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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this survey is to learn what employers across the

nation are doing to employ disabled people and return disabled employees to

work, and what their experiences with disabled employees have been. The survey

also seeks to identify barriers that prevent employers from hiring disabled

peoplei and steps that the public and private sector could take to increase the

employment of disabled people.

This is the first nationwide survey of managers to focus primarily on

issues concerning the employment of disabled people. It is hoped that the

results will provide guidance to employers, disability advocates,rehabilitation

and placement agencies, and legislators who are working to help disabled people

enter the mainstream as prOductiVe members Of society.

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

Disabled Americans: Bringing-Dis nstream, conducted

for ICD and the National Council on the Handicapped by Louis HarriS and

Associates in 1985;

The survey of disabled Americans found that two-thitdt Of all

working-age disabled persons are not working, even though a large majority of

this group say that they would like to work. Disabled persons are, therefore,

much less likely to be working than any other demographic group under 65,

including black teenagers. The challenge presented by these findings is how to

induce the private and public sectors to effect policies and programs which will

bring many more disabled people into the workforce .



That survey found that work makes a vast qualitative difference in the

lives of disabled Americans; Comparisons between working and non-working

disabled people show that those who work are more satisfied with life' muCh less

likely to consider themselves disabled, and much less likely to say that their

diSability has prevented them from reaching their full abilities as a person.

Working disabled persons also are better educated and have more money than do

non-working disabled persons.

The survey identified a number of barriers which many disabled people

cite as important reasons why they are not working, as well as measures of

disabled people's work experience. But these findings provided few guides which

could be used to stimulate and encourage the employment of many more disabled

people. This new survey is designed to fill this gap.

Specifically, the survey provides:

- - A comparison of current recruiting efforts made for
disabled people and those made for other groups.

- - Managers' comparisons between d'sabled and non-disabled
job applicants.

-- Managers' opinions about_the_prevalence of jOb
discrimination against disabled people.

- - Measures of the prevalence of company policies or
programs for the hiring of disabled people.

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

- - The most important reasons why some companies have not
hired disabled people.

Comperisonsiof the job performance of disabled and
non-disabled employees:

-- Comparisons of the cost of employing disabled and
non-disabled employees;
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The percentage of companies that have made accommodations
for disabled employees, and the cost of these
accommodations.

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

Measures of the prevalence of various disability
management programs for current employees who become
disabled;

-- Managers' reactions to 13 ini_iatives and policy changes
that hove been proposed to increase employment of
disabled people.

The -.5-AMO-1ea

The survey is based on interviews with four separate samples of

managers: 210 interviews with top managers, 301 iLLerviews with equal

employment opportunity (EEO) managers, 210 interviews with department heads and

line managers, and 200 interviews with top managers in very small companies

(that employ 10-49 people). In AIL 921 interViews were conducted with managers

of 921 different companies.

Top managers were defined as corporate executives with at least the

rank of senior vice president. The EEO sample iS cOMpoSed of Managera Who have

responsibility for equal employment opportunity at their CoMpany lOcatiOna. The

third sample is of department heads and lino managers in a variety Of Company

departments, ranging from sales to accounting and finance. Top managerS in very

small companies, the fourth sample, were defined as printipals or ranking

officers. Generally, managers were speaking from their current knowledge And

experience without drawing on detailed company records.

It should be noted that while each sample was drawn to be a

representative cross-section of each category of manager, the aggregate data iS

not strictly projectable to any population. In most tables therefore the

replies of top managers, EEO offictrs, line managers and small businegs manager

are shown separately.
18
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The first three samples are each stratified into three equal subgroups

of managers in large companies (10,000 or more employees), medium-sized

companies (1,000-9,999 employees), and small companies (50-999 employees). For

example, there are 70 interviews with top managers in larva companies, 70 with

top managers in medium-sized companies, and 70 interviews with top managers in

small companies;

All interviews were -onducted in September and October, 1986, from the

Harris firm's central telephone facility in New York City; Interviews averaged

25 minutes in length.

Appendix A contain., additional information about the survey

methodology.

Terminology

There are many dIfferent terms used to describe people with

diSabilities, the most common of which are "disabled" and "handicapped."

Managers commonly use these two terms to describe two different populations of

plople with disabilities. .-6. - bled before th6y b6sin

working for a company usually are considered "handicapped" by managers.

QuestIons in this survey that refer to this population use the adjective

"handicapped;" Managers commonly think of "disabled" people as current

employees who become disabled because of injury, illness, or other health

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

adjective "disabled;"

19
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However; this report uses the word "disabled" throughout tb deScribe

all diSabled peOple, defined as "people with physical; seeing; hearing and

speech diSabilitieS; or emotional or mental disabilities, or long-term health

problems II
.

Notes on Readirm the Tables

An asterisk (*) on a table signifieS a Value of leSS than one-half

percent (0.5%). A dash (-) represents a value -cf 26kb. Percentages maY not

alWays add up to 100% because of computer rounding; multiple anSwerS from

respondentai or the elimination of "no answers."

Public Release of Survey FindIgs

All LOUis Harris and Associates surveys are designed to adhere to the

code of standar& Of the COuncil of American Survey Research Organi2ationS

(CASRO) and the code Of the NetiOnal Council of Public Polls (NCPP). Because

data from this survey will be released to the public, any release must stipulate

that the complete report 4ill alSo be available, rather than simply an excerpt

from the survey findings.
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Project Responsibility

The director of this project at Louis Harris and Associates was

Humphrey Taylor, President. The chief analyst was Stuart Leichenko, Research

ASSociaté. He worked under the SupdrviSion of Mithael R. Kagay, Ph.D., Vice
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SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS

This summary provides an overView 6f the survey findings. Many

findings described in the chapters of the repOrt do not appear in this summary.

Readers are urged to read the chaptera in order to underatand the full find-trigs

of the survey.

Employers' Experiences With Disabled Employees

1. Overwhelming majorities of managers-giv-e-dis-abled-employeet-a-good

or excellent rating on their overall job performanc

managers say that disabled employees job performance is---ouly-fait,--and

virtually no one says that they do poor work.

Twenty-four percent of top managers give disabled employes 811

excellent performance rating, 64% rate their job performance as good, 5% call it

onlY fair, and 1% call it poor.

Twenty-percent of equal employment opportunity (EEO) officers say that

disabled employees do an excellent job, 71% say that they do a good job, 4% say

only fair) and none rate their job performance as poor.

Twenty-seven percent of department heads and line managers give

&-abled employees an excellent rating, 64% rate their job performance as good;

3% call it only fair, and none said that disabled employees do a poor job.

2. Natr-1144-ditaibled-emOloYeeS do their lobs as well or better than

other-employ-668-iti

The great majority of managers say that disabled employees work as

hard or harder than non-disabled employees, and are as reliable and punctual or

more so. They produce as well or better than non-disabled employees, and
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demonstrate average or better than average leadership ability. They are also

ambitious. In other words, disabled employees are an asset to any employer.

Line managers' comparisons between disabled and non-disabled employees

are indicative of the total responses:

On willingness to work hard: 46% of line managers rate
disabled employees as better than non-disabled employees,
and 33% rate them about the same.

On reliability: 39% rate disabled employees as better
than non-disabled employees, and 42% rate them about the
same.

-- On attendance and punctuality: 39% rate disabled
employees as better than non-disabled employees, and 40%
rate them about the same.

-- On productivity: 20% rate disabled employees as better,
and 57% rate them about the same as non-disabled
employees.

-- On desire for promotion: 23% rate disabled employees as
better, and 55% rate them about the same as non-disabled
employees.

-- On leadership ability: 10% rate disabled employees as
better and 62% rate them about the same as non-,diSabled
employees;

3. Eight out of ten department heads and line-managers-feel that

disabled employees are no harder to supervise than non-disabled-employees

Eighty-four percent of line managers who have supervised disabled-employeesand

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

4. The majority of managers (60% of top managers and 61% of-E-E-0-

off4eert) -report-that their companies can provide in-house training for disabled

emnloVees.
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The Coat of EMplOking and Accommodating Disabled People

1. Gbat ahOuld not be a barrier to increased em ent bf diaabled

peonle----Athte-e-lenttha-Maiority of all three manager_groups say that the

average cost-of -emp-1-Olingadiaabled person is about 1.he same as the cost of

employing a non-disabledOttson.

Eighty-one percent Of top Managers, 79% of EEO officers; and 75% of

department heads and line managers say that it costs about the same amount to

employ either a disabled or non-disabled peraoh. ohly 13% to 17% of these

managers consider it more expensive to empliny a disabled person.

2. Large majorities of matagettlatetal that Making accommodations

fOr &-;-abled employees is not expensive. The cost ofaccommodations rarely

drives the cost of employment above the aver-tmerangeaf-costs for all

emOleyees.

3. About half of EEO officers (48%) saythattheir company has made

attemmedatiOna for disabled employees; The most-commonaccommodation-a are the

reMeWalofatthiteCtural barriers in the workplace, the outcheate-ftOddial

equipment fot disabled employees, and adjusting work hours ot reatrnctuting lobs

for disabledeMnleYeta.

A recent federal study emphasized that accommodations, when needed;

are a crucial step toward the full integkation of disabled employees into the

workforce.

Most managers whoa-6 CoMpanies have not made accommodations say that

they were not needed. HoWeVer, the survey did not determine the extent to which

accommodations were actually heeded. Nevertheless; it seems likely that many

managers could benefit ft-OM further education about the excellent performance

record achieved by diaabled eMployees, the generally low cost of accommodationa;

and their effectiveneaa in helping iieople do their jobs well.
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Recent Riring of Disabled People

1; Strong performance evaluations and an absence of_cost barriers

have rIt translated into widespread hiring of disatied employees. Only 43% of

EEO officers say that their company has hired a diqabled employee in the past

year; This number does not take account of the hiring of people widi "invisible

disabilities" ur those who do not self-identify as disabled;

2; Large companies are ouch more likely to hire disabled employees

than are smaller companies. Fifty-two percent of companies with at least 10,000

employees have hired disabled people in the past year. That percentage drops to

27% for CompanieS With 50=999 eMplOyeeS, and 16% for cOOpeniea With 10-49

employees. These differences reflect, at leaSt in part, the obvious fact that

large employ-eta hire rhotb people of all kindS. The SUrVey dada hot proVide

information on whether the proportion Of disabled employees hired is greater

among large, medium-sized or small companies.

3. Companiea that have federal contracts are also more likelytoAilre

disabled people than are companies without federal contracts. Federal law

requires companies that have federal contracts in exaess of $2,500 to provide

equal employment opportunities to disabled people.

Barriers to Increased Hiring of Disabled People

1. Companies that have not hireA A42h1°A t%eami, 4 thepastthree

years say that a lack of qualified applicants is the most important reason

Sixty-six percent of managers say that a lack of qualified applicantsis an

important reason why they have not hired disabled people.



The message in thia finding is clear: increase-the pool of Qualified

disabled people through edUtatiOn and appropriate training efforts. A new

generation of disabled people are now being educated under the adapices of the

1975 Education for All Handicapped Children Act. These young people must alai,

receiVe the training necessary to enter the profession of their theiCe.

Millions of unemployed diadbled people who finished their education

before 1975 also need to acquire additional job skills; The 1985 ICD Survey Of

Disabled Ameridans showed that only one-third Of working-age disabled people Are

employed either full-time or part-time, even though a two-thirds majority of

unemployed disabled persons want to work. The eVidence suggests many employers

could acquire valuable employees and help more disabled people to become

productive members of society.

2. ASecond key barrier is that-few companies have established a

policy or progrem-for the hiring of disabled-employees. Only 37% of-managers

say that their-company has such a policy or-program, and these are mostly-letgr

companies.

Employment of diSabled people would intreaSe dramatically if many more

companies established thete policies; Sixty-seven percent of companies that

have such a hiring policy heVe hired disabled employeeS in the past year;

coMpared to only 42% of CbMpahies that do not have a poliCy. The active

dissemination of these employmeat policies raises the ciphtdi6usness of managers,

and increases the likelihood that they will try harder to ethOloy disabled

peOPle. Many companies cetild clearly do much more ih thia area;

3; To mane erg thn l a vital role in teitin the consciousness-of

Middle managers about-eMpltiVing disabled people, emd-enSUring that hiring

policies are followed. In ceMpanies that have such a peliCy, 88% of top

managers say that they play an ,:tive role in disseminating the policy.



4. But managers Renerally display a low level of consciousness toward

disabled people as a group, which is another barrier to- their inereased

empleymeht. The consciousness of all managers -- top, Middle, and line

supervisors -- toward disabled people needs to be raised. Many managers are not

aware that unemployed disabled people want to work, and are capable of becoming

loyal, productive employees;

For example, only one in ten top managers display a strongly

optimistic attitude toward disabled people as a potential source of employees.

Both minority groups and elderly people are more likely to be considered an

excellent source of employees by top managers, than are disabled peopl

5. J b discrimination remains one of the most persistent

barriers to increased employment of disabled people. A three-fourtha Mal ritY

of managers feel that disabled people often encounter-ctserimination from

employers.

This finding supports the anecdotal evidence of job discrimination

that disability advocates and journalists have gathered for years. Until

discrimination from employers is eliminated, large numbers of unemployed

disabled people may never join the working mainstream of American life.

6. The-matarity-af-manaRers say that their-companies-can provide

:.bled-employees. Sixty percent of top managers and 61%in

of EEO officers say their companies can do this. Among small businesses,

however, only 46% of managers say they can provide in-house training. The main

reasons why employers cannot provide in-house training are the lack of special

training for managers, the lack of special equipment and architectural barriers.
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The Rehabilitation Of Didabled Employees

1. Most-employers who have dealt with employees-who become disabled

say that a majority of these cmployèés return to work. Only relatively small

minorities (from 22% to 8%) of the four employer groups say that a majority of

their disabled employees remain disabled or take early retirement.

2. Most employers are suppartive of, and committed to, the

rehabilAtatien -of employees, who become disabled. Appreximately three-quarters

of eath of the three types of managers surveyed feel that employers have a

responsibility to rehabilitate disabled employees. EqUally large majorities

feel the rehabilitation of disabled employees is tett-effective. Disability

management programs Widely used include light duty, part-,tithe work or flexible

hours (72%), trial Work periods (38%), the use of private rehabilitation vendors

(36%) and medical tate Management (3n);

Mest-ettOleYert (70%-74%) believe that-thelt-eomOdnies are doing

enough to rehabilitate-di-tabled employees. Only tiny minotitie (8%=16%)

believe they should make greater efforts. These findings suggest that, as

things are, employers are unlikely to significantly increase their

rehabilitation efforts.
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What Companies Plan to Do in the Near Future

1. Most-manaRers-think that their company is already doing enough to

-employ-d4sab4ed people, and should not make greater efforts to employ them.

