodatlons currently belng prq—

. ] »
vided, to explore the related practlces that firms have found’ conduc1ve to

successful accommodation, and to understand the decision- maklng process 1n-

volved. - ’ s - i ;"
. The' Z0-month' study had four major ‘components: T L
. ® a survey of 2 ,000 federal contractors, documentlng the. extent, S
natuge, and costs of the accommodations - prov1ded. together with )
<he relatlonshlp between firms' attitudes towacd accommodations- _',:'
and handlcapped worke?s and the actions'these. firms nad taken.;’w {

a4

Responses were analyzed for 367 respondrng f1rms,.represent1ug ‘
512,000 workers, of whom 19, 200 were known to be handicapped; - ' )
e telephone interviews with 85 firms to explore in some detail .the )

circumstances surround1ng a single accommodatlon how and why it

as

" was undertaken and with what results; S .

’

e a survey of disabled workers to learn their perceptlons “about

=N
any accommodations that may have been made for them; and

e intensive case studies of ten firms identified from their survey

and/or telephone responses as having exempldry accommodation

practices. >

-

Y L g . “' . '3 ..
The. findings across surveys proved internally consistent. Several
biases 1n data should be made clear, however. Firms.often -lack internal

data on accomm vdat_gn r-hnndlrnpned workerS' thus the data reported are

dasa Ce
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probably. minimum estimates of the extent of accommodation and hiring of handa-
capped at the responding firms, firms often are unaware. of employees with,
« hidden disabilities who have chosen nét to self—identify, ﬁuch as those thh
- past histories of mental illness, heart condition cancer, etc; central
‘management is often unaware of inexpensive accommodations rountinely and
'1nformally done at ‘the job station -.Because of the low response rate to the
mail survey, there is an inherent limit on generalizability .0On the other
hand outside reViews of the findings by industry adv1sors have found the find-
ings to conforn with their firms' experiences. The lack of obvious biases in

\\response Tate among types of firms and, the agreement across-the d1fferent data

~  sources provide further:evidence o the validity of the findings. ' "o
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS .*+ = . . | -

4 .. . : - ) . .

o e .An overall conclusion of the analysis is that for firms which have made

efforts to hife the handicapped accommodation is 'mo big deal." Rarely did an

accommodation lnvolve much cost  51% of those reported cost nothinb, an
additional 383 cost less than $SOO Only 8% cost more than $2,000.
L. The average firm reported that about’ 2. 5% of" the workforce is handicapped;

ovgrall, aKout 3.5% -of workers are handicapped as large firms have h1§h pro-

portions of handicapped workers.
° Accommodation efforts are generally perceived as successful 1n»allow1ng

the worker to be efifective on the job. Firms frequently reported that the
. accommodation would benefit the employee if promoted t6¢2 new job, and often
. stated that other nondisabled workers also: benefited from the accommodation.

) It .would appear, overall, that there is not a strong relationship

N

between accommodation and upward mobility either in terms of providing advan-
tage or limiting potential Upward mobility will require special emphasis from

: both firms, ana DOL as.they attempt to ensure equal opportunities for handicapped

\~Gorkers. o . w
.o Accommodations for individual workers -take many forms; adapting the work

N

<7
environments and. location of the fob, retraining or selectively placing the

~“worker in jobs needing no accommodation, providing transportation or spec1ala
equ1pment or aides, redesigning the worker's job, and re-orienting or providing
special training to supervisors and co-workers. No particular type of accommo-

L]
“dation dominates. Most workers received more than ohe kind of accommodation.

R . . . . »
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e There are vaviations in who receives~accommodation but the basic
pattern appears to be that,once an individual 1is, hired, he or she is likely
to be accommodated regardless of occupation or sen10r1ty Firms cons1stently

reported- that, the k&y for a hand1capped “applicant to be hired is the possession

-

; of SklllS needed by the firm. o .. i
e Thc most expensive and extensive accommodatlons tended to be provided
| to the bllnd and- those in wheelcha1rs. H1gher skill workers were more often
provided environmental adaptations of the workplace or special equipment than
_lower skilldd workers. nLower skill workers were more likely to rece1ve job
.rede51gn accommodatlons ‘retraining, or select1ve placement.,
e Large firms were the most llkely to hire and accommodate hand1capped
". °  worKers. - Respondents attributed the sucgess, of large firms <o the ‘existence
of afflrmatlve dction mechanlsms to the1r 11ke11hood bécause of sheer num-
bers of- encounterlng handicapped workers, and to the d1ver51ty of job types
wh1ch leads to fleklblllty,ln asslgnlng or transferrlng workers ’ ';
e 28%.of firms report no handjicapped workérs. An add1t10nal'17% have

.made no accommodation.: Thus, about 55% of firms have some accommodation

o

o .
experignce.

. rréISION FACTORS .

v

e Firms reporteo that accommodatlon ‘'was undertaken because it was
good hu511ess practlce akin to the provision of' togls or cther aids to non--
disabled workers to increase product1v1ty or accommodate personal needs .
: e Some factors long thought to be a barrier to accommodation did not -

i emerge as major constraints. Almost no firms reported that ant1c1pated
negatlve reactions from customer, co- workers, or unions deterred accommodation.
Rarely was cost cited as a barrier,. though some lnterview.respondents - .
confessed that, particularly in times of economic retessidbns, costs are

. weighed carefully. Lo o ’
e The impediments to accommodation that most often were cited were
2 the lack of skills (including job readiness) of'mahy handicapped applicants, =
which made accommodation an '"uncertain investment' and the perception that
some worksites were inherently too unsafe for accommodation .to be feasible.

e The 1973 Rehabilitation Act, subsequent'regulations and the surround-

1ngrpub11c1ty'have st1mulated accommodataon act1V1ty and. architectural barr1er

* =




iv .

) “

removal and raised the consc1ousaess of management, superv1sors and disabled
workers concerning the need for accommodation. Affirmative action and personnel

offlcers cited the law and régulations in Justlfylng acc0mmodat10n-1nslde the _

- )flrm eyen when-regulations did not strictly requ1re ‘the spec1f1c actions they.
were recommending to management.' s
. ® Most. of the accommodatlons reported went far beyond the requlrements .

N

of regulations, sin response to the acceptance by management of, the. legltlmacy
and appropriateness of acc0mmodatlon. Thus, a-major factor encouraging accommo-

dation was the affirmative action commitment of top managemént} :
PRACTICES : & . - ’ - s :

‘
1

Among firms with accommodation experience, the following practices were

‘.

identified as facilitating accommodation: _
© strong and visible expression of commitment by top management to -

accommodating disabled workers, which most often sets the tone throughout the

whole firm; Coe ¢
e assignment of a spec1allst within the EEO/Afflrmatlve Actlon furiction

spec1f1cally for carrying out affirmative action and EEO” p011c1es for the handi-

capped; ) o ’ ) ‘
° establishing special procedures for revleW1ng and tracking appllcatlons

of handlcapped appllcants, i : : . . .
. centrallzlng recrultlng, intgke and mon1tor1ng of hiring dec151ons for

~

« handicapped workers to increase the probability. of the disabled applicant's
capac1ty for doing a JOb being con51dered by all units in the organization, and -
LN
prov1d1ng a central spec1al budget for accommodatlons above the budget limits

of 1nd1v1ﬁual departments or d1v151ons, , . : .
® encouraging managers and superV1sors to think of jobs. or task a551gn—

ments where the handicap, and thus the need for changes in the physical environ-

ment or in the job's design, are minimized;

o develoﬁing a procedure for oricnting the haﬁdicapped worker to the
workplace and pre- employment dlSCUSSloﬂ to orient superv1sors and coworkers
ta the special needs ‘of the worker; )

° spreadlng the word inside the firm about successful experiences in

accommodatlon, which appears to increase receptivity to later appeals for
o

EI{[C : ‘ v . | ’ ' -
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accommodation and following successes with referrals of later handicapped

applicants to departments where they have increaséd likelihood of being hired,.
o training by the firm of ins1de personnel staff line managers, ‘super-

' visors, and coworkers about the -affirmative actlon p011c1es of the firm and
dispelling common myths about disabled workers; - . . ‘

e explicit contact in recru1tment and outreach to outside organizations
able to refer disabled JOb applicants, and subsequent use of.such outside
‘resoyrces for adv1ce and expertise concerning the disabled applicant s qualifi—
cations %hd’fhe kinds of accommodations that might be agpropriate;,

° shar*ng information and experiences with other firms, and participation
in direct training of potential future job applicants through programs like
PrOJeCtS\Wlth Industry (PWI).

. e involving handicapped workers irt their own accommodation processes, as

-.we11 as in efforts to increase disability awareness 1nterna11§§ ‘

e rTe- evaluating accommodation needs on a continuing basis, nerhaps as part

of the performance Teview process.

L

-

RECOMMENDATIONS ' Co R

I3

e, Provide.tax credits for expensive accommodations.

1

i . RN c ' 1
® Add a line item in federal contTracts under a_standard formula for

accommodations of disabled workers .used on contracts. The standard formula
(e.g., half of a percent of tota1 direct costs) would apply to "all bidders.

It would “provide the financial means to secure accommodation of¢disabled workers

—~without hurting the financial performance of any firm. Any,claims on the }ine

item by firms would have to be fully documented before cost reimbursement.
Any unused funds in that line item under the contract would be returned to °
the’ Treasury, thus providing no incentive to avoid'accbmmodation. This recom-
mendation emerged in interviews with corporate leaders. ;
® Provide technical aSSistance and possibly cost sharlng in accommodation.
This may parficularly be needed with the small business sector which 1s both
the source of a dlsproportid/ate share of new jobs being created in the econqmy,
and also the sector least likely to hire angd accommodate the handicapped due to
limited personnel systems, diversity. of occupétlons, and experience with accom-
modation. Government=- funded rehabilitation engineering centers- a;e one possible
.source of such expertise, but _more locally ava11ab1e sources are needed ‘possibly

drawing on state VR programs for supply. . ;*\ - ' }
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o Provide. techn1ca1 ass1stance on Telated pract1ces such as how to
'huhandle accommodatlon 1ssues during the interview process, how to overcome

att1tud1na1 barr1ers, useful testlng procedures for persons with spec1f1c
o

4 - . . i
. ?

”.dlsab111t1es.
) M' Increase active placement and referral of hand1capped app11cants
be1ng trained by publlc manpower and educat19na1 programs and increasing the *

effectLveneSS of jOb search act1v1ty on the part of d1sab1ed individuals.

] Expand tra1n1ng of* -handicapped workers 1n technlcal sk111s (and work .
read1ness) re%Fvant to current employers, p0551b1y through an expan51on of the’

PrOJects Wlth Industry program 1nv01v1ng employers 1n the d851gn and operatlon
N,

« . s Ty - . . ot o

of training. 7 o : i e
e Increase opportunltles for training of the most severely handrtapped
-hav1ng the potentlal in' high technical skill Occupatlons (e. g., eng1neer1ng),
'even when the tra1n1ng may 1nvolve expens1ve ‘higher educatlon. ‘
- ..Focus placement efforts in the- short run on firms most. likely to hire:
1arger firms, high tech 1ndustr1es, re1at1ve1y cap1ta1 1nten51ve 1ndustr1es
and f1rms ;tghly dependent\upon federal contracts, where - the prospects- for
- securing accommodation for handicapped workers are the greatest.
® Disseminate information about why hiring and accommodatlng hand1capped
workers is good business. Such'information, likeSthat currently provided
~ internally by’ some f1rms would concentrate on the documented product1v1ty, low
.turnover good atfendance and high’ mo§1vat10n of handlcapped workers.A

e Disseminate the "success stories' of 1ndustry in accommodation - among

firms. Presentatlons by 1ndustry representatives will be more credible'to
other firms than government presentations. and pub11c re¢lations campalgns.

. Se]f-ldentlflcatlon is 1nadequate currently in identifying hand1capped
workers in need of aCcommodatlon. Handlcapped workers need to be strongly
encouraged by government publlclty, by employers and by those programs
training and placing the handicapped to,self 1dentify,.both'to protect.their
future rights and also for the sake of helping handicapped workers in general
by helping sensitize employersbto the prevalence of disabil}tyfamong.their

L)

work force. . _
@ 'Reasonable accommodation' remains impossible to define except on

a case- by-case basis. The most valid approach to assessing ''reas onableness "

in the researchers' jud ent1 is not to measure outcome and reva1ence _but
]

| o Iy
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rather the process that' firms go through in assessing Whether a worker is able
to do a job and whether jaccommodation is feasible. - QUesyjons which couid
be used by EEO compliance officers to assist in this PTOcess are suggested in

the body of the final report. ' _ : .

An emphasis on stringent enforcement, if uﬁdertaken muyst be accompanied -
"by. the knowledge that it would change the climate of CUTrent attitudes, which
are fairly favorablé and sympathetic toward the ‘disabled, A punitive approach
might increase employment among flrms currently hiring fey disabled persons but
N this must be uelghed against the loss of good will and affirpative action in
many firms which -are the result.of favorable attltUdes’ 1nc1»d1ng the belijef
that handlcapped_workers'are likely to be ‘extremely religpie and h;ghly-moti—
vated. Siasgd”hirivq the handicappéd” is ¢obd busineSS gpd also has moral
,’sanctlon in‘ the bellefs of employers, self-enforcement hag many more advantages
-for - achieving- government obJectlves that it may have With other groups nec: ‘g
affirmative action. - . .

Only 10% ~ 20% of disabled workers emplbyed by .th€ most éxemplary firms
reported a need fof’adaitional accommodation.. HoweveTs it must te¢ emphasized
that .the current study cannot determine the kinds of 3CComm6dation whiFh may
be. needed by workers who are not employed ﬁubs%aﬁtial accommodation could
concelvably be needed by ‘memployed disabled persons and those not in the
labor force. To investigate these needs ‘one should 5&8npie pot firms or
employed handicapped persons, but rather work- ready handlcapped applicants,
tracing their experience in seeking jobs. Such an additional study is

important to undertake if the full need for job accommOdation of handicapped
workers is to be understood. l . - \




I. 1§TRODUCfION
~ During the past decade, the disabled have achieved a place in the
generai public cpnsciousness akin to that held by other minority zroups.
The efforts of advocates for the disabled as well as the disabled them-
selves have produced\greater v1515111ty for the employment progaems, access
problemq, and 1ncome ma1ntenance needs faced by the estimated 12 to 36
m11110n dlsabled 1nd1v1duals in this country. Advocates of the disabled
stress that it is time that the capab111t1es of even the hq\},severely
disabled to be productlve citizens be recognlzed and that the private as
well as the public sector open the doors to meaningful employment. Accurate
unemployment figures for the disabled do not currently exist, but estimates
are consistently several times higher than the figures for the population
at large, ranging ub to 58%;24&1ear1y.specia1 targeted e%§Orts are needed
in“ordeg to prqyide_equa1:emplgxment'oPportunities for the disabled. This
need has been addressed in Section 503‘of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
‘Section 503 of the{Rehabilitatipn Act of 1973 stipulates that, for any

‘contract in excess of $2,500, -'"the party contracting with the United States

shall take affirmative action to employ and advance in employment qualified
~ handicapped individUals..." The regulations issued in accordance with
that Section elaborate on contractors' ob11gat10ns under the law. These

regulations state .

A contractor must make a reasonable accommodation to.
the physical and mental limitations of an employee or
app11cant unless the contractor can demonstrate that
such an accommodat;on would impose an -undue hardship

on the conduct of the contractor's business. In deter-
mining the extent of a contractor's accommodation obli-
gations, the following factors among others may be

1The higher figure is the estimate currently used by the American
‘Coalition of Cltlzens with Disabilities, Washington, D.C. and its member_

organizations.’

Thls is the figure quoted by the Dlsablllty Rights qucatlon and
Defense Fund, Berkeley, CA.



/ - considered: ° (1) business necessity and (2) financial
cost and expenses. ) . '

- 41 CFR 60-741.6 (d)

The Office of Federal Contract Compliance (OFCCP) in the U.S. Department
of Labor (DOL) is responsible for administering Section 503 (and‘Section

442 of the Vietnam -Era Veteran's Readjustment Assistance Act of 1974) and

for assuring compliance with the above-mentioned regulations.

-The importdhce,of finding successful ways of working with handicapped

individuals was underscored by.Congress in the White House Conference on

- ~Handicapped Individuals: . |

The Congress finds that it is essenfial that recommendations
be made to assure that all individuals with handicaps are
able to live their lives independently and with dignity, ‘and
that the complete integration of individuals with handicaps
into normal community patterns be held as the final object.

, .
The adaptgtion of jobs and worksites to accommodate the special needs

of handicapped workers and increase employment opportunities for the disabled
is an important step towards achieving thig goal. Thus, the Départment of
,Labor contracted With'Berkeley Planning Associates and Harold Russell
Associates, subcontractor, to study the nature, extent, and costs of
accommodatiens currently provided by federal contractors; to. explore.the
decision factors, methcds and related employment practices involved in_

providing them; and to recommend future strategies for further implementation

of the Section 503 provisions. o .

DEFINITIONS OF ACCOMMODATION

St

"Accoﬁmodatioﬁ" is defihed_kgre and throughoqt the study to inclgge‘
[ the full range of adaptations or'adjastments that may make a worksite or
a job more suited to the needs and abilities of a‘handicapped worker.
Accommodations include all modifications of work envi:onment: job content,

or work pmocedures that enable handicapped workers to compete equally for

z -

1Accommbdate: (1) To do a favor or service for; oblige. (2) To o
provide for; supply with. (3) To contain comfortably or have space for. -
(4) To make suitable; adapt; adjust. (American Heritage Dictionary of
the English. Language, 1973:) .

1y
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jobs with non-handicapped workers. In some cases accommodations-are neces-
sary for an individual to perform‘essential functions of his or her job.
In other case$ they enable handicapped workers to work more eas1ly or more
productively, or they expand the range of JObS and 1nd1v1dual can perform.
An accommodation could be any of-the following . - ‘
o modificationhof the wozk 51te (for example, raising a desk
to accommodate 2 wheeléhiar user), - .
® removal of architectural barriers (for example, 1nstalling
~a ramp at the entrance to a building); : P
e provision of aids'or devices (for example, providing a dic-
tating machine c¢_ tape recorder to accommodate a blind worker);
® modification of job tasks (for example, allowing a blind office
worker to- subst1tute:transcr1ption and duplicating duties for
: proofreading and- filing),
e a change in work hours or schedules (for example allowing a.
diabetic employee to take regular meal breaks during a shift
or. instituting a "flextime" schedule); '
e transfer to a position where a given disability would con-
~stitute less of a handicap’to job performance (for example,
“placing a'mobility-impaired empioyee in a bench-work or

' sitting job rather than more strenuous jobs).

These are only .a few examples of the types of accommodations that may
A ;

be provided. An accommodation may be prerequisite to a handicapped worker

."being able to work in any capacity (as is often ‘the case when attendant

care is required), or it may be moTre a matter of convenience than ability
to work. An accommouat}on may be an 1nformal arrangement among workers
such that for 1nstance, one worker may perform the parts of another's job

that require lifting and carrying, in exchange for tasks that. include Tathe-
matical calculations; On the other hand, aCcommodation may involve a
‘complex’ﬂecision ano'implementation process involving _s:.Jpervisors,n managers
and personnel staff. It may be that the most significant,form of accommo-
dation is rather difficult to measure the elimination of attitudinal
barriers that would prevent handicapped persons from part’cipating fully in
the employment process. - . ' Lo

The concept of "reasonable accommodation" as it applies to handicapped
people was introduced in the Department of Labor' 's Section 503 regulation’

4
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implemehtihg the affirmativé action obligatiens for federal contractors.

It is clear that the intent for its inclusion was to offset the 11m1tat10ns
of handlcapprng conditions in an employment situation. ‘However, beyond
this statement of intent and a few specific examples of when and for whom
.Aaccommodatlons should be provided, there was little or no specific accommo-
dation 1nformat10n. of particular note is the absence in much of the early
regulatory language and related literature of any definition or eXplanatlon
of the coggept of Teasonable accbmmodation and the lack of any procedural
gu1dance fbr determlnlng when and how an accommodatzon should be prov1ded
The requlrement for accommodating physical and hental impairments of hand1—
capped individuals was without precedent, leaving a gap between the require-

ments to provide and the understandlng of how to prov1de reasonable

accommodations . A

Some literature concernihg reasonable accommodation‘since that time
has attehpted to provide more. definition. For instance, the first Seetion
504 regulations issued by DHEW in~1977 went a step beyond the Section 503 -
- regulations ir providing a few generic examples of accommodatiohs, but did
not actually define or suggest procedures for determining them. ]

- 'In 1979 Contract Research Corporation (CRC) developed a handbook for -
use by DHEW's Off1ce for Civil Rights employees on the requirements of
Section 504. _IhAthelr section on Empyoyment Practices the. writers borrow
from statements made orally and in writing by the Director of.OCR and )
from the dictionary in order to define the concept of 'reasonablé accommo-
dation." In the handbook it is basically defined -as an adjustment made to
overcome the effect of an individﬁal's handicab and to allow the individual
to do the job in question without supplanting the need for the individual.
Supplanting an individual's role would occur¢if, for example, an aide was
-hired to assist a handicapped employee, but the situation resulted in the
alde hav1ng to perform that employee's essential job functions.

In addition, the CRC handbook’explalns the me€aning of reasonable

accommodation as it relates to specific requirements and introduces ‘the

?

-

1Contract Research Corporation, Educatlon and Héman Deve10pment\
Inc. Handbook for the Implementation of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 fer the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare s Offlce
“for Civil Rights. 1977, pp. 106-121. —
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concern of the cost of accommodations as a factor for consideration. F&g;
n

the Seétion 504 regulations, it is clear that cost in relation to size an

’

. .- . LN . . . L < -
. type of a recipient's organization is a valid considerztici in determining

-

"undue hardship." However, the handbook makes it clear that 'cost is
only a consideration in determining undue hardship and not a decisive

consideration in determining whether or not an accommodation is reasonable.

.. .Further,” the writers explain that costs have-sften been exaggerated.

A Lawrence Johnson Associates (LJA) study1 completed in 1980 defined
réasonable accommodation by example. In-a survey of accommodation issues
confronted by recipients of DHEW funds, LJA determined a number of factors
which may influence accommodation decisions. LJA accumuléted data to
determine the frequency with which these factor§ are 1nvolved and their
relationship to accommodatlon determinations. The factors included nature
and cost of accommodatlon, the txpe of dlsablllty accommodated, the occu-
pational ’foup most often prOV1ded actommodations, and the type of recipient
organization most likely torpral}de accommodatlons. .

The QOffice for Personnel Management has developed the first in a
series of booklersz‘qxplaining reasonable accommodation to employers in
Federal agencies who ére mandéted under Section 501 of the:Rehabilitation
Act to provide accommodations. The handbook defines the purpdse of providing
aécommodations, defines‘tategbries of types of accommodations and gives
illustrative examples‘bf accommodation which have been made for handicapped

employees of the Federal government. ¥

Similar to the LJA study, the OPM handbook details some factors to be

considered in determlnlng the nature and value of a partlcular accommodation.

These include: o : ' , : -

1Lawrénce Johnson and Associates, Inc. for the Office of Civil
Rights, Department of Education. Reasonable Accommodations: Research and.
Remedies. Policy Analysis.Report. . 1980. Conditions and decision factors-

within non-profit/publicly funded organizations are expected to differ

_substantially from{those facing government’ CONtractors.

-

-ZU.S.'Office of éersonnel Management. 'Handbook of, Reasonable et
Accommodation." Washington, PMS Series 720-A, 1980. .

-
S



A
-

e Is the accormodatiops necessary for the performance of the dut1es°

¢ What effect will the accommodation ﬁave on an agency's Operat1on
and on the employee's performance? )

e To what extent does the accommodat1on compensate for the handlcapped
person's limitations? - ' o

e Will the accommodation give the person the opportunity to funct10n
participate, -or compete on a more equal basis with co- workers°

© Would the accommodation benefit others (nonhandicapped as well
as other handicapped individuals)?

e Are there alternatives which would accomplish the same purpose?

The evolution- of ‘the concept of reasonable accommodatlon clearly,
has reached a level of useful detlnltlon. This" study contributes to an
understandlng nf the concept by prov1d1ng examples of accommodations that
companies have deemed reasonable and by explorlng further ‘the issue of how

''reasonableness' might be determined.

EVOLUTION OF STUDY DESIGN .,

'
=

In order to evaluate current policy and provide the data needed.for
future policy and program determinations, the U.S. Department of Labor
contracted in November 1980 with Berkeley Planning Associates (BPA), with
Harold Russell Associates (HRA) as subcontractor, to study the nature,
extent, and costs of accommodations provided by federal contractors to
handicappad employees. DOL's initial request was for reliable statistical
data from a representative national sample of flrms regarding accommodations
that had beem made. BPA's response was that, while attemptiing to obtain the
statistical infouuation desired, DOL should consider (1) the difficulty of
obtaining detailed 1nformat10r on a voluntary ba51s from f1rms (2) the
probability, based on ear11er study findings by BPA for OS/ASPE in DHHS

that many firms would simply lack information of the %kind desired, - that

biases would exist in data on certain- groups even 1f proferred by 1ndustry

1Berkeley Planning Associates, Analysis of Pol1c1es of Pr1vate

Employers Toward the Disabled, for DHHS, Contract FHEW-100-79- 0180,
November 1981
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(e.g.,'thé fofmgrly emotionally disturbed), ard that muléiple vali&éfion
approaches were-needed; and (3) the desirébility of more desériptive
information about’ how and why accommodation éfforts are made. I BPA thus )

\éxpanded‘the scope oﬁ thejstudy in the initial proposal somewhat to include

the gathering of more qualitatiVe information through'follow up interviews.
These were seen both as ways of validating the information gained durlng

the basic survey and as sources of . 1nformat10n on accommodation processes
and decision factors. This would permit .a more valld assessment of contrac-
tors' attitudes toward reaonséble accommodation than could be gained in
questionnaire fesponses. Still, the major goal of the sfudy was to assist

- the-Office of Federal Contract Compliance'Programs in developing realistic

and equitable policies in regard to Section 503 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973.

This study consisted of five major elements: an initial design phase,

a survey of 2,000 federal contractors nationwide, telephone discussions with

85 companles a survey of disabled workers in several. of those companles and'

“on-site case studles of ten large corporatlons. Three—hundred-and—51xty-
seven responses to the company questionnaire have been analyzed. This res-
ponse represents firrms employing a.minimum of 512,000 workers,- of whom at

least 19,200 were known to be handicapped.

LESSOMNS LEARNED DURING THE DESIGN PHASE

. Through continued close contact both with the Project Officer and
with members of the Industry Adv1sory Panel, project staff learned 1mportant
lessons about the most reaiistic focus of this study. First, the message
from industry representatives was clear that certain types of statistical
information about employees cannot be obtained in a survey where responsés
are voluntary. Second, continuing discussions with those representatives
and with DOL off1c1als yielded the conclusion that the study had potentlal
for a wider range of uses than 1n1tlally foreseen. - The audience for the
~—-———final report-could consist not only of OFCCP's enforcement—re}ated officials,
but also officials reéponsibie for drafting proposed amendments to the
Section.SOS regulations, officials who might be instrumental in mounting a.

technical assistance effort for federal contractors, and persons within the

business community itself.

1y o )




cme subtle shifting of the study S focu away from gatherlno nformatlon

useful for enforcement purposes toward dyerall examination of pollcy One

- . - ‘ Ny . Fd
foreseen consequence of the shift in publl oprnlon durlng recent years is

.that the federal government is expected t e

bilities it.had‘assumed durlng previous d

linquish some of the {esponsi-

es, allowing the private business

and voluntary sedtors to assume some of ‘these functions. One such area of
decreasing federal invelvement will be the prdvision of training and employ-
ment opportunities for Pbersons who have experlenced dlfflculty f1nd1ng and
holdlng jobs.. Examples of this trend as it relates to handicapped’ persons
1nc1ude (1) the federally initiated Project Partnershlp, which links business;
government and community organézatlons working with handicapped ind1V1duals
“and (2) /the 1ncrea51ng reliance of Prcjects with Industry (PWI) whlch ;
emphasizes the leadership role of business in developlng tralnlng and place-

. ment pxrograms for handicapped persons. M . ‘
To effect an orderly transition of respon51b111t1es, the federaL govern-

‘ment must study carefully the effects of the‘Iéﬁéféﬁd p011c1es now in effect
together with the economic and other incentives for industty to assume a
leadership role in helping handicapped persons toward productive employment.

An effort to learn more aboyt reasonable accommodation is a key element
in the success of this transition. Fy learning fre% business executives
what levels and types of apcémmodations_they have found to be cost-effective,
and by studying in detail the processes and Fechnolegies that have proved. ?
successful from firms' point of view, the Departmeﬁt of Labor can equip.

-itself to assume an effective role in providing guidance and technical

—

ar

assistance in this area. This role of assisting firms to comply can .
productively supplement DOL's\;rastlonal enforcement role. Toléhe extent

that increased‘enforcement of current regulations is deemed advisable, the .
findings of the present study will provide valuable information about current -
industry practices anh can aid in carrying out'enforcement activities in a

way that is grounded in economic reality. . .

~
iy

‘RELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS

There are a number of perspectives or understandings which the study

has emphasized that are s¢ fundamental that they form a background or a

Q .u . . ' R
EMC v [ ; ‘.. i /_r ° - P
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‘Wisabled are protected under non-discrimination and affirmative action e

™~

particular disabled person to be able to do a partlcular task, together‘

context in which all the others must be understood. Although they will bé
Teiterated and expandéd upon”in more detail in later sectious, it is
important to discuss them initially, as they consitute scme of the ovetall .
themes of the =tudy

Flrst, at the risk of belaboring the obvious, some deflnltlons are
essentlal. Thus it is important to understand the difference between a
dlsablllfy and a handicap. ‘A disability does not require accommodation
unless associated with it is & handicap, namely a limitation in the ability
to perform a given work-related task (including the ''task” of securing
employment). Since this study focuses on accommodations, the population
of primaryvintgrest‘hete is the handicapped, those with work-limitations.

However, many.disabled individuals with no substantial work-related* .

.limitations hay be considered handiéapped by prospective employers’

or may be rendered handicapped by the presence of physical barriers. All

‘laws whether their disabilify limits their ability to work or not, whether

an accommodation .can remcve their work handicap or not. . Thus, both of

. 4y . . 1
the terms '"handicapped'" and 'disabled" appear in the text but not because
of a lack of awareness of the distinction.

Another distinction that must be made is that between equal employment

‘opportunity and affirmative action. EEOQ implies non-discrimination, equal

treatiment of individuals regardless of whether or not they bglohg to a . .
group protected by civil rights legislatian. Affirmative action includes
the additional oingation.to seek out'oppd;tunities to hire members of these
groups, to integrate them fully into the workforce, and to fac%litgte'their
upWard mob111ty . . . N

The blggest barrlers to increased hiring and accommodatlon of handi-
capped workers are psychological.  There is a natural tendency on the part .
of most non- -handicapped individuals to avoid dealing directly with severely
disabled persons.\ The majority are still uncomfortable with handicaps; not

haV1ng close friends or relatives who have severe hanuicaps, they do not

‘Know how tp 1nteract with handicapped individuals or what to expect from

them. The result is a lack of knowledge about what is needed for a

with a limized imagination when it comes to working out ways toO make tasks

a 3
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easier. The best solution to these barriers is exposure, experience work-
ing with individuals with a range of disabilities. Indeed, one study finding

was that sugcess with previous acconmodations is a major factor inducing
managers to undertake additional accommodation. ' . C
It is difficult to discuss accdﬁhbdations generically. "As each
person's capabilities are different, handicapped or not, each d1sab111ty
has diffe%ent‘effectS' In fact the same disability- ‘may have different
effects on the work abilities of two different persons, depending on such
1ntang1ble facto*s as' personality, age of onset of the disability, upbring-
1ng, and_the types of general "coping" skills the persons have acqu1red 3
Tﬁe number of relevant variables is:enormous. The gbility of a company oT»
an individual manager to facilitate an accommodation successfully is
dependent on the flexibility to deal with individual 1nstances of accommo-
_ Therefore, the goal of,this'study should not be thefcreation of'a list
specifying‘”given'x disability and'ngob Z accommodation would be

appropriate.'" Such a list could never cover all pos51ble cases, and would

'limit the imagination of persons seeking to remove or minimizé work-related

El

R

.

barriers for disabled individuals. Rather, by showing how some companies

Y .
have approached and' implemented accommodations and by 1llustrat1ng a few

4

1nd~v1dual instances of accommodatran, the study may assist companies in
1mplement1ng accommodation practices by: '
e showing some of the types of“actions that other companies
have found to be in their own best interest; )
s -showing some of the ways in which -- and the reasons for which --
atcommodations have benefitted companies; L
. xshowing,'again b exanple, what.can be done; and what some of the

useful ways of thinking about accommodations have been; and

" ‘e giving examples of the types of assistance available to companies

in recruiting and working with handicapped employees.
- . ‘ ' : i ' .
" Willingness to hire is“4 ‘prerequisite for accommodation. Although it

is possible to make accommodations during’the'application process -- e.g.,

o ‘

to administer a written test orally for a blind person to provide an
interpreter for an 1nte1v1ew with a deaf applicant -- these presuppose a

willingness to hire the applicant if he or she is qualified for the job in
. /
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question. Indeed, there are a number of disabilities and individuals thaf/(~
require only one form of accommodation: the willingness to hire the
individual. A number of "hidden disabilities' -- some forms of epilepsy,

a history of heart disease, cancer or emotional diso:deré, and alcoholism,

to name a few -- may involve no work-related limitations, b;; involve a
‘risk that the individual may becomebincapacitated in the future.

During tbe course of the study, BPA staff found that company represen-
tatives had some difficulty discussing accommodation issues separately from
. related iSsues of hiring, working with, and evaluating handicapped workers.
This .was evident in a number of the additional comments offered by reSpon:///
dents and non-respondents alike.

Hiring the handicapped was such a commonplace occurrence
that we never took special note of any of the accommoda-
tions which were being made. We therefore have never
instituted a system for gathering the information you
require. We must respectfully decline to take part in
your survey. :

o

. ®

Accommodation of handicapped workers is a topic that has ot been of
special concern to most company officials. Accommodation of handicapped
workers is seen as.rarely needed, but as something which is usually simply,
inexpensively, and routinely doneji Maﬁyﬁequate the ''accommodation' concern
of federal regulations with facilities'agcessibility; many think only in
terms of expensive equipment purchase or dramatic job restructuring; many
do not give separate consideration to accommodation decisions, but see
accommodation rather as the natural con§equence of the decision to hire

or to retain a handicapped worker.

-

-

lln fact, project staff felt that some company representatives did
not understand the -purpose of the study, or.that they did not consider
,accommpdatiqgﬂqyﬂi§§g;fm§9myg%of sufficient interest to warrant the time
it would take to complete the company questionnaire. A study of affirma- -
tive action for handicapped workers, which included a focus on accommodation
issues, might have elicited a higher response from firms. :

b]

o
-y
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~ Because accommodation practices are 1nvar1ab1y associated with a
: number of other practlces aimed at employing and assisting handicapped
workers, it is often useful to talk about them within the full context of

affirmative action efforts for handicapped individuals.

It is particuiarly imporiant to realize that affirmative action for ' -
haodicapped workers.isaa relatively young phenomenon. "The data,and observa-
tions presented herein clearly show a 'start-up process, with a‘great-ééal
of variation among firms in their ability to make it work well. Off1c1als
in many firms still think that they cannot attain 51gn1f1cant progress 1n“
hiring and working with handlcapped workers, because of the nature of the1r 1
company's work or workplace. Some firms with very good 1ntentlons have '
still not been able to 1htegrate handlcapped workers, fully into their work-
Forcez Many firms do not\frequently encountér qua11f1ed hand1capped
applicants and .do not really‘know where or how to find them. Other;flrms
have achieved remarkable successes. Even those firms are srill WOrking to
improve their practices in many Jespects. The 1ntegratlon of the disabled
(with and without work handlcaps) into the\workforce is a process requiring
att1tude changes,that will take many years to acqompllsh fully.

’ ' » ) IEH . t,> - . %
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USES OF THE INFORMATION - R -
' ) .o - X € /

. NN
Based on dlscu551ons with DOL off1c1als throughout the study,ﬁBPA
and HRA .staff anticipate that the 1nformatlon presented in this report will
be useful in ways such as the follow1ng : e
® as information for Equal Opportunity Specialists wirhin the
Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs (OFCPP) illustra-

ting (though not limiting) what constitutes '"reasonable"
. accomnmodation, based on what firms themselves have considered \
: S reasonable and beneficial; :

: e guidelines ‘to,be used by agency: pexsonnel -in’ prop051ng regula-

tlons or amendmants to current leglslatlon in order to determine:

~- the degree to which accommodation—is-a- central need—of
employed handicapped person, . , ) 2

-- the degree to which law and regulations can beiexpette&
to increasé the 'employment of qualified handicapped
persons; - . - ' ‘ R

Q , ‘ S E{ﬁg ’
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® gﬁidelines to be used by agency personnel in proposing other
-/ . ! . ) . .- b
-federal policy changes, such as increasing tax credits or
other-incentives for accommodation, ‘establishing training

programs foTr’handicapped persons, or increasing technical
3

assistance capabilities; ;
o information to be provided for firms in a formvthey can uée‘
to facilitate their own decisions regarding accommodations,’
specifically: ' ,
--_technologies and Rrocesées that have broﬁed particularly
~successful from firms' point of view (i.e., cost-beneficial);
-- types of jobs, workers, and accommodations that have been .

' o combined with particular success;

-~ examples of low- and no-cost accommodations that have
been identified as effectives%ﬁbstitutes for extensive
remodeling or large-scale equipment installation;

-- guidelines as to costs aﬁd other factors as they
relate to "undue hardship" or "business necessity';

-- ways in which other employers' experiences with -
héﬁdicapped employees have affected their accommodation
decisions;

e tra‘ning of OFCCP personnel to enable them to provide more

£

extensive technical assistance to firms as to- accommodation

e

procesfes; technologies, and costs; )
‘s evaluation of the effectiveness and impacts of current law
and policy; and , | . .
» ® sharing of information with other agencies and departments
which have an impact on the training and employment of handi—

capped persons. - ' . .

In short, the Department of Labor expecf§~the information that results from
this data gathering effort to be a useful tool enablinhg the agency to
encourage.and.facilitate the employment of qualified handicapped persons,

"~ ~"and 'to assist them, once employed, in becoming more productive. BPA hopes
that this report will be an effective vehicle for beginping tc achieve
DOL's various goals fo¥ use of information.
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I1. DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

] .

In this chapter, the overall findings of the study are presented.

Here are highlighted the general patterns of accommodation and related
employment practices in irdustry. The various components of this study
have produced data and findings consistent from one component to fhe next,
increasing confidence in the validity of the findings. ‘Review\ of the ten-
tative flndlngs with industry representatives who were p@ntvp the Advisory
Panel that provided valuable critique dusring the design of the stqdy has
prov1ded further validation;.those representatlves have judged the flndznga
consistent with their firms' experiences.

