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SECTION I: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

How does a company’s “culture’—values, norms, pesicand practices—facilitate or hinder
the employment of people with disabilities? Thevearsto this question is crucial, as
demonstrated by the low employment rate of peojile aisabilities—only 37.7% of Americans
with disabilities age 21-64 were employed in 2088npared to 79.7% of Americans without
disabilities (RRTC, 2007). Because employees dighbilities who become employed face
important disparities such as lower pay and lessgzurity, training, and participation in
decisions relative to non-disabled employees (Sdfwse, Blasi, & Blanck, in press), further
systematic research is needed to understand thgleomature of employability for persons
with disabilities. Because employees with diséibsiwho become employed face important
disparities such as lower pay and less job secguréining, and participation in decisions relative
to non-disabled employees (Schur, Kruse, Blasi &8k, in press), further systematic research
is needed to understand the complex nature of grabpility for persons with disabilities.

Because employees with disabilities who become employed face important disparities
such as lower pay and less job security, training, and participation in decisions relative

to non-disabled employees (Schur, Kruse, Blasi, & Blanck, in press), further

systematic research is needed to understand the complex nature of employability
for persons with disabilities.

The limited research that has addressed the raterpbrate culture primarily is based on
laboratory studies and employer surveys (for resiesee Blanck & Schartz, 2005; Schur, Kruse,
& Blanck, 2005; Schur, Kruse, Blasi, & Blanck, ireps). There has been comparatively little
systematicesearch on how company policies and practices ¢arresponding attitudes of
employers, supervisors, and co-workers)
affect the employment opportunities of
people with disabilities (see Blanck, 20054
b; Blanck & Schartz, 2005).

“...a Research Consortium to develop a
standard design methodology and
conduct case study research to identify

Though case studies of disability ways in which an organization's

employment have been accumulating,
methods of conducting case studies and
assessments of best practices have varied
Recognizing the critical need for systemati
growth in the evidence base regarding bes
practices in inclusive employment, the
Department of Labor’s Office of Disability
Employment (ODEP) funded “. . . a
Research Consortium to develop a standa
design methodology and conduct case stu

research to identify ways in which an

structures, values, policies and day-to-day
practices, facilitate the employment of
people with disabilities. These case
studies will validate and document
effective policies and strategies within
corporations that have had success ...
recruiting, hiring, retaining and
promoting people with disabilities.”

organization’s structures, values, policies




and day-to-day practices, facilitate the employnoéqteople with disabilities. These case
studies will validate and document effective p@sand strategies within corporations that have
had success . . . recruiting, hiring, retaining pramoting people with disabilities.”

THE DISABILITY CASE STUDY RESEARCH CONSORTIUM

The Consortium is led by the Burton Blatt Institute (BBI) at Syracuse University, in
collaboration with Rutgers University’s School of Management and Labor Relations
and the Heldrich Center for Workforce Development, and Cornell University’s
Employment and Disability Institute.

To further our reach, the Consortium engaged tle@ding Research Partners—the Georgia
Institute of Technology RERC on Workplace Accommntaes, Human Futures Incorporated,
and West Virginia University’'s International Cenfer Disability Information.

In addition, Consortium efforts were guided bBlae Ribbon Advisory Board, which was co-
chaired by leaders from the research and disability communities, with prominent
representatives from business, labor, and disability organizations, along with nationally
recognized disability scholars and practitioners. The Board guided the Consortium during

The Board guided the Consortium during three key thrge key phages: (1) at the
) project inception and
phases:
development; (2) in the middle
1. Atthe project inception and development, of the project to review draft
2. In the middle of the project to review draft methods and protocols that have
methods and protocols that had been been developed; and (3) at the
developed, end to review and guide analysis
3. And at the end to review and guide analysis and interpretation of project
and interpretation of project findings. findings. The Board members
The Board members provided informal guidance prov1ded}11nformhal gu;ldance.and
and support throughout the project period as well. support throughout the project

period as well. The Board is co-
chaired by Andrew Imparato, President of the Anaaridssociation of People with Disabilities
(AAPD) and Professor Adrienne Colella (Tulane Unsviy), a scholar of corporate culture and
disability. The Board includes representatives ftomU.S. Chamber of Commerce, Business
Loan Express, the National Business & Disabilityu@cil (NBDC), the National Organization
on Disability (NOD), the American Foundation foetBlind (AFB), and the National Council on
Independent Living (NCIL). For technical expertifege Board includes a representative of the
National Opinion Research Center (NORC, Universit€hicago), and experts and scholars of
rehabilitation counseling, labor relations, mankgtiand disability law.

THE STUDY, OUTCOMES AND KEY PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

The present study establishes a conceptual frankew@valuate inclusive employment policies
and practices in for-profit and not-for-profit comations and organizations of all sizes across
market sectors. A Consortium of unprecedenteddtineand experience involving researchers,
businesses, and policy makers: (a) created a gmahy rigorous, standardized, relevant and
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replicable method for conducting and benchmarkagpcstudies of inclusive employment; and
(2) conducted 6 case

studies, identifying A Consortium of unprecedented breadth and experience
policies and practices that involving researchers, businesses, and policymakers:
improve the hiring, (a) created a scientifically rigorous, standardized, relevant,
retention, and promotion and replicable method for conducting and

of persons with benchmarking case studies of inclusive employment,
disabilities. ot

The first significant (b) conducted 6 case studies, identifying policies and
project outcome presente practices that improve the hiring, retention, and

is an informative, valid, promotion of persons with disabilities.

reliable, and standardized

method for conducting case studies of corporatei@ibnd inclusive employment. Protocols
were created for a benchmarking survey for stangieddindings, as well as guides for
interviews and focus groups that provide the nedigadility when doing research with diverse
organizations. This method generated and willioometto generate new information when
Consortium members partner with organizations talaot further case studies. Disability
organizations will have improved means to makerimfed evaluations of companies and
advocate for strategies that are successful; edtscahd students in business and other
disciplines can use and implement lessons leanesdarchers can use this method to document
real-world phenomena; and public policymakers halve access to a wealth of data and human
stories on successful strategies for improving eypent opportunities for people with
disabilities and helping inform policy initiatives.

For this project, Consortium members conductedsimplete case studies and generated
groundbreaking data on: corporate culture and azgtianal structure; corporate culture and
micro organizational impact on people with disdi@$i; co-worker attitudes; coping strategies;
potential barriers to hiring people with disabdgi benefits and costs of accommodations; and
disability-specific forces impacting bottom linetoomes. These findings represent the second
significant outcome of this study. Analyses acith&ssix companies resulted in identification of
policies and practices that positively impact tirenh, retention, and promotion of persons with
disabilities and result in a set of establishedchemarks by which inclusive employment may be
evaluatedBenchmarks were identified in four core categories:

(1) Diversity Outcomes

(2) Inclusive Policies and Practices

(3) Attitudinal and Behavioral Indicators of Inclusive Employment
(4) Bottom Line Outcomes

Our research was conducted with organizationsviblainteered to participate in this important
study because of their clear commitment to suppgittie hiring, retention, and promotion of
people with disabilities. The six companies thatipipated in the benchmarking survey
demonstrated high levels of disability represeatain the survey sample and across
management roles; equal to or higher than the fatempanies in the private sector (5.5%).
These organizations have already begun strongietimaccomplish such a laudable goal and
the “diversity numbers” we see in their organizasioeflect this accomplishment. As leaders in
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disability diversity, our company

partners have begun to move The six companies that participated in the
beyond a focus on such numbers, benchmarking survey demonstrated high
towards ensuring that the levels of disability representation in the

individuals within their
organizations feel truly valued
within their organizations — truly
included. In our study of their
corporate climates, we find clear evidence dematisty that policies, practices, and managerial
behaviors that create an inclusive climate havectlimpacts on employees’ perceptions of their
work environment. These perceptions in turn hakectimpacts on employees’ satisfaction,
commitment, positive work behaviors, and intentitmstay with the company.

survey sample and across management roles,
equal to or higher than the rates for companies
in the private sector (5.5%).

Next, these important key findings and recommemndatare highlighted. For a full listing of all
the benchmarks and associated findings, pleastheeamtire report and appendices.

Key Findings

Workplace climate makes a great difference not angmployee experiences, but also in
workplace performance. Fully using the abilitiéslb employees, including those with
disabilities, depends not just on overall compaoljcpes but on the attitudes and practices of
managers and supervisors. Across all six compatfiess is strong statistical evidence that
employee attitudes and perceptions about their wowronment (e.g., the effectiveness of
broad organizational and human resource policidgaactices, the commitment to diversity of
management and managers) impact their perceptideelong included and engaged in the
workplace (e.g., perceptions of inclusion, psychalal support and empowerment, fit with their
job) and impact their reports of actual engagen(eugt, reports of satisfaction and commitment
to their organization, engaging in organizationatenship behaviors, and not looking for new
jobs elsewhere).

= Managers appear to play a critical role, as evidenced by analyses demonstrating that
one’s relationship with his or her manager and the diversity behaviors of the manager
predict increases in employees’ positive workplace perceptions, engagement,
satisfaction, and decreases in employees’ perceptions of negative workplace treatment.
Interestingly, these data also show that when supervisors in a department overall
perceive the benefits associated with accommodations made for employees outweigh
the costs associated with them (i.e., a positive “Return-On-Investment”), perceived
levels of prejudice against employees with disabilities tends to be lower in their
departments.

i*

Fairness of human resources practices differ between employees with and without
disabilities and this is important because it significantly predicts our bottom line
outcomes of organizational commitment, job satisfaction, citizenship behaviors, and
turnover intentions.

L3

The perceived climate for inclusion is critical: across all employees, perceptions about
the inclusiveness of the work climate is significantly and positively associated with the
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psychological empowerment that they report experiencing on the job, as well as with
their reports of perceived organizational support, relationship conflict among
department members, and task conflict among department members. In addition,
perceptions of an inclusive climate are even more strongly positively associated with
psychological empowerment for individuals with disabilities than for individuals
without disabilities.

# A visible organizational commitment to disability issues is critical. The inclusion of
disability in the organization’s diversity policy is the only driver of commitment and job
satisfaction across all survey respondents.

el

# Accommodations benefit everyone. Across the companies, high rates of accommodation
requests from employees with and without disabilities demonstrate the universality of
accommodation policies. This is particularly noteworthy, given that the percentage of
all employees (both with and without disabilities) who have been granted
accommodations in a unit is a strong negative predictor of perceived disability
prejudice, indicating that wider use of accommodations for all employees can help
remove any sense of resentment toward people with disabilities who need
accommodations.

These findings reveal that corporate culture matteand greatly. Differences in inclusive
policies and practices influence differences in lryges’perceptionof their company’s
environment when it comes to inclusion. Theseggrons of inclusion in turn impact
employees’ reported job satisfaction, commitmerddpctivity and other behaviors that
ultimately impact an organization’s bottom-linendee and turnover, as well as organizational
citizenship behaviors.

In the future, additional case studies with différgize organizations in diverse market sectors
should be conducted to validate and refine bencksndrongitudinal case studies may
document changes over time. In addition, explorgtimay be made of the weighted value of
specific benchmarks in terms of their impact onuhoented inclusive employment outcomes.
Such data will further strengthen the business fsgiverse and inclusive employment and can
tie to additional outcomes such as shareholderevaliuis imperative that these benchmark
indicators and research findings be disseminateelyito positively impact corporate culture
and business practices across market sectorsipadve employment outcomes for persons
with disabilities.

| Implications for Employers

el

# Include disability in the diversity and inclusiongenda of the organization (including, but
not limited to adding disability as a stated godltbeir formal diversity policy).

| Implications for HR Professionals

# Conduct trainings for managers regarding disabilify.e., awareness about potential
discrimination and cultural issues; accommodatiomlicies; disability leave absence
policies; return to work policies; etc.).



| Implications for Managers

#® Make managers aware that the respect with whichythieeat people requesting
accommodations is a key predictor of engagemenefemore so than the organization’s
procedures for responding to accommodation requigsts

| Implications for Disability Service Providers

# Provide workplace accommodation consultation seegavhich address the importance of
workplace culture factors for the longer term jolasfaction and retention of people with
disabilities (as well as other employees).

| Implications for People with Disabilities

= Find ways in the community to network the companitiwdisability networks (i.e.,
disability mentoring opportunities; Disability Awaness month; fund raisers and other
events targeting the issues and needs of people digabilities; etc.).

| Policy Recommendations

# An Executive Order that would charge ODEP and théfiCe of Federal Contract
Compliance Programs (OFCCP) with the convening ofime-limited work group with
representatives of the Departments of Labor, Educat Transportation, Health and
Human Services, Commerce and Defense as well asSiigial Security Administration
and other Federal Agencies to design a common d$ejuestions to evaluate all current
and potential government contractors’ business pel and practices regarding
recruitment, training, accommodation and advancentai workers with disabilities. The
benchmarks developed from the case study researahlavprovide a starting point.
Positive scores would become a factor in OFCCP’alaation of contract performance by
using the benchmarks as part of annual reportinggq@rements to encourage favorable
and economically sound business practices.

# In collaboration with US DOL honored employers, OFEwould convene an employer
work group to consider identification of weightedbhe for each of the 32 specific
benchmarks. Further testing and validation of a vgited scale for the benchmarks with
additional companies of various sizes and from di#nt sectors would be initiated.

# ODEP and the Department of Labor adopt the benchiketo review applicants for future
DOL recognition and awards that advance inclusivadiness practices. The benchmarks
offer an objective system to measure inclusive bess practices that advance the
recruitment, hiring, retention, and career advancemt of persons with disabilities.

# ODEP establish an Inclusive Business Practices Traig and Technical Assistance
Center that expands understanding and use of thenBemarks by employers to increase
recruitment, training, retention and advancement ofdividuals with disabilities.
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SECTION II: BACKGROUND
IMPORTANCE OF THE RESEARCH

How does a company’s “culture’—values, norms, peicand practices—facilitate or
hinder the employment of people with disabiliti@$fe answer to this question is crucial, as
demonstrated by the low employment rate of peojile avsabilities—only 37.7% of Americans
with disabilities age 21-64 were employed in 2088npared to 79.7% of Americans without
disabilities (RRTC, 2007). Because employees wighlilities who become employed face
important disparities such as lower pay and legsgxurity, training, and participation in
decisions relative to non-disabled employees (Sdlwse, Blasi, & Blanck, in press), further
systematic research is needed to understand theleomature of employability for persons
with disabilities. The limited research that hadradsed the role of corporate culture primarily is
based on laboratory studies and employer surveysd¥iews, see Blanck & Schartz, 2005;
Schur, Kruse, & Blanck, 2005; Schur, Kruse, Bl&sBlanck, in press).

There has been comparatively litthgstematicesearch on how company policies and
practices (and the corresponding attitudes of ey@p$y supervisors, and co-workers) affect the
employment opportunities

The various Consortium members have extensive

of people with disabilities : o
experience through examinations of corporate culture

(see Blanck, 2005a, b; (e.g., Ball et al,, 2005) and by conducting case studies of

Blanck & Schartz, 2005), major business and public employers (Microsoft: Sandler

though case studies of & Blanck, 2005; Sears: Blanck, 1994; and Manpower:

disability employment have Blanck & Steele, 1998) and the Federal Government

n mulating. Th
been accumulating © (Bruyere, Erickson, & Horne, 2002).
various Consortium
members have extensive experience through exammmsabf corporate culture (e.g., Ball et al.,

2005) and by conducting case studies of major legsiand public employers (Microsoft:



Sandler & Blanck, 2005; Sears: Blanck, 1994; anapdaver: Blanck & Steele, 1998) and the
Federal GovernmeriBruyére, Erickson, & Horne, 2002).

In a series of case studies with Sears, ManpowerMicrosoft, Blanck and colleagues’
illustrate successful inclusion of people with digities is possible: accommodation costs are
lower than people might assume, and when avail&dai@ing helps contingent employees to
find permanent positions, and utilizing internsai scholarship programs as well as
connections to disability organizations can helpaoizations to successfully recruit employees
with disabilities (Blanck, 1994; Blanck & Steel€®9B; Sandler & Blanck, 2005).

Additional case studies have been conducted wijomaaganizations and New Freedom
Initiative winners (Lengnick-Hall, 2007; McMahon,akiman, Brooke, Habeck, Green, & Fraser,
2004). They find employers that are more succesiséu their competitors at integrating
individuals with disabilities into their workforcésnd to focus on targeted recruiting and
training, leverage “in-house” expertise for accondisimns, and recognize the importance of
corporate culture. Importantly, providing cenfiahds for accommodations, a structured process
for requesting accommodations, and access to titgabformation and advocacy furthered the
inclusive environment. Providing support for netiand affinity groups, educating and
training coworkers and managers around disabggyes, conducting community outreach,
creating global standards, collecting data relédedisability, and explicitly evincing a top
management commitment to disability and diversiey@mmon features of organizations that
are inclusive of individuals with disabilities.