Sixty-seven percent of top managers, 71% of EEO officers, and 70% of department

heads and line managers think that their companies are doing enough now to

employ disabled people.

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

likely that their companies will make greater efforts to employ disabled people

in the next-three years. Between 57% and 63% of managers think that their

company will make some greater efforts to increase employment of disabled

people. From 28% to 38% think that this will not happen.

Many managers are willing to try harder to employ disabled people, and

may do so. But they expect rehabilitation and placement agencies to shoulder

most of the burden of producing qualified applicants.

Managers Rate the Effectiveness of Proposed Polity Changes

. ManaRers express-strong support for many different proposed

initiatives and policy changes designed to help increase employment of disabled

pg-2211. These include steps and changes that could be taken by employers,

federal and state agencies, legislatures, private rehabilitation agencies and

placement services, and foundations.

These proposals are thought to have the most potential:

-- Establishing direct training and recruiting programs with
schools and vocational rehabilitation agencies: 54% of
managers rate this very effective, and 38% rate it
somewhat effective.
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-- Having more companies provide internships or part-time
jobs to disabled persons as an introduction to full-time
jobs: 35% rate this very effective, and 53% rate it
somewhat effective.

- - Having employers explain specific functional requirements
as part of job descriptions for open positions: 35% rate
this very effective, and 45% rate it somewhat effective.

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

- - Having the government subsidize salaries for severely
disabled employees for a trial period: 26% rate this
very effective, and 42% rate it somewhat effective.

- - Having disability professionals give technical assistance
or counsel to employers for accommodations or problems
with Specific employees: 24% rate this very effective,
and 57% rate it somewhat effective.

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

When asked what they see as the most important steps that

public and private agencies should take to help employers employ more

disabled people, many managers mention programs which would increase

the numbers of job-qualified disabled people, or which would better

inform employers about qualified applicants.

. Substantial majorities of all types of managers support

the concept that civil rightslaws which protect minorities against

discrimination should also apply ta disabled -people. E.E.O. officers

(80%) are the most supportive of this extension of civil rights laws,

top managers (56%) the least supportive.
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IN CONCLUSION

There are several important findings in this survey which are very

encouraging:

-- Employers give their disabled employees high marks as
hard working, reliable and productive employees.

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

-- Most emplOyers appear to_be willing_to consider the
employment of more diSabled people if they are qualified.

However, the eVidence of this survey is that, withotit some

new stimulation, the employment of disabled people is unlikely to increase

significantly:

Most managers think their company is already dOing_enough
to employ disabled people and should not make greater
efforts to do so;

Most employers believe that the shortage of disabled job
applicants with appropriate qualifications is a major
barrier to their employing more disabled people;

Employers give the hiring of disabled people a lower
priority than the hiring of people from minority groups
and the elderly. And disabled people are the least
likely to be viewed as an excellent source of employees.

Reviewing the data, and reading between the lines of some of the

responses, it is clear that most managers give the recruitment of disabled

people a very low priority, and that little societal or business pressure is

brought to bear on them to give it a higher priority.

Efforts to increase the employment of disabled people will only

succeed therefore if:

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

2. Employers give the employment of disabled people a higher
priority.

This survey suggests a number of steps that leaders in government,

business and voluntary organizations could take to raise the consciousness of

employers on these issues.
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CHAPTER 1: MANAGERS ASSESS DISABLED JOB APPLICANTS

Recruitirg Efforts and Attitudes-ToWar-dDiSabled Persons

The survey results show that companies are more likely to make special

refrtiting efforts for people from minority groups than they are for disabled

people. SeVenty-two percent of EEO officers and 50% -of line Managers say that

their Companies currently make a special effort to re-fruit people from minority

groups; In compariaon, 60% of EEO officers and only 33% of line Managers

believe that their companieS do special recruiting for disabled people

(Table I-1). One explanation for this difference is presumably the legal

requirement for recruiting MinOrities.

Companies with federal contracts are much more likely than thoSe

without such contracts tO make Special efforts to hire both minoritiet and

disabled people;

Another possible explanation is sUggested in top managers' attitudea

toWard disabled people as a potential source of employees. TOp managerS were

asked tip consider their company's future employment needs, and rate three groupS

as potential sources of employees -- people in minority groups, disabled people,

and elderly peoPle (Table 1-2); The results are as follOws:

TWenty-seven percent of top managers consider minority
groups an excellent potential_source of_employeesi 54%
ConSider them good, 14% rate them at; only fair, and 2%
tate them as poor;

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

Ten percent give disabled people an excellent rating, 51%
rate them as good, 31% consider them only fair, and 5%
rate them as a poor potential source of employees.
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Disabled people are the least likely to be viewed as an excellent source of

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

fair or poor. Only one in ten top managers -- people with at least the rank of

senior vice president -- display q strongly optimistic attitude towards disabled

people as potential employees.

Observations:

I. Disabled people are about as likely as elderly people to
receive strong consideration for hiring from top managers.
It is difficult not to see this as evidence of negativism,
or at least a lack of enthusiasm, toward disabled people.
These attitudes pose a barrier to increased employment of
disabled people.

2. These_findings_sharply_contradict the positive ratings
given to disabled job applicants by EEO officers_and_line
managers (see Table_1-3)_and the high marks awarded to
disabled_employees for their job performance (see
Chapter 4).
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Table 1-1

A COMPARISON OF SPECIAL RECRUITING EFFORTS FOR MINORITY
GROUPS AND DISABLED PERSONS

Q.,_Does your company currently Make a tPecial effort to recruit READ EACHITEM), or not?

EEO-Off-I:tett

Base

People
From

Minority
Groups

Disabled
People

(301)

Makes a special effort
72 60

Does tot make
27 30

Not sure
1 10

Department-HeatitiLlne Managers (210)

Makes a spetial effort
50 33

Does not make
46 53

Not sure
4 14

Companies with Federal-GOVettiment Contracts (273)

Makes a special effort
82 56

Does not make
16 41

Not sure
2 3

Companies without Federal Govetnment Centracts (570)

Makes a special effort
49 28

Does not make
47 67

Not Sure
3 5

us: 34
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Table 1-2

TOP MANAGERS RATE DISABLED PEOPLE
AS A POTENTIAL SOURCE OF EMPLOYEES

Q.: When you think of your company s employment needs in the next few years,
how would you rate (READ EACH ITEM) as a potential source of employees --
excellent, good, only fair, or poor?

Base: 210 Excellent Good
Only
Fair Poor

Not
Sure Refused

People in minority groups 27 54 14 2 2

Handicapped people 10 51 31 5 2

Elderly people 14 42 27 13 4

*Less than 0.5%.
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EBO-and Line Managers-Rate Disabled Job Applicants

EEO Officers and line managers compared disabled and non-disabled job

applicants on a number of criteria. Substantial majorities of both manager

groups rate disabled applicants as equal to, or better than, non-disabled

applicants on: formal education, job skills, ability to sell themselves,

leadership potential, communication skills, and past experience (Table 1-3).

Among EEO officers, majorities ranging from 60% to 64% consider

disabled applicants about the same as non-disabled applicants on formal

adUdation, job skills, leadership potential, and communicatiOn

MihOrities of 10% to 13% rate disabled applicants better than non-diSabled

applicants on all of these criteria except one, the ability to sell themSelVeS,

for Which 23% of EEO officers rate disabled applicants superior.

Line managers give disabled job applicants virtually the same

evaluations for all six criteria as those given by EEO officers. For example,

27% of line managers rate disabled applicants as better than non-disabled

applicants on their ability to sell themselves.

Observatlon:

Both EEO officers_and_line managers say that a lack of past
experience hurts disabled applicants most. The problem; of
course; is how to gain experience when one can't get a job.
One way in which this can be addressed iS internship
and other on-the-job training programs.

CA
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Table 1=3

MANAGERS RATE DISABLED JOB APPLICANTS

Q.: In general, how would you compare handicapped ieb-a0014catts to most non=
handicapped applicants on their (READ ITEM) -- are handicapped applicantt
better, worse, or about the same as most non-handicapped applicant0

Base: 301

EEO-Offitets

Better Worse

About Doesn't
the Apply Depends Not
Same (VoL) tVol-) Sure Refused

Formal education % 13 7 63 5 1

Job skills 13 9 60 7

Ability to sell themselves 23 16 46

Leadership potential % 10 6 64 6 6

Communication skills % 11 6 61 5 12

Past experience 10 26 45 6 6 7

Department Heads/Line ManaRers
About Doesn't

Base: 210
the

Better Worse Same
Apply
(Vol.)

Depends Not
(Vol.) Sure Refused

Formal education % 13 6 60 10 2 10

Job tkillt % 14 5 58 10 5 9

Ability to sell theMselves % 27 10 42 10 2 9

Leadership potential % 9 8 62 10 2 9

Communication skint 11 5 61 9 6 7

Plitt experience 9 20 45 11 2 12

*Less than 0.5%.
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CHAPTER 2: JOB DISCRIMINATION AND CIVIL RIGHTS LAWS

Job -Discriminitt-ion-Against D is ab 1 ed People

Large majorities of top managers (72%), EEO officers (76%), department

heads/line managers (80%), and small business managers (70%) feel that disabled

people often encounter job discrimination from employers (Table 2-1).

Observation:

This assertion by three-fOurths_of managers supports the
anecdotal evidence of job discrimination against disabled
people that disability advocates and journaliStS have
gathered for many years. Discrimination by_emplOyers
remains a barrier to increased eMployment of disabled
people;

The 1985 ICU Survey of Disabled Americans found that onlY
one-third of working-age disabled people are employed either
full-time or part-time, even thcugh a two-thirds maiority of
unemployed disabled people want to work. Until job
discrimination and other employment barriers are eliminated,
large numbers of disabled people may not enter the working
mainstream of American life.
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Table 2-1

PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYERS WHO FEEL DISABLED
PEOPLE ENCOUNTER JOB DISCRIMINATION

Q.: Do you feel that handicapped people often encounter job discrimination from
employers, or not?

Top EEO
Management Officers

Department
Heads/

Line Managers

Small
Business
Managers

Base 210 301 210 200

Yes, encounter discrimination 72 76 80 70

Do not encounter 17 15 11 18

Not sure 11 7 9 12

RefuSed 1 1
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Whether CiVil Rikhtb-IAW-Shbuid AlSo Cover Disabled Noble

All four manager groups were asked if the CiVil rights laws that cover

minorities against discrimination should also cover disabled persons.

Majorities of top managers, EEO officers, line managers, and small business

managers think that they should. But EEO officers and line managers express

much stronger support than top managers. Eighty percent of EEO officer§ And 72%

of line managers support coverage for disabled people by anti-discrimination

laws; Only 56% of top managers take this view, a tar smaller majority

(Table 2-2).

Observation:

This is, perhaps, one of the more surprising findings in the
survey. It is, !lowever, typical of the attitudes of
business executives reported in this survey who are shown to
be generally supportive of policies which would help
disabled people.

This is the second finding to_suggest that EEO officers and
line managers_are closer to the_problems faced by disabled
employees, and are more supportive of change than are top
managers.

4 0
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Table 2-2

WHETHER CIVIL RIGHTS LAWS SHOULD ALSO COVER DISABLED PEOPLE

Q.: Do you think that tilt tivil tights laws that cover minorities against
discrimination should a:so cover_handicapped_persons, or not? (IF RESPONDENT
SAYS THAT LAWS ALREADY COVER THEM) PROBE
laws should or should not ...?)

WITH:

EEO
Offiters

Do you think that civil rights

Department Small
Heads/ Business

Line Managers Managers

Top
Management

Base 210 301 210 200

Should cover 56 80 72 65

Should not cover 30 16 19 26

Not sure 13 4 8 9

Refused * 1

*Less than 0.5%.
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CHAPTER 3: HIRING POLICIES TOWARD DISABLED PEOPLE

Prevalence PfHitiligPo-liciea or Programs for Disabled Peeple

Thirty-seven percent of all managers interviewed say that their

company has an establiahed policy or program for the hiring of disabled people

(Table 3-1);

Companies that empley at lea§t 10,000 people are two to nine times

Mere likely to have a hiring policy than are companies with less than one

thousand employees; Sixty-two percent of managers in companies with at least

10,000 emploYees say that they have a hiring policy for disabled people,

compared to 24% in companies with 50-999 employees and a mere 7% in companies

with 10-49 eMpleyees.

Observation:

If one accepts the premise that establishing equal
Iployment policies for disabled people is a necessary step

toward their full employment, then these results show a long
haul aLead for the advocacy movement. It will be many years
until Large majorities of all managers say that their
company nil§ an established policy for employing disabled
people.

Federal law requires companies that have federal ContraCts in excess

of $2,500 to effect equal employment hiring policies toward diaabled people. In

companies that have federal Contracts, 71% of managers say that they have an

established hiring policy fer diaabled people. Only 21% of mahagers in

companies without federal cOntriacth have such a policy or program.

Awareness of these pelicies appears to be significantly loWer aMong

department heads and line managers. About one-third of this group saya that

their company has a hiring polity teWard disabled people; The corresponding

figurea for top managers and EEO officer§ are 47% and 53%, respectively.
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In companies that have a hiring policy for disabled people, 88% of top

managers state that they play an active role in disseminating thia policy to

managers (Table 3-2);

Half of these companies also have awareness programs or diStribUte

literature to help managers learn to work with diSabled people (Table 3-3).

Observation:

Top manager§ raport a remarkably high level of participation
in educating middle managers about these_hiring policies;
The big dropoff_in_awareness of_these policies among_line
Managers suggests that_neither their efforts nor awareness
programs have Succeeded fully as of yet;

Almost half (47%) of EEO officers (or managers with those

responsibilities) in companies with hiring policies say that a specific person

or department oversees the hiring of handicapped people (Table 3-4). The

existence of such a position or department perhaps suggests a more firmly

established policy for employing disabled people.
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Table 3-1

PREVALENCE OF HIRING POLICIES OR PROGRAMS FOR DISABLED PEOPLE

Q.: Does your company have an established policy or program for the hiring of
handicapped people, or not?

