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PERCEIVED BARRIERS AND PROPOSED SOLUTIONS FOR EMPLOYMENT 
OF THE HANDICAPPED: ATTITUDES OF EMPLOYERS 

AND EMPLOYMENT AGENCIES 

Leonard Robert McConnell II, O,P.A. 

Western Michigan University, 1986 

The intent of this research was to analyze the employment bar-

riers and to identify possible policy strategies for the unique 

employment problems faced by persons with handicaps. The study 

surveyed barriers to employment and proposed employment solutions for 

the handicapped as perceived by private- and public-sector employers 

and employment agencies. The handicapped and six disability groups 

were compared with women, blacks, and Hispanics on the same barriers 

and solutions. It was hypothesized that: (1) the handicapped as a 

protected group faced more and different employment barriers than did 

women, blacks, or Hispanics, and therefore (2) the handicapped needed 

more and different employment solutions than women, blacks, and His-

panics. The two subhypotheses were (la) that some disability groups 

faced more and different employment barriers than did others, and 

therefore (2a) more and different employment solutions were needed 

for some disability groups than others. 

The hypotheses were substantiated by the research findings. 

Four out of 13 potential barriers were identified for the handi-

capped. Conversely, women, blacl<s, and Hispanics were perceived to 

face fewer and different employment barriers. The mentally retarded 
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were perceived to face 10 of 13 barriers, more than the mentally ill, 

persons with hidden disabilities, the deaf, the blind, and the physi­

cally disabled. Four employment solutions--tax credits and financial 

incentives, government subsidy, increased employer awareness, and job 

training--were supported as effective for the handicapped, whereas 

only one--job training--was perceived as effective for each of the 

other protected groups. Among the disability groups the most solu­

tions were supported for the physically disabled, blind, and 1nentally 

retarded. Job training was the only employment solution of the six 

proposed which was rated as effective for all groups. 

It was concluded that more and different employment strategies 

are needed for the handicapped and certain disability groups which 

are related to the unique employment barriers that they face. 

Considering both the number of barriers faced and the number of 

solutions rated as effective, the mentally retarded were determined 

to be most disadvantaged in employment. 

--···-··-·--··-···-·------------------------------------
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a-tAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter introduces the reader to the problem addressed in 

tnis research, discusses the factors that affect the problem, and 

describes the purposes, scope, and public policy implications of the 

research. Terms used in this dissertation are defined, and an outline 

for the dissertation is presented. 

Statement of the Problem 

Employment Problems of the Hand'!capped 

Historically, classes of individuals with certain characteristics 

have faced particular problems in obtaining equal access to the labor 

force. Women, racial and ethnic minorities, older workers, and the 

handicapped not only are underrepresented 1n the labor market, but are 

also more often underemployed and in lower-paying occupations. Of all 

of the aforementioned groups, it would appear that the handicapped 

face the most severe problems. 

Wolfe (1980) demonstrated empirically that the handicapped are 

substantially disadvantaged in a number of labor-market areas. The 

labor-forceparticipation rate for disabled persons stood at 59% com­

pared to an estimated 80% of nondisabled persons. Wolfe's analysis 

also showed substantial differentials in hours worked and wages 

earned. Thirty percent of disabled men work full time compared to 74% 
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of nond1sabled men. For comparable occupational levels and for iden­

tical educational 1 evel s, the wages for disabled persons were 1 ess 

than those of nondisabled persons. Other sources have reported an 

est1 mated SO% to 75% unemployment rate among handicapped workers <U.S. 

Comm1 ssion on C1v11 Rights, 1983, p. 29). 

The level of unemployment and underemployment of persons with 

handicaps describes only one aspect of the problem. Equally as impor­

tant is the tremendous waste of human resources. The human resource 

issue not only represents a loss in national productivity and economic 

resources, but also has profound i mpl icati ons for the quality of 1 i fe 

for handicapped individuals. The cost of disability in this country 

·Is phenomenal. Berkowitz (1981) estimated that public and private 

expenditures for cash-benefit and transfer-payment programs for the 

disabled exceeded $47.6 billion in 1977, an increase of 147% since 

1970. An additional $13 bill ion in 1977 was estimated by Berkowitz 

for Medicare expenditures attributable to medical costs for disabled 

persons of working age. Wh11 e it cannot be assumed that all of this 

population can or should be employed, even a small percentage increase 

in employment can have a significant effect on the economic equation. 

This is true simply because employment provides a two-pronged benefit: 

(a) a tax contribution through wages earned and (b) a reduction or 

elimination of a transfer payment and a medical cost. Researchers, 

writing in support of programs directed at employment and training of 

handicapped workers, using these two pri nc1 pl es, have estimated a 3:1 

economic return to society (Burkhauser & Haveman, 1982). It is clear 

2 
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that the employment problems of the handicapped have s1gn1f1cant 

effects for the individual and society. It is also clear that this 

problem surfaces important public policy q uest1 ons rel at1 ng both to 

societal cost and benefits and to social equity. 

Factors Affecting the Problem 

A number of factors contribute to the disadvantaged position that 

handicapped persons occupy in the labor market. While similar to 

those that other protected groups such as women, blacks, and Hispanics 

face, there also appear to be additional and different causative 

factors that are operative. In a general sense, al 1 protected groups 

experience societal, and more specifically, employer, prejudice and 

di scrim i nation. The differences between the handicapped and other 

protected groups occur not only in the basis and extent of prej ud1 ce 

and discrimination, but also in systemic disincentives to work and in 

labels that undermine the motivation to work. 

The most commonly catalogued manifestations of prejudice toward 

handicapped persons have been labeled as discomfort and fea~ patroni­

z ati on and pity, stereotyping and stigmatization. While some of these 

phenomena are exhibited in relation to other protected groups, no 

other group appears to face the total spectrum. In addition, the 

1 ntensi ty of these fe~ctors appears more severe in the case of handi­

capped individuals. Employers, as members of society, also reflect 

these feelings and behaviors. The effect in the employment arena of 

such perceptions and reactions to disability 1s sign1fican~ 

3 
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There are other factors that operate to place the handicapped at 

a severe competitive disadvantage with employers. Most significant 

are the myths and mispercept1ons surrounding handicapped workers. 

These occur most frequently in the areas of cost, workers compensation 

risk, limitations on capacity, and absenteeism. Pati, Adkins, and 

Morrison (1981) identified these and other commonly held beliefs about 

handicapped workers and noted, '~espite numerous studies to the con­

trary (and the actual experiences of many companies, both large and 

small), too many employers cont.1 nue to give credence to these false 

notions" (p. 17). Unlike certain other protected groups, the concept 

of disability inherently connotes barriers and limitations that are 

perceived to contradict employment feasi b11ity. The net effect of 

these perceptions is strong disincentives to employ handicapped indi­

viduals. 

A related factor that affects the employability of the handi­

capped also deals with perceptions but resides in the terminology used 

to define this category of individuals. The Merriam-Webster 01ct1on­

~ <1978) defines disabled as "incapacitated by or as if by illness, 

injury or wounds" (p. 208). Similarly, it defines handicap as "a 

disadvantage that makes achievement difficult" (p. 323). A literal 

translation of disabled is "not able." No other group is defined by a 

deficit or limitation. What incentives exist for employers to hire 

those who, in the label attached to them, are already defined as 

unable, sick, incapacitated, or limited? The largest handicap faced 

by disabled persons may be in their definition. 

4 
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There are systemic factors that exist outside the arena of per­

ceptions and attitudes, and operate to discourage the handicapped 

individual from seeking work. While these also occur with other 

populations, they seem to have a more profound effect on persons with 

hanGi caps. There are both defi ni t1 onal and di s1 ncentive 1 evel s to 

this issue. At the definitional level, the problem surrounds the 

eligibility conditions for entitlement to benefits from programs such 

as workers compensation, social security, and med1car~ In all cases 

of disab111ty benefit programs, the individual is defined as eligible 

based on ar. 1 nabi11ty to work. If programs have 11dec1 a red" the i ndi­

vidual as unable to work, the handicapped individual becomes defined 

by, and internalizes, this expectation. Instilling motivation in the 

handicapped individual thus requires that the person ignore or over­

come society's definition of his status. 

Compounding this problem is the issue of financial disincentives 

that are inherent in such transfer-payment programs. At the most 

basic level, in many cases the economic benefits and services for not 

working exceed those of working. This is true not only because of the 

additional cost associated with disability, but also because labor­

market discrimination places handicapped workers at the lower end of 

the earnings spectrum. Burkhauser and Haveman (1982), Berkowitz 

(1981), and many others have assessed the disincentives inherent 1n 

these programs and argued for the need for changes. 

A more recent report of the Michigan Interagency Task Force on 

Disability (1985) noted the current work disincentives 1n social 

5 
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security di sab11i ty programs and made several recommendations for 

their removal. The report noted the potential loss of medical bene­

fits and net income for persons opting to work instead of receiving 

Supplemental Security Income benefits. Among other recommendati ens, 

the report argued for a continuation of medical benefits, wage supple­

ments, and an extended trial work period where benefit payments are 

not jeopardized. While the disincentives issue is not the focus of 

this paper, it cannot be ignored as a major policy issue affecting the 

employment of the handicapped. 

Other levels of the problem are relevant not only to the concept 

of employment barriers, but also to the employment-solutions side of 

the equation. These, too, appear to be unique to the handicapped as a 

protected-group class. One of th~ most important is the heterogeneity 

of the group itself. The group "handicapped" includes individuals 

whose disabilities, functional limitations, and capabilities are sig­

nificantly different The class includes persons with physical, men­

tal, and sensory characteristics, which may be either visible or 

nonvisible. Moreover, within the same d1sability groupings wide 

variations in severity and functional 1 i mi tati ens occur. Such varia­

tions suggest differences in the consideration of vocational alterna­

tives and influence the perceptions of valid employment options held 

by employers. E'·.'en more significant is the variability in intensity 

and direction of attitudes held by employers, which are specific to 

the disability and its severity. This issue of group heterogeneity 

6 



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

and its related implications compounds the problem of furmulating 

employment strategies and policy solutions for persons with handicaps. 

Civ11 rights legislation as an employment policy solution pro­

vides an excellent example of the difficulty in applying the 

protected-group model to the class of persons defined as handicapped. 

To understand the complexities in applying this paradigm to the handi­

capped, it is first necessary to examine civil rights initiatives in 

the context of public policy. 

America, as a matter of public policy, has enacted c1vil rights 

legislation where a history of discrimination has been shown to exist 

against certain protected-group members--racial and ethnic groups, 

older workers, women, and, more recently, the handicapped. In the 

area of employment, civil rights legislation--nondiscrimination and 

affirmative action--has existed as the predominant public policy solu­

tion toward overcoming work-related discriminatory practices and 

achieving the integration of the particular protected-group members 

into the work force. The common ingredient underlying discriminatory 

practices for all protected groups and the stimulus for civil rights 

legislation rest in the fact that all are victims of societal preju­

dice. 

Ci v 11 rights 1 egi sl ati on, therefore, addresses the symptoms of 

prejudice, i.e., discrimination, with a focus on bringing about 

behavior change in the employment arena. Its clear intent is to 

counter existent and past attitudinal barriers which have served to 

deny opportunities for employment based only on an individual's 

7 
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particular group status. The passage of civil rights legislation for 

a particular group thus serves as both a public acknowledgement of 

discrimination and pre.jud1ce, and a public commitment to corrective 

action and equality of opportunity. 

While generally viewed as a public policy response to an ethical 

and human rights issue, c1v11 rights legislation in the employment 

area must also be recognized as an important component of a comprehen­

sive employment and training policy. It addresses an important bar­

rier to full employment. To be effective as a part of an overall 

employment and training policy, there must first be a public commit­

ment to the concept of full use (irrespective of group status) of 

human resources in the workplace. It is this twofold public policy 

commitment--equality of opportunity and maximization of al 1 human 

resources--that is essential in achieving the integration of all 

protected-group members 1 nto the work force. Over time, there is 

evidence that this two-pronged commitment has had a profound effect on 

the integration of various protected groups, particularly blacks, 

women, and Hispanics, into the worl< force. 

With the enactment of Title V of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 

the handicapped have become the most recent recipients of protective 

civil rights legislation in employment. The extent to which the 

handicapped are victims of prejudice and discrimination in employment 

is well documented. In fact, the U.S. Commission on Civ1l Rights 

(1983) has stated that discrimination against the handicapped not only 

8 
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pervades employment but also occurs in education, institutional iza­

ti on, medical treatment, sterilization, transportation, and several 

other areas. Thus, the necessity for civil rights protection would 

seem to follow. Whether such legislation is sufficient to achieve its 

1nt~;nded purpose remains an open question. 

The feasibility of the civil rights solution remains a serious 

question from several perspectives. First, and probably most sig­

nificant, is the changing climate toward civil rights, especially 

affirmative action in the 1980s. Affirmative action is under chal­

lenge on both ethical and legal grounds. The handicapped, as the 

newest protected group included in such legislation, fall victims of a 

soc1etal backlash that questions the legitimacy of such practices for 

even more established groups. 

Adding to this problem are the complexities of definition and 

potential employer financial hardship. The ability to implemen~ 

affirmative action programs requires an ability to identify clearly 

the target population both for purposes of recruitment and to monitor 

progres~ In the case of the handicapped this issue becomes comple~ 

Definitional issues surface surrounding the severity of the disabil­

ity, the temporary versus the permanent conditions, the distinction 

between disability and handicap, visible and nonvisible handicaps, and 

a distinction between illness and handicap. The range of disabling 

conditions also makes establishing affirmative action goals for the 

class "handicapped" even more confusing. For example, is it legiti­

mate to meet one's affirmative action goals for the handicapped by 

9 
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selecting only those persons who are blind, or deaf, or use wheel­

chairs? Johnson (1981) suggested that the present definition of 

handicapped in Title V is unworkable for both affirmative action and 

nondiscrimination purposes. He argued that unless two separate 

operational definitions are developed--one for affirmative action and 

one for nondiscrimination--the intent of these civil rights provisions 

cannot be realized. 

Civil rights law, as presently written for the handicapped, 

requires that the employer take necessary steps to accommodate handi­

capped workers. This may require a cost to the employer in modifying 

the work site or in providing adaptive devices, support services, or 

other means to enable the otherwise qualified handicapped individual 

to perform. Unlike civil rights law as traditionally applied, the 

accommodation feature requires a difference of treatment in order to 

achieve an equity of employment opportunity. Civil rights law for the 

handicapped, as presently constituted~ not only focuses on the indi­

vidual's characteristic, but also makes accommodation to that charac­

teristic an employer obligation. The placement of this accommodation 

responsibility on the employer, considering cost and potent1 al job­

site adjustments, would appear to build disincentives to hire into the 

legislation itself. 

The handicapped as a protected-group class are thus significantly 

unemployed and underemployed. The cost of this problem can be seen 

not only in terms of lost human potential, but also in national eco­

nomic terms. 

10 
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A number of factors contribute to the employment problems of 

handicapped persons. Persons with handicaps not only face the tradi­

tional barriers of employer prejudice and discrimination that occur 

with all protected groups, but they also appear to be subject to 

additional attitudinal and situational factors that are unique to them 

as a class of individuals and compounded by the heterogeneity of this 

population. 

These unique barriers derive from both definitional and concep­

tual issues, as well as commonly held myths and misperceptions asso­

ciated with handicapped individuals as workers. In combination with 

institutionalized disincentives, they operate as deterrents to employ­

ment for both the handicapped individual and the employer. 

11 

The traditional public policy paradigm for affecting the employ­

ment of protected groups has 1 ncorporated employment and training 

strategies, public awareness, and c1v11 rights legislation. Over 

time, this broad-based approach, 1n concert with a public commitment 

and clear public mission, has proven reasonably effective for pro­

tected groups. The application of this same paradigm to pe1·sons with 

handicaps would appear to be inadequate and incomplete, based on the 

unique and complex issues that enter the employment equation for this 

particular group. 

Assumptions Underlying the Research 

There are several major assumptions underlying this research 

which have implications for the use, application, and effect of the 
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findings and conclusions. First and foremost is the assumptl·:>n that 

integration of the handicapped into the labor-market mainstream is an 

important national public policy objective. Inherent in this assump­

tion is that a strong national climate exists sufficient to express 

the priority in terms of resource allocation, legislative strategies, 

and policy formulation. This is far from a certainty. Such integra­

tion of the handicapped must not only compete w1th other national 

programs and priorities, but must also wrestle internally with con­

flicting and competing policy in the issue area of disability. So 

also must this policy formulation be considered as a larger part of 

national employment and training policy for al 1 persons. 

This research does not address itself to the problems of work 

disincentives inherent in social.security, workers compensation, and 

other income-transfer programs associated with di sab1lity. Wh11 e 1t 

is recognized that these factors play a significant part in disability 

employment policy, an assumption is made here that addressing more 

specific employment barriers and solutions can still have a profound 

effect on the employment problems of the disabled. 

12 

An assumption is also made that the protected-group employment 

paradigm exists 1n reality as a conscious public policy strategy. 

This may be a large assumption, especially since civil rights legis­

lation and employment and training policy have not traditionally been 

developed in tandem as a part of a larger employment policy strategy. 

Other assumptions are made that have implications for the study 

findings. To argue, for example, that civil legislation for the 
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handicapped, as it presently exists, will be less effective for the 

handicapped than 1t has been for other protected groups requires 

assumptions on equivalency in scope, enforcement, clarity, and time to 

take effect. It could be argued that as the newest piece of national 

civil rights legislation the full effects of the legislation are yet 

to occur. An analysis of this phenomenon would at best be complex. 

Rather than addressing this issue, the research focuses on the present 

status of policies and programs, suggesting needed changes accord­

ingly. 

In choosing a survey methodology, several broad assumptions are 

made that are inherent in that approach. The two basic assumptions 

are: (a) that actual employer practices are accurately reflected in a 

self-report survey instrument and (b) that respondents answered hon­

estly. The study findings are therefor~ as valid as the collective 

responses, as reflected in the answers provided by persons who com­

pleted the written survey. 

Research Hypotheses and Theoretical Model 

Research Hypotheses 

13 

Two major research hypotheses are addressed 1 n this study which 

focus on employment barriers and employment solutions for the 

handicapped as a protected grou~ Two subhypotheses are also tested 

which address barriers and solutions for various di sab1li ty groups 

that comprise the larger class defined as handicapped. The hypotheses 

are: 
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Barriers: 

1. The handicapped as a protected group face ID...Q.J:.it and different 

employment barriers than do women, blacks, and Hispanics. 

1 a. Some disability groups face more and d1 fferent employment 

barriers than others. 

Solutions: 

2. The handicapped require m and different employment solu­

tions than do women, blacks, or Hispanics. 

2a. Some di sabil1ty groups require more and different employment 

solutions than others. 

The null hypothesis being tested with regard to barriers is that 

there is no difference in the number or type of barriers faced based 

on either protected-group category or di sab1lity group. In the case 

of employment solutions, the null hypothesis 1s that there is no 

difference in the number and type of solutions proposed based on 

either protected group or disability group. 

Theoretical Model 

14 

In 1ts simplest terms, the theoretical model is based on the 

assumption that the greater and more di•1erse the barriers to 

employment, the more diverse and greater must be the solutions. A 

series of assumptions, from the bt·oader to the more spec1f1 c, prov1 de 

the theoret1 cal model from wh1 ch the research hypotheses are derived. 

These assumptions apply to the concepts of barr1 ers, solutions, and 

the handicapped as a unique protected group. 
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Barriers Assympt1ons 

1. The desi gnat1 on of protected group status defines the 

existence of societal prejudic~s and stereotypes. 

2. The existence of societal prejudices and stereotypes for 

protected group members also creates employment barriers for protected 

group classes. 

3. Employer decisions to hire are based on attitudinal factors, 

the perceived ability of the applicant, and considerations of 

f1nanci al cost. 

4. The type and extent of employment barriers are specific to 

the particular protected group category and its unique character­

istics. 

5. The type and extent of barriers faced by a specific protected 

group class relate both to the extent and basis of prejudice .iUl.d. to 

the existence of other factors which operate as disincentives to hire. 

6. The concept of disab1lity creates additional barriers which 

do not exist for other protected groups. 

EmPlQyment SQlut1Qns 

1. All protected groups are disadvantaged in obtaining 

anpl oyment. 

2. The existence of barriers to employment for all protected 

groups, as compared to nonprotected groups, requires that additional 

and different employment strategies be used to facilitate their 

anpl oyment. 

··- ······-· ----·-------------------------

1:5 
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3. All protected groups face employment discrimination, which 

requ1 res that employment strategies incorporate measures to modify 

anpl oyer behaviors. 

4. Civil rights protection is part of a larger employment 

paradigm for protected groups which includes other measures to alter 

employer behavior, and employment and training programs to prepare the 

individual. 

5. The type and number of employment strategies needed w 111 be 

specific to the particular protected group class, based on the type 

and mmber of barriers faced. 

6. The exi stance of different and additional barriers for the 

handicapped will require different and additional employment solutions 

than required for other protected groups. 

The Handicapped as a Heterogeneous Groyp 

1. The designation of a group as a protected class identifies 

those group manbers as having a shared characteristic. 

2. Attitudes, behaviors, and perceptions toward protected group 

members derive from generalizations and stereotypes surrounding the 

particular group characteristic. 

3. While prejudices and stereotypes are common to all protected 

classes, the type, basis, and extent of the stereotypes and prejudice 

will be unique to the characteristic of the protected group class. 

4. The protected group «::lass handicapped includes a number of 

disability categories which are reacted to in different ways. 

16 
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5. The societal reaction to the population handicapped appears 

to be specific to the disability and not to the larger class. 

6. Employer reaction to ·t:te handicapped is based on the specific 

disability category and not on the larger class of the handicapped. 

7. Different employment barriers, dictating different employment 

solutions, are based on the specific disability category. 

The Need to Examine Employment Barriers 
of the Handicapped 

The ability to influence "Ule employment problems of persons with 

handicaps requires that a comprehensive approach incorporating practi­

cal measures and policy solutions be adopted. The development of such 

an approach must be sensitive to the unique issues and barriers that 

affect the handicapped as a heterogeneous protected-group clas~ 

Increasingly, the handicapped are being classified as a minority 

group, with their employment problems viewed in the same context as 

those faced by other "minority" groups. Where the minority-group 

model 1s adopted, the principal public policy solution is directed at 

the elimination of prejudice and discrimination: the civil rights 

approach. If, however, the minority-group model is incomplete or 

inadequate, the implied solution also is. 

A test of the appropriateness of the minority-group model must 

examine similarities and differences bet\lreert the handicapped and other 

protected groups as they relate to the employment arena. The most 

valid evidence in such a comparison is that which is derived from the 

17 

-·-· .. ···-----···--------------------------------



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

employer community. In this context the employer community is defined 

as both public and private empl ayers and public and private employment 

agencies. An assessment of the employer community on both barriers 

and solutions, com pared across protected groups, should provide 

insight into the viability of the application of the protected-group 

employment paradigm to the handicapped. 

While a number of studies have examined employer prejudice, 

discrimination, and attitudes toward handicapped persons, little or no 

research exists that has examined these issues in the context of 

practices and policies tot1ard protected-group members. Nor has 

research looked simultaneously at both barriers and solutions. 

The Purpose of This Study 

This study is intended to examine perceived employment barriers 

and proposed employment solutions to identify similarities and dif­

ferences between the handicapped and some other protected-group 

classes. The ultimate objective is to discern the appropriateness of 

the protected-group employment parad1 gm for the hand1 capped and the 

various disability groups that constitute the 1arger protected-group 

class. The appropriateness of fit, as validated by the employer 

community, should i dent1fy the type and mix of employment approaches 

necessary to achieve employment of the handicapped. 

In this sense, a comparison with other protected groups 1s useful 

only to test the utility of the paradigm and point to needed policy 

solutions. It would be inappropriate and counterproductiv~ based on 

18 
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this comparison, to suggest that other protected groups are less 

deserving or do not also need unique and comprehensive approaches 

addressed to their particular employment problems. A conclusion of 

that kind not only pits one group against another for competing 

resources but fa11 s to achieve the 1 arger public policy mandate: an 

equity of access and employment participation for all members of 

society. 

The results of this research should have important implications 

for both public policy formulation and implementation. From the 

public policy perspective, it should assist in the development and 

impl ementat1on of leg1 slat1on and programs responsive to the needs of 

employers and handicapped individuals. More important, it may point 

the way to a more effective achievement of public policy agendas both 

in human rights and full employment. Both agendas have significant 

implications 1n economic and human terms for the handicapped individ­

ual and the public at large. 

At the practitioner level, a knowledge and understanding of 

unique barriers and viable solutions will increase their overall 

effectiveness. Information based on the perceptions of the employer 

community w111 significantly enhance the1r capab111ty to develop and 

apply approaches targeted to the issues identified, for the handi­

capped at large and for the various disability groups included Ulti­

mately, the application of such targeted knowledge and strategies 

should increase the capacity of employment and training program 

19 
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managers and program practitioners in facilitating employment of handi 

capped persons. 

Organization of This Study 

Chapter II includes a broad rev1ew of the relevant literature. 

The literature review follows the theoretical framework used in the 

dissertation and proceeds from the general to the specif1 c. Salient 

literature is presented concerning disability, considering attitudinal 

dimensions, employment barriers, and employment solutions. 

Chapter III describes the methodology used for this research 

study. Included are a description of the theoretical framework, the 

research design, the method for data analysis, and the rationale for 

selecting the methodology. 

Chapter IV presents the research findings. The data derived from 

the survey methodology are summarized and analyzed. The data are 

presented in narrative and tabular form. 

Chapter V presents the conclusions and recommendations from the 

research study. The concl us1 ons and recommendations draw upon this 

research study, relevant literature, and the writer's own experience. 

Also discussed are the limitations of the research and implications 

for further study. 

Terms and Definitions 

To fac11i tate an understanding of the d1 ssertati on, terms used 

throughout the study are here defined. 

20 
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Barrier: An identifiable characteristic of an individual or 

class of individuals, or a quality associated with an individual or 

class of individuals that operates as an impediment to employment. 

Barriers are defined by employers and employment agencies based on 

the1 r perceptions. They may be att1tudi nal, based on cost consi dera­

tions or an ability to perform. 

Characteristic: An identifiable feature of an individual or 

class of individuals. Such features are generally used to classify 

i ndiv1 duals, such as, for example, by race, sex, or handicap.. 

Class: A term used to define groups of individuals who have 

certain characteristics in common or are reacted to in certain common 

ways. 

Coefficient of concordance: A statistical measure of the degree 

of correlation of rankings for more than two sets of rankings. 

Confidence interval: The upper and lower ends of a range around 

a sample mean. The chosen confidence level defines the percentage of 

time one would expect the actual population mean to fall in this 

range. In general, the larger the sample size, the smaller the confi­

dence interval range. For purposes of this research, a 95% confidence 

interval was used. 

01 sab111ty type. di sab11 1ty category. handicapped subpopylat1on. 

These terms are used interchangeably to define handicapping conditions 

with similar characteristics or functional 11m1tat1ons. Six groups 

are defined in this study: blind, deaf, hidden disabilities, history 

of mental illness, mentally retardedp and physically disabled. 

21 
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Employer community: Used in this sense, commun1ty includes 

employers and agencies who hire or have a direct role in the referral, 

selection, or hiring of appl·lcants for employment. For purposes of 

this study, the employer community is composed of four groups: public 

sector empl ayers, private sector employers, private sector employment 

agencies, and public sector employment agencies. 

Employer community sybgroyp: A~ one of the four groups identi­

fied above. 

i.Empl oyment> sol yti on: A method, approach, strategy, or tech­

nique in a policy or program intended to increase the employment 

opportuni t1 es for a cl .JZS of individuals. Solutions can be broadly 

classified as directed at the individual applicant or directed at the 

employer. 

Handicap. disability: These terms are used interchangeably to 

define a determinable physical, mental, or emotional characteristic or 

condition associated with an individual. Most generally, the charac­

teristic 1s regarded as permanent or of substantial duration and 

imposes some degree of limitation in function. Disability is gener­

ally regarded as a more negative term than handicap because of its 

connotation of 1nab111ty or limitation. The most favorable terminol­

ogy for reference to th1s class of individuals is persons with handi­

caps. 

22 

Hidden d1sabi11ty: This term defines physical conditions that 

are not readily discernible through normal interaction pattern~ 
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Invisible handicap is a synonym for these conditions, such as cancer, 

heart conditions, epilepsy, and diabetes. 

Michigan Emoloyment Security Commission (MESC): The Michigan 

branch of the United States Training and Employment Service. 

Minority (groyp): As used 1n this research the term includes 

individuals distinguished by racial/ethnic, national origin, or lan­

guage and cultural characteristics. Under this definition, blacks, 

Hispanics, Asian Americans, and American Indians are the only groups 

included. 

Protected groyps: This def1nit1on includes any of those classes 

of individuals named for protection under federal civil rights employ­

ment statutes, i.e., women, mi nori ties, handicapped, and older 

workers. 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS>: This com­

puter-based software program 1s used for formatting, statistical com­

putation, and stat1stical analysis of social science data. 

liQrk disincentives: This term refers to the effects of social 

security, workers compensation, and other 1 ncome-transfer programs 

that discourage 1nd1viduals from seeking employment for fear of loss 

of economic security and social and medical benefits. 

- ----·- ··---------------
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OiAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The theoret1cal model set forth in this research is one that 

examines the handicapped as a more recent protected group category, 

in comparison to three more established groups--women, blacks, and 

Hispanics. This examination recognizes that all protected group 

categories share a common societal problem as recipients of prejudice 

and discrimination. It argues, however, that the basis and extent of 

discrimination and prejudice, as it operates in the employer arena, 

is substantially different for the handicapped than for other pro­

tected group classes. 

The nature of the topic requires both a broad and a specific 

review of literature in the areas of prejudice, attitudes, and 

employment as it affects the handicapped as a protected group. The 

literature review proceeds from the general to the specific and 

parallels the structure established in the research design. 

The literature rev1ew has been divided into four major headings. 

Section one is a t·eview of literature on the topic of prejudice. It 

includes the major works 1n the field, examining theories addressing 

causation, impact, and behaviors. Both sociological and psychologi­

cal models are included. The intention is to provide a framework for 

24 



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

understanding prejudice as it applies to those who have been labeled 

as different. A summary is presented at the end of this and ensuing 

sections, which draws from the major themes presented. 

The second portion is an examination of prejudice as it applies 

to persons with handicaps. Section two follows the same model and 

covers the same general topic areas as presented in the first sec­

tion. Both research and the works of major writers on the topic are 

included. The second section includes five subparts: sociological 

theories, psychological theories, reaction to persons with handicaps, 

attitudes toward specific disability groups, and methods for altering 

attitudes toward persons with handicaps. 

The third section of the literature review addresses employer 

prejudice and behavior toward persons with handicaps. Literature is 

included that substantiates the existence of employer prejudice and 

discrimination, examines cause and basis, and reviews the effect of 

specific disability types and other factors on employer behavior. 

The final section reviews various approaches to facilitate 

employment of persons with handicaps. Potential employment solutions 

are grouped and analyzed in terms of those directed at handicapped 

individuals and those directed at employers. This review and analy­

sis includes a discussion of present and suggested programs and 

strategies in employment and training, employer awareness, and civil 

rights legislation. Issues and potential surrounding each of the 

approaches are discussed. 

25 
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General Theories of Prejudice: Social and Psychological 

General works in the area of prejudice ~rovide a background and 

foundation for understanding the cause and effect of this phenomenon 

as it applies to classes of individuals with different characteris­

tics. Most theories and research are grounded in sociological and 

psycho'iogical principles or reflect a combination of both. While 

initial theories and concepts were based on manifest prejudice toward 

racial and ethnic groups, they have application for any discernible 

characteristic (e.g., age, sex, disability) to \'fhich some value can 

be placed and attributes assigned. All discussions of prejudice have 

in common a recognition that certain attributes of individuals cause 

the formulation of unwarranted negative perceptions and behaviors 

toward those individuals. 

The literature disagrees as to whether or not the cause of 

prejudice is inherent in certain personality types or occurs as a 

result of social and cultuN.l phenomena. All writers seem to agree 

that stereotyping always accompanies prejudice and that prejudice has 

a negative effect on the recipien~ 

One of the most frequently cited sources on the subject of 

prejudice is that of Gordon Allport. In IruL.N.a.ture of Prejudice 

(1954), he discussed the causes, components, and effects of preju­

dice. He suggested that prejudice has its foundations in a number of 

factors, including historical, sociocultural, situational, psychody­

namic, and phenomenological principles. Drawing on other theorists. 

he described the prejudiced personality as one whose traits are 
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moralistic, rigid, and authoritarian. Such a personality external­

izes causes, has intolerance of ambiguity, and desires sociJl order. 

Allport (1954) suggested that a number of factors can serve to 

reinforce and support prejudice; probably the most important of these 

is the visibility of the difference. Prejudices are also reinforced 

through the use of labels and stereotypes and the perceptual need to 

categorize individuals. Stereotypes serve to simplify perceptions 

~nd lead to either/or generalizations. Labels operate to reinforce 

stereotypes and serve to color the perceptions of the whole person. 

Allport (1954) proposed both a legal solution and an interaction 

solution for counteracting prejudice. He suggested that legal solu­

tions are probably the most fruitful because of their ability to 

force behavior change, which, he believed, will eventually alter 

habits, thoughts, and feelings. In addition, he suggested that 

equal-status contact between majority and minority persons will dis­

pel prejudice, except in those persons who have character disorders. 

The work that has probably had the most influence among psy­

chological theories of prejudice is Adorno, Frankel-Brunswick, Levin­

son, and Sanford's Tha Authoritarian Personality Cl950>. Adorno's et 

al. two most important contributions were (a) their identification 

and definition of a prejudiced personality type and (b) the dis­

closure that such personality types tend to be prejudiced toward a 

number of minority groups. In their research, they found high corre­

lations among the scales measuring anti-Semitism (A), ethnocentrism 

(E), and Fascism (f). The combined attributes from the three scales 
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define the authoritarian personality. They characterized the 

authoritarian personality as one who has strong in-group biases and 

feelings, stereotypes out-groups, shows rejection and hostility 

toward out-groups, views the in-group as superior, believes in power 

and toughness, supports authoritarian submission and aggression, and 

has a propensity for destructiveness, cynicism, and projectivity. 

The strong correlation among the A, E, and F personality scales 

provides the basis for projecting that an individual who is anti­

Semitic will also be ethnocentric and Fascist. The ethnocentric 

attributes are defined as strong out-group and in-group feelings, 

with negative stereotypes attributed to out-group members. Persons 

with anti-Semitic characteristics exhibit extreme receptivity to 

negative attitudes towards Jews and a strong resistance to change 

those attitudes. The Fascism scale describes the attributes of 

conventionalism; a preoccupation with authority; an opposition to 

subj activity; a belief in power, toughness, and superstition; and a 

tendency to stereotype. While Adorno's et al. work exists as a major 

contribution to the field in describing the personality types asso­

ciated with prejudice, it did not address causal factors or suggest 

ways to counter its effects. 

Writing after Adorno et al., Rokeach (1960) defined prejudice as 

a function of closed-mindedness. He characterized the closed-minded 

personality as one that is authoritarian in approach and intolerant 

toward opposite beliefs. According to Rokeach's theory, it is the 

structure of the belief system and the rigidity of beliefs, rather 
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than the content of the beliefs, that distinguishes the closed-minded 

personality. Rokeach acknowledged that the dissonance in beliefs 

that characterizes the person with a closed mind is insufficient to 

explain all racial and ethnic prejudice. The closed mind will, 

however, more likely display a greater intensity of prejudice toward 

certain groups and, by definition, be less likely to change those 

prejudicial beliefs. 