It is imertanF first to acknowledge the possible distortions thot
could be grea?ed by.the 20% response rate to the mail su}vey. Whilg Epis
response ratewi§{comparable to the response rate experienced by other
federally-commisgioned voluntary mail surveys of industry, it is possible
that arbias may exist whereby firms that rarely provide accommodations or
hire digabled workers might have had a lower probability of sending back
the completed survey forms. fn this situation, an estimate of the frequency
of accommgdation’based on the survey could overstate actual industry rates
of accommodation; However, nonresponse was probed at length. BPA found
no major difference in response rate by size of firm (total number of'em—
ployees) or by the corporate organlzatlonal form of the firm receiving the
survey (i.e., 51ng1e establlshment versus subsidiary of larger corporation
or a corporate headquarters). There was a slight tendency for the response
rate to be higher for éervice and finance firms (measured by SIC codes) than
among manufacturing fifms, but not enough to create major distortions. Thus,

67% of the respondent firms were in manufacturlng as compared to 75% of the

.1n1t131 sample. Most importantly, however, a special phone survey-of non-

respondent firms found little evidence that wariness of divulging lipived
accommodation practices waé/;;M;mportant factor in nonresponse.  Rather,
flrms didn't want to take the tlme, or lacked easy access to the needed
1nformat10n about the accommodations they had done.. (See Attachment II

for an extended.analysis of nonrespense}. Half of the firms in the

-
!
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nonresponse follow-up reported having disabled workers or having done accom-
modation -- a rate near1ﬁ\comparable to that reported among the firms re-
sponding to the mail survey. The fact that so many” firms responded which
had not undertaken accomﬁodatlon again lends confidence to the belief that
nornresponse has not created a major bias in the reported freqdencies of
accommodation. 'The reliability of the data collected even from responding
firms was limited by these firms' lack of information about the size of
their, handicapped workforce. The following sample comments illustrateé
employers' difficulty in §rfiving at an accurate estimate of the number

.of handicapped workers:

~— Because there is no requirement to maintain any statistics
on handlcapped individuals, we are unable to provide any
data as such.

We have experienced reluctance from hardicapped individuals
to identify themselves or to request‘accommodations'

4
We are certain there are currently unidentified handicapped
_employees. We are developing a computer program which will
“better allow us to monitor our company's progress with handi-

capoed h1r1ng

Thus, the findings of this study may systematically underreport the

actual hiring and dccommodation of handicapped workers.

PREVALENCE OF HANDICAPPED WORKERS

Before examining the data on accommodations among the responding
firms, it is useful to analyze the genéral prevalence of handicapped
workers in the work force. Some 3.5% of the0512,000 employees across

all firms were reported as being disabled. The average firm, however,

e

réporged tHat 2.5% of their labor force were disabled. The discrepancy
" in the rates 51mp1y reflects that larger firms t*nd to report a higher
proportlon of their work force as disabled. Thus, 16% of the firms with
more than 200 employees reported: that ‘more than 5% of their work force
.fwas dlsabled, in contrast to only 9% of firms with fewer than 200 employees
~(See Table 1). Once the 200< worker threshold is reached, a roughly com-
parable percentage of firms in each increasing size class report that

more than 5% of their employees are disabled. This pattern occurs for

£y 1~y

# .




Table 1

Percent of Employees Reported as Handfﬁapped, Categorized by Firm Size”

\

) | Nunber of'Employees ianirm, 1981 Total Firns in

Percent of Employees Less Than'ZOOI) 200999 -+ 1000 and Ovcrb*'Each ’ Categorx

Reported as Handicapped | Number | Percent'| Number | Percent'| Number | Percent | Number | Percent
lero LU B T N B O Y R U A
0.1%5-2.9% BT |61 [ 4597 59 | 465 | 13| 39
3,03-5.0% 9 |19 | 2% 195 | 23 | s |- 68 186 |
Over 5,04 0 | 94 | u [ws | w0 {7 ] 2 |2 |
Total Firms in Each 106 | 29.0 133 [236.3 '42; 07|36 f 100.0
Size Category : | ”

ll \ f

a, ‘ . L .
Source: Company Questlomnaire responses (one missing observation)

pColumn percents add to approximately 100% (rounding errors)

{) -
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several reasons. First, large firms_have:relatively frequent opportunities
to hire disabled workers because of the large number of Jobs. -Second, they
normally have affirmative action mechanisms in place for working with
. minorities and women. These can be utilized or- expanded to focus on handi-
capped workers as well. Finally, large firms have re11ab1e ways of ‘counting
. handicapped workers. Doctors or medical departments are responsible for ‘
documenting work limitations and medical restrictions. Thus centralized
records of disabilities are kept, and sometimes even computerized and re-
ported 1n;erna11y. The population covered is normally much larger than
the set of workers requiring accommodation. Small firms, by contrast
have few job openings and thus few opportunities to hire handicapped persons.
Their only contact with disability may be when an existing employee becomes
handicapped and, as a matter of course, Teceives an accommodation. "Thus
T these firms may reéport that most or all of their handicapped ‘employees hav
been accommodated. - ' _ .

There remains great variation across firms even within size classes,
0

however, in terms of the pr@valence of disabled worKers, Overall, 28% of
the responding firms reported having no disabled workers, 67% reported
having fewer than 3% of their employees who are disabled, and only 14%

reported having more than 5% of their employees who are-disabled.

PREVALENCE OF ACCOMMODATION

v
while more than two-thirds .of firms do employ some disabled workers,
it is the minority of firms which report prov1d1ng accommodations of
the firms which reported disabled workers among their employees, one-third
have accommodated fewer than 10% of their handicapped workers, with 23%
reporfing no accommodations at all, However, 38% reported accommodating
more than 75% of their disabled employees. Since, as noted above, 28% of
firms report no handicapped employees, this.means that,” overall, 51% of
firms report no disabled workers receiving‘accommodations' fSee Table 2.)
A more 51gnif1cant measure of total accommodation activity is the propor-
‘tion of firms' total workforce that are accommodated handicapped workers
This is shown in Table 3. More ‘than three-fourths of firms have accommo-

datezd fewer than one. percent of their workers, w1th 37% of firms reporting -

no accommodations. ‘ . .
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Table 2

dations Were Madea

Percent of Handicapped Employees for Whom Accommo
- I N

/ : ¥

&

| Frequency of Response

-

As a Percent

! : of firms with
Number Handicapped
Percent Category of Firms Percent Workers
. 7

‘Zero 62 16.9% 23.3%
1-10 29 . 7.9 10.9
11-25 28 7.6 10.6
26-50 33 9.0 12.5
51-75 12 .. 3.3 45
76-100 101 ¢27.5 38.1
No handicapped employees 102 27.8
or number not provided
TOTAL 367 100.0 .99.9

#source: Company Questionnaire responses

Table 3

Percent of Total Workers for Whom Accomocations Were Made?

Freguency of Response
Percent Category Number Percent
Zero - 7129 37.0
L01-1 140 40.1
1.01-4 58 16.9
Over 4 - 21 6.0
Total for thch_the .
number of employees 349 100.0
was reported '

|

\r

a : . . :
Source: Company Questionnaire responses

' o »
v J



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

However, there again,is a tendency for larger firms not only to have
more handiceooed workers, but also more often to provide accommodation.
Nearly one-fourth (22%) of all the handicapped workers across all firms
responding in the survev were reported as receiving some form of accommc
dation. Thus, accommodatlon 15 not the typical experience of firms (be-
cau e so many f1rms lack handicapped. workers) It is the expérience of
many handicapped workers in industry, _though many more have not needed
or have not received accommodations. . ‘ Im

Moreover, interview findings indicate that the general mail survey of

firms on which the above data is based is probably underreporting the

"accommodations that have occurred. The more detailed discussions with

firms and workers in the phone interviews revealed more types of accommo-

datlon than firms recorded on the ma11 survey, and the on-site interviews

in the “ten case studieés found st111 further -accommodations. Interviews
with worKers during the case studies clearly indicated that workers often

did-not percelve very obvious accommodations which were being made for them.

On the other hand, the worker survey also revealed that workers.also per-

ceived accommodations which management had not apparently recognized.

Thla problem in getting accurate Teports on accommodutlon is the re-

sult of the fact that firms do not routinely record accommodations or even -

- information about the number of disabled workers within company files.

Even in the firms with exémplary accommodation practices, surveyed by phone,
only 32% kept any formal records on accommodation. This lack of systematic

record-keeping has ready justificatjon, since, as shall be shown, accommo-

"dations rarely involve great expense or extensive decision-making efforts. —

But the lack of systematic information makes definitive estimates of the

prevalence of accommodation difficulf. What must be emphasized, however

is that all our evidence from the various corroborative surveys points in
the same direction; that is, that the bias in the survey is for under-
reporting of accommodations actually made. This méans that more firms are
probably providing accommodations than in fact reported .them, that.the
firms that did reporr some accommodations are probably providing them for
more workers than central management recognizes, and that the typical
worker is probeply receiving more types of acpommodatlon than management

or the worker is reporting, . 'F
]
|

~
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f;? is also hard to estimate the extent to which accommodations are
needed, and thus to determlne how much of the need is being met. Most
firms receiving phone interviews and on-site visits clearly perceived that
they were'responding, dr'had'responded to most of the accommodation needs
of their workeré The workers whose accommodations were being investigated
in the on-site cases tended to give corroborative reports. In the worker
surveys gataered from 22 of the-flrms with the most exemplary accommodation
i practice, only 21% of responding disabled workers reported further needs for
accommodation with half of these indicat ting that management had not responded
favorably when the accommodation was proposed by the worker. It might be
antigipated that the unmet needs for accommodation would be lowest in these
firms with exemplary practice, so that the 10%-20% crude estimate of unmet

demand for accommodation among .existing disabled workers wouid be a minimum

_figure for 1ndustry as_d whole. It must be emphasized, however,. that we—
- only probed worker desires for further accommodatioit; no attempt was made
to judge whether the desires-were reasonable and thus whether there was

really unmet need for accommodation, On the other hand, the level of unmet
demand js fairly low and con515tent with flrms' general perception that they
meet.ﬁgif accommodation needs.

What this study was unable to ‘examine, of course, is what the accommo-
dation needs may be/of those dlsablPd who are not hired. The stro.g belief
among hanagers,and EEO offlcers in firms is that once.it is determined thatf
a Jobfabpl1cant has the sklll to do the job, accommodation normally follows
if there is a need for it. Rarely were there repprts,.even amidst great
candor, of appllcants reJccted for hire because accommodation would have
bgen too expensive or difficult. But the s(uQ§ design provided no means
of validating these reports by firms. ‘And, 51nce interview resnordents -
represented those firms with the, most exemplary accommodation practlce,
it n;ght be anticipated that such firms. would be less ' “likely to let.the.
difficulty of accommodation block the hiring of a . qualified disabled appli-
cant. The naturj/gf experience in other firms fannot be prcjected with

A-study of the accommodéti;;I;geds of job applicants and

‘the disabled worker, having difficulty entering the labor force'requiresla

any confidence.

3
separate and very different ssudy des1gn ‘than the current study with 1ts

focus, on workers currenrly employad in 1ﬁdustry
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TYPES OF ACCOMMODATION PROVIDED

The study found that a broad range of accommodations for individual
workers are provided. Though we used 16 broad categories for types of
accommodation, 8.9% of the reported accommodation still fell into the
general "other' category (see Table 4 for detailed accommodat1on categor-
ies). If the types of accommodation are roughly grouped into broad cate- -
gories, one still finds that no 51nézexapproach to accommodation is
vredominant. Thus, adaptations'of the.work environment and location
accounted for 21.0% of all reported accommodatlons while the provision
of special qu1pment2 and assistance accounted for 15.2% Accommodations
involving~jo modificatlon3 comprlsed 22.9% of accommodat1ons, training
??nd transfer accounted for an 3dd1tlonal lo 9%, and orientati‘on5 accomno-
d

ations were 18% of the total. If the orientation and job modification

are combined to form a measure of the firms' 'adaptive' accommodations,

these efforts comprised 34.5% of all accommodatioff} the most common strategy

~

1. - . . : .

This category of environmental accommodations inclnded the following
t; pes of accommodation: removed barriers, adjusted work environment,
adjusted table/desk, other rearrangements, relocated worksite.

g 2This category of equipment and assistance accommodation included:
modified telephone, typewriter, etc., provided audio-visual aids such as
microfilm or dictaphone, provided other special equipment, tools or devices,
provided transportation or other mobility assistance, and assigned aides,
reader, etc. These are accommodations which enable an employvee to perform
the assigned jcb functions by providing ''something extra." .

3This category of job modification accommodation included: reassigned
tasks, modified work hours, and other modifications of work procedure.

Afhis category of training and transfer included: provided additional
training and transferred employee to. another job. These are grouped together
because they are Loth one-time efforts which may make further accommodation -«
unnecessary by minimizing the 'he work limitations imposed by the disability.
They-both involve ,adjustments on the part of the individual accommodated

worker.

SThlS category of orientation consisted of orienting coworkers and
supervisors to provide special assiStance. This was the single .most fre-
quently cited form of accommodation. Though it happens in a variety of
ways, both formal and infermal, it basically involves special consideration
or efforts on the part of other individuals in the work situation.

.

. ) 35 3
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‘ . Table 4
Types of Accommodations Provided
N — ) Frequency of Response
| Accommodation Types 3 Number ! Percent
Removing architectural barrier for individual 114 5.7%

Adjusting the work environment (heat, light,

ventilationj . . ST e X 56 2.8
Adjpsg%ng table, desk, bench, etc. | IZé‘ - 6.4 -
Othér rearranéiment of/work;iéé : 93 il 4.6
Relocating wdrksite . : o 31 1 1.5
Mbdifyiﬁg telephgne, typewriter, etc. | 57 2.8

\ | Providing microfilm, dictaﬁ%on;,'audio-visual aids 25 1.1

C
Providing other special equipment, tools, or i
_devices “ i ’ 95 4.7

Providing transporation or other mobility

assistance while on”job ' 65 3.2

. Assigniﬁg tgsgs to other workers 177 8.8

Modifying work nours or schedules ’ 104 5.2:
8 :

Other modifica?ion of work'proc§gures 179 8.9

Assigning aiaes, readefs,ietc. o 64 ' 3.2

Providing additiZkﬁl training : < 104 5.2

i

.| Orienting supervisors and coworkers to

provide necessary assistance - -362 18.0
Transferring employée to’ anuther job 175 8.7»
Other ‘ a 179 | 8.9

N
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employed by firms. Even so, there is no typical pattern of accommodationé‘
Hrovided to handicapped’workers)\even when di&ided accordiqg to disability
groups. The types of accommodations provided to persons with d;fferent
disabilities 'are shown in Table 5. It should be noted that most disabled
workers receive more than one type of accommodation and that manylworkers
have multiple disabilities. Thus, such seeming anomalies as removing aychi-
tectural barriers.or providing mobility assistance to a deaf indiwvidual are
‘found. In Table 5, the expected tendencies eﬁerge: barrier removals for -
pgfsons using wheelchairs were freguent, as were telephoﬁe and other equlp-
ment modifications for ﬁeéfing-impaired persons and interpreters for deaf
persons. Additional training was freguently provided for mentally retarded
-~ individuals. Orientation of supervisors and coworkers was done in response ,
to a number of liﬁitations, particularly mental retardation, deafness,
impaired speech,;" and impaired'vision} Other-procedural adjﬁétments vere
[’_'often made for blind and visually impaired persons, as well as for workers
with. respiratory and mobility impairments. ‘
w_” The case study visits to firms offered the opportunity to examine
accommodations from a number of‘perspectives: top managemeni, EEQ officials,
supery sors, and workers themselves. It was evident from talking to a nun-
ber of persons about a single disabled worker that perceptions of what
accomﬁsdations had actually bzen provided differed among these individuals.
Occasionally workers were not aware of accommodations that ﬁéd, in fact,
been made. Examples of this were mildly ﬁentally-retarded individuals for
whom simple procedurz] accommodations had been made. More frequentf},
workers or supervisors reported informal arrangements and agjustments made
at the warksite of which managers. and EEOQ officials had not beer aware:
: ‘

Since thesc acjustments involved no cost or formal decision, they renain

lThis creates a general complexity for analysis. One can analyze the
data using as alternative units of analysis the accommodated worker, the
type of accommodation, the firm, or a worker having a particular kind of
disability. Since each worker cften has multiple disabilities and usually
receives several accommodations, the same worker will'be counted several
times ,in analyses by disability group or by accommodation. It is thus
important in reading the discussion in the text or in examining tables to
keep in mind the multiple categories to which a given person may be assigned.
The researchers did not distinguish, for a deaf-blind person, between the
acccmmodations provided because of deafness zpd those provided because of \ .
blindness. - ’ v g

. . r'/
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undocumented. These were no different from” adjustments routinely made
for nondisabled workers in response to preferences or work hab1ts. They
were identified as special -- as accommodations -- only because they -
occurted 1n response to a physical or mental impairment.
In addltxon to 1ndlv1dual worker accommodat1ons, the study also probed
“the overall accessibility of the firm's ph) ical plant. The survey revealed
1mpress1ve improvements in the physical, access1b1l1ty of contractors' over-
all plant. As shcewn in Tablc 6, 72% of'all firms reported park1ng or curb
cuts, 64% bad ramped exterior entrancef 67% had widened doorways 49% had
elevaters, $2% had bathroom access, 67% had clear access to off1ces where
appl cations hould'be filed, and 62% had general access throughout the whole
plant. With more refined indicators of barrier-free design, the reports .
were also positive: 40% of the firms had audible and visual alarm systems,,

v

13% had braille markings, 31% had lowerednfountainsy-and~29%Ahadf19weredu-

phones.

'

In each case, the percentages represent the proportion of total res-
pondents reporting that .the building was already accessible, or that the
firm itcself made the modification. Other firms indicated in comments that

they did rot re?ort modifications that they had made because thex did ‘not

know the details. Still others stated, that they were in rented s%ace and

v

thus had no control over accessibility. As a result, the number of firms
.failing to make accessibility improvements is smaller than these figures

indicate, as illustrated by the percentage of firms which state that‘theyv.

did not make a particular“modification.» (See Table III-1 in Attachment II11.)

Thus, only 20% of firms acknowledge the lack of ramped exterior entrances,

28% lack of curb cuts or special parking, 23% lack of widened doorwa/s,
41% lack of elevators, 26% lack of access to bathrooms, 24% lack of access

to personnel and other offices, and 13%-20% lack of the more ''specialized"

mbdifications. .

As stated above,'many plants were already barrier-free; thus the per-
centages cited overstate the actual efforts on firms' part. Teble III-2
in Attachment III shows the separation between modifications actually made
and those already in existence. Althogether, some 24% of firms report

making four or more different types of modifications (see Table III-3).
. - v/
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Tabl; 6
Accessibility Modifications .

Already Existed | Not Needed,
or Installed b JInfeasible, or
Company ' No Response
Type of Modification Number [ Percent | Number | Percent
;Speéiqlipérking, curb cuts 263 71.7% 104 28.3%
Ramped exterior entrance . 233 63.5 134 36:5
Wide, easily obéned doorways 246 67.0 121 33.0
Elevator - 178 [ 48.5 185 51.5
Audible/visible alarms . 148 40.3,, 219 59.7
Braille or raised markings | 48 | 13.1 319 | 86.9
Lowered ,public teleplones 108 | 2974 |0 259 70.6
Lowered drinking founta.ns 112 30.5 255 69.5
Access to bathrooms 229 62.4 138 37.6
Access to personnel, other .offices 245 '66.8 *122‘ 33.2
Access t jeneral use areas 226 61.5 141 - 38.4
Other modifications 32 | 8.7 335 91.3
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The timing of the modif{Eations (shown in Table III-4) indicates that 511'
but 10% were made since the passage of the RehHbilitation Act. In fact, -
nearly half of the modifications were made in the three years just prior
to this study. The costs of these modifications varied enormuusly. For
inétance, the cost of special parking and curb cuts ranged from zefb to
thbusands.of dollarSu Firms reported spending between zero and $25,000
on access to the personnel and other offlces.- Cn average, 41% of all modi-'

fications were reported as costing less than $1,000.
- | \

ACCOMMODATION COSTS : -

Are inexpensive accommodations more likely to be provided than expen-

sive ones? Are the most frequent accommodations those with no direct

dollar cost? A striking finding of this study was that atcommodations

rarely involved much expense (Table 6a). Thus, no cost was involved for
51% of the actcommodations reported, and an additional 30% of all workers
received packages of accommodations for which the total cost was between
$1 and $500. The fear that accommodation is expensive is not supported
by the data. 6n1y 8% of accommodated workers received packages of accommo-
dation with a total cost exceeding even the low figure of $2,000. And, as
shall be noted in a subsequent section, firms predominaptly report that
benefitS<exceeded the costs of the accommodationslmadej
. Table 7 shows specific accommodation types categorized by ~ost
groups, In examining this table, it is important to realize that ghe
cost levels-'are not the costs of the particular accommodation in ques-
tion, but rather the costs of all accommodations provided to each worker
receiving that particular accommodation. In the initial design of the
survef, it was decided that the cost information of most interest for
the study was not the expenditures for each type of accommodation, but
rather how much firms were willing to spend for each worker. Thus, if
an individual received both a talking terminal and mobility assistance,
the combined cost was reported by the firm, and appears in Table 7 for
both types *of accommodations. Bécause persons receiving costly equipment

and building design accommodations wgre often the recipients of a number

-of aucommodatlonq including procedufhl (usually costless) ones, Table 7
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Table 6a

Tozal Cost of Accommodation to Company

Frequency of Response
Cost | Number ; Percent
None 458 ’ . 51.1%
$1-99 > 1569 o 18.5"
$100-499 109 11.9
$500-999 57 6.2 i
$1000-199¢ 39 .3
$2000-4999 35 3.8
$5000-9999 9 1.0
$10,000-14,000 8 9
$15,000-19,999 | 6 .7
$20,000 or more 15 1.6
Total for which ' |
cost was reported 915 ]‘ 100.0

I

a0
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Table 7

Type of Accommodation by Total Cost of All Accommodations Provided to the orker”

Percent of Accommodated Workers for Whom the Total Cost of M Accommodations w;cs:C Total Accomno-
. dation Types and
4 $100- 1 §300- §1,000- | §2,000- | $5,000. $10,000- {15,000 | $20,000 |- Costs leported
Accomwdation Type lero | §1-99 105 999 1,999 | 4,999 | 9,99 | 14,999 | 19,000 | or nore |Numherd Percent

Removed Barrier 10.8% 6.08 1 30,15 | 10.8% | 13.3% 6,04 2.4 3.6% 6,04 [ 10,8 83 5.64

Adjus‘tcd Nork ‘ :
Environment B TR N L I Y 0 4 | 14 6.8 23 10 ] 44 30

Mjsuted table, desk | 138 | 184 22 | 92 | ez e | a3 | 1 | o1y ol os | s

Other Rearrangsment | 26.7 | 13.3 B 83| 5.0 3.3 1.3 .0 37 60 4.04
felocated Forisite. | 808 | 5.9 b ws | o fws fuws | oo [ oo | o | 0 [ p |

Modified Phone, '
Typewriter BI LS a3 a3 a7 | o2 0 0 0 0 5| 19

Microfilm, Dictaphone | 8.3 | 8.3 | 16.7 0 16.7 8.3 8.3 0 .3 | 3.0 12| 0.8%

Other Special 1 | .
Cquipment 0.0 ] 300 ) 244 | 1y 8.6 ™l L3 143 PUR I W N
Job Transporation ' t :
- or Mobility 241167 | 28 | 130 9.3 | 14 0 1.9 0 37 54 .04
Reassigned Tasks B34 | 09 ] 85 | 16 4 39 5.4 2.3 1.6 0 L3 [ 19 | 82y

Modified Work Hours | 52.6 51 | 2.5 5.1 1.1 5.1° 0 26 ,‘n 1.3 78 .04

q

Other Modification ' .
of Work Procedure 49,6 2.9 12,2 4.y 5.2° 4.3 g .9 0 1.7 115 114

Assigned Aides, Realer | 9.8 | 25,6 [t353 | 176 | 5.9 3.9 0 0 0 3.9 5] 348

Addizional Training | 39.3 | 202 | 2.3 | 101 2.2 2,1 Ll 1] 0 12 89 6.0%

| | Oriented Coworkers,

Swervisors -+ | S1.4 \20.2 04 | 84 | 42 | 24 | 14 7 S [ w3y
Tranferrred to _

Another Job SLTOp s | s 36 1 5B ] 38 0 1.5 0 VA I T
Other Accommudat ion l 51.3 10,7 137 | 69 4.6 6.1 R 0 0 ¢ 13 B.8%
Total | ' 8T 110004 ‘

4 o - ~ U
~ “Source: Comany guestiomalre responses.. ‘ cl’orcvntogcs add ncross vows to approxinately 100% (vounding ereurs),

ihere mitiple uccomodations were provided, they ars i {s the mmher of uccomodations pf sgel type for which an

Q Hsted separately. agsociatod cost was reportod,

o<
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may show high costs associated with accommodations that are not themselves
costly. Also, because firms were asked to report only their own accommo-
dation costs, equipment or services prov1ded -by an ont51de agency or indi-
vidual were reported as costing nothlng -

The greatest costs were incurred on behalf of persons who received
microfilm, dictaphone, or other;audio-visual‘aids. Talking terminals and

special projection equipment fall into this category. Architectural bar-

.rier removal and worksite adjustments were- also associated with significant

costs in a number of cases, as were other types of special equipment, mo-

bility assistance, and aides or readers. The lowest costs were associated
with relocating worksites, changing hours, work procedures and task 3551gn-
ments, transferrlng the worker to a new job, and orlentlng supervisors and

coworkers to prov1de necessary assistance. ' .
Do firms generally overestimate the cost of proposed accommodations?

In both telephone and on-site interviews, it became clear quickly that

even in the largest’eorperations'with sophisticated informetion systems,
accommodations were rarely being costed in advance and never fully. The
phone survey similarly found only 27% of fhe 85 firms making a formal cost
analysis af the proposed accommodaticn prior to the Qecisiop to go ahead.

Of these that did, most found that the actual accommodation cost less than
had been anticipated. None of these firms had underestimated the accommo-
dation cost. The mail survey Indicated this in a different way. Firms

were asked questions whether, in general, accommodation costs exceeded bene-:
fits{,exceedea projected costs, or were‘prohibitiye. .In each case, 34%,

39%, and 22% responded 'Not Sure', much higher percentages than for most

of the other decision‘factors probed. The response.pattern.also did "not
vary depending on the extent of,ekperience of the firms with accommodation.
SomeA409-4l% of firms gave the "Not Sure" response both among firms reporting
no accommodatlons and also among those !firms which reported having accommo-

dated more th \%en workers (see Table ITI-13). A dissenting view was

]

N

offered by ope respondent .

COST - The Respondent supports the brqad concept”of private

sec;or initiative and, thus, .accepts redsonable attendant “
costs; however, the Respondent S experlences indicate the
following: ‘ . ) '

e Cost estimates tend to be understated and/or conservative
with respect to hand1CQp accommodation. As with this
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1 - survey, cost questions appear to be incorrectly assumed
to be one-time initial costs.

¢ Planning and enforcing levels underestimate the initial
as well as ongoing associated costs, such as:
-- Management training
-- Record keeping. - -
--"Extensive detailed and costly electronic data systems
-- Tracking and reporting management systems
-- Affirmative Action Plan writing and dissemination
-- Specially trained personnel staffs
-- Complaint administration
-- Compliance reviews

-

This view may be more prevalent than the stuay’s results indicated, depending

on the cander of responses generally.

Are accommodation costs accurately estimated by firms in reporting

them later? The preponderance of evidence from interviews is that the
costing of accommodations by firms is misleading. Most firms did not

appear fo see cost as a major consideration in accommodation once they

have experience in providiﬁg accommodation. Most firms look cﬁly at out-
of-pdcket costs in cdnsidering the costs of accommodation. The time of
personnel staff, EEQ officers, and of supervisors and managers in reviewing
and implementing an accommodation is regarded as a normal overhead e-pend-
iture'involv1ng no expense to be assigned the accommcdation. TQe time of
plant maintenance staff who mighﬁ build a ramp or raise or lower a desk is
similarly treated as a normal overhead expense, as often would be the mater-
ials used if they dlready were in inventory. Only equipment or accommoda-
tions for which special expensec must be inCUrFed are seen as cost-producing
accomﬁodaticns. This impression of the cost data was borne out by all
portions of the study. The on-site case interviews provided the most in-

depth look at costs and showed that the cost of accommodations is rarely

tracked precisely.

IMPACTS OF ACCOMMODATIONS ON WORKERS

Does accommodation improve employees' productivity? Does it improve

their chances of being promoted? Accommodations principally appear to serve

to bring workers up to the company standard for productivity in a given job,

e

/ : L]
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not to give them any special advantage. As,  shown in Table 8, only 27%

of the accommodated workers reported by firms were also reported as

having received a promotion since the accommcdation. Only a small part .
of this failure to be promoted can be explained by the ppcency of the o
accommo iation. However, the worker survey also suppbrts‘the general finding
that accommodat%gn is not routirely a vehicle of upward career mobility in

most firms. Only 19% of workers submitting forms reported earning higher
incomes because of the acccmmodation and only 21% judged that the accommo-
dation had amproved their career potentials. Similarly, the mail survey

found only 30% of firms affirming thatlaccommodation had improved employees’
promotability, flexibiliry within the firm, and 'advancement potential, with .
some 17% of firms actively dissenting from the claim.. This pattern may
indicate the need for more attention by firms, disabled workers, and their
advocates to the need for accomsodation if.the disabled are to securé upward
mobility within firms. Few of the firms that were interviewed because of their
exemplary practices had any kind of routine personnel system for appraising
whether accommodation might be what was needed at the next rung on the

career ladder if the disabled worker wer. to advance within.the firm. Ip

half the cases of accommodation, the phone survey found firms reporting that
the accommodation would continue to benefit the disabled gﬁployee if promoted

N

to a new “job. . .

Other Observations

.

The accommodations provided frequently had broader consequences than
solely the disabled worker's performance on the job. There were also impacts
on other workers. In the phone survey, 29% ¢ the firms reported that other
nondisabled workers were also benefiting from §he accommodat}on. On the
other hand, 19% of the firms reported that other workers were suffering some
inconvenience as the consequence of the accommodation. In the worker survey,
however, oﬁly 3% of disabled workers reported that their accommodatiop made
the job of coworkers harder. Most ieported favorable attitudes toward the
accommodation on the part of coworkers. The majority stated that coworkers
dre also assisted by the accommodation. One employer elaborated on his firms'

perceptions of the positive effects of accommodation:

OQurs is a reasonably large cempany which has had an active
program for recruiting and placing qualified disabled

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.
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Table 8

Was Employee Promoted Since Accommodated?

[

Frequency of Response
Response Number Percent
Yes . 321 27.0
No . 650 4.6
No:fesponse 219 : 18.6
TOTAL 1,190 | 100.0

amy
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applicants since 1560. Accommodations costs are met by .

individual managers and are not maintained on a corporate

basis, although our feeling is that most individual

accommodations (given barrier-free architecture) are

not an expense item since they are more tham offset

by productivity increases and are often of benefit to

our non-disabled employees as well. In the electronics

industry we cannot affort to pass up a quallf¢ ed app11~ )
_ cant simpty because they are disabled.

s -
Overall, the phone survey found only 22%-of firms stating that they
had eﬁer undertaken an unsucceésful accommodation effort. Similarly, the
mail survey found onlyk7%‘bf firms denying that accommodatiofis improved
productivity or asssrting that costs had exceeded benefits.

N

FACTORS AFFECTING THE PREVALENCE CF ACCCMMODATION

There are many different factors that influence the likelihood that
a firm will hire and accommodate handicapped workers or ihat a particular
individual will be accommodated. Those factors tﬂ;t were cited most often
as belng significant can be grouped into the following areas:
| e the nature of the firm, including the type of industry,
size of firm, age of facilities, organizational structure,
corporate philoscphy, the presence of unions, and prior experi-
ence with handicapped ‘sorkers and accommodation together
" with related perceptions and attitudes;
e the nature of the position, including the level within
the firm and skill level and physical demands of the
job;- : '
® the characteristics of the worker, including qualifications,
attitudes, age, nature of disability, whether new or existing
employee, whether self-identified; -
e external factors, such és availability of workers with
« needed skills, government actions, and placement efforts

of outside agencies,

<

The issue of cost was also discussed at length, and as reflected in the
survey data, was not considered by most firms to be a major factor.

Each of the above factors’'and the ways in which it seems to influence
decisions to accomnodate is discussed below. Where BPA and HRA have tested

specific hyoptheses, these are noted. :

%
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Nature of the Rirm . -

Txbe of Industry 5/

Are firms that are mainly manufacturing or production oriented less

likely to provide accomnmodations than firms in finance, insurance, and

L]

real estate or in services? About twg-thirds of all responding firms were

manufacturers. These firms Droxjded more than their expected "share" of
all accommédat;ons. They prov&ded relatively mcre enV1ronmental ‘accommo-
dations, job modifications, and job transfers«than cid other employers,
with somewhat less’activitiy, on average, in the ar as of equ1pment assis-
tance and training. Manufacturing firms reported-a far larger proportion
of accommodated workers than did other f1rms”?ewer multiple accommodations,
but @ large share of the most costly accommodatlons These patterns are
shown in more detail in.Tables III-5, 111-6, and I1I-7. As seen in Table 9,
65% of manufacturing firms made at, leaét one accommodation, compared to
52-55% of other firms. One reason for this pat tern 1 that manufacturing
f:rns ten¢eu to be large as shown in Table 10. o Cs

-

Are firms and dndustries which have a high turnover of employees the

least likely to hire and accommodate disabied persons? Lacking systematic

data on, turnover in responding firms, the researchers drew conclusions from
interview responses. Nine of the ten firms judged exemplary enough to

be included in the »n-site case study sample were-potable for their lack

of turgover. In these firms, a worker, once hireé, becomss '"part of the
family." Workers do not quit; they retire. '"Layoff" is not a part of

their vocabu{arly, it has virtually never occurred. ' (These tend to be
firms that are at the forefront of technology, in the most consistenly
expanding sectors of the economy.) In such firms, the concept of investing
in an employee is commonplace. Tuition relmbursement and special tralnlng
opportunities are available to all émployees. Accommodatlon in such firms
is a.natural part of the process of maximizing the productivity of individual
workers, which is an overall long-run stratégy that the company long ago
made the cecision to pursue. Individual acccmrodations receive very little
management attention, because line supervisors Qnd mid-level maéagcrs have
routinely absorbed the overall operating philosophy of the company, of

which accommodation is an integral part. For’example, attempts to zrrange

45
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Table 9

Number of Employ~:s for Whom Accommodations Made by SIC Code?

. “SIC Code
Number of 2-3 .6 . 7-8
Emplovees (manufacturing) (F.1.R.E.) (services)
None 35.15% 44.4% " 47.8%
1-4 33.5 27:8 20.9
d 5-9 15.1 16.7 20.9
10 or more 16.53 11.1 10.4

4

a . - - "
Sources: Company Questionniare responses and employer EEO-1 reports

for 1979

Table 10
Industry Type by Number of En;ployeesa
. -

<

. Percent of Firms Who E@pldz:
Fewer Than 200-999 1,000 Or More
L 200 Employees Employees Emplovees
Manufacturing 55.3% - 70.35% 71.6%
"Finance, Insurance, 5 ,
and’ Real Estate 2.9 9.9 15.8
Services ~ 21.9 19.9 , 14.6

4Sources: Company Questionnaire responses and employer EEO-1 reports
for 1979 . - )

’
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a smoke-free or a noise-free environment are made in response not only to
medical needs, but also to employee preferences.

On the other hand, the literature shows that sgcondary labor market
firms or those with high‘turnover, absenteeism, and low-skill jobs are
unlikely to invest in individual workers, thus they are judged the least
likely to hire and accommodate handicapped workers. They tend to structure
personnel practices around the expectation that employees are temporary.
They provide little in terms of fringe benefits, tfaining, ©or special atten-
tion tb the needs of employees. They are hot likely-to be large firms with
extepsive personnel systems, growing markets, on-board plant engineering
‘staffs, and higher-paying jobs. Study results indicéte that if such firms
wished to'stabilizeﬂtheir workforce and increase per-worker productivity,
they ‘would have much to gain from the dependability.of”the average handi-
capped worker and would be an appropriate target for increased placement
and awareness training efforts.. - '

’

Are workers in industries (or firms, or occupations) in which safety

is a strong.concern unlikely to receive accommodations relative to other

workers? Certainky there are major differencés among firms and industries
in the level of their concern for safety.” Likewise, there are differences
in-day-to-day risks among,océupations even within a single firm, dépending
, on the presence of heavy hachinery, moving parts, fast-moving vehicles, and
so forth.. However, it appears from discussions with interview respondents
that firms become extremely safet&—conscioas where there exists even a moderate
’number of ”high-risk" jobs. Such firms tend to be concentrated in the 'heavy"
manufacturing industries and in some service sectors (such as where there is
the need to 4. ive a delivery truck). Therefore, a first approximation of
an answer to th above question is to look again at the frequency of accom-
modaticn by induitry. As stated above, manufacturing firms appear to have
accommodated significantly more employees than firms in other industries,
and to have made a larger number of expensive accommodations. '
gompany questionnaire respondents were asked two cifferent questions
about safety: Do accommodations improve safety or lower the rf%k of acci-
dent:and injury? and, Are some worksites inherently too unsafe for accom-
cdation to be feasible? To the former question, 48% of respondents (Tablb 11

answered in the.,affirmative, with only 8% disagreeing. Of the smaller |

Qo . ' 2,
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Table 11

Accommpdation Decision Factors

Percent of Respondents Clting Statement As:

IToxt Provided by ERI

¢
' Host
; leportant §
Befinitely | Irobably Probably |Definitely| Not Not becision
Factor Accurate | Accurate | Not Sure | Inaccurate | Inaccurate [ Applicable | Reported | Factor
1 accommodation has cnabled fira to attract (retain) 19 10 20 5 3 1o 1.
dependable, haed-woiking eaployee(s) - ’ '
B! Accoamodation has ensbled firm to steract (retain) - , 7 17 5 10 n 1 b
B worler(s) with scaree shills ‘e
Hendicanped workers lave had less Yurnover !har\x other 21 7 M 9 s 10 b
vorkers \ :
landscapped worhers have had better attendance and 16 n 13 11 4 9 5
puictoality records than other workers . '
Meconmodation hus improved safety or lowersd the yisk of 2] 13 u 5 3 15 §
atcrdent and igyury
Mconfiodation has improved employee's promotability, -10 20 M 107 ! 16 b
flevbi faty within the fire, or advancement potential ‘
Mccorsodstion has improved workers' productivity 15 I ] 4 3 13 b
Actusl benefits have exceeded actual costs for most 17 0 13 S 2 15 I
accommodatrons undertobon
Acconsodation has heen bencficial in terss of public 29 15 15 ] 2 1 5
| relations '
Accomsodstion has been provided primarily in order to be 9 19 10 1 2 1 b
in complisnce with the law ‘ '
Acconmodation represaats an uncertzin investment where { 8 , 3 1 4 U b
traditionydly high-turnover occupations are involved
Accommadation represents an uncertain lavestment for s new 4 1 2 16 1l 16 b
applicant whe Jacks strong shitls or work background ‘
Acconaodation has been discouraged by unlons ] 3 I 6 3 a2 6
Mecomodation has been Jiscouraged because of the 1 2 1 1 62 15 b
eapected reactions of co-workers
Custoacrs' negative resction to ealing with handicapped ! 3 10 § 4 2 1
ceployees has discoursped accommodation in ‘some jobs
with public contact
Sosc ;onksités are inherent Iy too unsafe for sccomoda- n 9 10 15 20 6
ton to be fewsible
Projected costs of accomnodation have often exceeded 5 1l b): 16 2 b
projected henefits
Actual costs of accommodatian have, in fact, exceeded 3 6 36 7 18 2) 7
projected costs '
e costs of acconmodtion have been prohibitive, even ? 7 35 ! 16 Y 1
thouph the accommodation mivht be cost-beneficial
Jn the fong run -
T
less than 1% ;
Q ; :: -!
ERIC J
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sample of respondents that also reported the total number of employees,

an even larger percentage of firms in each size category (see Table III-8)
agreed with the statement, with large firms agreeing the most strongly.

When divided by industf;, service and manufacturing firms agreed more
strongly than did finance, insurance, and real estate.firms. (See Table

IT1I- 9.) ‘Those firms with the smallest proportibns of handicapped workers
(Table III-10) agreed with the statement more strongly than did the remain-
der, though firms with many handicapped employees disagreed with the state-
ment far less fréquently than did other firms. Firms with more accommodation
experience expressed stronger agreement than did others. (See Table III-11.)