Total

BaSe

Has a
Policy or
Program

Does
Not Have

Not
Sure

221 37 55

All Managers By Size of Company
10000 or more employees 240 % 62 30 8
1000-9i999 employees 242 % 51 36 13
50=999 employees 239 % 24 69 7
10-49 employees 200 % 7 92 2

TY-Ob-öf-Manager
Top Management 210 % 47 52
EEO Offider_ 301 % 53 41
Department HeadlLine Manager 210 % 35 44 21
Small Business Managers 200 % 7 92 2

Company Has Federal-C6ntraCts
Yes 273 71 25 4
No 570 21 72 7
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Table 3-2

TOP MANAGEMENT'S ROLE IN DISSEMINATING HIRING POLICIES

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

Does top management in your company play an active role in the
dissemination of this policy to your managers, or not?

Top Managers

Does
Plays an Not Play Not

Base Active Role a Role Sure Refused

98 % 88 11 1

4 5
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Table 3-3

PREVALENCE OF AWARENESS PROGRAMS OR LITERATURE

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

Q.: Does your company have any prOgrath -or distribute any literature that helps
your managers and employeeS learn to work With handicapped people; or not?

Tyne of Manager

Bete
Company Has Awareness
Ptogram or Literature

Does Not
Have

Not
Sure

98
159

73

149
123
72

46
53

47

62
45
24

52
43

47

34
52
72

7

Top Managers
EEO Officers
Department Heads/

Line Managers

All_Managers BY
Site-Of-COMpany

10,000 Ok Mote employees
1,000-9,999 employees
1,000 or fewer
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Table 3-4

PREVALENCE OF DEPARTMENTS THAT OVERSEE HIRING OF DISABLED PEOPLE

Base: EEO Officers and Line Managers in companies that
have a hiring policy for disabled people

Q.: Does your company have a specific person or department that oversees the
hiring of handicapped people, or not?

Has a
Specific
Person\ Does Not

Base Department Not Have Sure

EEO OffiderS 159 % 47 50 3

Department Heads/Line Managers 73 % 36 55 10

4 7
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Prevalence of Hiring Quotas for Disabled People

A small minority of EEO officers say that their company's hiring

policy toward disabled people amounts to a specific quota. Nine percent say

that their company policy reql;Ires employment of a certain number of disabled

poPle, or A Certain proportion of disabled employees (Table 3-5).

ScreeningHJob-Candidates for Dia-ability

Forty-four percent of EEO officers say that their company screens job

candidates for disabilities that could liMit their ability to do the job. This

information is used in making hiring decisionS by 91% of companies that screen

for functional limitations (Table 3-6).

Self-Identification bp Disabled Job Candidates-and-Etenlovees

A 53% majority of EEO officers encourage job candidates and employees

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

Observation:

Encouragement to self-identify is considered an important
step in the integration of disabled employees into a work
environment. Self-identification, as recommended by
BerkeleY Planning Associates for the Department of Labor
(1982) places the special needs of disabled employees in the
same status as other work situations and potential problems
that managers regularly address.

A large increase in the majority of companies that encourage
Self-identification would be beneficial to managers,
durrent_employees, and job candidates. Then, necessary
accommodations could be made.

The survey does not provide information on how companies use
screening for disability, or whether this helps or hinders
the matching of disabled job applicants.with appropriate
jobs.

4 8
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Table 3-5

PREVALENCE OF HIRING QUOTAS FOR DISABLED PEOPLE

Base: EEO Officers in companies that have a
hiring policy for disabled people

Q.: Does your company policy require that you employ a certain number of
handicapped people, or_have a certain proportion of handicapped employees in
your work force, or not?

Policy Requires a
Certain Number of Does Not Not

Base Disabled Employees Require Sure

EEO Officers 159 % 9 86 5
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Table 3-6

PERCENTAGE OF COMPANIES THAT SCREEN FOR DISABILITY, AND USE
INFORMATION IN HIRING DECISIONS

Base: EEO Officers

Q.: DdeS your company screen job candidates for functional limitations for
doing the job, or not?

EEO OfficerS

Does Not Not
Base Screens Screen Sure

301 % 44 52 4

Q.: Is this information used ih making hiring decisions, or not?

USe Do_ Not
Hese InformatIon Not USe Sure Refused

EEO Officers in
companies that screen
for disability 132 % 91 6 2
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Table 3-7

PERCENTAGE OF COMPANIES THAT ENCOURAGE JOB CANDIDATES AND EMPLOYEES
TO SELF-IDENTIFY AS DISABLED

Base: EEO Officers

01.: Does your company encourage_job candidates and employees to self-identify
themSelvet AS handicapped or as having a specifit diaability, or not?

Encouraged Nbt Not
Base to-Self-Identify EncouraRed Sure Refused

EEO Officers 301 % 53 44 2 2
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CHAPTER 4: RECENT HIRING OF DISABLED PEOPLE

Percentage of Companies That Have Hired DiSdbled
People in the ThreePast YearsAnd Past Year

Sixty-five percent of EEO officers say that their company has hired

disabled people in the past three years. Managers who said yes to this question

then were asked if their company had hired any disabled people in the past 12

months. The percentage of EEO officers who claim to have done this drops

sharply to 43% (Table 4-1). A 57% majority of companies, especially smaller

companies, have not hired disabled people in the past year.

Observation:

This line of questioning was employed in order to achieve a
"harder" measure of the percentage of companies that have
hired disabled people in the past year. The idea behind
thiS kind of test is to focus on progressively more recent
time periods. The series could have started farther back in
time, at five or ten years ago, and continued until only 6
months or 3 months back from the date of the interview. In
theory, the percentage should always grow smaller as the
time frame is tightened.

All manager groups were asked these questions, even though top

managers and line managers could have less direct knowledge of recent hirings

than EEO officers and other personnel officers who have these responsibilities.

Combining the samples allows for analysis across some broad measuresi such as

differences by size of company ot the possible effectS of federal contracts on

company policies and actions. It should be understood that the combined sample

of all managers is not projectable to any exact universe of managers; Only the

individual samples of managers or companies by size, or both, are representative

of a particular universe of companieS.

52
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The results for all managers reveal a powerful trend toward greater

hiring of disabled people in larger companies. Fifty-two percent of companies

with at least 10,000 employees have hired disabled people in the past year. The

percentage drops to 27% for companies with 50-999 employees and 16% for

companies with 10-49 employees (Table 4-1). These differences reflect at least

in part the obvious fact large employers hire more people of all kinds.

This survey does not provide information on whether the proportion of disabled

employees hired is greater among large, medium-sized or small companies.

The presence of a hiring policy for disabled people greatly increases

the likelihood that disabled people will be hired. A two-thirds majority (67%)

of companies with a hiring policy for disabled people have hired them in the

past year, compared to only 42% of companies that do not have such a policy.

Companies that have federal contracts are also more likely to hire

disabled people than are companies without federal contracts. Sixty-five

percent of companies with federal contracts have hired disablrd people in the

past year; 48% of companies without federal contracts have hired disabled people

in the past year.

53
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Table 4-1

PERCENTAGE OF COMPANIES THAT HAVE HIRED DISABLED PEOPLE RECENTLY

Q.: Has your company hired any handicapped people in the past 3 years, or not?
(NOTE: RESPONDENT MAY ASK IF QUESTION REFERS TO THEIR LOCATION OR THE WHOLE
COMPANY. TELL THEM TO ANSWER FOR THE LOCATIONS THEY FEEL QUALIFIED TO SPEAK
ABOUT.)

Q.: Hae_yOur company hired any handicapped people in the past year; since
(DATE) 1985, or not?

Base

Q8e
Hired Disabled People
in the Past 3 Years

Hired DiaabledPeople
In thePeat Year

EEO Offltera 301 65% 43%

All Managers By
Size of Company

240 69% 52%10;000 or_more emplOyee8
1;000-9;999 employees 242 63% 42%
50-999 employees 219 54% 27%
10-49 employees 200 45% 16%

Company Has a Hiring
Policy for Disabled
People
Yes 344 80% 67%
No 506 49% 42%

Haye_Federal Contracts
Yes 273 75% 65%
No 570 52% 48%

Company Participation in
Various Programs__
Targeted jobs tax
credit program 277 74% 51%

(Association with)
state vocational__
rehabilitation agency 319 79% 56%

Type of Industry
Manufacturing. 279 65% 37%
WholeSala/Retail 253 54% 31%
Financial aeryices 159 62% 42%
Other aervices 164 54% 32%
Other 68 52% 28%

5 4



-40=

How Disabled Employees Came to Their Companies

EEO officers whose companies had hired disabled people in the patt

year were asked how those people were referred to their company. A 68% majority

of theSe people reportedly came of their own initiative, or through friends or

word-of-mouth (Table 4-2).

Other ditabled employees were referred through: private vocational

rehabilitation agencies (15%), state employment services (14%), agencies that

place disabled people (12%), government vocational rehabilitation agencies

(11%), private employment agencies (11%), current employees of the companies

(9%), company recruiters (7%), colleges and schools (3%), and independent

recruiters (1%).

Observation:

These findings send_a_clear_ message to disabled people: _the
best way to find a job is_through personal initiatiVe and
perseverance. The message to public:and private_
rehabilitation agencies is to do a far better job of
intrOducing qualified disabled clients to prospective
employers. Chapter 10 will confirm that employers would
be likely to respond positively.
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Table 4-2

HOW DISABLED EMPLOYEES CAME TO THEIR COMPANIES

Base: Managers whose companies have hired disabled
people in the past year

Q.: How were those handicapped people referred to your company? Anything else?

Hired Disabled
Peop-16iftt1e-Past Ye.r

197

Came of their own initiative 55
Private vocational rehabilitation agency 15
State employment service 14
Friends or word-of-mouth 13
Agency that places handicapped people 12
Government vocational rehabilitation agency 11
Private employment agency 11
Current employees 9
Compahy recruiters_
Colleges and schools 3
Independent recruiters/headhunters
Other 8
Not sure 7

RefuSed

Note: Multiple responses were given by some respondents to this question.
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Reasons Why Disabled People Hive NotBeenHired

Managers whose companies have not hired disabled people in the past

three years cited various reasons why they may not have done so (Table 4-3).

Two reasons emerged as major barriers to the employment of disabled people:

Sixty=six percent of managers say that a lack_of__
qualified applicants is an important reason why they have
not hired disabled people in the past three years;

-- Fifty-two percent called an absence of job openings or a
hiring freeze an important reason for not hiring disabled
people in this time period;

No more than one in five managers said that any of the other factors

tested was an important reason why they had not hired disabled people recently.

These factors include: disabled people being a safety risk to themselves and

otherS (19%); architectural barriers or a lack of spccial equipment in the

workplace (17%); an inability to train disab]ed people (12%); and a lack of

support from top management (5%).

Those managers whose companies had hired disabled people in the past

three years) but not in the past 12 months, also assessed the importance of

these reasons. Once again, the two major reasons were an absence of jobs (65%)

and a lack of qtaified applicants (61%), only the order switched; The rank

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

Observation:

Society must increase the pool of qualified disabled
applicants through increased education and appropriate job
training. A new generation of young disabled people are
being educated under the 1975 Education for All Handicapped
Children Act. Employers, public and private agencies and
disabled people must insure that they receive all necessary
training to enter the profession of their choice.

But millions of other unemployed disabled people finished
their education long ago. Many of these people want to
work, and are capable of working, but lack the necessary
training to get jobs. Employers could acquire many valuable
employees (as Chapter 5 will show) and help disabled people
become productive members of society.

5'7
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Table 4-3

REASONS WHY DISABLED PEOPLE HAVE NOT BEEN HIRED IN THE PAST 3 YEARS

Base: Managers whose companies have not hired disabled
people in the past 3 years

Q.: WAre_(READ EACH ITEM) an
capped people in the past three

base: 319

A lack Of qualified applicants

Ah absence of job openings or
a hiring freeze

They're being a_safety riSk to
themselves or others

Architectural barriers or a
lack of special equipment

The fact that_you are unable
to train handicapped people

NotAskedofTopManalters-

A lack of support from top
management

*Less than 0.5%.

important reason why you haven't hired handi-
years, or not?

Important
Reason

Not an
Important
Reason Depends

Not
Sure Refused

% 66 32 1

52 47 1

% 19 78 3

% 17 80 2 2

12 85 2

5 90
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Table 4=4

REASONS WHY DISABLED PEOPLE HAVE NOT BEEN HIRED IN THE PAST YEAR

Base: Managers whose companies have nOt hiked diSabled
people in the past year but whith had hired them in the

two preceding years

Q. Is/Are (READ EACH ITEM) an important reason why you haven't hiked handi-
-capped people in the past year, or not?

Base: 187

Not at
Important Important NOt
Reason Reason Depends SUt4 Rtfitt4d

An_absence of job openings or
a hiring freete 65 32 1 3

A lack of qualified applicants % 61 36 1 2

They're being a aafety risk to
themselves or others % 16 81 2 2

Architectural barriers or a
lack of special eqUipment % 12 84 1 2

The_fact that_you are unable
to train handicapped people % 7 89 2 2

Not Asked of TopManuata

A lack of support from top
management 94 2
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CHAPTER 5: MANAGERS RATE THE JOB PERFORMANCE OF DISABLED EMPLOYEES

The Overall Performance of Disabled Employees

Overwhelming majorities of top managers, EEO officers, department

heads/line managers, and small business managers give disabled employees a good

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

say that disabled employees job performance is only fair, and virtually no one

says that they do their jobs poorly (Table 5=1).

Eighty-eight percent of top managers give disabled employees an

excellent or good rating, (24% call their job performance excellent, 64 % good,

5% call it only fair; and 1% call it poor.)

Ninety one percent of EEO officers say that disabled employees do an

excellent or good job; (20% say that they do an excellent job, 71% d good job,

4% say only fair, and none tall their perfOrmance poor.)

Line managers give a similar rating: 91% riltd disabled employees

excellent or good; (27% rate them excellent, 64% good, 3% rate them only fair,

and none said that disabled employees do a poor job.)