The writings of both Adorno et al. and Rokeach suggested 

strongly that prejudice is inherent in certain personality types. 

Implicit in their writings was the notion that prejudice is not a 

social phenomenon and that some persons are unlikely to change their 

beliefs. 

Other writers have viewed prejudice in a more sociocultural 

contex~ While the principal focus of The Marginal Man (Stonequist, 

1937) was a description of the causes and effects of prejudice, the 

work also proves useful in providing insights into the behavior of 

the majority toward others. The margi na 1 man, according to Stene­

quist, is one caught between the culture of the majority and his own 

subculture. The dominant culture seeks to maintain control, define 

the rules, and determine what and who is acceptable. When the indi­

vidual experiences the conflict between his own culture and the 

majority culture, he becomes a marginal man and must adopt a variety 

of coping skills, for survival. Stonequist's work is useful in 

providing a ~ociological context fo1· the phenomenon of prejudice, 
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especially with its emphasis on the need for the dominant culture 

or group to maintain control. 

Ehrlich (1973) provided a description and explanation of the 

various dimensions of prejudice. In The Social Psychology of Preju­

~, he identified cognitive, conative, and affective components of 

prejudice and described the principles underlying each. 

The cognitive dimension 1 s characterized by stereotypes. 

Stereotypes are formed and continue to exist because they enable 

persons to distinguish social objects based on belief systems; such 

belief systems are widely diffused in society, and there is a 

societal consensus on the belief systems associated with these 

objects. 

Ehrlich (1973) identified several factors that affect this 

dimension. He suggested that visibility will reinforce stereotypes 

but that changes in intergroup relations will alter stereotypes. In 

addition, lack of knowledge about individuals is said to increase the 

likelihood of stereotypes. Further, stereotypes hal d about a group 

tend to be all positive or all negative. 

The conative dimension of prej ud1 ce describes the concept of 

social distance, seen in terms of the desirability of interaction 

with various groups. Ehrlich (1973) stated that the relative desira­

bility of certain groups remains stable over time but that social­

distance measures toward certain groups can diminish with changed 

interaction patterns. Social-distance norms are defined as learned 

behavior in society. Social-distance behavior 1s seen as determined 
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jointly by (a) the degree to which an individual can be "coded" 

within a certain group and (b) the desirable or undesirable charac­

teristics of the individual. 

The affective domain describes the emotional-reaction patterns 

associated with prejudice. Ehrlich (1973) suggested that affective­

response patterns ~111 be based 1n large part on the person's social 

group and not his or her individual characteristics. The less knowl­

edge one has about the individual, the more likely the affective 

response will be based on the person's categorical grouping. Unlike 

personality theorists, Ehrlich saw prejudice being explained in terms 

of perceptual and sociological forces operating in a situational con­

text. 

Feagin and Eckberg (1980) also provided a social perspective on 

the concepts of prejudice and discrimination. They suggested that 

prejudice operates to distort social relationships by overemphasizing 

some characteristics, such as race, sex, age, or handicap. The 

authors further defined discrimination as incorporating the following 

dimensions: (a) motivation, (b) discriminatory action, (c) effects, 

(d) the relationship between motivation and action, (e) the relation­

ship between action and effects, (f) the immediate organizational 

context, and (g) the larger societal context. Their analysis pro­

vided a framework for understanding and interpreting prejudice and 

discrimination, emphasizing situational, social, and environmental 

factors. It also suggested that prejudice and discrimination are not 

always cause-and-effect relationships. 
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The authors cited in this general review of writings on preju­

dice identified both differences and commonalities in their discus­

sion of the subject. Clearly, the major difference 1s between those 

who attribute cause to psychological or sociological factors. If one 

accepts the propositions of the personality theorists, which suggest 

that prejudice is inherent in certain personality types, it becomes 

difficult to explain why these personality types occur and provides 

little hope for modifying behavior. Social explanations see preju­

dice as learned behavio~ determined largely by social and cultural 

factors. While such theories provide more insight into causes and 

remedies, they fail to expla·tn individual differences in intensity 

and in manifestations of prejudice. 

The authors addressing prejudice generally suggest that the 

manifestation of prejudice occurs based on a devaluation of attri­

butes which are different. In addition, prejudice is always accompa­

nied by stereotypes. Stereotypes serve as a way to classify persons 

who share certain common attributes. Stereotypes may be positive or 

negative; they are not factually based--yet, they are believed to be 

true. Further, stereotypes must be shared and reinforced by a larger 

group in order to exist. 

A reconciliation of the social and psychological schools of 

thought suggests that there must be social support for the manifesta­

tion of prejudice toward certain groups. The existence and intensity 

of prejudice within that social context is a function of the person­

ality attributes of the individual. It would appear that for many, 
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prejudicial attitudes may be changed, either through increased knowl­

edge, interaction, or forced behavioral change. Conversely, in sorne 

personality types, attitudes of prejudice may not be subject to 

change. 

Prejudice Toward Persons With Handicaps 

A number of authors have written about the basis, components, 

and effects of prejudice toward persons with handicaps. Much like 

the general theorists who have researched and described the nature 

and cause of prejudice, the w r1ters here have also offered psycho­

logical or social bases. The literature cited in this section is 

divided into three parts: sociologically based research, personality 

or psychologically based literature, and literature that discusses 

reaction to disability. 

Social Theories 

Wright <1960) was one of the earliest writers to describe the 

disabled as a minority group and to offer parallels between persons 

with handicaps and traditionally defined minority groups. She sug­

gested that persons with handicaps are a minority group because they 

are victims of prejudice, discrimination, and stereotypes, as are 

other minority groups. More specifically, she cited evidence in 

terms of discrimination in employment, restricted soc1al and educa­

tional opportunity, an expectation that they "stay in their place," 
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and studies that have shown common negative attitudes toward the 

blind and ethnic groups •. 

She also noted some significant differences between the handi­

capped and other minority groups, including the lack of a social­

group identity, a division of their minority status within the family 

structure, and an inability to take on certain behaviors of the 

dominant culture. In addition, Wright <1960) felt that deval uative 

spread--the tendency to generalize disability to all aspects of the 

individual--is unique to the handicapped as a minority group. 

Wright identified four factors as the basis for attitudes toward 

the handicapped. The "cause/effect" factor suggests that persons 

themselves are somehow to blame for their disability. Extension of 

this factor suggests that the disabled are evil or have sinned, which 

is supportive of a "blame the victim" mentality. The "different and 

strange" factor includes the tendency to like those persons most 

similar to ourselves, to fear those most different, and to be threat­

ened by the difference. Wright a 1 so suggested that "ch 11 dhood expe­

riences," because of negative associations with health, injury, or 

sickness, help shape 1 ater negative attitudes toward persons with 

disabilitie~ Finally, she suggested that "socioeconomic" factors 

play a par~ In this situation, the cultural belief system acting in 

combination with the availability or scarcity of resources, will 

shape attitudes. 

Safilios-Rothschild (1976), in The Sociology of Physical Dis­

ability and Rehab111tation. also argued for viewing the disabled as a 
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minority group. Her basis for the analogy lay in the fact that the 

disabled, like other minority groups, are reacted to as a category of 

people. She also argued that the labels and perceptions of this 

categorization process, in concert with the behaviors of profes­

sionals, have defined inappropriately the role expectations and goais 

for the disabled. Her essential argument was that societal attitudes 

toward the disabled are being shaped not by the d1sab1sd themselves, 

but by the professionals who serve them. By implication, she sug­

gested that the disabled, as a minority group, must use self­

definition and self-advocacy to effect attitude and behavioral 

change. 

Eisenberg, Griggins, and Duval <1982) defined the disabled as 

"second-class citizens" and attributed that status to their depend­

ence on the medical community and certain prevalent American social 

values. The authors suggested that 1 abel s and st1 gmas have become 

especially significant in fostering attitudes and stereotypes con­

cerning the disabled. Such labels have served to categorize indi­

viduals and, in turn, dominate all perceptions surrounding the 

disabled individuals. 

Eisenberg et al. (1982) felt that labels in large part have 

derived from the medical community, with its emphasis on ~ability, 

incapacity, and illness. They cited biblical references as reinforc­

ing stigmas attached to the disabled. Collectively, these influences 

have contributed to feelings of prejudice and aggress1on toward the 

disabled, according to the authors. 
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In addition, Eisenberg et al. (1982) suggested that existing 

social-value systems have contributed to prejudice and discrimination 

toward the disabled. Value-system factors include belief in the 

survival of the fittest, issues concerning the rights of the major­

ity, and a slow rate of change in societal values. 

Several other writers have identified social and cultural values 

as the basis for prejudice toward the handicapped. Vash (1981) 

suggested that devaluation as a psychological concept has its roots 

in an overvaluation of certain attributes in the American culture. 

Such devaluation and overvaluation then act in combination to form 

the basis for prejudice. 

According to Vash (1981), American society overvalues intellect 

and physique, while tending to undervalue attributes like spiritual­

ity. In addition, society cannot discern the difference between the 

disability--the condition itself--and the handicap--the functional 

limitation imposed by the condition. The disabled thus become deval­

ued people because they fail to possess the desirable cultural attri­

butes and are also defined by their disability. She further sug­

gested that these attitudes derive in part from a psychological 

tendency to "blame the victim" for his condition. 

In his chapter on "Disability and the Socialization Process," 

Albrecht (1976) said that social values have influenced the treatment 

and classification of the disabled. He stated that the socialization 

process teaches values of independence, physical health, youth, 

beauty, and productiveness and places high value on marriage, 
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children, and sexual performance. Much like Vash (1981), he sug­

gested that the disabled are devalued because they do not possess or 

cannot attain these qualities. Attitudes and behavior toward the 

disabled thus stem from their status as devalued persons. 

The importance of stigmas and labelling has been identif·led by 

several authors as they relate to attitudes and behavior toward the 

handicapped. Goffman's <1968) work is most often cited in the dis­

cussion of stigmas. He described stigmas as a reflection of the 

majority's attitudes toward those who possess an "undesirable differ­

entness." Stigmas derive from society's needs to categorize people 

and to set expectations for what people should be. Stigmas become 

operative when a discrepancy exists between what people should be and 

what people are. 

Goffman (1968) suggested that stigmas can be one of three types: 

(a) abominations of the body, (b) blemishes of character, or (c) 

tribal stigmas. Persons who have st·igmas are discredited if their 

stigmas are known. Further, the visibility of the stigma determines 

the intensity of reaction to it. Visibility has three dimensions: 

(a) knowledge about the characteristic, (b) obtrusiveness, and (c) 

its perceived effect on other activities. 

Typically, stigmatized persons are not accepted by majority 

others and are avoided in social situations. Goffman (1968) also 

suggested that "normal~' place limits on acceptance of stigmatized 

persons and that stigmas serve as a vehicle for the dominant members 

of society to maintain control. 
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Several other principles associated with stigmas were identified 

by Goffman: (a) familiarity with stigmatized persons does not neces­

sarily reduce the effect of stigmas, (b) all stigmas are associated 

with certain symbols that c.~ll attention to and disclose the stigma, 

and (c) stigmas have a tendency to spread to those closely connected 

to stigmatized persons. 

Thoreson and Kerr (1978) suggested that severe disability is 

inherently stigmatizing and that societal practices have served to 

reinforce the stigmas and shape negative attitudes toward persons 

with disabilities. The authors cited several factors to substantiate 

the stigmatized status of the disabled, including the phenomenon of 

the healer-patient relationship. They suggested that the disabled 

are defined as patients and thereby placed in a position that is 

inherently patronizing. 

The authors also contended that the concept of acceptance of 

disability advocated by the nondisabled further conditions attitudes 

and behavior toward the disabled. Thus the disabled are perceived to 

have other negative attributes beyond their disability. Further, 

they are defined by society as inferior and are expected to accept 

their inferiority. Finally, they are perceived as occupying a "sick 

role," which has been defined as undesirable. 

Thoreson and Kerr (1978) also described the attitudes of the 

able-bodied toward the disabled as varied and conflicting. They 

suggested that "acceptance and rejection, sympathy and pity, trust 

and fear, valuation and devaluation are the rule" (p. 24). 
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Gove (1976) describ&d the effect of identifying or labelling the 

disabled as disabled. Labeling theory suggests that deviant status 

is conferred on certain members of society. Once conferred, the 

deviant label colors all perceptions of the individuals. According 

to Gove, such labels are irreversible and become self-fulfilling 

prophesies. The labeled person over time takes on behaviors, which 

are deviant, consistent with his or her 1 abel. Gave sug9ested ·that 

the disabled have been labeled as deviant. As a result, all interac­

tions as well as the perceptions of others are defined by this label. 

Gove suggested that the deviant label can cue both positive social 

responses--treatment, care, rehabilitation--and negative reactions-­

rejection, avoidance, and mistreatment. 

Smith (1980) argued that labelling, when applied to the physi­

cally handicapped, is defined more by the medical model than by 

societal reaction. In this context the deviant status may include 

the physical condition itself which differs from the norm, or 

behavior by the disabled person which is different from a typical way 

a disabled person should behave. One of the major differences in the 

application of labels to the disabled, according to Smith, is the 

positive behaviors toward the disabled by society. He suggested that 

care and rehabilitation are two such examples designed to facilitate 

normal izat1 on. 
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Psychological Theories 

One of the major contributions of Siller (1976) was his finding 

that attitudes toward the disabled could not be measured along a 

single dimension such as acceptance or rejection, but were multi-

dimensional. Siller identified seven components that operate as the 

basis of attitudes toward the disabled: 

The factorially defined dimensions were interaction strain: an 
uneasiness in the presence of the disabled and uncertainty as to 
how to deal with them; rejection of intimacy: a rejection of 
close, particularly familial, relationships; generalized rejec­
.:t..i.Qn: a pervasive negative orientation with derogation, 
unpleasant personal reactions and advocacy of segregation; 
authoritarian-y1rtyousness: an ostensible "pro-disabled" orien­
tation which is rooted in an authoritarian context and advocates 
special treatment; its correlations with other disability dimen­
sions suggest that it is a negative dimension despite its sur­
face tone; inferred emotional consequences: intensely hostile 
references to the character and emotions of the disabled person; 
distressed identification: highly personalized reactions to 
disability with the emphasis on the disabled as a stimulus which 
activates anxiety about one's own vul nerab1lity; imputed func­
tional limitations: an evaluation of the ability of the dis­
abled person to function in his environment. Cp. 475) 

Siller (1976) went on to cite the summary of findings of a 

number of studies addressing attitudes toward the disabled. Those 

studies indicated that (a) for most persons disability has little 

salience; (b) there is some tendency to attribute superior powers to 

the disabled or to admire excessively their coping skills; (c) atti-

tudes toward the disabled are consistent in test-retest correlations; 

(d) attitudes toward the disabled are only weakly correlated with 

personality variables, except for dogmatism, authoritarianism, and 

alienation; (e) in considering demographic variables, only education 

seems to be important; (f) attitudes appear to be generalized--that 
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is, someone averse to one condition is likely to be averse to others; 

and (g) attitudes toward the disabled are multidimensional. 

Siller (1976) also noted that in any given interaction with the 

disabled, any one of several factors may play a role, including 

personality, soc1oecor.om1c status~ culturo~~l background, religion, 

prior experience, or the specific contextual elements. He also 

suggested that reactions to disability are varied; in some cases 

courtesy, consideration, and kindness are shown, while in others 

avoidance, curiosity, and rudeness may occur. 

Other research by Siller (1967) examined the relationship of 

personality characteristics to attitudes toward disability, described 

differential reactions to various disabilities, and analyzed the 

components of attitudes toward the disabled. Their findings were 

based on an analysis of responses to the Attitude Toward Disabled 

Persons Scale (ATOP), Siller's Feeling Check List CFCL), and the 

Social Distance Scale (SDS> used in conjunction with personal inter­

views of those who responded to the questionnaires. 

In general, Siller <1967) found that more accepting attitudes 

toward the disabled were associ a ted with greater ego strength and 

psychological health. Persons with positive feelings also showed 

greater ego strength, feelings of secur1 ty, social poise and pres­

ence, and personal adjustment. Conversely, negative feelings were 

associated with anxiety, hostility, self-criticalness, aggression, 

antl r·1gidity. 
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Differences were also noted in attitudes and reactions to eight 

disability types measured by Siller <1967). It was found that deaf­

ness and blindness received the most favorable reactions. Blindness 

was perceived as the worst disability an individual could suffer. 

Deafness evoked the least sense of personal loss of all the disabili­

ties. 

Skin disorders and body deformation produced the most aversion, 

while muscular dystrophy and cerebral palsy were least socially 

acceptable. Siller (1967) found that there are consistent ways that 

specific disabilities are perceived by the nondisabled. For example, 

aesthetic-sexual aversion \'las a reaction common to skin disorders, 

cerebral palsy, muscular dystrophy, and body deformations, but not to 

deafness, blindness, and paralys1L 

The researcher also identified some 13 different "aversive" 

response categories to the disabled. The three most prevalent were 

perceptions of severe functional limitations, aesthetic-sexual aver­

sion, and discomfort or strain in social interaction. A small number 

of nonaversive responses were also identified, including a benevolent 

attitude, sympathy, and some who perceived th~ handicapped as human 

or equal. In summary, Siller's (1967) research suggested that reac­

tion to and attitude toward disability is a complex phenomenon. It 

evokes a range of positive and negative responses, which differ based 

on disability type and are dependent on a combination of social, 

psychological, experiential, educational, and situational factors. 
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The research of Chesler (1965) produced similar findings. He 

compared ethnocentrism with attitudes toward the disabled and found 

that people who were prejudiced toward the disabled also tond~d to be 

prejudiced toward ethnic groups. Conversely, people who were not 

prejudiced in general tended not to be prejudiced toward the dis­

abled. 

Research by Noonan, Barry, and Davis <1970) attempted to iden­

tify the primary personality factors that explained attitudes toward 

the disabled. Five theories offered in the literature were tested: 

(a) cultural conformity as a basis for negative attitudes, (b) degree 

of ego strength, (c) degree of authoritarianism, (d) dogroe of field 

independence (high field independence is characterized by an accept­

ance of what the individual is versus what he or she is supposed to 

be), and (e) levels of conscious and unconscious body satisfaction. 

Noonan's et al. findings were based on a sample of 240 female 

college students who responded not only to measures of the factors, 

but also to two scales that measured attitudes toward the disabled. 

Responses to the scales were analyzed against measures of the five 

personality factors. 

The findings indicated that authoritarianism was the best 

predictor of attitudes toward the disabled. Individuals who scored 

high on authoritarianism measures, 1;.dicating dogmatism, rigidity, 

strength, and so on, had the most negative attitudes toward the 

disabled. The strongest inverse relationships were found between 

authoritarianism and attitudes toward the disabled 1 n those persons 
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who had high authoritarianism scores Ana also had low body satisfac­

tion, moderate or low social conformity needs, high ego strength, and 

moderate or low field independence. 

Writing in ''Roots of Prejudice Against the Handicapped," Gellman 

(1959) took the position that prejudice toward the handicapped was a 

real phenomenon and that it had its roots in four factors. He 

suggested that the evidence of prejudice could be seen in the 

discrimination that the handicapped face in social, educational, and 

vocational areas. The language used to describe the handicapped was 

also seen by Gellman as reinforcing and substantiating prejudice. 

Gellman (1959) defined the roots of prejudice as social customs 

and norms, child-rearing practices stressing normalcy and health, a 

resurfacing of childhood fears in anxiety-producing situations, and 

prejudice by invitation--discrimination-provoking behavior by the 

disabled. In the last case, Gellman suggested that the disabled 

1 earn to accept an i nfer1 or role and behave in a manner consistent 

with that role. This serves to reinforce prejudice and discrimina­

tory behavior by the nondisabled. 

Gall man <1959) also felt there were three types of persons who 

were prejudiced toward the disabled. He identified the conformist 

who followed the prejudicial behavior of his peers, the frustrated 

person who vented his frustration on the handicapped, and neurotics 

who react to childhood insecurities by acting out prejudice toward 

the handicapped. All prejudicial behavior, according to Gellman, is 

based on the prior life experiences of the individual. It is the 
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individual's response to these prior life experiences that defines 

the prejudiced individual. 

Reactions to D1sab111ty 

A number of writers and researchers have described individual 

and societal reactions to persons with handicaps. The best summary 

of societal reaction patterns is found in the publication of the U.S. 

Commission on Civil Rights (1983). Based on a review of the litera­

ture in the field, it stated that the four major consistent patterns 

of response were discomfort, patronization and pity, stereotyping, 

and stigmatization. 

The notion of discomfor~ in social interactions was articulated 

by Davis (1964). Davis suggested that the visibly handicapped, by 

drawing attention to their disability, place a strain on social 

interactions with the nondisabled. He identified four factors that 

operate to disrupt normal social interaction patterns. First, 

attention is drawn to the disability rather than the individual. 

Reactions such as fear, repugnance, and pity are aroused and impede 

norma 1 interactions. Second, the i nun dati on potential of the 

di sab1lity operates to create extreme di scorn fort. Inundation 

potential describes the capacity of the disability to create 

discomfort based on its negatively perceived physical 

characteristics. Third, Davis described a "contradiction in attri­

butes" phenomenon in which the handicapped individual has qualities 

that are perceived to be incompatible with his or her disabilities. 
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Finally, the disabled are said to provide "ambiguous predictors"; 

limits and capabilities are not understood, so appropriate responses 

are unknown. 

Similar conclusions were drawn by Kleck, Ono, and Hastorf 

<1966). They compared the response patterns of individuals inter­

viewed by disabled and nondisabled persons. Their results showed 

that individuals interviewed by disabled persons showed more uneasi­

ness, discomfort, and "emotional arousal" than the other group. 

Other findings were that persons showed less variability in the1 r 

behavior, terminated their interaction sooner, and expressed opinions 

less representative of their actual beliefs. 

In other research, Zahn (1973) analyzed several factors 

associated with disability to determine their effect on interpersonal 

relations. Zahn looked at severity of disability, degree of func­

tional limitation, visibility of impairment, and several other fac­

tors. Their most significant finding was that the incompatibility 

between severity and visibility of impairment, in relation to the 

degree of functional l~mitation, had the greatest effect on interper­

sonal relations. Stated differently, where the functional limitation 

was clearly defined, obvious, and understood, those persons enjoyed 

better interpersonal relations. The severity of the disability was 

not as significant a factor. Other findings were that the more 

severely disabled enjoyed better interpersonal relationships than the 

less severely disabled; disabilities that affected communication 
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skills were very disabling in interpersonal relationships; and work 

disabilities had a negative effect on interpersonal relationships. 

The collection of literature on reaction to disability suggests 

certain common themes. The reaction to disability is variable, 

ranging from pity and a patronizing attitude to fear, discomfort, and 

aversion. Reaction to different disabilities is also variable; some 

disability types evoke different and more intense responses than 

others. IndivIdual response to disability is a function of psycho­

logical, social experiential, and contextual factors. Finally, reac­

tions to a specific disability are related to the visibility of the 

characteristic and the extent to which the functional limitations 

associated with the disability are understood and perceptually com­

patible. 

Attitudes Toward Specific Disabilities 

A related body of literature has addressed the topic of 

attitudes and behaviors toward different types of disabilitie~ In 

this literature as well, the subject has been approached from both a 

sociological and a psychological perspective. Irrespective of 

approach, there is consensus that attitudes toward persons with 

handicaps do vary, based on the specific disabling condition. The 

work of Tringo (1970) and Siller (1967) probably best represents the 

sociological and psychological perspectives, respectively. 

Tringo's <197u) research identified a hierarchy of social pref­

erences existing toward various disabilities. Using a Disability 
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Socia 1 Di sab11ity Seale (0505), Tri ngo measured preferences of 450 

respondents toward 21 disability variables, including ex-convict and 

old age. The findings indicated an order of preference for physi­

cally disabled first, sensory disabled second, and brain injured 

third. The four groups that were ranked consistently lowest were ex­

convict, mental retardation, alcoholism, and mental illness. 

Other findings of Tringo's (1970) study related to demographic 

differences among respondents. High school students were more nega­

tive in attitude toward all disabilities than those beyond high 

school. Females were found to be more accepting of all disabilities 

than were males. No significant differences in attitudes toward the 

disabled were noted between students and practitioners in rehabilita­

tion and other students. 

The research of Siller (1967), cited earlier, yielded several 

findings with respect to reactions to different disability types. 

The principal finding was that attitudes and aversive behavior d1d 

differ, based on the salient features that various disabilities have 

to the public. Among the findings was that blindness and deafness 

received the most favorable reactions. Blindness, however, was per­

ceived to be the worst disability one could suffer, and severe func­

tional limitations were assumed to exist for this condition. 

Deafness was the disability that elicited the blandest responses. 

Skin disorders and body deformations (i.e., hunchbacks and 

dwarfs) produced the most aversion. Muscular dystrophy and cerebral 

palsy were perceived as least socially acceptable. Also identified 
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was a reaction of aesthetic-sexual aversion associated with skin 

disorders, cerebral palsy, muscular dystrophy, and body deformation, 

but not toward deafness, blindness, and paralysis. 

Several other findings were also important. Individual differ­

ences did exist in reactions to the same disabilities. The authors 

suggested that individuals' personality differences explained these 

differences. A moderately high (.57) rank-order correlation existed 

between social acceptance of and feeling toward disabilities. Lack 

of knowledge about the functional limitations of disabilities was 

more prevalent with some conditions than with others and influenced 

attitudes toward those disabilities. 

Comments from other writers may be germane here also. For 

example, Goffman <1968), in identifying "abominations of the body" as 

one of three types of stigma, also described factors that relate to 

the intensity of the stigma. He felt visibility of the stigma was a 

key factor surrounding its intensity. Visibility, he asserted, was 

defined by the knowledge about the characteristic, 1ts obtrusiveness, 

and its perceived effect on other activities. By Goffman's defini­

tion, certain disabilities are more stigmatizing and less socially 

acceptable than others. 

Several writers <Albrecht, 1976; Vash, 1981; Wright, 1960) have 

attributed prejudice toward the disabled to dominant social and 

cultural values that emphasize such qualities as independence, physi­

cal health, youth, beauty, productiveness, intellect, physique, and 

strength. Although not suggested by these authors, it may be assumed 
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that those disabled persons ~ho possess more of the culturally 

desired characteristics would be more socially acceptable than those 

who do not. In general, those disabled persons who possess charac­

teristics that most severely impede normal social interaction pat­

terns may be the most stigmatized and least preferred. 

Changing 8tt1tydes 

Traditionally, approaches used to counter prejudice have focused 

on three methods--increasing knowledge, increasing interaction, or 

forcing behavior change in order to alter attitudes. The literature 

that has addressed the handicapped has fall owed this same pattern. 

The literature cited here includes that based on specific research, 

as well as that based on theories of writers in the field. 

Most writers on the topic of prejudice have also postulated 

theories for counteracting it. Yuker (1965), in discussing 

acceptance/rejection and prejudice as dimensions of attitudes toward 

the disabled, suggested that certain strategies must be focused on 

changing the dimensions of prejudice. Prejudice, as separate from 

rejection, was described as the tendency to group and stereotype all 

disabled persons. Yuker identified two factors that are necessary to 

alter prejudice. The first 1s the awareness of attitude accompanied 

by a will to change. Second, the author suggested contact--close 

personal contact and meaningful interactions between the prejudiced 

person and recipients of prejudice. 

- ....... ·-----·---------

50 



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Siller (1967) suggested that prejudice can be affected by 

decreasing the anxiety associated with individual contact with the 

disabled. According to Siller, much of the initiative must be taken 

by disabled persons to achieve this end. First, he suggested that 

the disabled develop enhanced coping skills to enable the nonhandi­

capped to feel more at ease. In addition, he felt that additional 

role models are necessary, who can serve to demonstrate the func­

tional capabilities of disabled individuals. He further saw that 

education is important, especially for those disabilities where func­

tional limitations are commonly misunderstood. 

Thoreson and l<err (1978), in discussing the stigma attached to 

severe disability, identified four strategies to effect change. The 

suggested strategies were directed primarily at practitioners in the 

field and addressed new ways to conceptualize disability. The first 

strategy involves a redefinition of acceptance of disability to 

connote tolerance. To the authors, the traditional definition of 

acceptance suggests a static, unchangeable state, whereas tolerance 

should imply a process for coping and change. Second, a redefinition 

of the role relationship with the disabled is offered so that the 

disabled person is treated because he is human, not because he is 

sick. The usual connotation of sickness associated with disability 

automatically places the disabled person in an ~nferior status, 

according to the writers. The third strategy suggests an enlargement 

of the term "handicap" to recognize the role that the environment 

plays in maintaining and fostering disability. The fourth strategy 
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is to redefine disability as a problem not unlike that which all 

peop 1 e face. 

Gellman (1959) saw social customs and norms, child-rearing 

practices stressing normalcy and health, the recurrence of childhood 

fears, and prejudice-provoking behavior by the disabled as the 

"roots" of prejudice against the disabled. Counter1ng prejudice, 

according to Gellman, requires atta~king these four basic causes. He 

recommended a continuing education program a 1 med at altering the 

social climate as the key ingredient in fostering change. He 

suggested a five-point educative focus: (a) emphasis on the accept­

ance of disability as a natural phenomenon, (b) recognition that 

handicapped i nd iv i duals can funct1 on as school, worl<, and recrea­

tional companions of the nonhandicapped, (c) the use of positive job 

specifications that emphasize abilities, (d) the avoidance of 

negative job specifications that serve to reject the disabled, and 

(e) a recognition th~t handicapped persons can contribute to society, 

regardless of the type and severity of disability. 

Gellman (1959) believed that an education effort could influence 

social norms, resulting in changed individual and group behaviors and 

attitudes. He felt that this strategy is especially important with 

regard to employment, where prejudicial behavior is most prevalen~ 

Research conducted by Gaier, Linkowski, and Jaques (1968) looked 

at contact as a factor in influencing perceptions of the disabled. 

The researchers administered a questionnaire to 462 undergraduates 

and analyzed results along three dimensions of contact--occurrence of 
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contact, social distance, and the perceived effects of disability. 

The major conclusion drawn from the research was that contact had a 

favorable effect on the perception of disability. Other findings 

were that the mother's level of education was significantly 

associated with reported contact with mentally disabled persons; 

occurrence of contact was significantly associated with ethnic 

origin; those who reported more contact with the physically disabled 

also perceived them to have more coping skills than those who did 

not; as social distance increased, frequency of reported contact also 

increased; and no significance emerged between sociological variables 

(i.e., sex, education, social class, ethnic origin, and religion) and 

reported contact with the physically disabled. 

A dissertation by Saunders (1969) examined the influence of 

selected college curriculum, exposure to coursework on disabled, sex, 

and age on the attitudes of persons toward the disabled. Saunders 

administered the Attitude Toward Disabled Persons <ATOP> scale and 

analyzed the results against the above variables. He found that 

there was no significant difference in attitude between those choos­

ing to study in a teaching or human-service curriculum and those in 

other curricula, males and females, different age groups, or those 

exposed to special-education coursework. Such research seems to 

challenge the notion that knowledge and exposure significantly influ­

ence attitudes. 

The most comprehensive review of research in this field was 

probably that conducted by Anthony <1972). He reviewed approaches 
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that had discussed both information and contact as strategies for 

affecting attitudes toward the disabled. In reviewing self-report 

and experimental studies, the author found conflicting results and no 

conclusive findings. Some studies reported slightly more favorable 

attitudes based on contact, while others reported more negative 

attitudes after contact. Anthony concluded that "contact in and of 

itself does not significantly change attitudes toward persons with a 

disability" (p. 120). 

In his review of research that had addressed information as a 

vehicle for attitude change, Anthony (1972) also found no conclusive 

results. His review included those studies based on college curricu-

lum, effect of films, specific coursework, and educational programs 

and media campaigns. Anthony con~luded that 

providing individuals with information about disabled people has 
demonstrated only the obvious effect--it increases a person's 
knowledge about disabled people •••• More i nformatf on ••• 
does not enable the nondisabled person to evaluate the disabled 
person more positively. (p. 121) 

Anthony (1972) also reviewed studies that had used contact plus 

information approaches. He found that all studies using this 

approach reported a favorable effect on the nondisabled person's 

attitudes. Anthony concluded that the attitudes of nondisabled per­

sons could be influenced positively by providing the nondisabled 

person with an experience that included contact with disabled persons 

and information about the disability. 
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Employer Prejudice Toward Persons With Handicaps 

A large body of literature, data, and research exists which 

substantiates that persons with handicaps are disadvantaged in the 

1 abor market. Such research has documented subst~nti ally higher 

unemployment rates, lower wages, and a disproportionate number· of the 

handicapped performing entry-level and more menial tasks. The lit­

erature addressed here was not focused on these more global indicat­

ors of job discrimination, but rather on research studies that serve 

as indices of employer prejudice toward the disabled. Included are 

selected studies that looked both at prejudice toward the disabled as 

a group, and at employer preferences toward specific disability 

groups. 

In a study conducted by Rickard, Tri andis, and Patterson (1963), 

a sample of personnel directors and school administrators was 

surveyed to determine their preference for hiring disabled and 

nondisabled persons for positions as accountants and third-grade 

teachers. In addition to disability, the researchers also measured 

the influence of competence, sex, and sociability on hiring deci­

sions. 

The major conclusion from the study was that employers were 

prejudiced to\'tard the disabled. The disabled applicants were 

rejected more frequently than nondisabled applicants. Of the five 

disabilities considered--deaf, ex-tuberculosis patients, ex-mental 

patients, epileptics, and wheelchair users~-~the epileptics were the 

most disadvantaged. Differences in preferences were also shown for 
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all five disability groups. Greater prejudice toward the disabled 

was shown for the position of third-grade teacher than for that of 

accountant. The authors suggested this may be due to job stereotyp­

ing by employers. Competence, sex, and soc1ab1lity were also found 

to be significant factors affecting applicant ratings. Of the three, 

competence was the most significant factor outside of disability. 

Thus while prejudice was substantiated, it appeared in this study 

that competence played a major role 1n candidate selection, even for 

persons with disabilitie~ 

Another study conducted by Johnson and Heal <1976) attempted to 

measure attitudes of private employment agencies toward handicapped 

applicants. The authors theorized that the prejudicial attitudes of 

employers would also be mirrored by employment agencies. The 

research design measured the responses of employment agencies in 

terms of such factors as courtesy, type of job offered, number of 

referrals, and discouragement/encouragement by the employment 

counselor. The same individual applied to jobs at employment 

agencies, once as an able-bodied person and next as a wheelchair 

user. 

The researchers found that the wheelchair applicant did not 

receive the same treatment as the able-bodied individual 1n the 

private employment agency system. The wheelchair applicant was given 

fewer chances for job interviews, counseled that his chances were 

poorer, and referred for jobs where he or she would be 1 ess visible. 
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No differences were noted in the courtesy and consideration given to 

the two types of applicants. 

The perceptions of handicapped persons on employment barriers 

appear to support the discriminatory practices reported in other 

research. A recent Harris poll survey of disabled persons conducted 

for the National Council on the Handicapped (in press) reported that 

25% of working-age disabled persons say they have encountered job 

discrimination due to their disability. Forty-seven p9rcent of those 

unemployed or working part time say that employers will not recognize 

that they are capable of working full time. 