If the other decision factor, namely the existence of worksites too

unsafe for accommodation to be feasible, is taken as an indication of

whether or not safet’ concerns deter accommodation activity, 36% of all

T responding firms c.ted agreement. This is only a slightly higher proportion

O
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‘than disagreed with the statement. - Manufacturing and service firms, large

firms, and firms with relatively frequent accommodation experience agreed

more often than did the remaining firms. In other words, safety did appear

.to be a factor in accommodation decisions. It was cited in a positive sense

(i.e., the experience or perception that accemmodation improves safety) as
a'decis;ve\factor more frequently than any other factor except the ability
to attract depéndaBﬂe employees;‘ It was cited as a deterrent more than
twice as frequently as the next most important ﬁegétivé’factor.

;Of the ten firms visited for case studies, thre® were in industries
or had types of jobs such.that safety was an overall concern. In only one
of these firms did managers occasionally appear réluctant to hire and accom-
modate handicapped workers because of saféty worries. The others, and
indeed most of the case study firms,:appeared to welcome the opportunity to
undertake accommodations in order to improve safety. Sometimes these
accommodations were as simple as formalizing a 'buddy system" whereby another
worker was responsible for ensuring tﬁe safe evacuation of a handicapped
worker-in case of fire or other emergency . )

Safety was also the only factor specifically mentioned in the additional

comments offered by employers. It was cited both as a barrier to accommo-

dation and an incentive to accommodate, as Shown in the following example

comments:

Jy
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The nature of our operation makes it prohibitive to place
. handicapped individuals in jobs in the plant, from a
safety standpoint. J
AY

All handicapped employed at this time have either had
special training to ovefcome their disability or accommo-
__dations would have. been made for safety reasons. Although
we employ several handlcapped at this time, none require
special accommodations anymore, We work with various SN
agencies dealing with the handicapped and we have a very
strong affirmative action program.
7
Other observationt. When there is a strong demand for the firm's

products (such as when the economy overall is strong); the firm can fore-
see a long-term relationsh}p with the worker and more time to recoup the
costs of accommodation, and thus will be more likely to undertake accommo-
dations in genetai andnmorevexpensive accommodations in particular.” In
sach a strong market for the firm's products, the firm is also more likely
to have the financial resources to undertake theraceommodations. In such
fiyhs accommodation for ‘the disabled is less likely to be secen as something
fﬂlfferent” from the way other workers are treated, and accommodation there-
fore is more prevalent.
‘'The case studies similarly suggested -- but without a large datua base
to test the hypothesis -- that firms with a high proportion of technical
“ workers are more likely to accommodate disabled workers\in all occupations.
- In such firms, there appears to be a general practice of adapting work ™\
practices to the needs of the high~skill employees. This receptivity by
///maﬁagement to adapting to (accommodating) a worker's needs carries over
: to lower-skill workers and occupations. Similarly, firms which are rela-
tiﬁeiy capital-intenéive and heavy users of technical equipment appear
more able and willing to finance .equipment and accommodations for the dis-
abled, including lower-skilled disabled workers. In such firms, the ‘
accommodations are seen as akin to tools or equipment that might be pro-
vided any worker to increase productivity. The equipment and aceommof
dations for the disabled also are perceived by management as relatively
- inexpensive in contrast to equipment provided workers in other types of
firms fcs; accustomed to assisting workers through technology.
Where the firm is bound by government requirements for affirmative

action, there appears to be more willingness to undertake accommodation.

Q J I
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Thus, if the firm is dependent on government contracts, or if the firm
has had past pressure from DOL enforcement officials, it is likely that

the firm will be gndertaking frequent and exiensive accommodations.

Size of Firm

Are large firms more likely to have provided accommodations than smali

firms? Where the firm is larger in size (both by number of employees and
amount of revenues), there is more diversity in jobs, more jobs likely to
be opening up at any time, more financial capability to fund the rare

expensive accommodation, and greater likelihood that there will exist an

EEO and even a disability specialist to menitor affirmative action efforts.

These factors increase the probability that a job can be found minimizing

the costs of any needed accommodation, that costly accommodations can be
‘afforded, and that there will be internal assistance and monitoring of line
managers and supervisors in the accommodation decision. All of these fac-
tors tend to increase the prevalence of accommodation activity.

In general, as shown by Tatble 42, the larger the firm, the more accom-
medations they have undertaken. THis finding is relatively consistent
acrdss size categories, as the largest firms have both the smallest pro-
'portion of firms that have made no accommodations and the largest proportinn
of firms (by a substantial margin) that have made ten or more accommodations.

It was also significant that the majority of the firms interviewed
by telephone (60%) had more than 1,000 employees. All ten of the on-site
case study firms employed over 5,000 employees. These two samples were of

firms with the most exemplary accommodation practices.
The relationship between size and accommodation activity has a logical

basis, as noted above. In addition, large firms are the most likely --
because of their sheer numbers -- to have encountered disabled workers,

whether among their existing employees or as applicants. Experiences

~woTrKking with disabléa\individuals naturally l!ed to sjtuations in which
S

accommodation made sense. Having found that accommodation worked and

~often benefited everyone involved, these -firms became increasingly likely

to repeat the experience.

DU
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Table 12 YN\
Number of Handicapped Employees for Whom
Accommodations Made, by Total Number of Employees
\
. Total Number of Emplovees in Firm
“¥Number of Accommodated | Less than 100C and
Handicapped Employvees 200 200-999 Over TOTAL
None 61.3% 35.8% 25.2% 28.8%
(142)
1-4 26.4 41.4 21.3 30.1
(110)
5-9 7.5 17.2 22.8 16.4
(60)
10 or more 4.7 7.5 30.7 14.8
(54)
TOTAL S, 100.0 100.0 160.¢ '100.0

(366)
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Age of Facilities

Physical barrier removals have been widespread in industry, but are
most common in the design of new facilities. Older firms in older plants

are more likely to have barriers which would be expensive and which the

firm, lacking resources, has not been able to remove. Often the removal

of barriers in older facilities is considered impractical. One firm in
particular pointed out the complexity of accessibility-related issues.

In considering instaliing elevators in extremely old multi-story buildirgs,

they were concerned about the potential danger of allowing wheelchair

*y .
users to work .on upper floors. If a fire rendered the elevator useless,

the narrow stairs could pose serious dangers during the emergency evacuation

process. Instead, the firm has thus far been able to assign mobility-

impaired persons to jobs or worksites in accessible areas. Thus, selective

placement or task assignment to those areas of plants where building design

does not create a barrier is often more feasible than barrier removal. Such

practices are constrained by the overall size and diversity of jobs in the

firm and may tend to pigeonhole disabled workers into particular types of

s

jobs.

Organizational Struct're

\ "
/

t .
Does the existence of a centralized management structure facilitate

or hinder accommodation efforts? From cl}Ose observation of ten case study

firms, the study has drawn conflictyng evidence on this question. On one
, ‘

hand, it appears that, in some firm§, a decentralized structure is useful

in allowing the maximum possible atfention to individual needs. Decisions

about accommodations may be made the local level without fuss, though

a corporate EEO official is available for assistance in case problems de-

\ . .
velop. On the other hand, this same autonomou$s mode of cperation presents

difficulties when it comes to fina~ ‘ng an expensive accommodation. The

cost may loom large in the budget single department or division,

wherecas it would have appeared incon:-2quential from the perspective of

the company as a whole. An individuai manager who is convinced that the

accommodation will ultimately ''pay off' in increased productivity still

must convince his or her next-in-line manager that the e:penditure is



worthwhile. In a more centrali:zed structure, an EEO official may_have
more direct influence over the accommodation decision. There may even be
a central budget for costly equipment or capital expenditures théfﬁ%dﬁld
not reasonably be financed at the department level. ‘

If recruiting and hiring are done in a centralized way,'it’isfeasier
for a single person within the employment office to monitor the flow of
handicapped applicants. Such a person can take special recruiting action
if it becomes apparent that few qualified handicapped applicaﬁts are prei
senting themselves. He or she can also follow the progress of an individual's
épplication form, encourage a department manager to consider hiring the
applicant, and i¥f that is not fruitful, refer the dpplicant to another job
in another department. In addition{ it is easier to implement affirmative
action in a centralized way, if the alternative is extensive training for
a nunber of employment specialists, each of ﬁhom is facing particular hiring
constraints. Finally, the.array of types of jobs available as possibilities
for a handicapped applicant is larger the more centralized the hiring func-
tion. Thus the skills and abilities of an individual applicant may be more

readily matched to a job that will not requirs accommodation,
/

corporate Philosophy

As difficult as such a variable i5 to QUantify; it is probably the’
single most . important determinant of zccommodation prevalence and suc-
cess. A corporate philosophy conducive to hiring and accommodating
handicapped individuals was a hallmark]of several of the case study firms.
In its most general form, stich a philosophy consists of the belief (and
of practices consistent with it) in the importance of individual employees.
This includes encouraging individual initiative in attaining objec-
tives; recognizing workers' achievements; helping them gain a sense of satis-
faction from their work; and providing them job security in return for )
-their performance. The rationale is that workers are most productive in
environments whexe, management has adopted such operating principles.
Proviuing accommodations for héndicapped workers is a nalural outgrowth
of coﬁpany pdlicies such as these; it follows logically from the "helping"
spirit included therein. It is a part of helping and motivating each
employee to attain his or her maximum potential, which in turn benefits

ERIC 2o
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.

the company. The commitment to training and "investing in" an employee
which is a part of this philosophy was discussed above in connection with
the issue of turnover. Other practiges which grow out of such a management
operating style are d1$cussed later :} ..examples of practices associated
with accommodation success. They are only briefly listed here:
e a positive approach to affirmative action overall;
e careful analysis of the skills and abilities required to do
each job, followed by matching those with the capabilities of
‘the handicapped person placed in the job so that the handicap
will Be minimized;
o along with an emphasis on debeloping the capabilities of
individual employees, a commlfment to following thlough with
their career development and opportunltles for advancement; and
© a commitment on the part of top management to equality of
opportunity for handicapped workers, together with a commitment
te taking action to help them achieve that equality. !
One respondent offered a statement of ‘a company's overall attitude toward
working with handicapped individuals which falls short of the ideal pre-
sented above, but is probably representative of attitudes in a large number

of firms:

_ : 4
We feel we have a social and moral obligation to the -
surrounding community to accommodate physically and
mentally or emotionally handicapped individuals who

/" have the potential to contribute to the success of our
company. In most instances we have modified a job or
created a job in order to accommodate handicapped per-
sons. We are not a rehabilitation center. We are not
a social welfure agency. We have no intention of be-
coming either one. Handicapped and non- -handicapped
alike must earn their keep or they w111 not be retained.

Presence of Unions

*

Does the presence of unions inhibit accommodation? Un10n> are neither

a major obstacle to accommedations nor a major influence 4n bringing them
about. Their role in affirmative action for the handicapped is largely a
paésive one, responding to the requests made by managenent and contributing
perhaps their largest influence by the mere existence of labor contracts.

while the experience of firms studie. indicates that when approached by

5%,
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management to approve exceptions to union rules in order to accommodate
handicapped workers, unions are generally supportive. Many firms seem
reluctant to approach the union about accommodation issues. One case
study respondent indicated that management feels that it has & limited
number of 'bargaining points'" at its disposal and is sometimes reluctant
to "use them up' on issues that affect only a few workers.

Respondents to the company questionnaire were asked.whether or not
unions digourage -accommodation. As shown in Table 11 on page 39, the
most frequent response (42%) was '"Not Applicable." Of the remainder,
61.5% answered "Definitely No" (32% of the to}al.respondents) and an
additional 19.6% indicated that this was prob;bly not true. Only 3% of
all respondents . gave a '"Probably Accurate' answer. In addition, many
companies who strongly disagreed with the statement (in other words, com-
panies that viewed unions as encouraging accommodation) also cited this -
as a decisive factor in accommodation decisions.

The aspect of labor agreements most likely to inhibit accommodation
is the seniority rules. Consequently, disabled workers run the.risk of
being 'bumped' from their jobs by more senior workers and finding them-
selves unable to find other appropriate placements within the firm where
they have more bumping rights than nenhandicapped coworkers. This risk:
may make the benefits of accommodation less certain, especially in times
of recession, and thus increase the likelihood that management may judge

the accommodation as not worth the effort.

Are unions active in encouraging accommodations for existing employees

(union members) who become disabled? Unions have on occasion worked with

management to provide more protection from bumping to the actommodated
worker or even, in one case, to increase the bumping rights of the accommo-

dated worker., One Example of such action by the union was described by
one respondent:

Most of our handicapped employees are placed through '

the provision of our Labor Agreement. Ithen an employee g
has a physical disability he is evaluated by our Medical

Dept. who places restrictions. With these restrictions

’t-} \,’



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

48

in mind, this employee is placed and trained (each : )

employee re-trained costs approximately $3,000) in

a job he can physically perform. We presently have

over 94 employees in this category, primarily in tha

operating, laborer, and service job categories.

Such adjustments tend to be made only for individuals whose disability arose~

while employed by the firm and not for new applicants or hires. Unions .
~

seem to be.in a natural role to become advocates for handicapped werkers

and should perhaps beAencouraged to .take a more active part in encouraging

affirmative action for the handicapped.

Experience with Handicapped Workers and Accommodations and Related

Perceptions
. -

This study investigated at some length the various experiential factors

that influenced accommodation of handicapped workers. In the company survey,
firms were asked about a number of factors frequently cited as influencing
hiring and accommodation decisions affecting disabled persons. In addition

to those discussedabove, firms were asked about their perceptions of the.
producti&ity'of handicapped workers, the reactions of coworkers and customers,
public relations benefits, the importance of workers' skill levels, and a
number of dqher faétorélx'Responses were provided by most firms answering the
survey, because the questiong were easy to answer, unlike those questions re-
quiring specific data on employees, accommodations, costs, and dates. The
questi®bns were in turn anélyzed several differeﬁt ways. It was hypothesized
that firms with favorable perceptions abéut handicapped workers and accommo-
dations would be more likely to have a large percentage of handicapped workers
in their workforce ané to provide.a;commodations. Similarly, it was specu-
lated that those factors often cited as problems by firms not employing or
accommodating handicapped workers would be the factors that have‘kept them
from doing so, and thus appropriate targets for public policy attention.

Table 11 on page 39 presents a summary of the basic frequencies of re-

‘sponse to the questions probing decision factors underlying accommodation,

First, the survey responses strongly affirm the claims that industry per-
ceives handicapped workers as superior. Firms far more often affirm the
statements of the handicapped workers' advantages as an employee than dissent

from the statements: lower turnover ratg$ (42% affirming versus 12% dissenting)

b
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and better attendance and punctuality recoras (28% affirming versus 15%

~dissenting). Second, accommodaticn is seen as good business practice.

Firms view accommodation as having increased workers' productivity (50%
affirming versus 7% dissenting) and as beneficial in'terﬁs,oprublic rela-
tions (64% affirming %szsus 5% dissenting). Third, firms deny that accommo-
dation is principally being motivated by the need to be in compliance with
the law (28% affirming versus 45% dissenting). Fourth, a number of other
factors often cited in the literature as constraints upon the hiring and
accommodation of 'handicapped workers proved incd¥sequential. Almost 1o
firms reported that the anticipated negative reactions of customers (4%
affirming versus S54% dissenting) or of coworkers (3% affirming versus 69%
dissenting) deter accommodations.

On the other hand, the responses indicate some impediments to accommo-
dation. In addition to the safety factors discussed above, many firms cite
the lack of skills among disatled applicants as deterring accommodation.
Twenty-three percent of responding firms cite this factor, though 27% deny
its importznce, which is encouraging about the prospects for new hires being
accommodated.

Firms were also asked to list which of the factors in Table 11 were most
decisive in the accommodation decision. The most frequently tited factors
we.e: enabling the firm to secure dependable workers (31%), improving safety
(11%), compliance with the law (11%), and improving worker productivity (10%).

The prevalence of the 'compliance with the law' responses belies the above-

-reported dissent'that the law has influenced behavior.

Firms' responses were analyzed according to the extent to which they had
hired and accommodated handicapped workers. The most consistent finding was
that firms that had hired and accommodated many handicapped workers were far
more sure of their responses than were other firms; the incidence of 'mot
applicable™ and "not sure' responses was lower among the more experienced
group tnan others. The other responses are summarized in Tables 1I1I-12 and
I1I1-13, and are discussed in the paragraphs which follow.

Do the expected reactions of coworkers sometimes act as a barrier to

accommodation? While firms that have accommodated more than ten of their

iy

workers tend to affirm this more often than firms that have made fewer

accommodations, they also tend to disagree more often, and to disagr%e more

~ o
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veﬁemently. Again, they seem surer of their opinions. When firms are divided
according to the percent of their workforce that is handicapped, the results
are less consistent. Still, in all categories, over 12 times as many firms
disagreed as agreed. In other words, the answer remains a resounding 'no."

Do firms that have provided many accommodations have positive views

about handicapped employees? Generally, firms that have made numerous accommo-

dations are the same firms that most often cited strong agreement (68% as com-
pared to 27% of those with few accommodations) with the statement that
nandicapped workers have been dependable and hard working. The other indicators

of employee ''quality' were somewhat less consistent, though still tending in

the same direction. As accommodation activity increased, there was more fre-

quent agreement with each of the following statements: accommodation has
enabled firm to attract (retain) workers with scarce skills; handicapped
workers have had less turnover than other workers; and handicapped workers
have had better attendance and punctuality ‘records than otherworkers. For
each statement, there was also more frequent disagreement among firms that
had provided more accommodationrs: In other words, these firms were more sure
of their opinions, having had more experience.

Among firms that show a relatively large percentage of handicapped
workers (more than 5% of their workforce), some different patterns emerge.
There is less divérgence between these firms and those that have hired fewer
handicapped workers on their perceptions of these workers as dependable and
hard working (74% compared to 60%). )

The firms with the highest percentages of handicapped workers were less
positive on the "low turnover' statement (46% compared to 50%) and on
attendance and punctuality (42% compared to 47%) than did firms with few
nandicapped workers. For each of those statements, however, firms with many
handicapped workers also disagreed less often than others. In other words,
there was a large number of 'not sure" responses to these questions, which
may best be interpreted as 'sometimes yes,~sometimes no," among this group
with relatively more experience working with handicapped employees. What
may be inferred from this slight incorsistency in the data is that perhéps

firms that have hired, but not accommodated, handicapped workers have had

_Telatively less success in working with them than have firms providing

O
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Do firms that have provided many accommodations view accommodation as

useful for public relations? The data show clearly that firms with high

percentages of handicapped workers and firms that have made many accommo-
dations felt strongly that they had benefitted in terms of public relations
(87% and 80% respectively). They‘also disagreed with the statement more
rarely (4%‘and 2%) than did less active firms (8% and 7%). The interview
respondents, which represented the most exemplary firms in the sample, were
frequently undertaking activities designed to make their efforts on behalf
of handicapped employees more visible. There was considerable variation in
the ways they went about-it, and many such public relations activities weré
directed only at other employees within the firms.

The 'positive" and '"negative'" views of all responding firms were com-
puted (using all the responses to the series of questions probing firms'
experiences and attitudes) and divided according to the pe;cént of each
firm's total workforce that had received accommodations. The results are
depicted gfaphically in Figure 1. This shows that () firms in all groups
respond more favorably than unfavorably to handicapped workers and accommo-
dations, and that (2) the percentage of "medium'" {or indecisive) responses
declines as experience with accommodztion increases. (See also Figure III-1.)

Firms were then analyzed in terms of which factors were most often
cited as decisive by those firms that hired and accommodated many handi-
capped workers (5% of the workforce) and those that hired and accommodated
relatively few handicapped workers. The factors disproportionately cited
as decisive by the most active firms were: securing éependable workers,

reducing risk of accident, attracting workers with scarce s%ills, compli-

“ance with the law, and prohibitive costs. The decisive fac'ors di:pro-

portionately gmore often than firms in general) cited by les- act:*. firms
were: the productivity factors, concern over costs, concern ., er iriwrently
unsafe worksites, and the negative reactions of customers, cewavkers, aad
unions. In short, the actions of firms appear consistent with their pér»
ceptions of the productivity of the disabled, costs of accor wy ~iew ket
factors (customer reaction), safety, and coworker reactions. i.s 7 v
is consistent with the need for more information to clarify w!ii “he 27

of productivity and costs really are.

iy



Figure 1
Attitudes by Percent of All Employees Accommodateda
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Nature of the Position

Another factor affecting the prevalence of accommodation was the occu-
pation of the worker to be accommodated. This included consideration of

both the level of the pdsition within the firm and the type of work done.

Leve™ of the Position within the Firm

Are high-skilled and influential employees more likely to receive accom-

modations than cther employees? Becayse the researchers were not able to

learn the occupational distribution of all héndicapped workers within re-
sponding firms, the relative frequency of accommodation among handicapped
*ers in different occupations cannot be known with certéinty. To talk
r¢lavive prevalence of accommodations among occupational groups, it
~.+5ary to make some assumptions; First, a disproportionate number
sandicapped employees in. industry are in clerical and operative jobs.
ihis asswntion emerges from the observation that these medium-skill occu-
~ations ars the most frequent targets of occupational‘training for handicapped
individuals. The necessary skills can be learned in a relativ short time,
and thus a person whose education may have been delayed or intcrrupted can
still become competent in these occupations. In addition, possession of
such skills gives a handicapped applicant something concrete to offer an
employer, a tangiﬁle reason to hire the handicapped applicant rather than
a nonhandicapped individual. Second, it is assumed thatAlaborer and- service
worker occupations are not promising occupations for handicapped workers,Aas
there is ne particular incentive for employers to hire them. Finally, it
is assumed that there are not many handicapped officials and managers, because
many handicapped persons may not have had a long enough or continuous employ-
ment history to be promoted to managerial levels. Gi&en these assumptions,
and based on the data provided by émployers in the company survey, the

researchers inferred that accommodations are distributed nearly proportionately

across occupations, with some " .ndency for professionals and technicians to
be accommodated most frequently, relative to their prevalence as employees.

Of the 1150 accommodated individuals about whom detailed information
was provided, Table 13 shows fhat .5% were officials and menagers, 24%

were professionals andgtechnicians 46% fell into the medium-skill nategory

/5 . . I | ) é_}‘ J
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Table 13

Occupational Categories of Accommodated Workers

Frequency of Response
Occupational Category | Number Percent
Officials and Managers 65 5.5%
Professionals ; _ 178 15.0
Technicians i ' 105 - 8.8
Office and Clerical Workerd : 249 20.9
Sales Workers ) 16 1.3
Craft Workers 134 11.3
Operatives . | 2906 24.9
Laborers o ‘ 97 8.2
Service Workers - 50 4.2
Total ' | 1,190 100.05%
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of clerical workers and operatives, 11% were skilled craft workers, 12% were

in the lower-skill'categbries; and a very few were sales workers, which is

a category that encompasses a wide rangé of,skill levels. 'Fufther dist -tions
are possible by compariﬁg the types and costs‘gf accommodations provided to
persocns in various occupat1onal groups. . : ‘ '

Are high-skill workers the most likely to receive costly or ”1nnovat1ve”

"accommodations? Detailed information is provided in Table 14 on the costs

-

of accommodations provided for persons in different occupations. Some
general conclusions are readily apparent. First, those employees in high-
skill occupations are the most likely to receive costly accommodations.

Much_higher percentages of the accommodations‘brovidgd for managers,
professionals, and technicians cost over :$1,C00 (22%, 27%, and.ZS%, respec-
tively) than fof workers 'in other categories; for clerical workers 13.5%
of gccommodations cost over $1,000; for other workers, much smaller percénts
were expensive. Likewise, more than half of all accommodations provided for
relatively low-skill workers cost nothiné, while this was not true of
managers, professionals, or technicians.

If one looks at types of accommodations received, one Jinds similar
variances by the skill .levels of occupations (see Table 15). Environmental
and equipment accommodations are the most likely wo be¢ provided to persons
in high-skill occupations. For examplé some 24% of profeSS1onals and 12~ 15°
of managers and technical workers accommodated received enviromental accom-
modations, as compared to 4% of service wquers and 4-8% of crafts workers

. 1 . .
and operatives. Similary, at least 2% of techincal workers, 15% of managers,

~

and_ 15% of professionals received eq ﬁment accommodations in contrast to
4% of crafts workers, 7% of operatives;\ 6% of laborers, and 4% ol service

{ . .
worirs. On the other hand, there is also a tendency for office workers

to receive equipment accommodations. At least 9% of clerical workers

accommodated received equipment accommodations.

Lower skill workers are more likely to rece@ve procedural (orientation,

training and transfer, and job modification) acégffodations than higher skill .
occupationgﬁ This may be in part because the jobs>of higher skill occupafigg;///
1.. . . . .
Since workers may have received more than one accommodation, perceit- .

ages receiving particular kinds of accommodation cannot be simply addod
across accommodations. .

ERIC ’ 2

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 14

Job Category of Accommodated Employces

s

by Total Cost of Accommodutigﬂju__ 4
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The munber of accommodations is much larger,
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are less adaptable to change, or, alternatively --e already sufficiently
flexible in time and physical requirements that accommodation is not often
required. For instance, only abou: 10% of professionals and 14% of techni-
cal workers appear to have received job modifications or training and trans-
fer accommodations in contrast to at least 19% of office workers, 27% of
craftss 1, 25% of operatives, and 21% of latorers.- In all cases above,
“hi e percentages are for occupational we: ers who received accommodétiOns,

cor all disabled workers in those ot..;ations. No data was secured

+ firms on the occupations of non:. cammodated disabled workers (although
comparisons have been made of the distributicns of occupations in our accom-
modated worker sample to the distribution of occupations among horkers
generall;y in industry).

The telephone interviews, which investigated fu. ~ack “irm the acconm-
modation which that firm felt was the most significant, -lwws even more
strongly the tendency for high-skill workers to receive the most "interesting"
accommodaticns. Of the 85 accommodations discussed, 37 (or 44%) were pro-
vided for clerical workers, 19 (22%) for operatives, and very small numbers

for workers in other categories.

Type of Work

As mentioned previously, the type of work to be perforrmed can greatly
affect the likelihood of accommodation. A number of firms surveyed indi-
cated that they 'did not have the kinds of jobs that disabled cculd do."
While this may «. ‘en reflecg misconceptions aboﬁt the abilities of rhe

handicapped, rather than the ahitity of the individual to do the iobh, it

+ _1s also true that this tends to he the case more often in manufact Turing
and highly vhysical | hs than in the finar_.e and serv1Ee 1ndustr1es. The
existence of such jobs affects not only the 11ke11hood of hiring and accom-
modating handicapped workers, but also firms' {and workers') perceptions

of such practices. One employee reported no individual accommodations in

« 111, but stated:

Because much of our work is physical, people are reluctant
to identify themselves as handlcapped We have some workers
who are missing fingers, for instance, but are not I.D.'d as
hdndlt"pped Our agreement with the unlon makes no specific
provisions for handicapped persons. We have attempted to
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place'wor*ers injured during employment with our firm back
into a joo they can do as part of vocational rehabilitation.
Some variation in practices according to the physical demands of the jobs
in question was also found within a single firm. While it is true, as
stated.earlier, that many firms with higher skill jobs adept a positive
attitude towards hiring and accommodating the handicapped that tends to
carry over to lower-skilled jobs, some of t&e firms studied indicated that
they were less likely to place Handicapped workers in hourly manual labor
jobs. . ,

Evidence from interviews suggested that the likelihood of accommcdation
increased in situations where' it was likely that the adaptation would benefit
not onily a pa;ticular worker but other disabled workers and indeed othev
nondisabled employees. In such situations, costs could be justified as not
chargeable to the single werkzyr Hut te a larger group of workers. This
pattern tended to make accommodaztinon more likely if management perceived
safety issues arising in a job s.~ting irf accommodaticn wus not made --
s&fety both of the disabled employ-.z and of fellow workers. n the other

hand, concern. for safetv was also a mijcr <oasideration of vhose situations
where firms rejected attempting an accommc'ation or hiring 2 isabled person.
In such firms, it often must be a focus of EEO staff to convince managers

and supervisors that the disabled are no less safe than nondisabled employees.

Characteristics of the Worker

Another set of factors affecting the prevalence of acccmmodations was
related* to the characteristics of the'worker in question. These factors
include the worker's qualifications, work readiness, whether an existing
employee or a néw applicant, ‘age, nature of disability, and whether or »

not the worker has self-identified or is otherwise known to be handicapped.

¥

Qualifications

Do firms sece accommodation as an uncertain inves. ent for a new appli-

cant who lacks strong skills or work background? As mentioned above, when

emplovers were asked this specific question, 23% responded affirmatively,
28% were not sure, and 27% responded that this was not a deterrent to accom-
modation. (Seec Table 11 on page 39). Table III-12 shows that firms that nave

hired the fewest handicapped applicants tend to deny the importance of this

ERIC . - -.
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fadtor more frequently than firms that have hired the most handicapped wor-

‘Kers. The latter group was equall: ‘1ded between agreeing and disagreeing

with the statement. Firms that have made the most accommodations, as shown

~in Table IIT-13, are the most consistent in stating that a lack of skills

does not dzter accommodation. However, in discussions with interview TESPON-

dents, many of them stressed that the qualifications of the individual are
the primary considerations in the decision to hire. If the individual is

gualified to do the job, then the que<tzon of how best to accommodate i's
secondary. A well- quallfled handicapped indivigual whe is a valuable re-

sourcz to the firm will not have difficulty receiying the needed accommo-

dations.

“mrk RPeadinesg

This was one of the factors most frequently citeds by interview re-
spondents asbimportant in the hiring and accommodation decisions. It
included such considerations as the attitude of the individual toward
his or her disability, toward the employer, toward work in general, and
zoward the particula; jobin question. If an applican* lias a‘positive
atrltude and a determination to work hard at naking the placement a suc-
ccss, “he or she is likely to be hired znd toy receive the accommcdations
needed. Many respondents stated however, that they had cften encountered

disabled individuals who lacked the needed ‘'work socialization' and were

therefore not likely to succeed on the job. Because this entire set of

attitudes is nearly i=possible to meas:Te or predict, the extent to which
an applicant will 11ve up to the employer's standards of work kehavior is
one of the biggest ”unknowns" in hlrlng decisions involving dlsabled and

able-bodied persons alike.

Fxisting Emplovee vs. Applicant

.

Are accommodations more likely to be made for an existing employee who

incurs a disability than for a disabled applicant? For existing workers,

the level of productivity is known and there is less uncertainty.about’ what
will be gzined from the accommodation decision. Such workers will have
more seniority, more union support, and more favorable concern ‘and willing- \

ness to adapt behavior from fellow employees. There is more impact on the

~morale of the firm's total labor force from accommodation action. There
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may be more fiscal incentive to the firm to accommodate to the extent that

the firm i: 'self-insured or pavs experience-based insurance rates. Our

‘data does not indicate, however, any tendency for accommodation to increase

as the worker's seniority increases. Rather, it is enough that the worker
acquire enough seniority to be considered '"one of the famiiy." 1In the

words of one emplover:

The modifications made to accommodate the needs of our cur-
rent workforce were done to retain good dependable :=mployees
in most instances and to retain skills hard to replace. The
monetary cost of these cannot be assessed per se but the
benefits do more than certainly offset them.

Tzble 16 shows that about a third of all currently disabled workers
who received an accommodation were not handicapped at the time of hire, and
presumably became disabled while employed through illness, injury, or aging.
Rarely was the disability due to a work-related injury. In the telephone
interviews with 85 firms, less than half a dozen cases of work-related
injuries were reported, accounting for under 5% ofs the accommodat::d workers
reported. . <

A comparison of the dates hired and dated accommodated, shown in Table

17, reveals that a large number of employees were accommodated at a time

significantly later th:n the date hired. This includes not only those who

became disabled after they were hired, but also workers for whom there wasfﬁMJJ/

initially - accommodation-need or no recognition of the nee’. Some inpter-
view respondents indicated that this was due in part to an increused aware-
ness of the needs of the disabled and how to meet them. Thus, individuals
who had managed before without accommodations now find their work easier,
their productivity increased, or their variety of possible job tasks expanded

throcugh provision of accommodations.

Age

Within a given job classification, one might anticipate that accommoda-
tion would increase in probabilify the younger t! - worker, since the firm
would have a longer period of time to recover any costs of acccmmodztion and
to enjoy the benefits 6f.accommodation. It is also possible that since the
younger workers have less work history and may be more likely to move on,

1 .
that they would be less likely to receive extensive accommodations. There

EN
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Table 16

Was Emplovee Handicapped When Hired?

1%
Frequency of Response
Response Number Percent
Yes . 732 61.5
No ' 35 30.1
No response 100 8.4
TCTAL 1,199 100.0
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Table 17

Accommodated Handicapped Workers:

Date Hired and Accommodated

Hired Accommodated
B Percent of Percent of
Number of . Accommodated. | Number of Accommodated
Date vorkers Workers Workers Workers
1969 and
before 370 31.1 88 7.4
1970"1974.- 197 16.6 132 11.1
1975-1979 350 29.4 389 32.7
1980-1981 190 15.9 399 33.5
Not
reported 87 7.0 182 15.3
TOTALS 1,190 100.0 1,190 100.0
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was insufficient data from the survey to testﬁsither of these hypothases,

However, accommodations were found for older workers approacking retire-

ment.

Nature of Disability

Tables 18 and 19 show how accommodations were distr. . :d among workers
with varying types of disabilities. Table 18 shows the types of accommoda-
tions provided. The expected tendencies emerge: barrier removal and work-
site adjustments for persqns.using wheelchairs, telephone (etc.) modifications
for hearing-impaired persons, interpreters for deaf persons, additional
training for mentally retarded persons, and orientation of supervisors and
coworkers in response to a number of functional limitations, particularly
mental retardation, impaired speech, deafness, and impaired vision. '

Table 19 divides these accommodations according to cost. Wheelchair
users and blind persons receive by far the most expensive accoﬁmodations;
the most frequent low-.and no-cost accommodations are-provided for persons
with impaired vision, impaired hearing, other health conditions which limit
activity or endufance, and miscellanzous categories, including progressive
conditions. As.expected, the most :quent and most costly accommodations

were provided persons with the most severe and/or most /isible disabilities.

Self-[{dentification

The legislation regarding affirmative action for the handicapped only

provides protection for those individuals that identify themselves to the

employer or are otherwise known to be handicapped. The tendency to seif-
identify is greatly affected not only by a- iﬁdividual's personality and
attitudes, but also by the nature of his/her handicap. Those with the most
severe »nd the most obviopys handicaps are most likely to self-identify.
Those with hidden handicaps or disabilities with a great deal of sfigma
attached are much less likely to self-identify. 1In ary case, the number of
individuals who do self-identify is very small. While it is impossibie to
estimuce accurately the ndmgér who do, it appears that less than 20% of
disabled workers self-identify. This '"'self-identification" as a means of
identifying handicapped individuals who might need special accommodations

ot}



Table 18

‘// Handicapping Condition of Accommodated Employees by Job Category®

¥

Total Job Cate-

Percent of Accommodated korkers laving Handicaps That Are Classified as:” ,
gorics and Handi-

Handicapp:ny - | Offrcials,; Profes- | Techni- | Office, Opera- Service |cans Renorted

Condition Manager stunals | cians » | Clerical | Sales Crafts tives Laborers | Workers | Mumber | Percent
{

heelchair User 7,94 45.6% 14.% 20.2% 0% 1.8 9,6% 94 0% 114 8.5%

Other Walking

Linitations 6.3 17.4 8.5 21.0 .4 12.5 21.4 9.8 2.7 224 16.8
Total Biindness 0 32.7 11.6 17.3 0 1.9 30.8 1.9 3.8 52 3.9
Other Impaired .

Vision 4.2 12.7 4.2 16,9 0 16.9 30.6 4.2 4.2 7 3.3
Deaf 1.4 111 13.2 3.3 7 6.9 25.0 7.6 2.8 144 10.8
QOther Impaired

learing 10,9 9.1 5.5 82 | 1.8 9,1 12.7 7.3 5.9 55 4.1
Limited Use of Arms 4,2 14.6 4.9 1.5 .7 12.5 27.1 9.0 5.6 144 10.8
Impaired Speech 1.9 7.5 7.5 26.4 1.9 13.2 0, 9.4 0 53 4.0
Cosmetic or Shin 0 45 |9l 18.2 0 9.1 3.8 | 1822 9.1 22 1.6
Mental Retardation 0 2.4 0 21.4 0 2.4 23.8 3.7 14.3 42 5.2
Other Mental or . ,

Emot 1unal "L 8.2 7.0 175 | 3.8 0 35.1 19.3 7.0 57 4.3
Respivatory

 Condrtion . 2,2 15.2 2.2 21.7 2.2 13,0 21.7 15.2 6.5 46 34
‘Limltntxén of ,
Activity 0.7 | 103 7.0 13.6 2.8 22,0 2.2 4.2 3.3 K 16.0
| .
Other Condition 2.1 1.1 17.8 19.2 4.1 2.3 30,1 5.5 4.1 73 5.5
Conditton _

Progressive - 20,0 12.0 4.0 28.0 0 16.0 20.0 i -0 0 2 1.9

Totai Lidn 100.0%

v o mw ot men mom o e —

3 , ‘ : '

Source:  Company guestlonnaire responses

b .

Where wuliiple handicaps exist, Ithey are counted separately.
cPcr\uan;uu,‘ntﬁ 1 Toss rows to approximately 100 (rounding errors).
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Table 19

a I
Source:  Company questionnaire responses

hwhcrc maltinle handicaps exist, they are counted separately

CPcrccntuges add across rows to approxinatély 100% ‘(munding errors).,

Yupher of accomnodated workers having

- of uccommodations For those workers,

each handicapping condition for which costs. vers veported,

e

ons. . ~ing Conditions of Accomnodated Employees by Total Cost of ALl Accomnodations Provided to the Enployec®
. . ¢ Total Handicaps
! Percent of Accommodated Employess for Whom the Total Cost of All Acconmodat ions kas; and Costs
| .
landicapping? $100- | §500- {$1,000- l $2,000- | §5,000- | $10,000- | $15,000- | $20,000 |-Reported
Condition lero | $1-99 - 499 999 1,999 1 4,959 | 9,999 [ 14,999 19,000 | or more Numl:erd Percent
Wheelchair User 460 | 1488 | 1548 E.5% 198 s o2 L4 608 | 618 B2 §.0%
Other Kalking | : )

Linitation 54.3 14,5 13.4 174 1.1 1.6 1. 1.] 0 .5 186 18.1
Total Blindness 71 12.2 2.5 4.9 4.9 1.3 1.3 2.4 24 | 146 4] 4.0
Other Impaired ’ ‘

Vision 84.0 4.0 4,0 2,0 4.0 2.0 0 0 0 0 50 4.9
Deaf 4.0 1.4 147 12.2 i 1.3 0 0 0 0 109 | 10.6
Other lnpaired

llearing 35.3 50.0 8.8 2.9 0 2.9 0 0 0 0 I 33
Limited Use of Arms 51,8 19,3 12,3 2.6 1.9 4.4 0 9 0 J 114 11.1
Impaired Speech 54.2 L1 | 2038 12,5 8.3 4.2 0 0 0 0 48 4.7
Cosmetic or Shin 64,7 il.8 17,6 0 5.9 0 0 0 0 0 17 1.7

' Ment‘al Retardation 7.3 2.7 10,8 8.] 2,7 2, 17 0 0 0 kY 3.3\
Other Mental or
[notions! R IR 7 ¥ O Y N T T T PO A
, )
Respiratory . .

Condition 47.7 6,5 9.7 0 9,7 - 0 0 0 0 6.5 3l 3.0
Limitation of

Activity 05 0.5 I . i1 1.3 1.3 1.9 0 0 159 15.5

’ . I
Other Condition 0.0 | 08 Loy o rse |1 | oss 0 0 0 0 | 5.
Condition '

Progressive 50.0 30.0 5.0 5.0 0 5.0 5.0 0 0 0 0 0

Toa! 025 | 100.0
U

This §s a smallor number than the munber
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is therefpre ineffective. Most firms are ncs p-oviding accommodations to .
many workers who have not self-identified. This is especially true in firms
with in-house medical staff and routine methods_ to identify and keep track
© of medical‘restrictions. The_fact that accommodations are not limited to
j/' the self-identified is a strong indicator again that accommodations are
provided principally because they make good business sense, not because of.

legal requirements.