Other research has been conduaembsscompanies as part of the same project using the
same protocols, allowing for better evaluationiofilrities and differences. The two nationally-
representative employer surveys on disability issaenducted by the present Consortium
researchers, found that one-fifth of employers rethat attitudes are a major barrier to the
employment of people with disabilities (BruyereP@0Dixon, Kruse, & Van Horn, 2003). The
importance of corporate culture was underscorethéyinding that: “Both [the private and

federal] sectors identified visible top managenwmhmitment as the best method for reducing
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employment and advancement barriers (81 perceiihéoprivate sector respondents, 90 percent
for federal)” (Bruyere, Erickson, & Ferrentino, Z)0This comports with experimental studies
finding supervisor and co-worker attitudes havé&reng impact on employment experiences of
people with disabilities (Colella, 1996, 2001; GlaleDeNisi, & Varma, 1998; Marti & Blanck,
2000).

Consortium members Schur, Kruse and Blanck havduwad what they believe is the
only study of these issu@sth data from employees with disabilities themsglusing a large
survey sample of 30,000 employees. The study f@ensons with disabilities on the job face

_ e _ several disparities,
The study found persons with disabilities on the job face several

. . . : . . including lower
disparities, including lower levels of pay, job security, training, and

e . _ levels of pay, job
participation in decisions (Schur, et al., forthcoming). Employees

1 1 1epees : . . security, training
with disabilities reported higher turnover intention and lower

: _ _ o _ and participation in
levels of company loyalty and job satisfaction. Disability gaps in

: . . decisions (Schur, et
attitudes vary substantially, however, across companies and

. . _ _ _ _ al., forthcoming).
worksites, with no attitude gaps in worksites rated highly by all

) ) . Employees with
employees for fairness and responsiveness. The results indicate

_ disabilities
that corporate cultures that are responsive to the needs of all
reported higher

employees are especially beneficial for employees with disabilities.
turnover intention
and lower levels of
company loyalty and job satisfaction. Disabiligpg in attitudes vary substantially, however,
across companies and worksites, with no attitughs gaworksites rated highly by all employees
for fairness and responsiveness. The resultsatalibat corporate cultures that are responsive
to the needs of all employees are especially beiaéfor employees with disabilities.

This study provided the first systematic and lasgale indication that corporate culture

matters greatly for employees with disabilities.
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The research described thus far scratched thecsuofethe issues that need to be
understood. However, the need for critical reseambss leading companies aimed at
identifying specific policies and practices thatifiéate the creation of inclusive work
environments remained. The current investigati@s@nts new research designed to address this
need by using scientifically rigorous research déads and obtaining multiple perspectives in
real-world settings. The findings substantiallyreese knowledge and understanding and
establish standards for future research. The relsekasign and data collection methods
represent a path-breaking advance in this are@mable benchmarks to accumulate over time as
more case studies are conducted.

The present study generates new groundbreakingpdgteeviously unexplored topics,
including:

a. Corporate Culture and Organizational Structure: Perceptions of company climate
and culture, and how they affect a variety of oates for employees with disabilities,
including promotions and opportunities for trainiagd subjective attitudes like job
satisfaction, company loyalty, and whether empleyieel they are treated with respect.
The Consortium examined whether corporate culturedferent companies are
perceived as flexible and responsive to indivichedds or as more traditional and biased
against certain groups of employees (like thoshk digabilities), and the implications of
such cultural differences for the experiences gbleyees with disabilities (cf. Stone and
Colella, 1996);

b. Corporate Culture and Micro Organizational Impact on People with
Disabilities: Potential conflicts between different levels afanpany’s culture and the
effects this may have on employees with disalsli{e2g., interpretation, implementation
of company values and policies, potential confligith unstated norms and
expectations);

c. Co-Worker Attitudes: How supervisor and co-worker attitudes affect thgegiences

of employees with disabilities;
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d. Coping Strategies: How employees with disabilities overcome barregrsvork;

e. Potential Barriers to Hiring People with Disabilities: Perceptions of potential risk
by employers, including accommodation costs andmiifarity with different types of
functional limitations and resources that are ad (Hendricks, Batiste, Hirsh, Dowler,
Schartz, & Blanck, 2005). The Consortium examihed employers have overcome
these barriers, such as through partnerships wstbiity organizations, targeted
recruiting efforts, and obtaining information op&g and costs of accommodations, such
as through the Job Accommodation Network (JAN);

f. Benefits and Costs of Accommodations: Financial and non-financial benefits and
costs of disability accommodations from the perpe®f employees with disabilities,
as well as supervisors and co-workers; and

g. Disability-Specific Forces: Effects of disability policies and initiatives time attitudes
(job satisfaction, organizational commitment) aetidviors (turnover, absenteeism) of
employees with disabilities.

This is not an exhaustive list—the comprehensivéhoanlogy developed to explore corporate
culture and inclusive employment incorporates nraoye important topics and assessments
identified by ODEP, employers, employees, and leaftem the disability community. The
Consortium case study research method provides:

a. organizations with new tools and informatioto conduct analyses of their own

corporate cultures and disability policies, helpiagneet or exceed their legal
obligations (e.g., under the ADA), but equally imgamt, serving as a critical component
in the process of positive ongoing organizatiofenge that makes economic sense;

b. disability organizations with new means to make informed evaluatiohsompanies

and advocate for strategies shown to be successful,
c. educators and students in business, law and policy schools, and execung

continuing leadership programs, the means to eiakt@mpanies and corporate culture

and policies that affect the employment of peoplh wisabilities
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d. researchers with valid and reliable methode document real-world phenomena,

allowing them to generate and test hypothesesonaistent way, leading to cumulation
and the ability to use meta-analysis to undersganttlcompare cross-case results;

e. public policymakers with a wealth of data and human storessuccessful strategies

for improving employment opportunities for peoplghadisabilities, and helping inform
policy initiatives (e.g., tax incentives or recaomm programs for companies that engage
in best practices). Because recommendations wilrben from the study of best
practices in different organizations, policies ldtely to garner support from the business

community and have a greater chance of successfiémentation.
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SECTION III: CONDUCTING CASE STUDIES

The first phase of this project involved develgpastandardized, scientifically rigorous,
externally valid, and replicable case study rededssign that embodies the well-established and
published recommendations of Consortium membefsurS&ruse, and Blanck (2005) reviewed
the existing literature, identified the state af 8tience and the gaps that exist due to variations
in methods used to conduct case studies, and figentine need for a paradigm utilizing multiple
methods of data collection and analysis. They datexd, in part, that triangulation “helps
compensate for the limitations of any one methedeals potential tensions or conflicts among
different levels of corporate culture, and provigaidity checks” (p. 15). Critically important
was that the paradigm be structured to be repkcabloss companies, providing a strong basis
for comparative analysis, while allowing flexibylito explore issues and initiatives that are
particular to individual companies.

The case study methodology is based on collecticeveral types of qualitative and
guantitative data using seven triangulated resaaethods: (a) in-depth interviews with senior
managers in human resources, compensation, ancitiyy€b) in-depth interviews with a
sample of managers and supervisors; (c) in-depéinvilews with a sample of employees with
disabilities; (d) focus groups of employees witkattilities; (e) focus groups of managers; (f) a
company-wide employee survey; (g) collection analysis of written policies relating to
disability and diversity (archival analysis); aig €ollection and analysis of available
administrative data on disability accommodationd disability-specific initiatives.

To ensure the validity of measures, a number afiipd measures from existing
instruments were used, such as the General Sagiays(GSS) conducted by the National
Opinion Research Center of the University of Chac@gORC), the Employer Openness Survey
(Gilbride, Vandergoot, Golden, & Stensrud, 2008)NJurveys on economic costs and benefits

of accommodations, and well-recognized and usedunea from management consulting and
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academic literatures. In addition to helping ensalelity, the use of existing measures permits
comparisons between the present results and tfigg@ostudies. For example, our survey
included questions on job satisfaction and turnaviention used in national surveys such as the
GSS, as well as by employers studying their orgdiaas (e.g., when evaluating turnover costs)
and academics when conducting research. By congpérenew data with the GSS, it is
possible to benchmark the companies’ findings ajaine anothesindagainst U.S. workers in
general.

While the company-wide survey provides a source of While the company-wide

structured, rigorous assessment enabling data collection survey provides a source of

for exact benchmarking and comparison, interviews and structured, rigorous

focus groups provide the flexibility needed to adapt the assessment enabling data

case study to the needs of each organization and the collection for exact

constraints of working in different environments or with benchmarking and

companies that have different structures. comparison, interviews and
focus groups provide the flexibility needed to adhp case study to the needs of each
organization and the constraints of working ineliént environments or with companies that
have different structures. For these reasonsepikdinterviews with managers, supervisors, and
employees with disabilities were conducted botlokeetnd after the company-wide employee
survey. With companies that permitted pre-survégrinews, the Consortium obtained valuable
information to help customize surveys for each canyp- in particular by adding questions of
special relevance to a company. The post-survepniews allowed probing of survey results,
adding depth to the findings and ensuring tharpmegations are valid.

The members of the Blue Ribbon Advisory Panel weeteleconference during the
survey development phase (once at its outset aaid adnen a complete draft of the survey had

been assembled). Advisory board members providegluable guidance regarding the breadth

and depth of the survey, topics for content, andlfediting to ensure the survey was an
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appropriate length. Substantively, the Panel eststirat assessments were scientifically
rigorous and, importantly, that the measures amtirigs would have practical relevance for
participating organizations to support their busgease for inclusive employment. The Panel
reviewed this draft report and informed the firrdkrpretations and presentation, as well as
assisted with the long-term dissemination plamtsuee all stakeholders may access the findings
of this project.

Across all data gathering activities, we ensutgidaiccessibility to managers and
employees with disabilities, so that they had ribadilty in participating. All respondents were
given strict assurances of confidentiality, thuswemg a high rate of voluntary participation.
For this reason, benchmarked findings are presdayguaoviding results according to
percentages of respondents from each comp&uompanies are referred to as Company 1 to

Company 6.

COMPANY-WIDE, BENCHMARKING SURVEY

The Organizational Best Practices in Inclusive Eoyiplent survey is designed to gather
knowledge and understanding about workplace pgli@titudes, and practices that facilitate or
hinder the career growth of employees with disaesdj as well as the perceptions of managers
and employees around disability issues. The sunstgument design was guided by research
guestions that addressed the nature of structusfses, policies, and day-to-day practices that
facilitate inclusive employment. The survey incladeeasures evaluating organizational
citizenship and leader diversity behaviors, faisp@sclusion, and openness. It further includes
employee, coworker, and manager assessments ohaumbation practices, knowledge about
practices for providing reasonable accommodatimegtions to accommodations and

perceptions of workgroup interactions and outcooféhe accommodations.

! This is to avoid more specific numbers that magbéem company identification.
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Consortium researchers developed independent gaegt tap additional information on
organizational behaviors and accommodation practielated specifically to people with
disabilities. Survey drafts were disseminated rpldttimes for review and scrutiny by the Blue
Ribbon Advisory Panel, consisting of leading acadsnbusiness leaders, policymakers, and
disability advocates, before piloting it in thelfieAdvanced management students were
recruited to pilot test the instrument before gpldyment. After successful pilot testing, the
survey was implemented in our six participating pames and organizations.

Additionally, to maximize time efficiency for theagicipants, the survey was modified
into two separate but similar versions by splittangilar items across the two versions. This has
resulted in a survey that is comprehensive. Tha frarsion of the survey consists of
approximately 90 items; however several branchungstjons result in many participants

skipping certain questions and sections based tiponanswers.

The survey consists of core questions asked in eatipany to facilitate benchmarking.
Additional survey modules comprising questions ssdifferent subject areas were developed
and available based on company needs and/or tesatbeeinitiatives at individual companies.
The survey questions are broken into four categorie

i. Employee perceptions and attitudes. These questions are asked of all
employees and managers, to enable comparisons ahmsgwith and without
disabilities. Questions include: views of the compan general and on disability
issues, perceived productivity of accommodated eygas with disabilities,
employee turnover, organizational commitment, jatis$éaction, job
characteristics (fit between one’s abilities anel dlemands of the job, and
perceived meaningfulness of the job), the qualitihanager-employee
relationships, and perceptions of the organizasiamtlusive environment.

ii. Identifying employees with disabilities. We identified employees with
disabilities using six questions that the Censue8&u developed for use on the

2008 American Community Survey, which are also peised by the U.S.
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Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) for the CurrenpBlation Survey. The
guestions allow identification of major types ofgairment (hearing, visual,
mobility, and mental/cognitive). We included a gtien about the time of onset,
to know whether the disability occurred before fterathe employee began work
at the company.

Costs and benefits of accommodations. Consortium members worked with
the Job Accommodation Network (JAN) at ICDI to azal their employer survey
data regarding the financial costs and satisfacf@mployees who have
requested accommodation information. The survelydsd assessments about
accommodations directly from: (1) employees witd anthout disabilities; (2)
co-workers of employees with disabilities who waceommodated; and (3)
managers of employees with disabilities who reqgeatcommodations.
Questions focused on awareness and perceptiohse actommodation process,
including: (1) type of requested accommodation, @hdther the request was
granted; (2) estimated financial benefits and c@tect and indirect); (3)
estimated effect on those who returned to workw#gther co-workers were
supportive; (5) the perceived fairness experiemttgthg the accommodation
process; and (6) many other outcomes of interest.

Job and demographic measures. These included type of job, tenure, training,
pay, benefits, promotions, teamwork, age, gendeg,reducation, and whether
the respondent has a friend or family member widnsability.

In-depth follow-up. The survey linked to a separate solicitation dage
volunteers for confidential in-depth interviewsebgplore these and other
disability-related issues more fully. Volunteecsntact information was
collected in a separate database from their suesyonses and no link between
the databases was maintained or possible (surgpgpmees were anonymous as

the survey collected no identifiers).
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INTERVIEWS AND FOCUS GROUPS

Interviews and focus groups were conducted withleyges with and without
disabilities, as well as managers and senior |saofdihe participating companies in order to
inform the development of survey questions, follgwthe survey responses, and to more
broadly understand the corporate culture of ingkigmployment. “A major reason for actively
involving evaluation users in methods decisiorte ideal with weaknesses and consider trade-
off threats to data quality before data are caldt{Patton, 1990, p. 347). At the end of the case
study, the Consortium is again interviewing confaatsons at the organizations to check the
study results and obtain their interpretation aretiback. We are obtaining input on the specific
results of their company’s case study, and one@kearch standards and methodology to ensure
that they are valid and reliable both for other pamies and for their own use in the future.

a. Interviews with CEO’s and senior managers in human resources,

compensation, and diversity. These interviews were designed to determine:

i. overall company values, policies, and practicesteowd these may affect job
applicants and employees with disabilities;

ii. policies on disability accommodations and programtsdtives designed to
enhance the employment of people with disabilitzes]

iii. questions the interviewees would like to add t@mployee survey to help them
evaluate the success of their company in its digabiitiatives (in the case of
interviews conducted prior to the survey).

b. Interviews with a sample of managers and supervisors. These interviews were
designed to determine:
I.  perceptions of the company’s values, climate, antie;

ii.  how the company’s disability policies/practices anelerstood and implemented,;
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iii.  experiences with hiring persons with disabilitiegking reasonable
accommodations, and engaging in the interactiveqes
Interviews with a sample of employees with disabilities. These interviews were
designed to obtain information on:
I.  perceptions of the company'’s values, climate, anie;
ii.  experiences working for the company, including esis for accommodations
and how these were handled;
iii.  perceptions of attitudinal, policy-related, tectowy-related, or other barriers;
iv.  views of how to remedy these barriers;
V. questions they would like to add to an employegeyrand
vi. other issues they may face.
. Focus groups of employees with disabilities. Focus groups were designed to
encourage employees with disabilities to discuss:
I.  perceptions of the company’s values, climate, anie;
ii.  experiences in the company, including requestadoommodations, how these
requests were handled, and relations with supeas/esad co-workers;
iii.  perceptions of attitudinal, policy-related, tectowy-related, or other barriers;
iv.  views of how to remedy these barriers;
v. other issues they may face.

In addition to survey, interview, and focus growgtead the Consortium collected written

policies relating to disability and diversity. Whpassible, we collected available administrative

data on disability accommodations.

Data are continuing to be analyzed from all soutoesvaluate disability

accommodations, including the number and type qiiests, reasons for granting or denying

requests, costs of accommodations, and availalbdeotiaoutcomes (e.g., employee retention). In

addition, several benchmark measures reflectingiimgtul and effective policies that

organizations may engage in are being assesstttresa central pool of company resources
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dedicated for reasonable accommodations? Do engBageeive support from peer mentors,
support groups, employee networks, and/or supas/iso career training and advancement? Is
there an intern program? Are there persons withbilises in senior management? Do health
care coverage policies accommodate the needs sfiewith disabilities? Does the company
award, reward, or otherwise create incentives flonalusive workforce? Does the company
market itself as an inclusive organization?

As emphasized by scholars of corporate culture,(Bgusseau, 1990; Schein, 1988), the
study of corporate culture should include multipiethods, with collection of both quantitative
and qualitative data. Our method ensures the reptaison of multiple perspectives with survey
guestions and interview protocols not just for gneup, but for managers, supervisors, co-
workers, and employees with disabilities. TogetheFse quantitative and qualitative data
provide the most complete picture of the relatigm&letween corporate culture and disability in
each company. The use of multiple methods of assggdriangulates findings and provides

convergence that may bolster the use of reseascittsdor both policy and practice.