In an article entitled "Work, Employment and the Disabled," 

Nagi, McBroom, and Collette (1972) reviewed research and literature 

that existed at the time in this subject area. In regard to employer 

attitudes, they concluded that (a) there is a discrepancy between the 

expressed willingness of employers tC' hi!"e thr:; disabled and actual 

practice, (b) f avora bl e past experience contributes to positive 

employer attitudes toward disabled workers, and (c) favorable past 

experience increases the likelihood of hiring such workers in the 

future. The authors also cited studies which reflected that employ­

ers tended to view disabled workers as undesirable, tended to under­

estimate their capabilities, and feared future injury and liability. 

The study also found that cost cons1 derations were most frequently 

mentioned as reasons for rejection of disabled workers; larger 

organizations were more likely to hire disabled workers than smaller 
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ones; and personnel offices often reflect more negative attitudes and 

practices than upper managemen~ 

More recent studies have served to substantiate the effect of 

perceived competence in countering the effects of dtsabilit~ In a 

study completed by Thomas and Thomas (1984) that evaluated both 

handicapped and nonhandicapped applicants, the authors found that the 

perceived competence of the applicant was clearly the most dominant 

factor. While neither sex nor handicap was found to be significant, 

the researchers did note preferences for certain disabilities over 

others. Among paraplegics, persons with epilepsy, and persons with 

multiple sclerosis, paraplegics were most preferred. 

Similar findings were reported in a study by Krefting and Brief 

(1976). Subjects were asl<ed to review paper profiles of paraplegics 

and nonhandicapped "applicants" for the position of typist. No 

significant differences \'}ere not,:,d in ratings of ability, potential 

for quality output, potential for absenteeism, potential for tardi­

ness, potential for getting along well with others, and overall 

qualifications. Experience was found to be the most significant 

determinant in overall ratings. The disabled were, however, per­

ceived as less healthy and as exhibiting less potential for promo­

tion. Some limitations of the study were the use of ~imulated 

applicants, the use of college students in the ratings, and the use 

of only one disability category. 

Several other studies have dealt directly with surveys of 

employers and have focused on preferences for various disability 
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types. Bragman and Cole (1963) 1 nvest1 gated the types of jobs that 

an individual with a visible or nonv1s1ble disability would be 

capable of performing. The results showed that employers wi1ling to 

hire a disabled individual would hire either a person with a visible 

or a nonvisible disability. Ho\~ever, employers were better able to 

determine realistic job choices for the visibly handicapped than for 

those with nonvisible disabilities. The overall findings suggested 

that some problems may exist with respect to employers' attitudes 

toward the abilities of individuals with specific disabilities to 

perform speci fie jobs. 

Mithaug (1979), writing in The Journal of Contemporary Business, 

surveyed 43 Fortune 500 companies on the subject of employment of the 

handicapped. Subjects were asked to estimate the percentage of 

handicapped persons in their work force, to indicate preferences for 

disability types, and to identify the factors that would influence 

their decisions to hire the handicapped. Over 50% of the respondents 

indicated that only 2% to 4% of their work force was handicapped. 

The balance of the respondents' estimates ranged from no handicapped 

employees to 20% worl<-force representation. 

Preferences for certain disabilities were clearly shown. The 

physically disabled and hearing impaired were most preferred, while 

the blind, severely physically disabled, and severely mentally 

retarded were least preferred. The employers also expressed concern 

about handicapped workers' abilities, productivity, absenteeism, 

emotional personality, turnover rate, and liability as an employer as 
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factors affecting their decisions to hire handicapped workers. This 

survey appears to be consistent with other research in substantiating 

employer preferences for certain disabilities over others and in 

validating the existence of specific misperceptions surrounding han­

dicapped workers. 

In another study of employer attitudes, Fugua, Rathburn, and 

Gade (1983) assessed perceptions of work traits and conditions for 

eight types of disabled workers. The work traits and conditions 

considered included productivity, absenteeism, turnover rate, acci­

dent rate, ability to handle new situations, physical tolerance, 

emotional stability, co-worker relationships, reliability, workers 

compensation problems, building modification, and supervision. The 

eight disability types were blind, cerebral palsy, paraplegia, emo­

tional problems, epilepsy, amputation, deafness, and mental retarda­

tion. 

The results indicated that empl ayers had the greatest concern 

about productivity, accident rates, and workers compensation 

problems. Reliability and rel at1onsh1ps w 1th co-workers were least 

important. Empl ayers expressed the most concern about hiring the 

blind and mentally retarded. The least concern was expressed for the 

epileptic. No differences were noted, based on either sex of the 

employer or on the number of handicapped employees the companies had. 

More recent research by Bord1eri and Drehmer (1986) has shown 

that the cause of disability as well as the type of disability has an 

influence on employers' hiring decisions. The authors reported that 
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distinctions are made between disabilities that are perceived to be 

externally or internally caused. Externally caused disabilities are 

those which derive from external factors over which the person has no 

control. Internally caused disabilities assume some control, such as 

a motorcycle accident. 

Employer preferences were shown toward disabling conditions 

where the cause of the disability 1s believed to be external. 

Employer biases toward disabilities with externally caused factors 

were evidenced in perceptions on worker productivity, reliability, 

and projected tenure with the company. Bordieri and Drehmer <1986) 

suggested that negative attitudes toward persons with internally 

caused disab111ties derive from assumptions that the person was 

responsible for his or her own condition. 

Limited research exists that has compared employer preferences 

toward existing protected groups. The existing research has gener­

ally addressed sex and disability as multiple factors. Those studies 

have been inconclusive. A survey to assess employer attitudes toward 

affirmative action, conducted by Barnhill-Hayes (1981), did contain 

one question addressed to this topic. In a survey of nearly 300 

employers, respondents were asked to consider which group stood the 

least chance of making significant employment strides over the next 

five years. Among women, blacks, Hispanics, Vietnam veterans, and 

the handicapped, the handicapped were perceived to have the poorest 

chances. Women were rated as having the best chances. 

61 

----------------------···---····---·-· 



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

5·,·::Jr-.:., cc·rc1u=.ions can be drawn from the literature addressing 

employer attitudes toward persons with handicaps. A number of atti­

tudinal and work-related barriers do exist for the handicapped. More 

recent literature has seemed to suggest some reduction in attitudinal 

barriers. In those cases in which the handicapped are perceived 

equally in terms of employability, some differences have been noted 

in terms of promotability and wages. The most favorable attitudes 

are reflected by employers who have been exposed to handicapped 

workers. There are differences, ~owever, in the expressed attitudes 

versus the actual practices of employers. 

A number of factors seem to influence employer attitudes toward 

hiring handicapped workers. Workers compensation problems, accident 

risks, productivity, and work-site modifications operate as deter­

rents to employment. Size of company is related to employment of 

persons with handicaps. Perceived competence and experience are 

highly valued by employers and can outweigh the effect of disability 

in hiring decisions. Handicapped individuals are viewed more favor­

ably in certain occupations than in others. Some occupational 

stereotyping appears to exist. 

There are clearly employer preferences for certain disabilities 

over others. The blind, mentally retarded, and mentally ill appear 

to be least preferred. The deaf, physically disabled (primarily 

wheelchair users and less severely disabled), and persons with invis­

ible handicaps (epilepsy) are more preferred. Employers are less 

inclined to h1re persons with those disabilities where the functional 
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limitations are not obvious or clearly understood. Preference for 

certain disabilities is related to the type of position being con­

sidered. Occupational stereotyping also exists within disability 

categories. While research is limited, it appears that employers 

prefer women and other minority groups over the handicapped. 

Employment Solutions 

Employment and Training Strategies 

Only a limited number of options can be used to effect the 

employment of any group. Those efforts can usually be categorized as 

strategies directed at preparing the client or those aimed at the 

employer. Client-preparation strategies are generally encompassed in 

those employment and training programs designed to equip clients with 

skills, knowledge, abilities, modified behaviors, or adaptive devices 

to compete for specific occupati ona 1 areas. The pr1 nci pa 1 nati ona 1 

employment and training program for the handicapped is the federal/ 

state vocational rehabilitation program currently authorized under 

the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973 as amended. The Jobs 

Training Partnership Act (JTPA> also provides federal funds to states 

to increase the employment of all unemployed and disadvantaged 

groups, including the handicapped. The United States Employment 

Service through its state affiliates also has a mandate for the 

selection and referral of all applicant groups for employment. A 

number of other programs also exist, but they are much less 

significant in scope and magnitude. 
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Differences in definitions and reporting make it difficult to 

compare the relative effectiveness of these programs. For example, 

the state-federal vocational rehabilitation program reported reha­

bilitations (placements of at least 90 days duration) in fiscal year 

1985 of 225,772 persons. Average weekly wages of rehabilitants were 

reported at $161.30 <Rehabilitation Services Administration, 1985). 

A number of cost-benefit studies have been done on the voca­

tional rehabilitation program, all substantiating the positive cost­

benefit of the program. Burkhauser and Haveman (1962), in reviewing 

these studies, noted that even while many of them were methodologi­

cally flawed, "in terms of soc1al benefit-cost criterion, the voca­

tional rehabilitation program does appear to yield substantial 

benefits" (p. 70). The authors also advocated that program effi­

ciency could be increased by focusing on younger, less disabled, and 

more productive workers. In advocating for a national disability 

policy, Berkowitz (1981) suggested that rehabilitation as well as 

prevention ought to receive additional funding as the highest priori­

ties. He also supported the favorable cost-benefit ratio of the 

vocational rehabilitation program. 

Little informat1on is available on the effect of the JTPA pro­

gram or its predecessor, the Comprehensive Employment and Training 

Act (CETA), on persons with handicaps. Burkhauser and Haveman 

(1962), in reviewing the CETA program, stated that as late as 1960, 

"only a small number of jobs went to the handicapped, and few went to 

those with severe disabilities" (p. 76). A report to the Congress 
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completed by the U.S. General Accounting Office on CETA in 1980 

reported that women, minorities, and handicapped were underserved in 

prime sponsor areas. The report noted that the handicapped were in 

some cases not enrolled, or in other cases were significantly under­

represented in both public service employment (PSE) and on-the-job 

training <OJT) programs. In more recent years, those numbers have 

increased, although the handicapped are still underserved in propor­

tion to their rate of unemployment 

The United States Employment Service and its state affiliates 

represent the only nationwide public employment service with respon­

sibility for serving all sectors of the general public. In the area 

of employment, it has responsibility for registratior. of all appli­

cants for employment, providing counseling services, and prescreening 

and referral of qualified applicants to employers. 

Information from the Employment Sery1ce Performance Report 

(Michigan Employment Security Commission, 1984) for the period 

October 1, 1982, through September 30, 1983, for the Michigan Employ­

ment Security Commission (MESC) provided some indication of its 

service levels to handicapped persons. During that period, it regis­

tered 16,085 handicapped persons and placed 1,811 in employment Job 

placements of persons with handicaps thus represented about 11% of 

those registered for that period. The figures for all applicants 

registered and placed during that period were, respectively, 528,538 

and 94,283. Handicapped persons thus represented 3% of all regis­

trants and slightly less than 2% of all placements. The percentage 
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of placements to registrants for all applicants for the same period 

was slightly less than 18%, about 7% higher than the rate for the 

handicapped. 

It would be dangerous to draw any conclusions on state employ­

ment agencies in general, or even the MESC, based on one year's 

performance data. It does appear, however, for this period that 

handicapped individuals were underrepresented in applications and in 

job placements. 

Employer Incent1yes 

Efforts to influence the employer can generally be viewed along 

a continuum from inducements to forced compliance. Inducement 

approaches would encompass fi n'anci al incentives and educational or 

awareness activities designed to 1 nfl uence or alter employer 

attitudes and behaviors. Compliance activities reflect civil rights 

laws, which may include either or both nondiscrimination and 

affirmative action provisions. 

Presently, the total spectrum of employer-based approaches 

exists in a variety of legal and programmatic practices. In the 

incentive area, the two most notable examples are the Targeted Jobs 

Tax Credit CTJTC> and Vocationally Handicapped Worker Certificate 

(VHWC> programs. The TJTC program, initially established through 

in the Revenue Act of 1978, provides ~ tax credit of up to 50% of the 

first $6,000 in wages paid the first year, and 25% of the first 

$6,000 of wages paid in the second year, for employers hiring 
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handicapped workers and other designated target groups CPati et al., 

1981). Michigan statistics show that 2,118 handicapped persons were 

employed in fiscal year 1985, representing 11% of the total TJTC 

placements for that year. It is difficult to assess, however, the 

impact of the TJTC program on increasing placements of the handi­

capped, principally because it 1s not known how many of those persons 

would have been hired anyway. Burkhauser and Haveman (1982) argued 

in support of the TJTC approach, where the employee initiates the 

action for certification, as a beneficial program. They suggested, 

however, that stigmatization of certified workers and resentment from 

co-workers are issues that may have to be addressed. Given these 

considerations, it can reasonably be assumed that the TJTC program 

has benefited some handicapped persons in obtaining employment. 

The Vocationally Handicapped Worker Certificate (VH~IC) program 

is directed at removing the disincentives usually attached to hiring 

certain groups of handicapped workers. While the VHWC is established 

through legislation in Michigan (P.A. 183 of 1971), similar programs 

exist in most other states. The program covers handicapped indi­

viduals with heart, back, epileptic, or diabetic conditions. Employ­

ers who hire individuals certified under one of these conditions 

receive a reduction in their workers compensation liability to 104 

weeks as opposed to a lifetime. The workers compensation cost for 

certified workers who become reinjured is picked up through a fund 

derived from assessments to all employers. The VHWC program is 

targeted at the perception of increased workers compensation risk 
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when hiring certain classes of disabled workers. Again, 1t 1s diffi­

cult to assess the effectiveness of the program, although 74 persons 

were certified to employers in 1985, and 34,727 disabled workers have 

been hired through this program since its incepticn 1n 1972. The 

fact that the number of claims against the fund has been fewer than 

100, or less than 3/10 of 1% of those certified, since its inception 

attests to a low rate of injury to disabled workers. Much like the 

TJTC, it is difficult to determine the extent to which this program 

actually influences an employer's decision to hire. 

Ph 11 osoph i cal issues surround this program, as well. For 

example, workers must disclose their di sab1li ty and cert1fi cation 

status prior to hire in order for the employer to request 

certification eligibility. Thus stigmatization and possible employer 

rejection may occur. On the other hand, employers may refuse to hire 

unless the applicant becomes certified, suggesting discriminatory 

practices in conflict with civil rights statutes. More significant, 

however, is whether or not spacial funds can be justified, based on 

experiences that do not substantiate increased cost and risk. 

Employer-Directed Education and 
Awareness Approaches 

The other major inducement strategy is efforts designed to alter 

employer attitudes and practices through educational and awareness 

methods. This strategy is most often used by agencies charged with 

the placement of handicapped individuals or advocate organizations 
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promoting particular disability groups. The focus of such efforts is 

the alteration of prejudice, stereotypes, and mythologies surrounding 

the handicapped worker. 

While there is little in the way of substantive evidence to 

support the overall effectiveness of this strategy, there is 

consensus in the field that lack of employer awareness is a major 

issue. Pati, Adkins, and Morrison (1981), in their book Managing 

and Employing the Handicapped, stated that common employer mispercep­

tions exist with regard to increased insurance rates, increased 

accidents on the job, higher absenteeism, and concerns that handi­

capped workers will not be accepted by co-workers or that accommodat­

ing such workers will involve considerable expense. The authors also 

cited two major studies, the President's Committee on Employment of 

the Handicapped <1976) and th':l Canadian Chamber of Commerce Study 

(1976), which concluded, respectively, that there is a tremendous 

need to educate employers and that employers are uninformed about 

what the handicapped can do. 

Nathanson (1977) also discussed the common myths surrounding the 

disabled employee and the need to dispel them. He surfaced the 

traditional myths 1n insurance cost, dependability, productivity, 

cost of accommodation, and percepti ens that the disabled employee 

will have to be treated differently. Jamero (1979), in challenging 

these employer mispercept1ons, concluded that "increasing the employ­

ment opportunities for handicapped workers is a question of changing 

attitudes, not cost or technology" (p. 33). Ashcroft (1979), as well 
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as many others, have added to the literature challenging the legiti­

macy of these common beliefs surrounding handicapped workers. 

Most of the researchers who have looked at the issue of employer 

attitudes toward the disabled have concluded that employer education 

must occur. Johnson and Heal (1976) concluded that efforts must be 

made to educate employers and employment (agency) counselors to the 

capabilities of the handicapped. Similar recommendations were made 

by Bragman and Cole <1983); Florian (1978); Fugua et al. <1983); 

Mithaug (1979); Smith, Edwards, Heinemann, and Geist (1985); and many 

others. 

By implication, the large number of writers who have addressed 

the subject of dispelling myths attests to the belief that education 

and information are important. For example, Pati et al. <1981) cited 

some eight major studies that served to refute the myths and misper­

ceptions surrounding handicapped workers. The E. I. duPont (1982) 

study showed, for the substantial majority of handicapped workers, no 

increase in 1 ost time, average or better safety records, average or 

better attendance, average or better job performance, and no increase 

in insurance cost. The other studies reported similar findings, 

including the refutation of the perception of the high cost of accom­

modating handicapped employees. Berkley Planning Associates <1982) 

conducted a survey of 2,000 federal contractors on the subject of 

accommodations and found that in 51% of the accommodations made there 

was no cost; 30% cost less than $500; and in only 8% of the cases did 

cost exceed $2,000. They also found that the blind and wheelchair 
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users tended to require more expensive accommodations and that work­

site accommodations and adaptive equipment were more likely to be 

provided to higher-skill workers than 1 ower-sk 111 workers. 

Clearly, the literature provided sufficient information, based 

on employer experiences, to counter the most prevalent misperceptions 

regarding handicapped tlorkers. There is also a belief among 

researchers and practitioners that this information must be shared to 

alter employer attitudes and behavior. Little research exists, how­

ever, that has documented how effective employer education efforts 

are in altering employer misperceptions and stereotypes. The litera­

ture that discussed ingredients for attitude change also appears 

relevant here. This would suggest that employer education is impor­

tant but that it must be used in combination with opportunities for 

increased contact and interaction with the disabled in order to be 

effective. 

Compliance Approaches 

The major employment compliance strategies for the handicapped 

reside in Sections SOl, S03 and S04 of the Rehabilitation Act of 

1973. Section SOl of the Act prohibits discriminating and requires 

that the federal government take affirmative action to employ and 

advance qualified handicapped individuals. Section S03 includes non­

discrimination and affirmative action requirements for government 

contractors whose contracts are in excess of $2,SOO. Section S04 

requires nondiscrimination in federal programs and activities, 
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including recipients of federal funds (President's Committee on 

Employment of the Handicapped, 1983). Collectively, these three por­

tions of Title V of the Rehabilitation Act represent the first major 

piece of national c1v11 rights employment protection for persons with 

handicaps. 

There are several unique aspects of this legislation that dis­

tinguish it from other major c1v11 rights legislation. These differ­

ences incorporate issues of definition, coverage, application, and 

employer respons1b111t1es. Under the law, a handicapped person is 

defined as one who (a) has a physical or mental impairment that 

subs tan t 1 a 11 y 11 m 1 t s one or more m aj or 11 f e act 1 v 1t 1 e s, ( b ) has a 

record of such impairment, or (c) is regarded as having such an 

1mpai rment (President's Committee on Employment of the Handicapped, 

1983). Johnson <1981) suggested that this definition ts a radical 

departure from other statutes by defining handicap partly as a func­

tion of perception, attitudes, and interaction. Gittler <1978), an 

advocate for the definition, pointed out that the definition recog­

nizes that the distinction between real and perceived handicaps is 

art1f1c1 al and formal i sttc. Others have argued that the deft nttion 

ts too broad to be meaningful (Guy, 1978; Pati et al., 1981>. Also 

significant is the fact that the law distinguishes between the char­

actertsti~ (disability) and the functional limitation derived from 

it. The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1983) thus emphasizes that 

"this contrasts sharply with race and sex, which are based on the 
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characteristics of skin color and gender, not functional limitation" 

(p. 143). 

One of the most significant differences in the Act is the 

requirement that an employer make reasonable accommodation to the 

physical and mental limitations of an employee or applicant. Reason­

able accommodation is required for otherwise qualified handicapped 

individuals and includes facility alteration, job restructuring, 

adaptive equipment, or other means to enable the handicapped worker 

to perform essential job duties. The law requires reasonable accom­

modation unless it poses an undue hardship on the employer, consider­

i ng size of the employer operation, type of business, and cost and 

nature of accommodation needed. The issue of reasonableness has 

proven most difficult to interpret and apply <U.S. Commission on 

Civil Rights, 1983). The law in this sense requires unequal treat­

ment in the case of handicap, a major departure from nondiscrimina­

tion provisions based on sex or rae~ This difference is justified 

based on the need to assure equality of opportunity. 

Finally, unlike other protected groups, differences occur in the 

application of affirmative action principles. Traditional law 

requires neutrality of treatment in nondiscrimination provisions but 

requires that race and sex be recognized in affirmative action. 

Handicap law requires acknowledgement of the characteristic, both in 

nondiscrimination and affirmative action provisions. Thus, nondis­

crimination provisions, which require reasonable accommodation, are 

often confused with affirmative action requirements, which are 
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intended to address outreach and recruitment. In addition, Title VII 

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 established goalr. and timetables as a 

part of its affirmative action provisions. These are absent in Title 

V of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

The report of the U.S. Commission on Civ 11 Rights <1983 > noted 

other differences as well. The use of statistics to establish a 

basis for underutilization is virtually absent in handicapped civil 

rights law. Concerns have stemmed from problems of definition, 

debates over whether only the handicapped as a group or also sub­

classes of the handicapped must be considered, and the lack of agree­

ment over a basis to establish expected 1 evel s in the \II ork force. 

According to the authors, the courts have also differed in their 

opinion on whether statistics can be legitimately used to establish a 

basis of discrimination. Differences 1n coverage have also been 

noted. T1tl e VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 provided coverage 

to most employers in the private sector, state and local government, 

and the federal executive branch. Title V coverage under the Reha­

bilitation Act of 1973 is extended only to employers who receive some 

form of federal financial assistance. Other distinctions exist in 

terms of recourse under the law. In the case of Sect1on 504, a 

private right of action has been established. Such provisions have 

not been established under Section 503 for employment in the private 

sector. In a statement before the U.S. Commission for Civil Rights 

(1981), Drew S. Days, an Assistant Attorney General for Civil Rights, 
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argued for the necessity of assuring private enforcement of civil 

rights. 

These distinctions in the legislation have caused some to advo­

cate for inclusion of the handicapped in the protections of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964. According to Milk (1981), "This would achieve 

three important goals: expansion of employment rights, clarification 

of judicial rights, and recognition of the human rights of handi­

capped people" Cp. 124). Adequate enforcement of the federal statute 

may also be an issue. Hahn <1983) cited a 1978 survey, which found 

that 90% of the firms covered under Section 503 were not in compli-

ance. 

From a review and analysis of present civil rights employment 

legislation, several conclusions may be drawn. First, the concept of 

handicap has forced a distinction between this legislation and that 

which applies to race and sex. This distinction has created problems 

1 n the interpretation and application of the 1 egi sl ati on. Second, 

the protection afforded under this legislation, especially with ref­

erence to aff1rmat1ve action, covered employers, and access to pri­

vate right of action, is narrower than parallel legislation for other 

protected groups. Finally, these differences, combined with the 

comparatively recent passage of the legislation, make 1t difficult to 

assess its actual or potential impact. 

There appears to be little disagreement over the necessity for 

civil right:=. p-·otection for the handicapped. Most also agree that 

affirmative action has helped in 1 ncreasi ng the representation of 
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protected-group members in the work force. Dometr1us and Sigelman 

(1984), for example, reported significant gains in the employment of 

minorities and women since the passage of the Equal Employment Oppor­

tunity Act of 1972. They also found that black males experienced the 

greatest gains and that the employment rate of minorities and women 

was higher in state and local government than in the private sector. 

The passage of national and state employment civil rights legislation 

for the handicapped is testimony to its felt need. In a survey of 

over 300 companies, 95% of the respondents felt that affirmative 

action had helped women and minorities (Barnhill-Hayes, 1981). Hahn 

(1983) suggested that more emphasis in public policy needs to be 

placed on changing factors such as discrimination that are external 

to the handicapped individual rather than on programs such as coun­

seling and job training to change the individual. DeJong and Lifchez 

(1983), also proponents of civil rights protection, suggested that 

the regulatory approach must not be the sole public policy approach. 

"When this approach is not accompanied by incentives and inducements, 

it becomes inherently adversarial; it eventually pits one group 

against another" ( p. 49). 

Roth (1983) contended that the administrative climate is less 

supportive of civil rights intervention. He suggested, therefore, 

that the handicapped challenge private industry directly and that 

government's role be in providing tax ~ncentives. Johnson and 

Lambrinos (1983) argued that present civil rights legislation for the 

handicapped will be largely ineffective because of the vague 
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definitions in the statutes and the failure to incorporate issues of 

wage differentials. They recommended that current pol1cies be modi­

fied to recognize wage-rate discrimination and include strategies to 

reduce the economic disincentives of affirmative action. The 

authors' three-pronged approach includes a mod1f1ed civil rights 

statute, public information to correct misperceptions, and incentives 

to include tax credits and direct subsidies. 

A derivative of the affirmative action approach can be found in 

the quota-levy system used in other countries. In the Federal Repub­

lic of Germany CFRG), Great Britain, and Japan. quotas are estab­

lished by government for employment of the handicapped. Firms that 

do not meet these quotas are assessed fines. The amount of the fine 

is determined by the extent that they are under the established 

quotas. In FRG and Japan, the fines are used as incentives for firms 

that do meet their quotas or to support employment opportunities and 

businesses for handicapped workers. Kulkarni (1964), in an analysis 

of the experiences of the quota system in these countries, concluded 

that a legislated quota system, used in combination with other 

approaches, could effectively address the employment problems of 

disabled persons. 

Summary of Employment Solutions 

The literature in this section seems to support further develop­

ment of three broad policy approaches to effecting increased employ­

ment of the handicapped--incentives that incorporate both financial 
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inducements and public information efforts; compliance and regulatory 

measures of the kind found in nondiscrimination and affirmative 

action laws; and publicly funded employment and training programs. 

While there appears to be a consensus on the need for all three, 

differences do exist on the perceived v1ab1lity and effectiveness of 

each of the approaches. The most controversy surrounds the compli-

ance approach, not in terms of need but in terms of efficacy, espe-

cially in the area of affirmative action. It would appear that in 

order for civil rights laws to become more effective for the handi-

capped, certain procedures in the law must be clarified, and the 

provisions must be expanded to afford the same broad coverage that 

exists in other civil rights statut~s. The present national climate 

for affirmative action may make .such changes extremely difficult to 

accomplish. However, no major political official has suggested that 

the compliance approach ought to be abandoned. As Allport (1954) 

suggested, 

Outward action, psychology knows, has an eventual effect on 
inner habits of thought and feeling. And for this reason, we 
list legislative action as one of the major methods of reducing, 
not only public discrimination~ but private prejudice as well. 
(p. 477) 
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Q-1 APTER II I 

MEll-lODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This chapter provides the theoretical framework for the 

research. In addition, a rationale is provided for the use and 

selection of particular barriers, employment solutions, protected­

group categories, and survey respondents. Information is also pre­

sented on how the data were collected and analyzed. The chapter 

proceeds from the broad to the speci fie, as it describes the theo­

retical framework, the study design, the survey methodology, and the 

data-analysis format 

This chapter will provide the reader with an understanding of 

the basis and process for testing the major research hypotheses. 

Restated in simple terms, the hypotheses are that: (a) persons with 

handicaps face different employment barriers than do other protected 

groups and (b) therefore they need different employment solution~ 

Theoretical Framework 

The designation of a group or class of individuals as protected­

group members carries with it a recognition that such individuals 

have been disadvantaged in certain aspects of society. The disadvan­

tage derives from individual perceptions and attitudes, as well as 

collective reactions to their shared characteristic. Employers, as 
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members of society, reflect those commonly held beliefs and percep­

t1 ons toward those with di scerni bl e differences. Societal percep­

tions, be they based on sex, race, or handicap, carry over into the 

employment arena and influence decisions regarding the capabilities 

and desi r·abil ity of the protected group member for employment. Bar­

riers to employment are thus created for the protected-group members, 

based on these perceptions. While civil rights legislation and 

empirical evidence attest to the existence of these perceptions as 

barriers to employment for .Y1l classes of protected groups, some 

groups may be more affected than others. The extent to which a given 

protected-group class is discriminated against in access to employ­

ment opportunities is based on the strength, type, and number of 

barriers perceived to exist for that particular protected group by 

empl ayers. 

Rationale for Barrier Selection 

From an employment perspective, barriers can be grouped within 

three broad categories--those based on attitude (i.e., prejudice, 

stereotype), those based on ability to perform (i.e., skill level, 

physical or mental abilities), and those based on cost/benefit (i.e., 

worker's compensation risk, dependabi 1 ity, and cost of employment>. 

The barriers operate individually and in combination to influence the 

desi rabi 1 ity of a given protected-group member for employment. The 

strength as perceived by an employer of a given barrier confronting a 

candidate for employment will determine that individual's access to 

··- -------------------
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employment. The strength of a barrier is defined as the extent to 

which a particular factor operates as a disincentive to hire for the 

protected-group member being considered. For example, visual appear­

ance may be perceived as a major barrier for the physically disabled, 

but less severe for the mentally ill. Further, the~ barriers 

that are perceived to exist for a given applicant, the less 1 ikely 

that individual is to be employed. Intuitively, it may be argued 

that an aaditional factor--the importance of a given type of barrier 

to the employer--exists in the employment equation. It becomes 

difficult, however, to discern the significance of this factor 

because: (a) it is difficult to determine any objective ranking of 

the relative importance of different barriers to employers; (b) the 

barriers are interdependent; and (c) different employers place di f­

ferent values on the same barriers. 

An assumption is made that the three major subcategories that 

result in a barrier--attitude, cost, and ability to perform--operate 

in combination to affect a hiring decision. The mon:- barriers that 

exist for a given protected group, and the greater the strength with 

which they are perceived to exist, the less likely the group member 

is to be employed. While no assumption is made regarding the rela­

tive importance of the three barrier categories, an assumption is 

made that al 1 of them operate to affect hiring decisions of 

protected- group members. 
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Att1tyd1nal Barriers 

For the purpose of this research, 13 barriers were identified 

across the three categories. In the attitudinal area, such barriers 

are presumed to operate for all protected groups: stereotypes and 

prejudice. Protected groups are defined as women, blacks, Hispanics, 

and persons with handicaps. Within the handicapped group are several 

subgroups--the mentally 111, mentally retarded, those with hidden 

disabilities, the physically disabled, the blind, and the deaf. 

Comparison of these groups and subgroups should demonstrate the 

relative effect of stereotypes and prejudices on the groups identi­

fied. A third barrier in the attitudinal area, acceptance by co­

workers, serves as a more subtle measure of discrimination. The 

reason often verbalized for employer rejection of a protected-group 

member is that the "majority" workforce members w 111 not accept a new 

member who is differen~ This phenomenon may be influenced by the 

more favorable attitudes toward certain disabilities, as noted by 

Tringo <1970>, and the greater aver·sion to certain disabling condi­

tions, as validated by Siller <1967). Projecting from Siller's 

research, it would be expected, for example, that deafness and blind­

ness would be better accepted by co-workers than other disabling 

conditions. Finally, a fourth assessment of attitude is based on the 

visibility of the differentness that the protected-group member pos­

sesses and the extent of des i rab 111 ty of that differentness. This 

barrier, visual appearance, should enable that comparative assessment 

to occur across groups. The assumption is thus tested that those 
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groups that have more discernible differences that are less desirable 

are more subject to employer rejection based on this attitudinal 

dimension. Johnson and Lambrinos (1983) and several others have 

suggested that more visible impairments are more stigmatizing and, 

therefore, greater barriers to employment. 

Ability Barriers 

A second set of barriers, ability to perform, contains a variety 

of factors that are perceived to affect the hiring decisions for all 

job applicants--both majority and protected-group member~ These 

perceived barriers--skill level, limitation in jobs the individual 

can perform, physical capability, mental capability, communication 

skill, and dependability--were selected because they have tradition­

ally been influenced strongly by stereotypes held about protected­

group members <U.S. Commission on Civ11 Rights, 1981). 

They have each been listed separately as barriers even though it 

is recognized that they do not operate completely independently of 

each other. For example, a limitation in mental ability may be 

related to an actual or percs1Y~d barrier in skill level or communi­

cation skill or a limitation in jobs that an individual can perform. 

Similarly, assumptions may be made on skill level based on physical 

limitations. Thus, while some relationships may exist between these 

barriers, it is inappropriate to assume cause and effect An assump­

tion of cause and effect is itself a measure of stereotyping or 

"devaluative spread," as suggested by Wright (1960). A listing of 
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these barriers separately is thus designed to achieve two objectives: 

(a) factors that have all been identified separately by employers as 

barriers can each be measured for all protected groups, and (b) the 

extent to which barriers in one area are generalized to another area 

can also be addressed. An identification of the types and number of 

barriers which operate for various groups should provide a measure of 

the extent to which barriers are generalized. This may be tested as 

a second-level hypothesis. 

At least three of these barriers--communication skill, mental 

capability, and physical capability--were identified because they 

represent characteristics that are highly valued in American culture 

(Albrecht, 1976; Vash, 1981). Thus, to the extent stereotypes oper­

ate to disassociate these characteristics with certain groups, those 

groups are especially disadvantaged because of the cultural weight 

given to the characteristic. 

Cost-Related Barriers 

The third set of variables, those related to cost of employment, 

is included based on the assumption that actual and potential costs 

are an important consideration in the hiring decision. If additional 

cost is associated with h1ring certain types of individuals, then a 

financial disincentive for the employer becomes a barrier for the 

applicant. While the factors of perceived worker's compensation 

risk, employment-related cost, and accessibility of the work site are 

obviously more likely to affect persons with handicaps than other 
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protected groups, they must be identified as barriers 1f, in fact, 

they operate as employment deterrents. 

Worker's compensation risk, for example, has 1 ong been asso­

ciated, albeit erroneously, with hiring handicapped workers 

(Ashcroft, 1979; Fugua et al., 1983; Nathanson, 1977; Pati et al., 

1981). Similarly, civil rights statutes require that the cost of 

accommodating a handicapped worker, including making the facility 

accessible, be borne by the employer. While the reality of addi­

tion a 1 cost is, 1 n most cases, limited or nonex1 stent, the percep­

tions of these cost barriers are uniquely associated with persons 

with handicaps CMithaug, 1979; Nagi et al., 1972>. If employers 

perceive these factors as barriers for the handicapped, and not for 

other protected groups, then clearly they represent an additional set 

of barriers the handicapped must face. It must also be noted that 

the perception of the existence of cost-related variables may be 

basad on stereotypes regarding handicapped employees, not based on 

experience. 

Employment Policy Solutions 

Variants of employment and training programs and civil rights 

protection represent the public pol icy alternatives that can affect 

the employment of certain disadvantaged groups. Civil rights solu­

tions exist in state and federal nondiscrimination and equal employ­

ment opportunity laws, with affirmative action reflecting the more 

proactive remedy for employment problems. Employment and training 
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policy has incorporated a wide variety of solutions--subsidies to 

employers, tax credits, employability and skills training, and spe­

cial appeals to and education of employers. In general, these solu­

tions can be cl assi fi ed as either -::npl oyer-directed or appl 1cant­

directed approaches. Collect1ve1y, these solutions represent the 

range of options available to facilitate employment: Prepare the 

applicant (training), prepare the employer (employer education), ask 

the employer (appeal to sense of public responsibility), regulate the 

employer (civil rights and affirmative action), or financially induce 

the employer (subsidies and tax credits). Each solution reflects a 

different public policy emphasis, value system, and resource­

allocation strategy. 