Additional Factors

A number of other factov, have affected the prevalence of accommodation.
Some of these are the . allablllty of’ ualified applicants, government ac-

tions, efforts of agencies outside the firm, and the costs of accommodations.

‘Availability of Skilled Applicants

re firms whiczh face aan overall shortage of skilled applicants the most

likely to provide accommodations? The company questionnaire sought an answer

to this question by asking firms whether accommodation had enabled ‘them to
attract (or retain) workers with scarce skills. Responses were split almost
evenly into three groups, as seen in Table 11 on page 39: yes, no, 'and not
sure. Agreement seems to be strongest among: |

e large firms (Table III-10); .

e service firms, followed by manufacturing firms (Table III-11);

6 firms that have hired the'mostfhandicapped workers (Table I1I-12),
and ‘

¢ firms with the most accommodation experience (Table 1II-13}. .

Supporting evidence was gathered from interview respor .~ The ma-
jbrity of these were in firms wherc a large part of the job. .e speciific
skil]l requirements. They stated that, where there is a shortage. o:f wc rkers
in the marketplace offering a particular skill needed by the firm, thrz firm
is more likely to undertake an accommodation fer a disabléd worker of fering
that skill.

I1s the lack of technical skills among handicajped applicants a barrier

to hiring and accommodation? Many interview respondents stated that: this

is true. The frequency of comments on chis subject offered by comp: any
questionnaire respondents was noted as additional support for this notion.

A few examples of such comments are the following:

TR I
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-n working with some groups offering trzining to the handicapnred,
we have run into a reluctance k2casue of budget constraints upon
these groups to utilize up-to-date techniques, etc. They are
considerably behind’the state of the art.

We would be very hﬁppy to hire more handicapped people, but we
need to be made aware of more technically trained People. . -_

Many fivms, even those identified in this study as exemplary, do not
effectively publicize their hiring and skil! needs to potent{hl handi -
cappe:! applicants. Those firms .:2t have made a special eff--t to edu-
cate plactement and referral agenci cbout t .eir hiriang need: have found

that the quality of referrals fro. cies: sources improved a great deal.

Goverament Action

Are firms that depend heavily on the federal g. .nment for contracts

the most likely to hire an. accommodate handicapped workers? While this

~

discussion has de-emphasized the legislation as a reason {~r providing
éccommodations, it is true that the government's requirements have had

an .mpact on firms' hiring and accommodation practices. Tha company ques-
tionnaire responses indicate. that firms with a high percentage of federal
r.evenue are somewhat more likei. than others to undertake accommodations.
Ta t-e 20 shows a simi‘tf tendency for ﬁiring activity. The f}rms réporting
the* highest percentages of revenues from federal contracts were dVer~repre—
sen ted in the groug;pf firms with the highest percentage of handicapped
work ers. It {s also true, as stated eaflier, that ?he reguiations have had -
a tre:mendous impact on physical accgssibility. The physicai‘accefs itself
has, 1n turn, increased the prevélence of hiring and accolmodation of han-
dicapyg red workérs. However, it is important to note ttat, because of the
lack o f clarity of -the various definitions in the regulations and because
of conf usecd! perceptibns about what'is required ond “he extent to which. it

. ‘. . .
is beir; g enforced, the regulations have not had z- great an impact as was

perhzﬁs in‘tended.

Are _there specific actions that the federal government might take which

would be effective in increasing hiring and accommodation activity? The

company q uestionnaire included a series of questions probing firms' recep-

tivity to alternative poli¢y options. The responses are summarized in
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‘Table 20

Hiring Activity by Federal Contract Dependence

(Percént of Percent uf Revenues from Federal Contract
Employees
Reported as
Handicasped 0 - 19% 20% - 5G% 5C% - 100% ‘Total
Under 3% 117 ‘ 15 16 148
N ’ (61.9%) (57.7%) (55.2%) (60.6%)}
3% - 59 0 10 6 56
° 0 (21.2%) (38.53%) (20.7%) [ (23.0%)
0, - 32 ’ ] . 7 ' 10
Over 5% (16.9%) |  (5.8%) (24.1%) (16.4%)
Totals 189 ) 26 ' 29 244
(100.0%) {(100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)
\+¢ .
. .
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Table 21. Of the options there pre-_nted, none is specifically reported
as providing a strong accommodation incentive by nezt risms. Tax credits
are the most frequently cited as a strong incentive {19% of firms). Two
types of program aid are rarely cited as providing a strong Ireentive:
providing information (4%) and wage :zubsidies (8%), even though we have
shown earlier that there is serious misinformation among many firms,®
especially those not ncw providing accommodations. If the policyv options
are analyzed in terms of whether they provide anv incentive {combining
"'strong incentive' and ''some incentive), the ranking of pdﬁicy ¢ptions

is as follows: tax credits (65%), placement by vocationa! rehabiiitation
agencies (64%), free t<chnical assistance (56%), more technical training
anc work experience for the disabled (54%), increased enforcement of affir-
mative action regulaticns (48%), providing information about the advantages-
and profitability of hiring the handicapped (36%), and wage subsidies for
the handico,,ed (34%). Firms were also ashed to list the most impertant
of the ircentii::. Tex credits ciearly emerge as the most important
incentive te nosi firms {42%). followed by placement efforts (27%), techni-
cal assic<tance and sgrolalized training (25%), and affirmative action
enforceient (23%). Wage cubsidies (10%) and providin: information (7%)
were cited infrequent.y as  »pcrtant incentives.

Respcnses were analyred by firm size, as shown in Table III-15. arge
firms were the least interested in tax credits, wage subsidies. spéciali:ed
training, and provision of infermztion. They disproportionately cited place-
ment eff:-*s and affirmative acticvn enforcement as incentives. Small firms

cited . . credits the most frequently, followed by placement efforts on

" behalf of handicapped applicants.

when firms' respon:es were, separated by industry (Table I1I-16),.there
was not a g¢reat deal of difference among industries in their reactions to
various policy options. %he‘incentives citéd tended to mirror the patterns
discussed above for all firms.

The listing of the mosf important incentives was again analy:zed sepa-
rately for firms'hiring many handicapped (more that 5% of work force) and
few (less than 3% of work force). As shown in Table 11:-17, those hiring

the most handicapped disprOpoftionately tended to cite tho following optipns

B I S
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Table 21
Firms' Reactions to Pelicy Options //
!
1]
i
{
f . - 1
; ercert _f Firms Citing Option As: }
! ; i .One of |
1
! i Most |
Strong Some Yo | - Not Imoc-tant |
Ot on Incenz:ve | Incentive | Ino zive [ Not sure I Rev_rred Tuce: . -os*!
; )
1Tax credit for a2 portion of the 15 ! 16 ) 5 5 | 12 |
cost of accommodation | - ~ |
Provis.on of free technical 1. ‘ 42 31 3 3 3 h
assistance for accommodation { .
Increased enforcement ¢f atffirma- 13 35 34 ; 1 6 23
tive action regulations .
Placemeat efforts on behalf cf 13 : 50 19 PR 5 27 !
specific applicants by veca- |
tional renabilitation ov other ! ' i :
! service-providing agencies P i
!
i Direct was. <ubsidy for severely 8 26 16 15 S 10 j
i hand.<wr «d workers whose ]
proguctivit is bel%y standara /L
“
Funding "~ nore techrical 15 32 by 14 5 25
sCCubatt snsl o trainin: 3r wort [ .
exper v uoe sernliLoped
pers. .
Prov.. g7 of iafer = ton by the 4 32 42 16 6 ki
governman: docume -ing the .
advantages ard proritability of
hiring hand:icapped persons .
| Ot - - - S 4 0 i i 1S90 3
[ A . i

Total adds t~ ~ore th.n 100% because firms were asked to state the twe most 1mportast incentives.

\
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as providing incentives: technical training, placement efforts, and tax
credits. Firms hiring the 1éast handica, red disproportionately cited tech-
nical assistance, though zax credits and placement efforts emerged even
more frequently. '

When‘the araivsis was redone for firms grouped by the extent of their
past accommodation experience relative to the number of handicapped -orhkers,
(Taﬁis . "} a different pattern emerges. Firms with felatively less )
accommoc. _ion experience ranked policy options as follows: tax credits
(79%), placement efforts (78%), speciali:zed training ﬂ78%), technical
assistance (65%), affirmative action enforcement (65%), wage subsidies
(59%), and providing information (52%). For firms with extensiye accom-
mocation experienc-, the ranking was: placement efforts (77%), tax credits
(76%;, specialized training (71%), tecﬁnical assistance (62%), affirmative
action enforcement (47%), providing informzcion (43%), and wage subsidies
(39%). Eoth groups of firms cited affirmative action enforcement less fre-
quently than did firms with intermediate amounts of accommodation experience.
Other observations. A number of interview respondents stated that DOL

enforcerment o2St.cials tend to be puritive in tieir approach and not always

well-irformed about business in generil and employment pract1ces in part1cu-

lar. Other comments were similar to the following:

trom the standpoint- of naticnal policy, DOL complaint investigatinrnms
and compliance reviews, particular!y at the first level, are exceuc-

ingly tedious and time consumir.g and ignore the burden placed upon .

managemert to be :-5pon51ve bayond reasonable im: -stigation require-
ments.

The enforcement focus 1s constantly upon the detziled management cf
and record keeping associated with the process instead of simply
focusing on results as compared with opportunity together with
examination of reasonable evidences of good faith efforts.

Many of the observat1ons not only/gxtended to the monitoring of aff1rmat1ve

¢

action efforts for hand1capped persons, but 2lso covered enforcement acti-
vities aimed at other protected groups. ' In fact, firms' perceptions about

DOL enforcement may be largely drawn from the more general compliance

»

activities.
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Efforts of Agencies Outside the Firm

Where the=re is active placement, advocacy, and assistance being offered
on behalf of z disabled applicant or employee by some outside government
ageﬁcy, insurance agency, or rehabilitation counselor, there is greater
likelihood that the firm will.find a way to accommodate the employee. This
is especially true if the agency has had a l.ng-term relationship with
the employee, is able to pravide accommodation suggestions and is now-

ledgeable abou: the 'skills and limitations of the worker. I+ was also

83

mentioned by one firm :hat the availability of outside resources to provide
support szrvices such as trénsportation;and independent living services can
be a factcl, especially yhefe individuals have poorly developed sociai skills,
limited work experience, or little experience with living independently in
the comp&nity.
The quality of the efforts of outside agencies received mixed reviews
trom interview respondents. Some offered high praise for the agencies with

which they work. Others echoed the comments of cne employer:

The most frequent problems I encountered with employing the handi-

capped relate to the preliminary work done prior to employment. ’

Adequqte sKill assessment, counseling, s-¢or “ation needs, etc.,

are usually overlooked and theﬂ stvriace ¢ - _.jcms after a person

is employed. Sometimes these aye *ssed and corrected (if needed);
. hcoover 2 certain level of frust:. -.us usually develops which _is

unfortunate. On the other side of the fence, this sometimes leads

to ?erminationL which is tragic in my opinicn, Therefore, appropriate

wOTrK must be¢ done upfront prior to employmant. § .

-

Some firms have taken decisive action to sez that the effdrts of outside
’ agencies are as effective as they can bé. They have been officially rep-

resented on the Boards of Directors or Advisory Councils to such agericies

and community organizations. They have spent considerable time with agency

reprecentatives (counselors and placement workers) to acquaint them ag

u
thoroughly as possible with :the hiring needs, priorities, and policies of

the firm. The;agency and the firm both benefit from such activity, as

——

the time spent on unproductive referrals is reduced :ignificantly.
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Cost

Cost rarc.y is a factor cited as limiting accommodations. Firms often

appeared not U5 calculate costs in advance of accommodation, to do little

1

regordkeeping on costs, and to view only the 'out-of-pocket' expenditures

_as costs. Tre time of supervisors or EEQO officers already on salary, and the

time and materiuls cost of the building maintenance group in physical adjust-
ments already funded by a firm's overhead, tended t< De ignored as costs ot
accommodation, since no direct unanticipated costs were incurred. I .:ther,
such costs were treated as the routinc zosts of perscninel management and
building main~enance which could arise with any emnloyee. Thus, there is

a systematic bias to under:-timave the costs of accommcdation with the dis-
abled worker, but also with 2il other workers a3 well. 3ince few firms re-
ported that the accommodations undertaken had :ot been cost-beneficial,
firms appear content with the reasonable profitabiiity of their past accom-
modatica decisions,. On the other hand, most accommodations involved little
repcrted cost. It is conceivable that, except in rare circumitances, accom-
modations which would involve significant out-of-puoitet expense are sirply
not considered. In such cases, the firm may then seek to assign the orke:
to other jobs where expensive accommodation is not needed and will rejec:
applicants for hire if other such jobs are not identifiable.

Whiis .t %5 true that, in general, cost was not cited as a major factor,

it is aiso true that the firms studied irn detail were those with the most

exemp! v practices, and thus tended to »e those for whom cost was not a
major deterrent to accommodatiOn.' It is also true that the extent to which
cost 1is a factor is influenced by many of the other factors mentioned in
this discussion as affécting prcvalence of accommodation, such as:

o size of firm; RN

® percent of revéhues from federz] contracts;

e personnel practices in general and company policies

Lowérds all employwes;

e availabiiity of specific skill:

e level of position in the firm;

» value of the individual to the firm; and

e ceconomic conditions.
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This last facter was probably the most important ai (.. :
One firm actually stated that the chances of an indivicu.) re: s ing an
expensive accommcdation (which the firm would otherwise b hay:: to provide,

during times of economic recession were essentially zero.

“ACTTICES ASSOCIATED WITH ACCOMMODATION SUCCESS

There are a wide variety of practices that were identified during the
study, especialiy the on-site case studies, as contributing to the success
of firms' experiences with hiring and accommodating handicapped workers.
~cme of these were stressed by the firms themselves as being important.
(Others were identified by project staff as worthy of note. Since most of
the detail about company practices and processes was gathered during the
on-site visits, the szmple 1is obvibusly too small for detailed analysis
of the causal relationships between practices and success. However, while
the prartices described here are not intended o be prescriptive for all
firms, they are those that have veen identiried by tirms and project staff

as contributing notably tc the success of firms' efforts.

Communication of Management Commitment

Regardless of the size of the firm, the strength and visibility of top
management's commitment to accommodating disabled workers w:“ reported
as central to implementing policic for affirmative action for the handi-
capped. Top management's attitudes set the tone in the firm concerning
willingness to inake special arrangrments to increase workers' productivity
and toward the disabled in generai. A strong management commitment was
seen as essential to EEO functions and to e:couraging line managers and
supervisors to consider handicapped applicants. Firms use many methods
for communicating policies to those who must implement them and turn them
into action. One such method is the inclusion of affirmative action activ-
it{cs in measures of performance. In one firm this was done not only for
EEO staff but for evaluating the performance of all managers. Another
method was giving the affirmative action program for the handicapped a
high d%gree of visibility through new.letters, posters, and participation

in comﬂunity events. Handled correctly, this can increase awareness and

ERIC
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receptivity on the part of supervisors. co-workers, and some levels o
management that might te re.istant or "uncomfortable" with disabled persons.
Some firms use an EEQ committee (which m:v or may not include handicapped
enployees) as a vehicle for comunicating company policy and as a feedback
mechan.sm. Many firms have demonstrated their commitment to accommodating

the handicapped by the extensive removal of barriers toﬂphysical accessibiiity.
These efforts are often highly visible to employees and sometimes involve

& . «

the investment of large sums of money, further demonstrating the firm's

commitment .

Assignment of a Specialist

In zome of the firms studied, the single most significant '"zccommoda-

i

tion" made for handicapped individuals was seen to be the assignment of

z single individual to the responsibility of carrying out affirmative
action and EEO poiicies for the handicapped. Whether this was a full-
time role or part of the individual's other AA or EEO responsitilities,
the existence of such a 'specialist" seemed to increase the likelihood
that firms would hire and accommodate handicarnped employees. Te some
eitent, this may be due simply to the attenticgn and time that tie special-
.51 1s able to provide to the problems of a job applicant ir inte; .al
erployee, rather than any particular expertise in ac.ommodation. /he
specialist is also more likely to have the time and mzndate to acquire
knowledge both of la@s and regulations =2ffecting zccommoda.ivn, and f

the successful practices of other firms, the available resources ir the
community to assist in planning accommodation, and the needs and prefer-
ences of the disabled worker and supervisor. ‘The existence of the specialist
alsc =signals to hiring managers and supervisors ¢ strong top management

commitment to hiring and accommodatine the handicapped.

L special landling of Applications

In some firms, one cf the ma’or -ontributions f the specialist nas
bee: to establish special precedures for reviewine and tracaing crpli-a-
tions of handicapped anglicanvs. Som: of the t =pnieuvs fourd - DF use-

ful include:

ERIC B
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® uiving special handling to referr's of handicapped applicants
to hi'ing managers, including screening applications ahead of
time to weed out appllcan*s who are not quallflcd compiling
references and transcripts to accompany the application, and
discussing the epplicant's qualifications, limitatéons. and pos-
sible solutions with the manager Pr:or to each inter..cw;

o following up each interview and instituting pre : “uyres for
tracking applicant flow, to ensure that indiv.: . . not hired
are referred to other potential positions anc¢ - - ‘ust dropped
from the pool of applicants;

° desigﬁing a forﬁ whereby a hiring mahager must documznt (znd
defend) the reasons for a decisi.n not to interview a handi-
capped appllcant or, having interviewed h1m or her, z decision
not to hire, to ensure that each applicant is genuinely considered;

e forming a "selective placemert committee,' which explores alternate
position possibilities for a handicapped applicant who is not
accepted in the position for which he or she initially applied,
arid/or which serves as a resource on accommodation uestions;

e studying accommodation techniques used elsewhere that might suggest
ways of eliminating or minimizing handicaps relative to specific
iobs withln or 's own firm previously viewed as "infeasible" for
persons with some types of disabilities -- in other words, to

read, talk to people, keep an open mind.

Centralization of Employvment Functions

/ . . . . .
Meiny dXficrent org.aizational models of decision-making have been
fuund to _> compatible with acc: dation. . Centralized recruiting intake,

and monitoring of hiring decisions tends to facilitate accommodation,

-.owever, by increasing the probability of the disabred. applicant's capacity

for doing a job being considered by all units in the organization '1111ng

joﬁlslots. Similarly, a]though most aucommodatlons involve minor ad1ustments

.

ang are @one d.rectly by the supervisor and fellow workers with 1o special

decision-muking process, it is helpful if the adaptation of the disabled



78

' >
worher is-being monitored by a central office. It also appears useful if
there is a special set-aside fund for equipment purchases or other adzp-
tations needed . make asccommodation feasible. Most accommodaticrs itvolve.

little out-of-r .- ot expenditure, but when except.onally large exgendiZures

are needed, ating unit may have budget constraints. The avail-
ability of -+ .. r. erve funds, often under the direction of the fir—'s
EEQ speciz s:. .n i e these accommodations feasible.

} .

Lo
Handling Acc..  :t.on Issues During the lnterview

Most firms with a high degree of success in accor sodating han:licapped
workers were found to first determine whether the job applicant had the
shills and necessary qualifications for the job, and only then to investi-
gate what architectural barriers must be overcome oOTr whét\other accbmmoda-
tions might be needed. One line of reasoning suggests that such an approath
makes the firm more likely to undertake accommodations. The management
first needs to recognize that the disabled worker has the needed skills.
The si' sequent accommodations often then prove minor, once SUPEeTvVisSors
are assured that the worker is qualified. When ac zommodation is looked
z+ as part of ‘he judgment from the outset whether the worker is ''able to
w he job," ~ms may tend to ov-orestimate the costs ard difficulties of
s _omurdation ang, prematurely give up or consideration of the worker for
th. icb. A counter-line of reasoning argues that appropriate hiring re:lews
must explicitly include consideration of accommodation. Without explicit
discuésion of ac._ommodation with the disabled worker and estimation of tlrue
costs, an informal consideration of accommodation needs hay cause managers
to, make wrong judgments about accommodation needs and costs, which could
deter hiring. Explicit consideration of accommodation needs and costs
during the in.:rview —'rocess is considered by some firms to lead to valid
and corr ote information for making the hiring declsion.

Certaiply the goal of both approaches 1is to méke an informed hiring
decision withouf the prejucice of'misinformation about the poteatiz® ac~om-
modation needs of the individual. Préscription of either approach for
all handicapped individuals may lead to one kind of error or 'the other.
Chances are that if an individual is severely aandicapped, the que~tion

4
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of how that irdividual will accomplish aspects of the job affected by his

or her nandicap will need to be discussed. On the other hand, the indi-

vi.oual's ebilities and qualifications to do the job should be the primary

focus of the interview and the need for whe*t are usually minor accommoda-

tions should bte secondary to the hiring decision.

Establishing a Special Accommodation Budget

Many firms have found that accommodations can be accomplished most

b
easily if there exist a number of differgﬁt ways of financing them. The’

majority of accommodations investigated dyring case study visits ws =

financed by the individual department or givision
This was logiza! and caused no problems, since it
division which a3lso Uenefitted from the increased
worker after accowmodation. Occasional expensive

were financed by a central budget. This practice

in which they occirred.
was that departm: it or
productivity of ‘ne
acccmmodations, iowever,

was useful in rolieving

the individual department of a cost burden which managers might ..:ve been

hesitant to assw>. 2ther types of accommodation

do not fit inj.cally into

the existing budgeting structure of departments; for example the preovision

of an interpreter is ~vither a c--~izal expenditure nor an equiprent item,

(SR

ncr logicall “charguot

o+

o trzyming. Thus, the existence of a central

hudget for accommod.:: .i+5, oite. administered by the affirmative action

speciaiist, has been seen by many firms as removing one possible barrier

to accommodation. In addition, establishing such

a budget is one way of

formally demonstrating the commitment of top management to affirmative

action for handicapped work: s,

Selcctive Placement

Accommodation is most often not something expensive, extensive. or

"a big deal” but. rather, is a very practical and profitable management

effort to make a worker more productive. Many larger firms view even the

rare expensive accommodation as akin to providi.. a worker with a "better

tool™ or "piece of equipmrat," akin to providing a nondisabled worker with

a better piece of office equipment to improve praduction. Even the minor

= . /
!
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changes in work schedule or a@justme:ﬁ of furniture are akin to accommoda-
tions routinely.provided many other nundiszbled workers. Indeed, the mos:
common form of accommodation is. "selective placement," mgtching the worker
to a2 job:. Thus, disabled applicants are assigned to jobs or tasks where
the need for changes in the physical environment or in the job's design
is minirized. Selective placement is obviously more feasible in larger
firms offer{ng aAdiversity of jobs. However, even in smaller firms the
appropriate matching of the individual worker and his or her skills to
available jobé is a common form of accommodation. As in trs <. :cesses
described above, it is important to use ereativitv #ri imag;nwcion in
selecting the appropriate placement and overcoming . iers,.and to avoid
restricting job oppbrtunities or developing enclaves of disabled workers.
The goal is, of* course, integratfon of the disabled into .ths workforce,

and selective ﬁlacement should be used as a method of increasing job oppor-

tunity not limiting-it.

kY

Establishing Procedures fur Orienting New Handicapped Workers

v

One case study firm routinrely conducts.a special orientation when-

ever a new handicapped werker is hired. This orientation consists of

an open - discussion with the supervisor and coworkers who will be working
with that person; it cvvg?s the worker's disabiiity and the work limita-
tions associated with it. As appropriate, other aspects of working with
the individual are discussed, such «° how most effectively to communicate
with him or her and how other workers may be able to assist the disabl¥d
person, particularly :n the early stages of learning a 2w job. The
disabled worker is told in advance that there will be such an orientatien.
and is given the option of | _ng present or not. Werkers and manzgers
have found that this procedure eliminates misconceptions abaut disabil:x
increases workers' awareness generally. and facilitates <l . municatien an

the worksite.
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Fcliowing Successes

Successful experience in accommodating workers greatly facilitates

later erforts at accommwdating disable

(oW

*
A mAnAasaay ANA
T odianiagcd [

visor of the earlier :successfully accommodated worker are much more
to be receptive and cooperative when future disabled workers are assigned.
Firms in the early stages of implementing affirmative action progrcw:s sor
the handicapped can take advantage’of this increased receptivity t. - icrease
the numbers of handicapped workers hired and accommodated. .Tiis n=cural
tendency can result, however, in EEd:officers aadimanagers concentrating
disabled applicants too readily with particular.hanagers or divisions.

Firms need to be aware that enclaves cf disabled workers carn emerge (e.g.

re*~arded ranitors, deaf machinists) and the attitude deve‘op that d1<ab1ﬂd

‘workers are limited to this k;nq of work. Sucn attitudes car result in

narrowing the range 'of jobs at ~ plant that are perceived as feasible for
the disabled to hold. Thus, continuing efforts ard consciousness are
particularly needed in order t2 integrate disabled workers into the broader

iabor force.

Trainin;:

A number of firms studied streqsad the 1mportance of training both
Personnel and AA staff, and line managers supervisors, and co-workers
about the affirmative action policies of the firm and dispelling common
myths about disabled werkers. In persuading line managers and super-
visors to consider accommodation, EEO officers and higher man:gers con-
sistently report the effectiveness of relating the accommodation'need to
the personal experience of the 'line manager with diéabled or elderly
family rembers. This approach helps the line manage see that the accomz

P Y ome
OTKET 15 ot 50me
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c

Cu

modation requested is not a "big dcail’ and the disable

oddity but a productive individual who simply reqﬁirgs,a few adaptations

by others ¢~ in the work patférd. Another comparaﬁle approach is to remind

the supervisor of successful accommodatlons provided other ongoing wurkers

who became injured, dlbdblcd or morc.restricted as hev aged. '
Several flrmg atuilﬂj have actually produced tra1n11g films in-house

that spotlight the expericnces of several d1sab1ed workers and their

supcryisors. The majo messages of thése films seem- to be:

L) -

\ -~

,
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e that disabled workers are people first and disabled second;

e that handicapped workers are no iess safe than. their non-disabled
co- workers, )

@ that the higgest barriers to hiring and accommooating disableud
workers arise, not fron their’handicaps, but from attitudes of
others, which are mostly caused by lack of -exposure and fear of

the %nknown

Training o managers and superv1sors by top management and EEO staff in
affirmative action and dccommodations requ1rements ‘and successful industry
v/éractices can also foster the good will needed to keep minds open. Govern-

\\ ment sponsored training and information actiyities may also be useful, but A

only if the information actually gets to line managers and super 'isors. )
_Affirmative action training of supervisors by the firm itself appears more
effective in changing attitudes toward the handicapped than the more dif-
fuse advertising campaigns of government that it is L'good business to hire

the handicapped.” . -

. e e , . . .
N
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Involvement of the'handicapped Emplovees

Accommodations are most effectively undertaken when the disabled worker
is asked directly what kinds of adJustments appear needed. Thi's avoids
( the not infrequent waste of firms undertaking adjustments that the worker;
- 4} . in fact, did not require, or alternatively overlooking inexpens1ve or
minor adjustments that could be done easily if only pointed out. This

role" can vary from the worker initially draw1ng attention to the need for

accommedations and initiating the accommodatron process, to partlcipating-
in the planning and design process, to simply giving approv3l of accommoda-
tions designed by others. Firms are also becoming more aware of the value
of handicapped employees as respurces in 1mp1ementing affirmative action
programs. Handicapped workers are often the most ‘valuable spurce of infor-
mation about the needs of the disabled workforce and can be extremely
valuable sources of insight into the Jproblems and attitudes of co- workers;
Some firms have found it valuable to include handicapped employees in

awareness training programs

ey
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) One additional way oflinvolving handicapped workers in processes that
affect them, and at the.same time ensur1ng that accommodation needs are met,
is to make a review of accommodations a routine, ongoing process. This
could -be structured into the regular performance review for each hand1capped
worker. At th1s time, the effectiveness of existing accommodatlons is
discussed, and p0551ble needs for add1t10nal accommodation is explored
As part of the career planning for handicapped workers, accommodations that
may be needed for them as they advance into the next-in-line position should

be discussed thoroughly

\ .
% > . N
. - .

Use of Qutside Resources

Firms that make explicit contact in their Técruitment and outreach to
those organizations able to refer disabled employees are more likely to
undertake accommodation.  Such firms are more likely to find disabled
workers having the skills that make -accommodation economically worthwhile

.to‘undertake. The organizations cortacted can be drawn on for advice and
expertise concerning the disabled aleicant's aptitude and what kinds of
accommodation are feasible. It is also apparent that firmj financially
able and motivated to make accommodations are more likely to 'be the organ-
jzations that have such outreach. The process of experiencing successful
accommodation appedars to be self- re1nforc1ng When firms discover that
accommodation "works' and is not expen51ve, they may become continually

more aqtlve in ‘drawing on the job referral channels maintained by vocational

rehabilitation and other programs.
. While many firms-* act1vely recru1t-dlsabled app11cants firms rarely

- draw on outside resources to a551st dur1ng the accommodatlon process;

' but those that do appear more able to undertake accommodations. Such out-
side resources include service specialists for disabled populations like~
the blind and deaf who are aware of the latest available'eouipment, and
vocational rehabilitation professionals. A major gap in the current
government- and charity-supported network of seruices is the nonaavallablllt)
of rehabilitation engineering spec1allsts on cali-to w k.:ith or provide
assistance to a firm considering an accommodation. A few states (e g.
Massachusetts, Callfornla) have experimented with adding one or two staff

serving on a statew1de basis as a resource to VR counselors, but’ locally

“
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avallable outside resources in job re-design and adaptation to the functlonal
capab111t1es of a dlsab1°d worker are limited. Firms with their own special-
ized plant engineeringiand malntenance groups have more capac1ty to provide
accommodation assistance to on-line managers, but thra a551stance is not
particularly expert, althcugh nonetheless, very heipfﬁl Only the largest-
firms routinely have significant expertlse avallable 1n house. It may

be useful for OFCCP area offices to make an expert aVallable to local f1rms
as a separate functlon distinct frém other OFCCP respgn51b111t1es

" . Another effective type of relationship with outside resqurces is the
involvement of firm staff with ‘a local Project With Industr} (PWI). ~The’
PWI model of involving %irms in setting up training programs for the handi-
capped appears particularly effective; as compared to more traditional’
models of government training and later referral of the handicapped to
employers. - Firms become more inperested in recruiting freining graduates
when they know they or other firms have designed thé training; the training
tends to be perceived as better and more relevant to job needs. 'The par—'
ticipation in .the PWI also involves.the firm in more gxchanges with other
firms concerning experiencgs with disabled workers, "facilitates the exrhange
of 1nformat10n and advice on accommodatlon and’ re1nforces the firm's over- B
all commitment and 1ntere§§ in hiring and accommodatlng the disabled.

The sharing of information and exper;ences with AA personnel.and top
maﬁagers of- other_ firms was freduently cited as one of the most effective <,
uses of outside resources. The example was g&ven of one area where -
.affirmative action officials from a number of local firﬂ§ get together
on a monthiy'besis over brown-bag lunches to share experiences and discuss

problems and successes. . -

Y
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IlIl CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

AN

The main conglusion.of the extensive data—gathering and analysis on
accommodation practlce in industry is that accommodation is very important
to the emplovment of many disahied, but to those firms most actively pro-
v1d1ng‘accommodations, it is "no big deal." , Tt happens routinely as needed.
It rarely‘entails much cost. . It is done not out of charity but in order .
make the worker more productlve an the job. It usually works; ﬁirms axe
satisfied with the outcome 80%-90% of the time. Accommodation opens major
employment dooTs to the handicapped; a third of accommodated workets say
they could not have held the job Wlthggt the accommodation. Many of the
accommodations which,are done are not solely provided for the handicapped

' but also for many other workers. They are done not to give the accommodated

wotker an advantage, butLrather to bring the worker up to the f1rm s stand-
ards of productivity for'that JOb Most workers having disability who are -~
employed in 1ndustry do not appear to need extensive accommodation. The
accommodations that have been -done are not- the expensive purchases of equip-
~ment or difFicult removals of architectural barriers which are often the
‘ types of accommodation discussed in the news media and which are the fear
of many firms ‘ Rather, Firms and disabled workers find ways to make the
d1sabled worker productive through minor adJustment of the job and workplace

-- tIansferring the worker to a job or physioal site where the 1mpairment ‘

or disability does not have to give rise to afhandicap, transferring some
tasks to other workers, mo'ving furniture, raising a desk or lowering a phone, ‘

‘and so on.‘ It is done usually in the name of benefitting many workers, not
1n the name ‘of accommodating a particular worker or complying with the law. .

The data collected and the analysis of study findings provide a good
picture of the current 5tafe-of-the-art of hiring and dccommodation prac- .

. tices ‘as they exist in ‘the absepce of stringent enforcement activity‘or
clearly understood mandates. The legislation and regulations have been a
positive factor‘in increasing the frequency of accommodation and hiring of
the disabled. There-is an impressive increase in removal of physical access

barr1ers 1n plants since the legislation was passed The study 'did find a

oL 1oy
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few firms citing enforcement of regulations as a factor in their accommoda-
“tion decisions for individual workers, and many firms expreSsing annoyance
at the punitive posture they believe ha§ been taken by field DOL repreSent—
atiVes looking at their affirmative action practices. Stlll a large number
of firms concede they have become more conscious of the handicapped and
\their-employment needs because of the regulations and related publicity.
EEQ officers within firms use the regulations to secure interest by top

‘management in accommodations and policy changes even when the changes may

not have been narrowly requ1red by the regulations. . The legislatioﬁ and :

the regulations have created a "moral’ 1mperat1ve" of sorts to give more
attention to the needs of disabled workers and applicants which firms'

managers,\w1<h1ng to._be. good c1tizens, have honored.

The legislation, regulatlons, and related publicity have made coworkers -

and superv1sors more consc1ous of the needs and rights of disabled workers
and thus more accepting of policy changes ‘and accommodation by management.
’Indeed, coworkers and supervxsors in mgny firgs, Qecause of their greater-
~ consciousness, are the first to observe the need for and initiate the accom-
modation. ~Similarly, the greater public-coneciousness of the needs’of
disabled person§{ which, has emerged through'the legislation and regulations,
has provided an increased public relations value to the firm in return for
its efFortslto hire the disabled.” Some of the more glamorous and expensive
accommodations nrobably are at least partially exnmlained by the public’
relations benefits of being able to tell the public the story of the firm's
ﬁflllngness to help out its severely disabled workers. Finally, disabled
workers themselves, whether self- identified or not, have become more bold
in asking for accommodation and striving fggﬁ$mployment advancement in the
context of the public1ty and publlc consciotéiess to which the legislation
and regulations give rise. Rather than through direct enforcement effort,
this impact of the legislation and regulations was through the important.

" but 1nd1rect sharpening of the public's attention.

- -
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MaJor barriers to effective 1mp1ementat10n of the regulat1ons stll;
exist, howev§r and according to firms studied 1nc1ude most 51gn1f1canr1y
? attitudinal barriers QLBrbught about by,mythsﬁand lack of experlence
with.disability, placemeht specialists cited attitudes as the
. biggest internal- barrier to overcome in plac1ng disabled applicants.
e safety concerns - In 1ndustT1es where safety is a maJor Tssue, a
concern for the safety of the disabled 1nd1v1dua1 and coworkers
- K ' can be the single blggest reas?n for not hiring handlcapped -
applicants (though it is also true "that a concern for, safety can

be a motlvatlng factor in providing accommodations that are seen

*

to promote safety y

® availability of qua11f1ed applicants - Firms that actively seek and
recruit d1§ab1ed applicants cite the’ 11m1ted ava11ab111ty of well '
trained job-ready disabled applicants as a major barrier to increased

hiring and accommodation’ activity.’
. s

~® unclear requirements - Employers are confused about the requirements

for compliance (including the definition of '‘reasonable accommodation",

9 the kind of records_ and documentation necessary, and what.is meant

by "handlcapped" for purposes of affirmative actlon) and often have
exaggerated fears of what -is e&pecteg of them. =
¢ cost - The cost of providing accomhodations’was rarely cited as
an important barrier to accommodation though more so by firms -
with little experience in hiring and accommodatlng handicapped
’ ) workers. While not an important dec1slon factor in cases
where accommodations have been provided,it is expected that the
extent to which cost is a deterrent for those who have been turned
‘ away 1is é;ebably underreported'in a voluntary study of this kind.
e the economy - Employers ofteﬂ stated that a thriving overall
economy is necessary for employment of the disabled to increase
both in'terms of the availab®lity of jobs and in ‘terms of having

the resources to provide accommodat¢ions.

L 102 N
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; While harriers do still‘exist the ease with which accommodations are pro- -
v1ded by firms ﬁccustomed to d01ng so0 indicates that accommodatlon can con-

'«tlnue to be encouraged and fac111tated by public officials as an effective -

‘way of decreasing the number of dependent disabled persons. Many firms in
the study were wary of Denartment of Labor data-gathering out of fear that
' Qhe Department was ‘moving towards the establlshment of quotas, burdensome
reportlng requlrements, and other aff1rmat1ve action approaches that theYl
v have ekperlenced w;th other disadvantaged groups. Such fear has made. federal
1nterest in acéommodation a matter of concern to industry. However, many,
firms might.well expand accommodation through their own initiative if thef
~ were more aware-of the€ successes of 1ndustry thus far, and if they had )
available to thea a network of techn1cal as51stance and support services ¢
targeted towards assisting f1rms to establlsh and ma1nta1n effective mech—‘
! anisms for h1r1ng and’ accommodatlng the d1sabled )
-The recommendatlons that follow summarlze industry recommendations for
future Bcllcy d1rect10ns, address the maJor barriers listed above and ﬁ
-address other_issues and concerns ra1sed during the study. It is felt
that, whether fu re strategles for 1mplementatlon of Section 503 focus on
government enforcement of the regulatlons or voluntary‘compllance a com-
bination of these recommended approaches - will be necessary in order for

substantial ga1ns to be ach1eved in employment of the disabled.

. . .‘ : f‘*l
.t TECHNICAL'ASSISTANCEﬁ

R

' Flrms with the least experlence with hiring and accommodatlng handi-
capped workers tended to cite techn1cal assistance as one of the policy _
.options for the federal government that could prov1de “the greatest incentive
for increased hiring and accommodation activity. While it is true that :
case-study firms had mixed opinions about the usefulness of DOL-provided ’
TA, these were the firms with the most experience and presumably the least

need for assistance. It may also be true that firms that have gone
'ahead and implemented affirmative action programs on their own with litthe¢

help from the government thus far, tend to be more self- sufficient and less
likely to use technical assistance in general. "It is also the case that’
some firms are generally reticent to accept TA from government sources Seen

as gegulatory agencies, preferring to minimize contact with them. Thus,

ERIC . o dus
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if technical assistance efforts are to be effective, they must be or0videq

with a number of cons1derat;ons in mind 1nc1ud1ng appropr1ate methods

-

targeting efforts to spec1a1 needs, and prov1d1ng the k1nds of information -
that firms are 11ke1y§to find most use‘ul e )
2 / ;

General Approaches to Providing TA o |

1

I F1rms Joften ment1oned a need for DOL to adopt a- moreohe1p1ng/fac111ta-
“ting role in the 1mp1ementatlon of Sect1on 503 rather than what is typ1ca11y J)\V

consldered to be one“of look1ng for faults or weaknesses. -This 1is an area

.

in which the prov1s1on of TA can have a major 1mpact through substantdally .

chang1ng the role of the governmenn\off1c1a1 to one of assisting f1rms to

"- 7 @chieve comp11ance. . oy : LT os

"

L. - We recommend that DOL take three basié approaches to prov1d1ng techhlcal
assistance to f1rms. The f1rst 1s the development of tra1n1ng packages on
d1ffere9t topics that can beapresented in a conference or workshop setting

to a large group of employers or to a large group Tof managers and superv1sors

. w1th1n a single f1rm Sel@cted topics' £or such workshops would be targete& :

to d1ffqrent audiences such as EEO specialists and affirmative action program ;
‘coordinators, top level management, "personnel and hiring staff, m;q-ievel
managers, line supervisors, and“general employees. Topics would incfﬁoe

such areas as: : . k_ - : .