Observation:

This strong endorsement of disabled employees_is the_firSt
of several_findings to show_that disabled_employees do a
fine job, and perform:as well or better_than most other
employees_in_similar jobs. Employers who may still harbor
fears that disabled people won't measure_up to_performande
standards should be reassured by the findings in this
chapter;
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Table 5-1

tkNAGERS RATE THE JOB PERFORMANCE OF DISABLED EMPLOYEES

Base: Managers in companies with disabled employees

Now let's talk about your ompahy's experiences with handicapped employees,
past and present._ In general, hoW Would yöu rate the job performance of
handicapped employees
or poor?

who work for your company

TOp _EEO
Manager# Offiders

exCellent, good,

Department
Heads/Line
Managers

only fair,

Small
Business
Managers

Base 198 253 162 118

EXCellent 24 20 27 23

GOOd 64 71 64 59

(hay fair 5 4 3 11

PO-or 1 3

Not sure 7 4 7 3

Refused -

61
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D is ab ledandNonDitabledEtaoloveetCompate-don--KeyJeb -Criteria

Top managers, EEO officers, line managers, and small business managers

compared disabled and non-disabled employees on key criteria for job

performance; The overwhelming majority of disabled employees perform either on

a par with non-disabled employees in similar jobs, or often above them (Table

5-2).

follows:

The comparisons made by line managers for six key criteria are as

-- On willingness to work hard: 46% rate disabled employees
better than non-disabled employees, and 33% rate them
about the same.

-- On reliability: 39% rate disabled employees better than
non-disabled employees, and 42% rate them about the same.

-- On attendance and punctuality on the job: 39% rate
disabled employees better than non-disabled employees,
and 40% rate them about the same.

-- On productivity: 20% rate them better than non-disabled
employees, and 57% rate them about the same.

-- On desire for promotion: 23% rate them better than
non-disabled employees, and 55% rate them about the same.

-- On leadership ability: 10% rate them better than
non-disabled employees, and 62% rate them about the same.
Six percent of line managers rated disabled employees
worse than non-disabled employees on leadership
potential.

Observation:

The data shown in Table 5-2 are remarkable both in their
content and consistency between the manager_groups. _ _

Managers are convinced that disabled employees almost always
perform their jobs as well or better than other employees in
Similar jobs.
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Disabled employees work hard, and are reliable and
punctual. They produce as well or better than
non-disabled employees, and demonstrate average or better
than average leadership ability and ambition. In other
words, disabled employees are an asset to any employer.
The challenge posed by these evaluations is how society
can find ways to bring many more disabled people into the
workplace as productive members of society.

63
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Table 5-2

MANAGERS COMPARE DISABLED AND NON-DISABLED EMPLOYEES
ON KEY JOB CRITERIA

Q. I'm going to read some criteria used to evaluate employees; How would you rate
handicapped employees on their (READ EACH ITEM) 7- are they better, worse, or about the
same as non-handicapped employees in similar jobs?

Top Managers' Evaluation

Base: 210
About Not Not

Better Worse the Same Sure Refused Applicable

Willingness to work hard 50 40 4 6
Reliability 42 - 46 5 1 6
Attendance and punctuality on the job 43 1 44 4 1 6
Productivity_ 18 6 66 4 1 6
Desire for promotion 13 4 69 1 0
Leadership ability 7 13 60

_7

12 1 7

EEO Officers' Evaluation

Base: 301
_About _Not Nbt

Better Worse the Same Sure Refused Applicable

Willingnit.:s to work hard 49 44 2

47 47 3
Attendanc d unctuality on the Jab % 43 50 3
Productiv. 21 68 4
DeSire for .i-rotion 18 4 70 5

Leadership 7 11 69 8

Department Head/Line Managers' Evaluation
About Not Not

Base: Better Worse the Same Sure Refused Applicable

Willingness 'co -orl-r !,ard 46 33 5 15
39 42 4 15

Attendance and pu:Lcuality the job 39 1 40 5 15
Productiv:Lty 20 2 57 5 15
Desire fot proth,tion 23 1 55 5 16
Leadership abillty 10 6 62 6 16

Base: 200

Willingness to work hard %
Reliability %
Attendance and punctuality on the job %
Productivity_ %
Desire for promotion %
Leadership ability %

*Less than 0;5%;

--Small Business Mana ers' Evaluation
About Not Not

Better Worse the Same Sure Refused Applicable

37 1 30 3
33 1 34 3

32 1 33 3

17 5 45 4
15 4 45 5
7 14 44 4

64

30
30
30
31
32
31



Promoting Disabled Employees

Tables 5-3 and 5-4 contain what appear to be somewhat contradictory

data about the rate at which disabled employees get promoted. Sixty=eight

percent of EEO officers say tl'at disabled employees get promoted at about the

same rate as most other employees, which would seem to be a strong sign of their

full integration into the workforce (Table 5-3). But nearly three-fourths of

these same managers say that they have been only somewhat successful (45%) or

not successful (27%) in promoting disabled employees (Table 5-4).

Observation:

The meaning of these findings_is open to_interpretation;
The first question; in Table 5-3, was_asked_very_early in
the survey; and the second question, in Table 5=4,_was asked
at about the midpoint in_the interview. _It could_be that
these findings are, in fact, consistent because they reflect
the availability of promotions at the levolVhere most
disabled people_are_emploved;_ To the extent that promotions
are_availablei which may not_be_too often) disabled
employees may receive them at about the same rate as
riveryone else.
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Table 5-3

RATE OF PROMOTION:
A COMPARISON OF DISABLED AND NON-DISABLED EMPLOYEES

Q.: WoUld you say that your handicapped employees usually get promoted at about
the same rate as most other employees, at a slower rate, or at a faster tate?

EEO
Officers

Department
Heads/

Line Managers

_Small

BUsindSt
manaRets

101 210 200

Get promoted at same rate 58 45

At a slower rate 15 17 11

At a faster rate 1 2

Depends 2 2 4

Not applicable 11 17 37

Not sure 4 4 2

Refueed * * 1

*LesS than 0.5%.
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Table 5=4

COMPANIES' SUCCESS AT PROMOTING DISABLED EMPLOYEES

Q.:_ How would you rate your company s success at promoting handicapped
employees_-- have you been very_successful, somewhat successful, not too
successful, or not successful at all?

Top
Management

EEO
Managers

Line
Managers

Small
Business
Managers

Base 210 301 210 200

Very successful 3 3 6 4

Somewhat successful 40 45 31 23

Not too successful 29 21 13 11

Not successful at all 7 6 9 12

N t sure 9 8 5 1

Refused 1

Not applicable 12 17 36 51
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Supervision of Disabled Employees

A majority of line managers (54%) have Supervised disabled employees

at acme point in their career (Table 5-5)

The eVerwhelming majority (82%) of both those who have And have not

Supetvised disabled employees feel that disabled employees are hot mere

diffictlt tO supervise (Table 5-6). Half (50%) consider it neceSSary to brief

other employees about working with a disabled person when one is hired

(Table 5-7).
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Table 5-5

PERCENTAGE OF DEPARTMENT HEADS WHO HAVE SUPERVISED
A DISABLED EMPLOYEE

Ease: Department Heads/Line Managers

Q.: D6 You now supervise, or have you ever supervised) any handicapped
employees, or not?

Beee SUPerVited Has Not Not Sure Refused

TOtal 210 54 45

Size of Company
10,000 or more employees 70 % 57 41
1j000-9,999 employees 70 % 46 54
50-999 employees 70 % 59 39
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Table 5-6

WHETHER OR NOT IT S HARDER TO SUPERVISE DISABLED EMPLOYEES

Base: Department Heads/Line Managers

Q.: DO yOu feel that it is more difficult to superViSe a handicapped employee
than a nen=handicapped employee or not?

More Nbt More
Base Difficult DiffiCUlt Not Sure Refused

Total 210 % 10

Have_Supervised
a Disabled Emplovee
Yes 113 13 84 3
No 94 7 80 13
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Table -7

WHETHER IT'S NECESSARY TO BRIEF CO-WORKERS WHEN
A DISABLED EMPLOYEE IS HIRED

Base: Department Heads/Line Managers

Q.: If you hire a handicapped person, do you thihk it ia necessary to talk with
other employees whom you superyiSe about Working with, and reacting to, a
haild.foapped person, or not?

NOt
Netestary NeceL-3-ary NotSurc Re-fOaed

Total 210 5-0 4-7

T!ave Snoorvised
a Disabled Emp/oyee

Yes
No

113
94

71

49 47
52 47

3
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FititAHDISabled EMPloYeeS

MatagerS in all grOUOS are divided about whether it is more difficult

to fire a disabled employee than a non-disabled employee (Table 5-8)

Forty-four percent Of top mahagers believe that it is more difficult

to fire a disabled employee; end 46% belieVe it is not more difficult;

By a two-to-one majority, EEO officérs think that it is not more

difficult fire disabled employees. 4-two percent think that it is not

more difficult, and 30% think that it is mote diffittlt.

A 57% majority of line managers also believe that it is not more

difficult to fire disabled employees than non-disabled employees; however a

sizable 37% feel that it is.

Small business managers are more equally divided; 44% believing it is

more difficult, and 47% that it is not more diffiuclt, tp fire disabled

employees.

ObSertratieki

So long at Matidgekt feel that it is difficult to fire
employees, if they:Ake diSabled, this will tend to be a
barrier to the hiring and integration of disabied people.

Some Perceptions Relatin-to-the-EMOlOYment of Disabled People

One significant battier tO the eMployment of disafled persons is that

almost half of all managers (46%) belieVe that specill privileges must usually

be made for them (Table 5-9). oh the Other hand a plurality (47%) of employers

believe that disabled employeeS haVe feWer accidents on the job, and a massive

93% majority reject the argument that hL,idicapped employees don't fit in.
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Table 5-8

WHETHER OR NOT DISABLED EMPLOYEES ARE MORE DIFFICULT TO FIRE

Q.: Do you thinic that it is more difficult to fire a handicapped employee than
a non=handicapped employee or not?

ManageMent
EEO

Officers
Department Heads/
Line BenagerS

Sthell

Business
Managers

Base 210 301 210 200
74-

More difficult 44 30 37 44

Not more difficult 46 62 57 47

Not sure 10 7 6 9

Refused 1

73
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Table 5-9

EMPLOYING HANDICAPPED PEOPLE: SOME PERCEPTIONS

Q.: Let me read you some statements that people have made dbOut emploking
handicapped people; Please say if you agree strotvly, agree someWhat, disagree
somewhat, or disagree strongly.

Base: 921 Akrtt Ditakree Not Sure

Special privileges
must usually_be
made for handicapped
employees X 46 49 6

Handicapped employees
haveifewer accidents on
the_job than do non7
handicapped employees

Handicapped people just
don't fit in with most
non-handicapped emplokees

47 28 25

4 93 2

Note: On the table the answer for the total sample is shown because the
differences between top managers, EEO officers, line managers and small
business managers are small.
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CHAPTER 6: THE COST OF EMPLOYING AND ACCOMMODA1ING DISABLED EMPLOYEES

The-AVeralAe-C4cat-of Employing Disabled People

Overwhelming major±ties of top managers (81%), EEO öffiCera (79%),

department heads/line managers (75%), and small buSiness managers (64%) say that

the average cost of employing a disabled person is about the Same artt the cost of

employing a non-disabled person. Only 13% to 17% of these manage-is say that the

average cost of employment is greater for disabled employeeS (Table 6-1).

Observations:

1. For many yearsi_it has been alleged that high_costs are
a major barrier_to_large7scale employment of disabled

people. ThréSé findings_disprove that theory; Eight out of
ten managers_say that_the costs of_employing both disabled
and hoh=diatibled people are about the same.

2._ DiSabled_employees meet the standards of_large
MajoritieS of_managers on job_performance, ease of
SUperViSion, deSire for promotion and; ncu, cost of
employment.

75
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Table -6-=1

AVERAGE COST OF EMPLOYMENT: DISABLED VERSUS NON-DISABLED EMPLOYEES

Q.: Would you say that the average cost Of employing a handicapped person is
greater than, less than, or about the same as the cost of employing a non-
handidapped person in a similar job?

Top
Management

_EEO

Offieet6-
DePartMent Heads/
Line Managers

Small
Business
Managers

BASe 210 301 210 200

Greater than 13 13 17 14

Less then 2 2 4

AbOUt the Same 81 79 75 64

Dependt (vol.) 2 2 1 7

Not sure 3 3 4 II

Refused - 1 .-;

*Less than 0.5%.

76
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Accommodations in the Workplace

About half (48%) of EEO officers say that their company has made

accommodations in the workplace or changed its practices in order to help

disabled employees do their jobs. However, only one-third (35%) of line

managers say their company has made accommodations. Top managers seem to

overestimate with what actually hes been done: 70% of them say that

accommodatio have been made. Small business managers are less likely to have

made accommodations (Table 6-2.

The nature of accommodations and their prevalence varies greatly. EEO

officers whose companies have made accommodations answered questions about the

kinds of steps that have been taken (Table 6-3).

-- Ninety percent of these companies have removed
architectural barriers or changed furniture_to give
disabled employees full access to the workplace;

-- Fifty percent of these companies have purchased special
equipment to help disabled employees;

-- Fifty percent of these companies have adjusted work hours
or restructured jobs to accommodate disabled employees.

-- Twenty-three percent of these companies have provided
readers or interpreters to help blind or speech and
hearing-impaired employees do their jobs.

-- Ten percent of these companies have made other
accommodations for disabled employees.

A few companies (6%) also employ a disability professional who works

with disabled employees and their supervisors (Table 6-4). However, this figure

may underrepresent the proportion of companies that subcontract disability

professionals on an as needed basis.

77
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Observation:

Federal arid private studies have emphasized_thkiMportance
of making accdtmOdations as a crucial step in the full
integration of disabled eMployees in the workplaod. Not all
disabled employees_require accommodations; But_fdt those
who do, these studies urge that accommodations be made at
the earliest possible stage in their employment. The sooner
that accommodations are made, the sooner that an employee's
disability ceases to be an igaue or potential problem.

Seeking the advice or services of a disability professional
is also encouraged. Many disability professionals are
tralned to choose the most effective types of accommodations
at the cheapest cost to employers.
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Table 6-2

PREVALENCE OF ACCOMMODATIONS IN THE WORKPLACE

Q;: Has your company made any accommodations in the work place or changes in
its practices in order to help handicapped employees do their jobs; or not?

TVpe of ManaRer

Base
Accommodations

Made
None
Made

Not
Sure Refused

Top Management 210 70 30 *
EEO Officers 301 48 45 7 *
Department Heads/Line
Managers 210 35 50 14 *

&ball Business Managers 200 18 79 3 1

Size of Company
240 % 65 28 7 *10;000 employees

1,000=9;999 242 % 54 37 9 *
50-999 employees 239 % 33 62 5 -

10-49 employees 200 % 18 79 3 1

Have Federal Contracts
Ye6 273 % 74 22 4 *
No 570 % 30 65 4 1



Q.14b

-65-

Table 6-3

TYPES OF ACCOMMODATIONS

Bale: EEO Officers whose companies have made accommodations

Q.: Has your company (READ EACH ITEM)?