These employment "solutions" have historically resulted in both 

different levels of success and acceptability for different protected 

groups by the employer community. Their viability as employment 

solutions may be expected to differ for the handicapped as a pro­

tected group, as well as for the various subgroups of the handi­

capped. An assessment of their perceived viability should provide 

information on the utility of the solution in general, and indicate 

with which specific populations each solution is viewed to be the 

most effective. 
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Selection of Protected Groups 

The selection of the other protected groups--females, Hispanics, 

blacks, and handicapped--for purposes of comparison in the study was 

based on those groups' meeting~ of the following conditions: 

1. Employment discrimination protection under both federal and 

Michigan civil rights statutes; 

2. An identification as protected groups for affirmative action 

purposes in both federal and state guidelines; 

3. A sufficiently large statewide population so that employers 

have had a sufficient base of experience with and exposure to them on 

a statewide basis; 

4. A commonly understood definition of who they are; 

5. Large representation among the protected groups when con­

sidering the Michigan workforce; and 

6. A disadvantage resulting from strong cultural stereotypes. 

Certain other groups, such as Native Americans, older workers, 

Asians, and Jews, have also been subject to d1scr1m1nat1on but do not 

meet all of these s1x criteria. Native Americans, for example, do 

not have a commonly understood defin1t1on, nor are they represented 

in significant numbers 1n the workforce. Neither older workers nor 

Jews are mandatory groups for state and federal affirmative action 

statutes. Similarly, the definition of older worker varies between 

40 and 60, depending on program and statute. Asians as a protected 

group represent only a small proportion of the Michigan population. 

Thus, the inclusion of these other protected groups would neither 
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provide a valid com pari son, nor would it be necessary in order to 

test the comparative hypothesis. 

Handicapped Sybpopylat1ons 

The handicapped, although designated as a single protected group 

category, in reality represent a large and heterogeneous mixture of 

distinct subpopulations with varying characteristics. Each charac­

teristic presents a unique set of handicapping conditions for the 

individuals; arouses a distinct set of stereotypes, prejudices, and 

attitudinal response from the general population; and creates its own 

set of problems or barriers in an employment situation. For example, 

the functional limitations, barriers, and work restrictions resulting 

from sensory loss are much different from those derived from physical 

conditions, both of which differ from those imposed by mental retar­

dation or mental illness. Important differences in attitudinal 

dimensions and reaction patterrls are also noted, which are specific 

not only to the type of disability but are also influenced by its 

severity and visibility. Siller (1967), cited earlier, has written 

on these differing societal reactions based on the type of disa­

bility. 

Earlier literature has supported the existence of a hierarchy of 

acceptability among the various disability groups <Tringo, 1970). 

Other research has also substantiated employer preferences for cer­

tain types of disabilities. To treat the handicapped as a single 

homogeneous group would overlook these blatant differences that exist 
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in attitudinal and employment barriers among the subgroups and the 

differing employment-policy solutions that, therefore, may be neces­

sary. To illustrate this heterogeneity, an analogy can be made 

between, on the one hand, the handicapped and their subpopulations, 

and, on the other, minority groups and the subset of different racial 

and ethnic groups. In each case, discrimination exists as a common 

thread; yet, the basis and nature of the stereotypes differ from one 

group to another. The methodology for this study was therefore 

designed to enab 1 e an assessment of these d 1fferenti a 1 emp 1 oyment­

barrier effects across the handicapped subgroups. 

The handicapped subgroups were identified to represent the domi­

nant, commonly agreed upon categories of characteristics--mental, 

physical, sensory, and nonvisible physical conditions. All disabling 

conditions can be subsumed under these four broad categories. The 

six subgroups selected for the study--deaf, blind, mentally ill, 

mentally retarded, physically disabled, and persons with hidden dis­

abilities--not only represent these four major categories but also 

identify specific disability groups with which the general population 

and employer community are familiar. In addition, the six selected 

subgroups represent a substantial majority of all existent disabling 

conditions. Finally, these groups allow inferences to be made 

regarding the acceptability of disability in relation to dominant 

American cultural values, such as beauty, intellect, communication 

skills, strength, and health. Each of the disability groups can be 
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identified with perceived limitations in one or more of these highly 

valued areas, as shown in Table 1. 

Study Design 

The method chosen was designed to provide information to test 

the four primary research hypotheses: 

1. Persons with handicaps face ~and different employment 

barriers than do women, blacks, and H1span1cs; 

la. Some d1sab1lity groups face ~and different employment 

barriers than do other~ 

2. Persons w 1th handicaps need ~ and different employment 

solutions than do women, blacks, and Hispanics. 

2a. Some disability groups ·need ID..Q.[§ and different employment 

solutions than do others. 

Several alternative methodological approaches ex1 st which m1 ght 

be used to test the hypothese~ For example, an experimental des1 gn 

method using experimental and control groups as raters to test hypo­

thetical barriers of simulated applicants represents one optio~ In 

addition, a data-based approach which examines actual employer hir1ng 

practices for the groups identified could also have been used Both 

of these methods were considered and discarded in favor of the survey 

research method chose~ 

The two principal reasons for electing the written survey design 

were the nature of the topic and the efficiency of the method Given 

that the study focus 1 s on att1 tud1 nal 1 ssues concern1 ng protected 
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Table 1 

Stereotypical Deficitsa in Highly Valued Cultural Characteristics for Six Disability Groups 

Desired Characterist!cs b 

Disability Communi-Groups Beauty Intellect cation Skill Strength Health 

Deaf X 

Blind X 

Physically 
X X X disabled 

Hidden 
d i sab i 1 it i es X 

Mentally i 11 X X X 

Mentally 
retarded X X X X 

aThe stereotypical deficit areas are hypothesized by the author. 

bThe desired characteristics represent a combination of those suggested in theories by 
Vash (1981) and Albrecht (1976). 

ex= Perceived deficit exists in this characteristic for the group identified. 

Total 
Deficitsc 

3 

3 

4 

10 .-
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groups, it seems especially appropriate to assess perceptions as 

measured by questionnaire responses. After all, it is most likely 

the perceptions of protected groups that have the greatest impact on 

the1 r employment potential. Second, the \tritten q uesti onnai re has 

certain advantages of conven1 ence and uniformity that are not 

available in either telephone or face-to-face interviews. In terms 

of convenience, the \'lritten survey is much easier to plan, less time 

consuming, and enables the surveyor to reach a much larger sample. 

Bailey (1978) also listed greater assurance of anonymity, the ability 

to stal'1·1ardize wording, and eliminating interviewer bias as several 

other acil/antages of the mailed questionnaire. Because of the 

sensitive nature of the topic, the ab111ty to eliminate interviewer 

bias and to maximize anonymity of respondents was felt to be 

especially important. 

The survey q uest1 onnai re approach was chosen to identify 

employer community perceptions of barriers and solutions for the 

handicapped in comparison to other protected-group categories. For 

purposes of this study, the employer community \lias defined as public­

and private-sector employers and public and private employment agen­

cies. The division of the employer community into four distinct 

groups was done to enable a com pari son of both public- and private­

sector perceptions, and to test certain secondary research hypothe­

ses. Both public and private employment agencies and employers were 

included in the survey. A s1m1larity in respouse between those who 

refer persons for employment and those who hire would suggest that 
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those perceptions have been institutionalized or at least that 

emploment agencies have adopted the perceptions of employers. 

Research by Johnson and Heal <1976), for example, found that private 

empl~ment agencies treated disabled applicants much differently than 

abl a-bodied persons. 

Grouping the sample in public- and private-sector subsamples also 

enabled a comparison of perceptions of individual barriers and solu­

tions between the two groups. If employers simply represent larger 

societal attitudes, then no major differences 1n perceptions between 

the public and private sectors would be found. On the other hand, 

evidence exists which suggests that affi rmat1ve action gains for 

women and minorities have been greater in the public sector than in 

the private sector <Dometrius & Sigelman, 1984). If similar differ­

ences exist for the handicapped in this and other employment-solution 

areas, it has important implications for policy and practice. 

Barriers represent those factors that operate as disincentives to 

hire, based on actual or perceived character1 sti cs associ a ted with the 

i nd1vidual protected-group member. Stated differently, a barrier may 

be any factor associ a ted with an 1 nd1v1 dual that places that i ndi­

vidual at a competitive disadvantage in the employer's selection 

process. For purposes of th1s researc~ barriers are those identified 

with certain groups or classes tlhich share common characteristics. As 

stated earlier, barriers were classified as relating to attitude, 

ability to perform, and cost. Because barriers are defined and 

assessed by virtue of group or class affiliation, not on the basis of 
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an 1ndivi dual, they require the generalization of attitudes to the 

group as a whola 

Solutions are defined as alternative program or policy stratagies 

designed to increase the 1 i keli hood of employment of protected~group 

members. As suggested earl1er, employment solutions may be viewed in 

two broad areas: <a> those targeted toward changing the condition of 

the applicant, such as work exper1 ence, tra1 ni ng, and education; and 

(b) those directed to changing the condition of the employer, such as 

civ11 rights, financial incentives, or increased awareness. While 

some of these solutions have been used for all populations collec­

tively, they have only been applied to protected groups. 

For purposes of the 5tudy, the handicapped are treated both as a 

single protected-group category and as a ~eries of specifically iden­

tif1 ed subcategories. As a single group, the handicapped category 

includes all individuals with physical or mental disabling condi­

tions. The use of the single category of-handicapped in the study 

design allows a direct comparison w1th other protected groups. The 

handicapped subcategories enable a comparison of these discrete 

disab111ty groups to discern 1f, in fact, they are viewed differently 

with regard to barriers and policy solutions. 

An analysis of barriers and solutions collectively, considering 

both number and mix for each group, will suggest the problems, 

options, and ul t1 mate feasi b111ty of employment for each protected 

group and subgroup category. The analysis w111 identify the number 

and type of barriers and solutions proposed for each group, and enable 
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a comparison between disability groups on these factors. The "feasi­

bility of employment" analysis will compare the ratio of barriers to 

solutions. The analysis involved a three-stage process. First. mean 

ratings were determined for the 10 protected groups for each of the 13 

barriers. The same process was fol1o\1ed w1th regard to each of the 

six proposed employment solutions. Second, mean scores for each 

variable were compared against the criterion value to determine if the 

barrier was perceived as significant, and if the proposed solution was 

perceived to be effective. Finally, the number of significant bar­

riers and effective solutions was determined for each group. In 

addition, the comparison of mean ratings for each variable enabled an 

analysis of the relative importance of the barrier, or the relative 

viability of the sol uti on across protected-group categories. This 

same analysis provided a basis for comparing the viability of certain 

solutions in general, irrespective of the group considered 

Survey Methodology 

Random samples were selected ;rom the four populations defined as 

the employment community. The employment community sel ectad for the 

study included the following sample sizes: 200 private-sector 

employers, 200 public-sector amployers, 100 public employment agen­

cies, and 100 private employment agencies. The sample size was based 

on a projected 30% to 50% return rate, which \'/Ould provide a suffi­

cient response 1n each of the subpopulations to test the research 

hypotheses. Larger sample sizes were chosen for the public and 
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private employers because the1r responses were viewed as more 

important to the study desig~ They are more important in that they 

reflect the perceptions of those who actya]]y hire individuals. 

Employer Community Sa~ 

The private sector sample was drawn from a printout of a computer 

tape supplied by the Mi ch1 gan Employment Security Commission ( MESC>. 

It included all employers w1th 25 or more employees who do business in 

Michigan and are registered for unemployment insurance purposes. A 

random-number table was used to select 200 employers from the state­

wide list of slightly more than 5,000 employers. 

The public-sector employers included those Michigan municipali­

ties listed in the 1983 Municipal Year Book <International City Man­

agement Association). Each of the cities listed in the Year Book was 

numbered; then. the survey sample was dra\IJn by using a random-number 

table. 

Attitudes in the public employment agency were studied by sur­

veying employment interviewers working for the MESC. A stratified 

random sample was drawn of 100 persons using the agency personnel 

printout. The stratif1 ed sample was used to assure an appropriate 

geographic representation from the MESC local offices throughout 

M1 chigan. 

The Michigan Department of Commerce provided a list of all busi­

nesses registered as employment agencies as of January 1984. Again, 
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the list was numbered, and 100 of the agencies were selected through 

use of a random-number tabla 

Survey Ma111ngs 

The survey questionnaires were ma1led to potential respondents 

during April 1984. A follow-up letter was sent in September 1964 to 

all persons included in the initial survey mailing. Of the 600 ques­

tionna1 res mailed, 124 were returned. The return d1 str1 button from 

the four groups was as follows: 

Private employers 

Public employers 

Public employment agencies 

Private employment agencies 

N 

16 

44 

51 

13 

I Return 

8 

22 

51 

13 

The overall 20.6% return rate was much 1 ower than the 50% rate 

sought. The return rate 1 n the private sector was also much lower 

than that 1n the public sector. The low return rate can probably be 

accounted for by two major factors: (a) the sensitive nature of the 

questionnaire and (b) the length of the quest1onna1ra Bailey <1978) 

1n his book on survey research discussed the negative effect of these 

factors on response rate. It 1 s expected that these factors had a 

much more significant effect on private-sector respondents, where 

aff1nnat1ve action is an espechlly sensitive topic. Methods employed 

97 



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

in the survey design and statistical analysis to counter some of these 

aspects are discussed below. 

The smaller return rate led to certain adjustments in the statis­

tical analysis of the data. Blalock (1979) has assessed the influence 

of the number of cases in drawing conclusions on tests of signifi­

cance. This factor is especially important 1n analyzing the results 

from the private-sector employer subsample. For th1s reason there are 

some limits on projecting from the obtained sample for this group to 

the 1 arger population. Spec1f i ca 11 y, ch1-sq uare com pari sons of the 

four employer community groups could not be used because of the 

inadequate cell count (Blalock, 1979). Adjustments were made by using 

chi-square comparisons as indicators for further analysis. In lieu of 

chi-square analysis, means and conf1 dance intervals were established 

to enable a comparison of subgroup response. This method allows for 

the comparison of the total group size and accommodates for the meas­

urement errors in each subsampla. Results must be reported, however, 

in terms of strong inferences rather than of statistical significanc~ 

Survey Qyestionna1re 

The survey instrument was designed to obtain perceptions from 

the employment community on two main themes: (a) the assessment of 

barriers as they relate to the identified protected groups and (b) 

the utility of alternative solutions for these same populations. The 

survey instrument contained a brief cover letter, which outlined the 

purpose of the study, stressed that responses were anonymous, and 
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offered respondents an opportunity to request copies of the study 

findings. Because the survey q uesti onna ire was rather 1 engthy, the 

cover letter stressed that it should take no longer than 30 to 45 

minutes to completa This time estimate was based on pilot testing 

the survey with several respondents. The opportunity to receive 

results was used as a method to increase the response rate and show 

appreciation to the respondents. In addition, the cover letter 

identified the potential value of survey findings to respondents. A 

copy of the full survey instrument is included in Appendix f\ 

Barrier Assessment 

The assessment of barriers was addressed in two separate sec­

tions of the survey instrument. In Section II, respondents were 

asked to rate the effect of the 13 barriers for the protected-group 

category identified 1n the question. To restate, the 13 barriers 

were: visual appearance, communication skills, prejudice, worker's 

compensation risks, skill level. physical capability, acceptance by 

co-workers, employment-related cost. mental ab111ty, accessibility of 

the work site, stereotypes, limitation in jobs they can perform, and 

dependability. Each of the barriers could receive a rating of 1 to 

s, with a value of 1 indicating that the barrier was perceived to 

have a highly significant effect for the group 1n questio~ 

This approach was followed for each of the 10 protected-group 

categories. The barriers were listed in different order for each of 

the protected-group categories to minimize the opportunity for 
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patterned responses or a response set by the individual completing 

the question (Blalock, 1978). An "other" category was listed, which 

provided the respondents an opportunity to identify a fourteenth 

barrier that was felt to be relevant for the group in questio~ 

Forced-Ranking Qyest1ons 

Section III of the survey listed each of the 13 barriers and 

asked the respondents to rank 1 through 3 the protected groups most 

affected by the barrier. The section required a forced-cho1 ce com­

parison among the 10 protected-group categories against the barrier 

in question. Section III thus allowed a validation of the responses 

contained in the previous section and provided a forced comparison of 

the relative effect of various barriers across the 10 protected-group 

categories. 

In addition to the 13 barriers listed in Section II, three other 

forced-ranking questions were included in Section IIL Respondents 

were asked to rank from 1 to 3 "the groups most affected by discrimi­

nation" and to "identify the groups least likely to be hired in a 

tight labor market." They were also asked to "describe the groups 

that would most likely be hired through an appeal to civic responsi­

bility." The discrimination quest1 on represented a synthesis of the 

attitudinal-barrier questions contained 1n Part I and, in effect, 

allowed a validation of this dimension, which had been assessed by 

separate barrier questions earl1e~ The tight labor market question 

was included to serve as a validation of the collective effect of all 
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13 barriers and, at the same time, ask a question that had not been 

asked before, namely, of all the groups listed, which one is least 

likely to be hire~ 

The appeal to c1v1c respons1b111ty question was later repeated 

in the employment-solutions section of the survey. It was included 

here to obtain a forced comparison of the utility of this persuasive 

approach for the 10 groups. The inclusion of the "appeal to civic 

responsibility" item as a separate question in Part III recognizes 

the continuing debate surrounding the use of the "appeal" approach. 

This controversy has been especially prevalent with regard to place-

ment of the hand1 capped. Earlier literature has discussed the 

multiple and sometimes conflicting response to disability, including 

the reactions of patronizat1on and pity (Siller, 1967; u.s. Commis­

sion on C1v11 Rights, 1983). The "appeals" approach acknowledges the 

existence of these public attitudes and seel<s to take advantage of, 

rather than change, them. The inclusion of th1s question, therefore, 

provides both a measure of 1ts utility as an approach and an 1 ndi­

cator of employer attitudes toward persons with handicaps. 

Employment Solyt1ons 

Part IV requested that the respondent rate from 1 to 5 the six 

employment solutions in terms of their perceived effectiveness for 

meeting the needs of the 10 protected groups identif1e~ A rating of 

1 meant that the listed employment sol uti on was perce1ved to be "most 

effective" for the group identified. The seven solutions listed 
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were: tax credits and financial i ncentivesr affirmative action, 

government subsidy, job training, increased employer awareness, pub­

lic responsibility, and "other." The "other" category enabled 

respondents to list another employment approach and to rate its 

effectiveness. 

The Qyest1onnairets Introductory Section 

The introductory part of the questionnaire requested information 

about both the respondent's organization and the 1nd1v1dua1 who 

completed the instrument. The respondents were asked to i dent1fy 

their job duties, job title, job functions, and years of experience 

1n their current position~ Responses 1n these categories were 

obtained to allow for testing of the relationships between the 

responses to Sections I I, II I, and IV based on these job factors. 

The existence of relationships or differences in response patterns 

could then be analyzed based on job title, job responsibilities, and 

years of experience. In addition, descriptive information could be 

provided that summarized the characteristics of the survey sample. 

The coding key used for converting q uest1 onna ire responses is 

included as Appendix B. Job-title responses were coded into eight 

categories: president/owner, personnel director, equal employment 

opportunity (EEO) officer, employment interviewer, placement special-

1st, administrator/manager, employment specialist, and city manager. 

Respondents were asked to identify whether they had responsib111ties 

1n the h1r1ng process for pre-screening, initial selection, final 

---- -- ···- ---- ---·--------
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sel ect1 on, and the development of sel ect1 on cr1 ter1 a. An optional 

"other" category was 11 sted in the j ob-responsi b111t1 es q uest1 ons to 

allow respondents to describe any other respons1b1lit1es they had 1n 

the h1 ring process. Ind1 v1 duals were also asked to report, 1 n years 

and months, the amount of time that they had worked in their present 

job. These data were 1 ater converted 1 nto months to f ac111 tate 

grouping of data and statistical applications. 

Respondents were also asl<ed to provide data on the type of 

organization in which they were employed and the number of employees 

they had. ''Type of business" responses \'/ere converted into two-digit 

Standard Industrial Code (S!C) designations.. SIC identifiers are 

used by the United States Department of Labor to classify all public 

and private businesses, industries, and places of employment. The 

SIC coding of responses was included to allow for comparison of 

responses by type of business, especially in regard to the private 

employer subsample. 

The series of questions at the beginning of the survey was 

placed so as to enable respondents to begin the survey with questions 

that were both easy to respond to and noncontroversial. 

The final portion of the questionnaire sought demographic infor­

mation specific to the person completing the instrument. He or she 

was asked to report on his or her race, sex, and whether or not he or 

she had a handicapping character1sti~ Collection of these data 

would also allow for an analysis of responses to Parts II, III, and 

IV with respect to these three demographic variables. These three 
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personal identifiers were p'litced at the end of the questionnaire in 

recognition of the fact that they are viewed as more sensitive areas. 

Their completion was also not deemed critical to the research design 

and data analysis. If placed at the beginning, these three questions 

might have discouraged respondents from completing the more important 

parts of the survey. 

Questionnaires were also coded so that they could be identified 

by the employer community subsample to which they belonged. All 

subsample questionnaires had identical questions in identical order 

but were distinguished in the following ways: 

1. Private-sector employer respondents were coded by use of a 

gray cover Jetter sheet. 

2. Public-sector employer respondents were coded by use of a 

white coyer Jetter sheet 

3. For MESC respondents, Question 6 ("number of employees in 

company") was crossed out before distribution. 

4. For private employment agencies, the upper right-hand corner 

of the coyer sheet was cut off. 

This approach was used to allow questionnaires to be grouped by 

subsample upon return since all questionnaires were returned anony­

mously. More conventional methods such as numerical or letter coding 

might have been perceived by the respondent as an attempt to trace 

his or her specific identity, thereby decreasing the response rate. 
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Response Coding 

All survey variables were translated into numerical responses. 

A coding key <Appendix 8) was developed so that each answer could be 

translated into a one- to five-digit number. Yes/no responses were 

coded as a 1 or 2. The nine (9) - (99999) convention \'las used to 

code nonresponses. Answers to questions in Sections II, III, and IV 

were already in numerical form and needed no recodin~ All returned 

survey questionnaires were assigned numbers 1 n sequential order (001 

to 124). Subsample employment community groups were assigned identi­

fying numbers of 1 (private employer), 2 <public-sector employer), 3 

<MESC), or 4 (private employment agency). Numerical values for each 

survey w&re transferred onto computer-readable sheets. Each survey 

response required the completion of two computer records: 196 

responses on Record 1 and 133 responses on Record 2. Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences <SPSS) files were established to 

record the raw data and to format the data for computerized statisti­

cal analysis. 

Data Analysis 

The data-analysis process included a delineation both of the 

respondent and employer demographic information; a test of signifi­

cance for both barriers and employment solutions; and an analysis of 

response patterns based on sex, race, and employer community sub­

group. Frequency distributions were run for each of the 268 vari­

ables coded in the survey questionnair~ The SPSS program also 
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provided descriptive stat1st1cs for each variable contained 1n the 

f1ve sections of the questionnaire. The f1ve questionnaire sections 

were: 1 nf ormat1 on on respondents (Sect1 on n, barrier rat1 ngs (Sec­

tion II), forced-choice rankings of barriers (Section III>, solution 

ratings (Section IV), and personal i dent1fiers, 1.e., sex, race, and 

handicap status (Section V >. 

Analysis of Employment-Related Infonmatton 

The analysis of the employment-related data was completed to 

provide a description of the characteristics of the survey sample as 

a whole, and each of the employer community subgroups. The 

composition of the four employer communi ties could be compared and 

response patterns analyzed in terms of similar characteristics. Fr&­

quency distributions were constructed for the following variables: 

the number of respondents in each of the four employment community 

subpopulations, the number and distribution of the nine job-title 

categories, the types of responsibilities in the hiring process, and 

the types of businesses represented. Using the SPSS cross-tabs 

instruction, this same information was provided for each of the four 

employment community subpopulations. Descriptive statistics were 

used to provide measures of central tendency and dispersion for 

summarizing the variables of "length of time 1n current pos1t1on" and 

"number of employees 1n the company/agency." 
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Analysis of Barriers and Solytions 

The barriers and solutions analysis described below was designed 

in order to test the following research hypotheses: (a) More and 

different barriers exist for the handicapped than for women, blacks, 

and Hispanics; (b) more and d1 fferent barr1 ers ex1 st for some dis­

ability groups than others; (c) more and different employment sol u­

tions are proposed for the handicapped than for women, blacks, and 

Hispanics; and (d) more and different employment solutions are pro­

posed for some di sab1lity groups than others. 

Descriptive statistics were also used to establish mean scores 

and to report the standard error of the mean for the 13 barriers for 

each of the 10 protected groups identified in Section II of the 

questionnaire. The barrier identified as "other" 1n the survey was 

not included in the data analysis because it had no common meaning 

across respondents. The mean scores and standard error of the mean 

were used to establish 95% confidence intervals for each of the 130 

variables contained in Section IL Each barrier could receive a mean 

score ranging from 1 to 5 based on the questionnaire rating system. 

Lower ratings meant the 1 tern was seen as a greater barr1 er for the 

group in question; higher scores meant the barrier was perceived as 

less significant. An average score of 3 was used as the cutoff point 

for determining whether the potential barrier, as represented by the 

mean score, was viewed as important for the particular protected 

grou~ The upper end of the confidence interval was compared against 

the score of 3 to determ1ne if the barrier was perceived to exist for 
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the group be1 ng rated. Where the derived score fell bel ow 3, the 

barrier was viewed to exist; where the score was greater than 3, the 

potential barrier was defined as not significant for the protected 

group being analyzed. 

The 95% confidence interval around the mean was also used to 

compare different barriers within the same protected-group category 

and to compare the ~ barriers across different protected group~ 

This process enabled the testing for significant differences between 

barrier scores at the .OS significance level. For example, use of 

the 95% confidence interval enabled not only a determination of 

whether or not "communication skill" and "dependability" were viewed 

as major barriers for the mentally retarded, but also if "communi ca­

tion sk111" was viewed as a much greater barrier for the mentally 

retarded than was "dependability." Through this method the hypothe­

sis could be tested that the same barrier may have a significantly 

greater effect on certain groups than other~ S1m 1larly, sol ut1ons 

could be evaluated based on the1 r perceived effectiveness between 

groups. 

This same approach was used in the analysis of the data in 

Section IV for employment sol uti on~ Three was again used as the 

cutoff score for determining whether the employment solution was 

viewed as effective for the group in quest1o~ 

In addition, five numerical ranges were established for the 

responses in both the barriers and solutions sections so that the 

findings could be reported in narrative term~ The midpoints between 
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whole numbers were used as the cutoff points for defining the five 

categories. For the barriers section, the ranges were def-1ned as 

follows: 

Average Score 

1.0-1.5 

1.6-2.5 

2.6-3.5 

3.6-4.5 

4.6-5.0 

Qegree of Barrier Effect 

Major effect 

Strong effect 

Sane effect 

Limited effect 

No effect 

For the classification of solutions, responses were defined as: 

Average Score 

l.0-1Q5 

1.6-2.5 

2.6-3.5 

3.6-4.5 

4.6-5.5 

Rank Order Comparisons 

Effectiveness of Solytion 

Most effective 

Effective 

Moderately effective 

Limited effect 

Not effective 

ln Section II (barriers> and Section IV (employment solutions), 

the mean scores were also used to establish the relative rankings of 

barriers and solutions across protected group~ This method was used 

as a basis to further test the hypothesis that a different set of 

barriers or solutions existed for the 10 protected groups. Within 

·- ----- -- -----·-----·-----·----------------------
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each protected group, the barriers were rank ordered from l to 13 

based on the mean score for each barrier. The rankings of barriers 

between the various protected groups were then compared to determine 

whether they were significantly different. Comparisons of rank1ngs 

were made establishing coefficients of concordance (~scores) for use 

with such multiple rankings. 11 scores are tested at the .OS signifi­

cance 1 evel. Th1 s approach all owed the testing of t-lhether certain 

barriers were consistently rated as more severe, irrespective of the 

protected group being rated. Similarly, employment solutions could 

be compared on the basis of their relative rankings across protected­

group categories. For analysis of both barrier and employment solu­

tions, ~scores were derived comparing the rankings of the 

handicapped category ~ i th women, blacks, and Hispanics. In addition, 

the relative rankings of barriers and solutions for the physically 

disabled, blind, deaf, mentally 111, mentally retarded, and persons 

with hidden disab1l1t1es were compared by th1s method. Thus, for 

both Sections II and IV, two sets of l1L scores were derived. kl. scores 

for Section IV enabled a determination as to whether certain employ-

ment solutions were consistently favored, i rrespect1ve of the 

protected-group category being assessed. 

Analysis of Employer Community 
Group. Sex. and Race 

The data were also analyzed by employer community group, sex, 

and race. Data in these three demographic areas were analyzed to 

determine if differences in the as~tl~~!Y)~nt of barriers and solutions 
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ex1 sted based on employer comm un1 ty subgroupsi sex. or race. No 

analys1 s was made based on the hand1 capping status of the question­

nai re respondents because of the small number of respondents w 1 th 

handicapping characteristics included 1n the sample. 

For the variable race, mean scores for the items in Sections II 

and IV were created separately for the white respondent group and the 

nonwhite (blacks, Native Americans, Asians, and Hispanics) respondent 

grou~ The nonwhite respondent groups were combined and reported as 

a single group. It was necessary to group the individual nonwhite 

racial categories into a single nonwhite grouping to create a suffi­

ciently large sample for statistical analysis. Confidence intervals 

around these means were established at the 95% level for each group 

and compared to see if response patterns differed between the white 

and nonwhite respondents. 

For the employer community, the cross-tabulation SPSS instruc­

tion was used to derive chi-square scores for the variables in Sec­

tion II (barriers) and Section IV (solutions), as well as two 

questions in Section III, those referring to "tight labor market" and 

"discrimination." This procedure was repeated to derive chi-square 

scores for the sex var1 able. Ch 1-sq uare scores in both cases were 

tested at the .OS level of significance. 
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QiAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS 

This chapter reports the findings of the survey in four major 

parts: a description of the survey sample; an analysis of employment 

barriers for the handicapped and the subpopulations of the handi­

capped; a separate analysis of responses to the forced-choice ques­

tions on "discrimination" and "tight labor market" impacts on 

protected groups; and an analysis of employment solutions responses 

for both the handicapped and h and1 capped subpopul at1 ons. An add1 ... 

tional analysis compares respondent answers by race and se~ 

Demographic information is provided which gives a summary of the 

characteristics of the respondent group at both the 1 ndivi dual and 

organizati anal levels. This demographic i nformat1 on is also broken 

down by the four subsamples which compose the employer community: 

the public employment agency (MESC), the private employment agencies, 

public-sector employers, and private-sector employers. 

Two separate analyses of barriers and solutions are mad~ 

First, the major protected groups--women, blacks, H1span1cs, and the 

handicapped--arA compared. Second, the s1x disability groups are 

com pared on perceived barriers and proposed solutions. Also, for 

both barriers and solutions, comparisons are made between the 

responses of the four employer community groups. 
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The statistical analysis of barriers and solutions was completed 

using th E'l means and 95% conf i dance intervals for each of the 

variables. Section II (barriers) contained 1:30 variables (13 bar­

riers times 10 protected groups). Sect1 on Dl <employment solutions) 

contained 60 variables (6 sol ut1ons times 10 protected groups). Only 

two questions, comprising three variables each, were analyzed from 

the forced-ranking questions in Section IIL 

The analysis of responses by employer community group, sex, and 

race of respondents used both a chi-square analysis and conf1 dance 

interval comparisons. All findings reported in this chapter as 

significant attained a statistical significance level of .OS or less. 

Description of Survey Sample 

The survey sample consisted of 124 respondents from the initial 

600 who were sent quest1onna1 res. The implications of the 20.6% 

return rate are discussed later in this chapte~ The characteristics 

of the survey sample are discussed 1n the following paragraphs. 

Employer Community Groups 

Of the four subgroups, the public-sector employment agency was 

the largest group with 51 (41.1%) respondents. Private employment 

agencies with 16 <12.9%) represented the smallest subsampl e. The 

pub11 c sector (employers and employment agenc1 es) constituted the 

largest portion of the sample with 76.6% of the total. The 

distribution is shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Di stri buti on of Sample 

Public Private Total 

Employers N 44 16 60 

% 35.5 12.9 48.4 

Employment agencies N 51 13 64 

% 41.1 10.5 51.6 

Total N 95 29 

% 76.6 ~3.4 

Sex Q1str1byt1on 

Males constituted 64.9% of the survey respondents. The 1 argest 

percentage of females occurred in the public employment agency sub­

sample at 57.4%. A chi-square analysis of the distribution of male 

and female questionnaire respondents by employer community group 

showed differences significant at the .01 level <x2 = 19.165, .df. = 

6). The male-female distribution of the four employer community 

subpopulations is reflected in Table3. 

Race P1str1but1on 

Of the five racial/ethnic groups represente~ whites constituted 

the largest group w1th 81.7%, followed by blacks at 13%. The largest 
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Table 3 

Sex Distribution by Employer Community Group 

Employer Community Groups 

Sex 
Public 

Private Public Employment 
Employers Emp layers Agency 

Male N 12 32 20 

% 80.0 78.0 42.6 

Female N 3 9 27 

% 20.0 22.0 57.4 

Not reported 1 3 4 

Total 16 44 51 

Private 
Employment 

Agency 

10 

90.9 

1 

9.1 

2 

13 

Total 

74 

64.9 

40 

35.1 

10 

1-' 
1-' 
\J1 
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Table 4 

Race Distribution by Employer Community Group 

Employer Community Groups 

Race Total 

Pub 1 i c Private 
Private Public Employment Employment 

Employers Employers Agency Agency 

Black N 2 3 10 0 15 

% 13.3 7. 1 21.3 0 13.0 

White N 12 37 34 11 94 

% 80.0 88. 1 72.3 100.0 81.7 

Native N 1 0 1 0 2 
American % 6.7 0 2. 1 0 1.7 

Asian N 0 1 0 0 

% 0 2.4 0 0 0.9 

Hispanic N 0 0 2 0 2. 

% 0 0 4.3 0 1.7 

Not reported 1 3 4 2 10 

Total N 16 44 51 13 124 

% 13.0 35.0 41.0 11.0 100.0 

t-' 
t-' 

"' 
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percentage of nonwhite respondents (27. 7%) was represented in the 

public employment agency subsample. 

Handicap P1str1byt1on 

Respondents who reported themselves as having a physical or 

mental handicapping characteristic constituted only 11.4% of the 

sample. The Michigan Employment Security Commission <MESC) subsample 

contained the largest number (9) and percentage (18.8%) of the four 

employer community groups (see Table 5). 

Work Characteristics of 
Respondent Sample 

The responsibilities of the respondents were recorded and clas­

sified under three job title (functional responsibilities> areas: 

adm i ni strators--i ncl udi ng city managers, owners, and company presi-

dents; personnel officers--including personnel directors and affirma-

tive action officers; and employment specialists--1ncluding 

employment interviewers and placement specialists. The distribution 

of job titles was as follows: 

T1tle 

Administrators 

Personnel officers 

Employment specialists 

Number of 
Respondents 

57 

15 

47 

Under the question addressing job responsibilities in the selection 

process, 84.7% reported responsibilities for pre-screen1 ng of 
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Tab'le 5 

Handicap Status of Respondents by Employer Community Group 

Employer Community Groups 

Pub 1 ic Private 
Private Pub 1 ic Employment Employment 

Employers Employers Agency Agency 

Handicapped N 0 4 9 0 

% 0 9.5 18.8 0 

Not N 15 37 38 11 
Handicapped 

% 100.0 88.1 79.2 100.0 

Not reported N 0 1 1 0 

% 0 2.4 2.1 0 

Total 

13 

11.4 

101 

87.1 

2 

I 1.7 

..... 