) «looking.for ang recognizing accommooacion'needs; >

® “job analysis and restructuzing; -
accommodAtlon de51gn and rehabilitation eng1neer1ng resources;

°
. ‘ o d;spe111ng myths about disability; : .
e methods for .testing and evaluating qualifications of individ-
. oals with various disabling conditions; . -
' handling issues of disability'and accommodatiou needs during i}

the interview and hiring process (pre-employmen;‘inquiries);

e develcning special safety procedures for handicapped workers;

Py

e examples of specific accommodations that have proved success- -

ful for other firms; and.
e understanding the requirements of the regulations.

Ef 3

uorkshops of th1s type, especially those concern1n§'dlsab111ty awareness,

may be best}presented by using disabled workers both as sources of .

i
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information and presentors, providiﬂg a chance to ask quegtrons-of the
disabled individuals directly.' Another approach recommended by employers
was»involving other firms to share their experiences: 'DOL’could facilitate
the br1ng1ng together of personnel from a number of firms who would share

problems and successes with each other. Th's might be accomplished by

‘using regional conferences sponsored by industry associations or chambers

of commerce where ractive firms would make presentations. te their peers.

" Presentations by industry representatives have greater credibility with

]

other firms than presentations by government officials.

- The second recommended.abproach to providing TA involves providing ..

v

-could include activities such as providing technical information to assist

in removing architectural barriers, or researching the availability of
specific types of equipment.or adaptive devices. The on-site approach to
TA with specific components tailored to meet individual needs has ‘the,
potential for providing pract1ca1 applications that havé a great impact ‘on
“the hiring and . accommodation of individual workers. While this approach_
would appear to requ1re a substantial initial t1me investment,. for ﬁahy ’
firms the conference approach would adequately meet the need for 1nforma-
tion and the number of firms requestifig on-site TA would probably be re{a-
tively small. Those that would request it would probably be firms with
limited in-house experience and expertise, and thus woulld tend to be the

- firms for whom such TA could be the most valuable. Also%;as reported§.
ear1ier,~once a firm has had success with hiring and accommodating diéabled
workers, there is a greater likelihood- that 1t will contlnue to hire' and

e
o~

accommodat% in the future. If the on-site TA approach can help the flrm

\ J >

_take that’ Flrst step, and make the expemience a successful -one, it can .

.« oy,

have a tremendous impact on future act1v1t1es.
The third recommended approach to prov1d1ng technical 3551stance is
the dissemination of information materials. . Although not often c1ted as' a

recommended apnroach in the survey, thls partly seems to reflect a dlsdaln

for the—kind of information from the government that flrms have heretofore'

rece1ved In the past there have been principally pub}lc relatlons efforts
and urging, not technlcal 1nformatlon. We recommend that DOL focus inform-

ation dissemination efforts on the follow1ng types of information:

¢

~, J . . ) . R 1‘_’5 L “' '

S

ori-site technical assistance in rgsponse to specific needs of firmg. -This

v
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.® siliccess stories of’employers witH‘éxperience hiring and
accommodating handicapped workers, id .
® technical® “information on how to adapt jobs andJ;asks for

&’
d1fferent fdpctlonal 11m1tat10ns,

° 1nformat10n about technical and placement resources available
~ . 4.
to firms in their local areas; and
. ¢ information about why hiring and accommodatlng dlsabled workers'

. is good bufiness’ practice. , _ .,

The ;5§; og these, information\about‘hiring and accommodation as good
business practice, is curténtly déveloped-internally by some firms as a
,heans.of ehhpuraéfng all employees to do their part towards promoting
-affirmative act1on efforts. The 1nformat10n collected concentrates on the
’fdocumented product1v1ty, low’ turnoﬁer, good attendance a high Hﬁtlvatlon,
of ‘disabled workers. In addition to DOL's dissemination efforts, firms
‘shouild be eucouraged to, collect this 1nformat1on about their own workers.
“Firms that do‘;tudles of this kind report'that it is a very instructive
process, br1ngs a h1gh -degree, of v1s1b111ty to the affirmative action pro-
gram “artd 1ncreased general awareness of disabled workers --.as wel} as
documentlng that h1ring and accommodatlon are good bu51ness with 1nformat10n

that is relevant to the employees of that firm. 1 -

. ‘'

Targeting TA for Different Types of Firms

. N . - ’ ’ . s

As our'study“fééﬁlts have shown, the extent to which firms hire and
accommodate handlcapped workers varies with fiim size, type of industry,
" and experlence with the handicapped. The development of appropriate TA
packages must take these d1fferences into account. The sharlng of examp}es
of successful practlces should take into account the transferab111ty of
practlces to the firms in question. For, eXample, some, practlces such as
those 1nvb1v1ng‘§pec1al handling of handicapped applicants may not be . N
appropriate for smaller. firms q}zh smaller personnel functidhs. It is
'1mportant for TA prov1ders to understand the dec151on making processes
and organi-atlonal structure of the firms they are worklng with in .order
that TA can be aporoprlate to firms" part1cu1ar situations. It is afso
1mportant to understand‘how the nature of the work available may affect
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‘ the kind of—disabled workers hired, the occurrence of on- the -job 1nJur1es,:
. the prevalence of” med1cal work 11m1tatlons and how these factors may. 1mpact.
/,on ‘the need for accommodatlon For, industries with JObS hav1ng substant1al

physloal requirements, (and where on-the-job iniury is relatiVely frequent),

- it may well be useful to provide technical assistance on prevention of dis-

'ab{lity'through providing accommodations. Minor'adjustment of job.require-
ments to>prevent "'disability from becoming SO severe as to cadse a loss of
work can greatly reduce corporate dlSablllty rolls and publlc ‘transfer .

, program needs. On the other hand, in highly ‘technical 1ndustr1es where
recru1t1ng Qqualified applicants 1s sometlmes difficult, TA efforts .may be
more apprOprlately focused on providing llnks between the employer and
technical training programs so-that the employer can become involved in
gearing the training provided towards the firm's specific need%; While
all firms should be encouraged to 1ncorporate the provision of accommoda-

“tions into ‘their routine business operatlons, the specific focus of TA \
"efforts to achieve this goal must.be targeted towards the needs of dlfferent

' types of firm®& It is clear from contact with case study firms that, TA

that is designed as a general\package for everyone will not be well recelved'
by industry, nor willxit be effective in bringing about change.

/ ' \ ’ § |

Suggested TA Topics. . -,

”’

. . i -
A number of suggested topic, areas for TA workshops were mentioned
ility, knowledge of different kinds

above that focus on knowledge of disa
‘of accommodatlons, and appropr1ate 1mp1e entation of the regu atlons\//
In addition to these kinds' of topics theré are a number of practices
observed in case study firms whlch we recommend other firms adopt‘to the
maximum extent possible .and appropriate These practices were observed to
be conducive to effective affirmative action act1v1t1es and prov151on of
approprlate accommodations for handicapped workers. We suggest that the
follow1ng pract1ces be included in TA efforts, e1ther thrcugh tsaln;ng by
DOL staff or preferably, through presentatlon by the firms who have found
these pract1ces to be successful:

e strong and visible expression of commitment by top management

to accommodating disabled workers, which most often sets the )

tone throughout the.whole firm;
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e assignment of a Specialis% within the EEO/Affirmative Action
'function'sbecifically'for carrying out affirmative action and
EEO policies for the handicapped; ‘

@ establishing special procedures for.reviewingiaﬁd tracking
app11cat10ns of hand1capped applicants; “

] central1z1ng recruiting, 1ntake and mon1tor1ng of h1r1ng
dec;s1ons for hand1capped workers to'increase the probab111ty
of the disabléd applicant's capacity for doing a job being
eon51dered by all un1ts in the organization, and provide a
central special budget for accommodations above the budget ~
limits o£§3nd1v1dual depgrtm >its or divisions;

e encourag1ng managers and supervisors to think of JObS or
task assignments where the handicap, and thus the need for
changes in the physical erfvironment or in the job's design,

" are minimized; ' . ‘

e developing a procedufe for orienting the handiéapped worker

. to the w0rkplace and pre- employment discussion to orient .
supervisors and co-workers to the special needs of the worker,

e ‘spreading the word inside the firm about successful_experlences
in accommodation, which appears to increase receptivity to
later appeals for accommodatien and following successes with

referrals gf:létef handicapped applicants_to departments where
they have *ncreased likelihood of being hired;

e training by the firm of inside personnel staff, line managers,

supervisors, and co-workers about the affirmatiVe action policies
of the firm and dispelling common myths about disabled workers;

e explicit contact'in recruitment and outreach to outside organi;
ations able-to refer disabled job applicants, and subsequent
use ‘of such outside resources for advice arid é;ﬁertise con-.
cerning the disabled applicant's qualifications and the kinds
of accommodations that might be appropriate;

; sh;;ing-infdrhatioﬁ and experiences with other firms, and

' participatingin direct training of potent1a1 future job

-’ -applicants through programs like Projects W1th Industry

(PWT) 3 o
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‘@ _ihvolving handicapped workers in their own accommodation
process as well"as in efforts to increase disability
awareness internally; and i )

® re- evaluatlng accommodation needs on a cont1nu1ng ba91s,

. perhaps as part of the performance review process.

Ty ~
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Eduip TA Providers with Knowledge of Personnel Practices

One of the complaints heard repeatedly throughout the'stggyéwasuthat
DOL staff lack familiarity with industry practices, specifically the

employment procedures, personnel functions, organizational structure and

" decision-making processes. When geked if they would take advantage of

technical assistance if offered by DOL, ﬁany employers responded that
there is clearly potential for DOL to be of a great deal of assistance to
industry in werking with disabled individnals. However, unless DOL staff |
receive substantial training in the nature of tﬁe Private sector employment
Process, it is unllkely that techn1ca1 assistunce: efforts w231 be well
received. First DOL representatlves need ,to be trained in how industry
turns 1abor reguIatlons into practice. Thls would include a thorough
understandlng of the hiring process, arf1rmat1ve actlon, equal employment
opportunity programs, the role of unions, the prov151ons of colleotlve
bargalnlng agreemenné, and the ways in wh1ch employment and personnel
functlons fit together. Thon, staff will need to become famlllar with

the- part1cu1ar strLcture of"employment and personnel functlons at the

" particular firms receiving techn1ca1 assistance. Staff will need to

understand the major differences in how employment and personnel functlons
are sSttuctured in d1fferent 1ndustr1e$ and different size f1rms. qually
important is an Lnderstandlng of bu51ness priorities and economic |
constraints and how these affect the business practices of the firm.

Technical assistance will only be helpful and useful to firms if 1t is

~

grounded in the rea11ty of how firms operate. . _'_\

-COORDINATE NITH OTHER AGENCIES TO INCREASE SuPPLY OF QUALIFIED APPLICANTS

As mentxoned prev1ously, one of the major barriers to effective

implementation of Section 503 has been the avaiiability of well trained,

. work-ready disabled applicants. While it is true that some of the efforts
c1
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that need to be made to increase the supply of quallfled disabled applicants
w:ll be efforts of government agencies other than the Department of Labor,

they are discussed here as part of an overall strategy in which DOL is-

‘clearly a major actor. We stress the need for DOL to work with these

other agencies to coordinate efforts towards common” ‘goals and to encourage
other agengies to participate in a strategy that w}ll ultimntely lead to an
increase in embloyment 61 the disabled. While it may be true that

éovernment agencies that provide educational and vocational training services
to the disabled have their own objectives and strategies, the overall goal

is a common one of preparing disabled individuals for the world of work.

This process cannot begin at the point when an individual begins efforts

to enter the job market, rather it must begin early on during the educational
and training process.- Many- respondent firms 1nd1cated that they rarely have -
disabled anplrcants appiy for their job open1ngs and those that do cdme
forward have little training or poor training, ‘even if they have emerged from
government programs -designed to prepare them for employment. Employers com-

plained that training programs are not responsive to the hiring meeds of

industry. Vocational programs hadve not beenrtraining”enodgﬁ_disablea,HTVWWWM,,ku___v

- individuals in technical skills that are in high demand. Some employers

felt that some of the mor% severely disabled, even those with the necessary

job skills, were uaprepared for the world of vork in terms of work habits -

and work adjustment skills, and in terms of job.search and interviewing skills.
We suggest that the increased use of employers in designing and '

operating training programs is a needed focus for public employment poiicy.

This could-be accomplished through expansion of the Projects WithAIndustry'

program model that is so popular with currently-participating employers.

Such involvement by industry not only improves the quallty "of training in

the eyes of industry and ensures that :Le)tralnlng focuses on skills in hléh

demand,” but creates greatly improved networks of placement and referral for

.the training graduate. This relatiqnship between vocational training and

--industry-atso-fosters more-commitment-and-understanding-by-participating— -

firms to employment of the handicapped.
The isSues of improved vocational training especially in high skill
careers may be especially relevant for the more severely disabled who may

require more extensive accommodations. Study results show that individyals

are more likely to receive extensive  accommodations if they are highly

v

. -



96 : ) . ¢
l. - ) Q‘
skilled'or possess skills that are in high demand. Thus, for the most
severely disabled with the most exten51ve accommodatlon needs, better,
more appropriate tra1n1ng may be the key to employment and accommodatlon.

We recommend increased training opportun1t1es for the most severely handi-

fr—"jwvcapped—havjng—the”potential”in“aigh”technical_ﬁkill occupations (e.g.
engineering) even when the traiaing may invqlve expensive higher educatlon.
" Most state vocational rehabl&itatioh agencies and other manpower prqgrama
have in recent years been discouraging such training because it tends to
take more time and be more costly. However, beneflt -cost studies -of services
to the severely disabled have*<hown such extended high-skill education and  ®
training to be!among the most cost-benef1c1nl and effective for the severely
disabled.l public programs have been tending to optimize (or really just
economize) within their agency budgets in order to produce the most employed .
trainee ''graduates" per dollar. However, such strategies may not be optimal
. from the'Viewpoint of integrating the severely disabled into the labor force
'oﬁer the lpng run. The willingness of employers to go to great lengths to
accommodate disabled workers having scarce technical sgills indicates that
'_jam§eCuIiDg_ﬁth_skillsﬂis;an_app:opriate.strateg}afor—the~severelyvdisabled—~f~—ﬂM-*—
with high long-term payoffs. ' . ‘
Respondent firms also cited increased placement and referral efforts
on the part of public agencies 1s a pollcy direction that could promote
increased h1r1ng activity. Cerfainly even firms that have establlshed
liaisons w1th public placement and referral programs still 1nd1cate that a
pauc;ty of quallfled handlcapped applicants is a maJor barrier. This is .. -
only partially due to the limi-ad numbep‘of disabled lndividualé beimg
trained in high demand skills. Employers suggest that this is also due to
some extert to a lack of unders tanding on the part:of placement "and
‘referral agencies of the kinds >f applicants firms are looKing for and a
lack of knowledge about which s2ctors of 1ndustry are most llkely to hire

-

handicapped .applicants. ' .o

T - {
ISee, for example, BPA's ‘a1 Evaluation of the, Costs and Effectlveness
of Vocational Rehab111tat10n Scrvice Strategles for Individuuls Most Scverely
Disabled, May 1975,

1i;
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The patterns of hiring and accommodation clearly indicate that the
prospecté for finding work and accommodation are 1ike1y to be much greater
for the disabled in 'large firms, high-tech industries (even when the dis-

abled applicant lacks extensive technical skills) and relatively capital-

intensive industrieés. Most of these patterns aré not consistent with the
usual findings or recommendations for other'disadvantaged groups, where low-
skill, labor-intensive and smaller busihesses are more likely to hire dis-
advaﬁtaged workers.. The reasonlmay be partly that industry has experienced

the disabled as oelng "especially good woTkers compared to other dlsadvantaged

\

groups whose dlsédvantage comes from limited education, préjudice and limited
~ work experlence. (These limitations exist for much of the disabled population
also, of course, but 1e55 so for those that are in the work force. Job
readiness and work adJustmenq ‘training programs areAclearly needed for that
segment of the disabled population that suffers these disadvantages on top
of the limitation of a disabling condition.) Given this perception, large
firms may have more interest and willingness to accommodate a disabled
employee; and may dlso have more resources to expend on adaptation for the
_disabled worker. than_would other. firmsL"*In the_short run, a focus on these . .__
types of flrms for placement and referrals can go a long way in 1ncre351ng
the number of disabied individuals in the work force. It is important,
however, to recognize that targeting referral efforts towards the segments
of industry who currently hire the most disabled ﬁust be considered a
. short-term strategy. In order to achieve integration oflthe disabled into
the work force, it is essential that the long term approach include encour-
aging the less active sectors to implement effeotive affirmative action
orograms and begln to hire and- accommodate the disabled also.

Another factor that influences the thent to which referral agencies
can meet the hiring needs of industry is that many‘hew;y trained ‘individuals
are not yet ready to compete in the .job market and neegwsoﬁe interim step as
a way in. Suggestions have included more use of ”job_tryout&", temporary
-placements-that give rhe disabled individuals a chance to test out job

skills and the work load, and environment for suitability and give the
employer a chance to evaluate the appropriateness of the potentiel employee
‘before making a lorg-term commitment. Another suggestion w4as tHe use of N
- more subsidized employment programs that not only supplement the income of

the worker during an on-the-job training or probatlonary perlod but also .

\‘l ‘ ‘ . ) . 4 112
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include ongoing counseling and other supervision, performance evaluation

and other.supports from the outside public agency. One firmPrecommended™

- that wage subsidies be paid directly to the worker rather than to the firm

to: reduce the paperwork burden on the employer. It wds also pointed out,

,however, that since one of the purposes of most subsidized work programs is

to simulate a real work situation, it may be somewhkt more appropriate for
the worker's paycheck to come from the employer for work performed, to
- ) :

reiriforce the notion of payment for performance.

PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR VCLUNTARY COMPLIANCE

If government were to opt for a strategy of tighter enforcemént ’f

existing regulations rather than a focus on encourag‘ng self-enforcement
through a551stance and 1ncent1ves, the regulations would need more teeth.
In its most extreme form, enforcement could include requ1red data
collectlon and reporting on numbers. of disabled, wages,; and accommodation,
and the. 1ntroduct10n of goals and t1metab1es akin to those used 1n other ,
affirmative action programs for m1nor1t1es and women. An enforcement focus
could link the definition of reasonable accommodation to'arbitrary cost
guidelines (e.g., accommodations costing less than $2,000 are automatically

reasonable; ‘those costing over $20,000 are not requi*ed); Such guidelines

. when linked with hiring targets would be highly controversial, but might

produce measurable results. It seems clear, however, that stringent
enforcement would seriously damage the current climate of favorable htti-
tudes toward the disabled. While the more pun1t1ve approach might increase
compliance among firms currently h1r1ng few dlsabled this effect must be
weighed against the likely loss of good will and the p051f1ve steps many
firms are taking as-a result. Many of ‘these firms, betieving that“handl-
capped workers are likely ;b be extremely reliable and highly motirated,
are currently hiring and accommodating more disabled than they might

under any such-narrow-mandates. Since-*hiring-the:hindicapped' is often

~ cited as good business and also has moral sanction in the -beliefs of

.employers, .voluntary compliance has many more advantages for ach1ev1ng

government objectives tEan it may have with other prutected groups.

™ If the approach adoptéd by DOL is nore one of relying on self-

enforcement of the regulatlons it is clear that further incentives for 4.

L
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voluntary compliance will be needed to encourage increased hiring and accom-

modation activities espec1ally in¢those sectors of industry not currently

Jhiring and accommodating the handlcapped. ‘It may not be possible to create °

incentives that would affect the bekavior of all types of employers. There
are sure tobe some firms that, even given strong incentiues ro-cbmply vol-
untarily, would not choose to do so unless they felt that some kind of
sanction for noncompliance existed. If, after implementation of stronger
incentives, technical assistance-programs, and stronger efforts to increase
the supply of qualified disabled appficants, many firms have still not
chosen to comply, it may be necessary et.that time to implement some kind
of measure that gives_visibility to the regulations and makes clear that
compliance is a legal necessity. It may be possible to accomplish this

simply through requiring flrms to report number of handicapped employees

" . (through an existing mechanlsm such as the EEO-l form). However, this

would only be possible if DOL specified clearly which 1ndivrduals it wished

to have counted for this purpose so that all parties involved would have a
common understanding. For those firms who do not'réépond to’the'incentives
suggested below it may be that a requirement to report numbers of handl—
capped employees would serve as a sufficient additional incentive for them
to comply withhut any addltlonal enforcement activity. However, the focus
of current efforts should be to 1mp1ement 1ncent1ve programs effective

enough to render such reporting unnecessary

Tax Credits

\;The policy option cited by the most firms as prov1d1ng a strong incen-

t1ve for firms to_hire and accommodate handicapped workers is the prOV151on :

of tax credlts. _Employers indicated that tax credits could entice firms'
to secure the more expen51ve equipment and environmental adaptations that
might be needed by some handicapped workers and mlght encourage employers/
to hire more severelv dlsabled applicants. Thls may become even more
significant as the limited resources availahle to federally funded pub11c
agencies such us state vocational rehabilitation agencies to pay for job
accommodations are reduced even further. It was stressed repeatedly that
in order for tax cred1t programs to be effective as incentives it is
necessary to establish a smooth and simple system that involves minimal

red tape. Many'firms do not currently take advantage of existing tax

13
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credits because reportedly ""they are more trouble than they! Te worth". ; This
perception involves more than just the actual requlred paperwork. Many firms
have the percpetion that "getting involved" in a tax credit program of this
kind has potential for delays in processing, increased chances of mistakes,
audits and increased monitoring. A number of firms stated that if the red

tape were reduced then the amount of money involved w0u1d probably be worth

,the trouble although one firm suggested that the amount of money currently

involved was not worth the internal bookkeeplng time. Clearly, if tax
credits. are to serve as an incentive to 1ndustry to voluntarily comply

with Section 503 they must be deslgned with these concerns in mind.

J

Accommodation Set Aside -

Another recommendation for providing incentives for industry to volun-
tarily comply, was that the federal government add a budget line item to
its contracts under a standard formula for accommodations of handicapped

employees working on, federal contracts. This.proposal, which emerged from

.imtérviews with corporate leaders, would resolve cost inhibitions to

accommodation. Given that all firms covered by the regulations are federal
contractors, such a line item could be anticipated to have a major impact.
Discussions with industry 1eadegs indicate that although cost was rarely
cited as the major barrier to accommodation the extent to which cost is a
concern is probably underreported as flrms may not have wished to appear
out of compliance with the regulatlons.‘ It is also the case that cost '
was more often cited as a factor by employers who currently hire and
accommodate few handicapped workers and was considered an 1mportant
decision factor by firms currently feeling squeezed by today's tlght
economy. Also as mentioned earlier, this study has not been able to assess
the accommodation needs of those handlcapped 1nd1v1duals that are not
currently employed, and the concern was raised that as morg disabled indi-
viduals and those with more severe dlsab111t1es enter the workforce, the
need for costly. accommodations may increase. Thus though cost has not been
cited as a major barrier in this study, the existence of federal dollars to
pay for accommodations can be expected to have a significant impact. To

some extent this impact may come not only from the availability of the

115
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.funds, but from the increased visibility that such a budget line item
would bring to the need for federal contracters to consider the accommoda-
__tion nggds_gf_ihelz;ﬁmwusn&uﬂiL_;Ihe_ex1stence_ofwaccnmmodatlon_as_a“regu1ar,*4,
budget item in federal contracts would make the effort of cons1der1ng the
need for and providing accommodations more of a routine part of contractors'
operations. ‘
The use of 2 séandard formula for a special budget item (such as half

a percent of total contract costs) would apply to all bidders and thus would

' not create any competitive disadvanfage for any firn. It would provide

.the financial means to secure accommoﬁations for disabled workers without
hurting the financial performance of any firm. Any claims on the -line
item for government reimbursement would be fully documented by the sub-
mitting firm. Thus, this would also serve as a source of information for
DOL about the kinds of accommodatlons being provided by contractors and
their associated costs. Any unused furds in that line 1tem under the
contract would be returned to the Treasury, thus avoiding any incentive

for the firm to eccnomize on the provision of accommodations for the sake -

-

of 1ncrea51ng profit. It can be argued that the -federal gove;pment
already pays for the accommodation of disabled workers used on government
contracts indirectly in the cost of the total contract revenue going to
support the contracted activity. This would be a mechanism for separating .
out thqse. costs and providing a source of funds that would fall outside

anv profit motive a firm may have to economize and cut costs.

Exemption from Reporting Requirements

Should the implementation of incentive programs, technical assistance,
and strong efforts to 1ncrease the supply of qualified disz bled agpllcants
| prove insufficient to encourage adequate voluntary compllance, and should

DOL decide to implement reporting requirements, an addltlonal incentive

for com; could be usefully added. The goal would be to exempt

" complying s from some of the reporting burden. .F}rms that actively
hire and . s»date handicapped workers, once they-had provided evidence
that they dc might be required to submit reports much less frequently

than firms that were still in the process of coming into compliance. This

could avoid the most serious potential pitfall of implementing reporting

o
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requirements, namely undermining the good will and positivé eﬁforts.of

“exemplary firms. This concern is well illustrated by the following comment

—from—an—empinfer“partfcipat1ﬁg in the study:

In my opinion, responsibly managed organizations recognize s
that accommodating the handicapped is just good business and part
of their moral obligation to the community in which they are lo-
. cated. Legislating that company's must record amd measure every
activity even remotely related to this issue not only fails to
achieve the purpose for which such legislation is intended; it re-
sults in mounds of unproductive and expensive paperwork that fuel*
the fires of inflation in today's economy. And the primary suf-
ferers of the ravages of inflation are -the very people that such
regulation is meant to protect. .

Once again, it must be stressed that the implementation of any new requirements
and exemptions to them would have to be done in a way that the requirements are
clearly understood by industry. Any introdgction of additional confusion about °

what is expected of industry would seriously undermine the enforcement effort.

e e

CLARIFY THE REQUIREMENTS. FOR COMPLIANCE .
@ ) . )
A concern that was mentioned often throughout the §tudy in a variety

of contexts was that the rgquirements for compliance with Sgction 503 are
unclear. Firms repqrted confusion about why the definition qﬁ handicapped
is so broad and ghat the impJications of that are for affirmative action .
efforts, what is/meant by reasonable accommodation, what kind of information
they are required to keep, what should be in an affirmative action plan for 
the handicapped, how to gvoi& gomplaiﬁté; fo what 'extent architectural
barriers must be removed, how to ba{anif affirmative, action of the handi-
capped against the requirement to actively seek and hire women and
minorifies, how the requireﬁent to accommodate fits in with the constraints
of union ru&es, and tﬁéfeXteht to which_compliance is really necessary '

, given the apparent lﬁckhof teeth of the regulations. Effec?%y?_imp}emen—

. tation of the Section 503 provisions requires a cléériuhderstandipgyof
what's expected of'indugfry and'a common understandiﬂg between government _

and industry abouf what constitutes qompliance.

Clarify the Definition of Handicapped

The Section 503 provisions describe a very broad population of indi-

viduals with a wide range of disabjlities and severity of conditions : .
: \ e
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as being handicapped, including those with a history of or comsidered as

having such limitations. This definition is necesgarily broad to ensure

1%,

that all alsabled 1nd1v1duals, regardless or type or severity of cond1tlon
are protected from dlscr1m1nat10n solely on “the. basis of the presence ox
that condltlon. We suggest however, that this broad def1n1tlon encom-
. passes not only those who are "employment handicapped as a result of their
condition, hut alsa all those wha are disabled including those whose
disability. is m11d and does not pose a handicap. We concur with the
current law'that all of these individuals' should be protected by non-
discrimination provisions, but suggest that the current definition is
éctually one of 'disabled'" rather than "handlcapped" and that, in fact,
all disabled should be protected from dlscrwmlnatlon whether handlcapped
or not. ' . SN

On the other'hand the Rehab111tatlon Act seeks not only to protect

all dlsabled from dlscr1m1natlon, Jbut thrOugh Section 503, seeks also to

-—-—provide-for aff1rmat1Ve action .in employment of the handicapped. . The popu-

lation of concern here seems to be som%what narrower than that protected
from discrimination. Surely it is ot intended that an individual with
a mild disability that is unlikely to cause an employment barrier should

be’ “counted" for aff1rmat1ve actlon purposes. iThus we recommend that

. the Taw use two different definitioas for these two different groups. The |

v

current definition 1s approprlate to describe the p0pulatlon protected
from d15cr1m1nat10n,~the dlsabled However in terms of affirmative
action, a new def1n1tlon is needed for the term "handlcapped" We
recommend that an 1nd1v1dual be con51dered handlcapped for affirmative )
action purposes if that 1nd1v1dual's disability results in 2 substantial
limitation® in mob111ty, commhnlcatlon, learning, or self care or- 11m1ts

P
the individual's ab111ty to continue working in the area in which he or

she is qualified.

TheSe are the four prlmary functlonal areas included in the federal
definition of severely disabled, PL 95-602... The other three functional
areas included in the- -definition aré economic self- sufficiency, self-
direction, and capacity for independent living,, all clearly 11m1ted by a
suhstantlal 11m1tatlon in any of the first four. ‘ :

. ‘ .\ I - l_l\ﬂ . - .
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These areas of limitation are considered to.be factors that can be
expected to affect an individual's employability. . Thus, even if an
1nd1v1dual receives special services, vocational training, or adapt1ve
equipment, making that person mdére employable, it is still likely that
the individual will either find it more difficult than a non-handicapped

person to find employment, or, once employed, be less upwardly mobile,
than non- hand1capped co worke;s -s These are the individuals that. need ’
spec1al cons1derat10n during the hiring pr0cess. ‘These are the individuals
for whom reaSonable accommodations are llkely to be necessary and ‘for whom

affirmative action is needed to ensure equal employment opportunities.

Clarify the Definition of Reasonable Accommodation : . e

One aspect-of the regulation that has been d1ff1cult'for‘industry'to

-

&'1mplement effectlvely, and has been a maJor focus of this study is the

providion that calls for employers: to prov1de "reasonable accommodations'' -
a

///-to handicapped employees ~Jhe intent of this language is to prevent an

1nd1v1dual who is qua11f1ed for a specific job from be1ng turned away if

‘he or she could perform the essent1al functions of the task with- appropr1ate
accommodation by the employer. The 1 further states that accommoﬂat1ons-
are not required if they would 1mpose%§L "undue hardsh1p" on the employer
There has been much controversy over what constitutes reasonableness and

one of Qhe study issues involved identifying the range of accommodat1ons. s
that employers currently consider reasonable.- While the exper1ences and
perceptions of employers vary greatly, there is one message that is clear.

It is not poss1ble to develop -a workable definition of reasonable that

can be used equ1tably out of the context of the 1nd1v1dual case. Each case

is unique and must be considered on 1ts ‘own merits.,

v “The determ1nat10n of the "reasonableness” of an accommodation is

based on'a judgemental assessment which takes into account _not only criteria
such as cost, projected impact on product1v1ty, and other clearly measurable
factors, but also aspects of the part1cular case, of the individual worker
and his or her value\to the firm and a number of other factors that reflect
‘the part1cular circumstances. The key to developing guidelines for
assessing what is reasonable is to develop a method for formalizing the
1ud§heﬂtal assessment by spec1fy1ng the factors tHat should be taken into

- x )
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account such that there is a high degree of likelihood that different
individuals applying the same criteria would come to the same conclusion.

The -1ist of questions. in ngure 2,. developed by Harold Russell Associates

has been used by firms as they have sought to meet their obligations for
providing reasonable accommodatlons and were highly praised by 1ndustry
‘leaders at the 1982 Annual Conference of the President's Committee on .
Employment of the Handicapped. These questions can form the basrs.for ' S
formallzlng the Judgment of reasonableness. They do not imply that a' .

single yes or no answer would automatically determine reasonableness,

-rether they supﬁlyfa listaof considerations that shouid be taken into

account as the determination is madé. _ '

,This approach can be further fbrmallzed ®if DOL wishes to do so,

by giving d1fferent degrees of conslderatlon to d1fferent factors. _Thms
" the answers-to some questlons, such as a '"yes" answer to the question”

"Can it be demonstrated that the business cannot afford thevacc0mmodation?"
may be weighed much more heav11y than the answers to others, such as a

"no" answer to the question "Is the device likely to be useable by other
disabled individuals if the original employee leaves?" Some questions
.such as the _latter one above may only be‘useful in tne context of other
ouestions, such as how long the employee is llkely to be with:the f1rm .
.orvhow'much the employee is valued'by the firm. It is important to stress
here that, however DQL chooses to use questions such as.those 'in Figure 2,
with or without specified‘differential weights or groupings, it is essen-
tial that both DOL and employers have a common understanding of the criteria
to be used. Only then will it be possible for the reasonableness of

»*accommodatlons to be determined on a case- by-case basis in a manner that

is{equitable and clearly understandable to all parties involved.

Clarify- Informatlon Requ1rements _ o u~\

-

- . N

_Firms reported belng confused about the kinds of records they are
required to keep about their handicapped workers to comply with the pro-
visions ih the Sectlon 503 regulatlons Some firms interpret the regulations
to. mean that detalled documentation of the numbers of handlcapped appllcants
and employees, the1r dlsabllng conditions, the1r wages, promotion histories,

etc., are requ1red. One firm even documents the justification each tie
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Recommended Questions to Ak When Assessing Whether a JJob

3

Accommod.itaon for o ||.‘|ll||il'{!j']‘_l'-l'_;ll!:'_i‘\l.!_l'_ll_iils_.l1‘_('.1infﬁljll_g
iR T S Y SR ’ ' ———— et e e e
feneral ' o .
Footan ot e slewonstrated that the accommadittion has an adverse of fect on husipess (undue hardship due ‘to offect on productivity)?
ac G v be demanstrated thar the business cannot afford the acgommodit hon (&lduc hardship due to inancial cost and gxpenses)?
3o Moes the accomnadat ion conflict with a valid federal or state law, regulation or standard impinging on job requirements, e.g. OSIA or arcKitectural
standapds? J |
1. Dfbs the accommodation conflict withea valid collective bargaining agreement ? <
5. 1< the wecumnodation a reasonable investment in the employee given: ‘
4. the valne ot the employee to the orginization (monctary or otherwise)? ’
b, the tikely time the individual will spend in the Job anc future johs requiring the same accommodation?
6. Wil the accommodation enhance the ability of the orpatizfition to recrvit individuals with similar handicapping conditions?
’

« Is the accommodition 1ikely to jeopardize the safety of other employees? 1
: ﬂulldlng Smdnfcutxqg (Example: Installing a ramp at the entrance of a building) . ) !

L. Is the removal of an architectural barrier considered a capital expenditure? .

2. boes the modification improve the utilization of g building by a1} 'employees? S
Y. Docs the modification limit the utilization of the building by other individuals? . ,

. If the modification limits the utilization of the building by other “individuals, is it realily accessible? :

5. Docs the modification qualtfy for a tax deduction under-federal law (P.L. 96-167 which extended the provisions of the Tax Reform Act of 1976 wntil

£l

Pecember 1082)7 . .
Worksite Modification (Example:  Rearranginp furniture or equipment to make the work area accessible to a porson in a wheelchair.)- N
1. Pocs the modification limit.the utiliza.ion-of the worksite by other indiviu, 's? : .

2. If the modification timits the utilization of the worksite by other individuals, is it readily reversible? ,
Machineryor Fquipment ;bodification {(Example: lowering a machine or workbench so that it can be operated by a person from a sitting pasition)
1. tnce moditied, is the machine or cquipment usahle by other employces? ) !
42, Is the ‘wdification readily reversible? . .
3. 1s the modification likely to affect the ‘productivity of other employees who use the machine or equipment ? -
1o If modificd, will the machine or equipment continue ‘to meet safety standards? Coe :
Aids ond Devices {txample: Providing a dictating machine or tape recorder to nccommodate a blind worker.)
I Ts the aid or device of a purely personal nature and not directly “related to performance of the job, e.g., hearing aid?
o Can the device be taken with the tndividual as he or she advances in the organization? N
3. Is the device Tikely to be usable by other disahled individuals if the original employce leaves?
1. Toes the device have a resale value if the original employee leaves?

5. Will State Vocational Kehabilitation agencics or consumer organizations provide the dcviqg,!rec or subsidize its purchase?

- |lersenal Assistance? (To cnable a person to understand work directions and/or instructions, (Lxample: Providing an interpreter for o deaf individualy)
1. Is the reader or interpreter able to-perform other Job duties in addition to assisting the disubled individua]? : )

' {2. Will other employees be required to take time awny from heir jobs to assist the disahled individyal?

3. 1s the.assistance provided by an aide of 2 purely personal nature or is it rclated to performance of the job? &

Modification of Job Tusks (Exa%plc: Allowing a vohility-impaired sales worker to, condict sorc sales calls over the telephone rather than in person.)
. 00 other employees 10 the <ame uait do the same or similar johs? . !

2. Does the job ta<k modificating require that other employces accept additional joh dutics?,

3. Would the individual have to perform all job dutics if one or more employces in the same job were absent? .

Modification of Work Mours or Schedule (Ex» ple:  Allowing a diabetic cmployce *o take regular meal breaks during a shift or instithtinﬁ 3 "flext,ime”
schedule.) ’ \

. Does medification of the individual's work schedule affect the productivity of self or o*her employees?

2. loes the schedule modification conflict with company work rules or personnel practices?

Special Privileges {Lxample: yAllowing a mabitity impaired employce to park in a restricted parking space near the work area,)
I. Docs the addationat.privifege conflict with company work rudes or personnel practices?
)

f

.{Iob Restencturing (Example: Creating of an "Aide or "Assistant” pasition?) .
Job resiructuring describes the formal process of examining the relationship of a number of jobs within an organization and through the application

of job analysis, rearranging the tasks performed in these Jobs to achicve the organization's goals. Job:restructuring is commanly useyd to create

eutry level jobs by separating out certajn tasks of other jobs and combining them into new jobs. Another purpose of “job restructuring is to climinate

dead-end jobs and creare job ladders so that workers ¢an advance to a position of Rreater responsibility, skill and pay. :

Job restructuring opens up new opportunities for empldﬁ;cnt and henefits handicapped workers in the same manner as other vorkers. Job restructuring
is generally not ised to accommodate an individual handicapped worker, except where no alternatives are availahle.

. ‘ n - , ! '

.o J}Rceﬁlntions Issued pursuant to Section $03 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 do not exempt employers bound by a collective bargaining agreement
from! the requirement to provide reasonable accommodation. 1f covered by Section 503, you Bust notify unions of the company's ‘ohligation to take affirma-
tive actipn toward handacapped uOrkcrs...ihcluding your obligation to make rensonable accommodation. If a revision of yuur collective bargaining agree-
ment is nécessary to comply with this requirement and you cannot facilitate such revision yoursclf, the union may then make their views known to the
Director, a1 Contract Compliance Programs, Department of Labor, wbo is required to use his or her "best effort” to assure that the
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N
a disabled applicant is not interviewed or-hired.. Few flrms, however, keep
recorde of number of applicants, numbex of handlcapped workers, or accommo-
datlons provided, and even fewer keep such information in a centralized
location where it could be accessed by government officials. Cflearly, a
certain amount of information would be~usefu1 internally for firig\to eval-
uate the effectiveness of their own‘affirmative action efforts. However
as long as firms zre unsure about haw such information might be used by the
government, most. firms will re51st collecting such’ 1nformat10n even for‘
- their own purposes. .