Base: 145

Removed architectural barriers
or changed_furniture to give
handicapped employees full
access, or not

Purchased any special telephones
or equipment to help handicapped
employees) or 2ot

Adjusted work_hours or
restructured jobs to accommodate
handicapped employees, or not

Provided_readers or interpreters
to_help blind Or speeCh and
hearing-impaited employees,
or not

Make any other_accOMMOdetions
for handicapped employeea,
or not

%

Have
Have
Not

Not
Sure

Not
Refused Applicable

90

50 43 4 3

% 50 42 5 3

% 23 65 8 3

% 10 79 1 10
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Table 6-4

PERCENTAGE OF COMPANIES THAT EMPLOY A DISABILITY PROFESSIONAL

Q.: Doe§ yott compaty employ a disability professional who works with
handicapped employees or their supervisors; or not?

EEO Officers

*Less than 0;5%;

Employs a Does Not Not
Base Professional Employ One Sure Refused

301 % 6 88 6

81
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The Cost of Accommodstion#

Large majorititS of managers in companies that have made

accommodations say that the cost of making accommodations has not been

expensive. Seventy-four percent of top managers, 72% of EEO officers, and 80%

of line managers in these companies consider the cost of accommodations not too

expensive or not expensive at all. L686 than one-quarter ConSider the cost of

accommodations somewhat expensive, and virtually no oite considers theth very

expensive (Table 6-5);

Thirty-two percent of department heads and line managers say that the

cost of accommodating a disabled emplcyee is charged to their departmental

budget (Table 6-6);

Observation:

The Berkeley study also shows that most accommodations
(81%)i_cost less than $500 and that half cost nothihg._
.nce_the average cost of_emplOying a disabled person is in

...Aa range of costs for_all employees, the average cost_of
accommodations must not significantly raise the cost of
employing disabled people (Table 6-1);

Where department heads and line managers are charged_with
the costs of accommodations, this may be a disincentive to
hiring disabled people -- however modest the cost --
particularly for small companies.
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Table 6-5

THE COST OF ACCOMMODATIONS

Base: Have made accommodations or changes in the workplace

Q.: In general, would you say that the cost of the accommodations you've made
is_very expensive, somewhat expensive, not too xpensive, or not expensive at
d117

Top
Management

EEO
Officers

Department HecL:s/
Line Managerz.

Base 146 145 74

Very expensive 2 3

Somewhat expensive 21 23 14

Not t o expensive 58 48 58

Not expensive at all 16 24 22

Not sure 3 4

Refused
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Table 6=6

WHETHER OR NOT THE COST OF ACCOMMODATIONS IS CHARGED
TO DEPARTMENTAL BUDGETS

Q;: Is the cost of accommodating a handicapped emp]oyee charged to your
department's budget, or not?

Department Heads/
Line Managers

Not
Base Charged Charg6d NotSure RefUSed

180 32 48 18 1
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r qons-for-Nbt-MakinR-Accommodations

More than eight out of ten managers whose companies haVe not made

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

0',.servation:

The survey ul4. nut determine the_extent to which
accommodatiolr were actually needed. Nevertheless, it seems
likely that mm:y managers could benefit from further
.?ducation about the excellent performance record of disabled
e,pployees, the generally low cost of making accommodations;
and their effectiveness in helping people do their jobs.

5
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Table 6-7

IrHY NO Au0OMMODATIONS HAVE BEEN MADE

Base: Have not marle accommodations or changes in the workplace

Q. Why have no accommodltions in the work place been made? Any other reasons?

Top EEO Department Heads/
Management Officers Line Managers

Small
Business
Managers

Base 63 135 106 158

None needed 89 80 83 86

None requested 3 4 2 1

Too expensive
., 1

Changes needed wer too extensive 3 2

Chances needed were not feasible 4 3 5

Laws requitin3 accommodations
don't apply to us 2 2

Other 1 2

Not sure 5

Refused 1

No handicapped employees 5 3 5 6
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CHAPTER 7: COMPANIES' EXPERIENCES WITH TRAINTNG
PROGRAMS FOR DISABLED EMPLOYEES

Job Initiatives and Programs for Disableideop7

Corporate ticipation in the major .gl..ament and private job

initiatives and tt iming programs has been low during the past three years.

About four out of ten EEO officers say that their companies participated in the

Targeted Jobs Tax Credit Program (40%) or had experience with state vocational

rehatiIitation agencies (42%) in this periud. TWenty-five percent of companies

participated in a Job Training Partnersh4 Act Program or Private Industry

Council (PIC). Only one in ten companies participated.in a Projects with

Industry (PWI) program, and a mere 6% had any asscciat'.cn with an independent

living center (Table 7-1).

Among small businesses, participation is much lower; The great

:fijority of small business managers have had no involvement with any such

programs.

Companies that have participated in f' 70 programs p,enerally rate

their experien.:.es as very successful or somewl. essful. For example, a

large majority of EEO officers rate their compa...; s experience with a Projects

with Industry Program as very successful (26%) or somewhat successful (58%).

Similar majorities gave positive ratings for their experiences with the other

major programs mentioned above (Table 7-2); Very few EEO officers rated their

company's experience as not too successful, and only 3% to 5% said that the

experience had been a failure.

Observation:

Given that most companies do not participate in these
programs, and that those which do overwhelmingly find them
successful, there is clearly a need and an opportunity to
greatly expand their use.-

87_
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Table 71.

COMPANIES' PARTICIPATION IN JOB INITIATIVES AND PROGRAMS
FOR DISABLED PEOPLE

BaSe! EEO Officera

Q.: Now I'm going to ask you about specific government programs. In the past
three years has your company (READ ITEM), or not?

EEO Officers
Base: 301 ParticiDeted Did Not Not Sure

(Participat,: in) a Projects with
Industry or NI Program

(Participated in) the Targeted
jobs Tax Credit Program 40

68 22

46 15

(Participated in) a Job Training
Partrership Act Program or PIC

(Private Industry Council) 25 60 15

association with) state
vc.o..:onal rehabilitation age-:Aes % 42 46 13

(Had any association with)
independent living ce:iters 6 80 14

Base: Small Business Managers

Base: 301

(Participated in) a Projects with
Industry or PWI Program

(Participated in) the Targeted
JebS Tax Credit Program

(Participated in) a Job Training
Partnership Act Program or PIC
Council (Private Industry Council)

(Had any association with) state
vocational rehabilitatiOn agenCies

(Had any association with)
independent living center§

Participated Did Not Not Sure

3 94 3

15 82 4

8

89

17 81 3

3 93 4
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Table 7-2

COMPANIES' EXPERIENCES WITH JOB INITIATIVES AND
PROGRAMS FOR DISABLED PEOPLE

Bast: EEO Officeta Whote cOMpanies have participated
in the program in the past 3 years

Q. Would you rate your company's experience With (READ ITEM) very succsful, scA:alwhat
successful, not too successful, or not SucceSSful at all?

N7;

Very_ SoMeWhat Not Too Succzs-,ful Not
Base Successful SUtteSSful Successful at Ali Sure Re-fuser

fParticipated in) a
Projects with Industry
Or PWI Program 31* % 26 58 10 3

(PartiCipated in) the
Targeted.Jobs Tax
Credit Program 120 % 23 53 12 5

(Participated in) a
Job Training Partner-
e:chip Act Program or
pIc COuncil (Private
InduStry Council) 75* % 74 61 9 5

(Had any association
with) State Vocational
rehabilitation
3gencies 125 % 15 62 17 3 3

:Had any association
dth) independent
Living centerS 19* % 10 63 5 5 11

Percentages of small bases should be interpreted with caution.
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Training Disabled Employees In-House

The majority of managers say that their company is able to provide

in-house training for disabled employees. Sixty percent of top managers and 61%

of EEO officers say that they have this canability (Table 7-3). However, onlY

46% of small business managers say their companies can do so.

Companies that have a policy for hiring disabled people are far more

likely to be able to train their' (70%) than are companies without A poliCY (49%).

F-me important reasons why companies cannot train disabled people

in-house include: a lack of special trnining for managers; a lack of needed

special equipment; and architectural barriers in buildings (Table 7=4).

Observation:

Rouah1y_40% of companies_currently do zt have_the
facilities or personnel to train disabled people in7house,
which_is preumably a barrier_to upward_mobility and
promotion. Many more corporatione could demonstrate a
stronger commitment toward etploying disabled people by
acquiring the capability tts train them.

Stronger links between compan±es and government training
programs for disabled people -- i.e., higher participation
in the programs discussed above -- could also increase the
number of companies capable of training disabled people.

9 0
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Table 7-3

PERCENTAGE OF COMPAN1i;S THAT CAN TRAIN DISABLED EMPLOYEES

Q. At present, is your company able to provide in-house training for
handicapped employees, or not?

TV0e-d-f-Manager

Bilge

Able to
Provide
Training Not Able Not Sure Refused

TOL! Management 210 % 60 38 1 *
EEO Officers 301 % 61 34 6
DepartmeL Heads/

Line Managers_ 210 % 57 29 13 *
Small Business Managers 200 % 46 49 6 -

Sitt-of-ComPanV
240 % 60 28 1210,000 or more employees

1,000-9,999 employees 242 % 58 37 5
50-999 employees 239 % 61 35 3
10-49 employees 200 % 46 49 6

Has Federal Contracts
Yes 273 % 6'i 34 5
No 570 % gf. 41 5

Company Has a Policy
for Hiring Disabled

kg2R1.11
Yes 344 70 25
No 506 49 46

9 1
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Table 7-4

REASONS WHY SOME COMPANIES CANNOT TRAIN DISABLED EMPLOYEES

Bases: EEO Officers and small business managers in companies that cannot train
diSabled emploYeeS in-house

Is/Aro) (READ EACH ITEM) an important reason WhY you currently cannot
train handicapped people in-houSe, or not?

Base: IDI

Architectural barriers in your
buiLLIng

A lack of needed special equipment

A lack of special training for
your wanaRers and supervisors

Base: 97

Architectural barriers in your
building

A lack of needed special equipment

A lack of special training for
your manakers and supervisors 10

EEDOffiders
Nötan

Important Important Not
1726Asoh ReaSon Sure

21 77 2

38 59

43 53

Small Business Manasters
_Not t71

Important Important NOt
Reason Reason Sitte

19

33

79 2

64

31 68
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CHAPTER 8: REHABILITATION OF EMPLOYEES WHO BECOME DISABLED

All of the findings in this chapter concerI corporate attitudes and

polities tOWtrd curient employees who become disabled, c,ither from injury,

illness, or other health conditiOna.

The Effeota of Rehabilitation Effokta

WhiA are the effects of disability management programs? About half of

managers report that the MajOrity of disabled employees return to work, compared

to 14% to 22% who say that tht majority remain disabled or take early

retirement; Many employers, particularly small buSiness managers (50%) say this

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

93
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Table 8=1

WHETWAZ THE MAJORITY OF DISABLED EMPLOYEES RETURN TO WORK, OR
REMAIN DISABLED

(1.: Do the majority of your disabled eoployee return to Work, or do the
majority remain disabled or take an early retirement?

Top
Management

EEO Departhieht Heads/
Officers Litie MAhlutek6

&hall
Business
Managers

Base 210 301 210 200

Majority return to work 50 52 47 39

MajOrity remain disabled/take
erly retirement 14 19 22 8

Equal number do both (vol.) 3 2 3

Not sure 15 14 14 3

Refused 1. i

Not aPplicable 18 12 13 50

9 4
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PrevalencaOf Varibua Disability Management Programs

Sixty-Seven percent of companies begin monitoring the progress of

employees who go oh eick leave or workers' compensation within the first three

months after they atop Wbil (Table 8-2);

Support for rehabilitiation of employees who becoMe aick or injured is

reflected by the preVAlence of disability management programt. In rank order of

prevalence, some ptiograms currently in use are: light duty eMploYMent options,

or part-time, or flexible hours (72% of EEO officers); a trial WOrk period

during which disability benefita Are continued (38% of EEO officert);

Consultation from private rehab4litation vendors (36%); and medical taae

management (35%); The most common program is long-term disability benefita

(82%). Small businesses are substantially less likely to offer any of the

programa (Table 8-3).

Observation:

Studies of the rehabilitation Of disabled employees strongly
recommend intervention at the earliest poasible date after
employees begin sick leave or workers' compensation;
Monitoring of their progress should begin almost
immediately, followed by rehabilitation at the first
opportunity; The results of early_intervention and
disability management_are a significant increase_in the
proportion of disabled employeea who fully return to their
jobs.
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Tahie 8-2

WHEN COMPANIES BEGIN MONITORT"1 DISABLED EMPLOYEES' PROGRESS

Q.: When employees go on sick leave or on workers compenoation; after filing
claims do you begin monitoring their progress within the first month_they're
out, or after one to three months, or after four to six months, or after more
than six months?

EEO Officers
Base 301

Within first month 40

After 1 te, 3 morW-:s 27

After 4 to 6 monthS 3

After more than 6 months 5

Der:aihis (vol.) 4

Do not monitor progress vol.) 4

Not sure 16

R-,,:fused
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Table 8--;3

PREVALENCE OF VARIOUS DISABILITY MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS

Bases: EEO Officers and Small Business Managers

Does your company have (READ EACH ITEM) for ahy diSabled employees; or not?

Base: 301

Long-term disability benefits

Light duty employment options,
or part-time, or flexible hours

A_trial work period daring
Which disability benefits Are
continued

Consultation from private
rehabilitation vendors

Medical case management

Base: 200

EEO Officers
Has NOtRd-tib Not SUre Refused

82 14 4

72 22 6

% 38 40 21

36 54 10

35 41 24

SmallheSS Managers
Does

Has Not Ha-ye Net Sure Refused

Long-term disability benefits

Light duty employment options,
ok part-time, or flexible hours

A trial work period during
WhiCh disability benefits are
continued

Gohtultstion from private
rehabilitation vendors

Medi-Cal case management

38

55

21

8

16

59

44

74

90

79

4

5

5

1

*Less than 0.5%.
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Potential Problems When Etnolosre-e-sRettit,--iii

It has, on occasion, been suggested that diSabled employees, encounter

resistance from labor unions or supervisors and co-workers when they seek to

return to work. Unions, it has been alleged, SiNnetimes tistattit job modifications

or réaSsignments. In reality those problems occur only vdry rarely.