The method
The method for conducting case studies represents a set of valid for conducting case
and reliable standards for research in inclusive employment. studies represents a

set of valid and

reliable standards for research in inclusive empleyt. The standards serve a variety of
research, theoretical, and practical purposes fange of relevant stakeholders, including
companies, researchers, disability organizatiothsc&tors, students, and policy-makers. In
particular, the standards facilitate the “accumatabf knowledge” on this topic, providing a
basis for future research and facilitating crossysany comparisons; “meta-analysis”
(systematic cumulation of findings) will allow foesults to be combined and contrasted across
multiple studies (Rosenthal & Blanck, 1993).

These standards “help identify ‘what works’ in canfes that have been successful in

employing individuals with disabilities, and fatalie the development of ‘best practices’ that

22



serve as models for other employers” (Schur, e2@D5, p. 15). Our results help articulate in
measurable ways a business case for the employwhpabple with disabilities and inform

efforts to improve their employment opportunities.

COMPANY SAMPLING METHOD

In consultation with ODEP, the Consortium seledase study participants to ensure
variation on important dimensions, including indystector and size. One major goal was to
ensure external validity, so the results from astbese case studies may be generalized to other
companies, and the standards for the researchrdiesgjemented in other companies.

As in projects of this kind, an important issuassessing and understanding the nature of
selection bias: in this investigation, the companidling to be studied may be representative of
the broader organizational population, or may bemgdars of practice. For this reason, the
companies that volunteered to participate may beeraware and concerned about disability
issues than most employers. They may provide véduabsons for employers in general.
Therefore, if particular company disability polisier practices are found effective, the lessons
may apply to other companies that have devotedileesand energy to disability issues.
Importantly, the developed standards may enabler déiss disability focused companies to
conduct case studies using our standard method.likaly will spur interest by companies that
in the past may have been reluctant to examine ¢beporate culture and its impact on disability
issues. It may help such companies proactivelygarewsr resolve disability related disputes.

The final sample for purposes of this report cstissof 6 companies, which participated
in the survey and patrticipated in interviews anclfgroups, as well as 2 additional companies
that participated in only interviews and focus greuThe 8 participating employers include a
pharmaceutical company, a hospital, a disabilityise organization, a financial services
company, a consumer products manufacturer, a grabain, a restaurant, and an infrastructure
services company. The 8 participating organizatiary in size from 38 to 38,000 employees

nationwide, although some of the companies are i@ginal organizations / companies.
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SECTION IV: KEY BENCHMARK FINDINGS

These benchmarks will allow organizations to measleir success at creating inclusive
environments for employing diverse individuals @&vdluate their progress relative to their goals
and the progress of other organizations that hiesgedone so. Thirty-two benchmarks along four
dimensions were identified as critical (see toclisive Employment Report Card” in Appendix
A): (1) Diversity Outcomes, (2) Inclusive Policiasd Practices, (3) Attitudinal and Behavioral

Indicators of Success, and (4) Bottom Line Outcames

1. “Diversity Outcomes” represents a set of benchmarks that a companydstist set to

achieve—diversity in numbers.

1.1.Diversity in the Workforce in General

1.2. Diversity Across Management Levels

2. “Inclusive Policies and Practices” delineate what has been found to support incluisi@n

workplace. Beyond merely achieving increases mivers of diverse employees, a company
seeks to have all its employees feel valued. #ietupolicies and practices are responsive to
the needs of a diverse workforce and build a sehgealue and inclusion, ensuring tredk
employees feel integral to the company.

2.1. Strong Recruitment, Training, and Advancement Opportunities

2.1.1. Targeted recruiting of people with disabilities.
2.1.2. Manager education and training on disability.

2.1.3. Targeted career advancement opportunities for eygas with disabilities.
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3.

2.1.4. Training opportunities that are equitably availaldad accessible to employees
with disabilities.

2.1.5. Mentoring and coaching opportunities that are mastailable to employees with
disabilities.

2.2. Effective Accommodations Related Policies and Practices

2.2.1. Established procedures for disability accommodation
2.2.2. Centralized sources of funding for accommodations.

2.2.3. Organizational record-keeping on accommodations.

2.2.4. Universally-designed accommodation policies.

2.2.5. Availability of return-to-work / disability managemt services.

2.3. Strong Corporate Culture

2.3.1. Top management commitment to hire people with disab.

2.3.2. Availability of disability networks / affinity grqs.

2.3.3. A diversity policy which includes disability.
“Attitudinal and Behavioral Indicators of Inclusive Environments” inform a
company as to whether their inclusive policies prattices are perceived as effective and
successful. Understanding these perceptionstisatrias they predict employee behaviors
that impact company performance (e.g., engagenredtgting productivity). If companies
find that they are not being evaluated as highlghag wish, they will be able to revise their
policies and practices and impact bottom line auies (the next category of benchmarks).

3.1. Perceptions of Managers

3.1.1. Managerial diversity behaviors
3.1.2. Paternalism

3.1.3. Quality of Relationship with one’s manager
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3.2. Perceptions of Human Resources (HR) Practices

3.2.1. Perceived fairness of work arrangements and HR tpres for employee
3.2.2. Procedural justice experienced during the accomrtiodgrocess
3.2.3. Interactional justice experienced during the accardation process

3.3. Perceptions of Organization

3.3.1. Perceived fit between one’s skills and demandkeojab
3.3.2. Perceived organizational support

3.3.3. Psychological empowerment enjoyed on the job
3.3.4. Climate for inclusion — Fairness

3.3.5. Climate for inclusion — Openness

3.3.6. Climate for inclusion — Inclusion in Decision-magin

4. “Bottom Line Outcomes” represent evaluations of factors that impact apaoy’'s

performance and thus impact the business casévinsdy and inclusion. Companies that
move beyond mere diversity to true inclusion fihdyt prove successful along key
benchmarks for organizational success.

4.1.1. Job satisfaction

4.1.2. Commitment, or loyalty, to company

4.1.3. Tenure, or length of time with company

4.1.4. Turnover intention

4.1.5. Organizational citizenship behaviors
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SURVEY DATA: DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF BENCHMARKS

This section presents the descriptive data foretlhenchmarks by summarizing the

average responses across respondents for surveyirega All measures that comprise the

“diversity outcomes,” “corporate culture,” “attituil and behavioral indicators of inclusive
environments,” and “bottom line outcomes” were alsskall employees (with and without
disabilities). Measures comprising “inclusive pas and practices” were asked of supervisors
(with and without disabilities), with the exceptioh“universally designed accommodation
policies,” which involved all survey respondentstfbemployees and supervisors with and
without disabilities).

Although this section presents summary data (resp@equency across response options
and average ratings where appropriate), sometgtatitests for significant between-group
differences are presented here for “attitudinal la@ldavioral indicators of inclusive
environments” and “bottom line outcomes” betweeogbe with and without disabilities. The
next section presents cross-company, multivariatenaulti-level analyses which demonstrate
the importance of inclusive policies and practigegdacts on perceptions of inclusive

environments and bottom line outcomes, as welhaslirect impact of perceptions of inclusive

environments on bottom line outcomes.

1. Percentage of Individuals with Disabilities |

The sample across these six companies demonstratgh percentage of respondents
with disabilities. The numbers range from 2.9928%0% of respondents with disabilities (see
table 1 and figure 1). Except for the one low eaddi 2.9%, all of the values are near or above

the 5.5% rate for disability employment in the pte sector (Schur, et al. in press).

27



The sample sizes for the surveys varied from compaigompany, but in almost every
organization, this percentage translates to a lezabmber of individuals with disabilities

responding to the survey.

Figure 1
Respondent Disability Status
" . 0.6 2.2
= 100% - r—
% 90% -
c  80% -
S 70% -
N 60% - 90. “ No Answer
X 50% - 11
S 40% - il
o 30% - ® No disability
& 20% -
c  10% - . -
8.9 [ |
g 0% | : _ Some disability
Q 6 6
SHEE
& &
SN &
C)O QO
Company
Table 1: Respondent Disability Status
Company| Company| Company| Company| Company| Company
1 2 3 4 5 6
No Disability 73.9 79.5 915 70.0 90.5 91.1
Some Disability 23.9 5.2 5.7 2.9 8.9 6.8
No Answer 2.3 15.3 2.8 27.1 0.6 2.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Figure 2

Disability Types across Companies
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This in turn, translates to two important findingghe first, relevant to the findings
presented here, is that a diverse range of pedghedigabilities employed by these
organizations are represented in the final samphaus, there is confidence the findings reflect
their voice and their perceptions of their orgaticaes’ corporate cultures as it pertains to
diversity and inclusion. The second important iiigdis that companies committed to disability
diversity and inclusion are employing individualghwdisabilities in sizable numbers. In the
future, when this survey protocol is used with otbrgianizations that target all or representative

samples of their workforce, their rate of disabilépresentation will be one of the first
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important benchmarks to In the future, when this survey protocol is used with

other organizations that target all or representative
samples of their workforce, their rate of disability
representation will be one of the first important
benchmarks to calculate and consider as they evaluate
their effectiveness in disability diversity. The other
benchmarks reviewed will allow them to evaluate their
effectiveness and disability inclusion within their
workforce.

calculate and consider as
they evaluate their
effectiveness in disability
diversity. The other
benchmarks reviewed will
allow them to evaluate their effectiveness andudigg inclusion within their workforce.

As mentioned, we worked in consultation with ODBEr, Blue Ribbon Advisory Panel,
and others to identify companies with whom we caddess. The sample companies were
identified as having strong corporate policies prattices that positively impact the
employment of persons with disabilities. Thus,gheple is aimed towards identifying positive
practices and resultant outcomes and may not b&demed representative of U.S. employers
nationally. Indeed, an express requirement far ithitial sample was thatitot be a
representative sample since the aim was to idecdifigpanies excelling in disability diversity
and inclusion.

Similarly, there are model and positive sampleirationswithin the companies. Once
again, the mandate was to work with companies elgtppursuing disability diversity and
inclusion within their organizations. With the ladloration of company partners who champion
disability diversity and inclusion, survey solititns went out to populations within an
organization that would provide valuable lessonisedearned by other units of the organization
as well as other organizations. Thus, even wigthitompany, the initial data are not meant to be
representative of the organization as a wholerdtter of the population the company reached
out to in its dissemination of the survey. As aaraple, consider Company 1 in the sample.

They have the highest percentage of disabilityaedpnts specifically because they actively
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targeted the disability

workforce within their | This assures that lessons are being learned abauporate
culture as it pertains to people with disabiliti@®m people with

company. This assures ~
disabilities themselves.

that lessons are being

learned about corporate culture as it pertaingetpfe with disabilities from people with
disabilities themselves.

While their views may not be representative of dhvaithin their company, it is precisely for
that reason that their responses should be andin@ueled in the survey sample.

How does the current sample compare to nationatdgf? The national estimate of
disability prevalence (across gender, race, edutétivel, and aged 21 to 64 years) is 12.9%
based on the 2006 American Community Survey (AQ8)the employment rate of these
individuals is 37.7% nationally (contrasting witB.7% for individuals without
disabilities)(RRTC, 2007). In the private sectf percent of employees are estimated to have
disabilities (based on a special analysis of 200 Alata for this project). In the Schur et al.
study (in press) that was conducted as part oNBER Shared Capitalism Research Project,
5.5% of the 29,897 US respondents that participatdide study from 2001 to 2006 across 14
companies identified as having a disability.

In the past, Blanck et al. found that companiesrodtad to diversity and inclusion for
people with disabilities show a “ripple effect” this commitment t@ll members of its
community (Sears). We may find good representaifasther “cognizable” groups such as
minorities and women in their workforces. Thusgewtevaluating diversity and inclusion
benchmarks in a demographic way using the curnenogol, it is recommended that the rates of
representation of these groups be evaluated as Wa&thin the sample, there is strong

representation of minorities across the companit#sdifferences likely due to regional
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variations in community populations where the conmgg are located. The data support that
companies focusing on diversity and inclusion figadility are able to achieve it for other
groups as well. Similarly, there is a high repreagon of women in the sample. Indeed, across
all the companies, women are in the majority. Tosld reflect that women are employed in
greater numbers in these organizations, but it@dssible that women were more likely to

respond to the survey solicitations.

Table 2: Respondent Race/Ethnicity
Company 1| Company 2| Company 3| Company 4| Company 5 Company 6
Minority 15.1 15.6 34.0 18.7 18.4 10.1
White 85.3 82.5 65.0 81.0 81.6 90.9

Table 3: Respondent Gender

Company 1| Company 2| Company 3| Company 4| Company 5 Company 6

Female 76.5 60.6 79.5 514 77.2 64.3

Male 23.5 39.4 20.5 48.5 22.8 35.7

2. Percentage of Individuals with Disabilities in Supervisory Roles

Table 4 presents the percentages of people witlwithdut disabilities across three different
levels of management. Although people with disadéd are consistently represented in these
categories at lower rates than people without digab, the rates are not below the levels of
their representation in the organizations as a &hélor example, 24% of the individuals
responding to Company 1's survey identified as ingua disability; 24% of the respondents also
identified as being a first-level manager (or diapervisor). This parity is roughly the same

across the other companies.
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Table 4: Respondents with and without Disabilitiesby Management Level
Company 1| Company 2|Company 3Company 4 Company 5 Company 6
Management ENCIE)E‘ ENCIE)E\ ENCIE)E\ E‘gf E‘gf ENCIE)E\
o = =| o= = 0S| e 2| oS |eE|0E|eE| oS =
Level 2838283825382 8958|28|3825|88
© a T Al ©| Al ©| a| ©T| 0O T a
First-level
mf‘enc"’t‘ger(or 75.9|24.1| 94.2| 5.8 | 95.8| 4.2 | 96.0| 4.0 | 90.3| 9.7 | 92.4| 7.6
supervisor)
Mid-level = g5 5| 115| 97.4| 2.6 | 98.55| 1.5 | 97.0| 3.0 |100.d 0.0 | 92.9 | 7.1
manager
Senior-level | o5 o1 151 1100.0 0.0 |96.6| 3.4 | 97.0| 3.0 | 88.9|11.1| 95.2| 4.8
manager

In addition to asking respondents to classify the@nagement level, the survey had a
guestion assessing whether respondents supervigeda This was done because management
classifications vary across companies, and it oirtant to understand whether responses vary
between individuals who do and do not supervise/ziddals. Being a supervisor is a position of
seniority though, so although it may not be clasgditonsistently as “management” it is still
instructive to look at the proportions of supervsswith and without disabilities here. The
responses to this question may be broken downanatays.

In the first table, the percentages are
illustrated across the roves follows: within

The proportion for people with

each company sample (Company 1, Compan disabilities in supervisory positions
matches the level of their

with supervisory responsibilities who report - S@mPIe:

having no disability versus some disability. Byrgmaring these percentages with those shown
in Table 1, one can see that overall, the propoiftio people with disabilities in supervisory

positions matches the level of their representatidhe overall survey sample.
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In the second table, the percentages are orgamzadumns in order to illustrate the
following: of the respondents who report not havengisability, what percentage has
supervisory duties, and what percentage do notthi\& company, it is possible to compare
these percentages for individuals without disaegito the percentages for individuals with
disabilities. In the case of Company 1, for examphe can see that 44.2% of individuals
without disabilities have supervisory responsiigit but only 28.8% of individuals with some
disability have supervisory responsibilities.

A similar pattern emerged in Company 2, Compargn8, Company 4. In the Company
5 sample, however, the pattern is the oppositdy avtiigher percentage of people with
disabilities having supervisory responsibilitieZ .[B%) than individuals without disabilities
(32.9%). For the Company 6 sample, the proportadnmeeople with and without disabilities who

have supervisory responsibilities are equivalent.

Table 5: Respondent Characteristics:
Supervisory Duties — by Disability Status within Spervisors
Company 1|Company 2 Company 3| Company 4| Company 5 |Company 5
B ) B P B B B B ) B ) P
Slos Slosl S ofl Slas Slos S0
© o o i) o i) i) i) i) o o) o o
“8|A8| 8 A3 “8|AB <8 AT 8 AE| 8RS
&) a Q| A 0 Q| Ao &) a &) a a
Supervises | 71.1| 2891 96.3|3.7|96.5| 3.5]|97.2| 2.8 | 855| 145]|93.2| 6.8
poesnot | g5 51 172| 93.8|6.2| 91.2| 8.8 |955| 45 |94.1| 59 | 929/ 7.1
Supervise
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Table 6: Supervisory Duties — by Disability Statusvithin Employees
Company 1| Company 2| Company 3| Company 4 (Company 5§ Company 5
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N
w
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Total 100.04100.04100.0100.( 100.04 100.0y 100.0} 100.0}100.d100.4 100.(3 100.0

NS,
NN
© |
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55.8]1 71.2]1 64.8] 76.2] 38.0]1 61.9] 73.3]| 82.0|67.1 34.1

3. Inclusive Policies and Practices

Strong diversity policies and practices impact egaaization’s disability diversity and
inclusion. Three key domains of policies and pcastwere identified and categorized as
important based on a review of earlier case stuahielsrecent scholarship on NFI winners, earlier
surveys, and a 2005 GAO report entitled “Diversitgnagement: Expert-ldentified Leading
Practices and Agency Examples” that also identigiedilar important practices (GAO, 2005;
Lengnick-Hall, 2007; McMahon et al., 2004). These a

(1) Strong Recruitment, Training, and Advancement Opportunities including:
targeted recruiting of people with disabilities,mager education and training on disability,
targeted career advancement opportunities for grapkwith disabilities, training opportunities
that are equitably available and accessible to eyegls with disabilities, and
mentoring/coaching opportunities that are madelaviag to employees with disabilities.