..... 
(X) 
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candidates, 71%·listed a responsibility for fnftfal selection, SO.~ 

for final selection. and 56% indicated a responsi b1lity for ~evelop­

ing the selection criteria. Eighty-six percent also listed 

other responsibilities in the selection process. A majority of the 

respondents listed responsibilities 1n two or more of the areas 

identified. Clearly the respondent sample indicated that a substan­

tial majority of those who completed the survey questionnaire were 

persons w1th a direct responsibility 1n the personnel-selection 

process. 

The respondents' average (mean> length of t1me in their position 

was 8.47 years, with a range from a month to 34 years. Eighty-two 

percent of the respondent sample had been employed at least 2 years 

in their current pos1 tion. 

The number of employees in the organizations represented in the 

surv~J ranged from 1 to 21,000, with an average of 437. Seventy-five 

percent of the organ1 z ati ons represented had 20 or more employees. 

These data did not include the respondents from the MESC subsampl e. 

This qtJest1on was omitted from the surveys sent to MESC because MESC 

is a statewide public organ1zation and the responses to this question 

would not be comparable to those of the other three employer sub­

sample groups. 

The types of businesses represented fell into 14 different 

Standard Industrial Code (SIC> two-digit code groups as shown in 

Table 6. 
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Table 6 

Distribution of Respondents by Type of Business 

Type of Business 

Agricultural production 

Construction 

Food and kindred products 

Printing, publishing 

Fabricated metal products 

Miscellaneous manufacturing industries 

Canmunication 

Retail trade--general 

Furniture, home furnishings 

Eating and drinking places 

Credit agencies 

Miscellaneous business servicesa 

State government 

Local government 

Total 

aPr1marily private employment agencies. 

NIJilber 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

15 

51 

44 

124 

As demonstrated in the table, the pr1 vate-sector subsampl e is 

dispersed over 11 different SIC areas. The limited number in each of 

these areas makes it difficult to make any generalizations about 
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particular types of industries or the representativeness of the 

private-sector subsample as a whole. In general the findings of this 

research with reference to private-sector employers can only be 

described in terms of those employers who responded to the survey. 

The state government and local gcvornment categories represent, 

respectively, the MESC and public-sector employer groups. Each of 

these is of sufficient size to a!;sume representativeness and support 

research generalizations. 

Analysis of Barriers 

This section represents an analysis of the data from Sections II 

(barriers> and III Cforced rankings) of the questionnaire which 

reports the rated impact of the 13 barriers for each of the 10 

protected groups identified. Section III, which asks the respondent 

to rank the groups affected aga1nst each of the identified barriers, 

is used as a cross-validation against the responses 1n Section II. 

121 

For example, in Section II respondents are asked to rate from 1 

to 5 the effect of the barrier "mental ability" on the employment of 

the mentally retarded. An average rating of 1.5 for this barrier 

would mean that respondents viewed this factor as a major barrier for 

the menta1ly retarded. Assuming the 95% confidence interval, based 

on the standard error of the mean, was ±.40, (95% .Ql = 1.10-1.90), 

**this factor still falls below the cut-off point of 3. In this 

example, "mental ability" 1s thus defined by respondents as an 

obvious barrier for the mentally retarded. This process was followed 
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for the analysis of each of the 10 designated groups, against each of 

the 13 barriers. 

In Section III, respondents are asked to rank from 1 to 3 the 

groups most affected by the specified barrier. Using the same bar­

rier, "mental ability," for example, we \'IOUl d expect that the men­

tally retarded would be identified by respondents as one of the top 

three groups most affected by this barrie~ This finding would 

validate the finding from Section II, that mental ability is indeed a 

major barrier for the mentally retarded. It would also support a 

conclusion that mental ability is presumed as a greater barrier for 

the mentally retarded than, say, for persons w 1th hidden di sab11i­

ties. 

Two separate comparisons are made in order to test the research 

hypotheses. First, the protected-group category "handicapped" is 

compared to the categories of "women," "blacks," and "Hispanics" to 

determine the differential impact of barriers. Second, the six 

subcategories of the handicapped--physically disabled, deaf~' blind, 

mentally ill, mentally retarded, and those with hidden disabilities-­

are compared tdth each other to assess the relative impact of the 13 

barriers on the different types of handicaps. 

Three research questions are being tested with each of the two 

canparisons: 

1. Do the handicapped face~ barriers than do the other 

protected groups? 
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la. Similarly, do some disability categories face mgm barriers 

than do other disability categories? 

2. Do the handicapped face different barriers than do woman, 

blacks, and Hispanics? 

2a. Do certain disab11ity categories of the handicapped face 

different barriers than do others? 

3. Do the handicapped face more severe barriers than do women, 

blacks, and H1span1cs? 

3a. Do certain disability categories of the handicapped face 

more severe barriers than do others? 

As suggested in the earlier example, a barrier was defined to 

exist if the mean <average) rating of the barrier fell below a score 

of 3. To all ow for the standard ·error of the mean, 95% confidence 

intervals are established. Therefore, an identified barrier is one 

in which the mean rating, plus the standard error of the mean, pro­

vided a combined score of below 3, or M (1.96) .s.EM. < 3 =barrier. 

The use of 3 as the point for determining the existence of a barrier 

coincides with the midpoint of the rating scale used. In the scale, 

respondents rated the most severe barriers as 1 and the 1 east si g­

nifi cant barriers as 5. An average score of 3 therefore represents 

both the median of the rating scale and the arithmetic average 

(mean>. 

The use of mean scores and the 95% confidence intervals is also 

used to operationally define significant differences between the 

effects of barriers. Where there 1 s no overlap between the 
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confidence interval ranges of two barrier ratings, those barriers are 

defined to be significantly different. For example, if the mean and 

confidence interval for the perceived effect of prejudice on the 

employment of women t1ere 2.95 and 2.50-3.40, respectively, while the 

corresponding scores for prejudice as a barrier for the handicapped 

were 2.05 and 1.65-2.45, then prejudice would be cl ass1f i ed as a 

si gn1fi cantly greater, or more severe, barr1 er for the handicapped 

than for women. This analysis is used to compare the perceived 

effect of different barriers within the same group, and the same 

barriers across group~ 

Barriers of the Handicapped Versus Wanen, 
Blacks, and Hispanics 

Section II Responses 

This section reports the findings of the barriers rated for 

women, blacks, Hispanics, and the handicapped as perceived by 

respondents in Section II of the questionnaire. The purpose of this 

analysis is to com pare the rated effect of the 13 barriers for each 

of the four major protected-group categorie~ 

Of the 13 barriers identified, four were rated as significantly 

bel ow the mean for the handicapped protected-group category. None 

was significantly below the mean for women, blacks, or Hispanic~ 

The barriers identified as significantly below the mean for persons 

with handicaps were "workers' compensation risk," "physical 

capability," "accessibility of the work site," and "limitation in 
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jobs they can perform." Of these four barriers, "physical 

capability" was rated as the most severe. The mean scores and 

confidence intervals for these four barriers com pared to those for 

women, blacks, and Hispanics are depicted in Table 7. 

The scores in Table 7 should also be vi et'/ed in the context of 

the original questionnaire rating scale where respondents were asked 

to rate the effect of the barrier on employment of the protected 

group as follows: 

1 = Major Effect 

2 = Strong Effect 

3 = Sane Effect 

4 = Limited Effect 

5 = No Effect 

A comparison of the means and confidence interval ranges as 

shown in Table 7 indicates that the respondents viewed these four 

barriers as significant for the handicapped Furthermore, they saw 

them as greater barriers than for women, blacks, and Hispanics. The 

four barriers identified in reference to the scale were collectively 

perceived to have either a strong effect or between a strong effect 

and~ effect on employment of the handicapped 

Although not rated as significant barriers, skill level, 

employment-related cost, mental ability, and stereotypes were rated 

as having .5..QIIl.e. effect on the employment of the handicapped On 8 of 

the 13 barr1 ers, persons w 1 th handicaps were viewed as more adversely 

affected than were women, blacks, or Hispanics. For four of the 
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Table 7 

Comparison of Protected Groups on Barriers 

Confi dance Effect on 
Group Mean Interval Employment 

Workers• Compensation Risk 

Handicapped 2.390 2.16-2.63 Strong 
Women 4.363 4.19-4.54 L1m1ted 
Blacks 4.340 4.17-4.52 Limited 
Hispanics 4.328 4.13-4.52 L1m1ted 

Physical Capab111ty 

Handicapped 2.048 1.91-2.25 Strong 
Women 3.081 2. 87-3.29 Sane 
Blacks 3.846 3.60-4.09 L1m1ted 
H1span1cs 4.000 4.07-4.45 L1m1ted 

Accessi b1li ty of Work Site 

Handicapped 2.636 2.40-2.87 Sane 
Women 4.331 4.15-4.51 L1m1ted 
Blacks 4.276 4.08-4.47 Limited 
Hispanics 4.238 3.15-3.65 L1m1ted 

L1m1tat1ons in Jobs Can Perfonm 

Handicapped 2.168 1. 99-2.35 Strong 
Women 3.195 2.98-3.41 Some 
Blacks 3.650 3.40-3.89 Limited 
Hispanics 3.940 3.71-4.17 L1m1ted 
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barriers there was no significant difference between the ratings of 

the handicapped and one or more of the other protected groups. Only 

in the case of one barrier, "prejudice," was one of the protected 

groups (blacks) perceived to be affected more greatly than were the 

handicapped. 

Rank Order Cgmpar1son 

Two separate analyses compared the rankings of all barriers for 

the handicapped against those of women. blacks, and Hispanics. Using 

mean scores, barriers were ranked from 1 to 13 for each group, going 

from the 1 ow est average score (mean) to the highest. The hand1 capped 

were first compared individually with each of the other protected 

groups to establish rank order correlation coefficients. Second, the 

rankings of all four groups were compared simultaneously to establish 

coefficients of concordanca These correlations are reported as K 

scores, which are used with mult1ple-rar.king comparisons. 

The comparison of rankings 1s used to determine if the four 

groups--women, blacks, Hispanics, and the handicapped--face a 

different set of barriers. A significant positive correlation would 

support a finding that the groups face a similar set of barriers, 

even though the severity of the barriers may differ between groups. 

Table 8 shows the comparative barrier rankings for the 

handicapped with blacks, women, and Hispanics. Comparing women to 

the persons with handicaps group forti= 13, the computed value of 

the rank order correlation coefficient (Rho) is .206 <.r..&. = .206). 

--- .. --··--··-·· ···- -- ··--·· -···--------------
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Testing the derived value of Rho at the .OS level of significance for 

a one-tailed test indicates there 1s no significant relationship 

between the barrier rankings of women and the handicapped. Stated 

differently, the results indicated that the barriers that are viewed 
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as most significant for the handicapped have only a limited 

relationship to those that are viewed as most important for women. 

Both groups ar• howeve~ most severely affected by "physical 

capability" and "limitations in the jobs they can perform" as their 

number one and two barriers, respectively. The handicapped are 

perceived to face a different set of barriers than are ~omen. 

Comparing the handicapped group to blacks provides a computed 

value for Rho of -.264 <.r.~ = -.264). Testing at the .05 conf i dance 

level indicates that there is no significant relationship between the 

barrier rank1ngs of these two groups. The negative correlation 

coefficient value indicates a very slight inverse relationship in the 

barrier rankings. The data indicate, therefore, that the barriers 

which are most important for the handicapped tend to be less 

important for blacks and vice versa. 

The rank order com pari son of the handicapped group with 

Hispanics indicates a significant inverse relationship of barrier 

importance. The computed value of Rho forti= 13 is -.547, which 

defines a significant relationship when tested at the .OS 

significance level for a one-tailed test. Compared to the other 

group~ Hispanics have the least commonality with the handicapped in 

the relative effect of the 13 barriers. There is a strong tendency 

for the barriers which are most important in affecting the employment 

of persons with handicaps to be least important in the employment of 

Hispanics. In assessing the impact of the different barriers with 

regard to the four groups, women are most similarly affected, and 
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Hispanics are most different Blacks and Hispanics appear to be most 

similar to each other in the types of barriers faced. 

A comparison of the rankings of all four groups simultaneously 

yielded a 11 score of .346 and a derived chi-square value of 16.608 

(.df = 12). ~/hen tested at the .OS level of significance, the chi-

square value indicated no significant relationship between the 

rank1ngs of barriers of the four protected group~ 

These data tend to support a v1ew that the 13 barriers are seen 

as having different impacts on the employment of each of the four 

protected-group categories. Stated differently, when considering 

each of the barriers, persons with handicaps, blacks, Hispanics, and 

women differ from each other as to which barriers operate as deter-

rents to employment It appears that the importance of the barriers, 

individually and collectively, 1s specific to the identified 

protected-group category and does not operate independently of that 

consideration. This means that the types of individual barriers 

faced, the severity of the barriers, and the set of barriers faced 

are specific to the protected-group category being consi dared. The 

data further substantiate that the handicapped face a different set 

of barriers than do the other protected groups identified. 

Comparison of Employer Community 
Sybgroyps on Barriers 

This section reports the response patterns on the perception of 

barriers as rated by public- and private-sector employers and public­

and private-sector employment agencie~ A determination of 

--·. -------------------
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significant difference was made when: (a) chi-square analysis iden­

tified differences in employment community subgroup ratings s1gnif1-

cant at the .OS 1 evel .a.n.d. (b) those differences could be validated by 

a comparison of the subgroup mean and confidence interval with those 

of the total employer community group. 

Taken as a whole, the four subsamples ~'lhich compose the total 

employer community were more similar than different in the perception 

of barriers for the handicapped, women, blacks, and Hispanics. An 

analysis of the 13 barrier ratings for women, blacks, Hispanics, and 

the handicapped group revealed that there were significant 

differences between the ratings of the four employer community 

subgroups 1 n 9, or 17%, of the 52 barr1 er ratings. The 52 potential 

responses reflect the sum of the 13 potential barriers times each of 

the four protected groups. In reviewing the responses of public­

sector em pl eyers, private-sector employers, the publ1 c-sector 

employment agency CMESC), and private-sector employment agencies, it 

was the MESC which differed most often from the total group norms. 

Significant differences in barrier ratings from the total group norm 

were noted 1n five out of nine cases by MESC; four out of nine cases 

by private-sector employers; three out of nine cases by private­

sector employment agencies; and in one out of nine cases by public­

sector employers. In several of the above cases, two of the employer 

community subgroups differed from the group norm in rating the same 

barrier variable. 
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The analysis of subgroup responses was completed in a two­

stage process: (a) Chi-square values "ere identified which ~ere 

significant at the .OS level, and (b) subgroup means were calculated 

and compared using 95% confidence interval ranges to determine 

significantly different response patterns. Chi-square scores could 

not be used as the sole criterion because the sample sizes of the 

private-sector employers and private employment agencies subgroups 

were not large enough to provide adequate cell counts. Where the 

subgroup mean fell beyond the upper or lower end of the total group 

confidence interval, the subgroup response was defined as 

significantly different. 

For the handicapped protected-group category, differences 

between employer community subgroup ratings existed for 3 of the 13 

barriers. The three barriers were "workers' compensation risk," 

"stereotypes," and "prejudice." The private-sector subsample mean <M. 

= 3.00) was significantly higher than the mean <M. ~ 2.39, 95% Ql = 

2.16-2.63) for the total group on the variable workers' compensation 

risk. This means that the private-sector employer respondents saw 

workers' compensation risk as a substantially less severe barrier for 

the handicapped than did the other three employer community groups. 

Based on the criterion of mean scores falling below 3.00, private­

sector respondents d1 d not i dent1fy workers' compensation risk as a 

definitive barrier for the handicapped. 

For the barrier labeled "stereotypes," the MESC respondent group 

saw this as a significantly more severe barrier for the handicapped 
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than did the other three employer community groups. The MESC group 

mean rating for stereotypes as a barrier for the handicapped <M = 

2. 79, N = 49) was substantially bel ow the mean rating and confidence 

interval range <M. = 3.20, .Ql = 2.96-3.44, N = 118) for the total 

group on this variable. The MESC group identified stereotypes as a 

potential barrier for the handicapped; the other three 

representatives of the employer community subgroup did not. The mean 

rating <M. = 3.49, N = 69) of the public- and private-sector employers 

and the private employment agency indicated they saw stereotypes as 

having between 91some effect" and "limited effect" on the employment 

of the hand1 capped. MESC respondents rated this factor as having 

between "strong effect" and "sane effect." 

The private-sector employer respondents and MESC respondents 

also varied significantly from the group norm <M = 3.529, .Q.l = 3.29-

3.79, N = 119) in the rating of prejudice as a barrier to employment 

of the handicapped. MESC <M = 2.95, N = 49) respondents rated this 

variable as having "some effect." The private-sector employers' <M = 
4.26, N = 15) mean rating on this variable equated to a "limited 

effect" to "no effectn on employment. The total group mean trans-

1 ated to a rating of between "some effect" and "limited effect." 

With regard to bl aclss, the MESC respondents <.M = 2.50, N = 50) 

saw "stereotypes" as a significantly greater barrier than did the 

total group <.M = 3.08, N = 122, .Ql = 2.84-3.33). "Communication 

skills" as a barrier for blacks was viewed by MESC respondents <M. = 

3.64, N = 50) as a 1 ess severe barrier than by the total group <M = 
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3.32, .c.I = 3.10-3.54, H = 122) while private employment agencies <.M = 

2.15, H = 13) identified this as a definite barrier. MESC 

respondents also saw "prejudice" as a greater barrier for blacks <.M = 

2.42, N = 50) than did the other three employer community groups <M. = 

3.45, 1i = 71). 

Two employer community group differences were identified in the 

identification of barriers for women. The total group v1e\'fed "acces­

sibility" as having a very insignificant impact on the employment of 

women <M = 4.33, .Ql = 4.15-4.51, .N = 124). While none of the sub­

groups rated this as a significant barrier, MESC respondents rated it 

as having virtually no impact <M = 4.54, N = 51); private-sector 

respondents <M. = 3.81, N = 16) and private employment agencies <M. = 

3.92, H = 13) rated accessibility as having a 1 im i tad effect. 

Significant differences were also noted in the evaluation of "commu­

nication sl<ills" for women. Private employment agencies identified 

communication skills as a s1gn1f1cant barrier for women <M. = 2.76, H 

= 13), while MESG respondents rdted it as having only a limited 

effect <M. = 3.94, N = 51>. 

"Prejudice" was the only variable where significant differences 

existed in the ratings of barriers for Hispanics. The total group 

identified prejudice as an insignificant barrier, having between 

"some effect" and "11m1 ted effect" on the employment of Hi span1 cs <M 

= 3.426, .Ql = 3.19-3.67, N = 122). MESC respondents rated it as a 

significant barrier <.M = 2.82~ H = 50), while public-sector employers 

rated it as having only a 11m1ted effect <M = 3.77, N = 44>. 
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Comparison of Disability Groups on Barriers 

Identification of Indiyidyal Barriers 

Major differences were found 1n the number, type, and severity 

of barriers perceived to exist for the six disability groups. No 

disability group was rated as facing fewer than 3 nor more than 10 of 

the potential barriers. Some commonalities seem to e)cist between two 

or three of the disability groups in terms of the types of barriers 

faced. Only the mentally retarded are perceived to face certain 

Employment barriers which were not identified for any of the five 

other disability groups. 

The mentally retarded, blind, physically disabled, persons with 

hidden disabilities, those with a history of mental illness, and the 

deaf were each rated against the 13 barriers. Of the six disability 

groups, the mentally retarded were rated as facing the most barriers 

(10), while the deaf faced the fewest number (3). Of the 13 bar­

riers, "limitation in jobs they can perform" was the only barrier 

rated as significant for all s1x disab111ty groups. "Stereotypes" 

and "employment-related cost" were the only two barriers that were 

not identified as significant for any of the d1sab111ty groups. 

Table 9 identifies the employment barriers rated as important for 

each of the six groups. A disability-group barrier 1s 1dent1f1ed 1f 

the upper end of the 95% conf1 dence interval surrounding the mean 

rating falls below the criterion value of 3. 
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Table 9 

Significant Barriers by Disability Group 

Disability Groupa 
Barrier 

M. R. M. I. P. D. H. D. Deaf Blind 

Communication skills X X X 

Visual appearance X 

Prejudice X 

Workers' canp. risks X X X X 

Skill level X X X 

Physical capability X X X X 

Acceptance by co-workers X 

Employment-related cost 

Mental ability X X 

Accessibility of work site X X 

Stereotypes 

Limitation on jobs can perform X X X X X X 

Dependability X X 

Total 10 6 4 3 2 4 

aM.R. =mentally retarded, M.I. =mentally ill, P.O.= physi-
cally disabled, H.ll. = hidden disabilities. 
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Analysis of Barriers by P1sab111ty Group 

The mentally retarded were rated by respondents as the disabil­

ity group facing the largest numbers of barriers. The 10 factors 

identified as barriers were: communication sk11ls, visual appear­

ance, prejudice, workers' compensation risk, skill level, physical 

capability, acceptance by co-workers, mental ability, limitation 1n 

jobs the person can perform, and dependability. Three of these 

factors--mental ability, limitation in jobs a person can perform, and 

sk111 1 evel--were rated as the most important barriers. Each of 

these three factors was rated as having a "strong effect" on the 

employment of the mentally retarded. Three factors--employment­

related cos~ accessibility, and stereotypes--were not rated as bar­

riers for the mentally retarded. Accessi bfli ty of the work site was 

rated as the least important barrie~ Table 10 identifies the rank-

1ngs of the barriers for the mentally retarded from those having the 

greatest impact to those hav1ng least 

On 7 of the 13 barriers, the mentally retarded were rated as 

more severely affected than any of the other five disability groups. 

Those barriers were mental ability, limitation in jobs a person can 

perform, sk111 level, visual appearance, acceptance by co-workers, 

prejudice, and stereotypes. Visual appearance, prejudice, and 

acceptance by co-workers were also barriers which were 1dantif1ed as 

barriers for the mentally retarded but not for any of the other 

d1sab111ty groups. Two barr1ers--sk1ll level and mental ab111ty-­

were rated as hav1ng a greater 1mpact on the mentally retarded than 
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Table 10 

Ranking of Each Employment Barrier's Effect for 
the Mentally Retarded 

Average 95% 
Rank a Name of Barrier Rating .cJ. Rated Effect 

1 Mental ability 1.719 1. 56-1.88 Strong to major 

2 Limitation on job 
can perform 1. 868 1.68-2.05 Strong to major 

3 Sk11llevel 1. 975 1.79-2.16 Strong 

4 Communication skill 2.025 1.86-2.19 Strong 

5 Physical capability 2.496 2.28-2.71 Sane to strong 

6 Workers' comp. risks 2.573 2.32-2.83 Sane to strong 

7 Visual appearance 2.579 2.37-2.78 Sane to strong 

8 Acceptance by 
co-workers 2.645 2.45-2.84 Sane to strong 

9 Dependability 2.744 2.50-2.99 Some to strong 

10 Prejudice 2.744 2.50-2.99 Sane to strong 

11 Employment-related 
cost 2.901 2.67-3.13 Sane 

12 Stereotypes 2.908 2.67-3.15 Sane 

13 Accessi b1lity of 
work site 3.322 3.09-3.55 Sane to limited 

Average all barriers 2.500 Some to strong 

aRanked from most severe barrier to least severe barrier. 
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on any other disability group. The next comparison involved the mean 

and 95% confidence interval of the mentally retarded on "mental 

ability" <M = 1.719, .Ql = 1.56-1.88, N = 122> and "skill level" <M = 

3.221, .Ql = 1. 797-2.16, N = 122) to that of the next most severely 

affected group (mentally 111) on these same factors, respectively <M 

= 2.133, .Ql = 1.96-2.31, N = 120> and <M = 2.378, .Ql = 2.16-2.59, N = 

119). This comparison supports the much greater rating of these 

factors as barriers for the mentally retarded. 

Six factors were rated as significant barriers for the 

mentally 111. Communication skills, workers' compensation risks, 

skill level, mental ability, limitation 1n jobs a person can perform, 

and dependability were all 1dent1f1ed as barriers, with mental abil-

1 ty rated as the most severe barrier of the s1 x. "Accessi b111 ty of 

the work s1te" was identified as the least important barrier for the 

mentally 111. On the barrier labeled "dependab1lity," the mentally 

111 were rated as the most severely ~ffected of all of the disability 

groups. The rank1 ng of barriers for the mentally 111 is described in 

Table 11. 

Four factors for the physically disabled--workers' compensation 

risk, physical capability, accessibility of work site, and limitation 

in jobs a person can perform--were rated as barriers to employmen~ 

Of the four, physical capability was rated as the most severe 

barrier. "Mental ability" was rated as the barrier with the least 

effect on employment of the physically disabled. "Physical 

·-·--···-···---··-·----····--·--···-···-····-·---------------
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capab1lity" was rated as a more severe barrier for the physically 

disabled than for any of the other di sab1lity groups (see Table 12>. 

Table 11 

Rat1 ngs of Each Employment Barrier's Effect for 
the Mentally Ill 

Average 95% 
Rank a Name of Barrier Rating ~ Rated Effect 

1 Menta 1 abil1 ty 2.133 1. 96-2.31 Strong 

2 Dependability 2.339 2.12-2.56 Strong to some 

3 Skill level 2.378 2.16-2.59 Strong to some 

4 Carmuni cation skills 2.458 2.26-2.65 Strong to sane 

5 Limitation on jobs 
can perform 2.512 2.31-2.72 Strong to some 

6 Workers' comp. r1 sks 2.661 2.45-2.87 Some to strong 

7 Phys1 cal capability 2.850 2.64-3.06 Sane to strong 

8 Visual appearance 2.900 2.68-3. 12 Sane 

9 Prejudice 2.980 2.76-3.20 Some 

10 Stereotypes 3.000 2.78-3.22 Sane 

11 Acceptance by 
co-workers 3.025 2.86-3. 19 Sane 

12 Employment-related 
cost 3.281 3.08-3.47 Sane to limited 

13 Accessi b1lity 3. 570 3.33-3.81 Limited to sane 

Average all barriers 2. 780 Sane to strong 

aRanked from most severe barrier to least severe barrier. 

---------- ··-- ~------------
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Table 12 

Ratings of Each Employment Barrier's Effect for 
the Physically Disabled 

Ranka Name of Barrier 

1 Physical capability 

2 Limitation on jobs 
can perform 

3 Accessibility 

4 Workers' comp. risk 

5 Skill 1 evel 

6 Visual appearance 

7 Employment-related 
cost 

8 Dependability 

9 Stereotypes 

10 Mental ability 

11 Communication skills 

12 Acceptance by 
co-workers 

13 Prejudice 

Average all barriers 

Average 
Rating 

2.074 

2.091 

2.148 

2.496 

2.877 

2.951 

2.950 

3.248 

3.281 

3.352 

3.372 

3.571 

3.587 

2.920 

95% 
~ Rated Effect 

1.89-2.26 Strong 

1.91-2.27 Strong 

1.94-2.35 Strong 

2.25-2.74 Strong to some 

2.63-3.13 Some to strong 

2.74-3.16 Some 

2.72-3.18 Some 

2.97-3.53 Sane to limited 

3.03-3.53 Some to limited 

3.08-3.89 Some to limited 

3.11-3.63 Some to limited 

3.36-3.78 Limited to some 

3.33-3.84 Limited to sane 

Some 

aRanked from most severe barrier to least severe barrier. 
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The .bJ..1rul. were tied with the physically disabled in terms of the 

number of significant barriers (4). From the most important to the 

least important, the four barriers were: limitation on jobs a person 

can perform, accessibility of work site, sk1lllevel, and physical 

capability. Of the 13 factors, prejudice was rated as the least 

problematic for the blind (see Table 13). 

Workers' compensation risk, physical capability, and limitation 

on jobs a person can perform were rated as the three barriers affect­

ing the employment of those with hidden d1sabil1t1es. Of the three 

barriers, "physical capability" was rated as having the greatest 

impact on employment of persons with hidden disab1lities. For the 

perceived barrier, "workers' compensation risks," persons with hidden 

di sab1li ties were rated as more severely affected than any of the 

other disability gr·oups (see Table 14). 

Only two factors were identified as significant barriers fol the 

.d.§ll: "communication skills" and "limitation on jobs a person can 

perform.;' As expected, communication ski'lls was rated as the more 

severe of the two. Communication skills was also rated as a more 

severe barrier for the deaf than for any of the other disability 

categories (see Table 15 ). 

Rank Order Comparison of Barriers 
by Disability Groups 

An analysis was completed to compare the relative impact of 

barriers across groups. A comparison of the rank1ngs of barrier 

effects across disability groups was made to determine if the same 
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Table 13 

Rat1ngs of Each Empl~ment Barrier's Effect 
for the Blind 

Ranka Name of Barrier 

1 Limitation on jobs 
can perform 

2 Accessibility 

3 Skill 1 evel 

4 Physical capability 

5 Workers' comp. risk 

6 Employment-related 
cost 

7 Stereotypes 

8 Communication skills 

9 Visual appearance 

10 Dependability 

11 Mental ability 

12 Acceptance by 
co-workers 

13 Prej ud1 ce 

Average all barriers 

Average 95% 
Rating Ql Rated Effect 

1.966 1.79-2.14 Strong 

2.508 2.27-2.74 Some to strong 

2.602 2.37-2.84 Some to strong 

2.602 2.37-2.84 Some to strong 

2.786 2.55-3.02 Some 

3.153 2.91-3.40 Some 

3.162 2.92-3.41 Some 

3.239 2.99-3.49 Some to limited 

3.347 3.13-3.56 Some to limited 

3.410 3.12-3.70 Some to limited 

3o466 3o 19-3.74 Some to limited 

3.542 3.35-3.74 Limited to some 

3.821 3.60-4.04 Limited to some 

3.040 Some 

aRanked from most severe barrier to least severe barrier. 

-----·. -·- ··-·-·-------------·-----
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Table 14 

Ratings of Each Empl~ment Barrier's Effect 
for Persons With Hidden Disabilities 

Average 95% 
Rank a Name of Barrier Rating .Ql Rated Effect 

1 Physical capability 2.082 1. 88-2.28 Strong 

2 Workers' canp. r1 sl<s 2.156 1.94-2.37 Strong 

3 Limitation on jobs 
can perform 2.325 2.12-2.52 Strong to sane 

4 Employment-related 
cost 2.876 2.64-3.10 Sane 

5 Dependability 2.924 2.65-3. 19 Sane 

6 Skill 1 evel 3.364 3.10-3.63 Sane to limited 

7 Mental ability 3.475 3.21-3.74 Sane to limited 

8 Stereotypes 3.628 3.40-3.85 L 1mited to sane 

9 Convnuni cation skills 3.636 3.39-3.89 L 1m1 ted to sane 

10 Access1b1lity 3.645 3.44-3.85 L1m1ted to sane 

11 Visual appearance 3.844 3.62-4.07 Limited to sane 

12 Acceptance by 
co-workers 3.951 3.75-4.15 L1m1ted 

13 Prejudice 3.959 3.74-4.18 Limited 

Average all barriers 3.210 Sane to 11m1 ted 

aRanked fr001 most severe barrier ~o least severe barrier. 

--- .... ···--~------------
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Table 15 

Ratings of Each Employment Barrier's Effect 
for the Deaf 

Average 95% 
Rank a Name of Barrier Rating ~ Rated Effect 

1 Communication skills 1. 803 1.63-1.97 Strong 

2 Limitation on jobs 
can perform 2.500 2.30-2.70 Strong to sane 

3 Workers' comp. risks 2.909 2.66-3.16 Sane 

4 Skill level 3.221 2.97-3.47 Sane to limited 

5 Physical capability 3.282 3.04-3.53 Sane to limited 

6 Employment-related 
costs 3.369 3.13-3.60 Sane to limited 

7 Dependability 3.533 3. 27-3.80 Limited to sane 

8 Stereotypes 3.545 3.30-3.78 Limited to some 

9 Visual appearance 3.582 3.34-3.82 Limited to sane 

10 Acceptance by 
co-workers 3.656 3~45-3 .. 86 L 1m1ted to some 

11 Mental ability 3.664 3. 40-3.93 Limited to sane 

12 Prejudice 3.744 3.51-3.98 Limited to some 

13 Accessibility 4.074 3. 87-4.28 Limited 

Average all barriers 3.298 Sane to limited 

aRanked from most severe barrier to least severe barrier. 
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barriers were consistently ranked as more significant, irrespective 

of disability-group category. A strong positive correlation in the 

ranki ngs between groups by di sab1li ty .,oul d suggest that all 

disability groups face the same barrier~~ although the impact of the 

barrier may vary from one disability category to another. 

Conversely, a significant disparity in rankings, evidenced by a weak 

correlation, would support the affirmative 1 nterpretation that the 

various disability groups each face a different set of barrier~ 

A com pari son of the ranl<i ngs of the effect of barriers for each 

di sab111ty group produced a coefficient of concordance <.w. score> of 

.513 and a chi-square value of 36.936 with 12 .df,. The derived chi­

square value is significant at the.OOllevel, 11'1dicating that the 

various disability groups are affected similarly by the identified 

barrier~ While the data do support a significant positive relat1on­

ship between ranki ngs of the six groups, the I!L score of .513 defines 

only a moderately strong coefficient of concordance. Thus, as can be 

seen in Table 16, there are tendencies for certain barriers to be 

more important for all groups. Yet, substantial variation also 

exists when comparing barrier rankings between certain disability 

groups. While the deaf, bl1nd, mentally retarded, mentally ill, 

physically disabled, and persons with hidden disabilities are each 

affected differently by the same barrier, they appear to each be 

affected somewhat s1m il arly by the barriers as a whole. This 

provides some evidence that the handicapped are perceived as a 

-------·------------·----·--·-------------
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homogeneous group, at least when the relative impact of all barriers 

is consi derecL 

Table 16 

Comparison of Rankings of Barriers Across Disability Groups 

Disability Groupa 
Barrier 

M. R. M. I. P. D. H. D. Deaf Blind 

Mental ability 1 1 10 7 11 11 

Limitations on jobs 
can perfonn 2 5 2 3 1 2 

Skill 1 evel 3 3 5 6 3 4 

Communication skill 4 4 11 9 8 1 

Physical capability 5 7 1 1 4 5 

Workers' comp. risk 6 6 4 2 5 3 

Visual appearance 7 8 6 11 9 9 

Acceptance by co-workers 8 11 12 12 12 10 

Dependability 9 2 8 5 10 7 

Prejudice 10 9 13 13 13 12 

Employment-ralated cost 11 12 7 4 6 6 

Stereotypes 12 10 9 8 7 8 

Accessibility to work site 13 13 3 10 2 13 

aM. R. = mentally retarded, M. I. = mentally 111, P.O.= physi-
cally disabled, H.O. =hidden disabilities. 
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Wh11e the disability groups as a whole face somewhat similar 

barriers, the rankings indicate that some of the disability groups 

are very similar to each other. A comparison of the barrier rankings 

of the mentally 111 and mentally retarded shows a strong positive 

relationship <.r..li = .785) significant at the .01 level. A comparison 

of the physically disabled and blind also shows a strong positive 

relationship <.r..li = .879) significant at the .01 level. Lesser 

positive relationships exist between those with hidden disabilities 

and the physically disabled <.r..li = .692), and the blind and deaf (.[~ = 

.472), significant at the .02 and .05 levels, respectively. 