Overwholmingly employers have not encountered them.
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Table 8-4

PROBLEMS FOR EMPLOYERS OF PEOPLE RETURNING TO WORK

Union regulations
preventing job
reassigments or
modifications for
returning
employees

Resistance from
Supervisors or
co-workers
toward disabled
employees
returning to
work

EEO
Officers
Base: 301 %
Line
Managers
Base: 210

EEO
Officers
Base: 301 %
Line
Managers
Base: 210 %

_Major
Problems

1

Minor Not_a Not
PlotIett Ptoblem Sure

5

16

7

84

87

79

86

7

7

5
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Manakera' Attitudes Toward Rehabilitation

A three-fourths majority of top managers 73%), EEO Officers (74%),

and department heada/line managers (78%) think that employers have a

responsibility to rehabilitate their employees who become disabled. An

additional 8% to 10% believe that employers have this responsibility only when

employees become injured on the job (Table 8-5);

A majority (57%), albeit a smaller one; of small employers agree that

companies have this responsiblity.

Equally large majoritieS of Managera believe that it is more

cost-effective to rehabilitate diSabled eMplOyees and return them to work than

to p y them disability bentfitS and replace theM (Table 8-6);

However seven out of ten mandgera also believe that their companies

should not make a greater effort to rehabilitate disabled employees because they

are doing enough now (Table 8-7)

Observation:

These findings surAest some complacency and that
rehabilitation is not a high priority. Ldtge majOrities of
managers are supportive of rehabilitStiOnj at leaSt in
theory, and say that it is their responsibility, However,
the great majority feel that they're trying hard enough now
to aCcomplish this.
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Table 8=5

WHETHER OR NOT EMPLOYERS HAVE A RESPONrIBILITY TO REHABILITATE
DISABLED EMPLOYEES

Q.: Now let's talk about current employees who become disabled, either from
injury, illness, or some other health condition. Do you think that employers
have a responsibility to rehabilitate their employees who become disabled, or
not?

Top
Management

EEO Department HeAda/
Officers Lt- Managers

_Small
BUiness
Managera

Base 210 301 210 20.0

Employers have r; responsibility 73 74 78 57

Do not have a responsibility 13 11 9 17

Have a responsibility only if
injured on the job (vol.) 10 9 8 16

Not sure 4 5 10

Refused 1

101
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Table 8-6

WHETHER IT'S MORE COST=EFFECTIVE TO REHABILITATE
DISABLED EMPLOYEES, OR PAY DISABILITY PAYMENTS

Q.: In_most cases do you think that it iS more cost-effective to rehabilitate
disabled employees and return them tia Work, or more cost-effective to pay them
diSability payments and replace them?

Small
Top EEO Department Heads/ BusineSS

Managemett Officera Line Managers ManagettBase 210 301 210 200
%

Moro cost-effective to rehabilitate 75 76 75 57

More cost-effective to pay disability
payments 6 6 5 13

Depends (vol.) 6 5 5 14

Not sure 12 12 15 16

Refuted 1 1 1

102
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Table 8-7

WHETHER OR NOT COMPANIES SHOULD RETURN MORE
DISABLED EMPLOYEES TO WORK

Q.: Do you think that your company should_ make_a greater effort than it makes
now to return more disabled employees to their former jobs or plac them else-
where in your company, or is it doing enough now?

Top
Management

EEO
Officers

Small
Department Heads/ Business
Line Managers Managers

Base 210 301 210 200

Should make a greater effort 16 9 8 7

Doing enough now 70 75 74 69

Not sure 2 7 9 4

Refused 1

Not applicable 12 9 20

103
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CHAPTER 9 THE LIKELIHOOD THAT COMPANIES WILL INCREASE
EFFORTS TO HIRE DISABLED PEOPLE

Whether Companies Should Do More to EMOOY Diatibled PaO0le

Most managers think that their companies should not make grater

efforts to employ disabled people because they are already dOing enough;

Sixty-seven percent of top managers; 71% of EEO Offid6rS, 70% ,3f department

heads/line managers, and 76% of small business managers think that their

COMpanie6 are doing enough now to employ disabled people (Table 9=1).

But majorities of all management groups surveyed think it ia SOMeWhat

likely or very likely that in the next three years their oompanies wIll Make

greater efforts to employ disabled people; Fifty-seven percent of top ManagerS,

58% Of EEO officetS, and 63% of line managers think it is likely that their

Compahies will make greater efforts to employ disabled people in the neat

future. AmOng Small business managers the figure is somewhat lower (46%) (Table

9-2).

Observation:

Employers repeat a theme that appeared earlier in the
findings. They are willing to try harder to employ more
disabled people, and may do so, but they expect disabled
people and employment agencies to take the lead in
increasing the pool of qualified job applicants.
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Table 9-1

WHETHER OR NOT COMPANIES SHOULD DO MORE TO EMPLOY
DISABLED PEOPLE

(1;: Do you think that your company should make a greater effort than it makes
now.to employ handicapped people, or is it doing enough now?

Top
Management

EEO
Officers

Department Heads/
Line Managers

_Small
Business
Managers

Base 210 301 210 200

Should do more now 30 26 19 17

Doing enough now 67 71 76

Not sure 2 3 10

Refu§ed 1

105
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Table 9-2

LIKELIHOOD OF INCREASED EFFORTS TO HIRE DISABLED
PEOPLE IN THE NEXT 3 YEARS

Q.: In the next 3 years, how likely do you think it is that your company
actuallvAwill make greater efforts than it makes now, to employ more handicapped
people -- is it very likely, somewhat likely, not too likely, or not likely at
all?

Top
Management

EEO
Officers

DepattMent Heads/
Line4MAdagerS

Small_
Business
ManagersBase 210 301 210 200

Very likely 9 18 12 9

Somewhat likely 48 40 37

Not too likely 27 24 22 22

NOt likely at all 11 9 6 30

Not SUre
7

RefuSed
1 1 1
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Top Management's Commitment to Employing Disabled People

Top managers are divided about whether they could demonstrate a

stronger commitment to employing disabled people than they do now. Half (49%)

believe that they could, and half don't (46%) (Table 9-3).

Among those who feel that a greater effort could be made, most feel

that the way to do this would be to encourage or order personnel departments and

supervisors to hire more disabled people. Other approaches suggested would be

to increase awareness that disabled employees do as well as other employees, and

inCrease contact with agencies that place disabled people in jobS (Table 9-4).

107
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Table 9-3

WHETHER TOP MANAGEMENT COULD DEMONSTRATE A STRONGER
COMMITMENT TO EMPLOYING DISABLED PEOPLE

Base: Top Managers

Q.: What about the role_pIayed by top_management in your company do youthink that top_ Management could demonstrate a stronger commitment to increasedemployment of handicapped people than you do now, or not?

Top Managers

COUld
Demonstrate
a Stronger

Base CommitMent Could Not Not Sur6 Refused

210 % 49 46 4 1
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Table 9-4

HOW TOP MANAGERS CAN DEMONSTRATE A STRONGER
COMMITMENT TO EMPLOYING DISABLED PEOPLE

Base: Top Managers who say they could demonstrate a stronger
commitment to employing disabled people

Q.: What do you think is the most important thing that top managers like
yodtgelf can do to demonstrate a stronger commitment to employing handicapped
petiple?

Top Managers
102

Hire handicapped 25

Instruct/encourage personnel/supervisors to hire
handicapped

Reinforce/establish company poliCy

More involvement in the prodeSS

Increase awareness that handicapped ate equal tö/

22

13

12

as good as other employees 12

More aCtiVe redruitment/actively seek dilt handicapped 10

Conte-a agency/meet with agehdy

Training for handicapPed

All other mentions 12

Don't knOW

109



CHAPTER 10: STEPS AND POLICY CHANGES TO INCREASE
EMPLOYMENT OF DISABLED PEOPLE

Steps for Public-andRrkVate Agencies to Take

EEO officers named the Moat important steps that public and private

agencies should take that they iikd hot takilig now, to help companies employ

disabled people (Table 10-1).

The most common tespdfigeg ifize the 6bVi6US ones -- an increased flow of

information to employers about available aliplitalitS, and increased and

appropriate job training for disabled people, ttighilig PrOgramsi and placement

agencies. Employers would also like to kii60 What SpetifiC skills candidates

have that would be compatible with available jobS. They would even like

:agencies to provide specific training for partittilar positions.

Employers see a need for disabled applitahtS t6 be More aggressive

about marketing themselves; That message tralislates int6 MOte intense coaching

by agenciesi to accustom disabled applicants to discusSing their jOb skills and

attributes. Agencies should also do a better job of informing their Clients

about jtb opportunitiesi according to employers;

ObS-erVat:

These_responses outline a plan-of-action for rehabilitation
and placement agencies t6 follow as they work with_disabled
people and employers to match candidates with positions;

110
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Tdble 10=1

MOST IMPORTANT STEPS FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE AGENCIES
TO INCREASE EMPLOYMENT OF DISABLED PEOPLE

Q;: What is the most important step that public or private agencies should take
that they are not taking now; to help companies like yours employ handicapped
people? Anything else?

Job training/programs for disabled people

Information on availability of applicants

Make employers aware of programs/agencies

Identify/target_specific skills compatible
with available jobs

Encourage disabled people to apply/send applicant§

More aggressive approach/marketing

Eliminate prejudice/fear/misconceptions of
disabled people 3

Specific training for specific jobs available 3

Job referral service 2

Make disabled people aware of job opportunitiet 2

Eliminate government involvement 1

Too many barriers for disabled people in our industry 1

Vocational training

Focus on applicant's ability, not disability

All other mentions 28

None/no steps 2

Don't khow 12

EEO Officers
301

16

10

5

5

*Less than 0.5%.

i I
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The Perceived Effect of Increased -TaX-DedUCtionS

Some tax deductions currently are available to companies that

partidipate in certain government training prOgraMS fbr diSabled people, such as

the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit Program. Managers vett atked if increased tax

deductions and finandial incentives would induce employer§ tO train and employ

more disabled peDple.

All four tanager groups, as wen as managers ih different Siie

companies, are divided in their responses. Roughly half believe that increased

tax deductions and financial incentives would induce greater employment of

disabled people, while the other half believe that tax incentives would have no

effect (Table 10-2).

Observation:

Tax incentives would undoubtedly induce some companies to
employ_more disabled_people._ How many companies would be
persuaded to act7_ That would_depend on the size of the
deductions; In considering the impact of tax deductions one
should note that factors such as the paperwork involved and
the type of deduction are also relevant.
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Table 10-2

WKETHER INCREASED TAX DEDUCTIONS WOULD HELP EMPLOY MORE DISABLED PEOPLE

Q.: Do you think that increased tan deductions and financial incentives would
induce employers like yourself to train and employ more handicapped people, or
hot?

Type of_Manager_

Base

WOUld
Ineuce
Greater

EtOlOYMent

Would
Not
Induce

Depends
(Vol.)

Not
Sure Refused

Top Management 210 46 50 2 1 *
EEO Officers 301 56 39 2 3
Department Heads/

Line Managers 210 X 57 32 4 7 *
Small Business Managers 200 47 47 3 3 1

Number of Employees
10,000 or more employees 240 % 56 36 5
1,000-9,999 employees 242 % 49 45 9
50-999 employees 239 % 54 39 4
10-49 employees 200 % 47 47 3 1

Company has a Policy for
Hiring Disabled People

Yes 344 50 43
No 506 52 42

*Less than 0.5%.
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Managers Rate the Effectiveness-6f-Ped-P6licV Changes

The final section of the survey sought managers' reactions to 13

different initiatives and policy changes that have been proposed to help

increase the employment of disabled people. It is a richly diverse list
_ -

designed to meet the varying employment needs of employers in large, medium, and

small companies, and in different industritt. The list also reflects the

important roles played by our entire society in thit effort, including

employers, federal and state agencies, iegislatotg at both the state and federal

leVel, private rehabilitation agencies and placement services, and foundations.

For eaCh item on the list; managers were asked whether it would be

very effective) somewhat effective, not too effective, or not effettiVe at all

in helping them to hire handicapped people, or retain handicapped employees.

What emerges is a strong and fairjy uniform level of endorsement for

ten of the 13 proposals. Only one proposal ranks far above the others by

receiving majority endorsement as a very effective change;

The rank ordering 6f the Perceived effectiveness of these proposals is

as follows (Table 10-3):

Establishing direct training and recruiting programs with schools and

vocational rehabilitation agencies: 54% of managers rate this step as very

effective, and 38% rate it somewhat effective.

Having more companies provide internships or part-time jobs to

disabled persons as an introduction to fUll-time jobs: 35% of managers rate

this very effective; and 53% rate it goteWhat effeCtive.

Having employers explain specifit fUnttiOnal requirements as part of

job descriptions for open positions: 35% rate thit Very effective, and 45% rate

it tomewhat effective;

i;
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Having the government provide additional tax deductions for expensive

accommodations, or share in their cost: 27% consider this very effective, and

47% consider it somewhat effective.

Having the government subsidize salaries for severely disabled

employees for a triai period: 26% rate this very effective, and 42% rate it

somewhat effective.

Having disability professionals give technical assistance or counsel

to employers for accommodations or problems with specific employees: 24% rate

this very effective, and 57% rate it somewhat effective.

Having chief executive officers establish voluntary employment targets

for disabled people: 24% rate this very effective, and 48% rate it somewhat

effective.

Having foundations and trusts pay some costs for on-the-job training

for disabled employees: 23% rate this very effective, and 56% rat's it somewhat

effective;

Broadening federal affirmative action requirements so that disabled

people get the same coverage as other minority groups: 23% rate this very

effective, and 42% rate is somewhat effective.

Having outside rehabilitation vendors provide job coaches to companies

to help disabled employees learn their jobs: 22% rate this very effective, and

48% rate it somewhat effectivl.

Having companies provide awareness training to employees about the

spec:..al needs of disabled employees and company policies towards them: 21%

consider this very effective, and 52% consider it somewhat effective.