We recommend that DOL specify more clearly the exact recordkeeplng
requirements that are necessary for compliance with the regulatlons These
requirements should be the minimum necessary to document that firms are
actively engaged in seeking to hire and accommodate handicapped workers N
Should DOL decide to 1ncrease government enforcement eff\rts it will, of
course, ‘be necessary to collect such information through the ingtitution
of reporting'requiremehts. However, we.recowmend thatlfirms be advised to
keep such records for-thzir own purposes and as decumentation in case of
compliance review, rather than as a reporting requirement to the government..
We suggest the following information items as minimal but sufficient to
document compliance: ’

e . number of haﬁdicapped employees by job category;

e number of accoﬁmodafions‘provided by type of accommodatibn; .

and . . . . Cy
o evidence of outreach and recruitment activity. ‘

For internal purposes, firms would probably find it useful to keep such
records by division or department also. In fact, one of our case study
flrms even rev1ewed afflrmatlve action performance by each individual manage¥
ment unit as one of the aspects of managers' performance reviews.

The major sources of information available to employers about the handi-
cap status of employees,'apart from those-with the most v151b1e handlcaps,
are the se1f—1dent1f1cat10n process and medical records? Large industrial’
firms often ‘have their own in-house medical staff who provide management
with information about work limitations and medical restrictions due.to
“various medical c0nditions.' Case stﬁdy firms who included all employees

Ve

with medical restrictions in their count of handicapped employees agreed
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with our asséesment that this caused inflation of their numbers by iﬁclud-
ing individuals with minor 1imigations that did not, .substantially limit
work tasks. This problem can be alleV1ated‘Py providing employers with a
clear definision of who should be included in the number of handicapped as
mentioned in our earlier discussion. “On the other hand, the self- “
identification process SLbstantlally under-reports the number of handicapped
employees because many handlcapped individuals, espec1arly those with hidden’
dlsabrgltleéf tend not to self-identify. Fortunately, many firms do not
rely on self-identification as the sole indioator of :the need for accommo-
dation. In firms providing accommodation; an average of 45% of handicapped t
workexrs were reported as beirg provided accommodations, even though only
10-20% of handlcapped workers tended to self- identify, However, it is still
important to-encodrage handicapped workers to self-identify, both to protect
- their future r1ghts ‘and for. the “sakeTof hel‘prng'ha1nd1<:apped~work<-:rs-»1n~gen--—vw
eral by helplng sensitize emohovers to the prevalence of disability among
their work force. One suggestion for increasing response rate and ensuring
that disabled® workers .are familiar with their rights is to include in the
invitation to se1f~1d°nt1fy some language that indicates, '"You are not pro-
tected by Equal Employment Opportunity laws unless we know of your Handieap."
Another suggestion for encouraging disabled workers to self-identify is to
ask if individuals would-”be'willing to be called upon_as a resource to

help ot or disabled ‘workers or participate in dlsablllty awareness training

for superv1sors and coworkers."

RECOMMENDED AREASVFOR FUTURE STUDY

Theféurrent study of aocommodation practicesicannot determine the kinds
of accommodations that may be needed by workers who are not employed. An
accommodatlon policy aimed at securing the employweqt of 211 work-ready
dlsabled 1nd1v1duals could well be very dlfferent .from an accommodation
policy for the disabled already integrated into the work force. Substantial
accommodation could conceivably bepneeded by those who have:applied for jobs
and not been hired, or by those who have not applied for work at all. To

. investigate, these needs one should not sample firms or currently handlcapped
w0xkers but rather should sample those work- -ready handlcapped trainees

emerglng from schools, government rehabllltatlon and tralnlng programs,

L . 123
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eommunity mental heajth centers, or other settings, and then trace the
experience of such wérkers in seeking jobs with different employers. This
would -require an additional study, but one which is 1mportant to undertake
if the full need for job accommodation of the handicapped is to be under-
stood. i
The recommendations in this report have focused on a voluntary compli-

ance"appfoach to implementation of affirmative action programs ‘for the
handicapped. .As mentioned earlier, this may be especially relevant to this
population because of the perception of industry that hiring the handicapped,
and making the necessary accommodations to do so, is good business practice.
In this study we have gathered firms' perceptions that handicapped workers
are especially good employees, including employers' impressions that handi-
capped workers have high productiVJty, low turnover, low~absenteeism, and

high motivation. We have also recommended that 1nformation about hiring

—"——tHE‘ﬁﬂ—a\taDped asgood ‘business practice be disseminated to firms to encour-
age them to comply voluntarily with affirmative action regulations. This
_ study has not, however, gathered data as evidence of productivity,'turnover,
absenteeism, or motivation factors. Sugch data would be extremely valuable
to DOL in its affirmative action and enforcement efforts. If DOL could
" provide to firms concrete evidence of the advantages of hiring disabled
workers, efforts to encourage voluntary compliance would benefit substanti-
ally. '
As the current tight economy has reduced hiring oppoptunities in many
sectors of industry, affirmative action efforts have‘ne;eSsarily begun to
turn from reciuitmgnt and hiring activities towards the upward mobility of
existing employees. For most firms this is a relatively new area of focus
in terms of handicépped‘employees. Study findings showed little correla-
tion between the provision of accommodations an# upward mobility, and pointed
to the need for the issue of upward mobility to receive special attention if
it is to become a reality for handicapped workers. This study did not.focus
on upward mobility as a study issue, but-we did discover that it is an area
that needs further exploration. Once again, a case study approach may shed

light on successful practices that can be shared by more experienced firms

for the benefit of all employers.
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. - SUMMARY OF METHODOLOGY
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STUDY DESIGN

The design of this stud> has evolved and grdwn since the initial
proposal, as proﬁecf staff have become increasingly knowledgeable about
the nature of respondents'- concerns and views about the issues to be
examined. As initially presented in the RFP, this/study was to be
statistical in focus, exploring primarily the nature, exfent, and costs
of accommodations that have oceurred, together with the impact of employer
attitudes toward accommodation on their accommodation practices. BPA's

criginal proposal expanded somewhat the scope of the study to include

related employment practices that affeet and are affected by accommodation
practices. In addition, BPA proposed case study épproaches in which pro-
cesses and outcomes of accommcdation would be examined. As the study
matured and the informational and technical assistance needs of industry
became clearer, the emphasis on examining aecommodation processes and ouf-

comes increased, and the number of deta%&ed questions "to be asked of each

oﬁ the 2,000 firms in the basic statistikal survey decreased. )

The first phase of this project examined the appropriate methodelogy
and instrumentation te be used in collecting the data. This ianlved ‘
instrument design, pretests, literature:review,,andlsecuring the involvehentu

and support of public and private organizations. This phase focused cn the .

'

following:
s
@ the anticipated availability: of data;

¢ presentation of information requests in a manner most

likely to elicit response; )

e identification of data items most relevant to the central
purpose of the study; ahd

o development of strategies for maximizing‘reéponse rate,

“ . ensuring confidentiality .and minimizing reporting burden

‘on participants.

126
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Literature and Policy Review

One of the early tasks in the de51gn of the study was to review
the current literature and other available information about accommoda-
tion issues. This research hefined the scope of current knowledge about
accommodation and sharpened the focus of ‘the study. Information sources
for this review inclu’ed:

¢ federal regulations; _
administrative decisions; ‘
letters of findings; - | f/
court Eases;

‘OFCCP survey of Employment Opportunity Spec{alists; and

- ) ¢ - -
other studies of accommodation issues.

This review provided valuable insights into the issues to be explored

. during the study and served as an important source of input into the study

design.

The Industry Advisory Panel

One of the most 1mportant sources of information durlng the design
of the study was the Industry Advisory Panel, developed to bring industry
and labor input into the study design. The role of the Panel included:

¢ reviewing information gathered to date;

raising key issues and quesgions concerning accommodation;

*
e exploring definitions of reasonable accommodation;

) -discussing experiences to date in making reasonable accommodation;

6 discussing survey .strategies gnd methodology;

e discussing safeguards to confidentiélity of company informaticn; and
¢ _dlscu551ng strategies fof gaining the support of federal contractors

durlng the study.

/

+

The reactions of individual members of the Industry Advisory Panel to

- particular questions, to -groups of questions, to surveys in general and,

this study in particular, and to the gathering of information by federal

agencies were major determinant of the scope and the detailed components

of the company questionnaire. e

127
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One of the most crucial lessons learned during the study related to

the mannér in which tKe study would be viewed by responding firms. PrOJect
staff had been aware that responses by firms to a malled questlonnalre

would not be forthcoming without some prodding. The input from the Industry
Advisory Panel was particularly instructive ond provided a realistic view

of the study's limitations and potentials. The panel sensitized BPA to

the level of corporate uneasiness with government inquiries in general, and '
affirmative actlon-related inquiries in particular. Thus much attention
-was focused during the study design towards developing appropriate strategies
-for dissemination of instruments, ensuring confidentiality, minimizing

reporting burden, and maximizing response rate. These concerns were largely

focused on the company survey, since the other activities would involve. a ...
sub- sample of firms already showing themselves to be cooperatlve by respond-
ing to the 111tlal survey. _

) The panel was able to provide valuable insights into the availability
of data, industry concerns about potential uses of study results by DOL,

and raised.questions about the need for various data items that had been
proposed. The panelists' advice was‘extremely valuable both to the study
design as a whole and to the development of individual questionnaire items.

Sources of Data A

The study wvtilized five«types of questionnaires or instruments, each
aimed’'at a slightly different sample, each with d1fferent levels of detail
to be explored. These were pretested and revised as niore was learned about
the responses that could be expected. The five instruments were:

® The company questionnaire, This was designed to collect baseline

statistical data on the frequency, types, and cost of accommodations
that have been provided by federal'contractors.. In addifion, ques~
tions were asked to determine the extent to which federal pollcy

and other variables affect, or might affect, contractors' decisions
with respect to accommodationis. This-infermation was collected

from a nationally representatlve sample of 2, 000 randomly chosen

contractors in selected industries.

Q . - s . .l;?é;
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@ The non-respondent follow-up interview. This study element enabled

project sFaff to determine with some precision the reasons why some
firms did not respond to the company questionnaire, and how non- S
responding firms compared with those firms that did respond in terms
of number of handicapped workers and their experience with accemmo-
‘dations. It was administered by telephone to 47 firms which had

. indicated their intention not to respond to the company questionnaire.
In addition, information on firm size and industry classification,

from non-respondsnts' EEO-1. TEpOTLS. was compared to similar data

for firms that responded. As a result, ‘more informed statements
S can be made as to how rapresentative the data gathered from the

_company questionnaire were of conditions nationwide.

o The telephone case study interviews. Durlng thls portlon of the

study, project staff conducted intensive 1niu1r1es into speC1f1c
accommodations igéhtifled from company questionnaire responses as

Qﬁeriting further'study. Telephone interviews were conducted with
representatives from 85'firms§ judged from their company question-
naire respenses as having exemplary accommodation pra,txces. The
goal was to gat::r in-depth information regarding accommodation
processes -- decision-making, planning, cost-estimating, and.imple-
mentation -- as well as outcomes of accommodations and their effects
on firms’ overall policies regarding handicapped workers. The
majority of quéstions related to the circumstances surrounding a .
particular instance of accommodation, with a few additional in-
quiries dbout the firm's overall experiences. and policies.

¢ The ten on-site case studies, These were somewhat similar to the

telephone case studies in the types of questions asked. However,
the on-sit{e interviews covered each topic area in more depth.

. Information was gathered about the firm as a whole, rather than
solely about 2 single accommodation, and from several respondenfs
in each case to géiﬂ insight from a variety of perspectives. The
evoiution of firms' employment practices with respect to handicapped

o
>

For 'some of the firms in the on-site case study sample, these inter-
views were conducted during the actual visit to avoid placing a dunllcatlve

response burden on those firms.

S | 129 =
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™
workers (imcluding both accommodatlon and related practlces)

was Studled in detail and the dynamic processes of accommodations
in actual use were observed first-hand.

® The worker questionnaire. This was distributed by those.case-study

firms agreeing to participate. It was distributeq at the firms'
option to“any or all known handicapped workers. Workers vere asked
about themselves, their employment sltuat1ons, whether accommoda-
tions had been made for them, and what the outcomes of these
accemnodations were from their point of view. Workers sometimes
reported accommodations or spec121-arrangements made for them of
which management had not been aware (and vice versa); workers’
“views about, accommodatlons and their 0utcomes sometimes differed

_ from those of management. ‘The data gathered from these question-

naires were used in coﬁjunction with the data from both the

3 telephone case studies and the company questionnaires to study

the dec1s1on processes and ‘impacts of providing job accommodations.

- In addition to these five instruments, data from the EEO-1 tape for all
sample firms was also used for background and comparison datz about type

of industry and size of firm. ] .

Development 'of the Quest10nna1 res

The company questlornalre began as a two-part document with (1)

questions regarding firms" overall p011c1es and experiences and {2} detailed
questions regard%ng all handicapped workers. The reactions of the Industry
Advisary Panel convinced project staff that the Teporting burden‘associateq
with completing a separate form for:each handicapped worker would be
excessive. In addition, as each question was analyzed as to the p0551blc
uses.¢f the 1nformat1on to be gained from responses, a large number were
deleted or simplified. A varlety of approaches to~§ather1ng information on
the factors which encourage or dlsc01raoe accommodation were trled Two of

these approaches were field tested. These results .convinced proJect staff

a

130

& " < Py

5




A

that candid or meaningful answers to such questions can only be gathered on

>a self-administered questionnaire if they are asked -in a detailed closed-
Nt . . , .

ended format. ‘
3 . . . . s,
The non-respondent interview was likewise simplified, as it was seen

more and more clearly that firms choosing not to respond to the company”
questionraire would likewise be resistant to efforts to gather information
by telephone. The resulting instrument wes extremely brief and required

a minimum of time .and effort to respond.
- "The telephone case study design also underwent repeated tevisions.

As the company Questionnaire wasﬁnarrowed in scope, many of the questions

originally asked therein were shifted into the .case study format. It was
guld be planned as unstructured dis-

then argued that these case studies sh
_cussions, with individual questlons va%ylng accordlng o uhe type of accommo-

dation being examlned and the personnel structure of the respond;ng f1rm
Houwever, the negd to gather comparable information across firms, and to -
gather information that could be linked back to the company questionnaire
regponSes for analytic purposes, dictated that a single interview guide be

developed to be administered to all respordents. The dec151on to limit

[l

the scope of inquiry in thr teiephone 1nterv1ews to the experlencea surround-
.ing 2 single accommodation was made because. of the number of issues that
must be explored in each case and the resulting burden of rééponding. ‘In
addition, the goal was to gaﬁher‘very specific data regarding accommodation

, precesses, and narrowing the subject metter of discussion to a single
accommodatlon helped to prov1de the focus necessary to do this effectlvelf

‘The on-:1te case study interview guldes were developed as topic guides

for inierviewers to use in leading dlscu551ons on various issues ’ Interviews
with EEO, personnel and managemﬂnt focused on company policies and practices
in a broad sense and practices and dec1410n factors involved in providing
accommodations. In addition, three individual cases were explored at each
site involving interviews with individual disabled workers, their supervisors,
and any other staff that may have been involved in ‘the hiring and/or accommo-
dation of the individual. As more was learned from the phone case'studies
about the kinds of information these kind of interviews might generate, on-
?s1tt‘case studies questions were revised. The first site visited served as

a pretest for the .topic guides, resulting in additional minor revisions.
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.The worker survey was designed as an anonymous self-completion

questioﬂnaire to be diét*ibuted to all known handicapped employees at the

case- study sites and made available (through posted notlces) to othg; handw-‘

capped employees who may not have self-identified. - Questionnaires. were
returned directly to BPA_in pre-paid envelopes' provided. Questionnaires
were made availaBle ‘in large print for visually impaired. The cover of the

1nstrument 1nc1uded a llst of consumer organizations urglng workers

>

“to. respond. T ;

~d
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SAMPLE
Selection S ! .

——— - " b L4 .

The unlverse from which the sample was selected for this study was all

“those federal contractors with more than 50 employees and more than $2 500

- in cobntracts within selected industries. The industry types studled were

manufacfhring, services, and finance, insurance and real estate, as defined
in the Standard Industry Classification (SIC)' 7 \fter investigating several
possible sampllng frames for this study the sampling strategy chosen used
?the Equal Opportunlty Employer's Information Report EEO-1. -

The main sampling design issue was how to choose the 2,000 firhs to
receive the mailed Company Questlonnalre. The samples for the,rcmaln;ng
study components were all subsamples of ‘the originél 2,0b0 firms_to which-
company questionnaires were senf. Thus it was crucial that the sampling
method for the company survey ensure an appropriate distribution of
firms to ensure a varied sample for the subsequent iqstruhents.

Firm size was an impértant variable in sample'selegtion, sip&e,firm
size is an important policy variable. The importance of small firms is
that a growing proportion ‘of employment is in the service industry, where
small firms are numerous. Indeed, recent natlonal sghéles show that small
flrms provide a d;sproportlorately large share of theLnew JObS added to tthe
'ecsnomy each ?ear. howeaer managers in swall firms were considered likéely
to be among the least™ wllllng respondents, judging frd&’the results of
related natlonal surveys. In addition, small flrms were not likely because

* of sheer numbers, to have had extensive experlence with handicapped workers.

(The contract specifically excluded firms with fewer than 50 employees. .

o 132

o



tions wculd be available) and small firms {(where the need for guidance and

technical assistance may be greatest).

1-8

r
These firms do not appear on the ECO-1 data tape.) There was, then, a
strong interest in obtaining adequate representation in the sample from

both large firms (where the most substantive information about accommoda-

Pl

Firm s1ze was def1ned for the purposes of this study by the total
number of employees 1n 1979 This measure was attached to the sampling
frame and was con51stent wlth the employment focus of the study issues.

The sampling approach for this study was not to define discrete strata, buf
instead to sample firms '"pps" -- i.e., to sample with probabilities propor-
tional to size -- which is similar to treating the size variable as c¢ontin-

uous. Using this approach, the likelihood of a firm being selected increased

 with the number of employees. So, for example, a firm of 1,000 employees

. vwas'ten timesas likely to be chosen as ome with 100 employees. The use of

.this approach led to the largest,firms beiug chosen with certainty and

- EEG-1 data tapes

yielded an adequate number of ‘smaller firms; for analytic purposes. The
sample for the company survey Qas thus selected by compoter using a program
that specified the above "pps" approach to selecting 2,000 firms from the
Dsupplied by DGL.

The sample fer the non- response survey was selected by the 1nterv1ewer~

as the company survey was in proceSs. Every '"n"th time the interviewer
identified a refusal over the phone while conducting phone response prods,
the non-response questions were 4sked. The non-response survey wzs also

administered to a sample of firms who had not indicated a refusal but for

y—

whom suffic}ent time had elapsed that the firm was classified as a non-
s . P

recpondent.. §
The oase study firms,were selecfed from among the company survey
respondents. The central selection criterion for the telephone case study
sample was- the nature of accommodations reported 1n the company question-
naire responses. Project staff identified instances of extensive, costly,
innovative; typical, of otherwise interesting accommodations on.an ongoing
basis as company Questionnaire responses were received. Some of these were
selected with certainty as subjects for further studys thus the process of
conducting the telephone interviews began while the oompény survey was still

in progress.  Others were retai.:ed as possibilities, pending more complete
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responses. The most interesting firms were set aside for possible on-site
visits. These included firms with a combination of characteristics includ-
~ing wide variety of accommodations, a large total expendlture for accommo-
dations and/or accessibility, a number of different types of low-cost/

- no-cost accommodations, a large number of handicapped employees, thought ful
responses to experience and decision factor questions, and additional
comments indicating a high degree of 1nvolvement in affirmative action for®

.’ Y

, OF experience in providing accommodations to %andlcappeo employees.

o~
» 2

_Validity

As éxplained'above‘ BPA systematicglly oversampled large emplovers.
rhe strategy was to gain access to information about the largest p0551b1e
numbPr of handicapped employees while remaining as representative of the N
universe as possible. (It was anticipated, and it turned out to be true,
that large firms would employ the largest numbers of handicapped workers.)
An actual comparison of the sample of 2,000 firms to che 47 ,640 firms fall-
ing within the stated samp11ng guidelines is contalned in Table I-1. *This

table shows the effects that oversampllng large firms had on the represent—:.

ativeness of the sample. These effects may be summarized as follows
® a slightly 1a¥ger RrOpdrtion of sample firms were on the East
i Coast located in,the Northeast than was found in the universe;
® the sample contained a lafger percentage of manufacturing _
firms than did the universe, with a corresponding lower per-
centage of service flrmS' and
@ relative to the universe, the sample contalned a sllghtly
higher proportion of corporate headquarters and a lower pro-

portion of corporate affiliates.

DATA COLLECTION . ‘

Survey Distribution

Informatlon collected during the study deszgn phase established the
.m1mportance -of d1rect1ng the company" questlonnalres to the approprlate
individual within each of the sample firms. It was ant1c1pated that
1nd1v1duals identified on the 1979 EEO-1 data tape as having submitted

B
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' « Table I-1

Characteristics of Sample anfl Universe

7

| \ Distribution
| Measure . : " | sample 'Universe
Zip Code: 0-1 L 26% 23%
© 2-3 o 1 18% L 21%
4-5 " o as o 18%
6-7 | - ) 20% - 20%
8-9 |. 15% 18%
I
Industry: Manufacturing . 74% ' 60%
. Finance, Insurance, and Réal 11% 12%
Estdte '
__Services 15% 28%
Number of Employees: 1-199 & " 30% 68%
200 99 19% 205
500-999 ) 12% 7%
. . ~  1000-1999 ' 17% | 3%
" 2000-4999 13% 2%
Over 5000 9 *
Status: Single Establishment Employer | ——H4=3% 14.3%
Corporate Headquarters 15.0% 11.2%
Establishment -within Corporate 70.65% 74.55%
Structure - ’
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EEO-1 reports to DOL would be the appropriate addresses for the survey.
However, -the data tape was found not te contain the necessaryvinformation,
5o the process of creating a workable mailing list betame a maJor task to

be accompllshed before survey distribution could begin.

S
s

This process involved a number.of steps, including: i
® use of the Directory of Corporate Affiliations to .identify the

name, correct title, and telephone number for respondents within
those firms that. could be located using the directdf};

e examining photocopies EEO~1 reports for the remaining firms to
identify an appropriate certifying official at the establishment
to be surveyad;

#® telephoning firms for whom nc name was identifled in the previous
steps to determine the appropriate individualsf to whom the ques-

tionnaire should be sent.

Folloging the first two of these activities some of /the remaining firms
weréZSent questiQunaires directed to an unnaﬁed individual, but the dif-
ficulty this caused in conducting teiephone follow-up brought about the
third step mentioned above. While this was a lengthy and somewhat cumber-
some process, the input of the Industry Advisory Panel and past experience
with survey research indicated that without the_identification of a specific
individual within each firm ‘the sur&ey would have elici'ted a substantially

t

lower response rate.

N

Surveys were sent W1th .2 ‘Cover letter explaining the purposes of the

survey and a stzaped return envelope ‘The concern for ensurlng the con-

‘fidentiality of réﬁponses was extremely strong, and resulted in BPA's

des:gnlng a separate tear-out card, 'the only element containing identif;iné
information for firms responding to the questlonnalre BPA created a master
list of firms that was the only link between the identifying cards and’ 7
the questionnzire responses. It was kept in a locked file and destroyed

once follow-up was complete. These special security precautions were made

largely in response to adv1sory panellsts' expressed concerns about con-

f1dent;a]1ty.
' The distribution of the company survey was done in several phases CHEIN

week or two, apart to allow for follow-up calls timed to correspond with

minimumn elapsed time since TECEIDt of the quest10nna1re. Asvresponse%

'

+
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were received, they were reviewed for potential inclusion in the telephone

" case study sample. Those identified as possibilities were copied and re-

tained by project staff together with identifying information for those
firms. (All other questionnaires were separated from the 1dent1fy1ng

cards and grouped for keypunching.)

‘ .
Even in the early stages of receiving responses, some were identified

with certainty as telephone case study subjects. Calls tolthose firms

began soon after the responses were received. Qthers were identified as
possibilities and retained for comparison with responses that arr-ved
later. The telephone case studies, then were conducted on a continuing
basis during the period of time that company questionnaire responzes were
being‘received and‘preéared for analysis.

As the telephdne case studies were being conducted, project stafy

made note of particularly interesting cases to be considered as on-site

" case study possibilities. These were analyzed carefully and discussed

with the Project Officer before a final decision was made. Those firms
chosen were'cont;cted, and their'willingness-to participate ascextained.
Firms' cooperativeness Qas particularly important, since confidentiality
was not promised to on-site case-study subjects. ‘
During the early contact with potential case-study rirms to secure

their further participation in the study, firms were aleo asked to dis-

tribute the worker survey to their handicapped emplorees. Methods fur
distribution were discussed with each firm. Firms were asked both to dis-

tribute questionnaires to all known- or self-identified ha..dicapped employ-

_ees and to make them available to other dissbled employées in one or more

centralized locations with posted notices. Some firms chose teo use only
one of the two approaches, while others used both. The warker survey was
distributed with postage-paid return envelopes for ease i returning the

questionnaife directly to BPA. ' -

~

Maximizing Response Rate

Maximizing responses to the different comporients of the study was the
strongest motivating factor for a number of activities described thus far.

These activities included:

;l:g;;.. | 3



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

I-13

]

ascembling a knowledgeable and forceful group of representatives
from industry to serve on the Industry Advisory Panel and to

assess realistically the effects of individual questions and groups
of yuestions on contractors' willingnress to respond; i

meeting, not once but twice, with that panel to review two different
drafts’ of the company questionnaire;

weighing carefully the comments of panelists regarding response
burden and’ other pessible deterrents to response against DOL's
need for information; ' '
adjusting the study design and even deleting 1nformat10n items
specifically mandated in the RFP in response to panelists' concerns
(ih1§ was done, of course, with the Project Officer's consent and
at his direction);

making revisions in-the Qbrding of .individual questions, bofh in
grdér to make clear the reasons for asking the Questions and in
order to minimize adverse reactioné; .
careful attention to the visual design of the'questionnaire,
including extremely simple instructions for méiliﬁg it back to
BPA; ' . . .

providing sirong safeguards for the confidentiality of responding firms
together-with multiple mechanisms fc: informing firms about those

safeguards; _ ' ]
maintaining contact with several Industry Advisory Panelists .on

an ongoing basis to rev1ew subsequent changes in the questionnaire
design in rzsponse to their comments;

directing the questionnaire initially to a chief executive officer

or other policy-level official within each firm, in order to minimize
the number of steps the questionnaire must go through before approval
to respond was granted;

actually chénging somewhat the focus of the study as a whole,
eliminating in fact as well as in presentation scme monitoring-

or compllance -oriented aspects of the study;

postlng notices about the study in publications distributed by
industry organizations and/or frequently read by business executives;

making organizations such as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce aware

of the study; and

138
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e structuring carefully the data collection process for each of the
surveys to include several steps-fd increase -the response
rate.

.

The last of these merits further discussion. For the company survey,

first, a brief initial telephone followiup call was made to each respondent
within a few days after he or she received the questionnaire. Planning
for these calls emphasized personalizing the'presentation of the study,
encouraghing response without appearing coercive, openness to answer ques-
tiong/the respondent posed, and brevity in order to show consideration for
the value of his or her time. Second, the response status of each firm
was carefully monitored, wifhvaddiﬂ&onal follow-up calls timed for maximum
effectiveness. Third, firms not responding after- a2 several-week period

wére sent a repeat mailing to remind them tc answer, along with another

‘copy of the questionnaire. Finally, those firms noted as being likely to

respond, on the basis of interviewer judgment after t%e-initial telephone
call, that had not sent responses after the repeat mailing received a re-

minder”postcafd.' During these lelow-hp steps, as some firms declined to

participate, a sample'of 47 firms was selected to be asked the non-respondent
follow -up quest;ons.' These cases formed the ba51s for much of the analysis
of response bias .described in detail in Attachment II of this report.

Other steps taken to maximize the response rate 1nc1uded training of
all interview personnel in the goals of the study, the kinds of concerns
they were likely to encounter, methcds for encouraging participation in
the study. _

Securing the commitment of firms to participate in the phone inter-
view included making firms aware that their situations were viewed as
exemplary, that the particﬁlar focus of this study phase was to gather
information that would benefit other fiyms in addition to providing infor-
matibn to. DOL, that confidentiality would be maintained, and that the
scheduling of the inter&iéﬁ would be at their convenience. Also, the per-
sonal contact involved in setting up the interviews was helpful in encour-
aging response and enabled project staff to prepare respondents for the
types of questions that would be asked, so that any additional information

gathering necessary could occur in advance of the interview, or a referrad’

could be made to other respondents.
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During the conduct of *he case studles cooperation was secured in-

admlnlsterlng the worker survey Slnce this was an anonymous survey, once

the questionnaires were sent to firms ‘d% distribution, project staff

would have no further opportunity to encourage response,:so steps to max-
imize response rate were necessarily made prior to distribution. These
steps included: ’
e development of a questionnaire that was brief an¢ relatively
simple to complete; |
® producing the questionnaire in iarge type for visually impaired

S

respondents; -
® inviting respondents to reply via cassette or collect phone call
. if easier for them;

. securlng the support of a number of consumer and advocacy organiza-
tions whose names were cited on the cover page of the questionnaire
as urging workers to respond;

@ urging firms to distribute individually to known handicapped
through.notjces in workers' mailboﬁps, or together with timecards
or paychecks, or personal contact by a.supervisor' aad

providing firms with- coples of a notice that could be pcsted to

40

announce the study and ava11ab111ty of questionnaires to- handi -

capped workers who may not have been_known to management,
i .

Thus it can be seen that all the steps of the survey process from instru-

ment design to data collection included efforts to maximize the response. .

A Y
. 1 N

DATA ANALYSIS

Since the study design includes both quantltatlve and qualitative
data, procedures relevant to both types of analysis were used. The majority
of the data was ~ubJected to stat15t1ca1 analysis both hand tabulated
(telephone survev) and by computer (company and worker surveys). The data

cathered from onfﬁffe case studies were analyzed on a firm-by-firm basis,
B - .

resulting in the ften case studies included in Volume II of this report.

The results of these visits were also hand- tabulated and compared across

firms, as were the answers to open-ended questlons and additional comments

from the other 1nstruments These were examin€d in detail and analyzed

by project staff.
>

+ . -«

14



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

I-16

B

The pages that follow describe briefly the procedures we used'in
coding and editing the data gathered, preparing the data tapes, processing

-the data, and conducting the analysis.

Editing and Coding the Responses

The company quéstiOnnaire3and the worker questionnaire responses were
edited as soon as they were received by BPA. This enabled project staff
toAidentify quickly any missing or ambiguous item responses and allowed
the flexibility of an additional phone call, if necessary, to clarify the
response. A single Research Assistant was assigned the responsibility of
editing all responses to each survey to ensure consistency in the editing
process. Responges were checked both for completeness and internal cén-
sistency. The editor was thoroughly trained and knowledgeable about the
range of fesponSes to expect fbr each question, and how to interpret or
handle instances of non-response. Following the editing process, ques-
tionnaires were re-edited by a second individual for accuracy. -

Editors were aiso trained to post-code items where response did not
fit the coding scheme, open-ended questions and Tesponses in 'other
(specify)' categories. Coding'fnstructions were reﬁiewed and revised

after the first few questicnnaires were edited and double coded.”

Kevpunching and Verification

.

' All data coilection instruments intended for computer use were then
P

keypunched and verified. Keypunching was Jone by .an outside contractor,
Ywhich verifies 100% of the cards, eliminating virtually all keypunch errors.
After the data was punched, prelimirary computer runs were done to
“further check for possibie errors. Initially, a ctheck of identification
numbers and card numbers was made to ensure that the cérrect number of -
dards were.punched and in the correct order. A complete examination of
all characters for each variable was then made. Thus, all out-of-range

values and .unusual response patterns were discovered.

Statistical Analysis

The computerized statistical analysis of the data relied principally

on the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). This is an

Y .
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extremely common and widely used package incorporating a variety of pro-
cedures. The first step was to produce simple frequencies of responses

to each of the questions. These were reviewed and interesting patterns

noted. The next step was to create additiongl variablei_that would be

used in the more detailed analysis (such as percent federal contract
Tevenues and percent of workforce handicapped). Then, crosstabulations
were run to respond‘;o study questions asked in the RFP. 'Additional cross-
tabulations were done as other patterns and issues emerged throughout the
analysis ;f the data. Findings from the computer analysis were. compared
with the findings of the hand-tabulated and qualitative data, to identify

further areas of analysis.

Qualitative Analysis

As mentioned above, the responses to open=ended'questions and additional
comments from each of the survevs were compiled and analyzed for major
trehds and notabte examples.1 The major sources of qualitat;ve data,
however,were the on-site case studies. These case studies involyed in-
depth discussion on a variety of issues with different respondents to
gain a troad perspective on the issues from different points of view.
{mmediateiy on returning from the field, site visit staff coﬁ%&eted a
brief checklist of overall impressions and perceptions while the informa-
tion was still fresh in mind. Staff then reviewed site visit notes to

~focus on the major strengths and lessons to be learned from each site.
Site-visit staff debrjefed by group discussion of overall perceptions

4 specific —~ractices and contrasts between sites. Case studies were written
to sumr he approaches and highiight the outstanding featuv#s of each
site. ‘ . ' )

) o>st general sense, the information gathered in this study
consistec the frequency and type of accommodatiens that have been pro-
vided, their costs and outcomes, the methods used, and the decision fac-

tors that affect accommodations, both actual and potential. The hypotheses

-

Many of these comments are included in the discussions of telephone
interview and case study findings (Attachments 4 and 5).
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. tested were numerous; they relate to the types of firms providing acccino-
dations, the types of employees for whom they were provided, the factors

and practices involved, and their results. -




®  ATTACHENT 11
. PARTICIPATION AND NON-PARTICIPATION
IN THE STUDY
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¥ ' PARTICIPATION- AND NON-PARTICIPATION IN THE *STUDY

COMPANY SURVEY NON-RESPONSE

i The extent to which the results of this study can be used to make

.generaliiations about the prevalence, types, and costs of accommodations

for handlcapped workers depends, in part, on how well the sample reflects
the population from which it was drawn. A comparlson between non-respon-
dents and respondents-indicated the size and direction of any possible biss
in the data. Differences in terms of type and size of firms, firms'experi-
ences with accommodation -and the number of handlcapped employees, if they
were significant, would have created an expectation that the sample was

not representative of the total populatlon.

Response Expectations Prior to the Survey

A review of the. survey research literature, discussions with industry
representatives, and BPA's previous survey experience revealed a number of
possible reasons for non-participation in the study, and an expectation of

significant response bias. They 1nc1uded the following:
¢ firms were not likely to see any direct benefit to themselves

[§

from responding;
o firms resisted participating in government sponsored
studies because they feared government intervention:
o some firms pé&ceived this study as having implicatioﬁs for
affirmative action enforcement; they had doubts about
confidentiality and feared that responding would result in

closer scrutiny by the Office of Federal Contract.Compliance

Programs;
N—' ) ) 3 -
o Firms not placing a high priority on accommodation practices for

the handicapped did not want to bother responding;
e small firms often did not have experiences they.considered ,

. S
worth‘reportlng;




® large firms did not want to undertake the burden of reporting
the numerous accommodations the ¥ have made, and
¢ a largé number of firms lacked available or centralized data

on handicapped’ workers and accommodations. ;

’A

> -

Reasons for Analyzing Non-Response

s

. A bias in the responses does not necessarily invalidate the study's
results. Indeed examiningithe reasons for non-response was tremendously
important in the interpretation of the information gathered in the com-
pleted questionnaires. 1In fact, many companies that did not respond

. exMibited the same attitudes towards accommodations as did respondents.
Both groups seemed to consider accommodat1ng the hand1capped as a rout1ne

‘part of the employment process. For many of the non«respondents, the pro-
cess was so routine that they kept no record of it. The following comment

demOﬂstrates thls att1tude'

"Long before the advent of handicapped leglslatlon,
[we were] hiring handicapped individuals because they
were considered valuable employees. [This was] such

a commonplace occurance that we never took special
note of any of the atcommodat1ons which were being
made. We therefore have never instituted a system for
gathering the information you reqU1re v

.

The process of creating a record for the purpose of-pirticipating in this
study was seen as unduly burdensome or not ‘in the firm's best interest.
There was only a 11m1ted basis for comparlqon-between respondents and
non- respondents. The information available to BPA for both respondents
and non-respondents was compény size and type of industry. <(Some non-
respondents did mention experience with accommodation in letters or in
the nenfresponSe survey but the informatioﬁ is not complete enough to
compare with the respondents in any way.) fThese data have been analyzed
in order to identify bias in the response accord1ng to firm size and

-

1ndustry type.

. . * f
Comparison of Respondents and Non--Respondents

!

The first comparison was done by company size (Table II-1). A strong
response came from the smallest firms_(jfsS‘than 100 workers) probably, at

¢

FRIC . - | 14p | S
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least in pait because they found the data easier to collect. Moderately
large firms (1,201 - 1,600 workers) and the very biggest (5, 000 - 40, 000
workers) also represented a percentage of the respondents that was higher
than the percentage in the sample overall. There is no 51mp1e explanation
for this. The erratic nature of the 1 response rate 1 relatlve to firm size
1nd1cated that this variable was not a very significant factor in
detevplnﬂng whether a corpany woula participate in the. study. It also
showed that there was not an overwhelming bias toward a partlculér size of
.company witkin the sample. . " '

A breakdown of respondents by industry showed the manufacturing sector
reSpondcd at a rate below their p;oportlon of the total sample (Table
T1-2). Both the flnance, insurance and real estate (FIRE), and the service
sector, conversely, had higher response rates. It is p055151e that the
organizational structure within these sectors resulted in a record keeping
procedure which made it easi€r to provide the requested information. The
low response rate of’ manufacturing was even more pronounced in the analy51s
of Tesponse within each industry (Table II-3). However, the potential for.
a bias towards FIRE and service companies is offset by manufacturlng being
a much bigger part &f the sampie to begln w1th The issues of weighting
the sample in this direction are discu€sed more fully in the methodology
chapter S

Overall, the comparison of respondents and non-respondents on the
variables ¢f company size and sector did not reveal any parflcular biases
w1th1n the sample. There were other variables which did have an impact on
the resp0nse Tate but it was impossible to measure the extent of their

influence. Howeverg the followir» discussion on occasions for non-response

- will give an indication of the dirc-tion this bias took.

Results of the Non-Response FollowLUquuestioﬁnaire

The non- -response surveys were short and were designed o0 get only
‘basic information from intcrviewees. They were admlnlstered randomly,
and no pernanent record was kept of which companles were .ipcluded in the
sample. Thus it was 1mp0551b1e to compare those surveyed with other non-
respondents in terms of type or size .of firm. Rather, the goal of

the non-respondent qubstlons was to get an indication ‘of the reasons for
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Table II-1
Company Size by Response Rate

Number .of Percent Represented by Company Sizes Among:
Workers Respondents Non-Respondents Total Sample

7 , . ‘
0-100 - 11.6% - 8% 8.7%
101-600 IS SO 40 40
601-1200 14 ~14.3 18
1201-1600 10.2 7 ) S 7.3
1601-5000 C 15 Y o18.2 17.6
5000-40000 8.2 7.4 ' 7.6
Total - 100% 100% . .. 100%

Columns may not all sum to 100 because of roﬁnding error.