Conversely, a comparison of the mentally retarded with the physically 

disabled indicates no significant relationships <.r..li = .159) in the 

ranking of barriers between the two groups. It would appear that 

there is a distinct difference in the barriers faced between those 

disability groups with mental characteristics (the mentally retarded 

and the mentally 111) and those with physical characteristics (those 

who are blind, physically disabled, or have hidden disabilities). 

The deaf appear to represent a third distinct group, facing barriers 

unlike either of the other two categories. 

Comparison of Employer Community Groups' Ratings 
of Barriers for Disability Groups 

Considered as a whole, the four employer community subgroups 

were similar in their perception of barriers for the six disability 

groups. The 13 barriers for each of the six di sab1lity groups 
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provided a total of 78 variables on which the four employer community 

subgroups were compare~ 

In total, differences 1n employer-subgroup ratings were identi­

fied in 14 out of 78 or 18% of the potential variables. Of the four 

employer community subgroups, the MESC differed most frequently from 

the total group rating. In 10 of the 14 cases where differences in 

subgroup ratings existed, the MESC rated the barrier as more severe 

than did the other three subgroups. 

The four employer community subgroups differed most 

significantly in their assessment of the extent to which "prejudice" 

existed as a barrier for the disability groups. Chi-square values, 

significant at the .OS level, and a comparison of 95% confidence 

1 nterval s for each mean, i dent1f i ed differences in subgroups' 

assessments of prejudice as a barrier for all disability groups 

except for the deaf. With regard to barrier assessment for the 

different disability groups, differences in subgroup ratings occurred 

most frequently for the mentally retarded and the physically 

disabled. With both disability groups, differences in employer 

community subgroup ratings of barriers were identified for 4 of the 

13 barriers. 

An analysis of the differences in employer community subgroup 

ratings by disability group follows. A significantly different 

variable rating for a given subgroup was defined as existing where 

the subgroup average rating (mean score) fell above or below the 95% 

~-·•••••••••• -• ----·-· ... .,. ••••• •••·• ---·•-,..--·--··--r----..·•·•·•--------·~·-··• • ···-
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confidence interval range of the total employer community group 

rating. 

For the mentally 111. d1 fferences in subgroup ratings occurred 

in the perception of prejudice, skill level, and stereotypes as 

barriers. Both the MESC <M = 2.59) and private employment agencies 

<.M = 2.69) identified prejudice as a barrier for the mentally 111. 

wh11 e the public- <M. = 3.43) and private-sector <M = 3.20) empl eyers 

did not. The total group rating <.M = 2.98, .c.I = 2. 76-3.20) 1 denti­

fied this factor as a barrier with some effect on the employment of 

the mentally 111. 

The total group identified "skill level" as a significant 

barrier <M = 2.38, .Ql = 2. 16-2.59) for the mentally 111. MESC 

respondents, though, saw it as 1 ess severe <M = 2.63), wh11 e private 

employment agencies saw it as far more severe <.M = 2.00). 

Ir. the ~f.~essment of stereotypes as a barrier for the mentally 

ill, a clear difference was reflected 1n the ratings by employers and 

employment agencies. Both the MESC <M = 2.62) and private employment 

agencies <M = 2.82) identified this factor as a barrier. Public- <M 

= 3.36) and private-sector <M. = 3.33) empl eyers did not rate stereo­

types as a barr1 er. 

Two barriers for the blind were rated significantly differently 

by the four employer community subgroups. The subgroups differed in 

their ratings of both "prejudice" and "accessibility of the work 

site. 11 
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Prejudice was not rated as a barrier for the blind by the total 

group <M. = 3.82, .Q.l = 3.60-4.04) or by any of the subgroups. MESC 

respondents, however, saw this barrier as having more impact CM = 

3.29) than did publ1 c-sector employers <M. = 4.09), private-sector 

employers <.M = 4.26), or private employment agenc1 es <.M = 4.30). 

"Accessibility of the work site" was rated as a barrier by the 

total group <M = 2.51, .Ql = 2.27-2.74) and by each of the subgroups. 

MESC respondents rated it as more severe CM. = 2.15), while public­

sector employers saw accessibility as a barrier for the blind as much 

1 ess severe <M. = 2.97). 

Visual appearance, prejudice, physical capabilities, and acces­

sibility of the work site as barriers for the physically disabled 

were rated significantly differently by the four employer community 

subgroups. Visual appearance was rated by the total group as a 

barrier with "some effect" <M. = 2.95, .Q.l = 2. 7 4-3. 16) on the employ­

ment of the physically disabled. Both the MESC and private employ­

ment agencies rated visual appearance as a distinct barrier, wh~le 

both public and private employers did not rate it as a significant 

barrier. 

Prejudice was not identified by the total group as a barrier 

affecting the employment of the physically disabled. Private and 

public employers and private employment agencies all rated prejudice 

as having only a limited effect on employment of the physically 

disabled. MESC respondents rated this factor as a significant 

barrier <.M = 2.80). 
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Collectively, "physical capability" was identified as a barrier 

with a "strong effect" on employment of the physically disabled <M = 

2.07, .c.I = 1.89-2.26). Major d1 fferences occurred between MESC 

respondents~ who rated the barrier as more severe <M. = 1. 78), and 

private-sector employers, who saw 1t as a less severe barrier <.M = 

2.60). 

As expected, all groups rated "access1 b11ity" as a barrier 

affect1 ng employment of the physically disabled. Differences 

occurred, however, in the ratings of employers and employment agen­

cies. Employment agencies rated accessibility as a much more severe 

barrier than did employers. MESC respondents <M. = 1.62) rated it 

most severe among the subgroups, while private-sector employers <.M = 

2.66) rated it 1 east severe. 

In the ratings of barriers for the mentally retarded, differ­

ences in employer community subgroup ratings occurred in the assess­

ment of "visual appearance," "prejudice," "employment-related cost," 

and "stereotypes." 

51 gn1 f i cant differences occurred in the assessment of ''visual 

appearance" as a barrier for the mentally retarded between those 

represent1 ng employment agencies and those representing employers. 

Both private employment agencies <.M = 2.07) and the MESC <M = 2.16) 

rated visual appearance as a barrier with a "strong effect" on 

employment, while public- <.M = 2.97) and private-sector <.M = 3.06) 

employers rated it as having only "some effect." 
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"Prejudice" was identified by the total group a barrier for the 

mentally retarded. Both employment agency subgroups rated "preju­

dice" as a clear barrier, while neither of the employer groups 

1 dent if i ed it as a barrier. MESC respondents <M. = 2.06) rated prej u­

di ce as having the strongest effect, and private-sector employers <.M 

= 3.50) rated it as having the least effec~ 

In the assessment of "employment-related cost" as a barrier for 

the mentally retarded, employers rated this factor as having less 

1m pact than did employment agencf es. Both private employment 

agencies <M. = 2.46) and the MESC <M. = 2.71) defined this factor as a 

barrier, wh11 e neither private-sector employers <.M = 3.06) nor 

public-sector employers <M. = 3.18) did so. 

"Stereotypes" were also identified as barriers for the mentally 

retarded by employment agencies, but not by employers. The 1 argest 

difference 1 n the ratings occurred between the MESC <M = 2.31), which 

rated the barrier as having ~ctween a "strong effect" and "some 

effect." and public-sector employers <.M = 3.48), whose rat1ng fell 1n 

the "limited effect" to "some effect" range. 

In the assessment of barriers for the ~ the only significant 

difference in employer community subgroup ratings occurred in the 

case of the "communication skills" factor. All subgroups and the 

total group <M. = 1.80, !21. = 1.63-1.97) identified this factor as a 

significant barrier for the dea~ MESC respondents CM = 1.44) 

identified this factor as a far more severe barrier than did the 

other three subgroups. Private-sector employers <M = 2.33) rated 

-----·- -- .. --·---·-·--·····-·---·---·-----·- ·---
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"communication skills" as less of a barrier than did the other three 

subgroups. 

Summary of Forced-Ranking Responses 

Section III of the questionnaire was used as a basis for 

validating the responses of perceived barriers contained in Section 

IL In Section III, respondents were asl<ed to rani<, from 1 to 3, the 

groups most affected by the listed barrie~ A general consistency in 

responses should serve as a measure of the internal reli ab1li ty of 

the survey instrument. If, for example, the mean rating in Section 

II for "mental ability" as a barrier for the mentally retarded was 

rated as more severe than for any other group, we waul d expect that 

the mentally retarded would be ranked as one of 'dl~ top three group:. 

most affected by ''mental ability" as a barrier in Section IIL 

Operationally, a validation of Section II findings is defined as 

follows: The group for whom a particular barrier was defined as most 

severe among all groups in Section II should appear 1n Section III as 

one of the three groups most affected by the barrier. A perfect 

consistency would be if the same group and barrier appeared as number 

one 1n both section~ A perfect consistency was not expected, given 

the different format of the questions in the respective sections and 

the possible measurement error~ 

The findings from the forced-ranking questions in Section III 

tended to validate the earlier findings of barriers as found 1n 

Section II of the questionnaire. In 11 of the 13 barriers rated. the 

-----··-- -·- --·- ··- ..•... ---·--·---- ---····--·-·------~---- ··-- ·----------------
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consistency criterion was met: Barriers rnted as most severe in 

Section II were rated in tha top three in Section III. In 7 of the 

13 cases, the findings WF.!ra identical. The identical findings 

occurred in the identification of: the deaf most affected by 

"communication skill"; the physically disabled most affected by 

"physical ability"; the mentally retarded most affected by "1 ack of 

skill level"; the physically disabled most affected by "accessibility 

of the work site"; the mentally retarded most affected by 

"stereotypes"; the mentally retarded most affected by "acceptance 

fran co-workers"; and by ''mental ability." 

An inconsistency in responses was found 1n the group most 

affected by "employment-related cost" and the group most affected by 

"workers' compensation risks." In Section I r, the group rated as 

most severely affected by employment-related cost was persons with 

hidden disabilities. In Section III, the groups ranked from 1 to3 

as most severely affected were the physically d1 sabl ed, the handi­

capped, and the mentally retarded, respectively. Persons with hidden 

di sabilit1 es were ranl<ed fifth 1 n Section III. 

In the forced-ranking question, the physically disabled, the 

mentally retarded, and the handicapped were ranked, respectively, as 

the three groups most affected by "workers' compensation risks." 

Persons with hidden disabilities were ranked fourth. In the barrier 

assessments contained in Section II, persons with hidden disabilities 

were rated as the group most affected by the barrier. 

-----··--·--------- ·- ---·· ·····----------------------·-- ···----------------
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There are several factors which may account for this apparent 

incompati b1lity 1n responses from the two sections. Most likely, 

those differences can be accounted for in measurement errors, format­

ting of questions, and the inclusion of the larger category ''handi­

capped" in the same forced-ranking q uest1 ons as the six di sab1li ty 

groups. For example, 1f we compare the 95% confidence interval 

ranges for the barriers ident1f1ed 1n Section II, we find a degree of 

overlap in the var1 abl es 1 n question. Those conf 1 dance 1 nterval 

ranges are displayed in Table 17. 

Table 17 

Comparison of Two Disability Groups on Two Barriers 

EMPLOYMENT-RaATED COST 

95% Q.l Range 

2.64 3.10 Hidden disabilities 

Physically disabled 

Mean 

2.88 

2.95 2.72 3.18 

WORKERS' COMPENSATION RISKS 

Hidden disabilities 

Physically disabled 

Mean 

2.16 

2.50 

95% .Ql Range 

1.94 2.37 

2.26 2.74 

As reflected in Table 17, it is possible for the standard error 

of the means to account for differences from the computed mean to 

occur. Because we can only be 95% confident that the true mean w111 
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fall in the confidenc() interval. 1t is possible that the true means 

are different from those found 1n our survey. For example, the true 

mean rating for the workers' compensation barrier could be as high as 

2.37 for persons with hidden disabilities, and as low as 2.25 for the 

phys1 cally di sa bl ad. 

It should also be noted that the questions in the two parts of 

the questionnaire are not 1 dent1 cal. Section II requires no forced 

comparison. No relative assessment is required. Section III 

requires a consideration of the relative importance of a barrier to 

10 separate groups. It is reasonable to expect some inconsistencies, 

although not direct contradictions. It 1s also likely that responses 

in Section II w111 shape or alter responses in Section III. It is 

unlikely, howeve~ that questionnaire respondents will go back to the 

first section completed to make them consistent with those in later 

sections, even 1f they have changed their minds. 

Finally, it is difficult to discern the effect of including the 

category handicapped in the same forced-ranl<1ng system with the six 

disability categories that compose the class. It 1s reasonable to 

assume that inclusion of the larger class influenced the number of 

votes given to the six disability groups, and ultimately the 

rankings. In summary, it can reasonably be concluded that the 

findings in Section II are supported by the forced ranking of 

barriers in Section III and reflect the true perception of the sample 

on employment barriers. 

-------··--·- ----------~-------·- --.--·---------------------- -·-· 
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--··-----

Analysis of Employment Solutions 

Six employment solutions were rated ~questionnaire respondents 

for their effectiveness in increasing the employment of the 10 popu­

lations identified. The six employment solutions were tax credits, 

affirmative action, government subsidy, job training, increased 

employer awareness, and appeal to sense of public responsibility. 

The questionnaire rating key used to rate the effectiveness of the 

six solutions was as follows: 

1 = Most effective 

2 = Effective 

3 = Moderately effective 

4 = Limited effect 

5 = No effect 

In the analysis of the data, a sol ut1 on was regarded as effec­

tive for the group identified if the average rating was less than 3, 

using the upper end of the 95% confidence interval range surrounding 

the mean rating as the cutoff point 

Of the six proposed employment solutions, "job training" was the 

only one rated by respondents as effective for all 10 population 

groups. ''Tax credits" was rated as the least effective sol uti on, 

viewed as effective only for the protected-group category "handi­

capped." "Increased employer awareness" was rated as the second most 

effective solution, benef'it1ng the blind, deaf, handicapped, mentally 

retarded, and the physically disabled. The protected-group cate­

gories" handicapped" and "phys1 cally disabled" were both rated as 
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benefiting from the greatest numbers of the proposed employment 

solution& Four of the six employment solutions were rated as effec­

tive for these two population group& Table 18 identifies the solu­

tions rated as effective for each of the 10 population group~ 

Comparison of the Handicapped With 
Woroen. Blacks. and Hispanics 

Four of the employment solutions were 1 dentified as effective 

for the handicapped, while two each were rated as effective for 

women, blacks, and Hispanics. "Job training" was identified as an 

effective sol uti on for all four of the protected groups. Affirmative 

action was rated as an effective solution for women, blacks, and 

Hispanics, but not for the handicapped. Of the four protected 

159 

groups, blacks were rated as benefiting most from affirmative action. 

The average score for blacks CM = 2.584) on the affirmative action 

sol uti on equated to a rat1 ng of "effective" to "moderately effec-

tive," while that given to the handicapped C.M = 3.252) equaled a 

"moderately effective" to "limited effect" score. 

The handicapped was the only protected group for whom "tax 

credits and financial incentives," "increased employer awareness," 

and "government subsidy" were rated as effective sol ut1ons. "Appeal 

to sense of public responsibility" fell right on the borderline as an 

effective solution in the ratings at the 95% confidence interval. 

Using instead a 90% confidence interval range CM = 2.769, ~ = 2.54-

2.99), "appeal to sense of public responsibility" would also meet the 
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Groups 

Women 

Hidden 
disabilities 

B 1 i nd 

Blacks 

Deaf 

Mentally ill 

Handicapped 

Hispanics 

Mentally 
retarded 

Phys i ca 11 y 
disabled 

Table 18 

Perceived Effective Employment Solutions by Group 

Incentives 
and Tax 
Credits 

X 

Affirmative 
Action 

X 

X 

X 

Solutionsa 

Government 
Subsidy 

X 

X 

Job 
Training 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Increased 
Employer 
Awareness 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

ax = Solution rated as effective in increasing employment of group identified. 

Appeal to 
Sense of 
Public 

Responsibility 

X 

X 

1-' 
<7' 
0 
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criteria as a solution rated as effective for the handicapped. A 

comparison of the ratings assigned to each of the four protected 

groups translated from the nu~~rical scores is shown in Table 19. 

The actual mean scores and confidence intervals for these same 

variables are reflected in Table 20. 

Rank Order Cornpar1son of Wornen. Blacks. 
Hispanics. and Hand1cij~ 

A second analysis was completed to compare the rankings of the 

s1x solutions for each of the four protected-group categories. The 

solutions were ranked for each group from those rated most effective 

to those rated least effective. This analysis enabled a comparison 

of solutions across groups to determine if certain of the solutions 

were consistently more favored irrespective of the protected-group 

category. Conversely, a difference in ranki ngs of solutions of the 

handicapped as opposed to the other three groups would provide 

further evidence that the handicapped are perceived to need different 

solutions than do women, blacl<s, and Hispanics. 

Two tests were run on the data. lhe ranki ngs of the solutions 

for the handicapped were first compared individually with those of 

women, blacks, and Hispanics using Spearman's coeff 1 c1 ent of rank 

order correlation. Second, the rankings of all groups were compared 

at one time to establish a coefficient of concordance for multiple 

ranki ngs. Table 21 displays the comparative rank i ngs of the s1 x 

solutions for the handicapped, women, blacks, and Hispanics. 
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Table 19 

Effectiveness Ratings of Employment Solutions for the Handicapped, Women, Blacks, and Hispanics 

Soiutions 

Tax credits 

Affirmative 
action 

Government 
subsidy 

Job training 

Increased 
employer 
awareness 

Appeal to 
sense of pub 1 i c 
responsibility 

Handicapped 

Moderately effec­
tive to effective 

Moderately effec­
tive to 1 imited 
effectiveness 

Moderately effec­
tive to effective 

Effective 

Effective 

Moderately effec­
tive to effective 

Protected Groups 

Women 

Limited effec­
tiveness to mod­
erately effective 

Moderately effec­
tive to effective 

Limited effec­
tiveness 

Effective to mod­
erately effective 

Moderately effec­
tive 

Moderately effec­
tive to limited 
effectiveness 

Blacks 

Moderately effec­
tive to 1 imited 
effectiveness 

Moderately effec­
tive to effective 

Moderately effec­
tive to 1 imited 
effectiveness 

Effective 

Moderately effec­
tive 

Moderately effec­
tive to 1 imi ted 
effectiveness 

Hispanics 

Moderately effec­
tive to 1 imited 
effectiveness 

Moderately effec­
tive to effective 

Limited effec­
tiveness to mod­
erately effective 

Effective 

Moderately effec­
tive 

Moderately effec­
tive to limited 
effectiveness 

1-' 
0\ 
N 
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Table 20 

Mean Scores and Confidence Intervals for Solution Ratings of Four Protected Groups 

Protected Group 
Solutions 

Handicapped Women Blacks Hispanics 

Tax credits & Mean 2.645 3.761 3.391 3.440 
financial incentives 

95% ~ 2.39-2.90 3.49-4.04 3.12-3.66 3.18-3.70 

Affirmative action Mean 3.252 2.739 2.586 2.739 

95% ~ 2.99-3.51 2.49-3.09 2.34-2.83 2.47-3.01 

Government subsidy Mean 2.702 3.807 3.439 3.604 

95% f.!_ 2.47-2.93 3.59-4.03 3.19-3.69 3.35-3.86 

Job training Mean 1.911 2.348 2. 117 2.134 

95% f.!_ 1.71-2.11 2.13-2.57 1.92-2.31 1.94-2.33 

Increased employer Mean 2.464 2.983 3.092 3.018 
awareness 95% f.!_ 2.24-2.69 2.72-3.25 2.83-3.35 2.77-3.27 

Appeal to sense of Mean 2.769 3.434 3.495 3.440 
public responsibility 95% f.!_ 2.51-3.03 3.19-3.68 3.25-3.74 3.20-3.68 

.... 
0\ 
w 
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Table 21 

Rankings of the Rated Effectiveness of Solutions for 
Handicapped, Women, Blacks, and Hispanics 

Protected Group Rankings 
Solutions 

Handicapped Women Blacks 

Job training 1 1 1 

Increased employer 
awareness 2 3 3 

Tax credits/ 
financial incentives 3 5 4 

Government subsidy 4 6 4 

Appeal to sense of 
public responsibility 5 4 6 

Affi nnat1ve action 6 2 2 

Hispanics 

1 

3 

4.5 

6 

4.5 

2 

The respondents, as indicated in Table 21, consistently view job 

training as the most effective solution. The one major difference in 

solutions as they relate to women, blacks, and Hispanics is 1n the 

perceived desirability of affirmative action. 

The rank order correlation coefficients (£&) for women and 

handicapped <.r:.a = .257), Hispanics and handicapped <.r:.li = .328), and 

blacks and handicapped <.r.li = .428) show that no significant corral a­

tion exists at the .05 level of significance for the one-tailed test. 

While the strongest positive correlation exists between the rankings 

of blacks and the handicapped; that relationship is significant only 
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at the .35 level. Thus, while a weak positive relat1onship appears 

to exist between the empl~ment-solution rank1ngs of the handicapped 

compared to women, blacks, and Hispanics, it is insufficient to 

support a finding of correlat1o~ It appear~ though, that the 

solutions ranked most effective 1n increasing the employment of the 

handicapped are different fr·om those rated as effective for women, 

blacks, and Hispanics. 
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Comparing the rankings of women, blacks, Hispanics, and the 

handicapped simultaneously provided a coefficient of concordance (.w_) 

value of .7089 and a computed chi-square statistic of 14.178. The 

computed chi-square score for <N- 1) = 5 .d.f.. is significant at the 

.02 level, demonstrating a significant positive correlation of 

concordance for the collective solution rankings for the handicapped, 

women, blacks, and Hispanics. This finding suggests that responder.ts 

tend to rate certain employment solutions as more effective 

irrespective of the protected-group category. 

Given the earlier finding which showed no strong positive 

correlation between the solution rankings of the handicapped when 

compared individually to each of the protected groups, a conclusion 

can be drawn that the rankings of employment solutions are most 

similar between women, blacks, and Hispanics. This conclusion is 

supported by a larger YL value of .926 and a derived chi-square value 

of 13.90, when the solution rankings of only women, blacks, and 

Hispanics are compared. This chi-square value is also significant at 

the .02 1 evel. 
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Comparison of Disability Groups on Employment Solutions 

Proposed employment solutions were found to differ in perceived 

effectiveness between the six disab111ty groups. The number of 

solutions rated as effect1 ve also varied among groups. Of the six 

disability groups--blind, deaf, mentally ill, mentally retarded, 

those with hidden disabilities, and the physically disabled--more 

solutions were identified as effective for the physically disabled 

than for any of the other categories. Job training was rated as an 

effective employment solution for all six disability groups. 

Affirmative action was the only solution not rated as effective for 

any of the six groups. The tax credits and financial 1ncent1ves 

response category was rated as the next least effective solution for 

all disability groups. In the case of the mentally ill and persons 

with hidden disab111ties, the two d1sab1l1ty groups with only one 

solut1on, job training was rated as effective for increasing their 

employment. Table 22 1 denti f i es the effectiveness rat1 ngs of the 

employment sol ut1ons, as translated from their numerical values. 

Analysis of Solyt1ons 

Not only was 1ob training the only sol uti on rated as effective 

for all d1 sab1li ty groups, but it was also rated as the ~ 

effect1 ve sol uti on for each of these six groups. Of the six 

disability groups, job training was rated as most effective for the 
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Table 22 

Effectiveness Ratings of Employment Solutions for Six Disability Groups 

Disability Groups 

Solutions 

Blind Deaf Hidden Henta lly Hen tally 
Disabilities Ill Retarded 

Tax credits/ Hoderately Hoderately Hoderately Lim I ted effec- Hoderately 
finandal effective effective effective to ectlveness to effective 
incentives lim I ted moderately 

effect lveneu effective 

Affirmative Limited effec- Hoderately Limited Limited Limited effec-
co.:tlon tlveness to effect lve effectlvei'leiS effectiveness tlveness to 

moderately to llml ted moderately 
effective effectIve 

Government Hoderately Hoderately Hoderately Lim I ted effec- Hoderately 
~ut.sldy effective effective effective to tlveness to effect lve 

llnal ted moderately 
effectlveneu effective 

Job training Effective Effective Hoderately Hoderately Effective 
effective to effective to 
effect lve effective 

Increased Effective to Hoderately Hoderately Hoderately Hoderately 
t:~oaployer 1110derately effective to . effective effective effectIve to 
aa.areness effective effectIve effective 

Appeal to Hoderatcly Moderately Limited effec· Hoderately Hoderately 
~cuse of public effective t:ffectlve tlveness to effective effective to 
rc:~pon~lbillty moderately effective 

effect lve 

Physically 
Handicapped 

Hoderately 
effective 

Hoderately 
effect lve to 
limited 
effect lveness 

Hoderately 
effect lve to 
effective 

Effect lve 

Hoderately 
effective to 
effective 

Hoderately 
effect lve to 
effectlv' 

..... 
0\ 
-..J 
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physically disabled <.M = 1.87, .c.I = 1.68-2.05) and least effective 

for the mentally i11 <M = 2.61, ~ = 2.36-2.86). 

Increased employer awareness was rated as an effective solution 

for four of the six d1sab1lity groups. It was not perceived as 

effective for the mentally ill and for persons with hidden 

disabilities. Increased employer awareness was rated as a 

"moderately effective" sol uti on for three of the six di sab111 ty 

group~ Respondents also rated this solution as the most effective 

employment strategy for the blind, and the 1 east effective for the 

mentally 111. Consi der1 ng all d1 sab111 ty groups, the mean rating on 

this solution <M = 2.636) placed it second behind job training in 

effectiveness for increasing the employment of the s1x handicapped 

subpopulations. 

Appeal to sense of pyblic responsibility as a strategy was rated 

an effective approach for the mentally retarded <.M = 2.652, !a = 

2.39-2.91) and the physically disabled <M. = 2. 712, .Q.l = 2.46-2.97) 

and as moderately effective with the blind and deaf. It was seen as 

least effective for persons with hidden disabilities <M. = 3.407, ~ = 

3.16-3.66). The mean rating for all di sab1li ty groups <.M = 2.922) 

placed this proposed solut1on in the ''moderately effective" range. 

Government sybs1dy was rated as an effective strategy only for 

the physically disabled <M = 2. 729, .Q.l = 2.50-2.96). It was rated 

on the borderline between effective and moderately effective for th$ 

blind <M. = 2.802), the deaf <M. = 2.963), and the mentally retarded 

168 



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

<M = 2.954), but clearly not rated as effective for either the men­

tally ill <M = 3.509) or persons with hidden disabilitie~ 

Tax credits and financial incentives was not rated as an 

effective solution for any of the six group~ It was viewed as 

moderately effective for the blind <.M = 2.853, .Ql = 2.59-3.12), the 

deaf <M. = 2.908, .Ql = 2.65-3.16), and the ohys1cally disabled <M = 

2.908, .ci = 2.65-3.16), and least effective for the mentally 111 <.M = 

3.615, ~ = 3.37-3.86). 

Affirmative action as a solution was not rated as effective or 

moderately effective for increasing the employment of any of the six 

disability groups. Of all the proposed solutions, 1t was viewed as 

the least effective in the case of all of the handicapped 

subpopul at1 on~ Of the six groups, it was rated most effective for 

the deaf <M = 3.39, .Ql = 3. 13-3.66) and 1 east effective for persons 

with hidden disabilities <M. = 3.86, ~ = 3.63-4.09). The mean rating 

for all disability groups <M = 3.62) placed this solution in the 

"limited effectiveness" to "moderately effective" range. 

Comparison of Rankings of Employment Solutions 
for Handicapped Subpopulatfons 

A comparison of the relative rankings of the proposed employment 

solutions across the six disability groups disclosed that certain 

solutions tend to be consistently rated as more effective irrespec-

tive of the di sab1li ty group consi dared. Job training was rated as 

the most effective solution for all groups. Increased employer 

awareness was rated as the second most effective sol uti on for all 

169 



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

groups except the mentally retarded, where it was rated as third. 

For all six disability groups, affirmative action was rated as the 

1 east effective sol ut1on. 

The coefficient of concordance for compar~son of multiple rank­

ings provided art. score of .95 and a converted chi-square value of 

28.50 (_gf_ = 5), which is significant at the .001 "level. This analy-

sis supports a strong positive correlation among the rankings of 

proposed solutions across disability groups. Table 23 displays the 

rankings of solutions for each of the six disability groups, ranked 

from most effect1 ve to 1 east effective. 

Table 23 

Rankings of the Rated Effectiveness of Solutions for the Deaf, 
Blind, Physically Disabled, Mentally Ill, Mentally Retarded, 

and Persons With Hidden Disabilities 

D1 sab1lity Group a 
Employment Solution 

P. D. M.R. Deaf Blind M. I. 

Job training 1 1 1 1 1 

Increased employer awareness 2 3 2 2 2 

Appeal to sense of public 
responsibility 3 2 3 3 3 

Government subsidy 4 4 5 4 4 

Tax credits/financial 
incentives 5 5 4 5 5 

Affirmative action 6 6 6 6 6 

ap,o. =physically disabled, M.R. =mentally 
mentally ill, H.D. =hidden disabilities. 

retarded, M .I. 

H. D. 

1 

2 

4 

3 

5 

6 
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These rank order correlations may be viewed 1n combination with 

the earlier analysis of individual-solution effect1veness by disabil­

ity groups. Together, these two approaches support a finding that 

the effectiveness of an individual solution w111 be dependent on the 

disability group considered, but that certain solutions w111 be 

consistently viewed as more effective than others irrespective of the 

particular disab1li ty group. Furthermore, there is at 1 east one 

proposed solution, affirmative action, that is consistently viewed as 

ineffective for all disability groups. 

Comparison of Employer Community Subgroup Differences 
in tne Ratings of Employment Solutions 

The four employer community subgroups were generally similar in 

the1r ratings of barrier effectiveness for the identified 

popul at1 ons. Of the 60 potent1 al ratings (6 solutions x 10 groups), 

significant differences occurred 1n only 8 or 13% of the cases. Four 

d1 fferences occurred 1 n the rat1 ng of tax credits; two differences 

occurred in the rating of appeal to sense of public responsibility; 

and one difference in employer community subgroup rating occurred in 

the job training and affirmative action categories. In the eight 

cases where differences are found, the differences can most often be 

explained by the tendency of MESC respondents to rate the solutions 

as more effective than the other three groups. 

Differences among the four employer community subgroup ratings 

are found in the effectiveness of tax credits and financial 1ncen-

t1yes as a solution for women, persons with hidden d1sab111t1es, 
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blacks, and the mentally ill. For tax credits as a solution for 

women. MESC respondents rated it in the "moderately effective" range 

<.M = 3.10), while the other three groups vie\'led tax credits as having 

a limited effect t.o no effect. Of the four groups, private employ­

ment agencies rated tax credits <M = 4.63) as the 1 east effective 

solution, seeing it as having virtually no effect on increasing the 

anpl oyment of women. 

Tax credits as a solution for effecting the employment of ~ 

sons with hidden disabilities was rated as effective only by MESC 

respondents <M. = 2.85). All other respondent groups rated it in the 

limited to moderate effect ranga Public-sector employers rated tax 

credits for persons with hidden disabilities as the least effective 

<.M = 4.06) of the four groups, seeing it as having only a limited 

effect. 

MESC respondents also differed significantly from the other 

three employer community groups in the rating of tax credit 

effectiveness for black~. MESC respondents rated this factor as 

effective to moderately effective <M = 2.75), while the average 

rating of private- and public-sector employers and private employment 

agencies <M = 3.90) identified tax credits as having a limited effect 

on the anpl oyment of blacks. 

Collectively, the employer community rated tax credits as a 

solution for the mentally 1ll as having limited effectiveness to 

be1 ng moderately effective <M = 3.62, .Q.l = 3.37-3.86). MESC 

respondents rated 1t as a moderately effective solution <.M;::: 2.91), 

------- ------------- -------------
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while private-sector employers <.M = 3.54), private employment 

agencies <M. = 3.25), and public-sector employers <M. = 4.16) -all saw 

it as an ineffective solutio~ 

The four employer groups differed in their ratings of the effec­

tiveness of affirmative action as a solution for increasing the 

employment of persons tl1th bidden d1sab111t1es. None of the four 

groups rated affirmative action as an effective sol uti on for this 

di sab111 ty group. Pr1 vate-sector respondents collectively rated it 

in the limited to no-effect range <.M = 4.55), while public-sector 

respondents rated it in the limited to moderate effect range <M. = 

3.59). MESC respondents rated it the most effective <.M = 3.38), and 

private employment agencies rated it as the least effective solution 

<.M = 4.80). 

All groups rated job tra1ning as an effective solution for 

increasing the employment of the blind. MESC respondents rated this 

solution as more effective <M = 1.72) than did the other three 

groups. 

As a total group, the employer community felt that appeal to a 

sense of public responsibility would be an effective strategy for 

increasing the employment of the handicapped <M = 2.769, .c.I. = 2.51-

3.03). Major differences existed between private employment agen­

cies, which rated it as an ineffective strategy <M. = 3.50), and 

public-sector employers, who rated it in the effective to moderately 

effective range <M. = 2.44). 
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In rating appeal to a sense of public responsibility as a 

strategy for the 9hys1cally disabled, the major differences in 

employer community subgroup ratings occurred between public-sector 

employers and private employment agencies. Public-sector employers 

rated this as an effective strategy <M = 2.43), \'lh11e private 

employment agencies did not <M. = 3.16). As a group, the two public­

sector respondents rated this sol uti on as more effective <M = 2.62) 

than did their private-sector counterparts <M. = 3.04). 

Analysis of Questions on the Impact of "D1scrimi nation" 
and "T1 ght Labor Market" as Barriers to Employment 

Part III of the questionnaire asked the respondents to identify, 

from the 10 listed groups, the three groups "most affected by 

discrimination in employment" and the three groups ''least likely to 

be hired in a tight labor market." 

Impact of Piscrim1nat1on 

Respondents identified the mentally retarded as the group most 

affected by discr1mination in employment, followed by blacks and then 

by the physically disabled. The deaf were rated as the group 1 east 

affected by discrimination. The number of first, second, and third 

place votes 1s reflected in Table 24. 

The identification of the mentally retarded as the group most 

affected by discrimination is consistent with their identification as 

the group facing the largest number of barriers. The identification 

of blacks as the second group most affected by discrimination seems 
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to contradict no barriers' being identified for blacks in Section II 

of the questionnaire. It would appear that respondents saw 

discrimination as representing something different from the 

collective effect of barriers. This would appear to be true not only 

for blacks, but for all 10 of the protected-group categories rated. 

Tabl o 24 

Ranking of Groups Perceived as Most Affected by Di scrim1 nation 

1st, 2nd, 
Most 2nd 3rd or 3rd Place 

Protected Groups Affected Most Most Votes 
Affected Affected Total 

Mentally retarded 43 17 13 73 

Blacks 30 18 11 59 

Physically d1 sabl ed 3 17 26 46 

Mentally 111 10 17 11 38 

Wan en 17 8 12 37 

Handicapped 4 12 15 31 

Hispanics 2 16 8 26 

Blind 6 9 9 24 

Hidden d1sab111t1es 3 3 5 11 

Deaf 1 3 6 10 

Total 119 120 116 355 
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Tight Labor Market 

Of the 10 disability and protected groups listed, the mentally 

retarded were identified as the group "least likely to be hired in 

the absence of a tight labor market." This correlates with their 

identification as the group facing the most barriers and most 

affected by discrimination. This was also the group for whom the 

most employment solutions were recommended. The physically disabled 

were identified as the next group least likely to be hired, followed 

by the handicapped. The deaf appeared to be 1 n the most favored 

position, followed by women and persons with hidden disabilities. 