(2) Strong Accommodations Related Policies and Practices including: the
presence of established procedures for disabititpmmodations, centralized sources of funding
for accommodations, organizational record-keepm@acommodations, universally-designed

accommodation policies, and having return-to-wasgddility management services available.
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(3) Strong Positive Corporate Culture which includes: top management commitment
to hire and promote people with disabilities, aafalié disability networks/affinity groups, and a
diversity policy that includes disability.

Next, we review each of these in turn.

a. Recruitment, Training, Advancement Opportunities

i. Targeted recruiting of people with disabilities

The vast majority of respondents in each compaltigJe that targeted recruitment of
people with disabilities was effective to some ak{gee Table 7). Company 5 had the most
positive views, with 79% of respondents perceivargeted recruiting practices to be largely or
completely effective. Fewer respondents beliehede types of policies to be effective to some
extent and a minority of respondents in each compatieved them not to be effective. The
respondents to the survey are existing employemgeVer, so they are less likely to be
concerned with recruitment strategies than theyadtte policies and practices that impact them
directly. Nevertheless, contacts across the comapaaported that targeted recruitment
strategies were useful for them in their efforténirease their disability workforce and past

research with NFI winners has shown the same.

Table 7: Targeted recruiting of people with disabiities
Company/Company|Company|Company Company Company|
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not Effective 5.3 7.7 3.1 13.0 0 6.5
Effective to a Small Extent 10.5 38.5 10.3 26.1 0 22.1
Effective to Some Extent 57.9 38.5 24.7 43.5 21.1 45.4
Effective to a Large Extent 15.8 15.4 32.0 10.9 36.8 15.6
Completely Effective 10.5 0 29.9 6.5 42.1 10.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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il

Manager education and training on disability

Manager education and training was supported gsllaor completely effective for a

third of respondents in two of the companies, ctosa half in two other companies, and by over

three-quarter of respondents in the other two comega Once again, only a minority of

respondents across the companies did not seepbbsies as effective. In contrast to strategies

regarding recruitment, existing employees (our@esients to this survey) are more affected by

these forms of policies and practices since masag#lrlearn more about issues that are

relevant for them and change their work environnasnappropriate. A third of respondents in

almost all companies believed these practices effeetive to some extent, so there is

endorsement for their importance. But as discusstidrecruitment strategies, it is possible that

respondents still saw this as somewhat removed fimgracting their day-to-day needs in their

offices.
Table 8: Manager Education and Training on Disabilty
Company/Company|Company|Company Company Company
1 2 3 4 5 6

Not Effective 2.5 7.5 0.7 4.4 0 7.0
Effective to a Small Extent 12.5 10.0 2.7 28.3 7.5 22.1
Effective to Some Extent 30.0 40.0 14.0 32.6 15 38.4
Effective to a Large Extent 42.5 32.5 26.7 28.3 22.5 20.9
Completely Effective 12.5 10.0 56.0 6.5 55 11.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

il.

disabilities

Targeted career advancement opportunities for employees with

With the first two policies reviewed regarding tergd recruiting of persons with

disabilities and manager training on disability sesv mostly positive endorsements, but not

overwhelming ones. We surmised this may be dualegmature of the policies and practices
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insofar as they were focused on job applicantsmaadagers and thus more removed from
impacting the employee respondents (although masale respond to these questions). Here
we see patterns in the responses that suppoxdhiention. When it comes to evaluating
policies and practices that support the targeteglecaadvancement opportunities for employees
with disabilities, we see that larger percentagesgpondents in each company found these
policies largely or completely effective (nearlyifita well over a half in three companies and a
third in two companies).

We observe other interesting patterns when coriaglénese results in light of the
percentage of employees that identified as havidigability in each of these companies. For
example, a comparatively smaller proportion of cesjents evaluated targeted career
advancement opportunities positively in Companyg 4@mpared to the other companies; this
may be related to the fact that this company a#gbthe lowest proportion of employees who
identified as having a disability (2.9%), and lospresentation of employees with disabilities in
senior roles (as managers or supervisors). Itimeathat not enough employees with disabilities
are present in their sample to positively evaltlagse types of policies. It may also be that the
employees that are there in the sample will now\ergeted policies for “another group” other
than theirs positively, or that existing careerattement opportunities for employees with
disabilities are seen as ineffective because thgaay has a relatively low representation of
individuals who self-identify as having a disalyil{in other words, if the opportunities were

better, the company might have a greater numbemgioyees with disabilities).
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Table 9: Targeted career advancement opportunitiebor employees with disabilities

Company/Company/Company|Company/Company|Company,
1 2 3 4 5 6

Not Effective 7.4 0.0 2.1 5.0 0 4.8

Effective to a Small Extent 3.7 8.3 5.3 30.0 6.3 16.1
Effective to Some Extent 40.7 33.3 16 35.0 125 50.0
Effective to a Large Extent 25.9 50.0 27.7 20.0 25 14.5
Completely Effective 22.2 8.3 48.9 10.0 56.3 14.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

iv. Training opportunities are equitably available and accessible to

employees with disabilities

Unlike the description of the policies and pradidescribed previously, this benchmark

is framed in terms of opportunities being “equijadVailable” across groups, not as being

targeted to a specific group. For this reasonetBbould be more positive endorsement of these

policies, and indeed this is the case. Acrostimepanies, approximately three quarters of

respondents viewed these policies as largely optetely effective. In Company 6, this was

true for a little over a half of respondents an€Company 5 this was true for 87% of

respondents, which is once again more positive finatine policies and practices discussed so

far. This is encouraging data that supports thgileyees believe it important that opportunities

are not available or largely accessible to a séetwithin the organization, but rather that

everyone may access what they need.
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Table 10: Training opportunities are equitably avalable and accessible to employees with
disabilities
Company|Company|Company/Company Company Company
1 2 3 4 5 6

Not Effective 0.0 15 14 0.0 0 5.0

Effective to a Small Extent 5.0 15 5.6 8.1 2.6 10.0
Effective to Some Extent 16.7 11.9 11.8 15.1 10.5 34.0
Effective to a Large Extent 36.7 46.3 22.2 44.2 26.3 26.0
Completely Effective 41.7 38.8 59 32.6 60.5 26.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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v. Mentoring/coaching opportunities are made available to employees

with disabilities

Similar to believing that training opportunitiesositd be equitably available to

employees with disabilities, between one-half te¢hquarters of respondents across the

companies believe that their companies’ mentorimy@aching practices are largely or

completely effective.

Table 11: Mentoring/coaching opportunities are madevailable to employees with

disabilities
Company/Company|Company|Company Company Company|
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not Effective 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.0 0 3.8
Effective to a Small Extent 6.0 0.0 5.6 15.2 3.2 5.7
Effective to Some Extent 24.0 13.6 10.4 25.8 19.4 35.2
Effective to a Large Extent 26.0 54.2 22.2 33.3 22.6 28.6
Completely Effective 44.0 32.2 58.3 25.8 54.8 26.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

b. Accommodations Related Policies and Practices

i. Clear policies and procedures for disability accommodations

The majority of respondents in all companies beliethat accommodations policies and

procedures were clear and largely or completelyotitfe. For four of the companies, this was a

large majority (65% - 92%), however for Companyndl &ompany 6 these majorities are

slimmer (54% and 55% respectively). These two cmgs have lesser positive evaluations of

other policies and practices as reviewed earlge €sg., data regarding “targeted career

advancement opportunities for people with disabsi). Similar to those policies, the framing

of this policy is disability-specific. Once agdhen, there are two rationales for these lower
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positive endorsements: (1) that not enough peofitedisabilities are present in the sample (true
for Company 4 which had the lowest rate of 2.9%wiay be more likely to positively view
these policies or (2) that employees without digtéds do not view targeted policies for “another

group” as positively as they view policies that fiteened more universally.

Table 12: Clear policies and procedures for disality accommodations
Company/Company|Company|Company Company Company|
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not Effective 0.0 0.0 14 1.0 0 3.0
Effective to a Small Extent 4.5 7.6 2.2 8.7 0 10.0
Effective to Some Extent 30.3 21.2 22.3 35.9 8.3 32.0
Effective to a Large Extent 43.9 51.5 29.5 38.8 36.1 32.0
Completely Effective 21.2 19.7 44.6 155 55.6 23.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

il. Centralized source of funding for accommodations

Centralized sources of funding for o
An employee receiving

accommodations have been championed as a best = ¢commodations on the cost:
“There is a 20% increase in
savings to the company as a

. . result of this change. For me, the
that utilize them. They reduce pressure on supersi  sayings are priceless.”

practice as they have proven effective in orgaronat

and managers responsible for making accommodagiotisvho may be reluctant to use
departmental funds since their use impacts thetoboline (a performance measure for them).
Thus, it would be expected that there is strongesement for the effectiveness of these policies
across the 6 companies, but this is not the case.

The majority of respondents in Companies 3 anddSviiw this practice as largely or
completely effective (77% and 88%), but in Compariieand 2 the majorities are slim (52% and
54%) and in Companies 4 and 6 the positive endasemtes are much lower (39% and 35%).

One reason why there is more equivocal endorseafehe effectiveness of this practice may be
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that accommodation costs are recognized as bemggiod benefits relatively high) and thus the
impact to a department’s bottom line is not an euehing concern or even perceived as

positive. Conversely, respondents may feel thiatetsier to use and access funds when they are
held at the department level, or that eliminatingther layer of bureaucracy (having to go to a
central source) expedites accommodations-relateididas (perhaps particularly in

decentralized organizations).

Table 13: Centralized source of funding for accommaations
Company/Company|Company|Company Company Company
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not Effective 0.0 0.0 3.2 5.6 0 0.0
Effective to a Small Extent 0.0 7.7 6.5 16.7 0 16.7
Effective to Some Extent 47.6 38.5 12.9 38.9 11.8 48.2
Effective to a Large Extent 33.3 38.5 32.3 27.8 17.6 18.5
Completely Effective 19.0 15.4 45.2 11.1 70.6 16.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

iii. Organization keeps data on accommodations
Similar to previous response patterns, Compangsib provide the lowest positive
endorsements of the practice of keeping data conaicmdations. Companies 1, 2, 3, and 5 have
strong majorities (65% to 92%) of respondents vignaccommodations as largely or

completely effective.

Table 14: Organization keeps data on accommodations
Company/Company|Company|Company Company Company|
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not Effective 0.0 0.0 3.2 4.0 0 54
Effective to a Small Extent 9.4 5.6 1.6 12.0 0 14.6
Effective to Some Extent 25.0 16.7 15.9 44.0 7.1 45.4
Effective to a Large Extent 53.1 66.7 34.9 20.0 214 18.2
Completely Effective 12.5 11.1 44.4 20.0 71.4 16.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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iv. Accommodations are universally utilized

The values in this table represent the percenthgespondents who requested an

An employee narrates:

“I requested to be able to

telecommute one day a week.

Not due to a disability or

. anything related to ADA....just

evaluate whether accommodations were used for to help me keep my sanity! :)
My supervisor is so

disability purposes, the data can be examined dowpr  supportive and helped me
make it work. I feel that am

to two variables, both of which are presented etdble.  a better employee because of

this.”

accommodation (for a complete table including “no”

responses, see Table 47 to 58 in Appendix B).rderao

The first two rows in table 15 Consistently, what is evident is that

are constructed from the set of accommodations are being utilized by individuals
without disabilities at high rates, and that not all
demographic questions individuals with disabilities are requesting

identifying disability. The third accommodations. Such data supports the

value of accommodations as universally

valuable in an organization for all

row is a question in the

accommodations section of the ' employees.

survey that specifically asks whether accommodatwere requested for the purpose of
disability, health, or impairment. As is evidetfigse two populations do not overlap perfectly.
Consistently, what is evidence is that accommodatare being utilized by individuals without
disabilities at high rates, and that not all indivals with disabilities are requesting
accommodations. Such data supports the value ofranodations as universally valuable in an

organization for all employees.
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Figure 4

Percentage of employees with and without disabilities,
among those who reported asking for accommodations
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Table 15: Accommodation Requests
Company|Company|Company| Company|Company|Company
1 2 3 4 5 6
No Disability 76.4 86.2 93.9 91.0 87.8 88.6
Some Disability 23.6 13.8 6.1 9.0 12.2 11.4
Accommodation Request
was due to Health
Condition, Disability, or 50.0 27.1 15.2 NA 24.0 100.0
Other Impairment
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v. Return-to-work/disability management services available

Similar to the other policies and practices A coworker of an employee who

] _ ) _ o acquired a disability says:
reviewed in this section, the majority of resportden
“They were able to work more
endorsed these services as largely or completely hours because of the
accommodations made so we
effective (60% to 90%). Company 6 was an exceptionweren't as hard pressed for
productive people, whereas if the

with only 47% strongly providing positive endorseme changes weren't made, they
wouldn't have been able to come

and over a third (38%) providing moderate back to work for quite awhile.”

endorsement (citing the practice as effective tnesextent).

Table 16: Return-to-work/disability management serices available
Company|Company|Company/Company Company Company
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not Effective 2.0 0.0 1.6 7.1 0 3.5
Effective to a Small Extent 5.9 15 4.7 4.4 2.6 10.5
Effective to Some Extent 314 12.3 10.2 26.6 7.9 38.4
Effective to a Large Extent 25.5 52.3 24.4 41.6 39.5 20.9
Completely Effective 35.3 33.8 59.1 20.3 50 26.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

c. Corporate Culture

The following three tables presents respondene’age rating (represented by the
“mean” value and falling on a scale of 1-5, withepresenting strong agreement) of the extent of
top management commitment to hire people with dlisials. Also presented are the corollary
values of standard deviation for each companyecéfig variability around the average rating.

i. Extent of Top management commitment to hire people with
disabilities

On average, there are moderately high scores atre€scompanies and across
respondents with and without disabilities. Alsepple with disabilities are rating their

companies just as high as or higher than peopleowitdisabilities across most companies.
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Notably different is Company 2, where respondentsiged the lowest ratingand respondents
with disabilities provided lower ratings than theaqunterparts (ratings below the mid-point of

the scale, reflecting a negative overall rating).

Table 17: Extent of Top management commitment to hé people with disabilities
Company| Company| Company| Company| Company | Company

1 2 3 4** 5 6
Mean|S.D/Mean|S.D/Mean|S.D{Mean|S.D/Mean| S.D.|Mean|S.D.
No disability 3.41|1.13 3.25|1.20 3.90(1.10 3.40|1.3Q 4.47|0.70| 3.72|1.05
Some disability 3.63|1.19 2.50(2.12 4.14(1.21 4.21|1.13 4.73|0.65| 4.19|0.9]]

** Differences between means significant at thelé/kl

ii. Extent of availability of Disability networks/affinity groups
The average ratings regarding the availabilityis&hility networks or affinity groups are
moderately high and higher than the average rati@ge regarding top management
commitment to hiring people with disabilities. Hewver, there is a different pattern across the
companies and between respondents with and withsaibilities. Here, only Companies 3, 4,

and 6 have higher ratings by respondents with disas.

Table 18: Extent of availability of Disability networks/affinity groups
Company| Company| Company| Company| Company | Company
1 2 3 4* 5* 6
Mean|S.D/Mean|S.D|Mean|S.D/Mean|S.DJMean| S.D.|Mean|S.D.
No disability 3.99/0.97 3.501.06 4.09|1.07 3.80|1.21 4.59| 0.58| 3.731.07
Some disability 3.35(1.27 3.00|1.73 4.43|0.79 4.48|1.06 4.11|1.17| 4.081.24

* Differences between means significant at thele@®gl
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iii. Extent to which Diversity policy includes disability
Once again, the average rating scores have incréasthis question regarding the

extent to which the diversity policy encompasseasiility. In addition, we now see that

Figure 5

Inclusion of disability in diversity policy
[Mean score (lzN?t effective to5:Completely effective)]
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respondents with disabilities are reporting higdmares than their counterparts without

disabilities in the majority of

As we describe in our cross-company analyses, this
third measure of corporate culture was the only one
that predicted commitment to the organization and

companies. Only Company 1

and Company 2 present
average ratings by respondents with disabilitias #ine lower. Consistently across these three
guestions, we have seen that Company 2 is recelimwwgy ratings overall, and in particular from
respondents with disabilities. As we describeun@oss-company analyses, this third measure
of corporate culture was the only one that prediciammitment to the organization and job

satisfaction across all employees.
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Table 19: Extent to which Diversity policy includesdisability
Company| Company| Company| Company| Company | Company
1 2 3 4** 5 6
Mean|S.D[Mean|S.D/Mean|S.D(Mean|S.D/Mean| S.D. [Mean|S.D.
No disability 4.12/1.06 3.63|1.15 4.17|1.08 3.72(1.42 4.72| 0.53 | 3.891.12
Some disability 4.00(1.26 3.25|1.71 4.43|0.79 4.69(1.10 4.82| 0.60 | 4.251.13

** Differences between means significant at thelé/kl

4. Attitudinal and Behavioral Indicators of Inclusive Environments

a. Perceptions of Managers

i

This scale (on a scale of 1-5, with 5 indicatimgisy agreement) assesses employees

Managerial diversity behaviors

perceptions about the extent to which managersgenga

in the types of behaviors that are required toteraa

environment in which diversity is valued. The iem

capture the extent to which managers are inclusfivad

unit members, as evidenced in the way the manager

acknowledges the contributions of all employees,

A participating manager on granting
an accommodation request:

“it sent a message to my team
that employees were valued and
it opened the door for
conversations with other

employees about special needs

they may have had (not

necessarily related to a physical
disability)”

provides a work environment that meets the needfi employees, and treats all employees

with respect.
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Figure 6

Managerial Diversity Behaviors
[Mean score (1: Strongly disagree to 5: Strongly Agree)]
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Respondents’ ratings of managerial diversity betravindicate strong positive
agreement regarding the behaviors of manager®ating an inclusive environment. This is
true across the majority of companies. Howevas, ghattern is less pronounced for respondents
with disabilities, who provided lower scores thhait counterparts without disabilities in 5 out
of the 6 companies (Company 6 reported highergathy respondents with disabilities). Only
in Company 4 was this difference statistically #igant (meaning it represents a true difference
between the groups and not a difference in nunmbetoccurred merely by chance). Company
4 had the highest number of respondents to iteesusverall however, so the reason statistically
significant differences are not being found witk tither companies may be because the sample
sizes in those companies are not large enoughtéatdggnificant differences. Cross-company
analyses revealed this variable to be very imporeit affected several other attitudinal

measures

50



Table 20: Managerial diversity behaviors

Company| Company | Company| Company| Company | Company
1 2 3 4* 5 6

Mean|S.D|Mean|S.D [Mean|S.D [Mean|S.D |Mean|S.D [Mean|S.D.