123

’
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Table II-2

Type of Inaustry by Response Rate

{Percent represented by each industry among:

|
!
l

Industry .i1Total respondenfémv Non-respondents Total Sémple'
! , v ]
‘Manufacturing : 66.9% o 76% T 74% ,
_ !Finance, Insurance 14.8 . 10 11
‘?,and Real Estate .

|Service - 18.3 14 ' 15 ;
i , .
‘Total _ 100% 100% 100%

— Table I1-3 L e

. _ o

Response to Survey by Type of Industry

i

Type of Industry , .
Reaction™to Fire, Insurance
Survey Manufacturing and Real Estate Service
Responded 16% 24.8% 22.5%
Did Not Respond - 84 ' ) 75.2 77.5
: " |Total : 100% : 100% ‘ 100%
\ .
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. o
non-response and the extent of experience with handicapped workers within
non-responding firms. This, together with the data on those firms which
was drawn’from the initial EEO-1 tape, would establish the extent to which
survey data are generalizable. See.Figure II-1 for a summary of questionnare
responses. b' ‘ ' v

The five questions in the survey were designed to do two things. N
First they attempted to establlsh what happened to the questionnaire once
it was received. This 1nc1uded finding out who handled the decision not
to complete it and why. For the most part, the 1nterv1ewers,§pre able to
contact the person who had received the questionnaire. They found that the
vast majority of peop1e remembered see1ng it and that most of them had
decided, on thedr’ own ‘not to participate in the study Only in a few
instances was the questionnaire referred to a superlor for reaction or
,delegated to someone else. Only two people admitted to having lost the
questionnaire or that they had intended to complete it but just hadn't
gotten around to_ it. ' A

Over one-third of the interviewers said they did not conplete the
questionnaire.because they were reluctant to devote the time. Other
principal reasons included company policy of never answering ouestionnaires,
or a feeling that the questionnaire was irrelevant. The fact that companies
had made accommodations for-handicapped workers seemed to have little
bearing on the reason for their non-participation in the study.

The second purpose of the questlonnalre was to find out how many
non- respondents had handicapped employees and whether they had made any
accommodations. Almost three- -quarters of the 1nterv1ewees said that '
handicapped people worked in their company. Of these, half had made accommo-
dations. An additional question specifically concerning bu11d1ng modifica-
tions revealed that'aﬁbut half the firms had also. made changes in their
physlcal plants t¢  improve accessbility. Figure II-2 shows how flrms with
and without accommodation exper1ence differed in their reasons for not
respondlng

When contrasted with the companles that did respond to the survey,
this group had a, slightly hlgher proportion of firms with no handicapped
employees.’ Firms tended to complete the questionnaire more frequently
if'they‘had something to report. However, it was clear that factors other

>

v




I11-7

Figure II-1

Number of responses from firms which:

=
T

Reason for not
responding

Have hired énd accom-
modated handicapped
workers.

Have not hired or accom-
modated handicapped
workers or unknown.

Never answer questionnaires

Resistant to government
inquiries in general

Doubts about purpose or
validity of this particu-
lar stg@y

Doubts about confi-
dentiality

Felt that the study
was not in the firm's
best interest

Felt ¢~ study was not
applicable to them
Lack of interest/no
beneiit to firm from
study

Reluctant to devote
the time

Other

Not sure

2

4

11
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than the presence.of handicapped workers influenced the decision to respond.

These issues will be explored in mere detail in the following section.

Reasons for Not Responding

Through informal phone conversations, letters, and the specific non-
response intérviews cited above, companies gave numerous reasons for not
participating in the study. These comments can be grouped into several
general categories, only the last of ‘which oveflaps with the reasons anti-
cipated prior to conducting the survey. The categories included:

® conceptual problems with the study;
concerns about the usefulness of the study;
lack of staff to complete the questionnaire;

concerns about how the data would be used; and

e & € @

other miscellaneous problems.

Conceptual Problems with the Study

The conceptual difficulties most prospective respondents enzountered
were not with the questionnaire or the study itself but with the broader
issues of what is '"handicapped" and what is an ''accommodation''. One

employer who declined to respond offered the following illustrative

comment :

N As you arz aware, unlike the characteristics of race
or sex, the issues involved in affirmatively dealing
with handicapped workers are necessarily highly
individual. The practices and procedures which may
be effective for eradicating race and sex discrimination
and fostering a®firmative action for minorities and
females are not necessarily transportable into the
handicapped area. The attributes of sex and race are
generic. Handicaps are specific. This fact, for
example, presents a very real problem in attempting
to answer questions such as those contained under 4
in the questionnaire [those regarding accommodation
decision factors] Few, if any, of the questions can
be answered on a '"'class'" basis. Those questions are
applicable only with respect to each individual handi-
capped worker.

Many non-respondents said that it would be impossible for them to

Iist all of their handicapped employees because they were not identified

Q 15322
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on personnel records. Some well-informed personnel managers pointed out
that if all of their handicapped people did identify themselves, under

the current statutes, eighty percent of the company could probably qualify.
Others asked BPA to provide a definition of "handicapped" befure answering
any questions. They often wondered whether people with diabetes, high blood
pressure, or epilepsy should be counted, pointing ocut the extreme

ambiguity of the regulations. This ambiguity is further demonstrated by

a few companies who thought "handicapped" referred only to the non-ambulatory.
One such company stated: '"We have no accommodations as our business is such
where (sic) a strenuous physical (exam) need be passed as a consideration
for emplcyment. Most positions within our compony are quite laborioﬁé
(1ifting, climbing, pulling, etc.)."

A similar problem exists in defining "accommodation.' Frequently,
individuals contacted thought that accommodation and accessibility were the'
same thing. They would decline to participate in the study because they
only rented their space and could not make many physical changes. Or, they
were in a prand new building that met all of the accessibility standards.
The problems of definition are serious but they were expected. One of the
initial reasons for conducting this study was to help clarify the meaning
of 'reasonable ancommodation'. |

Officials in some firms appeared not to have devoted a great deal of
attention to accommodation issues. They felt that the study was not
applicable to them. Companies' concerns about the usefulness of the study‘
were illustrated by a newsletter that was apparently circulated to many of
the companies included in the sample. The respondent did not identify the
source of the newsletter so it is not known with certainty how widely it
was circulated. It took a hostile position towards the study stating:
"...while well intentioned, it's not one of the U.S. Department of Labor's
'better ideas'''. Without actively discouraging people, this may have caused
some readers to ignore the study when they might have otherwise participated.

Although the extent of its influence is unknown, the news or may have

been a considerable factor in limiting the number of corpe. . .ious that

did respond to the study. The article pointed out that private industry
views the issue of accommodation differently than DOL. This brings to

light another conceptual problem with the study. The author perceived DOL

153
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as being preoccupied with excessively detailed data. ''The questions on
modifications made to improve accessibility to all categories of handicapped
persons (date, type, cost, and other information) were particuiarly dis-
turbing to most employers we interviewed. Likewise, the questions dealing

with individual accommodations made for known handicapped employees were

apparently mind-boggling for most conscientious employers who wanted to be
cooperative and accurate in their response to the survey.'" The article

does go on to say: 'We hasten to add that we are fgz studies, surveys and
research which will in fact contribute to the more effective utilization of
handicapped workers and to the elimination of unlawful discrimination.™

This attitude se=ms to indicate an interest in discussing new innovations in
accommodations rather than merely counting up how many accemmodations have
already been made. The case studies and telephone interviews with companies
who did pariicipate in the study made this point even more clear. Firms were
willing to make any accommddation necessary for a person who they knew would
contribute to the company. If the centribution was significant enough, cost
and other factors involved often became irrelevant. These companies were
more interested in the qualitative issues while they often felt that

DOL and the study focused only on quantitative information.

.

Lack of 3taff to Complete the Questionnaire

In some cases EEQ or personnel-staff people did not want to complete
the questionnaire because, although their company did have records of the
information being requested, it was not easily transferratie to the requested
format. Consequently the task of compiling the appropriate data would be

extremely time consuming.

"We regret that we will not be able to participate in the
survey. To do so would result in a considerable burder on
staff time as the information requested is not readily
available."

Comments such as the following were typical: -

"Our EEO group is now in the midst of a major government
auditing program in addition to our normal reporting
obligations and, thcrefore, is unable to assume any
additional non-mandatory assignments."
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: "Inasmuch as our Company has received far more surveys
- than are possible for us to complete, we have been
forced to limit our participation to those surveys
which provide useful local employment information."

"Based on the number and depth questions included
in the survey, we éstimate thatqf% would take many
hours of staff tim§ to research aﬁg-address these
questions properly. Since completion of this survey
would place a considerable burden on staff, we regret
.to inform you that we will be unable to participate in
this sur :y." '

Other time ccnstraints specifically related to economic conditions:

, ''Due to the recent reduction on our staff, it is a request
" that we will not be able to comply with at the present
time." .

capped and, in fact,
have taken many steps within the Company to make this )
commitment real, we will not be replying to your survey.
As a matter of Company policy, we are focusing all energy
on getting through the economic storm and, unfortunately,
answering the mapy requests fot information is one of the
things we have elected not to do."

- "While we support programs for the handic

Staff shortage was a particular problem for companies hard hit

bv the current recession.
"I am sorry to inform you that we cannot participate in
your survey. We are currently in a constraint staffing
situation because of the poor economic climate."
Ihe corprate head of personnel at a large corporation said over
the phone that he supported the study and would have completed the
questibnnaire if this were the ''good old days". However time constraints
and the company's financial problems prohibited his participation at that
time. Other follow-up phone calls revealed that layoffs in some companies
had resulted in the loss of jobs not only for the handicapped but also

for personnel staff speéializing in equal employment.
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Lack of Data to Complete the Questionnaire

‘Many companies declined to participate simply because the data
requested were not available. They typically stated a strong commitment
to affirmative action and to making accommodations for the handicapped.
However specific records were either not kept or were spread out among
divisions or branch locations of the cbmpany. Such comments were typical
of large and medjum-sized corporations who report being in compliance with
the regulations but lack any centralized record keeping system to document
their activities. Because a‘firmative action plans do not require specific
information on numbers of handicapped employed and accommodated, corporate
EEO staffs have no reason to collect the data. %(Indeed they may have a
strong incentive not to collect data: if they don't have it, it cannot be

used against them by enforcement officials.) Several letters indicated a

similar pattern: ’
"It has been our experience that most handicapped persons

enter the job market fully prepared. By that I mean they
provide ‘the necessary accommodations themselves. - Although
we are prepared to provide reasonable accommodations, we have
had nearly no requests forwarded to my office for consideration.
Many minor accommodations are made without being brought to
my attention. But then this is true for non-handicapped
employees a's well. Many physical alterations were made to our
premises at the time we were moving to comply with OSHA."

"In surveying for handicapped employees we do not ask for
the specific handicap the employee has. As to the data we have,
we feel the number of employees who identify themselves as
handicapped is short of the number whe qualify but do not consider
themselves handicapped."

"After reviewjng the information requested, it will not be
possible for us to participate because this 1nformat10n has
not been retaired in any systematic way.' K

"Our General Offices as well as each of our establishments has
an affirmative action plan for disabled persons, hires
disabled persons, and makes accommodations as necessary.
However, we have not centrally maintained or permanently
retained the types of information you are collecting. I am
Sorry not to be able to be of help.to you." '

EEO officials often become involved with accommodation issues only

when a complaint has been filed. Thus, they are often not aware of the




11-14

" :
kinds of actions individual managers are taking to accommodate handi-

capped wcrkers.

Concerns About How the Data Would be Used

Several companies were afraid that informatipn they released to BRA
might be used for compliance review or other unstated purposes. . Some
people were also ndt sure that the questionnaire was appropriate to
the obJectives of the study. ''What will be done with the data? Often
data in federal studies we gathéred for purpose X and used for pufpose Y -
inappropriately and with inaccurate or misleading results." Some non-
respondents expressed doubts about the appropriateness of a specwai study

to the stated policy purpose.

"While we recognize the potential value that a survey of

this nature can have regarding the Department of Labor's
regulatory policies. we would prefer to express our con-
cerns and recommendations through the channels that are
normally provided when regulatory action is proposed. There-
fore, we are respectfully decllnzng your invitation to volun-
tarily partic1pate in this survey."

Other Miscellaneous Problems with the Study

Some .other typital reasons for not participating in the study were:
' ® BPA is a private firm and was not known to them;
® companies saw no benefit for themselves in participating;
@ some people did state that it was a company policy not to
respond to questionnaires at all;
e companies felt that the information being requestéd was

confidential.

Confidentiality was. of particular concern to a number of firms,
though the reasons for concern seemed{to vary.

"While committed to affirmative action programs, policy
restrictions in dealing with sensitive issues do not permit
our participation in your survey at this time."

"We have reviewed the questionnaire that you have submitted
and based on the confidential nature of the questions, we
do not plan to complete the questionnaire. It is our
responsibility to maintain confidentiality of our
employees' health and handicap status."
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"We regret that, because of the number received, time required
to complete and frequent requests for confidential information,
we have had to establish a c¢ompany policy of not responding to
any questionnaires."

"Our Corporate Policies and Procedures prohibit us from
revealing cost and revenuz information to many outside sources.
Also, we have had diffiecult) in our endeavors to convince in-
house workers to come forth to declare handicap status volun-

tarily."

"...we fully comply with all Department of Labor requirements
applicable to the employment of handicapped individuals. However,
we do not deem it appropriate to participate in this survey "
inasmuch as the data requested is confidentizl and not disclosed
to individuals outside the corporation unless such disclosure
is required for legal purposes."

Only one company, when contacted by telephone, admitted to doubts
about BPA's sincerity in assuring that confidentiality would be respected.
The very fact that they had received a follow-up call was cited as evidence

that their identity was known, and thus that responding would be dangerous.

Such concerns are typical of this kind of survey research and BPA staff
anticipated them prior to undertaking the study. Although they are legiti-
mate concerns, they reflect the general problems associated with conducting
surveys for the federal government rather than the more spgcific issﬁe

be1ng considered in thlS study

By far the largest group of non-respondents (over 809) never acknowledged
an intent or decision not to respond. The largest group of these requested
that a new copy of the questionnaire be sent, stating that the original hadx
been lost, but that they intended to complete the replacement questionnaire
when it arrived. A number of others {approximately 15% of all non-
respondeﬂts) stated clearly that they intended to return the completed

- - =
questionnaire.

Remedies for the Problem of Non-Response

The large number of companies who didn't complete the questionnaire

but said they did make accommodations indicates that some valuable

data is missing from the study. Analysis of the type of companies that

participated shows there was a definite bias from middle-sized or large

companies, especially those that depend heavily on federal contracts.
4
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This suggests that adequate information from the very largest‘corporations
was not obtained. Based on experience gained in conducting this study,

there are two remedi:s for this problem which can be tried in doing further
research. First, since large corporations are very bureaucratic, an

effort should be.made to establish personal contact with the appropriate
individuals in each firm before sending out the questionnaire. They should
understand the purpose of the study ‘and be given a sense of personal involve-
ment. This will ensure that when the questionnaire is sent, someone will
have a commitment to completing it and returning it.

. Secondly, large corporations should not be asked to report information
for multiple locations. The sampling procedure used resulted in a larger
number of questionnaires being sent to divisions of some large'companies
than could reaconably be expected to participate. There was also misunder-
standing or. the part of some corporate-level officials; several refused to
participate because they thought they were being asked to provide data for

all of their branches nationwide. -When such misunderstandings were dis-

covered, they were quickly eliminated. However, some confusion may have

persisted of which BPA was unaware.

Conclusion

Data from the comparison of non-respondents and respondents does
indicate that there is bias in the study results. It appears that the
least 1likely to respond were large corporations who are not primarily
dependent on the government for business and are not part of a closely
regulated industry. All of the corporations in the sample are federal
contractors. However, some are more dependent on the government for
business than others. The analysis of the data seems to show that ‘
companies who do more business with the private sector ére less likely

to keep detailed records of zccommodations made for the handicapped. A

'possible reascns for this is that they are less concerned about compliance

reviews or the possibility of losing business due to an infraction of
Section 503 regulations.
Although it is important to examine the reasons for SUTVey non-response

in order to interpret responses correctly, it is also important to examine
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the implications non-responses might have for future DOL policy. It appears
that data availability, rather than a lack of interest in accommodation
issues, was the primary reason for not résponding, Many companies stated

a strong commitment to affirmative action and indicated that they make
-accommodations whenever necessary. Their feeling that the study was overly
quantitative shows that for their own purpdses, a different kind of infor-
mation is needed than that requested in the study. Most companies are
interested in finding more effective ways to utilize their human resources,
and would be willing- to work on this with the government. They are ngt,
however, interested in having to produEe more detailed statistics regarding

their accommodatien practices than they already collect.

TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS

Overall, there was a very high response rate (over 85%) for the tele-
phone surveys. Companies were pleased to have their practices singled out
as exemplary, as long as they could maintain their anonymity. Only a small
percentage (between 10% and 15%) said they weren't interested in participat-
ing in this phase of the study. Several of those contacted, though wishing
to be cooperative, didn't have the time to be interviewed. One company
would have consented to an interview bu. all of their staff in the Personnel
Department were involved in labor negotiations. If the timing of their nego-
tiations had been different, they almost certainly would have participated.
Several other companies didr't want to take part in an interview because
Jidn't think they had done anything worth reporting. This confirms the
s.udy's overall finding that accommodations are often made routinely without
co.panies' acknowledging that they were doing anything noteworthy.

In one case, the appropriate person agreed to be interviewed, but then
becams 111 and was not expected to return to his job until after the studv's
;:mplet:on. Another company preferred to réspond to the interview questions
in writing rather than verbally. They were willing to supply BPA with the
infrrmation requested, but they wanted to be able to document what they said.
This seemed to require excessive effort on their part, so the company was

replaced in the sample.

Q = | .lf;()
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WORKER SURVEY )

The worker survey was considered an extra opportunity to galn inform-
ation about the direct impacts of each company! s accommodatlon policy. The
data it provides, though informative, was not viewed as critical to the
goals of the study. All companies interviewed over the telephone were asked
to distribute the surveys, but if they didn't want to do so, no additional
pressure was brought to bear. These companies were already being extremely
cooperative and BPA's primary objective was not to jeopardize their good
will in any wéy. As a result, over half (48) did not distribute the survey.

The prlmary reasons given for not distributing these questionnaires
relateo to the issue of confidentiality. Companies were hesitant to create °
a situation where handlcapped workers might have to draw:additional attention
to themselves. ThlS issue was viewed by firms as particularly sensitive for
employees who had not already identified themselves as handicapped. Other
reasons included not wanting to take the time to distribute the questipn-
naires and a desire not to publicize the fact that the company was'partici~
pating in the study.

In total, 791 surveys were sent out, and 161 were returned, a response
rate slightly over 20%. Initially, each company had stated the number of
questionnaires they wanted BPA to send them. It was not clear whether this
number was based on an estimate or whether it reflected the actual number
of known hahdicapped workers. In any case, companies that requested 15 or
fewer questicnnaires had a higher response rate than companies who requested
a larger number. It is likely that this reflects situations where the
personnel staff had requested only enough questionnaires to distribute to
known handicapped workers and had personally distributed them or made a

sfecial effort to get them completed.

$Z STUDY PARTICIPATION

Fourteen firms were sélected, based on their questionnaire responses,
as ca;¢ study candidates. The criteria were (1) notable accommodation
activity (2) thoughtful responses to remaining questions, and (3) any
additior:.{ comments indicating that substantlal effort had been devoted to'

the company's overall affirmative action program for handicapped workers.

s
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when examining accommodation activity, attention was devoted not only tc

the number of accommodations, but to their costs, the job categories of the

workers for whom they were made (wés there a variety of jobs represented?),

whether employees had been handicapped when hired and accommodated immed-

iately, -and whether they had been promoted since the time of accommodation.
Four of the firms contacted chose not to barticipate in the case study.

In all four cases, the time burden of participating was the major factor

in their decision.1 In addition to the time burden, one company had concerns

about mzintaining confidentiality. They were very conscious of the fact

that, though they have an exemplary accommodation record; there 1is still

work to be dorme in the area of affirmative action for handicapped workers.

Thus, they v - :Xious to pubiicize their efforts, however, positively.
Cne «f fat did participate in the case study also had severe

time resirTice * w.3 able to work out a compromise so -that a brief

visit cov . . .2ted.  Though a smaller number of workers and super-

visors than ihe .suzl throe were interviewed, all basic information about
the company's przc.ices was gathered. In addition, follow-up telephone calls

were made in order to verify the conclusions reached.

1The time requested was in fact considerabl=- company staff were being
asked not only to coordinate the visit and set up interviews with individual
respondénts, but also to accompany project staff throughout the two-day (in
most cases) visit. The latter was generallyv required by company policy on
visitors or internal security regulations. Finally, company representatives
had to review the final written.report and verify its accuracy before it
could be submitted to DOL.
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Table Il

Percent of Enyloyees Reported as Hanﬂicapped

by Total Revenues of Establishment

\

Percent of

bployees Total Revenues of Establishment Totals

Reported as 10,000,000 to | 60,000,000 o { 100,000,000

Handicapped 09,999,995 159,999,999 199,995,999 | or more Number [ Percent

0 Percent 36,04 R I SO I R TV I

Upder % Percent 35,0 45,0 41,1 39.8 143 19,0

3 Percent | 16 50 .0 6 | oa | o

Over § Percent 12, 15,0 10,3 1.3 52 1.2

074l 100,0 100,0 100.0 100,0 367 100.0
(160) (80) (29) (98) i |

54 ‘
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Table III-2

Number of Emplovees for Whom Accommodations Were Made?

Frequency of Response
Number of employees Number Percent
Nene 142 . 38.7
} 35 9.5
/ 2 26 7.1
' 3 B 6.8
4 ' 24 6.5
5 13 3.5
6 ! 25 6.8
7 6 © 16
8 8 ) 2.2
. 9 8 2.2
10-14 , 19 5.2
¢ 15-19 10 2.7
20-24 ‘ 4 1.1
25-49 4 1.1
50-99 5 _ 1.4
100-159 4 1.1
200 and over 4 - 1.1
TOTAL 367 100.0

a ) . . -
Source: Cempan: Questionnaire Responses
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Table III-3

Modification Not Needed or Infeasible

Frequency of Response

??ercent
Type of Modificz.iocn Number _ :Total Firms .
Special parking, ats 73 : 19.9
Ramped exterior entrance : il 27.5
Wide doorways, easily opened doors. 85 23.2
Elevator 153 41.7
Audible and visible alarm system 138 37.8
Braille or raised markings . 215 58.6
Lowered public téiepﬁqng 169 37.9
Lowered drinking fountains 4 158 43.1
Access *o bathroom facilities 97 26.4
Access to personnel, other offices : 88 24.0
Acccss to general use areas (cafeteria, 105 28.6
auditorium, etc.)
Other | 20 5.4

167




I11-4

Table III-4

L

Modification Provided versus Already Accessible

Provided Already Existed %

Percent Percent

of Total of Total
Type of Modification Number Firms Number Firms
Special parking, curbcuts 137 37.3 141 38.4
Ramped exterior entrance 110 29.9 137 37.3
wide docrways, easily opened 62 16.9 197 53.6
doors .
Elevator 39 10.06 43 406

1

Audible and visible alarm system 46 12.5 11 28.8
Braille or raised markings 28 7.6 K 5.7
Lowered public telephone 51 13.9 6 §17.1
Lowered drinking fountains 48 13.0 69 | 18.8
Access to bathroom facilities 7 1.9 136 37.0
Access to personnel, other 59 16.0 196 53.4
offices :
Access to general use areas 32 8.7 205 55.9
(cafeteria, auditorium, etc.)
Other 38 10.4 13 3.5
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Table III-5
Extent of Accessibility

Number of Accessibility Number of Percent of
Modification Tvpes Reported Firms Reporting Total Firms
None 179 48.8%
1 42 i1.4
2-3 50 6.1
4-5 34 5.3
6-8 36 9.8
9 or more 17 4.6
Total 367 100.0%
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Table 111-6

Date Accessibility Modifications Were Provided?®

- i
'

Frequency of Response
. Date Number Percent =
Before 1973 84 9.9
1973-1975 172 20,3
1976-1978 198 23.4
1979-1982 393 46.4
ToTAL? 847 100.0 |

a ' . .
Source: Company Questionnaire responses

-

bThis represents the total number of dates cited
and thus excludes cases where facilities were
already accessible or modifications were made
but their date was unknown.
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Industry Type by Accore latlon Type
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Table

10

III-10

Attitudes by Firm Size

Firm Size .
- e
Small Firms Intermedi- | Large ‘3
_ (less than | Firms |ate Firms |Firms e
Agrees that Accommodation: 100) 4 100-499) (500-2000) fover 2000)] « ©
' , 61.8% . 61.0% 67.0% | 65.2%
Attracts Dependable Workers (34) (100) (85) (66) ns
» 30.8 | 31.9 36.3 34.4
Attracts Scarce Skills (26) (91) (80) (64) ns o
N 45.7 61.1 49.5 41.4 11
Handicapped - Less Turnover (35) (1n8) (95) (70)
Handicapped - Good attendance/ 34.2 >8.e 34'2 28.6 .00
‘punctuality (38) (110) (95) (70)
65.8 56.3 52.8 71.0 ns
Improved Safety (38)  (103) (91) (62)
48.4 36.4 - 41.6 36.4 ns
Improved Promotability (31 (99) (89)- (66)
62.9 59.8 62.0 64.7 ns
Improved Productivity (35) (102) (92) (68)
- 54.8 47.9 47.3 51.6 12
Benefits Exceeded Costs (31) {98) (91) (66)
66.7 80.4 74.7 75.0 ns
Beneficial in Public Relations (39) (107) (95) (68)
29.7 30.8 34.0 41.2 ns
Done to Comply with Law (37) (107) (94) (68) ]
Uncertain With High Turnover 15.6 21.6 15.9 15.3 ns
Uccupations (31) (88) (79) - (59)
i
Uncertain for Applicants 34.3 30.6 29.2 27.2 .13
Lacking Strong Skills (32) (98) (89) (66)
0.0 6.9 3.6 - 9.5 ns
Discouragced by Unions (20) » {72) (57) (42)
2.8 < 6.0 3.3 3.0 ns
Discour;ged by Co-Workers (36) {99) (90) (66)
{ ; 3.2 5.8 5.3 1.7
ns
{ Discouraged by Customers (31) (86) (75) (59)
| 45.9 47.4 44.4 58.3
Llnfcasible in Some Worksites (37) (93) (81) (60) ns
!Estimated Costs Exceeded 28.6 18.7 22.3 25.0 ns
Estimated Benefits (28) (91) (85) (64) i
19.2 7.4 i4.1 19.7
Costs Exceeded Projections (26) (81) (85) (66) ns
11.5 15.0 11.7 15.1 ..
Costs Are Prohibitive (26) (77) (77) (663ﬂ ns
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Table III-11
Atti:udes by Type of Industry
. \%

" Manufac- [

Agrees that Accommcdation: | turing ,Finance Services
. v 64.2% 54.7% 68.6%

Attracts Pependable Workers (187) (42) (51)
32.3 2.2 " 44.0

. Attracts Sczrce Skills , (173) (33) (50}
53.1 50.0" . 47.3

Handicapped - Less Turnover (209) (403 . (55)
47 .2 38.1 38.2

1__1-15{_'.11:11cap:)ed-— Good attendance/runctuality (212) (42 {55)
! 58.4 ' 51.4 68.6
.mproved Safety (202) (35) (50)
35.3 55.5 40.7

Improved Promotability (190) (36) 4)

1
60.7 65.7 -.5

Improved Productivity ' (201) (35) (56)
_ 47.9 54.5 53.0

Benefits Exceed _osts . (194) (33) N 1))
' 75.0 68.2 80.7

Beneficial in Public Relat.ons (204) (41) (57)
33.5 36.6 34.6

Done to Comply with Law (206) (41) (£2)
: 14.1 26.5 22.9

Uncertain with High Turno\ =r Occupations . (170) (34) (48)
_ 26.8 41.5 - 34.7
Untertain for Applicants Lacking Strong Skills (194) (36) (49)

. . 6.9 0.0 5.3
Disdpuraged by Unjons . (1453 (12) (30)
, 5.1 0.0 3.6
Discouraged by Co-workers . (196) (34) (55)
2.3 16.7 8.9

Discouraged by Customers (172} —_(30) * (45)
) 52.3 17.8 { 54.3
Infcasible in Some Worksites (193 (28) ... (46)
24.6 17.8 16.7

Estimated Costs Exceeded Estimated Benefits (187) (28) (48)
14,2 13.4 12.8

Costs Exceeded Projections ' (176) {30) (47)
15.6 3.2 11.9

Costs are Prohibitive (167) (31) (42)
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Table IIXI-12

Decision Factors bv Proportion of Emplovees Who Are Handicapped

. - = | :
E = | .
x — [ =
@ -l = - N
[ V“;l = o - Q
<> . = - 3
=« = < = =
- = I - o - | =
- =E| = = = H bt
3T OV o~ .~ h I | -
[ D =~ ] e
W UV N gL e N Qs —
ETx wn € %o E T < .* c
Eess KT BA SEEA =
Decision Factor: ZERC DL.E20 T2 v
%
!
Attracts Dependable Workers Accurate 50% i 68.7% 73.8% .15
Inaccirate 1s.2 | 8.6 2.4 | e
Attracts Scarce Skills Ac- seate 33.6 .| 39.2 39.0 ns |
' ¢ Inac: -rate 31.3 33.2 24.4 15
Handicapped - Less turnover “  Accurate 50.5 54.1 46.0 16
_ Tnaccurate 18.3 13.1 8.0 15
Handicapped - Good attendance/punctuality - Accurate 45.6 , 49.2 42.0 .03
. * * i
Inaccurate ’ 22.4 15.%8 12.0 17
Improved Safety . : Accurate 64.6 49.2 31.1 .02
Inzccurate 10.4 18.0 2.2 19
Improved Promotability ‘ccurate 37.9. 42.8 44.2 ns
ac Tate 26.3 15.8 14.0 .14
Improved Productiyity ~ A e 61.1 66.1 60.0 .05 |
: ate 5.1 8.1 4 a7 !
Benefits Exceede.. Costs ’ ~ocurate 49.6 51.7 '} 46, . i
Inaccurate _ 11.5 13.3 2.3 .9
Beneficial in Public Relations Accurate b7 69.8 86.7 ns
Tnaccurate '. 7. 4.8 4.4 12 ¢
Done to Comply with Law ' Accurate 36.1 32.3 30.3 ns
Inaccurate 51.3 61.3 60.9 .09
Uncertain with High Tiimover Occupations Accurate 15.7 20.0 11.2 ns
, Inaccurate 37.0 34.5 ' 38.8 .99
Uncertain with Applicants Lacking Strong Skills Accurate 29.5 29.3 35.3 ns i
Inaccurate 38.7 37.9 33.4 BER
A3 :
- Discouraged by Unions Accurate 6.0 5.9 9.4 .lgl
: ) 1ccurate 71.0 73.5 81.3 18
- - - ]
Piscouraged by Co-Workers . Accurate o 4.2 3.4 6.7 ns i
Inaccurate | 85.4 .95.0 84.5 12
Piscouraged by Custome:: Accurate 6.3 0.0 2.6 ns
Tnaccurate 1 76.0 85.1 83,7 15 ¢
Infeasible in Some Worksites Accurate 47.8 34.3 50.0 noo
Inaccurate 34.1 32.7 26.1 .08
Estimated Costs Exceeded Estimated Benefits Accurate 26.4 28.6 7.3 .OIi
Inaccurate 33.3 35.7 39.1 2!
Costs Exceeded Projections Accurate . 16.1 19.2 7.2 ns
Tnaccurate 31.5 46.2 35.7 .15
Costs Are Prohibitive Accurate 19.8 8.8 5.0 ns
. Inaccurate 45.9 54.4 57.5 .16

ERIC
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Table III-

Attitudes bv Number of Accommodated Emplovees

Number of Accommodated Emplovees ;
10 or Sign:f1-
Decision Factor: None 1-4 5.9 more carce
Attracts Dependable Workers Accurate | 26.8% 58.5% 63.4% 67.9% 00 |
Inaccurate | 8.8 7.7 10.2 7.9 ]
Attracts Scarce Skills Accurate 19.2 23.6 30.5 35.8 ,
» Inaccurate | 20.0 20.8 38.9 241 1 -00
Hatid z2apoed - Less Turnc er Accurate | 35.% 52.3 §5.0 47.2 }
| Inaccurate 7.2 12.1 16.7 7.0 i -00
Hawu_scupped - Good Attendance/ Accurate | 25.9 44.9 50.0 43.4
Punctuality Inaccurate | 10.3 16.6 18.4 20.7 -00
Improved Safety Accurate | $6.4 48.6 51.7 61.1 .
- " Inaccurate | 3.2 13.0 10.0 9.3 01
: .mproved Promotability Accurate | 24.6 7.7 35.4 40.0 i
” Inaccurate | 33.3 37.3 46.7 29.¢ 00 ]
Improveq_Productivity Accurate | 37.1 65.4 63.4 53.7
e _~azcurate | s.6 5.6 10.0 1.4 -00
Benez:i:: Exceeded Cousts Accirate 20 5 52.8 £T.6 49.1 |
| lnaceu: aze 5.7 a4 © 5.1 9.5 I -06 .
Eeneficial in Public Relations Accuraze | 34.3 773 73.3 80.0
. Inaccurate | 7.0 | ..7 5.0 1.8 -00
Done to Comply with Law Accurate [ 3:.5 | 23.4 28.8 41.7
‘ inaccurate | 30.2 | 7.0 62.7 $3.7 00|
Unzertain with High Turnover Accurate 1.7 14,0 8.3 12.7
Occupacions Inaccurste | 17.9 18.0 44.1 27.3 9
Uncerta.n with Applicants Lacking Accurate | 20.8 27.3 25.3 23.6 f
Strong Skills Iraccurate | 16.8 30.2 39.6 a1.8 01
Discouraged by Unions Accurate 1.6 2.8 1.7 9.3
___fraccurate | 33.1 44.9 45.8 44.4 -02
rl)?scourxked by Co-Workers Accurate 1.6 4.6 3.4 5.5
~ " __Inaccurate |62.9 74.8 79.7 89.1 01
Discouraged by Customers Accurate 2.4 3.7 6.8 3.7
Inaccurate |56.6 | 58.0 57.6 64.8 ns
Infeasible in Some Worksites Accurate | 32.¢ 39.3 3.3 40.7
' : Inaccurate |19.2 18.6 25.8 30.7 00
Estimated Costs Exceeded Estimated Accurate r11.2 20.5 24.1 1€.5
Benefits Inaceurate [12.0 ! 30.9 29.7 37.0 -00
Costs Exceeded Projections Accr:rate 6.5 7.5 15.5 20.7
Iraccurate |11.4 32.7 38.0 35.8 -00
Costs are Prohibitzve Accurate 9.0 8.5 13.8 7.8 )
Inaccurate |23.5 339 46.5 58.5 00 )
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Table I1I11-13a

¥hicir is the Most Important Factor in Accommodation Decisions?

Frequency citing
factor «s5 single

most important

¥

Percent
citing as
one of the
most

P

Mest imﬁgrtant factor is that accommodation: { Number | ercent important
Attracts Lepeﬁdable Workers Q0 24.5 36.0
Attracts Scarce Skil's 18 4.9 16.9
Handicapped - Less turnoves 20 5.4 14.4
Handicappes - Good attendar~e/punctuality 3 0.8 10.4
Improved S:zfety 31 €.4 29.4
Improved Promotability 7 1.9 15.1
Improved Productivity + 30 8.2 24.¢
| Benefits Excecd Costs 2.5 11.7
| Bneficial in Public Relatic s 6 1.6 14.2
! Done to ¢.-1nly with taw 33 9.0 21.8 /7
iUncertain in High Turnover Occupations 4 1.1 2.5 L ;
Uncertain for Applicant Lacking Skills 2 0.5 3.5 !
Discouraged [“nccuraged?) by Unions ) 0 0.9 0.8
Discouraged (Enccuraged?) by Co-workers 1 0.3 0.5
Discquraged (Encouragéd?) byCustomerRééctions 0 0.0 0.8
Infeasible in Some worksites 16 L 4.4 11.4
Projs-tien is that costs exceed benefits 13 3.5 7.9
Costs Exceeded Projeciisns 1 1.6 8.2
No responsé | 77 21.0 22.8
TOTAL 367 100.0 / B

18
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Table 1II-14

Establishment Revenues in 1980

Firms in Category
Amount’ of Revenues Number Percent
$C 299,999 * ' 19 5.2%
.000,000-4,999,999 22 6.0

. 3,000,000-19,999,999 ' 19 5.2
,20,400,000-39,999,995 34 9.3
$40,000,000-5%,999,999 ' 17 4.6
$60,000,000-79,999,999 16 4.4
$80,000,000-99,999,999 13 3.5
$100,000,000-499,999,999 49 13.4
! $500,000,000 or more 49 15.4
ot reported ' 100 27.2
Total ' 367 100.0%
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Table 111-15
Incentives by Firm Si%ea

LT
~

[ Number of Employees 41
’ Inter-
Citing Strong orSome: Small mediate | Large Signi-
Incentive from l (under 100- 500- (over #icance
Policy Option: { 100) 499 2000) 2000)
’ 83.3% | 80.9% | 64.9% | 61.8% .01
Tax Ciedit (49) 7115) (97) (68) .17
| .
Technical i 69.8 63.4 63.5 65.2 ns.
Assistance g (43 | (112) -(96) (69) : .08
! [ 62.5 55.4 57.0 65.2 ns
AA Enforcement (40) (112) (86> [66) l .09
! | 82.5 61.2 80.6 80.6 ns
Placement Efforts (40) {104) (93) (67) .12
48.8 47.1 40.7 32.2 .03
Wage Subsidy . (43) (102) (86) (59) 1 .17
e - J
. _r— €i.9 £I.8 - 65.2 57.1 17
Provision of Tra‘ning (37 (107) (89) (63) .14
! 42,6 44.4 54.0 39.3 bos
l Information . (3" (99) - (87) {61} .10
o 1. . s

a . .
Source: Company Questionnaire Tesponses

R
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Tablz III-16
Incentives by Type of Industrya

Finance,
Citing Strong or Some ' Insu.ance,
Incentive from Manufac- and Real Signi-
Policy Opticn: turing Estate Services ficance
76.9% 71.7% 55.9%
Tax Credit , (216) (46) 743
] 64.8 61.0 67.7
Technical Assistance (210) (41) (62) ns
. " ‘ 5
58.8 52.3 61.0 |
A2 Enforcement (204) (34) (59) ns
. ’ 78.9 71.8 76.3
Placement Efforts £199) (39) (59) ns
: | a2.6 | 40.0 44.4
wage Subsidy {(190) (40) (54) ns
66.0 51.4 73.7
Provision of Training {187) (35) (57)- ns
. 47.1 40.0 50.0
Information (187) (40) (54) ns

-

a . .
Source: Corpany Questionraire responses

185




1I1I-17

= Tabl

e 111-17

Incentives by Pronortion of Employees

who are Handicapped®

Percent of Firms With
[~
| Few . !
. Handicappe Many
Citing Strong or Some Workers Hardicapped
Incentive from fLess ‘Normal Workers Sigri-
Policy Option: -than 3%) (3% - 5%) (Over 5%) |[ficance
) ]
70.5% 71.4% i}  77.8% ns
Tax Credit (166) (63) ) - (45) .06
66.0 61.7 /1 52.2 ns |
Technical Assistance (162) {60) ; (46) .08 |
| 56.8 63.6 65.9 ns |
| 5 Enforcement {155) l f5%) (44) .09
F T =
72.4 i 84.9 80.4 ns !
Placement Efforts (156) {53) (46) .10 {
35.8 48.1 57.5 .05 .|
Wage “ubsidy {148) (54) (40) .14 '
, 0.3 66.7 8.4 ' .08
I Provisicr. of Training (151) (54) (46) .13
6.6 49.0° 47.6 ns
Information (146) (51) f42) .05
’
qSource: Company Questionnaire responses
i
N



. . a
Incentives bv Accommodation Rate

111-18

Table IIT-18

Percent of Firms With:

18

No or Few . .
: Accuinmodated More than
Citing Strong or Some Workers 26%-50% of - | 75% of
~Incemtive from (less than | WorKers Workers Signi-
Pplicy Option: 10%) | Accommodated| Accommodated | ficance
| 78.9% 46.7% 76.1% .03
| Tdx Credit (57) (30) (92) .21
65.4 58.6 61.5 ns
T.:hnical Assistance (55) (29) (90) 7 .15
64.5 792.0 46.7 .04
AA Enforcement (48) -~ (30) (90) .20
78.0 85.7 76.5 .21
Placement Efforts . - (50) (28) (85) .17
] - —
J 59.1 18.5 38.8 .11
| Wage Subsidy (34) (27) (85) .19
- " -]
| 77.8 37.0 70.9 .00
i Provision of . a7 %y (54) (27)- (86) .23
[. . 51.9 56.0 43.4 .10
l Infermation {52) (25) (R3) .19
#source: Company Questionnaire responses .
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Table III-19

Percent of 1980 Revenues from Federal Contracts

Firms in. Category
Percent Category | Number Percent
0-19% ) 219 59.75%
20-39% : 21 L7
40-59% | 11 3.0
60-79% _ 9 2.5
80-99% ' 25 6.8
Not Teported ' o 82 ‘ 22.3
Total LT 367 160. 05
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TELEPHONE INIERVEW FINDINGS

The telephone interviews were conducted with a selected group of
companies with questionnaire responses indicating that at least one sig-
nificant accommodation had been undertaken.’ The results of these teslephone

rviews are presented in this Attachment. In -each case, the accommoda-

Q.n.

tion discussed during the telephone interview was the one which the respon-
dent felt was fost interesting or exemplary. The largest categories of
accommodations were environmental and special assistance, with slightly
over 30% of th: accommodations discussed falling into each ©% these cate-
gories. The remainder were about evenly divided between equipment purchase
and job modification. A detailed listing of <ypes of accommodation is
presented in Table IV-1,

Among the employees who had receiva? :these 'best" accommodations, the
largest groups consisted of blind pers.is and .persons in wheelchairs.
There was also a significant number ¢f deaf individuals and persons with
various mobility impairrcnts. Relativci: i=frequent + e cases in which
mentally recarded individuals or persens il Giidden™ Jisabilities had
receivgd accommodaticns significant enougl v »0 inciuded as subjects of
telephone interviews. A listing of disablllty types is shown in Table IV-2,
Over three fourths of these workers were already disabled at the time they
were hired. Only two of the 17 workers who became disabled while in the
firm's employ became disabled because of a job-re :tcd injury or illocss,
However, mzny workers who were-already disabled when hired were not accom-
modated until some tiﬁe,later.