Comparing only the four major protected-group categories suggests 

that the handicapped is the most disadvantaged in a tight labor 

market, followed by blacks, Hispanics, and women. The ratings of the 

most affected groups are shown 1n Table 25. 

The rankings in this question support the earlier identification 

of barriers. The four groups identified as least likely to be 

hired--mentally retarded, physically disabled, handicapped, and men­

tally ill--were also the four populations for whom the most barriers 

were identified. The one notable difference was the mentally 111, 

who ranked second in the number of barriers faced but ranked fourth 

in the groups 1 east likely to be hi red. 
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Table 25 

Ranking of Groups Perceived as Least Likely to Be Hi red 
in a Tight Labor Market 

Totals of 
Least 2nd 3rd 1st, 2nd, 

Protected Groups Likely Least Least and 3rd 
L1 kely Likely Place Votes 

Mentally retarded 62 14 15 91 

Physically disabled 6 35 20 60 

Handicapped 13 12 34 59 

Mentally 111 3 20 13 36 

Blind 10 10 12 32 

Blacks 16 10 3 29 

H1 spani cs 3 10 5 18 

Hidden d1 sab111t1es 6 4 4 14 

Wan en 1 4 7 12 

Deaf 1 2 7 10 

Total 121 121 120 362 

Canparison of Responses by Race and Sex 

A comparison of answers to the questionnaire by white and 

nonwhite (blacks, Hispanics, Native Americans, and Asians) 

respondents was made to determine if significant differences existe~ 
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As a group, nonwhite respondents rated each of the 13 barriers for 

the handicapped as more severe than did their white counterpart~ A 

comparison of the mean ratings of nonwhites Ui :-: 20) to the total 

group <N = 124) mean and 95% conf i dance interval range sho\'1 ed that 

nonwhites rated 10 of the 13 barriers significantly more severely. 

Nonwhites rated visual appearance, prejudice~ workers' compensation 

risk, skill level, physical capability, acceptance by co-workers, 

employment-related cost, accessibility of work site, stereotypes, 

limitation in jobs that the disability group can perform, and depend­

ability as greater barriers for the handicapped than did white~ 

In the identification of employment solutions, nonwhite 

respondents differed significantly from the total group 1n the rating 

of tax credits, aff1 rmat1ve action, and government subsidy as 

effective for the handicapped. In each case, nonwhites tended to 

view these solutions as more effective than did the total group. The 

most s1 gni f i cant difference occurred in the rat1 ng of affirmative 

action, where nonwhites rated it as a clearly effect·lve solution <M = 

2.278), while the total group saw it as less than moderately effec­

tive <M = 3.252). 

A chi-square analysis was performed on males' and females' 

questionnaire responses on the identification of employment solutions 

for the handicapped. It 1dent1fied only one difference 1n ratings 

s1gnif1cant at the .05 level. Of the six proposed solutions, male 
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and female respondents differed significantly only in their 

assessment of the effectiveness of affirmative action as a solution 

(X2 = 9.518, .df. = 4) •. On this variable, female respondents rated 1t 

as an effective solution <M = 2.63), while male respondents did not. 

Female respondents consistently rated the other five solutions as 

slightly more effective. 

An analysis of the responses of females and those of nonwhites 

in the area of affirmative action suggest certain similaritie~ Both 

females and nonwhites represent existing protected-group classes. 

Both groups also are supportive of affirmative action as a solution 

for the handicapped. An inference can be made that existing 

protected groups are more supportive of affirmative action as an 

effective solution for other protected groups than are nonprotected­

group classes. 
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a-tAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS PND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the conclusions based on the principal 

and secondary research hypotheses addressed in the study. The con­

clusions derive from data gathered in this study and are integrated 

with relevant literature and related research. The conclusions 

address barriers to the handicapped and their subpopulations, employ­

ment solutions for the handicapped and their subpopulations, and the 

different response patterns based on employer community group, race, 

and sex. The appropriate research hypothesis is restated where the 

conclusion is presented 

Recommendations are also presented as a separate section in this 

chapter. The recommendations incorporate the research findings, 

relevant literature, and the writer's own experience and knowledge of 

the to pi c. The intent of the recommendations is to address policy 

and programmatic issues which w111 positively influence the employ­

ment problems of the handicapped. 

The limitations of the research are discussed before the presen­

tation of conclusions and recommendations. They are presented in 

order to provide the reader with a context for understanding the 

conclusions and to help 1 denti fy areas where further research may be 
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needed. The limitations discussed address issues of research design, 

structure, and scope. 

The chapter concludes with a section on 1mpl1cat1ons for further 

research. The research areas identified der1ve 1n part from the 

limitations noted in this research, and in part other areas which 

were simply beyond the scope of this research. In either case, the 

research areas identified are intended to address information voids 

which may help resolve the employment 1problems of the handicapped. 

Limitations of the Study 

It is recognized that survey resEJarch, especially that which 

addresses a sensitive area like attitudes, has some s1gn1f1cant 

limitations. There is the potential for individuals to give the 

"right" answer as opposed to an honest one. Therefore, the concl u­

sions are based on the assumption that respondents refl acted accu­

rately their true perceptions. The research design provided no 

vehicle to validate the authenticity of responses. 

Other research has also shown that people's attitudes do not 

always reflect their behavior <Nagi et al., 1972>. There is there­

fore the potential that the respondents' actual behavior in employ­

ment practices may be either more favorable or less favorable than 

that represented in their answers. 

The low response rate in the survey sample, especially in the 

two private-sector subsamples, also places some limits on the 

research findings. While attempts have been made in the stlltistical 

181 



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

analysis to address the problem of sample size, it canr1ot be con­

cluded that the private-sector subsamples are necessarily representa­

tive of their respective populations. The findings must therefore be 

viewed as tendencies based on the sample drawn. 

These survey limitations are in part compensated for by other 

research and data that have demonstrated similar findings 1n barriers 

for the handicapped. Certainly, however, additional research is 

necessary that examines the actual practices of the employer commu­

nity with respect to the handicapped. 

In the construction of the survey, certain assumptions were made 

with regard to the perceived barriers to employment. It is not known 

1f the factors included in the study represent the real barriers or 

the most si gn1fi cant ones and how much weight each of them ultimately 

has in the hiring decision. Research by Fugua, Rathburn, and Gade 

(1983), for example, found that productivity, acc1 dent rates, and 

workers' compensation issues were the major concerns of employers for 

handicapped workers. Ten other work traits \'lere not found as impor­

tant. Their research also was limited only to factors believed to be 

important for handicapped workers and not to workers in general. 

Further studies should be directed at identifying and validating 

those factors that employers view as major disincentives for all 

applicants in general and how they affect the handicapped, particu-

1 arly. 

The survey was also limited by virtue of the number of employ­

ment solutions which could be rated. This is of greater concern in 
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the applicant-directed solutions, where'job training was the only one 

listed. Because of this 1t is difficult to determine the viab111ty 

of other strategies directed at altering the condition of the appli­

cant. such as education, work exper1ence, or employability orienta­

tion. Thus, there may be other sol ut1ons that are perceived to be 

more viable than job training. In addition, by including job train­

ing as the only solution in this category, the conclusion that 

client-directed approaches are preferred may be erroneous. The most 

obvious omission in the employer-directed approach area was a solu­

tion addressing enforcement of present nondiscrimination laws. While 

the climate for affirmative action has changed, it cannot be assumed 

that the same is true for nondiscrimination. 

Other assumptions have been made \tlith regard to the level of 

knowledge and enforcement of present civil rights legislation for the 

handicapped. An analysis should be made to determine the present 

level of enforcement of such laws and the extent of employer under­

standing and compliance. In addition, it would be 1 nformative to 

determine the extent to which knowledge of laws and compliance 

activities have altered employer practices, especially with regard to 

the handicapped. Finally, it is known that civil rights legislation 

has an effect on behavior over time. It 1s not l<nO\tln 1f the civil 

rights laws for the handicapped have simply not been in effect long 

enough to affect employer behavior significantl~ An analysis should 

be undertaken that looks at civil rights legislation for other 
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protected groups, identifies the extent of its effect and period of 

time necessary, in comparison to the handicapped. 

Conclusions 

Barriers 

The two major research hypotheses with regard to barriers were 

as follows: (a) The handicapped are perceived to face more and 

different barriers to employment than are women, blacks, and Hi span­

ics; and (b) some disability groups face more and different employ­

ment barriers than other& Both hypotheses were substantiated by the 

research. 

In comparison to other protected groups, namely blacks, Hispan­

ics, and women, the handicapped are perceived by employers and 

employment agencies to face more and different barriers to employ­

ment. Of the 13 potential barriers identified 1n the survey, four 

were considered significant for the handicapped category, whereas 

none of the barriers was i dent1f1 ed for any of the other three pro­

tected groups. The four barriers identified for the handicapped were 

rated as more severe barriers for the handicapped than for women, 

blacks, and Hispanics. In only one case--blacks with respect to 

"prej u di ce"--was another protected group perceived to be more 

severely affected by one of the listed barriers. 

It is also evident that the handicapped face a different set of 

barriers than do the other protected groups. The factors that are 

most important in affecting the employment of the handicapped tend to 
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be the least important for the other three protected groups. Of the 

other three groups, the barriers facing the handicapped seem to be 

most similar to those facing women. Even here, however, the rela­

tionship is minimal. By and large, the barriers facing women, 

blacks, and Hispanics bear much more similarity to one another than 

they do to the handicapped. Thus, with regard to employment bar­

riers, it appears that the handicapped represent a unique protected 

group class. 

There is other evidence that the barrier severity is specific to 

the protected-group category being considered. Thus while persons 

with handicaps were rated as fac1 ng four barri ars, and women, blacks, 

and Hispanics none, the handicapped were not always the most 

severely impacted by .uJ. barriers. As can be seen in Table 26, the 

perceived severity of the barrier is dependent on the protected 

group. Table 26 ranks the four groups based on the average <mean) 

rating of the protected group on the barrier. 

The four barriers identified for the handicapped--physical capa­

bility, limitation 1n jobs the worker can perform, worker's compensa­

tion risk, and accessibility of the work site--are all associated 

with perceptions based on the effect of physical conditions. Two 

relate to an assessment of the physical ability to perform work 

tasks, and two address the perception of additional costs that result 

from the physical condition. The most severe barriers facing the 

handicapped appear to be those based on either the perception of 
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Table 26 

Comparative Effect of Barriers on Protected Groups 

Group Ranka on Barrier 

2 3 

Communication skill Hispanic~ Handica~ped Blacks 
(3 .132) {3.218 (3.32) 

Visual appearance Blacks Handicapped Women 
(3.23) (3. 25) (3 .33) 

Prejudice Blacks Hispanics Handicapped 
(3 .025) (3.43) (3 .53) 

Workers compensation risk Handicapped Hispanics Blacks 
(2. 39) (4 .33) ( 4. 34) 

Skill level Handicapped Blacks Hispanics 
(2.88) (2.96) (3 .25) 

Physical capability Handicapped Women Blacks 
(2.08) {3 .08) (3.85) 

Acceptance by co-workers Blacks Handicapped Hispanics 
(3 .45) (3.60) (3 .885) 

Employment-related cost Handicapped Women Blacks 
(3.00) (4.195) (4.23) 

Hental ability Handicapped Blacks Women 
(3. 14) {3. 53) (3.615) 

Accessibility of work site Handicapped Hispanics Blacks 
(2.64) (4.24) (4.28) 

Stereotypes Blacks Handicapped Hispanics 
(3.08) (3.20) (3 .40) 

Limitations in jobs can perform Handicapped Women Blacks 
(2.17) (3.195) (3 .65) 

Dependability Blacks Hispanics Handicapped 
(3.17) (3.31) (3.38) 

5 

Women 
(3.691) 

Hispanics 
(3.63) 

Women 
(3 .85) 

Women 
(4.36) 

Women 
(3 .31) 

Hispanics 
(4.00) 

Women 
(4 .02) 

Hispanics 
(4 .26) 

Hispanics 
(3. 70) 

Women 
(4.33) 

Women 
(3 .62) 

Hispanics 
{3.94) 

Women 
(3. 55) 

aRanking based on mean barrier rating score. Column 1 reflects the group most severely impacted by the barrier. 

bNumber in parentheses indicates mean barrier rating. 
..... 
~ 
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limitations that result from the disability or an assumption that the 

di sab1lity will engender additional cost to employers. 

The factors rated as the least important barriers for the 

handicapped are also noteworthy. The least important barriers were 

perceived as acceptance by co-\'/Orkers, prejudice, and dependab1li ty. 

Two of these represent attitudinal dimensions, and the third relates 

to the ab1li ty to perform. It would appear that some of the more 

traditional attitudinal barriers for protected-group members are not 

the most critical issues facing the handicapped. If stereotypes, 

prejudice, and acceptance by co-workers do not operate as the primary 

employment deterrents for the handicapped, it would also suggest that 

the associated behavioral manifestations of avoidance, fear, rejec­

tion, and dislike are not as operative in the work place for the 

handicapped. Coupled with the other findings on significant barriers 

noted previously, this would support a conclusion that the employment 

problems of the handicapped have more to do with perceptions of 

inability and cost than they do with dislike. 

There are clear distinctions in the number and types of bar­

riers perceived, based on the type of disability. Those persons with 

mental characteristics are said to face more barriers than are other 

di sab1li ty categories. Persons with mental retardation are perceived 

to face the largest number of barriers, followed by the mentally 111. 

Among those with disabilities, the deaf appear to be in the most 

favored position, followed closely by persons with hidden disabili­

ties. 
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The identified disability groups can be classified into three 

major groupings based on the number of barriers faced. The largest 

number of barriers are said to be confronted by persons with mentai 

characteristics, followed by the physically disabled and blind, and, 

finally, by persons with hidden disabilities and the deaf. This sug­

gests that, in terms of employment, mental disabilities are consid­

ered a greater handicap than physical conditions, and the more 

visible disabilities are perceived to be more disabling than less 

visible ones. 

The collective effect of the barriers appears to be directly 

related to decisions to hire. In the comparison of the handicapped 

category to other protected groups and in the comparison among dis­

ability groups, those groups who faced the largest number of barriers 

were also rated as the groups least likely to be hired. This rela­

tionship is most evident in the case of the mentally retarded and the 

deaf who represent, respectively, the groups most and least disadvan­

taged in obtaining employment. In addition, the severity and number 

of barriers facing the mentally retarded, supported by their rating 

as the group 1 east likely to be hi red, indicates that the mentally 

retarded are substantially more disadvantaged in employment than the 

other disability groups. This finding would appear to support pre­

vious studies that have indicated employer preference for certain 

types of di sa b 1li ties. Most studies, i ncl u d1 ng a recent one by Fugua 

et al. (1983), have consistently shown the disfavor in which the 

mentally retarded, as compared to other disability groups, are held 
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by employers. The research of Fugua et al., as well as that by 

Mithaug (1979) and others, is consistent with the findings here in 

showing preferences for the deaf and persons with hidden disabilities 

(e.g., epilepsy>. 

Even more important is a consistency between employer preference 

for certain disability types and general societal preferences toward 

various disability groups. Tringo's work <1970> and other research 

have demonstrated a hierarchy of societal preference that ranks first 

the physically disabled, second the sensory disabled, and third the 

brain injured. In addition, he found that in social preference 

seal es, the di sab1liti es of mental retardation and mental 111 ness 

were consistently ranked the lowest Notwithstanding the additional 

considerations of cost and physical capability, it seems that employ­

ers tend to mirror general societal preferences toward various dis­

ability categories in their hiring practices. 
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These parallels in societal preferences and employer preferences 

appear also to be validated 1n the findings of this research. Table 

27 compares Tringo's (1970) rankings of societal preferences with the 

results of this survey research. The ranl<ings used for computing the 

correlation coefficient from this research are those based on the 

question concerning "groups least likely to be hired in a tight labor 

market." 

Although the rank order correlation coefficient is not signifi­

cant at the .OS level (,J:!. = .657, N = 6), the rankings are strikingly 

similar considering that the disabilities used in the two studies 



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

were not identical, and the time period difference (1970 versus 1984) 

between the respective research studies. There is a sufficient 

commonality to infer a similarity between societal and employer 

preference. This would appear to be most true in the case of mental 

characteristics (mental retardation and mental illness). 

Table 27 

Comparison of Tringo's Social Preference Scale With Preferences 
Based on Employer Community Group Sample 

Rank1ngs 
Group 

Tringo Employer Community 
Group 

a b c 

Hidden disabilities (heart, diabetes) 1 2 2 

Deaf 3 1 1 

Blind 2 3 3 

Physically disabled (paraplegic) 4 5 4 

Mental retardation 5 6 6 

Mental 111 ness 6 4 5 

aTringo's study ranked 21 categories. Only those groups common 
to both studies are compared in this table. 

bReflects rankings based on tight labor market question. 

cReflects rankings based on average barrier ratings. 

The differences which do occur in the rankings are probably 

explained by the differences noted above, and the fact that other 

-----------·--··--- ....... ··-- ·-· ·- ·- ·- ···-···------·- ··-· --- . - ···- -------------
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factors enter into the employment equation that are not considered in 

social preference. Thus, a disability which evokes high public 

support and sympathy may receive 1 ow cons1 deration in employment. 

Siller's (1967) studies on reaction to disability, for example, found 

that while blindness was one of the disabilities most favorably 

reacted to by the public, it was also perceived to be the worst 

disability one could suffer, and believed to impose the most severe 

limitations. S1m11ar dual reactions may exist 1n considering certain 

disab111ty groups for employment It would appear, therefore, that 

while general societal preferences toward disabilities carry over 

into the employment arena, they are tempered somewhat by considera­

tions unique to the employment situation. 
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It would appear that in the case of certain disab111ty cate­

gories there is a tendency to generalize barriers beyond the problems 

directly related to the disability. This seems most evident in the 

case of the mentally retarded, where "phy s1 cal capab1li ty" and 

"dependab111 ty" were i dent1fi ed as barriers and yet have no consi s­

tent relationship to the functional limitations associated with men­

tal retardation. This phenomenon is also seen 1 n the listing of 

"lack of skill level" as a barrier for the blind and the mentally 

ill. The classic concept of labels, which colors perceptions in 

other areas (Allport, 1954), appears to generalize to the employment 

arena and 1 s most prevalent for persons with mental d1 sab1li ties. 

W r1 ght's ( 1960) contention of deval uat1 ve spread--the tendency to 

generalize disability to all aspects of the individual--would also 
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appear to be substantiated by this research, as evidenced by the 

additional limitations perceived by the employer community. 

Discrimination, according to these respondents, appears to (a) 

represent something different from the collective effect of barriers 

and (b) nottooperateas a major factor in hiring decisions. Both 

women and blacks were rated by respondents as being more affected by 

discrimination than the handicapped. Yet neither group was rated as 

facing any barriers, nor were women or blacks seen to fare worse in a 

tight 1 abor market than the hand1 capped. The only situation in which 

there is consistency between barrier effect, likelihood of hiring, 

and discrimination occurs in the case of the mentally retarded. 

Not all disability groups are perceived to be more disadvantaged 

in employment than are women, blacks, and Hispanics. If the respond­

ents' ratings reflect actual behavior, it would appear that the deaf 

are less affected by discrimination and more likely to be hired than 

are women, blacks, and Hispanics. Persons with hidden disabilities 

are also less affected by discrimination and more likely to be hired 

than all other major protected groups except women. This again 

reaffirms that barriers, hiring decisions, and discrimination are 

specific to the disability and not generalized to the class "handi­

capped.11 

The one barrier perceived to exist consistently for the handi­

capped category and for all disability groups is that of ''limitation 

in jobs can perform. 11 The common ingredient for all disability 

groups in the employment arena is the perception that the di sabil1 ty 
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restricts the variety of tasks the individual can perform. Although 

there is no way to determine the weight that this barrier has in the 

overall hiring decision, it is significant that the handicapped are 

perceived by the employer community as being suited for only certain 

types of jobs. It may be that the connotation of disability places 

an undue restriction in the employer's mind, which extends beyond 

that actually imposed by the disability. 

Employment Solyt1ons 

It was hypothesized that more and different employment solutions 

would be supported for the handicapped than for women, blacks, and 

Hispanics; similarly, it was proposed that more and different employ­

ment solutions would be supported for some disability groups than 

others. These hypotheses were substantiated by the research find­

ings, namely: (a) More and different employment solutions were 

identified for the handicapped category than were recommended for the 

other three major protected groups, and (b) similarly, more and 

different solutions were supported for some di sab111ty groups than 

for others. 

Four solutions were proposed as effective for the handicapped 

category, whereas only two each were recommended for women, blacks, 

and Hispanics. Job training exists as the single solution that is 

felt to be effective for all four groups. Affi rmat1ve action is 

rued as an effective solution for women, blacks, and Hispanics but 

not for the handicapped or for any of the d1 sabili ty groups. 
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Conversely, tax credits, government subsidy, and increased employer 

awareness are felt to be effective solutions for the handicapped but 

not for the other three major protected groups. 

Three conclusions are suggested by these f1ndings: First, 

employment solutions already established and associated with certain 

protected groups are ident1fied as effective for those designated 

groups but not for others. This is most evident in the case of job 

training, which has a long-term historical bas1s in employment and 

training policy for all protected groups. S~m1larly, affirmative 

action is well established as policy for women, blacks, and Hispanics 

but not yet for the handicapped. Tax credits also exist in federal 

1 aw as a special i ncent1 ve to hire the handicapped but not specifi­

cally for women, blacks, or H1spanics. This may suggest that policy 

dictates practi ca and acceptance of certain employment approaches 

with regard to disadvantaged groups. 

Second, in the case of the handicapped, there is support for 

those solutions that address cost issues, such as tax credits and 

government subsidy, and those that educate the employer, such as 

increased employer awareness. Coupled with the earlier findings on 

barriers, this finding suggests that cost is a real issue in the eyes 

of the employer that must be addressed. Unlike the other protected 

groups, there is also an apparent belief that 1f employers were more 

knowledgeable about the hand1 capped, they would be more likely to 

hire them. 
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Finally, for the most established protected groups, such as 

women, blacks, and Hispanics, there is support for the more tradi­

tional approaches. There 1s also an apparent recognition that the 

handicapped require additional and different approaches than do other 

protected groups. It is significant that identical solutions are 

proposed for women, blacks, and Hispanics but that different ones are 

suggested for the handicapped. 

There is a tendency to support more solutions for those groups 

which face more barriers. This is clear in the case of the handi­

capped category as compared to women, blacks, and Hispanics. In 

examining barriers and solutions, respondents identified four bar­

riers and solutions for the handicapped, whereas no barriers and two 

solutions were listed for the other three group~ This relationship 

is not as consistent when disability groups are compared. For exam­

ple, the mentally 111 and the blind, who had four or more barriers 

identified, received support for only one and two employment solu­

tions, respectivel~ Yet the physically disabled had a high number 

of barriers (four), and received support for a high number of sol u­

tions (four). Few barriers and few solutions were found also for 

persons with hidden disabilities. The mentally ill would appear to 

represent a unique case in which six barriers were identified and yet 

only one solution was rated as effective. Table 28 compares each of 

the six disability groups on barriers and solutions. The net gain/ 

loss column provides a rough indicator of the employability potential 
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for each group. Negative numbers reflect lower employability 

potential. 

Table 28 

Comparison of Number of Barriers and Solutions by Disability Group 

Groups Barriers Solutions Difference 

Mentally retarded 10 3 -7 

Mentally ill 6 1 -s 
Disability Blind 4 2 -2 
Subgroups 

Physically disabled 4 4 0 

Hidden di sab1lities 3 1 -2 

Deaf 2 2 0 

The number and types of proposed solutions were also specific to 

the disability group. Aside from job training, no single solution is 

perceived to be effective with all disability groups. There is at 

least one group, the mentally ill, for whom a number of barriers are 

identified. Yet, it is felt that virtually no employment strategy 

will help them. This may suggest that the prognosis for placement of 

persons who have a history of mental illness is the poorest of all 

disability groups. Conversely, considering the number and types of 

solutions deemed effective for the physically disabled, they may well 

be in the most favored position with regard to employment potential. 
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With the exception of the n.entally ill, increased employer 

awareness is rated as an effective strategy for those disability 

groups who faced the most barriers. This would seem to lend support 

to a willingness in the employer community to be educated and 

potentially to hire the handicapped subpopulations. There is also 

support for appeal to a sense of public responsibility as an effec­

tive sol uti on for two of the three groups (the physically disabled 

and mentally retarded) who faced the largest number of barriers. 

Taken together, these factors would seem to indicate for the physi­

cally disabled and blind a potential willingness to hire, a sense of 

public obligation to do so, and a perception that increased knowledge 

will help to achieve that end. Unlike the mentally ill, there appar­

ently are perceptions that certain measures can be taken to compen­

sate for the effects of these disabilities in the employment arena. 

There is a tendency to support certain solutions over others, 

irrespective of the group considered. Job training is consistently 

rated as the most effective solution for all major protected groups 

and all disability categories. There is wide public support for and 

an inten!.ity of belief in job training as a general employment and 

training strategy for all groups. 
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In a comparison of the handicapped with other protected groups, 

there is a consistency of preferred solutions across groups, ~lith the 

exception of affirmative action. Affirmative action, for women, 

blacks, and Hispanics, represents the second most preferred solution 

behind job training. Conversely, for the handicapped, affirmative 
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action was the least preferred solution. However, 1f we delete 

affirmative action from consideration, then the two most preferred 

solutions--job training and increased employer awareness--are 

identical for the four protected groups. Further, the rankings of 

preferred solutions for blacks and persons with handicaps are the 

same. Table 29 shows the comparative rank1ngs of preferred solutions 

for the four protected groups with the affirmative action option 

deleted. 

Table 29 

Rankings of Preferred Employment Solutions for Protected 
Groups Excluding Affirmative Action 

Groups 
Solutions 

Handicapped Women Blacks Hispanics 

Job training 1 1 1 1 

Increased employer 
awareness 2 2 2 2 

Tax credits and 
financial incentives 3 4 3 3.5 

Government subsidy 4 5 4 5 

Appeal to sense of 
public responsibility 5 3 5 3.5 
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This would suggest that in the consideration of empioyment 

solutions, the handicapped are most like blacks and least like women. 
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preferred is: (a) job training, (b) increased employer awareness, 

(c) appeal to sense of public responsibility, (d) government subsidy, 

(e) tax ~redits and financial incentives, and finally (f) affirmative 

action. Considering the types of solutions preferred, it seems that 

the most desirable are those directed at the individual (job train­

ing), followed by strategies to convince the employer (increased 

awareness, appeal to sense of public responsibility), then methods to 

induce the employer financially (government subsidy, tax credits) and 

last, approaches which mandate the employer (affirmative action>. 

Another way of viewing the order of preference is that as the respon­

sibility increasingly shifts to the employer, the solution diminishes 

in desi rab1lity. 

The solutions identified as effective for the physically dis­

abled are most similar to those identified as effective for the 

handicapped category. Coupled with a similarity in barriers identi­

fied for these two groups, this finding suggests that the handicapped 

are most commonly perceived as persons with physical disabilities by 

the emp'l oyer community. Thus, solutions identified as effective for 

the handicapped are often generalized to the physically disabled and 

vice versa. No similar assumption can be made, however, in general­

izing solutions from the handicapped category to other disability 

groups. 

--------·- --------·-····· ·------- ------- -----------------
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Respondent Group 01ff@rences 

Employer community 

The perceptions of barriers and solutions for the handicapped 

tend to be consistent across the four components of the employer 

community. Private- and public-sector employers and employment 

agencies showed rating differences 1n only 18% of the barriers and 

differed only 13% of the time in the ratings of solutions. By and 

large, perceptions regarding protected groups are institutionalized 

within the employer community. Employment agencies appear to mirror 

the attitudes of employers, and for the most part, the employer 

community often reflects the values, attitudes, and perceptions of 

the larger society. 
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Of the four segments of the employer community, the public 

employment agency, MESC, most often differed in its assessment from 

the others both 1n terms of solutions and barriers. In the assess­

ment of barriers for the handicapped, MESC tended to rate them as 

more severe than did the other three groups. The area where MESC 

differed is also noteworthy. In the assessment of barriers, MESC 

respondents differed in the perception of the effects of stereotypes 

and prejudice on the handicapped, the mentally ill, and the physi­

cally disabled. This difference may in part be explained by MESC's 

greater exposure to a more representative population. For example, 

in their respondent sample, MESC had the highest representation of 

minorities, women, and handicapped individuals of the four employer 

--- ---------------
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community subpopulations. Similarly, by virtue of their being a 

statewide public employment agency, they have a mandate to serve~ 

segments of the population. These two factors may make MESC respond­

ents more sensitive and perceptive to the attitudinal barriers facing 

the handicapped. 

Similarly, MESC respondents saw solutions as more effective than 

did public and private employers and private employment agencies. 

MESC respondents most frequently saw tax credits as a more effective 

sol uti on for the handicapped and various disability groups. As the 

agency responsible for administering the federal Targeted Jobs Tax 

Credit <TJTC> program, this difference is not surprising. Most 

likely their increased exposure has given them a better opportunity 

to see the effectiveness of the tax credit program. One of several 

conclusions can be made: (a) MESC attitudes do not reflect those of 

the larger employer community, (b) MESC respondents were more honest 

in their responses, or (c) their increased exposure to barriers and 

solutions has made their perceptions more accurate. In either case, 

the public employment agency clearly reflects a different perspec­

tive. 
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Other than the general tendency for similar ratings between 