No disability 4.2710.59 4.15|0.78 4.28(0.82 4.00|0.83 4.37|0.78 3.99(0.80

Some disability 3.85(1.06 3.77(0.95 3.88(1.07] 3.621.13 4.00(0.0Q| 4.12(0.84
* Differences between means significant at thele@®gl

il. Paternalism

These items (again, rated on a scale of 1-5, witldigating strong agreement) capture
employees’ perceptions of the extent to which teepervisor treats them as children and limits
their autonomy, supposedly for their own benefiome preliminary research suggests that
employees with disabilities are more susceptibleeing treated in a paternalistic way by their
managers (Blanck & Marti, 1997).

Respondents across the 6 companies provided avextaggs around 2.5 indicating a
moderate level of disagreement with the notion their supervisors treat them paternalistically,
which is a positive finding. In almost all the cpamies, respondents with disabilities did
provide slightly higher average ratings indicatihgy were slightly more likely to feel
paternalistically treated (it was the oppositeGommpany 5), but again this difference is only

statistically significant for Company 4.

Table 21: Paternalism
Company| Company | Company| Company| Company | Company
1 2 3 Vil 5 6
Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D./Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D|Mean|S.D.\Mean|S.D.
No disability 2.31/0.80 2.19|0.68 1.97|0.83 2.31|0.72 2.13|0.80 2.47|0.81
Some disability 2.44|0.95 2.25|0.75 2.08|0.71] 2.53|0.83 1.75|0.45 2.57 |0.61]
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iii. Quality of relationship with one’s manager
Leaders usually do not develop the same qualigtioriships with all subordinates.

Instead, the relationships that leaders develop thitir subordinates range from low-quality
economic exchange relationships in which subordmate only motivated to do what is
formally required by their job descriptions butlétmore, to high-quality social exchange
relationships characterized by mutual trust, rels@ea obligation. This scale measures
employees’ perceptions regarding the quality ofrtHationship with their supervisor.

Research shows employees who enjoy Research shows employees who

high quality relationships with their

supervisors are more likely to have access @ enjoy high quality relationships with their
to valued developmental opportunities

and resources, personally motivating supervisors are more likely to have access to
exchanges with the supervisor, and
important group responsibilities. valued developmental opportunities and

resources, personally motivating exchanges wittstipervisor, and important group
responsibilities. Therefore, they are also mdeelyi to feel engaged, included, and less likely to
turnover.

Across the 6 companies we see moderately high geeedings suggesting positive
relationships with managers, which correspond éddkwv ratings regarding paternalism
presented previously. But, once again, respondeithsdisabilities are providing slightly lower
ratings (in Companies 1 through 4) and here tHégrénce is significant statistically for all 4
companies. Only Companies 5 and 6 found equivasimgs for respondents with and without

disabilities.

52



Figure 7

Quality of relationship with one's manager
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Table 22: Quality of relationship with one’s manage
Company| Company | Company| Company| Company | Company
1* 2** 3** 4* 5 6
Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D |Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D|Mean|S.D.\Mean|S.D.
No disability 3.89|0.76 4.03|0.78 4.24|0.76 3.83(0.81] 4.19|0.74 3.90(0.85
Some disability 3.52|0.96 3.54(1.02 3.73|1.01 3.47(1.03 4.18|0.85 3.84|0.92

* Differences between means significant at thele@®gl
** Differences between means significant at thelé/kl
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b. Perceptions of Human Resources Practices

i. Perceived fairness of work arrangements and HR practices for
employee

This scale assesses the extent to which an empl@fieses that his or her work
outcomes, such as rewards and recognition, are Taie outcomes include pay level, work
schedule, workload, and job responsibilities. Redehas shown that people’s fairness
perceptions are associated with their willingnessrigage in citizenship behaviors, which are
ultimately related to group and organizational perfance.

The pattern of responses for this question is éineesas those regarding the quality of
relationship with one’s manager: moderately higings that are higher for respondents without
disabilities (significantly so for Companies 1 thgh 4), suggesting that overall, employees
without disabilities tend to perceive that they meated more fairly (or receive fairer HR

outcomes) than employees who report having a digabi

Table 23: Perceived fairness of work arrangementsmal HR practices for employee
Company | Company| Company| Company | Company| Company

1* 2** 3** 4* 5 6
Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D./Mean|S.D.,Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.(Mean|S.D.
No disability 3.94|0.70 3.89|0.60 3.99|0.62 3.58|0.69 4.14|0.60 3.590.69
Some disability 3.53|0.87 3.32|0.67 3.43|0.82 3.35|0.72 4.04|0.31] 3.61|0.83

* Differences between means significant at thele®®l; ** Differences between means significanttet .01 level

il. Procedural justice experienced during accommodation process

These items (on a scale of 1-5, with 5 indicatiagplete agreement) assess the extent to
which employees feel the formal procedures useddaraccommodation process are fair.
Research generally shows that people’s procedustite perceptions influence the acceptance

of, and satisfaction with, the ultimate outcomeletisions.
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Respondents provided moderately high ratings cfdeagent that procedures during
accommodation processes were fair, although oraia #lgese ratings tended to be lower for
respondents with disabilities. The difference leswrespondents with and without disabilities

was only statistically significant in Company 4.

Figure 8

Procedural justice experienced during accommodations process
[Mean score (1:Not at all to 5:Completely)]
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Table 24: Procedural justice experienced during aa@mmodation process
Company| Company | Company| Company| Company | Company
1 2 3 4* 5 6
Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D |Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.\Mean|S.D.
No disability 4.06(0.74 3.86|1.05 4.12|0.85 3.53|1.07, 3.89(1.08 3.49|1.11
Some disability 3.59(1.02 3.83|1.30 3.85|0.91] 3.28|1.29 4.75|0.42 3.19|1.13

* Differences between means significant at thele@®gl
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iii. Interactional justice experienced during accommodation process
These items (also on a scale of 1-5, with 5 indhgatomplete agreement) assess the
extent to which employees feel that the way in Wwhiey were treated during the
accommodation process was fair and consideratensliimeasure interpersonal justice, or being
treated with respect and dignigndinformational justice, or being provided with adate
explanations about decisions being made. Sinolaracedural justice, research generally
shows that people’s interactional justice percetimfluence their acceptance of, and

satisfaction with, the ultimate outcome of decision

Figure 9

Interactional justice experienced during the accommodations
process [Mean score (1:Not at all to 5:Completely)]
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While the pattern of ratings for interactional jastis the same as it was for procedural

justice, the ratings are comparatively higher

indicates that, employees feel respected and

treated on personal levels when requesting

This is a positive finding that
indicates that, employees feel
across the board. This is a positive finding that respected and treated on personal

levels when requesting

accommodations despite their

earlier response indicating less
positive perceptions of the

. . . _ processes themselves.
accommodations despite their earlier responses

indicating less positive perceptions of the proeeghemselves.

Table 25: Interactional justice experienced duringpccommaodation process
Company | Company| Company| Company | Company | Company
1 2 3 4* 5 6
Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D |Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.\Mean|S.D.
No disability 4.45(0.75 4.46|0.91 4.64|0.66 4.17|0.98 4.44|1.00 4.10|1.05
Some disability 4.17(1.15 3.98|1.41 4.33|1.05 3.81|1.31 5.00(0.00 3.701.29

* Differences between means significant at thele@®gl

c. Perceptions of Organization

i. Perceived fit between one'’s skills and the demands of the job

This scale (ratings range from 1-5, with 5 représerstrong agreement) assesses
respondents’ judgments about the congruence bettliearskills or abilities and the demands of
their job. Research shows that if a person’stghsgitoo low, work processes will be less
efficient and work outcomes will be lower in qugliif a person’s ability level is too high, s/he is
more likely to become complacent or uninteresteoni@’s job. Therefore, misfit in either
direction can be frustrating for employees and keggloorer performance.

Once again, respondents across all companies ebwbderately high ratings
indicating they feel a good fit exists between tis&ills and their jobs. Ratings were slightly
lower in all companies for respondents with digébg, except for Company 2, although this

difference was only statistically significant foo@pany 4. This finding suggests that one way
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of more fully including and engaging employees wjoort having a disability may be to
examine the ways in which the fit between theillskind the demands of the job can be
improved. More work is underway at the Burton Blastitute on this issue and needed to
understand whether employees who report havindpiitses feel that their abilities are higher

than that which is required by their jobs.

Table 26: Perceived fit between one’s skills and éhdemands of the job
Company | Company| Company| Company | Company| Company
1 2 3 4* 5 6
Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D./Mean|S.D.,Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.(Mean|S.D.
No disability 4.0210.87 4.11|0.79 4.33|0.76 4.13|0.80 4.55|0.48 4.73|1.13
Some disability 4.00(0.71 4.21|0.64 3.92|1.05 3.81|1.03 4.33|1.06 4.69|1.41

* Differences between means significant at thele@®gl
ii. Perceived organizational support

The Perceived Organizational Support scale (ratiagge from 1-5, with 5 representing
strong agreement) assesses employee perceptiomstab@xtent to which the organization is
willing to reward greater efforts by the employezéuse it values the employee’s contribution
and cares about his or her well-being. Past reBdas shown that POS is related to job
satisfaction, commitment, turnover intentions, aitdenship behaviors.

The ratings across all 6 companies are moderaighyih agreement, with ratings lower
for respondents with disabilities (statisticallgrsificant for Companies 2 through 4), indicating

that employees without disabilities feel more vdlaad supported by their organizations.

Table 27: Perceived organizational support

Company | Company| Company| Company | Company | Company
1 2%* 3** 4* 5 6
Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D./Mean|S.D.,Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.(Mean|S.D.

No disability 3.85|0.81] 3.81|0.86 4.13(0.77 3.25|0.90 4.080.72 3.45|0.87

Some disability 3.51|0.93 3.10|1.28 3.64 |1.16 2.83|1.06 4.12|0.97| 3.46|1.00

* Differences between means significant at thele@®gl
** Differences between means significant at thelé/z&l
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iii. Psychological empowerment enjoyed on the job
Empowerment refers to the intrinsic motivation thaé experiences in his/her job. We

assessed two aspects of psychological empowerment:

A supervisor/manager states:
self-determination and meaning. Self-determination

“Key collateral benefit [of
assesses the extent to which employees feel they  granting accommodation

requests] was psychological”

experience choice and autonomy in how they go about
their work. Meaning refers to the value of a jplaiged in relation to one’s own ideals or
standards.

Once again, the ratings across all 6 companiesaterately high in agreement
indicating that employees do feel intrinsic motigat ~ Another supervisor/manager says:

in their job. Ratings by respondents with disaiei ~ *BY making these minor changes,
the employee in question felt an

increased sense of worth to the
firm, which increased the
employee's loyalty to the firm.”

were slightly lower, and this difference was
statistically significant for Companies 2, 3, andlg
is possible that lower reports of meaningfulnessamsociated with experiences of greater mis-fit

between one’s abilities and the demands of the@jpobng employees who report having

disabilities.
Table 28: Psychological empowerment enjoyed on theb
Company | Company| Company| Company | Company| Company
1 2* 3* 4* 5 6
Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D./Mean|S.D.,Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.(Mean|S.D.
No disability 3.93|0.85 4.14|0.71 4.42|0.58 3.92|0.72 4.36|0.58 3.94|0.68
Some disability 3.81|0.76 3.54|1.28 4.00|1.02 3.74|0.92 4.44|0.64{ 4.00|0.68

* Differences between means significant at thele@®gl
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iv. Climate for inclusion

When an organization has a positive climate foluision its policies and practices focus
not only on reducing discrimination and increasiegresentation of diverse employees
throughout the organization, but also on creatimgek environment that “feels” inclusive to all
employees. Inclusive organizations are also cheaized by practices and norms that facilitate
the full utilization of diverse human resources #melr perspectives in order to maximize the
employees’ and organization’s potential. Climateifclusion involves three dimensions, each
which are measured (on a scale of 1-5, with 5 ssmng strong agreement) by a set of items:
fairness of employment practices, openness of tr& environment, and inclusion in decision-
making. We review our findings for each importdimhension in turn.

Climate for Inclusion — Fairness of employment pices.

This dimension captures the

A supervisor/manager discusses coworker resentment
extent to which the organization’s about accommodations for an employee:

HR policies and practices ensure a “There was some initial resentment until the
situation was discussed openly and other

fair and level playing field for all employees were made aware that the employee
was still expected to produce an equal share of

employees. This dimension reflects work, just on a different schedule and the same
flexibility and accomodation was available to

the assumption that in order to create2nYone Who needed it.

a truly inclusive work environment, organizationastfirst design and implement practices
without bias to ensure diverse representation tjitout the organization, earn the goodwill of its
employees, and set the stage for an organizatenalonment that is characterized by openness

and learning.
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Figure 10

Climate for inclusion: Fairness of organizational practices
[Mean score (1:Strongly disagree to 5:Strongly agree)]
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Respondents’ ratings indicate moderate agreemanthbir companies’ human resources
policies and practices ensure a fair and leveliptajield for all employees. In companies 1, 2,
3, and 4, respondents with disabilities providedistically significant lower ratings on this

dimension of inclusion.

Table 29: Climate for inclusion: fairness of employnent practices

Company | Company| Company| Company| Company | Company
1** 2%* 3* 4* 5 6
Mean|S.D.|Mean|S.D.(Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D/Mean|S.D.\Mean|S.D.

No disability 3.58|0.83 3.56|0.76/ 3.74|0.75 3.17|0.80 3.87|0.74 3.51|0.71

Some disability 3.18|1.07| 2.80|1.05 3.33|0.93 2.75|0.88 3.74|0.77| 3.51|0.93

* Differences between means significant at thele@®|
** Differences between means significant at thelé/l
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Climate for inclusion — Openness of the work emvinent

This dimension assesses the extent to

which the organization’s assumptions, values,
and norms are truly inclusive in nature. When

the work environment is open to differences,

Participant view on the benefits of granting

accommodations:

“Team members became more
tolerant/understanding of disabilities.
Became more of a team atmosphere
and let team members know that

_ ) leadership cared about diversity and
employees are less likely to perceive that there i§j] team members needs in able to

work.”

some ideal profile to which they must conform

but which conflicts with their true identity. Asrasult, individuals can engage their “whole”

selves rather than adopt personas that they bekéhieelp them to be accepted.

Figure 11

Climate for inclusion: Openness of the work environment
[Mean score (1:Strongly disagree to 5:Strongly agree)]
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As with the ratings for inclusive employment praes, respondents moderately agreed

that their work environments are open and accetimtifferences amongst people. In

companies 1 through 4, respondents with disalslpm@vided statistically significant lower

ratings on this dimension of inclusion.

Table 30:Climate for inclusion: Openness of the wdr environment

Company
1**

Company
2**

Company
3**

Company
4*

Company
5

Company
6

Mean|S.D [Mean|S.D.

Mean|S.D.

Mean|S.D.

Mean|S.D.

Mean|S.D.

No disability

3.88

0.72

3.84|0.67

4.21

0.65

3.45

0.75

4.10

0.60

3.79]0.71

Some disability

3.47

0.95

3.11|0.97

3.61

1.00

3.06

0.84

4.13

0.68

3.84|0.75

* Differences between means significant at thele@®gl
** Differences between means significant at thelé/kl

Climate for inclusion 4nclusion in decision-making.