Types of jobs held by persons receiving the accommodations in this

'sahple are illustrated in Table IV-3. Over 70% of them were in white-

collar occupations; of those about haly were clerical. The blue-collar
workers are distriButed about equally among skilled and unskilled jobs.

The wages of these workers are summarized in Table IV-4., Well over haif
of these workers had received merit raises and/or promotions since the time
they were acaommodated ﬂﬁﬁ; others had been accommodated recently enough

Fé

that the question was not replly applicable.
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. Table 1V-1

Accommodation and Frequency of Recsponse*

Gave co-workcrs and superviscrs special
training (4}

Modi fied bathrooms (2)
Medified ielephone; (1)

Modified the work area (adjusted des- .
rezarranged furniture, etc.) (19)

Relaxed dress code (1)

Instructed other workers to provide
assistance (7) . :

Hired an outside consultant to help mike
accommodation decisions (1)

Adjusted work hours (S5)

Helped with transportation to and from
job (3}

Made building accessible (7)

Oriented co-workers (8)

Reassigned certain tasks to other
workers (9)

Provided worker with extra training (10}
Provided special parking space (7)
Provided special extra equipment (19)
Made special negotiations with union (1)

Designed entire job specifically for a
handicapped person (1)

Purchased wheelchair (1)
Adjusted height of cperating machine (1)

Mov ‘rson to a new jcb following an
acCic.un (<} '

Assigned readers (1)

put flashing lights on fire alarm (1)
Maintained a wheelcﬁiir (1)

Allowed person to work at own pace (1)

Moved work site to more convegiént location
(s)
Helped pay insurance (1)

Provided fans and vents to rcmove dust (1)
Provided space for seeing-eye dog (1)

Had outside person come in and help handi-
capped worher adiust to job (1)

Developed special evacuation plan for hindi-
capped people (2)

Assigned more supervisors to handicapped
worhers (1)

Reassigned emplovee when he could no loriger
do a particular 3ob (1)

Waived sight requirxements in company
physical (1)

Exempted employvee from having to drive
company vehicle (1)

Changed supply requisition procedure frorm
verbal to written format (1)

Provided special clerical support (1)
Trinscribed materials into braille (1)

Don't require employee to travel or do
heavy workh (1)

Provided fuotrest for emplovee witii legs of
different lengths (1)

tssisted emplovee 1. finding suitable

worh (1)

Provided emplovee with an electric zart (3)
Allowed for a longer training period (1)

Modified job so nu lifting or climbing in
case of emergency (1)

Proviced interpreter during training (1)

Provided aids for reading and writing on
business trips (1)

"Scme individuals bzd multiple accommodaticns,

19y




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Iv-3

Table IV-2 d
Examples of Disabjlitv Tvpes*

e Deaf and mute (2) e Severe asthma (1)
o Cerebral palsy (&) o Dcaf (6)
® Quadraplegic (3) s Diabetes and kidney failure (1}
e Epileptic (2) e Deformed bones in spipal cord (1))
e Mentally retarded (2) e Hearing impaired (3}
e Visually impaired (3) o Total replacement of knees (1)
e One leg thorter than the other -- mobility o Lloss of vision in one eye (1)

impaired (1) ® Legs paralyzed, limited use of arms, (1)
o Paraplegic (8) o Amputee (leg) (2)
* Blind (10) ¢ One arm locked in extended position (1)
o Mlssing one lung (1) e Multiple sclerosis (1)
¢ Polio -~ mobility impaired (3) » Back injury (2)
* Lost an arm (1) e Deaf and biind (1)
e Congenital leg defect (I
_e__hlmpaired use of legs (1) J -

.Some individuals had muitiple diszhilit:es. \
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Table

Iv-3 .

Examples of Job Titles

General clefical (S) . .
Actuarial assistant (1) '
Receiving clerk (1) a |
General clerk with accounting duties (1) ¢
Computer prog}ammer (3) ¢ _.
Research assistant for computer .
programmer (1) . ﬂ
Designs software systems for flight control [.°
data (1) - . .
Designs computer programs that estimate .
construction c@sts and schedules (3) o
Systems analvst (3) o
Senior associate programmer (1) .
Tool maker (1) : o
Tests electronic comporents (3) . e
Assembles electronic components (3) .
General assembler. (S) : R
Keeps track of and calibrates tools, issues .
catalogues (1)- .

Telephone sales representative (1) °
Janitorial work (2) o
Maintains and controls heat processor (1) ¢
Monitors controls of combustion system (1) ¢
Operates boiler controls for warehouse (1) .
Delivers paperwork, filing, runs copy

machine (1) .

Opens, sorts, delivers, coflects mail (2)

"Distributes computer printouts as they come
; ¢

off the printer (1)

Drafging (2)

Drafting and design of new computer (1)
Runs oven that bakes enamel onto surfaces '
(N !

Makes plastic parts (1)

Opefates pre-splice machine (1)

§ups baking\macﬁine n ) .
Presses the tops of pants (1)

Production supervisor (1}-

Switchboard operator (1)

Assistant bookkeeper (1)

(N

Transcribes medical dictation (1

Pavroll cleri

Cost acccuntant (2)

Pr&cesses paychecks (1)

Packs products and.dpes suppiy inventory (1)
Shipping clerk 1)

Word processor (1)

Industrial nurse (1)

Purchases spare parts and maintains
inventory (1)

Licensed practical nurse (1)

R
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Table V-4
Wages of Accemmodated Workers '
., Frequency W
" Wage ‘ of Response
Less than $10,000 4 i
$10,001-$15,999 : 19
. $16,000-§20,999 12
4 $21,000-$25,999 14 .
$26,000-$30,000 - i 7
Over $30,000 1
Not given 28
Total o 85 -

,

Respondents were asked whether the accommodation'decision was part
of the hiring decision or was made 1ndependent1y The vast ma30r1ty of

the respondents considered these decisions to be independent \of one another.

- The hiring decision was regarded as the more 1mportant, with the primary

factors in this dec151on being the app11cant's qua11f1cations and ability
to do the job. In many cases,:the issue of accommodation was not addressed
until aftef/;he hiring deEision had been made. Relatively few hiring deci-
sions were affected by the need for an accommodatlonvy In most of these

cases, the cost of the accommodat1on was cited as one factor which might

> influence the h1r1ng dec151on

Most company procedureS‘for'handling accommodation issues during the .
hiring process fell into one of the following c&tegor;es
e the compary representative and the applic ét d1scussed
" accommodation needs’ freely ‘and openly durzng the 1nterv1ew,
e the interview concentrated only on the app 4cag£i§ qualif-
ications, not the need for an accommodation;‘
e the {ssue of accommodation was discussed only if the appli-.
. cant brought the subject up.

7
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> ' _ .
The Accommodation Process

s

Respondents were asked to describe the accommodatlon decision and

' 1mp1ementat10n procejs The.involvement Qﬂ a numbep of actors in the
process .is shown.in Table IV-5. In less than one= fourth of the cases was’
the original request for accommodation made bytthetiandlcapped worker.

' Handicapped workers were.more heavily involved 1n.determ;n1ng the adequacv/
appropriateness of their own accommodatlons and JH plannlng or designing ‘
‘them. In fact, a number of persons both- w1th1n the firm and elsewhere _

‘took part in these processes. As expected the final detisions were most
ofter made by ma..agement or other individuals somewhat removed from the
a;:ual worksite. However, the involvement of sqﬁh pefsons throughout the
accommodation process shows a clear interest on the part of the firm as.a
whole in helping the handicapped worker. Few problems or instances of

o

Fersons questioning the need or fe351b111ty of accommodatlons were noted.

-~

Even fewer persons objected to the cost }evel of the accommodatlon
Respondents were asked whether the decision process differed from

the company's usual procedure for making persénnelxdeEisions or other

éccommodation decisions.  Most respondents simply said that ‘the _procedure

Used in making the described accommodation was considered ”typlcal " with

cnly a few saylng it wgs not. A moderatesnumber said that there were no

”tvpical” procedures for cases involving accommodation. Other respondents

went beyond the described accommodation tq dlscuss their idea of a

-

Stypical" accommodatlon process. Some examples glven by individual res-

. pondertts are given below.

e most acrommodatlons 1nvolve the use of questionnaires to
identify needs followed by budget proposals and gost/
beneflt analysis; “ '?.‘ :

e accommodations jinitiated by complaints are considered

b . «

L "typical';
. @ ''typical' case is where handicapped individual describes
~disability and needed accommodation in employment applica-

tion.

«w
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Table IV-5

Actors in the Accommodation Process '

g «
: . Was Consulted
) Ofiginategﬁ About Adequacy | Participated Hlad Final
Accommodation .or Appropriate- | in Design or ~| Approval
- Request ness Planniny - ,/ Authority
Top level manageé‘ i 6 }O N 12 ! 27 .
_Personnel. department official 21 o2 24 10
EEQ officer e 9. N
Department head ‘ ‘ 10 16 ‘ ; 19 19
Direct supervisor B 20. h 23 . 22 ‘6
Co-worker(s) - 3 o 1 1 ] 0
| The handicapgéﬂ worker 19 24 24 2
Other employee ‘ RN 13 | 21 .23 5 °
Union represéntatiye . 1 ’ 1 : - 3 1
VR counselor or job service
_placement official . -2 6 9 ¢ 1
' Other ﬁersoﬁ outside firm , ., 5 ) 12 9
ith sure _ . o007 o -0




Accommodation Costs

A
The costs of these exemplary accommodatlons were, in all but a few

"cases, very low or considered irconsequential. Many respondents did not
know the total cost of the accommodation. The reported .costs are ‘listed

in Table 1IV-6

L]

Table IV-6
F_ ‘ C Accommodation Cost v
’ : : ‘Frequency A
Cost , of Response
, None o - ‘ ‘ 11
' s1-99 2
$100-5499 4
$500-5999 2 -
$1,00b-51,999 ' /8 :
' $2,000-$4,999 o 5 ’
el $55000-$9,999 4
- "$10,000-$14,999 .. a4
" 7| 515,000-519,999 0
e 526,000 or more 4'
Unknown or not reported ¢ 31 ’
" | Total:, ' - ' v 85
S ) v

About one-fourth of the 1nterv1eh respondents indicated that a formal )
cost estimate was done as part of the planning for the accommodatlon.'
The following cost categories were cons1dered in the estimating process:

Cost of special equipment phrchased (20);

~

Cost of other materials purchased (11); .
Cost of labor'for7installatidn (12); %‘ - o
Cost of expert/consultant time for plannlng or des;gn (3);
Cost of manager's time in plann1ng orVSuperv151ng (4);

Cost of ongoing maintenance or operation (7); . C .
Cost of benefits or side-effects (5); and. '

Any other’costs ‘(2) . - 196
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Only a_few-of these respchdents were able'to specify what had.been
the dolkar amount of the estimate and they all stated that the estimates
had been either accuratefbr more than the final. dccommodation cost. For
the most part, the actual accommodations were pa1d for out of a regular
budget category, such as training, equipment, or capital budgef. About 10%

of firms had a special budget categgry that could be used for accommodation.

«

Acconmodation Impacts’ h

i

. - r Ly - . ’
Without exception, the respondents to 'the telephone interview were
P 1 P P .

pleased with the outcomes of the adcommodatiohs discussed. Most were clear

in stating the reasons for the accommodatlons' success. About three-fourths

had formally or informally evaIuated the accommodation's outcomes. Many
times this ev£1uation process went along with the performance eppraisal of
the new (or newly-promoted) employee, and thus took s:veral months. In
other cases, it’conld'be determined ifmediately that the accommodation
would have the desired effects.. About onefhalf of these accommodations
could still be used by the worker after a job change or promotion, and thus
were considered conducive to upward mobility. Slightly.over'half of the

accomnodations discussed had no effect on co-workers; the remainder were

more likely to be concretely helpful o other workers than to inconvenience

’

them.
In discussing the effects of the accommodations, respondents stated in

general what were the most important character1st1cs of a successful accom-'

. . )

e 1impact on the job performance of the handicapped worker,

modation. They cited considerations such as the following:

such as: .

-~ accommodation helps worker do the job;
-- accommodation results in an increase .in productivity;

-~ benefits outweight costs; A ‘ _
-- accommodation is actually used.

e impact on the firm as a whole. An'accommodation is considered
to be successfullif it satisfied all involved parties: the
handicapped worker(s), non-handicapped workers, and company
management . An accommodation must not cause controversy.

AN

w

3
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¢ effect on the handicapped.worker, such as:
-- accommodation addresses the individual's néeds;.
-—’acéommodation allows for a sense of lndepehdbﬁce{and
‘ "part of the team' feeling;

-- individual is not stigmatized by the accommodation.

.Other responses 1ncluded A ‘ Q\

T e aceommodaulon meets the goals establlshed beforehand;
e accommedation provides additional safety;

e accommodation meets federal regulations; and "—*\\\'

® excessive costs are not involved. : \}

y' w» «
Accommodation and Related Practices .

.

Only one firm reported haﬁing established a maximum cost Béyond which
an accommodation would rot be considered reasonable. “The dollar amount
was hiot stated, A few f1'ms had established other. gu1de11nes or a formula
for deC1d1ng reasonableness Some sald they use cost,/benefit analysis to
determlne the feasibility of a proposed accommodation. In some cases, an
actual forpuld ;k-used,;ln others,the decision is intuitive. Onefgespond-
ent sdid an accommodation is c0qside£ed to be reasonable if it increases

the worker's function by 80%. A few firms said they use gﬁidelines devel-

~oped‘by local rehabili?ation/social sertice agencies, but don't have any .

of their,own. Other, more férmal, guidelines included the foll;wing:
" ® - company engineers must approve all accommodation designs;
e doctots repfesénting both the company and the handicapped
émplbyee give their opinions on what is qeedqg/reasonable.

If they do -not agree, a third doctor arbitrates. . s

Less than one-third of these firms have regular procedures for keepfhg
records of accommodations. 'An even smaller minority of firms have specific
v of determining whether jobs are well-suited to handicapped workers.,
Scre firms have changed entry requirements or selection prccedures for .
haudicapped applicants. For instance, when interviews with handicapped
annlicants are conducted by individuals outside of the personnél department
and the applieant has a hearing/speech impairment, a written interview may «

t-+ allowed instead of the traditional verbal one. Other popular changes

- © . 195
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included modifying Jéb descrlptlons and requlrements to allew more handi-

‘ capped appllcants Examples of this are _making job requirements about -
lifting more flexible and waiving or modlfylng eye and driving tests. .
Other firms mention®d that the ‘employment application had been modified.
One,firm changed a question-fromp”Are you handic;pped?” to "Do.yoe have
any handicap that could impair ber abiiity to do this job?" Others ‘pro-

l'vided, space for the @pplicant to describe .any necessary°accommodation
One firm sent pdteﬁ/;al employees with:handicaps to -a special learnlng
clags prior to hiring.

Respondents were asked whether the firm's experiences with accommoda-
tion had had an effect on overall polchES regarding employment of handi-
capped persons. Most respondents 1nd1cated -that overall p011c1es regardlng
employment of *he handi- apped had not been 1nf1uenced by experiences wlnh
'accommodatlon These policies,remain the same regardless of any good or
bad experlences the firm mdy have had w1th accommodatlon Other respondents
said that dverall company policy had been 1nfernred by experlences wlth
acconmodatlon In.some ‘of these cases, the first accommodation to®be under-j-.
taken‘facllntated future accommodatlons thus alloulng companv pOllCY to )
be made more,speC1f1c. In other cases past results of accommodatlons

-
encouraged the company to adopt a more iiberal policy with regard to the

hapaicapped.
'There were:other epeeific events or influences cited as having contrib-

uted, to firms' current Rplicies regarding hiring and accommodating handi-

. capped workers.; Many-respondenié indicated that federal legislation had
influenced current policies regarding employment for the handicapped. In
a few of these tases, ;esults of a compliance review had necessitated
changes  in the overall policy. The attitudes of staff members also influ-
enced current company policies. 'Many of these individual's had been sefisi-
tized+o the needs of the disabled through the media -and -personal experience
and they infiuenced the company zo change policiesrtoward the handicapped.
In other‘cases, a goed_relationship with a local rehabilitation or social
service agengy encouraged changes in company policies. Another influence
was an awareness on the cbméany’s bért that the public was concerned with

the rights of the handicapped. Thus, %t became good public relations to

libéralize current policies. .

PO ,
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Finall)ﬁ,employers were asE;d for suggested recommendatlons to federal,
po}1cy makers about accommodations for handlcapped employees. ReSponses
were numerous and showed a high level of interest -in afflrmatlve hction

for handicapped workers. A large group of employers feel, that the ¥federal .
government needs. to provide a551stance to encourage bu51nesses to hire Te and

accommodate handicapped workers. Some of the kinds of assistance mentioned

» ' s
. - »

were: -~ .
. . . i . 4\>
e financial assistance; . _ //—' q
. . ™~
é. tax credits; ‘ ) ‘ i
‘ ¢ technical assistance, such as compiling a list of jobs suit-" O
able for the handicappéd, and sources where qualified\handi- - o

capped individuals may be'found

Another large group of respondents feel that the government needs to

‘ v

assist businesses in accommodating the handlcapped but is currently con-

centrating on the wrong area. Fonr example:

.

e Firms can' t employ the handicapped unless they are trained

and qua11f1ed. Govérnment and businéess need to disckss the ’
types of skills needed so that the handicapped are properly b

.

trained. Government also needs to ensure that these training
facilities are accessible to the handicapped. Government
concern should be at the tra1n1ng level, not ‘the employment .

level. ) ..

-

® Once the handicapped are properly ‘trained, management will

hire them without government involvement. However, govern-

~

~77 »ment could then usefully mount a campalgn to educate bu51ness
X

i about the employability of the handicapped.

. Government also needs to encourage unions to be more flex1b1e

..

when it comes to accommodation.
® Before businesses can hire anyone, the government must pu&r/

“the etonOmy back together. 4 f

Respondents also recommended that the government clarify the regula-
IC e

tions regarding accommodatlons. The laws are so<confu51ng that business

does not know what the government wants.
. The def1n1tlons of "reasonable accommodation" and *handi-

- capped™ need to be clarified.

7 . QUY
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. . :
o The purpose of. the law is obliterated %p a sea of paperwork.-
Reportlng regulatlons need to be streamlined.
® Regulatlons need to be flex1ble and understandable so that
' business.has room to maneuver . ' v

"t o~.Regu1at/gns need to clearly emphasize voluntary placement-

and accommodation, not quotas. Technical assistance is more

! effective than monitoring. '

l
k\\Some recommendations took thu form é?f\;ssages that DOL might usefully

pass along to other ‘employers. _For example: .
e The most popular piecE‘%Y advice was to face the accommoda-
© tion decision with an open pind. Respondents admitted
initially‘having reservatfons,about hiring/accommodating
handicapped workers, but thelr presupp051t10ns were&ﬂventuaﬂiy
dlsproven with practlcal experience. Among tﬁe more spec1f1c
pieces of advice were: ' '
-- don't assume the handlcaoped want preferentlal
” treatment, they only want a c0mfortable work
env1ronment e .

s
[P}

-- don't assume the accommocdation w111 bqjddfflcult
 or expensive, it often isn't; g
- -- don't make conclusions about Yhat or how much the
handicapped can do; they'can often do more. - ‘

. [N
-

. ® Respondents also advised that other emploﬁers remember the
“benefits invqtved in hiring and accommodating handicapped
workejs. These penefits include: L |

-- the handicapped are above average, hard-working
emplByees; they are aggrgssive, loyal;. and depend-
able workers; 1 .

-- showlng flexibility and coneern for an 1nd;u1dua1 | .

results in goodwill among all employees,

- == hiring and accommodéting the}hghdicapped‘impfovés';
community and public. relations; ' . r
-- acsommodation is personally gratifying to all involved.
- y; .
. AL
. : ' "3 -
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® An important obserVation made by reépondents is that'a-successful)
‘accommodation pollcy must have the support of top level manageﬁ
ment Communlcatlon must fﬁow from tﬁe top d0wn 50vthat managers

T‘and superv’sors know their dec151ons will be- supporied Once

other enployees know tnat upper management is supportlve hey

w111 usually help out. ;;» » _' u./”' P

. e Once the decision has - been made tb- h1re .and accommcyate A

handlcapped workers respondents had thlS adVrre

i

-- use local rehab111tat1on and other soC1a] serv1ce '/7,‘

: . agenc1es for f1nd1ng qual1f1ed hand1capped ] ~'

S
"

'workers, these agenc1es are very cooperatlve and

- are able. to provxdg advice %nd technléhl assis-

€« . -
- “as 3

L) .. -4
» » .

) tance regardlng accommodhtlon, I ‘

<- don't. looR for only v151b11y handlcapped xpd1v1duals ‘-a -
C % X [P :

many times the handlcap is 1nv151bIey . L .

B -—~1§“15 very 1mpdrtant to commuklcate penly ano\"= » .
T ‘dlrectly wath«the handlcapﬁEd worker no accom—

;‘i ‘H modatlon can be successful ufless there-us a clear

., 1dea of needs and potentlal problems. "Do’ yoyr

i hbmework tharoughly" w%s on.voomment" 5 - (\
—4§use thé AffleatIVB Actlon or Equal Employment -

. dpportunlty Offzcé to.coord1nate hand1cap arfd

\\Qf accomm datnan 1ssues\between\theﬁemployee and

- manageﬂenfq make sdre thls meamaglon is balanced T . .

'

. AL\Jpnsure one 51de is fot antagonlzed. ‘ .
S P - F | ’
S~ DA
L y.ooo- 3
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WORKER SURVEY FINDINGS

S - S . .

In addition to the main study of federal contractors, a SUrvey was

..conducted among'handicapped workers in selected firms in order tb gain

information about the direct impacts of each company's accommodation
policy, as well as to .elicit personal reactlons te accommodation-related
issues. The sample was rot designed to be random; rather 1t‘was a self-
selecting one in whlch firms that had prov1ded many accommddations were
asked to distribute questionnaires among known hardicapped workers.
Completed questionnaires were received from workers representing
22 firms, or nearly one third of those firms requestee to participate.
Moreover, participation in the survey within these firms was entirely
optional. The survey sample thus comprises a rather elite group, as it
was the result of three levels of selection. Still, the 145 respondents

to the questlonnalre represent d broad range of income (Table V-13} and
/«_,

education (T;ble V -2) levels.
. . hid )

A. Diszbility and Type of Accommodation

Mobility limitations were the mest frequent disability type,
wita nearly thirty-percent of the reported handicaps in this category
(Table V-3). Seventeen percent of handlcaps were in impaired hearing,
and impaired vision and use of arms or hands accounted for twelve per-
cent each. The large representation of these groups is probably not by
chance; their high visibility and the general awareness of the natﬁre of
their handicaps may have contributed'to the likelihood of ;heir being
included in the sample. ‘ )

Respondents reported a large number of accommodation types -- more,

'in fact, than the total number of handicaps reported (Table V -4). -The

most common accommodatlon was or1entat10n of snperv1sors and co- workers
due probabxy to its low cost and effectiveness.

From Table V -4 it can be inferred that of the 145 respondents, 92
felt that accommodations had been made for them (based on the 'none of
the above" responses). Thus, despite the fact all the companies in which’
*hese workers are employed were selected as the most exemplary in the sam-

ple, and further had selected themselves by agreeing te cooperate, (and

. | 204 ’
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/ S , Table V-1

Yearly Gféss Earnings
Number - ‘Percent
Less than $5,000 . ' 1 .7
$5,000 - 9,999 25 17.2
$10,000 - 14,999 ‘ oo 54 37.2
115,000 - 19,999 - 24 16.6
$20,000 - 24,999 L 16 ‘ 11.0
$25,000 or/more ’ 21 14.5
[No response ' _ ’ : 4 2.8
Total - . . I4s 100.0
Table V-2 . W
g Education Level
Education Level - Number " Percent //
- ——a
Less than High School 10 6.9 i
~jHigh Scheool or GED _ , 31 21.4
Some College . 62 42.8
Four Year College 30 20.7 -
Advanced Degree' ’ 10 6.9
No response : .2 ’ 1.4
' w : 4
. 145 100.0 i
o .
\ e
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.Table V-3
Nature af Disability*
: \;:/ : .
. . Responses

Nature 6f Disability** . :“ Number: - Percent

Wheelchair User N 17 ' 9.4

Other Walking Limitations 37 20.4

Blind - Total - ' R ' 6.6

Other Impaired Vision ' 10 5

Deaf . K © 18 , 9.9
‘|O0ther Impaired Heafing . 13 _ 2

Jmpaired Use of Arms or Hands 21 11.6

Impaired .Speech _ . 5 2.8

Cosmetic - Skin B -1 6

Other Mental-Emotional Impairment ' 1 6

Respiratory Condition or Impairment 9 5.0

Other Health Condition 13 | 7.2

Other*** . ‘ . 24 13.3

Total . . ) o "8l. 100.0

* Ifﬂsbould be noted ‘that Tgble V-3 refers to handicaps, not indi-

viduals; the totals on this table are the result of an average of

one and one quarter disabilities per worker.

*% One category -- mental retavdation -- had no respondents.
e ’
haflalel "Other" includes (selected list): .
_Hand;capp1ng Cond1t1on . Number of Respondents

Pulmonary and c1rculatory dlsorders 6
Back Problems (e.g., -scoliosis). 6
Epilepsy and other seizure cisorders 4
. Kidney, bladder or bowel problems 3
Nervous system disorders 2
Diabetes 2
Dwarfism 1

»
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Table V-4
? Accommodations
‘ Responses
Accommodation - Number Percent
RemoveVArehitectural Barrier ’ 14 5.2
Adjust Work Environment 11 A 4.1 .
Adjust Furnitute 17 6.3 N
Rearrange Worksite _ 14 5.2 )
Move'Worksi{e ) 5 1.9
Modify Phone, Typewriter - 14 5.2
Audio-visual Aids . , 6 . . - 2.2
Other Special Equipment - o 14 5.2
Transportation, Mobility Assistance 16 v 6.0
Tasks to other Workers 15 5.6 ‘
Modify Hours or Schedules . 15 ) 5.6
Change Work Precedures - S 1.9 l
Provide Aides 10 3.7
Previde. Extra Training ; 12 : 4.5
Orient Supervisor, Co-Workers 25 9.3
Transfer to Another Job 10 ~ 3.7
Other 12 4.5
None of the Above 53 - 19.8
Total E 268 ~ 100.0

ma) have chosen to distribute the questlonnalre to only a subset of their
handlcapped workers with the result that accommodated workers were oversampled)
30% of respondents felt that they had not been accommodated. This is a lower
percentage than apparent in the responses submitted by companies. While

there could be b1ases in the response_such that accommodated workers more
often chose to return the voluntary survey forms than others, this pattern
suggests that workers perceive and report accommodation more .often than

does management. This would be con51stent with the overall study flndlng
that accommodations are often small, not costly, informal, and undertaken
without fuss. Management may often not become involved at.all. On the T
other hand, it-may ‘be the case that even thlS 30% rate of reported

lack of accommodatlons is low, if ‘some subset of accommodated workers were

Q ' : , 23()(
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either unaware of modifications that were performed, or felt that the
accommodations did not apply to them. Many of the respondents provided
information about tﬂet§pecific types of accommodations that were done for

them. Table V.5is a selected list of these responses, presenting some

of the less frequently reported accommodations. -

Table V6 presents a breakdown of types of ?ccommodation by the

nature of handicaps reported. Since many respondents had more than one

"handicap this table must bé analyzed with care‘.’7 For example, a respondent

wha is deaf and has walking limitations may appear under both handicaps in
the' transportation and mobility assistance category -~ though this mod1f1-

cation has nothing to do with his deafness.
Desp1te this overlap, it is possible to discern which modifications

tend to be made for particular handicaps. Wheelchair-users are most
commonly accommodated by the removal of architectural barr1ers and by
rearrangement of the worksite. The blind tend to receive tran portatlon
ahd mobility assistance as well as aid from supervisors and coworkers,
while those with impairer i'se of arms or hands apparently need. furniture
adjusted or worksites rearranged.

B. Qutcome of Accommodation

\

1. Effect on Workers

a

. Accommodations are required in varying degrees by people with different

.handicabs._ Among the respondents of this survey almost one third could not

perform in the1r current capac1ty without some sort of accommodation, while
over twenty percent found that the accommodatlon has had no noticeable
effect on them or their career (Table V-7). . '

The need for accommodations seems to vary with the accommodatlons
type (Table V-8). For example, accommcdations such as removal of archi-
tectural barriers, providing spec;al or modlfleq phones, typewriters, and
other equipment, and orienting supervisors and co-workers to prpvide assis-
tance seem to be on the "mandatory' list; large numbers ef beneficiaries

of these actions coued not do without them. - On the other hand, modifica-

—tions related to rearrangement of furnlture and ‘worksite, and provision of

b N
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Table vy-§

Selected Modification Types

Type of Accommodation

A.

)

Adiusting the environ-
ment.

Adjusting table, bench,
or °desk. '
Rearranging other parts
of worksite.

Modify phone, typewriter.

Provide special equip-
ment, tools or devices.

Providing transportation
or mobility assistance
while on the job.

Modify work schedules.

H.%ﬁthanging othef work

I.

procedures.

Orienting supervisors
and co-workers to
provide necessary
assistance.

Specific Accommodation Description

1.
2.

OV AN

—
.
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Provide new lighting fixtures.
Cover ceiling with plastic for heat retention.

Remove rollers from stool.

Lower items stored on upper shelves.
Move wall switch to fleor
Provide private bathroom with cot.

Provide phone amplifier. _
Provide flashing light when :phone rings.
Use word processor instead of typewriter.

Optacon. -
Dictaphone.
Brailler.
TOD.

Cart for transporting oscilliscope.

Provide electric car.
Provide three-wheeled bicycle.

Time off for exercise class. ‘

Time off for doctor's appointments.
Time off for speech tkerapy.

Time off for training with guide dog.
More frequent restroom breaks.

Allow worker to work weekends when not
feeling well during week.

Allow liquids to be consumed at desk.

Limit lifting duties for handicapped worker.
Train co-workers on evacuation in emergencies.

.~ J
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Acconmodation By Disability -

Nisability Category
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, Table V-7

Effects of Accommodations

—_—

\“‘.
. Percent of
Effect Number Accommodated Workers
Accommodation allows me to do a job I could
not have done without it : 28 - © 30.4 =
Accommodation mazkes my work easier, but I
could have done it anyway. . 29 31.5
Accommodation has made little or no
difference in my work or my:career. 21 22.8
Accommodation allows me to work more _
accurately or more quickly than I could have
done without it. : 42 45.7
jAccommpdation allows me to earn a higher
iincome than I could have earned without jit. 16 18.5
iAccommodation has improved my career '
;possib%lities. . ' ' 19 20.7
?Accommodation has allowed me to get a more
tinferesting job than I could have gotten
without it. h 15 16.3
Accommodation allows me to get to and from
mmy work, ¢T to move about more easily on
Ithe job. - ' 29 31.5
P
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Table V-8

EITeet W Acconmodyt jon
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readers, interpreters, some types of spec1a1 equ1pment and mobility
a551stance tend to make funct1on1ng on the Job easier for the handicapped

person, but are Iess essential than the f1rst group.

2. Effect on Co-Workers

.
~

At least in the eyes of the handicapped workers themselves, accomnc-
dations have no major negative effect on co-workers. (Table \9) - Only
three respondents feel that their accommodation has put an add1t10na1
-strain on- their co- workers, and two detected an unfuvorable att1tude'
toward the accommodation among their co-workers. Most comments that
dealt with the subject 1nd1cated that co- workers have been generallx\\u_\
dcceptlng and helpful The one negative comment in this area dealt not
with any. inconvenience or additional burden, but with the cost of providing

- the accommodation. : < 4 T

Table V.9

'

Effects on and Attitudes of

: Co-Workers
¥ . ) \ Jg’

. - * Number .of Percen: of Accommo- !
Responses dated Workers
iAccommodation makes co-workers' work . 4 .
. -easier : 31 33.7%
s,
'Accommodation makes co-workers'work ‘
‘harder . . . 3 "3.3% - -
Co-warkers have favorable attitude ) ;
toward accommodation - 65 706.7%
Co-workers have unfavorable attitude
. toward accommodation ) 2 2.2%
. . .
LN
) ?
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3. The Decision-Making Process ¢ //”\\ ) - N

; 3 -/ \ :

The process by which accommodations are adopted varies between

firms and between accommodations. Typically, though, the worker is not
consulted on the accommodation, e1ther before or after its installation
(Table V10). Input 1nto the dec151on making procéss is offered by the /
direct supervisor, topmanagement, and personnel\RTable v-11). The final’
| decision is made either by top managemént OT the direEt supervisor, de-
pending on the nature of.the accommodation (Table. V-12). Accommodations
;that have to do with the workers‘themselves (rather than the workplace)
tend to be decided on by the 1mmed1ate superv1sor. Examples of these are
found in such accommodations as assigning tasks to others, modifying | .
wHTKk hours or schedules, provrding extra training, and orienting supervisors Y’
and co-workers to provide assistance. - .
Despite the fact that the firms selected, had provided a number of
accommodatlons over twenty percent of the respondents (30) felt that .
more accommodations would be useful.’ Twenty-two of those had approached
their supervisors with the ideas, and approiimately.half had a favorable
Tesponse. A;partial list of these additional proposals is presented in
Table 13,
. ¢ <

‘e

C. Conclusions

Accommodations for handicapped workers tend to be quite simple and
inexpensive yet generally effective. They can be as small as remov1ng wheels
from a stool, yet for large numbers of workers represent necessary condi-
tions to\adequate functioning in their job. The improvement in the woTk
day is not limited to enhanced physical functioning,.however; accommodations
seem to improve relations between the handicapped workers and co-workers
due to increased ability to ‘manage the workload. . »

Comments offered by workers in eddition to their formal responses

i indicate that the most 51gn1f1cant form of “accommodatlon”_ls psychological.
Most spoke favorably of thelr working env1ronments, as 111ustrated by the

following excerpts from worker comments:

o0
ot
Co

e
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. .- (Company) and its employees have made me feel secure and
needed in my current position and during the interviews
preceding my emplovment. The emphasis here is placed on

» the work 'I am able to do, and the quality, which has .
created a very positive working atmosphere for me.

9(Company) has been very good and very understandiqgjtp me.

I have never received this in any of my other jobs.'\ They

! treat me just like everyone elsé. I am very thankful \for
this and it means a lot. )

i

- " {Company) is the greatest company I have ever worked for.

' They  do not expect miracles from those of us who have
disabilities. Instead, they make the needed accommodations
and allow one to work at his own pace. From the top, brass
down, there has never been one negative comment conceérning
my disability., I feel extremely fortunate to be employed

\ by (company). ———

\

On the other hand, even within these exemplary firms,. some workers felt .

that accommodation, efforts wewve not all they might have beén:
Accommodations made only when unavoidable. Lack of under-
standing regarding use and capapilities of various accommoda-

_tions has prevented promotions when due. Lack of accommodations
“used as reason for refusal to promote. . '
\

I feel (company) has some supervisors and managers that are
not sensitive to employece problems.

¢ "1 could not do it on (company} time, so I had to do it on my
’/'(;.own time. Also, (company)} would not pay for any of it, so
) T had to pay for it. :

In‘many cases of non-accommodation, however, it could be that the
accommodations are so unobtrusive that they go unnoticed/— Alternatively,
workers may be unaware of what was done or may feel thaé it does not
apply to them. 1In any case, increased communication between workers
and supervisors seems to be in order, both to clarify workérs' needs

and to ensure that they are aware of what has aiready been accomplished..
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Table V-10 N

Worker's Role in Decision Process

%) B
Percent of

|
|
|
|

Number Accommodated Workers

'Did you request accemmodztion? 36 ' 39.1
I, : ~ .
jwere you asked if accommodation .
jadequate or appropriate? 38 ) 41.3
Did you help design accommodation? 9 9.8
No particdipation in accommodation ) @
iproqess. : . 24 4.2
,Other participation in accommodation )
_process. : ) 5 5.4

Tabile V-11 : )

)

People Involved in Accommodation Decision

Percent of

Number Accommodated Workers
'Top Management 4 ' : - 24, - 26.1
' Co-Workers o | 10 1 10.9
:Supefvisor . 53 57.6
‘Personnel o2 25.0
SOther Person . 13 , 14.1

‘Not Sure = 11 12.0




Table

V-12

Who Made Final Accommodation Decisjon

Percent of

i Number Accommodated Workers
Top Management 25 27.2
Direct Supervisor 25 27,2
Pefgonnel 9 9.8
Other _ 9 9.8
Not Sure 17 18.5
No response _60 T 9.3
Total 145 100.0

/
N

Table V-13

Additional Modifications Desired by Workers

| Type of Accommodation

A. Adjusting the work environ-
ment.

Adjust furniture.
C. Rearrange worksite.
Modify telephone, “type-
writer.
E. Provide special equipment,
tools or devices. +

Specific Accommodation
’

Provide ramp to elevators.

Provide circulating fan.
Lower elevator buttons.

° Provide spéaker phone.

Visibie“fire alarm.
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In the attachments and the case study volume that follow are presented
many specific ideas gathered in the field on what firms can do tb accommodate
workers. Some of these ideas are taken directly from the '"'success stories"
observed during the study. Some are suggestion% made by managers, EEQ officers
in firms, supervisors and others interviewed. Readers are urged to read'the '
case studies in the compahion volume if they want addi;ional insight into the
"how to" of accommodation. . ‘ “

Here, the focus has been on larger policy questions concerning accommo-
dation. What firms have been doing in routine accommodation is impressive.and
illustrates again how public policy regulating industry can often be formulated
with a- very 1mperfect understanding of what firms are currently d01ng and
exper1enc1ng One of the most promlslng new starts in public p011C) toward
employment of the disabled can be in the recognition that private 1ndustry

has a major role to play and that a public-private partnership in employment

and aCﬁommodatlon is needed.
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