Only top managers were asked the next two proposals:

Having a group of chief executive officers in major companies appeal

to business and government to employ more handicapped people: 13% of top

managers rate this very effective, and 46% rate it somewhat effective.
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Increasing the recognition for companies with exemplary records for

amploying disabled people: 12% of top managers rate this very effective, and

63% rate it somewhat effective.
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Table 10-3

MANAGERS REACT TO PROPOSED POLICY CHANGES THAT MIGHT
INCREASE EMPLOYMENT OF DISABLED PEOPLE

Base: All mànàgers

Q.: And finally, I'm going to read some proposed initiatives and policy changes which
might heap to employ more handicapped people. Please say if you think eech one would be
very effective, somewhat effective, not too effective, or not effective at all in helping
employers to hire handicapped people, or retain disabled employees.

Base: 921

EStablishing direct training
and recruiting programs with
schools and vocational
rehabilitation agencies so
that employers_meet more
qualified handicapped
applicants

Having more companies provide
internships or part-time_jobs
as_a way of opening_the_door to
ft117tiMe jObS for handicapped
people

Having-employers explain_
specific functional_require-
ments_as_part of job
descriptions for openings

Having_the government provide
additional tax deductions for,
or share in the cost of;
expensive accommodations

Having the government subsidize
salaries for severely handi-
capped employees for a trial
period

Having disability_professionals
give technical assistance or
counsel to employers for
accommodations or problems with
specific handicapped employees

NOt
Very Somewhat Not Too Effective Not

Effective Effective Effective at All -Rite RefuSed

% 54 38 5

% 31.) 53 1

35 45 12

27 47 16 9 1

26 42 17 12 2

% 24 57 12 5 2

117
(COntinued)
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Q.30

Table 10=3 (Continued)

MANAGERS REACT TO PROPOSED POLICY CHANGES THAT MIGHT
INCREASE EMPLOYMENT OF DISABLED PEOPLE

BaSt: 921

Having the CEO in COmpanies
like yours establish
voluntary employment targets
for handicapped people

Having foundations and trusts
pay some costs for on-the-job
training for handicapped
employees

Broadening current federal
affirmative action regnire
ments so that handicapped
people get the same Coverage
as other minority groups

Having outside rehabilitation
vendors provide job coaches to
companies to help handicapped
employees learn their jobs

Having companies like yours
provide awareness training to
your employees about the
special needs of handicapped
workers and the company's
employment policies for them

ASRED ONLY OF TOP MANAGEMENT

Having a group of CEO's in
major companies appeal to
businesses and government to
employ more handicapped people

Increase the recognition from
public and_private sector
leaders whiCh_is given to
companies With exemplary
records for employing
handicapped peoPle

*Less than 0.5%.

Base: Ali managers

_ Not
Very Somewhat Not Too Effective Not

Effective Effectiv4 EffeCtiVe at All Sure Refused

24 48 15 10 3

% 23 56 13 5 2

23 42 19 13 2 1

22 48 18 10

% 21 52 17 8 1 1

% 13 46 25 13 2 1

% 12 63 16 7
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY METHOD
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StOple-pesign

For this study, ten systematic samples were draWn ft-0m the Dum &

BradStreet uniVerae -of corporations in the United States:

o Three separate samples of corporations with 110,000 or
more employees generated interviews with 70 cop managers,
100 equal employment opportunity (EEO) officers, and 70
department heads or line managers. The sample of top
managers was drawn only from corporate headquarters. The
other two samples were drawn from branch or single
locations.

o Three separate saMples of corporations with_1,000 to
9,999,employees_generated interviews with 7Itop_,_
managers,_101 EEO officers, and 70 department heads_or
line managers As_in the samples Of larger companies,
top managers_were drawn from headquarters locations;_and
the other two samples were drawn frOM branch or single
locations;

o Three separa-l.e samples of corporations with 50-999
employees generated interviews with_69 tOp_Managers, 100
EEO officers, and 70 department heada Or line Managers.
Once again, top managers were_drawn frbm head-quart-era
locationsi and_the other two samples were draWn from
branch or single locations;

4_66mple of corporations with 10-49 employeeg_generated
200 interviews with principals or ranking Offidera.

In 611,921 interviews were conducted in 921 companieS. FOctudl

profildS of the companies are displayed in Table A-2

Interviewing

All interviews were conducted by telephone from the NOW York Offidea

of Louis Harris & Associates during September and October; 1986. InterviewS

were conducted on weekdays frow 9:00 a.m. to 500 p. When necessary,

appointments wure made to intervieW the relevant officers in a company.

Up to three callback attempts were made to reach all selected

retpondents in the three separate groups.
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QueatIontaires

Four queationnaires were developed for the study: one for top

managevs, one for EEO offiCerS, One fat department heads and line managers; and

cne fol: top managers in very small companies. All four questionnaires are

nearly identical; but each cotlains some unique questions. Appendix B contains

a copy of the questionnaire used tor EEO officers. Copies of the other

questionnaires can be obtained from I.C.D.

Data Processing

The editing, coding, and data processing of all questionnaires were

conducted by Louis Harris & Associates.

Codes were developed for responses to open-ended questions, with only

those responses given by less than 0.2% of the respondents being coded as

"other" responses.

Sampling Errot

Table A-3 inditates the sampling error associated with various sample

sizes and the reported sample percentages, at the 95% confidence level.
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Table A-1

SAMPLE DISPOSITION

Total number called 1926

Ineligible

No reply after 4 calls 204

Duplicate number 14

Wrong number (not company listed) 17

Respondent away for duration of survey 101

Not in SerVice 65
401

Total Eligible 1525 100%

Not interviewed because

-- Respondent terminated during intervieW 39 3%

-- Respondent refused 547 36%

Rospondent busy 18 1%

Interviewed 921 60%
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Table A-2

THE SAMPLES

Base

Total
Top_

Managers
EEO

Officers
Line

Managers
ManagetS Of

Small Companies-

921 210 301 210 200

Site-Of-Company

10,000 or more employees 26 33 33 33
1,000-9,999 employees 26 34 33 33 - _
50-999 employees 26 33 33 33 - _
10-49 employees 22 -- 100

Region

East 26 38 21 21 26
Midwest 24 23 23 24 26
South 31 25 32 37 31
West 19 14 25 18 19

TVne of Business

Manufacturing 30 41 28 28 26
Wholesale or retail 29 17 32 34 29
Financial services 17 15 21 20 11
Other services 18 16 17 17 21
Other 10 12 10 5 12

% in Blue Collar or
Skilled Labor

52 54 50 49(Median)

Unionized or Not

Has union members 34 51 35 36 12
Does not 65 49 63 62 88

Federal Government
Contracts

Has 30 42 36 28 _9

Does not have 62 55 51 57 91

Type of Disability
Insurance

Outside 57 52 53 50 76
Self-insured 30 32 34 36 15
Both 5 P 11 7 4 3
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Table A-3

SAMPLE ERROR
This table shows the_sampling tOlerance, at 95% confidence
level, to use in evaluating any individual percentage result.

REPORTED SAMPLE PERCENTAGE

RAtUlt IS BaSed 10% or 90% 20% or 80% 30%or-70% 40% or 60% Result at 50%

900 2 3 3 3 3

800 2 3 3 3 3

700 2 3 3 4 4

600 2 3 4 4 4

500 3 4 4 4 4

400 3 4 4 5 5

300 3 5 5 6 6

200 4 6 6 7 7

100 6 8 9 10 10

50 8 11 13 14 14



APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE

Note: In the interest of keeping down the length of this report, only one

of the four questionnaires is included. The other three questionnaires were

similar but shorter. Coplec can be obtained on request from I.C.D.
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LOUIS HARRIS AND ASSOCIATES, INC. FOR OFFICE USE ONLY:
630 Fifth Avenue
New York, New York 10111 Questionnaire No.:

5-6-7-8

Study No. 864009

August 28, 1986 (EEO Officers) Sample Point No./ / [--I--I
10-11-12-13-14-15

Time Started:

Interviewer: I.D. No.: Date:

Area Code: Telephone No.:

(16-25)

Respondent's Name:

Title:

Organization:

Address:-

City/Town: -State: Zip:

SWITCHBOARD INTRODUCTION:

Hello, I'm calling from Louis Harris and Associates, the opinion polling
firm in New York. I am trying to identify the senior manager responsible for equal
employment opportunity in your company. Could you give me that person's name and
telephone extension please? RECORD NAME ABOVE.

RESPONDENT INTRODUCTION:

Hello, I'm calling from Lout§ Harris and_Associates, the opinion polling
firm in New York; I would like to confirm that you Are (RESPONDENT NAME), the manager
responsible for equal employment opportunity;

(IF NAME AND RESPONSIBILITIES CONFIRMED, CONTINUE. IF NOT, ASK: Could you please tell me
who is the equal employment opportunity manager? RECORD NAME AND REPEAT INTRODUCTION WITH
PROPER RESPONDENT.)

We_are 6:Inducting a survey on the employment of people with disabilitieS, (And Are
interested in your opinions and your organization's policies).

DPTIONAL:
AS in all our surveys,_neither your name nor your organizational Affiliation will ever be
releaSed, and the results of this study will be reported in aggregate form only.

)PTIONAL:
rhe interview will take about 15-20 minUtes. When the SUrVey_is finished we will send you
copy of the fu31 report, which will be designed to help employerS with the employment of

landicapped people.
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1. Would you say that a strong emphasis on social and communal responsibility is an
important part of your corporate culture, or not?

Yes, an important part (2q, -1
No; not important -2
Not sure -3
RefUSed

2. Does your company currently make a special effort to recruit (READ EACH ITEM), or not?

DO NOT ROTATE

Does
Currently Not Not
MakeS Make Sure Refused

a. People from minority groups (11i-___- -4

b. Handicapped persons. By "handicapped" we mean
to include people with physical, seeing,
hearing and speech disabilities, or emotional
or mental disabilities, or long-term health
problems -2 -3

3. _In generalj_how would you compare handicapped job_applicants to most non-handicapped
applitamtS On their (READ ITEM) 77 are handicapped applicants better, worse, or about the
same as most non-handicapped applicants?

ROTATE START AT "X" Better Worse

About
the
Same

Doesn't
Apply
(Vol.)

Depends Not
(Vol.) Sure Refused

( ) 1. Formal education (29t -1 -2 -3 -5 -7

( ) 2. Job skills (30( -1 -4 -6 -7

) 3. Ability to sell
themselves (31( -1 -2 -3 4 -5 6

( ) 4. Leadership potentia1(32( -1 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7

( ) 5. Communication skills(33( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6 -7

( ) 6. Past experience (34( -1 2 -3 -4 -5 6 -7

4. Would you say that_your handicapped employees usually get promoted at about the same
rate as most other employees, at a slower ratej or at a faster rate?

Get promoted at same rate (21C-___-1
At a slower rate- -2
At a faster_rate -3
Depends_(vol_) -4
WA applicable (vol.) -5
Not sure -6
Refused- -7
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5._ Let me read you some Statements that people have made_about employing handitapped
people. For each, plbate tay if yob agree strongly, agree somewhat, disagree somewhat, or
disagree stronply? READ EACH STATEMENT

ROTATE -- START AT "X"

Dis- NOt_
Agree agree Appli- NO

Agree_ Some- Some- Disagree cable Not APSWer/
StrOnglY WhAt what Strongly (Vol.) Sure Refused

a. Special privileges usually
must be made for handi-
capped employees (36( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -7

b. Handicapped employees have
fewer accidents on the job
than do non-handicapped
employees (37( 1 2 -3 -4 -7

c. HAndicapped people just
don't fit in with most non-
handicapped employees (38(- -1 -2 -4 -5

6. Do you think that the civil rights laws that cover minorities against discrimination
should also cover handicapped persons, or not? (IF RESPONDENT SAYS THAT LAWS ALREADY
COVER THEM, PROBE WITH: Do you think that civil rights laws should or should not ....?)

Yes, should cover (39( -1
No, should not cover =2
Not sure -3
RefUSed -4

7. Do you feel that handicapped people often encounter job discrimination from employers,
or not?

Yes,_encounter discrimination....(401 -1
No, do not encounter -2
Not sure -3
Refused ---=4

8a; Does your compsny have an eStablighed policy or program for the hiring of handicapped
people, or not?

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

No, has no policy or program -2
Not sure----- -3 SKIP TO Q.8e)
Refused =4-

8b; Does your company have a spetifid perSon or department that oversees the hiring of
handicapped people, or not?

YeS,_haS SPecific person/department-- (42 -1
No, dues nOt haVe specific person/department -2
Not sure -3
Refused -4
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8c. Does your company policy require that you employ a certain number of_handicapped
people, or have a certain ptopottion Of handicapped employees in your work force, or not?

Yes, policy requires a certain number of
handicapped employees (43( -1

No, policy does not require this -2
Not sure -3
Refused -4

8d. Does ur company haVe atly program or_distribute any literature that helps your
managers and employees learn to work with handicapped people, or not?

Yes, has program or literature (44( .=.1

No, does not have program or literature- -2
Net Sure -3
RefuSed -4

8e. Has your company hired any handicapped people in the past 3 years, or not?
(NOTE: RESPONDENT MAY ASK IF QUESTION REFERS TO THEIR LOCATION OR THE WHOLE COMPANY.
TELL THEM TO ANSWER FOR THE LOCATIONS THEY FEEL QUALIFIED TO SPEAK ABOUT.)

Yes, have hired (451 -I (SKIP TO Q.9a)

No, have not hired -2 (ASK Q.8f)

Not sure --!:1(SKIP TO Q.9a)
Refused

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

ROTATE -- START-AT "

( ) I A lack of qualified applicants

( ) 2. Architectural barriers or a lack
special equipment

3. An absence of job openings or a
hiring freeze

) 4. The fact that you are unable to
train handicapped people

5. Their being a safety risk to
themselves or others

ASK LAST -- DO NOT ASK-OF-TOP-MANAGEMENT

6. A lack of support from top
management

Important
Reason

Not an
Important
Reason

Depends
(Vol.)

Not
Sure Refused

(46( =I -2 -3 -5

(47( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5

(48-( -1 =2 -3 -4

-2 -3 -5(49C

(50(

(511

-1

-1 -3 =4 -5

-2 -3 -4 --5

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

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

Yes, has hired (52( -1 (SKIP TO Q.9b)

No, has not hired -2 (ASK Q.9c)

Not sure -3).(SKIP TO Q.10a)
Refused ---4_

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

Anything else?

Government vocational rehabilitation agency
Private vocational rehabilitation agency -2
State employment service -3
Private employment agency -4
Agency which places handicapped people -5
Company_recruiters_ 6
Independent recruiters/headhunters -=7

Came of their_own initiative -8
Colleges and schools -9
Current employees (54( -1
Friends_or_word-of=mouth
Other (SPECIFY):

-3
Not sure -4
RefuSed

(SKIP TO Q.10a)
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9c. _Is/Are (READ EACH ITEM) An important reason why you haven't hired handicapped peoplein the past yeari or not?