This dimension captures the extent to which anroegdéion successfully capitalizes on

and leverages its workforce diversity. It is basadhe premise that workforce diversity only

benefits organizations in so far as diversity @uht and experience (inherent in demographic

diversity) is sought and utilized in decision makimithin the organization.
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Figure 12

Climate for inclusion: Inclusion in decision-making
[Mean score (1:Strongly disagree - 5:Strongly agree)]
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Once again, respondents provided moderately higigsaof agreement regarding their
companies’ climate for inclusion — in this casear@ing inclusion in decision-making. In
companies 1 through 4, respondents with disalslpm®vided statistically significant lower

ratings of agreement regarding inclusion in deaisitaking.

Table 31: Climate for inclusion: Inclusion in decison making

Company | Company| Company| Company | Company| Company
1** 2** 3** 4* 5 6
Mean|S.D Mean|S.D.Mean|S.DMean|S.D.(Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.

No disability 3.77|0.83 3.86|0.77| 4.14|0.75 3.46|0.88 4.10(0.70 3.68|0.78

Some disability 3.36|1.03 3.23|1.05 3.53|1.07| 3.01(1.02 4.03|0.61] 3.63|0.84

* Differences between means significant at thele@®|
** Differences between means significant at thelé/l
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a. Job satisfaction among employees with disabilities as compared to
employees without disabilities

This scale measures people’s subjective respoasesrking in their jobs and organization,

and is a global indication of worker satisfactionha

An employee reflects on his/her
job. Past research has shown that job satisfaigion feelings for the company after being
granted an accommodation request:

influenced by one’s leader, climate, coworker
“It really encourages me to stay

interaction, and job characteristics, and is angtro here and makes me like my job a
whole lot more.”
predictor of one’s performance and intentions &y st
with a company. Respondents provided ratings scage of 1 to 7, with 7 representing complete

satisfaction.
Figure 13

Job Satisfaction [Mean score (1:Completely dissatisfied to
5:Completely satisfied)]
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Across the 6 companies, we see moderately highgsaof satisfaction (most values near
5). Although ratings of satisfaction were lower fespondents with disabilities in Companies 1

through 5, this difference was only statisticallyrsficant for Company 4.

Table 32: Job Satisfaction

Company| Company| Company| Company | Company | Company
2 3 6

1 4** 5
Mean|S.D |Mean|S.D)Mean|S.D.,Mean| S.D.|Mean| S.D. |Mean|S.D.
No disability 5.18(1.46 4.98|1.57 5.20|1.58 4.91|1.33| 5.66|1.34| 5.05|1.34
Some disability 5.00(1.37 4.62|1.50 4.36|1.59 4.58|1.46| 5.14|1.83| 5.03|1.64

** Differences between means significant at thelé/kl

b. Commitment/loyalty to company

This scale (on a scale of 1-5, with 5 represergingng agreement) assesses an
employees’ emotional attachment to, identificatiath, and involvement in the organization.
Commitment is a strong predictor of turnover andmé’s willingness to engage in citizenship

behaviors that benefit coworkers and the orgartnati

Figure 14

Commitment/Loyaltyto Company
[Mean score (1:Strongly disagree to 5:Strongly agree)]
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Across the companies, we see moderately high leeasnitment expressed by
respondents. In Companies 2, 3, and 4 the commitiméower for respondents with disabilities
and this is a statistically significant difference. Companies 1 and 5 respondents with
disabilities also rated commitment lower, but thegerences were not statistically significant.
Finally, in Company 6 respondents with disabilifieevided higher ratings of commitment, but

this was not a statistically significant differergiéher.

Table 33: Commitment/loyalty to compan
Company | Company | Company | Company | Company | Company
1 2%* S 4* 5 6

Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.|Mean |S.D.|Mean|S.D.| Mean |S.D.| Mean |S.D.
No disability 3.84 10.87] 3.730.93| 4.20 {0.79| 3.45| .91 | 4.36 |0.74| 3.73 |0.80
Some disability | 3.67 |1.06| 3.14 |0.95| 3.62 (1.21]| 3.11 |1.06| 4.26 |1.06| 3.96 |0.78

* Differences between means significant at theled®|
** Differences between means significant at the €/l

c. Tenure / Length of Time with Company

The attitudes and perceptions reviewed in thisntegge known to positively or
negatively relate to key employee behaviors incigdenure at an organization, or the length of
time one stays with a company. Table 34 preséettength of time employees have been
employed at their company and it breaks this infdiram down separately for employees with

and without disabilities.

Across the companies, we see that people with diisedare represented across the

timeframes (less than 1 year to more This suggests that they are not

disproportionately employed for brief
periods of time and are not turning over
faster than their counterparts without
disabilities.

representation in the survey sample. This suggeatshey are not disproportionately employed

than 20 years) in proportions that are

generally equivalent to their overall
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for brief periods of time and are not turning ofaster than their counterparts without

disabilities.

Table 34: Respondents with and without Disabilitiesby Time with Company
Company | Company | Company | Company | Company | Company
1 6

2 g 4 5
Timewith | > > > > > 5 2.2 2.2 2>
company |0 Z|EE|cElEE| o= E|loEeEloEEREoE ES
<8a3“3B8 <3 A8<8A33°8AI°3 A8
() () () () () () o o () o () o

Less than 1
year 95.0| 50 |94.4/560| 90.3| 9.7 | 97.0| 3.0 | 91.7/ 83| 951| 4.9

1-5 Years 77.5|22.5| 100 | 0.00| 92.8| 7.2 [98.0| 2.0 |91.4|8.6|91.7| 8.3
6-10 years | 66.0|34.0/93.8/6.20|1 94.8| 5.2 |96.0| 4.0 | 96.4| 3.6 | 93.3| 6.7
11-20 years | 76.9| 23.1|94.3| 5.70| 93.7 | 6.3 | 96.0| 4.0 | 85.7|14.3/ 93.8| 6.2

ye(:;than 20| 78.1| 21.9/ 92.6| 7.40| 100.0, 0.0 | 93.0| 7.0 | 84.2|15.8 93.0| 7.0

d. Turnover Intention

This one-item measure (on a scale of 1-3, withpBagenting an intention to leave)
assesses the likelihood that respondents will fook new job within the year. Turnover is
known to be a high cost factor affecting the botlore of organizations. For example, research
suggests the cost of replacing an employee cas beuah as 200% of his or her salary (Griffeth

& Horn, 2001; as cited in Earnworks, 2008).
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Figure 15

Likelihood of looking for a new job within the year
[Mean score (1:Not at all likely to 3:Verylikely)]
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Across the 6 companies, we see low levels of tienovention and no differences

between respondents with and without disabilities.

Table 35: Likelihood of looking for a new job within the year

Company| Company| Company| Company| Company | Company

1 2 3 4 5 6
Mean|S.D/Mean|S.D/Mean|S.D{Mean|S.D,Mean| S.D.|Mean|S.D.
No disability 1.29|.61| 1.52(1.00 1.26|0.53 1.41|.617 1.17|0.489 1.28| .56
Some disability 1.40|.69| 1.19(0.40 1.32|0.65 1.51|.685 1.29|0.469 1.26| .57
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e. Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

Research suggests that the difference betweengevaral stellar companies lies in the
willingness of employees to engage in citizenslapaviors, or behaviors that are not formally
included in one’s job description but which ben#ii organization. Organizational citizenship
behaviors are employee behaviors that, althouglenitatal to the task or job, serve to facilitate
organizational functioning. Employees are thoughtdiculate a “equity ratio” such that
employees who feel fairly treated by the organaatre more likely to engage in citizenship
behaviors in order to maintain equilibrium betwéleemselves and the organization, while those
who feel unfairly treated with withhold citizenstiehaviors. Items measured these behaviors
on a scale of 1-7, with 7 representing “alwaystarms of engaging in specified positive
behaviors.

Figure 16

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors
[Mean score (1:Never to 5:Always)]
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Across the 6 companies, we see moderately highslef@rganizational citizenship

behavior engagement, although the values for Corap@nand 4 are statistically significantly

lower for respondents with disabilities. For Comypé# the value is higher for respondents with

disabilities, but this is not statistically sigcidint.

Table 36: Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

Company | Company | Company| Company| Company | Company

1 2 3** 4* 5 6
Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.Mean|S.D.(Mean|S.D.
No disability 5.21|1.00 5.44|0.94/ 5.41|1.05 4.17|0.98 5.35|1.04 3.73|1.73
Some disability 5.24|1.02 5.24|0.84 4.70|1.31 3.81|1.31 5.31|0.71] 4.04|1.76

* Differences between means significant at thele@®gl

** Differences between means significant at thelé/&l
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CROSS-COMPANY, MULTIVARIATE AND MULTILEVEL ANALYSES

This section presents intensive analyses of segenapanies that allow us to examine
variation among departments or other work unité lvathin and across companies, providing
insight into the characteristics of worksites arghagers that provide positive experiences for
employees both with and without disabilities.

Workplace climate can

make a great difference not onl This section presents intensive analyses of several

companies that allow us to examine variation

in employee experiences, but among departments or other work units both

also in workplace performance within and across companies, providing insight
into the characteristics of worksites and managers
Fully using the abilities of all that provide positive experiences for employees

. . .| both with and without disabilities.
employees, including those witl

disabilities, can depend not just on overall conygaolicies but on the attitudes and practices of
managers and supervisors. A key question for carepas whether and how the experience of
disability can vary among worksites, and what typlesorkplace climates are especially good
for enhancing the experiences and opportunitiesrgiloyees with disabilities.

In this section the results of multivariate and tikeiel, cross-company analyses
conducted by creating a merged dataset of all@xpanies’ data are presented. Multivariate
analyses involved regressions conducted acrossiaiéy respondents (with and without
disabilities) to examine the relation between orgational “culture” (broadly defined) and
engagement outcomes. The overall sample size Wwd3 5 6,053 for most analyses, except
those for justice perceptions related to the accodation process (for which N= 1,539);
managerial diversity behaviors (for which N=2,67&ychological empowerment (for which

N=3,059); and person-group fit (for which N=3,132).
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All predictors were entered in separate regressanspt for those that appear in the
same table cell (See Table 37 and Table 38: proakdnd interactional justice; 3 dimensions of
climate for inclusion), which were entered togetimea multiple regression. The stronger results
involving commitment as compared to satisfactiom aependent variable are most likely
explained by the fact that the 3-item measure ofrodment is more statistically reliable than
the 1-item measure of job satisfaction. In addititne results involving organizational
citizenship behaviors and turnover intentions aostriikely lower than those involving
commitment because they are more distal outcomablas compared to commitment (that is,

these workplace context factors are expected &beréd citizenship behaviors and turnover

intentionsthroughtheir effect on
Red values in the tables indicate that
moderated regressions in which we examined commitment).
whether the relationship between work The non-significant (NS)
environment predictors and engagement
indicators are moderated by disability status findings all appear in cases where

revealed that these relationships are even multiple predictors were entered in the
stronger for people with disabilities.

regression simultaneously, which
In other words, for the results illustrated in red, o

. suggests that the non-significant results
these work environment factors are even more

important for engagement for people with should be interpreted with caution, as
disabilities than for people without disabilities.

they are more likely an indicator of low

power to detect statistical differences than dug ttwe zero effect.

Red values in the tables indicate that moderatgakssions in which we examined
whether the relationship between work and envirarmmeedictors and engagement indicators
are moderated by disability status revealed tregehelationships are even stronger for people

with disabilities. In other words, for the resuligstrated in red, these work environment factors

73



are even more important for engagement for peofledisabilities than for people without
disabilities.

Multilevel analyses were done using hierarchigadr modeling, which uses unit-level
measures (e.g., the average perception by employeeanagerial diversity behaviors in a
department) to predict individual-level outcomegraaccounting for the normal variation that
occurs between units. These are based on 2,38wep (not managers and supervisors),
including 111 employees with disabilities, who abbk cleanly matched to one of 134
departments or units. In addition to seeing hosvwrdsponses of the average employee are
related to unit-level measures, this technique alleovs us to answer the question of whether
employees with disabilities respond differentlyrither employees to the unit-level climate
measures (e.g., do employees with disabilitiesoedgspecially well to diversity behaviors by

their managers?).

Multivariate Analyses

Across all six companies, there is strong staasgvidence that employee attitudes and

perceptions about their work

environment (e.g., the effectiveness ( Managers appear to play a critical role,

o as evidenced by analyses demonstrating that

broad organizational and human , . . .

one’s relationship with his or her manager and

resource policies and practices, the | the diversity behaviors of the manager predicts
' _ ' increases in employees’ positive workplace

commitment to diversity of , , ,

perceptions, engagement, satisfaction, and

management and managers) impact decreases in employees’ perceptions of
negative workplace treatment.

their perceptions of feeling included

and engaged in the workplace (e.g., perceptiomscaision, psychological support and

empowerment, fit with their job) and impact thedports of actual engagement (e.g., reports of

satisfaction and commitment to their organizatemgaging in organizational citizenship
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behaviors, and not looking for new jobs elsewheManagers appear to play a critical role, as
evidenced by analyses demonstrating that one’sare$hip with his or her manager and the
diversity behaviors of the manager predicts in@eas employees’ positive workplace
perceptions, engagement, satisfaction, and dec@asenployees’ perceptions of negative

workplace treatment.

Next, we present these findings in greater detail.

Fairness of human resource related outcomes

Across all employees, individual’s perceptions dliba inclusiveness of the work
climate is significantly, positively associated lwihe psychological empowerment that they
report experiencing on the job as well as theiorepof perceived organizational support
relationship conflict among department memberstaski conflict among department members.
Further analyses revealed that perceptions of@dnsive climate are even more strongly,
positively associated with psychological empowertdenindividuals with disabilities than for

individuals without disabilities.
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Perceived climate for inclusion

Across all employees, individuals’ perceptions about the inclusiveness of the work
climate is significantly, positively associated with the psychological empowerment
that they report experiencing on the job as well as with their reports of perceived
organizational support relationship conflict among department members and
task conflict among department members.

Further analyses revealed that perceptions of an inclusive climate are
even more strongly, positively associated with psychological
empowerment for individuals with disabilities than for individuals
without disabilities.

Significant differences were found between empleygith and without disabilities in
their perceptions of the fairness of each of thie@fang human resource related outcomes, with
people with disabilities reporting less perceivanifess regarding: work schedulgsg¢h=4.39;
p<.05); level of pay (f298=14.59; p<.01); rewards @z95=14.09; p<.01); job responsibilities
(F5290=23.83; p<.01); opportunities for training{fs=6.29; p<.05); and access to mentors
(Fs302716.81; p<.01). The greatest difference was fdongerceived fairness of job
responsibilities.

The fairness of HR-related outcomes (e.g., worledale, pay, rewards, etc.) is
important, as it is a significant predictor of ongaational commitment(= .51; p<.01), job
satisfaction [§ = .35; p<.01), citizenship behaviofs%£ .14; p<.01), and turnover intentiors< -
.27; p<.01) across all employees. When employettsamd without disabilities are compared,
the fairness of HR-related outcomes is found tarbeven stronger predictor of all four

engagement outcomes for employees with disabilities
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The benefits associated with high-quality relationships with one’s manager (LMX)
The quality of one’s relationships with one’s syisor has very important implications

for employees. Across all employees (with and autidisabilities), LMX is a significant
predictor of organizational commitmeffit£ .52; p<.01), job satisfactiofp € .32; p<.01),
citizenship behaviorgi(= .21; p<.01), and turnover intentiors= -.29; p<.01). Analyses
involving just employees with disabilities reveatbdt LMX is a significant predictor of
engagement for employees with disabilities as vagld is in fact an even stronger predictor of
commitment and turnover intentions for people wiigabilities than for people without

disabilities.

Further analyses revealed that the quality of one’s relationships with one’s
manager (LMX) is an even stronger predictor of interactional justice

experienced during the accommodation process for people with disabilities).

In addition, LMX is a stronger predictor of perceived organizational support

psychological empowerment subjective fit of one’s abilities to the demands of the
job and affective commitment for people with disabilities than it is for people
without disabilities.

Further analyses revealed that the quality of oredationships with one’s manager
(LMX) is an even stronger predictor of interactibjustice experienced during the
accommodation process for people with disabilitigsaddition, LMX is a stronger predictor of
perceived organizational support psychological enggment subjective fit of one’s abilities to
the demands of the job and affective commitmenpé&mple with disabilities than it is for people
without disabilities. We also found that LMX isgtively associated with both procedurfal<
44; p<.01) and interactional justiqeé £ .50; p<.01) experienced during the accommodation
process, psychological empowermdht(.44; p<.01), perceived organizational support (55;

p<.01), subjective fit between one’s abilities dnel demands of the joB € .35; p<.01),
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affective commitmentf{(= .53; p<.01), job satisfactiop € .32; p<.01), and willingness to
engage in citizenship behaviofs= .21; p<.01), and negatively associated withduen
intentions p = .29; p<.01) and supervisor paternaligh¥(-.29; p<.01). Employees with
disabilities who enjoy high quality relationshipgiwtheir manager are significantly less likely
to experience harassment as a function of theabdisy (B = -.42; p<.01), thereby suggesting

that being in the managers’ “ingroup” provides gadesages for employees with disabilities. In
effect, by valuing and respecting employees wittalilities, departmental managers may be
able to alter rather than reinforce pre-existirgsbs or organizational barriers against employees
with disabilities. By signaling their own acceptarof employees with disabilities, departmental
managers are able to influence departmental emgddperceptions about the competence and

value of employees with disabilities.

Full utilization of one’s skills on the job - the case of employees with disabilities

Perceived fit between one’s skills and the demanfdise job is important because people
who feel that their skills are being underutilizedy become complacent, uninterested, or
detached from their work. On the other hand, iitlials who feel they do not have the abilities
to perform their jobs competently may experiencstiiation and suffer from lowered self-
esteem. As a result, research has shown thatipedd# is positively associated with
organizational identification, perceived organiaatl support, job satisfaction, career
satisfaction, and organizational

Overall, when compared to employees

commitment (BBL 2008, Cable & DeRue without disabilities, employees With

_ _ disabilities are less likely to
2002). Indeed, in these data, perceived ° i i i
experience fit between their

is significantly, positively associated with gpijlities and the demands of the

commitment § = .43; p<.01), satisfaction job.

(r = .30; p<.01), citizenship behaviofs=£ .23; p<.01), and turnover intentions (r = .24;0q1)
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for all employees. Unfortunately, employees witbadilities tend to report lower levels of
perceived fit than employees without disabilities12.70; p<.01), and fit is a stronger predictor
of turnover intentions for them. Among employeethwlisabilities, we found that employees
who experience higher levels of alignment betwéeir skills and the demands of the job feel
more highly supported and valued by their orgamoraPOS, r = .49; p<.01). Overall, when
compared to employees without disabilities, empdsyeith disabilities are less likely to
experience fit between their abilities and the dedseof the job (s75712.70; p<.01).

Therefore, understanding when employees with difabimay be less likely to experience fit is
important.

Further, these data indicate that employees wittaicedisabilities are more likely to
report low levels of fit. In particular, employe&bto have difficulty seeind3(= -.29; p<.01),
concentratingf{ = -.35; p<.01), or running errands ¥ -.25; p<.01) report experiencing lower fit
than employees without these disabilities. Whetinarot one knew their supervisor prior to the
onset of their disability did not influence peraaiMit (3 = -.04; p>.10).

Visible organizational commitment to disability issues

Respondents were asked to rate the effectivendbsesf key measures of corporate
culture: top management commitment to hire peojitle eisabilities, availability and

effectiveness of

- When compared for the influence of these 3 practices on
disability networks or . . L.
engagement, the inclusion of disability in the

affinity groups, and the | organization’s diversity policy is the only driver of
commitment and job satisfaction across all survey

effectiveness of
respondents.

including disability in

the organization’s diversity policy. Of the threghen compared for the influence of these 3

practices on engagement, the inclusion of disghilithe organization’s diversity policy is the
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only driver of commitment{(= .25; p<.05) and job satisfactigh € .19; p<.05) across all survey
respondents.

Surprisingly, results indicate that none of thasesignificantly associated with
commitment or satisfaction for employees with diktds; however, it is likely that the null
findings are due to low statistical power, as oftyemployees with disabilities were included in
these analyses.

The importance of managers’ behaviors and beliefs

All survey respondents were asked to rate the @ffgeess of their managers at valuing
diversity behaviors (acknowledging the contributadrall team members, actively promoting
cooperation among employees, supporting a flexilmiek environment to meet
needs/preferences of all employees, treating ghl@yees with respect). Not surprisingly,
managers rated highly as engaging in such behaarersore likely to create climates perceived
as inclusive within their departmenfs<£ .59; p<.01), and are also less likely to create
departments within which employees perceive theteetprejudice against employees with
disabilities § = -.37; p<.01). Departments characterized byusigke climates are also less likely
to suffer from problems associated with prejudigaiast people with disabilitie$ € -.41,

p<.01).

Interestingly, these data show that when Interestingly, these data show that

supervisors in a department overall perceive when supervisors in a department
that the benefits associated with
accommodations made for employees outweigh | ©overall perceive that the benefits
the costs associated with them (i.e., a positive . . :

associated with accommodations
“Return-On-Investment”), perceived levels of
prejudice against employees with disabilities made for employees outweigh the

tends to be lower in their departments. _ _ _
costs associated with them (i.e., a
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positive “Return-On-Investment”), perceived levefgrejudice against employees with
disabilities tends to be lower in their departmdfts -.40; p<.01). Similarly, employees who
report having supervisors who exhibit valuing dsrgr behaviors were more likely to report
experiencing procedural justice £ .41; p<.01) and interactional justige< .49; p<.01) during
the accommodation process. Employees with disigsifwere also significanthgsslikely to
report experiencing harassment as a result of theability (3 = -.52; p<.01). In addition, when
employees report working under supervisors wholekialuing diversity behaviors, they also
report higher levels of commitmerft € .49; p<.01), job satisfactiof € .33; p<.01), citizenship
behaviors§ = .17; p<.01), perceived organizational suppprt (52; p<.01), and fit between
their skills and the demands of the j@b<.33; p<.01), and lower turnover intentiofs<-.28;
p<.01). Thus, once again, study results indidsdie departmental managers play an important

role in shaping the experiences of employees whlilities.
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Table 37: Multivariate regression results: Analyses conddcicross all survey respondents (with and witd@atbilities) to examine
relationship between organizational “culture” (llyadefined) and engagement outcomes (N=5,547-d@530st analyses except
those for justice perceptions related to the accodation process, for which N=1,539; manageria¢diity behaviors, for which

N=2,675, psychological empowerment, for which N&3,0person-group fit, for which N=3,132)

Engagement indicators

Work environment predictors of
engagement

Organizational

Job Satisfaction

Willingness to engage

in Turnover Intentions

Commitment Citizenship behaviors
Perceived fairness of HR outcomes p=.51 B=.35 p=.14 B=-27
Experiences of (a) procedural and (a) p=.16 (a) p=.10 (@ p=.19 @p=- 09
(b) interactional justice during (b) p=.3 (b) p=.23 (b) NS (b) Bp=-.
accommodation process
Perceptions of climate for (@ p=.19 (@) p=.13 @ p= (@ p=-21
inclusion - (a) fairness of (b) p=.37 (b) p=.20 (b) B = (b) p=-.14
employment practices, (b) (c)p=.16 (c)p=.09 (©p= (c)p=-.08
openness of work environment, (¢)
inclusion in decision making
Perceptions of extent to which p=-34 p=-17 p=-24 p=.16
employees with disabilities
experience prejudice at the
workplace
The quality of one’s relationships B=.52 B=.32 p=.21 =-.29
with one’s supervisor (LMX)
Perceptions of whether the B=.49 B=.33 B=.17 p=-28
manager engages in behaviors that
promote a work environment in
which diversity is valued (Valuing
diversity behaviors)
Perceived Organizational Support B =.68 B=.39 B=.26 p=-38
Psychological empowerment B=.49 B=.33 B=.28 p=-31
Perceptions of fit between one’s B=.43 f=.30 B=.23 B=-24
abilities and the demands of the job
Perceptions of the extent to which p=-27 p=-21 Bp=-05 p=.16
there is relationship and task B=-15 B=-08 B=NS B=.16

conflict among members of one’s

unit

Note standardized regression coefficients signifiami<.01 unless otherwise indicated, red = sigaifidor people with disabilities

82




Table 38 Multivariate regression results: Analyses invadvraployees with disabilities only, to examine rielaship between
organizational “culture” (broadly defined) and eggment outcomes. Sample sizes for these analysgs from N=145-292.

Work environment predictors of
engagement

Engagement indicators

Organizational

Job Satisfaction

Willingness to engage

in Turnover Intentions

Commitment Citizenship behaviors
Perceived fairness of HR outcomes p=.61 B=.46 B=.22 p=-33
Experiences of (a) procedural and (a) p=.31 (@) NS (@ p=.34 (@) p=-27*
(b) interactional justice during (b) p=.21* (b) p=.22* (b) p=.22 (b) p=NS
accommodation process
Perceptions of climate for (@) p=.24 (a) NS (@) NS (@) p=-.24
inclusion - (a) fairness of (b) p=.30 (b) p=.25* (b) NS (b) NS
employment practices, (b) (c)p=.27 (c)p=.16* (c) NS (c)p=-23
openness of work environment, (¢)
inclusion in decision making
Perceptions of extent to which =-49 =-32 =-23 B=.25
employees with disabilities
experience prejudice at the
workplace
The quality of one’s relationships B=.64 B=.64 p=.24 p=-41
with one’s supervisor (LMX)
Perceptions of whether the B=.62 B=.62 B=.25 p=-41
manager engages in behaviors that
promote a work environment in
which diversity is valued (Valuing
diversity behaviors)
Perceived Organizational Support B=.78 B=.78 p=.31 B=-50
Psychological empowerment B=.54 B=.54 B=.25 B=-40
Perceptions of fit between one’s B=.50 B=.50 B=.30 p=-42
abilities and the demands of the job
Perceptions of the extent to which p=-21* p=-21* B=NS NS
there is relationship and task p=-32 p=-32 B=NS f=.30

conflict among members of one’s
unit

Note all coefficients are significant at p<.01 unlessked with * which indicates p<.05
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Multilevel Analyses

Multilevel analyses using hierarchical linear madglare presented here and based on
2,384 employees (not managers and supervisorf)ding 111 employees with disabilities, who
could be cleanly matched to one of 134 departmanisits. Table 39 summarizes some of the
key results, providing an overview of strong redaghips between unit-level measures and
individual outcomes related to disability and acoomdations. A plus (minus) sign indicates a
strong positive (negative) relationship that igist&ally significant at the 95% level of
confidence.

As seen in this table, all seven unit-level measofeclimate are strong negative
predictors of individual perceptions of disabilgkejudice (a sample item in the prejudice scale
is “Employees at this company treat

people with disabilities with respect’) There is a lower likelihood that employees

will report perceived prejudice against
There is a lower likelihood that people with disabilities in climates rated
: . higher in inclusion, fairness, openness, and
employees will report perceived L
organizational support of employees, and
prejudice against people with where managers use diversity behaviors
(e.g., “My manager acknowledges the

disabilities in climates rated higher in contributions of all team members”) and

inclusion, fairness, openness, and | have good working relationships with
employees.
organizational support of employees,
and where managers use diversity behaviors (&y. Manager acknowledges the contributions
of all team members”) and have good working refegiops with employees. Itis also

noteworthy that the percentage of all employeeth(laath and without disabilities) who have

been granted accommodations in a unit is a streggtive predictor of perceived disability

prejudice, indicating thawvider use of accommodations for all employees helps
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remove any sense of resentment toward all peoptl disabilities who need

accommodations.

Table 39 Relation of unit-level measures to individugboes of disability and accommodation

outcomes
Individual Reports
Perceptions| Individual Accomm. Procedural | Interactional| Co-workers
of disability | experiences| requestwas| justice in justice in supportive of
prejudice | of disability granted accomms. | accomms. accomms.
discrim.

Unit-level
measures

) 2 3 4) 5) (6)
Climate of
inclusion - (-) + + + +
Climate of
fairness - + + + +
Climate of
openness - - + + + +
Climate of
org. support of
employees - - + + + +
Mgt. diversity
behaviors - - (+) +
Climate of
positive
leader-membe
relationships - + + + +
Pct. of all
employees
granted
accoms. - + + +

+ Positive relationship significant at 95% confiderevel

(+) Positive relationship significant at 90% cowdinte level

- Negative relationship significant at 95% confide level

(-) Negative relationship significant at 90% coeinte level

Column 2 focuses just on employees with disabdjt@edicting the extent to which they

have experienced discrimination (e.g., “At workn &reated poorly because of my health

condition, impairment, or disability”). While tleample is smaller, there are nonetheless strong

85




relationships showing less discrimination repotigeemployees with disabilities where there is
a climate of openness, organizational support,dawelsity behaviors by managers.

Individual experiences of accommodations amongrajployees are the focus on
columns 3 to 6 in Table 39. Most of these sevatilanel measures are strong predictors of the
likelihood that an accommodation request will barged, the perception of procedural justice
after an accommodation request (e.g., “Were theguhares based on accurate information?”),
the perception of interactional justice after ancmomodation request (e.g., “Did they treat you
with respect?”), and the perception that co-workezse supportive of a granted
accommodation.

The results in columns 1 and 3-6 are based omgll@y/ees. Tests were also conducted
to see if the relationship was different for emgey with disabilities, but this was almost never
the case. The message that emerges is that eraployh disabilities respond to a positive
workplace climate in the same way that employeéisouit disabilities do, and employees
generally agree about the types of workplacesdtebeneficial for employees with disabilities.

One interesting exception to this statement iseéhgtloyees with disabilities appear even

less likely than employees without

e . - . This lends support to the idea that
disabilities to perceive disability prejudice ]
workplaces that are accommodating to

when a high percent of all employees are | all employees will create a good
climate for the treatment of people

granted accommodatioAsThis lends with disabilities.

support to the idea that workplaces that are
accommodating to all employees will create a gdodate for the treatment of people with

disabilities.

2 The estimated equation predicting perceived disaprejudice, with t-statistics in parenthesiss,
prejudice =42.45 +1.05*disability (t=4.48) — 2.6t accommodations (t=-2.61) — 1.45*disability*uni
accommodations (t=1.86).
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Along with using unit-level measures to predictivndual perceptions of disability,

treatment, and accommodations at the individuadl|evseparate set of analyses examined a

wider set of individual outcomes. These analysemgly affirmed the importance of workplace

climate among employees in general, finding thatdight unit-level measures in Table 39 are

almost invariably strong positive predictors ofilndual-level measures of:

1.

2.

Job satisfaction (“How satisfied are you in yous30)

Commitment to the organization (e.g., “My organiaathas a great deal of personal
meaning for me.”)

Intention to stay with the organization (“Takingeeything into consideration, how likely
is it that you will make a genuine effort to fincdhaw job with another employer within
the next year?”)

Psychological empowerment (e.g., “I have signiftamtonomy in determining how | do
my job.”)

Subjective fit with one’s job (“The match is vergaf between the demands of my job
and my personal skills.”)

Organizational citizenship behaviors (e.g., “Offdgas to improve the functioning of the

organization.”)

. Perceived fairness of one’s work arrangements, (€yerall, the rewards | receive here

are quite fair.”)

As with the outcomes in Table 39, these relatigpskere very similar for people with

and without disabilities. Finally, an analysis vamse with a unit-level measure of disability

prejudice, rather than the individual-level meaguetlicted in Table 39. This analysis showed

that a workplace climate that is high in disabiptygjudice has strongly and significantly worse
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outcomes for individuals on each of the measures7lreviewed earlier. A noteworthy result is

that the estimated relationships are generallylaimfor employees with and without disabilities,

indicating that people with disabilities appeardepond to positive workplace climates in the

same way as people without disabilities, and tieegeneral agreement on what types of

workplaces are good for people with disabilities.

In sum, the results of the multilevel analysis sty support our hypothesis that

workplace climate matters greatly not just for indual employee experiences, but also for

A noteworthy result is that the estimated
relationships are generally similar for
employees with and without disabilities,

indicating that people with disabilities appear
to respond to positive workplace climates in the

same way as people without disabilities, and

there is general agreement on what types of

workplaces are good for people with disabilities.

workplace performance, given that
several of the measures examined here
are performance-related attitudes
(particularly turnover intention and
organizational citizenship behaviors).

Workplace climate makes a big

difference in disability prejudice and accommodatxperiences as perceived by all employees,

and discrimination as perceived by employees wghhilities. Policies and practices that create

a positive workplace climate enhance workplacegserdnce and benefit all employees, both

with and without disabilities.
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INTERVIEW AND FOCUS GROUP DATA

An important part of the case study methodologyettgyed in this project is the use of
individual interviews and focus groups. The riclalitative data from interviews and focus
groups complement the quantitative survey datavwersl ways: helping researchers interpret
the survey findings, identifying topics or issulattmay have been overlooked in the survey,
and providing stories that deepen our understanafitige organizational cultures and
experiences of employees with disabilities, theanagers and co-workers, and company
executives.

Across the six case study companies a total ofetle participated in individual
interviews and 79 participated in focus groups.atootal of 128 participants. Here, we provide a
summary of the major themes that emerged acrogatdrgiews and focus groups, with some
discussion of differences among companies but tealdd descriptions to avoid identifying

companies or individual respondents.

Overall culture and attitudes toward disability

Participants across the companies were generadijiymabout how receptive their
companies are for people with disabilities. Bowmagers and human resource executives said
that their organizational cultures were “very rdogg or “very positive” for people with

disabilities, with several stating that .
Managers at two large companies

this was part of a broader “culture o, emphasized that “disability is another aspect

. _ . . of diversity” and part of their overall
fairness” in which everyone is

commitment to diversity.
treated well. Managers at two large
companies emphasized that “disability is anothpeetsof diversity” and part of their overall

commitment to diversity.
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At one of these companies, several managers saie tould be multiple cultures within
the company with variation among business divisienen though they are all following the

same policies. At one of the companies, the fouhde a family member with a disability, and

] ] at another company the owner was
Executives at two of the companies (one large

and one small) described how their commitment | |abeled with a disability in high
extended outside the company to the broader
community, with disability advocacy seen as school, which helped motivate their
part of their mission. The large company hosts commitment to expanding
disability community events, and the small
company sees itself as a “transition employer,” opportunities for people with
training people with disabilities many of whom

disabilities. Executives at two of the
then move on to other jobs in the community.

companies (one large and one small)
described how their commitment extended outsidednepany to the broader community, with
disability advocacy seen as part of their missi®he large company hosts disability community
events, and the small company sees itself as @asttran employer,” training people with
disabilities many of whom then move on to othersjabthe community.