N.3t An
Important Important Depends NotROTATE -- START AT "X" Reason Reason (Vol.) Sure Refused

( ) 1. A lack of qualified applicants (55( -1 -2 -3 -4 -5

( ) 2. Architectural barriers or a lack
special equipment-- (56(-- -1 -2

) 3. An absence of job openings or a
hiring freeze (57( -1 -2 -3

) 4. The fact that you are unable to
train handicapped people (58( -1 -2

5. Their bding A safety risk to
themselves or eithekt (59( -1

ASKAAST =- DO NOT ASK OF TOP MANAGEMENT

6. A_laCk of bupOort from top
management 091 -1
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ASK EVERYONE

IF "PARTII.UP.,--Mwm,11!-Iti-Q-,10*-1/12,14 IMMEDIATELY ASK9.10b. THEW ASK NEXT 1:120r1 ITEM.
10a. Now I'm going_to ask you about specific government programs; In the past three years has your company
(READ ITEM), or not?

10b. WouId you rite your company's axperience vith (READ ITEM) vary successful. somewhat succor:aft'. not too
successfa, or not successful at all?

Q.106
Not

Q.I0t Very Somewhat Not Too Success-
Perti- Did Not Success- Success- Success- ful Not

Po NOT ROTATE civated Not Sure Refused ful fuI fuI at AI1 Sure Refused

1. (Participated in) a
Projects with Industry
or PWI Program OELL-I -2 -3 4 (66(- _-1 2 3 -__-4 -5 -6_

2. (Partitipated in) the
Targeted Job* TA'
Credit Program 062{ --1 2 -4 (67( _-I -2 -3 -4 -5 -6

(Participated in) a
Job Training Partner-
ship Act Program or
PIC Council (Private
Industry CdundiI) (63( z-1 2 -3 -4 (661 -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6

4. (Had any association
with) state vocational
rehabilitation
agencies (64( -I -2 - -4 (69( -1 -2 3 -4 -5 -6

5. (Had any association
with) independent
living centers (651 -1 -2 -3 -4 (70( :-I -2 -3 -4 - -6

10c. What_is the MUM ildpoktiiit step that public or private agencies_should take that they are not takinA
now. to help dblipiiii44 like yours employ handicapped people? Anything else?

1 0 0

(72-72)

_173-74)

S75-76)-
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lla. Does your company screen job candidates for functional limitations for doing the
job, or not?

Yes, scrlens (77( (ASK Q.11b)

No, do not screen
Not sure -3 (SKIP TO Q.11c)
Refused -4

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

Used (78( -1
Not used -2
Not sure- -3
Refused- -4

11c. Does your company encourage job candidates and employees to self-identify themselves
as handicapped or as having a specific disability, or not?

Yes, candidates/employees encouraged_
to self-identify (291 -1

No, not asked -2
Not applicable (vol. ) -3
Not sure -4
Refused -5

lld. Now let's talk about your company's experiences with handicapped employees, past and
present. In general, how would you rate the job performance of handicapped employees who
work for your company -- excellent, good, only fair, or poor?

Excellent (80C--- -1
Good -2
Only fair-- ;3
Poor -4
Not applicable vol.) -5
Rot sure -6
Refused -7

12. I'm going to read some criteria used to evaluate employees. How would you rate
handicapped
same

ROTATE

employees on their (READ EACH
as non-handicapped employees in similar

ITEMI) -- are they better, worse, or about the
jobs?

About
the Not

Better Worse Same Stitt'. RefnSed-- STARTATV

( ) a; Leadership ability---- --2 -3 -4 -5

( ) b. Desire for promotion (11C -1 -2 -3 -4 -5

( ) c. Attendance and punctuality on the b.(12C - -2 -4 -5

( ) d. Willingness to work hard
(-1-3{ 2 3 -5

( ) ii. Reliability (JAC -1 -2 --3 -5

( ) f. Productivity (15(____-1 -3 -4 -5
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13a. How would you rate your company's success at promoting handicapped_employees 7- have
you been very successful, somewhat successful, not too successful, or not succesSful at
all?

Very successful (16(
Somewhat successful

-1

Not too successful -3
Not successful at all -4
Not applicable (vol.) -5

Not sure -6
Refused =7

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

Employs a disability professional.(17-1
Does-not employ one =2
Not sure -3
Refused -4

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

Yes, accommodations or changes made...(18( - (ASK Q.14b)

No, accommodations or changes not made.... -

Not sure
Refused

14b Has your company (READ EACH ITEM)?

(SKIP TO Q.15)

TO Q.16)

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

DO NOT ROTATE Have

1

Have
Not

Not
Appli-
cable
(Vol.)

Ntit

Sure Refused

1. Removed architectural barriOs or changed
changed furniture to give hiindicapped
employees full access, or not (19(-1

2. Purchased any special telephones or equip-
ment to help handicapped employees, or not.(20(

2 -3 -4 -5

-2 -4 -5

3. Adjusted work hours or restructured jobs to
accommodate handicapped employees, or not (21(-1

-1

-2 -3

4; Provided readers:or interpreters_to_help
blind or speech and hearing-impaired
employees, or not (22( 2 -3 -4 -5

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

-1 -3 -4 -5-.-.(1.11,
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14c. In general; would you_say that the COSI Of the accommodations you've made is very
expensive, somewhat expensive; not tbb eXpthtilie, eik not expensive at alI?

Very expensive------ (24( -1
Somewhat expensive -2
Not tbei eApanaive -3
Not expensive at all ;4
Not sure- -5
Refused 6

(SKIP TO Q.16)

15. Why have no accommodatiOns in the workplace been made?
MULTIPLE RECORD

Any other reasons?

None needed (25( -;1
None requested -2
roo expensive -3
Changes needed were too extensive.; -4
Changes needed Vitske not feasible -5
Laws requiring accomodations

don't apply to us -6
Other (SPECIFY):

NOt sure -8
RefUaed -9

ASK EVERYONE
16. Would you say that the average cost of employing a handicapped person is greater
than, less than, or about the same as the cost of employing a non-handicapped person in a
similar job?

Greater than---
Less than

(26(____-1
-2

AbOUt_the same -3
Depetida (Vol.) -4
Not sure---- -5
Refused- -6
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17. _Do_you think that it is more difficult to fire a handicapped employee than a
nonhandica00ed employee, or not?

Yes,-more difficult- -(27( -1
No, not more difficult -2
Not sure -3

Refused 4

18;__ Now let's talk about current employees-who become disabled,-either from injury,
illness, or some other health condition; Do you think that employers have a
responsibility to rehabilitate their employees who become disabled, or not?

Yes,_have_responsibility (28( -1
No; do not have -2
Have a_responsibility only if
_1 they're injured on the job (vol.) -3
Not sure -4
Refused ---=5

19. _Do_the majority of_your disabled employees return to
disabled or take an early retirement?

Majority return to work
Majority remain disabled/take early retirement-
Equal number_do_both_(vol.)
Not applicable (vol.)
Not sure
Refused--

work,

(29(

or do the majority remain

-1

-2

-3
4

-5

-6

20._ In most_cases do_you think that it is more cost-effective to rehabilitate disabled
employees and_return them to work, or more cost-effective tO pay them disability paymenta
and replace them?

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

payments 2
Depends (vol.) 3

Not sure -4
Refused- -5

21. Do you think_that your company_should make_a_greater effort than it makes now to
return mote disabled employees to their former jobs or place them elsewhere in your
company, or is it doing enough now?

Yes, should_make greater effort (31(- --1
Doing enough_now --2
Not applicable (vol.) -3
Not sure -4
Refused -5
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22; Does your company have (READ EACH ITEM) for any diSabled employees; or.not?

DO NOT ROTATE Doe§ Not
Have Not Have Sure Refused

Consultation from private rehabilitatiOn
vendors--- ----(32( =1 -2

2. Light duty employment options, or part-
tgme, or flexible hours

-2

3. Medical case management =1
4. Long-term disability benefit§ (151____-1 -2 -3 -4

5. A trial work period during which
disability benefit§ are continued (36( =1 -2 -3

=3

-4

23. When emplOyees go_on sick leave br_on workers compensation, after filing claims doyou_begiri Mbhitorifig their progress within the firat month_they're out; or after one tothree months, or after four to six months, or after Minke than six months?

Within first month ---07( -1
After 1 V) 3 months -2
After 4 to 6 montha -3
After more than 6 montha -4
Depends (vol.) -5
Din_ii-ot Monitor progress (vol.)-6
Not sure -7
Refused -8

24. (Has/have) (READ EACH ITEM) been a major problem, minor probleM; or not a problem atall for your company?

Not a_
Major _Minor Problem Not_DO NOT ROTATE

Problem PrOblet at All Sure Refused

a. Resistance from supervisors or co-
workers toward disabled employees
returning to work

-2 -4

b. Union regulations preventing job
re-assignments or job modification for
returning employees (191_-I

-2 -3 -4

25._ Do_you think that Vitt' CoMpany should make_a_greater effort than it makes now to-ft1016V handicapped people; or ia it doing enough now?

Yes; should do mote
Dining enough now--- -2
Not sure -3
Refused -4

137



-12- CARD 2

26. In the next 3 years, hOW likely do you think it is that your company
make greater effort§ than it Makes now, to employ more handicapped people
likely, SomeWhat likely; not too likely, or not likely at all?

Very likely
Somewhat likelY
Wit tot) likely
Wit likely at al/
Not sure
Refused-

actually will
is it very

27._ At present;_ia your cOMpany able to provide in-house training for handicapped
employeeS, or not?

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

NO, not able -2 (ASK Q.28)

Not sure
Refused

-31(SKIP TO Q.29)
--4

28. (IS/Are) (READ EACH ITEM) an important reason why you currently cannot train
handicapped people in-house, or not?

Important Not Wit

DO NOT ROTATE Reason Important Sure Refused

1. Arthitectural barriers in your building (43(-1 -2 -3 ---;4

2. A lack of needed special equipment (44( -1 -3 -4

3. A lack of special training for your
manaRgzs and supervisors (45( -1 -4-2 -3

29; Do you think that_increased tax deductions and finandial itidefitiVe8 Would induce
employers like your-self to train and employ more handicapped people, or not?

Yes, would induce employers.(46( --1

No, would not_induce --=2
Depends (vol.) -3

Wit Sure -4

Refused -5
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30; And finally,_I'm going to read soft% propOted initiatives and policy changes Whithmight help to_employ Mote handicapped people; Please Say if_you think each one would bevery effective; somewhat_effeCtive, not too effective, or not effective at all in helpingemployera to hire handicapped peOplej or retain disabled employees.
READ-EMI-ITEM-AND PROMPT WITH CATEGORIES-AS-OFTEN AS NEEDED

ROTATE -- START AT "X"

) a. Having the government
provide additional tax
deductions for, or share
in the cost of, expensive
accommodations

Not
Very Somewhat NOt TOO Effective Not

Effective Effective EffectiVe at-All Sure Refused

b. Having more companies
provide internsb-ipe or
part-time iob_as a way of
opening_the door to full-
time jobs for handicapped
people (48(

( ) c. Having foundations and
trusts pay some costs for
on-the-lob training for
handicapped employees...449(

d. Having outside rehabilita-
tion vendors provide job
coaches to companies to
help handicapped employees
learn their jobs (50(

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

f. Having_eMployers explain
specific_funetienal
requirements as part Of
job descriptions for
Openings 02(

g. Establishing direct
training and recruiting
Programs with_schools and
VOCational rehabilitation
agencies SO that_employers
meet more qualified
handicapped applicantt...(53(

-2 -3 -4 -5 ---6

-1 -3 -4 -5 -6

-2 -4 -5 -6

-1 -5

1

__-2

-4 -6

-2 -4 ---5 -6

-5
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30. (Continued)

ROTATE -- START AT "X"

Not
Vary Somewhat Not Too Effective Not

Effective Effective Effective at All Sure Refused

) h. Having the CEO in
companies like yours
establish voluntary
employment targets for
handicapped people (l4-1 -2 -3

i. Having disability profes-
sionals give technical
assistance or counsel to
employers for accommoda-
tions or problems with
specific handicapped
employees (55( -1

j. Having companies like
yours provide awareness
training to your employees
about the special needs of
handicapped workers and the
company's employment
policies for them (56( -1

-4 -5

-2 -3 -5

k. Having the government
subsidize_salaries for
severely handicapped_
employees for a trial
period (57( -1 -4 -5
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Fl. Approximately hou many people does pout Company employ in the United StateS?

Less than 50 (58( -1
51-100 -2
101-250
251-500- -4
501-750 -5
751=1,000 -6
1,001-3,000 -7
3,001-5,000 -8
5;001-7,500 -9
7,501-10,000 -0
10,001-15,000-- (59( -1
15,001-20,000 -2
20;001 tit mote ---3
Not sure---
Refused- -5

_F2. Approximately what percentage of your employees are In blue-collar or Skilled laborjobS?

/_ / /
(60=62)

Not sure (63-( -1
Refused

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

Yes, has union MeMberS (64( -1
No unionized employees -2
Rot SUre =3
RefUted -4

F3b. Does your firm currently have any contractS With the federal government, or not?

YeS,_has contracts (65S -1
No; has no contracts -2
Not sure -3
Refused-- -4
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F4a. What is the main business or businesses of your corporation?
PROBE TO BE ABLE 'TO-CLASSIFY

a. Manufacturing -- agribusiness (§§1. -1
b. Manufacturing -- airIines/aerospace -2
C. Manufacturing -- chemicals/pharmaceuticals -3
d. Manufacturing -- energy -4
0. Manufactw-ing -- high technology

Manufacturing -- mining and minerals -6f;

Other manufacturing -7
h. Construction -8
i. Transportation 9
j. PUblit_UtilitY -0
k; Wholesale (6-7t -1
L. Retail -2
m. Financiali insurancei real estate -3
;n. SerVice6 -4

Other type of company (SPECIFY):

-5
Not sure -6

F4b; Does your company have outside insurance for diSability, or are you Self=insured for
disability?

Outside insurance (68( 71
Self-insured
Both (vol.) -3
Not sure -4
Refused -5

F5. What in your title?

(69-70)

71-80Z

That completes the interview; Thank you very much foryour cooperation!

TIME ENDED: A.M./P.M.