Managers and executives did, however, raise smmeerns about corporate culture and
attitudes. A concern raised at one large compsitlyat people with disabilities may be afraid to
disclose their disabilities, and a concern at amotiompany is that attitudes of co-workers
without disabilities may sometimes create barriensitegration of people with disabilities.
Managers in a focus group at a large company warsure they had ever had training on
disability, and recommended supervisor traininglmability sensitivity and awareness.

These overall positive attitudes of managers ardw@rwes were generally echoed by

employees with disabilities, but they had additlarmacerns at some of the companies. One of
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the large companies is committed to diversity peticbut employees both with and without
disabilities said that these policies focus on ietnd racial diversity, with little attention paiol
disability. These employees with disabilities shdt disability should be part of diversity
training. Employees with disabilities at one laogenpany felt that they were likely to be passed
over for promotions, and agreed that employees avglbilities were sometimes reluctant to
disclose their disabilities. It was suggested thatcompany should appoint an internal advocate
who would address the concerns of people with disab and try to find solutions while

keeping the identity of people with disabilitiesnédential.

Employees without disabilities generally had fawdeaviews of how people with
disabilities are treated in their organizations] anne of them reported any difficulties or
conflicts over disability-related accommodatiofarticipants in one focus group did say that
negative stereotyping can occur for work-relatgdrias, reflecting the managers’ concern noted
previously that co-worker attitudes may sometimes barrier to the integration of people with

disabilities.

Accommodations and accessibility

When asked about accommodations for employeesdig#bilities, all of the managers
said that the companies are very supportive artdhleg try to accommodate every request. One
manager went further and said that the company toienake accommodations regardless of
whether or not you have a disability. Managersraither company stressed that the employer is
concerned about work-life balance—for example, @ygés were given the option of
telecommuting to meet personal needs or familygaltlbons. One manager of a large company
said that the organization is “proactive” in pramgl accommodations, with supervisors checking

with employees every month about their employmeseids, although the company does not
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have a formal accommodation process. A manageradher large company said that how
accommodation requests are handled depends goestihe individual supervisor, and it would
be better to have clear internal pathways and aocade for employees with disabilities. None
of the managers identified co-worker attitudes asagor barrier in providing accommodations;
in fact, most said that co-workers were very suppenf employees with disabilities when
accommodations were made.

Most of the employees with disabilities reportedtttiheir accommodations were granted
without difficulty and that both their managers axmdworkers were supportive. The exception
was one employee with a degenerative physical tiondivhose request for job restructuring
was refused at a large company. This employeetlsaidcis supervisor does not understand the
limitations caused by his condition and unfairlywgdim a negative performance evaluation. He
added that he feels he is being penalized forisabdity.

None of the non-disabled co-workers said thereldesoh any problems in working with
people who received accommodations. While thesart®pre encouraging, it should be kept in
mind that the employees and managers who volurttderenterviews or focus groups may not
be representative of all employees. Furthermoeeptrticipants may have been reluctant to

report negative experiences due to social

desirability bias. They also said that it would beneficial to

have a resource center or a “point person
In response to a question about th{ to provide information and navigate legal,
. , L . .| health, and human resource services
potential benefits of new disability policies . L.
related to disability. This is similar to the
managers at two of the large companies | idea expressed earlier by employees with
disabilities about the advantage of

discussed the advantages of providing a appointing an “internal advocate.”

centralized accommodations fund to take
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the burden off department budgets and provide greainsistency in accommodations. They
also said that it would be beneficial to have @uese center or a “point person” to provide
information and navigate legal, health, and hunemource services related to disability. This is
similar to the idea expressed earlier by employatsdisabilities about the advantage of

appointing an “internal advocate.”

Other policies and practices

There is important variation among the companig®oiities and practices. While not
all of the companies practice .
A manager at one large company is proud that the
targeted recruiting of people | company has implemented a targeted recruiting

program, and that it is looking at non-traditional

with disabilities, a manager a sources for qualified applicants with disabilities.

one large company is proud = For example, the company has begun targeted

recruiting of military officers with disabilities.
that the company has
implemented a targeted recruiting program, andithatiooking at non-traditional sources for
gualified applicants with disabilities. For exampthe company has begun targeted recruiting of
military officers with disabilities.

Another large company also uses targeted recruatinais working with local non-profit
organizations to accomplish this, and one of thalsoompanies does targeted recruiting partly
through work with local schools and a vocation&latalitation agency. Managers at this small
company, which is in a small town, emphasized tipgartance of mutually beneficial
connections among employers, schools, and the contyrdthe employers provide training and

skilled workers for other businesses in the comtyyand in return get a more stable and

committed workforce. The managers see these pragyes very effective.
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In addition to recruitment policies, managers ided other policies and practices as
working effectively for employees with disabilitieIhese include departments that provide help
with accommodations, the provision of job coaclaesability etiquette training, Employee
Assistance Programs, cooperation with local vooalischools and non-profit organizations (not
just for recruitment but also for ongoing supportl @aetention), and an affinity group for

employees with disabilities to provide

Managers at one company said that
information, support and advocacy within| jmplementing policies in a large

L organization could be cumbersome and
the organization. o .
communication breakdowns sometimes
Managers were also asked if there| occur, and there should be better
integration and communication in

were disability policies or practices that ; . .
yp P dealing with issues affecting employees

were not as effective as they should be. | with disabilities.

While managers at one company said that all of fnaicies were effective, managers at other
companies identified a number of areas that

Finally, it should be noted that could be improved. Managers at one company

managers at one company said _ . . L
L. said that implementing policies in a large
that they had few formal policies

and just “do what'’s right because organization could be cumbersome and

it’s right.” Another manager

. . mmunication breakdown metim r
echoed this sentiment when he co unication breakdowns sometime occur,

stated that the most important and there should be better integration and
factor was management
discretion in being able to devise communication in dealing with issues affecting

effective accommodations and "do .,y ees with disabilities. Other suggestions

the right thing.”
included making a company website more
accessible, streamlining the training process,igdnog more accommodations for job applicants,

and improving physical accessibility in older binigls. Finally, it should be noted that managers
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at one company said that they had few formal pedieind just “do what'’s right because it's
right.” Another manager echoed this sentiment wiestated that the most important factor
was management discretion in being able to deviseteve accommodations and “do the right
thing.”

In summary, data from the individual interviews dodus groups indicate that
employees and managers generally feel their orgaoral cultures are receptive to employees
with disabilities. Respondents point to a numbdgyadicies they feel are effective, but also made
a number of suggestions for improving existing pcas or creating new ones to better serve the

needs of employees with disabilities.
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SECTION V: SUMMARY

To summarize, the present study creates a rigopvastically relevant and replicable
method for conducting and benchmarking case studigglusive employment policies and
practices. It establishes a conceptual framewaitk 832 indicators across four dimensions to
evaluate inclusive employment policies and prastiogor-profit and not-for-profit
corporations, governmental employers, and orgapizaiof all sizes across market sectors.
These thirty-two benchmarks were identified in foare categories: (1) Diversity Outcomes, (2)
Inclusive Policies and Practices, (3) AttitudinatlaBehavioral Indicators of Success, and (4)
Bottom Line Outcomes. These benchmarks may be &by all companies and an “Inclusive
Employment Report Card” to measure progress created

In the sample of six companies

In the sample of six companies

participating in the benchmarking participating in the benchmarking survey,

survey, it was found companies had high it \yas found companies had high disability
disability diversity in their survey
samples and that these individuals with diversity in their survey samples and that

disabilities were represented well these individuals with disabilities were

across low to high levels of
management. represented well across low to high levels
of management. The majority of
companies in the sample had their inclusive pdieied practices rated moderately highly in
terms of their effectiveness, but there were défifees between companies and between people
with and without disabilities. Similarly, there meemoderately high ratings on many of the

attitudinal and behavioral indicators of inclusemvironments and differences between

companies and people with and without disabilities.
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Cross-company multivariate and multilevel analyse®aled that differences in inclusive
policies and practices do influence differencesnmployees’ perceptions of their company’s
environment when it comes to inclusion. Similadpalyses reveal these perceptions of
inclusion matter greatly. They affect job satisifae and commitment and behaviors that
ultimately impact an organization’s bottom-linentee and turnover, as well as organizational
citizenship behaviors. Although across the comgmmnie generally saw low levels of
dissatisfaction, turnover intentions, and modeyatgjh levels of commitment, citizenship
behavior, and tenure with the organization, wefihd variability that was directly related to an
inclusive climate.

A positive relationship with one’s manager, andihg\a manager that engages in

diversity valuing behaviors and views accommodatias a strong investment in his or her

employees, is a manager that protect
Other analyses revealed that managers are

employees from feeling negatively central to understanding how employees
perceive their work environment, their fit in
treated. Other analyses revealed tha , , , ,
that work environment, their experiences in
managers are central to understandir| that work environment (both positive and
negative), and ultimately their behaviors

how employees perceive their work and intentions.

environment, their fit in that work environmentethexperiences in that work environment (both
positive and negative), and ultimately their bebaviand intentions. Companies with policies
that enable their managers to be more supportigdram and reward them for implementing
inclusive work policies will see a more satisfiedlanore positively engaged workforce.
Interviews confirmed these findings. Managers repaluing diversity and attempting to make
all accommodations as possible. Some noted thgitwiould benefit from more flexibly defined

policies in order to ensure that they could do “tAdaght.”
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Finally, it is important to emphasize that manyhaf findings revealed that inclusive
corporate cultures are universally beneficial (Blar2008a). People with disabilities largely
responded in the same positive ways that all enggleylid to an inclusive climate; people
without disabilities took advantage of, and bemefitrom, accommodations and flexibility in the
workplace. Companies with an inclusive corporatiéuce benefit from an entire workforce that

feels valued and returns value.

Companies with an inclusive corporate culture benefit from an
entire workforce that feels valued and returns value.
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SECTION VI: IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In the future, additional case studies with défarsize organizations in diverse market
sectors should be conducted to validate and réfieédenchmarks developed in this project.
Longitudinal case studies may document changestwwer In addition, explorations may be
made of the weighted value of specific benchmankeiims of their impact on documented
inclusive employment outcomes, which will also deahorter versions of these surveys to be
validated. Such data will further strengthen theibess case for diverse and inclusive
employment and can tie to additional outcomes sgchareholder value. It is imperative that
these benchmark indicators and research findingidseminated widely to positively impact
corporate culture and business practices acrodseirggctors that improve employment

outcomes for persons with disabilities (Blanck, 200

| Implications for Employers

» Articulate a message that there is a commitmetitediiring and equitable treatment of
people with disabilities.

* Articulate the value of accommodation and its mnetom investment for the organization.

* Include disability in the diversity and inclusiogemda of the organization (including but not
limited to adding disability as a stated goal aditformal diversity policy or annual report).

* Assess the organization’s climate for inclusion address weaknesses

» Build cultural factors into performance managensrhe organizational and individual

levels.

| Implications for HR Professionals
* Implement effective communication strategies reig@rdccommodation policies and
practices (i.e. centralized fund for accommodatiéesping data on accommodations,
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targeted recruiting and advancement opportunigtes) and other disability initiatives (i.e.
commitment to hiring, affinity groups, and disatyilwithin diversity initiatives).
Implement effective communication strategies reig@rthe organization’s commitment to
diversity issues, because the more people pert@weommitment, the more committed
they perceived the organization to be towards ableatemployment practices in general.
Create mentoring opportunities that include pe@ptk disabilities.

Include disability in the diversity initiatives L. goal setting on recruitment; access to
training and advancement opportunities; affinitgugs; etc.).

Conduct trainings for managers regarding disab(ligy awareness about potential
discrimination and cultural issues; accommodatiolicies; disability leave absence policies;
return to work policies; etc.).

Include effectiveness in diversity and inclusiotoisupervisor job descriptions and
performance management expectations.

Use disability networks for more effective recrugim of people with disabilities and

information on accommodations.

| Implications for Managers

Managers need to be made aware of how powerfudly behavior influences the experience
of discrimination for people with disabilities aatso influences the behavior of others
toward co-workers with disabilities.

Managers need to be made aware that the respéciwith they treat people requesting
accommodations is a key predictor of engagememein(e@wre so than the organization’s

procedures for responding to accommodation reguests
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* Managers’ perceptions of the openness of the wavk@ment predict discrimination
experienced by employees with disabilities, thusagers need to trust these judgments and
act on any concerns.

* Managers need to be made aware of how powerfudlly behavior influences the experience
of discrimination for people with disabilities aatso influences the behavior of others
toward co-workers with disabilities.

* The more inclusive the decision-making environmtrg,more psychological empowered
employees feel, and the more they feel supportddralued by the organization, the less
conflict they experience in their group. A climdbe inclusion overall is better when
managers engage in “diversity behaviors” - ackndgileg all team members, promoting
cooperation, being flexible, respecting everyohleaddition, discrimination is lower when

the department manager engages in valuing divdrsitaviors.

| Implications for Disability Service Providers

» Coach people with disabilities on ways to be empedén their employment experience:
identify and seek enhanced job responsibilitiesnidy and reach out to mentors; establish
closer relationships with supervisors; etc.

» Provide workplace accommodation consultation sessighich also address the importance
of workplace culture factors for the longer terrh gatisfaction and retention of people with
disabilities (as well as other employees).

* Reach out to employers to participate in youth wligability mentoring opportunities, and
other ways to increase exposure to people wittbdisas (managers who have been
exposed to people with disabilities on a persoelléeat their employees with disabilities

more fairly).
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| Implications for People with Disabilities

Articulate interest in enhanced job responsibgitad seek out means to gain it (i.e. training,
interim assignments, etc.).

* ldentify and seek out relationships with mentors.

» Infuse disability into the diversity dialogue aitrings, affinity groups, etc.

* Find ways in the community to network the compairithisability networks (i.e. disability
mentoring opportunities; Disability Awareness maqritind raisers and other events targeting

the issues and needs of people with disabilities).e

| Policy Recommendations

The multiple findings from the case studies hekniify ways to support model business
behaviors that produce an inclusive workforce \aitih levels of satisfaction by all
stakeholders. Public policy and ODEP led initiasiwan encourage and facilitate the adoption of
the identified model behaviors across busines®eetitat will increase participation and
advancement of workers with disabilities.

Public policy development and ODEP led initiatite<onsider include:

1. An Executive Order that would charge ODEP and tffe©of Federal Contract Compliance
Programs (OFCCP) with the convening of a time-kaditvork group with representatives of
the Departments of Labor, Education, Transportatiwalth and Human Services,
Commerce and Defense as well as the Social Seddityinistration and other Federal
Agencies to design a common set of questions tluateaall current and potential
government contractors’ business polices and mextiegarding recruitment, training,
accommodation and advancement of workers with diseb. The benchmarks developed
from the case study research would provide a stapgoint. Positive scores would become a
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factor in OFCCP'’s evaluation of contract performabyg using the benchmarks as part of
annual reporting requirements to encourage faveratl economically sound business
practices.

In collaboration with US DOL honored employers, Gb&ould convene an employer work
group to consider identification of weighted vafoeeach of the 32 specific benchmarks.
Further testing and validation of a weighted séate¢he benchmarks with additional
companies of various sizes and from different gsatmuld be initiated.

. ODEP present to the ICDR on the findings from tagecstudies and encourage the adoption
of the benchmarks and the survey instrument adealesal agencies to continue to build a
database on inclusive employment practices.

. ODEP and the Department of Labor adopt the bendtsriarreview applicants for future
DOL recognition and awards that advance inclusiv@riess practices. The benchmarks
offer an objective system to measure inclusiver®ss practices that advance the
recruitment, hiring, retention, and career advarergrof persons with disabilities.

. ODEP establish an Inclusive Business Practicesiifiigiand Technical Assistance Center
that expands understanding and use of the Benclsrbgremployers to increase recruitment,
training, retention and advancement of individwailh disabilities.

. ODEP in collaboration with the US Department of Tmeasury, USBLN and other business
groups including the Chamber of Commerce shouldoegmptions to consolidate and
simplify current business tax credits and deducti@t encourage and facilitate workplace

accommodations and supports for individuals widadilities.
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CONCLUSION & FURTHER RESOURCES

The Disability Case Study Research Consortium lialboration with the Office of Disability
Employment Policy at the US Department of Laborfeashe first time created a scientifically
rigorous, standardized and replicable method fadoeting case studies and benchmarking
critical elements of employer corporate culturd thgproves the hiring, retention and
promotions of persons with disabilities. The benahka which identify inclusive policies and
practices, attitudinal and behavioral indicatorgnofusive employment, and bottom line
outcomes in terms of tenure, advancement, and egiducnover offer a promising new system
of objective measures to help define corporataucelthat values diversity and increases job
satisfaction and productivity for all workers wahd without disabilities. Additional case studies
with different size organizations in diverse margettors can help further validate the
benchmarks. For employers and human resource profeds as well as individuals with
disabilities and policymakers, there is a new dijecapproach to both design and advance the
inclusive workforce.

For more information, please see:

http://bbi.syr.edu/projects/corpculture/

http://www.dol.gov/odep/cateqgories/research/
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