public and private employers and private employment agencies, there 

is no consistent pattern of agreement between any two of the four 

employer community groups. There is no evidence to support the view 

that there is a consistent amp 1 oyer attitude, or em p 1 oyment agency 

~~~~~~----·-- ·---··-··-·---·-----·--------------------------
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attitude, or public-sector attitude, or private-sector attitude with 

respect to either barriers or solutions. 

Public-sector attitudes do not appear to be significantly dif­

ferent from those in the private sector. Neither do employment 

agencies differ significantly from employers. The one area where 

public-sector employers differed significantly was in the rating of 

appeal to a sense of public responsibility as a solution. Public­

sector employer·s saw this approach as viable for the handicapped and 

the physically disabled. It may well be that the public sector feels 

a greater sense of public obligation to employ persons with handi­

caps. Conversely, it is significant that not even the public-sector 

employers supported affirmative action for the handicapped. 
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Nonwhite questionnaire respondents differed significantly from 

white respondents both in the ratings of barriers and in policy 

solutions for the handicapped. It would appear that race of the 

respondent is a significant factor in the perception of barriers that 

the handicapped face and in the determination of viable solutions. 

Nonwhites tended to rate more factors as barriers, and overall rated 

all barriers more severely than did whites. 

Solutions for the handicapped were rated as more effective by 

nonwhites. Nonwhites saw affirmative action as a viable solution, 

whereas whites did no~ Thus, while nonwhites perceived the handi­

capped as facing more numerous and more severe barriers than did 

------·-·-----------------~------------------------------------
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whites, they also saw additional and more effective solutions than 

did whites. It is also significant that nonwhites, who represent an 

existing protected group, saw affirmative action as benefiting the 

handicapped. 

The sex of the respondent does not appear to be a significant 

factor in the perception of barriers or the rated effectiveness of 

solutions for the handicapped. Of the six potential solution ratings 

for the handicap~ed, male and female respondents differed only in 

their assessment of the viability of affirmative action, where female 

respondents rated it as effective and male respondents did not. 

In the case of both sex and race, existing protected-group 

members believe that affirmative action will assist in affecting the 

employment of the handicapped. It appears that those groups who have 

benefited from affirmative action are more likely to support it as 

viable for others. Conversely, those who have not benefited directly 

are less likely to be supportive and w111 reject the inclusion of 

additional groups 1n affirmative action strategies. There is no way 

to discern from the data if this rejection of affirmative action by 

nonprotected-group members is a rejection of affirmative action for 

the handicapped or simply a rejection of the inclusion of ~ addi­

tional groups under this policy. 

---- ··-·-----------·----~. ··--·~---· ------------
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Reconmendations 

The perception of barriers facing the handicapped and the sub­

populations of the handicapped dictate that a variety of approaches 

targeted to the perceived barrier and to the disability category will 

be necessary to bring about their employmen~ These approaches will 

be most effective if they are directed at the specific disability 

category in each case and not at the broad class of "the handi­

capped." 
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While a variety of employment approaches must be used, the 

largest area of common need rests in the area of employer education 

and awareness. Substantial misperceptions and mythology still exist 

with regard to such issues as workers' compensation cost, accommoda­

t~on cost~ ".::·18 real versus perceiVed functional 11mitat1 ons of handi­

capped persons, and the range of jobs that handicapped individuals 

can perform. Sufficient data and information exist to refute these 

misperceptions and dispel the myths. The du Pont study (1982) is 

just one of sGveral reports available which can be used for this 

purpose. That information must be packaged and made available to 

employers, employment agencies, and others involved in the training 

and placement of handicapped persons. 

The dissemination of such information must also take advantage 

of a large variety of vehicles, include information that is specific 

to the disability category, and be in the hands of those who actually 

have an effect on the hi ring process. Vehicles should be utilized 

such as employer seminars, enlisting employers who have successfully 
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employed handicapped workers, and business journals, newsletters, and 

newspapers. 

Information should be published and made available that is 

specific to the disability category, covering such issues as range of 

jobs performed, employment performance records, and accommodation 

methods specific to the disability. Practitioners must have this 

information available and must themselves be available as resource 

persons to employers in this area. Key people in the placement 

process in business, industry, and in both public and private employ­

ment agencies should have this information made readily available to 

them. 

Civil rights and affirmative action programs have a record of 

provflfi eff.;.ct ivtln~ss for other protected groups, and must be used to 

address the employment of the handicapped (Barnhill-Hayes, 1981; 

Demetrius & Sigleman, 1984). Although there does not appear to be a 

supportive climate for affirmative action for the handicapped, this 

strategy should not be abandoned. It would appear from the data, 

however, to be most feasible for those disability groups such as the 

physically disabled, deaf, blind, and persons with hidden disabili­

ties where there appears to be a level of public acceptance and 

support for the disability. 
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Certain adjustments in the legislation are also necessary if 

affirmative action is to be workable for the handicapped. The prob­

lem in identifying who the handicapped are, for purposes of affirma­

tive action, must be overcome. The proposal offered by Johnson 

---------- ---.-- . ---. --- ---------------------------------------------------------------
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(1981) seems to be needed, namely, that the civil rights statutes 

adopt separate definitions of the handicapped for nondiscrimination 

and affirmative action purposes. For purposes of affirmative action, 

the handicapped must be defined either in terms of discernible func­

tional limitations, or by identifying specific disability categories. 
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From an employer perspective, affirmative action programs for 

any group have never enjoyed wide supper~ To counter this reality, 

it will be necessary to follow certain principles in the application 

of this approach for the handicapped. The approach should avoid the 

establishment of quotas unless the employer voluntarily chooses to 

select them. Affirmative action must be used in combination with a 

variety of financial incentives available to the employer, including 

tax credits for hire, tax credits for workplace accessibility modifi­

cation and 1nd1v1dual accommodation, and preferences in government 

contracts. This appears to be consistent with the survey findings 

where tax credits, financial incentives, and government subsidy were 

supported as effective strategies for employment of the handicapped. 

Similarly, practitioners, such as those employed by state vocational 

rehabilitation agencies, must be available on a proscribed basis to 

employers not only at the point of hire, but also during the initial 

stages of employment. 

Sufficient civil rights legislation exists at both the federal 

level and in most states with respect to employment discrimination 

against the handicapped. It is important that existing legislation 

1s more ambitiously enforced so that presently qualified handicapped 

···-··---- ·------·········-------------------------------
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individuals are not screened out of the labor force. This will 

require that employers be better educated with regard to present 

laws, that employment agencies better understand present laws, that 

civil rights enforcement agencies be adequately trained 1n both state 

and federal laws, and that ad~quate resources be allocated to assure 

timely and appropriate enforcement. This may requir.s that handi­

capped ~ivil rights be given a temporary priority of attention within 

civil rights enforcement and compliance agencies. 

Research has indicated that information and exposure can have 

some effect on attitude and behavior change <Anthony, 1972). This 

rationale supports the necessity of a dual approach that takes into 

account both information and compliance, and argues for the use of 

civil rights and affirmative action to assure that employers are 

exposed to handicapped individuals. The compliance activities, by 

forcing behavioral change, will likely have an effect on attitudinal 

change, as well. 
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Job training should be continued and expanded for handicapped 

individuals. Employers should be more closely linked to the training 

process. This emphasis argues for increased use of employers as 

trainers, expanded use of on-the-job training, the use of employers 

as consultants to training programs, and the housing of training 

programs within business and industr~ This approach should assist 

in increasing employer awareness while also assuring that training is 

relevant to employer needs. 

--· --·-- ----- ---~ -------------------
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Training resources should be expanded to provide more training 

for handicapped persons. Resources should be expanded to programs 

already charged with the training of the handicapped, such as Voca­

tional Rehabilitation. In other employment and training programs, 

the handicapped should be designated as a target group and approp­

riate resources allocated to meet those needs. 
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For example, recently in Jobs Training Partnership Act (JTPA) 

programs in Michigan local private industry councils <PICs) have been 

requested to set their own goals for the percentage of handicapped to 

be served. This would appear to be a step in the right direction. 

This approach should be expanded with minimum percentage penetration 

standar·ds establ1shed nationally for all local programs. The 9.7% 

figure used for affirmative action goals in state government would 

appear to be a reasonable standard for JTPA programs also. To be 

most effective, program funding must be linked to achievement of 

these performance standards. Similar approaches must be applied for 

all publicly funded employment and training programs. In some cases 

it may be appropr1 ate to pinpoint additional training resources for 

those disability groups, such as the mentally 111 and mentally 

retarded, who are most disadvantaged in the workplace. Target goals 

and funding formulas will likely need to be established at the 

national level using unemployment data, wage rates, and other indi­

cators. 

Given the level of public support and belief in job training as 

a solution, the placement of hahdicapped workers should stress, 
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whenever possible, that trained individuals <.\r'e being referred. In 

addition, placement strategies should capitalize on the positive 

perceptions that exist about handicapped individuals. These percep­

tions are tied.to specific disabilities and should be marketed by the 

practitioner to the employer on that basis. 

Approaches that provide incentives to employers and address cost 

considerations must be continued and expanded. Because mispercep­

tions do exist with regard to cost, and because in some cases addi­

tional costs are incurred, approaches that provide inducements to 

employers must be continued. The potential of additional cost to 

employers, which may operate as a disincentive to hire, cannot be 

ignored. 

While the whole array of financially based incentives should be 

available for all disability categories, the number of those incen­

tives should be expanded, particularly for those disability groups 

most disadvantaged in the employment market. For example, larger tax 

credits should be available to employers hiring the mentally ill and 

mentally retarded, or for persons defined as "severely handicapped in 

employment." 
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Comprehensive financially based incentives for hiring the handi­

capped should at some point be discontinued. Over the long term, 

financial incentives for hiring any designated group of qualified 

ind1v1duals cannot be just1f1ed. Such programs should continue in 

existence only until they have met their objectives, wh1ch can be 

defined as follows: (a) bringing a representative number of 
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handicapped individuals into the work force and (b) assuring employer 

exposure to handicapped persons so as to provide a basis for work­

related judgments on capabilities. Once those objectives have been 

achieved, only those incentives that address any additional ~ cost 

to employers should be continued. 

Different approaches at both the policy and practitioner levels 

may be necessary for certain disability groups who are more difficult 

to place. Government subsidy to employers, for example, could be 

justified for those hiring the mentally retarded. At the practi­

tioner level, appeals to employers to hire the blind, physically 

disabled, mentally retarded, and mentally 111 should be used. 

Because these approaches are based on sympathy and employer ignor­

ance, they should be continued only until the ignorance and misinfor­

mation are dispelled. 
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At the broader policy level, a comprehensive approach to the 

employment of the handicapped must incorporate and integrate training 

initiatives, efforts to educate employers, compliance initiatives, 

and financial incentives. The achievement of full integration of the 

handicapped into the labor market dictates not only that all 

approaches be used and that they complement each other, but also that 

they be addressed consciously in the context of employment and train­

ing policy. In addition, employment and training policy at the 

national level must consciously incorporate the handicapped as a 

significant segment of the unemployed and underemployed population. 

In light of the estimated two-thirds unemployment rate among the 
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handicapped (Wolfe, 1980), this approach seems well justified. Thus, 

while the needs of the handicapped must be recognized and addressed, 

they should be addressed fn the context of a comprehensive national 

employment and training policy for all persons and not as segmented 

programming for the handicapped. Over the lon9 term, policy that is 

good for increasing employment opportunities for all people will also 

be good for persons with handicaps. 

Implications for Further Research 

Several limitations in the research have been identified earlier 

in this chapter, and recommendations made to address them in subse­

quent research. To repeat, some of the major ones include: 

1. An analysis which compares the employment gains of the 

handicapped since the passage of their civil rights legislation to 

the employment gains of other protected groups for comparable periods 

of time. 

2. An examination of actual employer practices ~ith regard to 

interviews, hiring practices, and the basis for rejection of handi­

capped workers. 
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3. The use of larger private-sector subsamples to validate the 

findings of this research. This will require some modification in 

the research design in order to increase the sample size. First, it 

will be necessary to reduce the length of the questionnaire as a 

method to increase response rate. This can be accomplished specifi­

cally by: (a) eliminating the barrier questions which are repeated in 
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Section III of the questionnaire, (b) eliminating the optional choice 

questions in Sections II and IV, and (c) eliminating some of the 

employer identifying questions which are contained in Section I. 

Collectively, these omissions will reduce the length of the question­

naire by about five pages and the number of responses required by 

21%. In addition, the number of questionnaires mailed will need to 

be increased to at least 400, as opposed to the 200 use~ 1n this 

study. Finally, a third follow-up letter will need to be used. The 

time between the initial mailing, second follow-up letter, and final 

follow-up letter should be reduced from the five-month span used in 

this study to a period of three to four weeks. An application of 

these techniques should serve both to strengthen and validate the 

research findings and enable generalizations to the larger Michigan 

and national private-sector employer community. 

4. A survey of enforcement practices with regard to federal and 

state civil rights statutes concerning employment of the handicapped. 

The survey would address complaints filed, ratio of discrimination 

findings to complaints filed, and types of disabilities included. 

The ratio of success should be compared with other groups. 
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In addition, there are several other areas where research seems 

warranted based on the findings in this research. One of the most 

significant may be the opposition to affirmative action for the 

handicapped. Research should be directed at the cause of this pres­

ent attitude. Some of the issues which should be addressed are: (a) 

whether the opposition is predominantly from those not presently 
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included 1n affirmative action (i.e •• nonprotected-group members), 

(b) whether the opposition is unique to certain types of organiza­

tions or businesses, (c) whether similar feelings exist outside the 

employer community ( 1.e.1. the general public), and (d) whether com­

panies that have effectiv~ly implemented affirmative action for other 

protectad groups are also more supportive of affirmative action for 

the handicapped. In addition, the problems with the law itself will 

need to be examined to discern employer attitudes to\'lard the present 

legislatio~ Given the knDwn problems in defining the handicapped, 

employers need to be surveyed to identify their understanding of the 

present law, their understanding of who is covered, and the basis for 

their opposition to affirmative action. Each of these issues will 

probably require separate resear·ch but should be addressed given the 

effectiveness affirmative action has achieved for other protected 

groups. 

Research should also focus on the success side of the equation. 
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For example, there are a number of companies that have been extremely 

progressive 1n bringing handicapped individuals into the workforce. 

An analysis of those companies which examined such variables as 

organization philosophy, organization structure, type of business, 

company size, attitudes toward the handicapped, previous contact with 

handicapped persons, and types of disability groups employed would 

provide a body of knowledge which would assist practitioners and 

policy makers. 
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Similarly, research should be directed at those individual fac­

tors which appear to compensate for the perceived barriers that 

handicapped persons face. For example, some research has shown that 

perceived competence can compensate for the usual barriers that 

handicapped persons face CThomas & Thomas, 1984). Further research 

along this line is necessary. In addition to perceived competence, 

the specific effects of education, work experience, communication 

skill, and type and extent of job training should be assessed for 

their influence as factors compensating for disability. All of these 

areas represent strategies which could be employed by practitioners 

if they are found to be effective in overcoming traditional barriers. 

It is hoped that these areas will provide further building blocks in 

the construction of sound employment and training policy for persons 

with handicaps. 
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One additional area appears in need of further research. Given 

the findings of this research which substantiate the differences in 

perceptions of employability based on disability type, further 

research in this area also seems necessary. This appears particu­

larly true with the category defined as persons with hidden disabili­

ties. For purposes of this research, this category of nonvisible 

characteristics was specifically defined to include heart, back, 

diabetes, and epilepsy. While these specific disabilities share in 

common their nonvisib1lity, it may be erroneous to assume a common­

ality in barriers, perceptions, and employer reactions. If, in fact, 

barriers and solutions are disability specific, then a testing of the 

-------·----------------------·---------------------------
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similarities and differences among these various types of hidden 

disab1lities needs to occur in further research. It is recommended 

that further research, modeled after this study, be carried out with 

the total spectrum of disabilities included under the hidden­

disability label. Such research should help to validate whether 

policy solutions are appropriately addressed to the generic class of 

hidden disabilities, or ~hether solutions must be focused on specific 

disabilities within the class. 
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APPENDIX A 

Cover Letter and Questionnaire 
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IM~U 

Dear Respondent: 

Western Michigan University 
Kalamazoo, Michigan 49008 

Center for Public 
Admimstracwn Programs 
(616) 383-1937 

I am a doctoral student in public administration conducting research at 
Western Michigan University in the area of employment practices as they relate 
to various groups. The study is designed to solicit your identification of 
the barriers and problems these groups may encounter in seekin~ employment and 
your recommendations on means to overcome these barriers. Your responses will 
be extremely useful in making recommendations which are both responsive to the 
employer and beneficial to job applicants. The questionnaire should take 
between 30 and 45 minutes to complete. 

You and your organiz~tion have been selected as pdrt of a representative 
sample. If it important, therefore, that using your own experience and 
knowledge, you answer as candidly as possible as a representative of your 
organization. There arc no right or wrong answers to the questions asked. 
The answers you provide are completely confidential. It is also important 
that you return the survey in the stamped, self-addressed envelope provided~ 

'£hank you for taking the time to complete the survey. If you would like a 
copy of the survey results, please check the appropriate box at the end of the 
questionnaire and provide your name and address. 

Sincerely, 

L. Robert HcConnell 
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PLEASE COHPLETE ".LHE FOLLOWING DEHOGRAPHIC INFORUATION: 

1. What is your job title? 

z. Wnat are your job duties? 

J. What is your role in the hiring process (check all that apply)? 

Prescreening of applicants 

lnitial selection 

Final selection 

Develop selection criteria __ 

Other (specify) __ 

4. How long have you been in your current position? 

Years Honths 

5. What is your type of business? 

b. What is the number of employees in your company or agency? __ 

THE FOLLOWING SERIES OF QUESTIONS (7-lb) IS DESIGNED TO MEASURE TH~ l~WACT OF CERTAIN 
BARRIERS TO EHPLOYHENT ON VARIOUS GROUPS. YOU ARE ASKED TO RATE THE BARR! ERS ON A 
SCALE FROH ONE TO FIVE AS TO WHETHER YOU PERC~1VE THEN TO HAVE A MAJOR EFFECT OR NO 
EFFECT AT ALL. J:HERE ARJ:: NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS TO THE QUESTIONS. 

7. Please rate tne following barriers affecting the employment of those with a 
history of mental-illness. 

(l) Visual Appearance 

(2.) Communication Skills 

(3) Prejudice 

(4) Workers' Compensation Risks 

(5) Skill Level 

(6) Physical Capability 

(7) Acceptance by Co-\Jorkers 

(8) Employment Related Cost 

(9) Hen tal Ability 

(10) Accessibility of the Work Site 

(ll) Stereotypes 

(12) Limitation in Jobs They Can 
Perform 

(13) Dependability 

(14) Other (specify)------

Hajor 
Effect 
-1--

Strong 
Effect 
-2--

Some 
Effect 
-3--

Limited 
Effect 
-4--

No 
Effect 
-5-
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8. Please rate the following barriers affecting the employment of ~· 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

Stereotypes 

Workers' Compensation Risks 

Communication Skills 

Prejudice 

Accessibility of the Work Site 

Acceptance by Co-Workers 

Skill Level 

Limitation in Jobs They Can 
Perform 

Visual Appearance 

Employment Related Cost 

Dependability 

Mental Ability 

Physical Capability 

Other (specify) 

Major 
Effect 
-1--

Strong 
Effect 
-2--

Some 
Effect 
-3-

Limited 
Effect 
-4-

No 
Effect 
-5-

9. Please rate the following barriers affecting the employment of the~· 

( 1) Stereotypes 

(2) Skill Level 

(3) Accessibility of the Work Site 

(4) Workers' Compensation Risks 

(5) Communication Skills 

(6) Physical Capability 

(7) Acceptance by Co-Workers 

(8) Employment Related Cost 

(9) Prejudice 

(10) Visual Appearance 

(11) Dependability 

(12) Mental Ability 

(13) Limitation in Jobs They Can 
Perform 

(14) OL.ter (specify) 

Major Strong Some Limited No 

~~~~~ 
1 2 3 4 5 
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10. Please rate the following barriers affecting the employment of ~· 

(1) Visual Appearance 

(2) Limitation in Jobs They Can 
Perform 

(3) Accessibility of the Work Site 

(4) Workers' Compensation Risks 

(5) Skill Level 

( 6) Physical Capability 

(7) Employment Related Cost 

(8) Acceptance by Co-Workers 

(9) Prejudice 

(10) Stereotypes 

(11) Communication Skills 

(12) Dependability 

(13) Mental Ability 

(14) Other (specify) ------

Major 
Effect 
-1--

Strong 
Effect 
-2--

Some 
Effect 
-3--

Limited 
Effect 
-4--

-. 

No 
Effect 
-5--

11. Please rate the following barriers affecting the employment of the physically 
disabled. 

(1) Accessibility of the Work Site 

(2) Mental Ability 

(3) Visual Appearance 

(4) Workers' Compensation Risks 

(5) Skill Level 

(6) Physical Capability 

(7) Employment Related Cost 

(8) Communication Skills 

(9) Stereotypes 

(10) Prejudice 

(11) Dependability 

(12) Limitation in Jobs They Can 
l?erform 

(13) Acceptance by Co-Workers 

(14) Other (specify) ------

Major 
Effect 
-1--

Strong 
Effect 
-2--

Some 
Effect 
-3--

Limited 
Effect 
-4--

No 
Effect 
-5-
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Lt. Please rate the following barriers affecting the employment of those with~ 
hidden disabilities (heart, back, epilepsy, diabetes, etc.). 

(l) Physical Capability 

(2) Communi~ation Skills 

(J) Employment Related ~ost 

(4) Acceptance by Co-Workers 

(5) Workers' Compensation Risks 

(6) Stereotypes 

(7) Sk.ill Level 

(8) Prejudice 

(9) Accessibility of the Work Site 

(10) Visual Appearance 

(ll) Mental Ability 

(12) Limitation in Jobs They Can 
Perform 

(lJ) Dependability 

(14) Other (specify) 

Major 
Effect 
-1-

Strong 
Effect 
-1.-

Some 
Effect 
-J-

i.imited 
Effect 
-4-

No 
Effect 
-5--

lJ. Please rate the following barriers affecting the employment of the mentally 
retarded. 

(1) Prejudice 

(2) Dependability 

(J) Skill Level 

(4) Communication Skills 

(5) Physical Capability 

(6) Acceptance by Co-Workers 

(7) Employment Related Cost 

(8) Visual Appearance 

(9) Stereotypes 

(10) Accessibility of the Work Site 

(ll) Limitation in Jobs They Can 
Perform 

(11.) Hental Ability 

(lJ) Workers' Compensation Risks 

(14) Other (specify) ------------

Hajor 
Effect 
-1--

Strong 
Effect 
-2--

Some 
Effect 
-J-

Limited 
Effect 
-4--

------~-·----··-··--------------··--·---------------

No 
Effect 
-5-
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14. Please rate the following barriers affecting the employment of the~· 

(l) Communication Skills 

(2) Visual Appearance 

(3) Limitation in Jobs They Can 
Perform 

(4) Workers' Compensation Risks 

(5) Dependability 

(6) Physical Capability 

(7) Stereotypes 

(8) Skill Level 

(9) Accessibility of the Work Site 

(10) Employment Related Cost 

(ll) Prejudice 

(12) Acceptance by Co-Workers 

(13) Mental Ability 

(14) Other (specify) ------

Major 
Effect 
-1--

Strong 
Effect 
-2--

Some 
Effect 
-3--

Limi.ted 
Effect 
-4--

No 
Effect 
-5--

15. Please rate the following barriers affecting the employment of hispanics. 

(1) Dependability 

(2) Mental Ability 

(3) Prejudice 

(4) Employment Related Cost 

(5) Communication Skills 

(6) Accessibility of the Work Site 

(7) Stereotypes 

(8) Physical Capability 

(9) Visual Appearance 

(10) Skill Level 

(11) Acceptance by Co-Workers 

(12) Workers' Compensation Risks 

(13) Limitation in Jobs They Can 
Perform 

(14) Other (specify) ------

Major 
Effect 
-1--

Strong 
Effect 
-2--

Some 
Effect 
-3-

Limited 
Effect 
-4--

No 
Effect 
-5-
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16. Please rate tne following barriers affecting the employme~t of the nandicapped. 

(1) Workers' Compensation Risks 

(~) Communication Skills 

(J) Stereotypes 

(4) ~!ental Ability 

(5) Employment Related Co,;t 

(6) S~ill Level 

(7) Prejudice 

(8) Dependability 

(9) Acceptance by Co-Workers 

( 10) Limitation in Jobs They Can 
Perform 

(11) Physical Capability 

( 12) Accessibility of tne Work Site 

(lJ) Visual Appearance 

(14) Otner (specify) 

Hajor 
Effect 
-1--

Strong 
Effect 

~ 

Some 

~ 
J 

Limiteci 
Effect 
-4--

No 
Effect 
-j--

QUESTIONS 17-32 ARE DESIGNED TO IDENJ:lFY HOW CER'!AI:l CO~Il·!Oi~ BARRIERS :1AY EFFECT TH£ 
DIFFERENT GROUPS LlSl'ED. PLEASE IDENTIFY l'HE THREE GROUPS l!OST EFFE~TED BY THE 
BARRIER IN QUES'!'ION, AND l'HEN RANK THE THREE YOU HAV'E1'i5'EITrTI'IED. A RAllK OF "1" 
EQUALS THE GROUP HOS'i: EFFECTED BY THE BARRIER. l'HERE ARE NO RIGH'£ OR WRONG ANSWERS. 

17. For which of the following groups do you thinK that stereotypes operate as the 
greatest barrier to employment. (Please rank J in order of priority; 1 • 
biggest barrier.) 

(a) ___ Hispanics 

(b) ___ Handicapped 

(c) Women 

(d) __ Physically Disabled 

(e) Deaf 

(f) Blacks 

(g) ___ Those with history of Hental Illness 

(h) Blind 

(i) Persons witn Hidden Disabilities 

(j) ___ :1entally Retarded 
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18. Which of the following groups will co-workers be the least likely to accept. 
(Please rank 3 in order of priority; l • least accepted.) 

(a) ___ Mentally Retarded 

(b) Blacks 

(c) __ Handicapped 

(d) __ Physicelly Disabled 

(e) Women 

(f) Blind 

(g) ___ Hispanics 

(h) __ History of Hen tal Illness 

(i) Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(j) __ Deaf 

19, For which of the following groups will visual appearance provide the greatest 
employment barrier. (Please rank 3 in order of priority; l • greatest barrier,) 

(a) __ Physically Disabled 

(b) Deaf 

(c.) ___ Hispanics 

(d) Blaclts 

(e) __ History of l1ental Illness 

(f) __ Mentally Retarded 

(g) __ Women 

(b) Persons with Hidden i'isabilities 

(1) Blind 

(j) __ Handicapped 

20. For which of the following groups does workers' compensation risk provide the 
greatest barrier to employment. (Please rank 3 in order of priority; l • 
greatest barrier.) 

(a) __ Mentally Retarded 

(b) Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(c) Women 

(d) __ Handicapped 

(e) __ History of Mental Illness 

(f) Blacks 

(g) __ Hispanics 

(h) Deaf 

( i) Blind 

( j) __ Physically Disabled 
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,1, For which of the following groups do communication skills present the largest 
barrier to employment. (Please rank J in order of priority.) 

(a) Blacks 

(b) Deaf 

(c) Women 

(d) __ • Physically Disabled 

(e) __ Handicapped 

(f) __ Hentally Rct .. rdtHi 

(g) __ Hispanics 

(h) Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(i) Blind 
(j) __ History of Mental lllness 

~2. For which of the following groups docs prejudice operate as the greatest barrier 
to employment. (Please rank 3 in order oi priority; l • greatest barrier.) 

(a) __ Handicapped 

(b) Blind 
(c) __ History of Hental Illness 

(d) __ ~letltally Retarded 

(e) __ Hispanics 

(f) Blacks 
(g) __ Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(h) Women 

(i) Deaf 

(j) __ Physically Disabled 

~3. For which of the following groups does lack of skill level provide the greatest 
barrier to employment. (Please rank 3 in order of priority; 1 • greatest 

barrier.) 

(a) Persons witn Hidden Disabilities 

(b) Blac~s 

(c) __ Mentally Retarded 

(d) Deaf 

(e) __ Handicapped 

(f) __ Hisp .. nics 

(g) __ Blind 

(h) __ Physically Disao1eci 

(i) Women 

( j) __ His tory of Hen tal Illness 
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24. For which of the following groups does lack of physical capaoility provide the 
greatest barrier to employment. (Please rank J in order of priority; l • 
greatest barrier.) 

(a) ___ History of Hental Illness 

(o) Deaf 

(c) Women 

(d) __ Handicapped 

(e) __ Physically Disabled 

(f) Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(g) __ Hispanics 

(h) ___ Hentally Retarded 

(i) Blind 

(j) Blac~s 

25. For which of the following groups does employment related cost provide toe 
greateat barrier to employment. (Please rank J in order of priority; l • 
greatest barrier.) 

(a) Persons with Hidden Disaoilities 

(b) __ Handicapped 

(c) Homen 

(d) Blind 

(e) Deaf 

(f) __ Hen tally Retarded 

(g) __ Hispanics 

(h) Blacks 

(i) __ Physically Disabled 

(j) ___ History of Hental Illness 

..:6. For wnich of the following groups does accessibility of ~work site provide the 
greatest barrier to employment. (Please rank J in order of priority; 1 a 

greatest barrier.) 

(a) __ Physically Disabled 

(b) Blacks 

(c) Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(d) ___ History of llental Illness 

(e) ___ Hentally Retarded 

(f) Homen 

(g) Blind 

(h) Deaf 

(i) ___ Hispanics 

(j) ___ Handicapped 
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27. For which of the following groups does ~ .2£. dependability provide the 
greatest barrier to employment. (Please rank 3 in order of priority; l • 
greatest barrier.) 

(a) Deaf 

(b) __ Hispanics 

(c) __ Handicapped 

(d) __ Physically Disabled 

(e) Blacks 

(f) Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(g) ___ History of Mental Illness 

(h) __ Mentally Retarded 

(i) Women 

(j) __ Blind 

28. For which of the following groups does limitation ~ lobs they can perform 
provide the greatest barrier to employment. (Please rank 3 in order of priority 
l • greatest barrier.) 

(a) Deaf 

(b) Women 

(c) __ Physica.Lly llisabled 

(d) ·--Hispanics 
(e) Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(f) __ Handicapped 

(g) __ Mentally Re.tarded 

(h) Blacks 

(i) Blind 

(j) __ History of Mental Illness 

29. For which of the following groups does~ ability provide the greatest 
barrier to employment. (Please rank 3 in order of priority; l • greatest 
barrier.) 

(a) __ Mentally Retarded 

(b) Women 

(c) Blind 

(d) __ Hispanics 

(e) Deaf 

(f) __ Handicapped 

(g) __ Physically Disabled 

(h) Blacks 

(i) Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(j) ____ Those With History of Mental Illness 
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30. Which of the following groups is most affected by discrimination in employment. 
(Please rank 3 in order of priority; 1 • most affected.) 

(a) ___ Women 

(b) ___ History of Mental Illness 

(c) __ Blacks 

(d) Deaf 

(e) __ Handicapped 

(f) Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(g) __ Mentally Retarded 

(h) ·--- Hispanics 
(i) __ Physically Disabled 

(j) __ Blind 

31. In a tight ~~which of the followin~ groups is least likely to be 
hired. (Please rank J in order of priority; 1 • least likely.) 

(a) __ Handicapped 

(b) Blacks 

(c) Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(d) ___ History of Mental Illness 

(e) Women 

(f) Blind 

(g) __ Mentally Retarded 

(h) Deaf 

(i) __ Hispanics 

(j) __ Physically Disabled 

32. A ~ £!._ ~ responsibility will be most helpful in increasing employment of 
which of the following groups. (Please rank 3 in order of priority; 1 • most 
helpful.) 

(a) ___ History of Mental Illness 

(b) __ Hispanics 

(c) Blind 

(d) Blacks 

(e) __ Handicapped 

(f) Persons with Hidden Disabilities 

(g) __ Women 

(h) __ Mentally Retarded 

(i) __ Physically Disabled 

(j) __ Deaf 

* * * * * * * * 

229 



R
eproduced w

ith perm
ission of the copyright ow

ner.  F
urther reproduction prohibited w

ithout perm
ission.

33. Please rate' each altC'rnative from 1-5 as a potential solution to increase the"employment of the group identified. 
(I = most effective, 2 = effective, 3 = moderately effective, 4 = limited effect, 5 = no effect.} 

Increased Appeal to Other 
1 Tax Credits and 1\ffirma ti ve Government Job Employer Sense of Public (Sped fiy) 

Finnncial Action Suhsidy Training Aw<Ireness Rc.'>pon.'>ibility Incentive.'> 

Example: (Work E~p~rience) 
Vietnam 5 2 3 3 5 1 I 
Vet_e_'!:illl 

Women 

-
llidden 
Ui sabil itics 

Blind 

Blacks I 

Ilea£ 

History of 
~!ental Illness 

Handicapped 

Hispanics 

~len tally 
Retarded 

Physically 
Disabled 

-- -- - -- --

-

N 
\N 
0 
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34. What is your sex: 

M F 

35. What is your racial/ethnic group: 

Black 

White 

Native American 

Asian 

Hispanic __ _ 

Other 

36. Do you have a physical or mental handicapping characteristic? 

Yes No 

Detach Here Return In Separate Envelope. 

I would like a copy of the survey results. Yes No 

Please mail survey results to: 
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ANSWER 
SHEET 
~ 

2-4 

5 

6-10 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11-13 

14-15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

QUESTIONNAIRE CODING KEY 

QUESTION 
NUMBER 

Question #1 

Question #3 

Question #3-A 

Question #3-B 

Question #3-C 

Question #3-D 

Question #3-E 

Question #4 

Question #S 

Question #6 

II 

II 

II 

II 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

Group No. 

Survey No. 

Job Title 

Role in Hiring Process 

Prescreening of applicants 

Initial selection 

Final selection 

Develop selection criteria 

Other 

How long have you been in 
your current position? 

What is your type of 
business? 

What is the number of 
employees in your company 
or agency? 

II 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

Private sector 
2 Public sector 
3 ~!ESC 

4 Private employment 
agency 

9 Unknown 

3-digit survey number 

1 President/owner 
2 Personnel director 
3 EEO officer 
4 Employment interviewer 
5 Placement specialist 
6 .\dmin./Mgr. 
7 S.S; Specialist 
8 City Ngr. 
9 No response 

1 Checked 
2 Non-checked 

1 Checked 
2 Non-checked 

1 Checked 
2 Non-checked 

1 Checked 
2 - Non-checked 

Checked 
2 - Non-checked 

(Converted into months) 
999 = No response 

2-digit S.I.C. code 
99 = ~o response 

No. of employees 
99999 - No response 

II 
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ANSWER 
SHEET 
~ 

21-34 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35-48 

35 

36 

QUESTION 
NUMBER 

Question 117 

Question 117(1) 

Question #7(2) 

Question 117 (3) 

Question 117(4) 

Question 117(5) 

Question 117(6) 

Question 117(7) 

Question 117(8) 

Question 117(9) 

Question #7(10) 

Question 117 ( 11) 

Question 117(12) 

Question 117(13) 

Question #7(14) 

Question #8 

Question 118(1) 

Question 118(2) 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

Rate following barriers 
affecting employment of those 
wilh history of mental illness. 

Visual Appearance 

Communication Skills 

Prejudice 

Workers' Compensation Risks 

Skill Level 

Physical Capability 

Acceptance by Co-Workers 

Employment Related Cost 

Mental Ability 

Accessibility of Work Site 

Stereotypes 

Limitation in Jobs They 
Can Perform 

Dependability 

Other 

Rate following barriers 
affecting emplo}~ent of 
blacks. 

Stereotypes 

Workers' Compensation Risks 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = ~o response 

1,2,3,~.5 
9 = ~o response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = ~o response 

1,2,3,~,5 

9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 
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ANSWER 
SHEET 
NUMBER 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49-62 

49 

so 

51 

52 

53 

QUESTION 
NUMBER 

Question #8(3) 

Question #8(4) 

Quest ion # 8 ( 5) 

Question #8(6) 

Question #8(7) 

Question #8(8) 

Question #8(9) 

Question #8(10) 

Question #8(11) 

Question #8(12) 

Question #8(13) 

Question #8(14) 

Question #9 

Question #9(1) 

Question #9(2) 

Question #9(3) 

Question #9(4) 

Question #9(5) 

QUESTION 
CAT~ 

Communication Skills 

Prejudice 

Accessibility of Work Site 

Acceptance by Co-Workers 

Skill Level 

Limitation in Jobs They 
Can Perform 

Visual Appearance 

Employment Related Cost 

Dependability 

Mental A~ility 

Physical Capability 

Other 

Rate following barriers 
affecting employment of 
the blind. 

Sterotypes 

Skill Level 

Accessibility of Work Site 

Workers' Compensation Risks 

Communication Skills 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, s 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = "lo response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, :?, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 
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ANSWER 
SHEET 
NUMBER 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63-76 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

QUESTION 
NUMBER 

Question lt9(6) 

Question #9(7) 

Question '19(8) 

Question #9(9) 

Question #9(10) 

Question lt9(11) 

Question #9(12) 

Question #9 ( 13) 

Question #9(14) 

Question #10 

Question #10(1) 

Question #10(2) 

Question #10(3) 

Question #10(4) 

Question #10(5) 

Question #10(6) 

Question 1110(7) 

Question #10(8) 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

Physical Capability 

Acceptance by Co-Workers 

Employment Related Cost 

Prejudice 

Visual Appearance 

Dependability 

/.!ental Ability 

Limitation in Jobs They 
Can Perform 

Other 

Rate following barriers 
affecting employment of 
women. 

Visual Appearance 

Limitation in Jobs They 
Can Perform 

Accessibility of Work [it~ 

Workers' Compensation Risks 

Skill Level 

Physical Capability 

Employment Related Cost 

Acceptance by Co-Workers 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 
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237 

ANSWER 
SHEET QUESTION QUESTION RESPONSE 
NUMBER NUMBER CATEGORY KEY 

71 Question #10(9) Prejudice 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

'• 

72 Question #10(10) Stereotypes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

73 Question #10(11) Communication Skills 1, 2. 3, 4. 5 
9 = No response 

74 Question #10(12) Dependability 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

75 Question #10(13) Mental Ability 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

76 Question #10(14) Other 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

77-90 Question #11 Rate following barriers 
affecting employment of 
phvsically disabled. 

77 Question #11(1) Accessibility of Work Site 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

78 Question # 11 (2) Mental Ability 1, 2. :;, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

79 Question #11(3) Visual Appearance 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

80 Question 1111(4) Workers' Compensation Risks 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

81 Question #11(5) Skill Level 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

82 Question #11(6) Physical Capability 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

83 Question # 11 ( 7) Employment Related Cost 1, 2. 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

84 Question #11(8) Communication Skills 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

85 Question #11(9) Stereotypes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

86 Question #11(10) Prejudice 1' 2. 3, 4, 5 
9 = !·!c- response 

87 Question #11(11) Dependability 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 
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ANSWER 
SHEET 
NUMBER 

88 

89 

90 

91-104 

91 

92 

93 

94 

95 

96 

97 

98 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

QUESTION 
NUMBER 

Question #11(12) 

Question #11(13) 

Question #ll(l~) 

Question #12 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

Limitation in Jobs They 
Can Perform 

Acceptance by Co-Workers 

Other 

Rate following barriers 
affecting employment of those 
with known hidden disabil­
ities (heart, back, epilepsv, 
~te~c.-)--

Question #12(1) Physical Capability 

Question #12(2) Communication Skills 

Question #12(3) Employment Related Cost 

Question #12(4) Acceptance by Co-Workers 

Question #12(5) Workers' Compensation Risks 

Question #12(6) Stereotypes 

Question #12(7) Skill Level 

Question #12(8) Prejudice 

Question #12(9) Accessibility of Work Site 

Question #12(10) Visual Appearance 

Question #12(11) ~!ental Ability 

Question #12(12) Limitation in Jobs They 
Can Perform 

Question #12(13) Dependability 

Question #12(14) Other 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = :-lo response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, s 
9 = No respon:;e 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 
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ANSWER 
SHEET 
NUMBER 

105-118 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

110 

111 

112 

113 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

119-132 

119 

120 

QUESTION 
NUMBER 

Question #13 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

Rate following barriers 
afftlcting employment of 
mentally retarded. 

Question #13(1) Prejudice 

Question #13(2) Dependability 

Question #13(3) Skill Level 

Question #13(4) Communication Skills 

Question #13(5) Physical Capability 

Question #13(6) Acceptance by Co-Workers 

Question #13{7) Employment Related Cost 

Question #13(8) Visual Appearance 

Question #13(9) Stereotypes 

Question #13(10) Accessibility of Work Site 

Question #13(11) Limitation in Jobs They 
Can Perform 

Question #13(12) Mental Ability 

Question #13(13) Workers' Compensation Risks 

Question #13(14) Other 

Question #14 

Question #14(1) 

Question #14(2) 

Rate following barriers 
affecting employment of 
deaf. 

Communication Skills 

Visual Appearance 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, :!, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

239 
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ANSWER 
SHEET 
NUMBER 

121 

122 

123 

124 

125 

126 

127 

128 

129 

130 

131 

132 

133-146 

133 

134 

135 

136 

13i 

QUESTION 
NUMBER 

Question #14(3) 

Question #14(4) 

Question #14 (5) 

Question # 14 (6) 

Question #14(7) 

Question #14(8) 

Question #14(9) 

Question #14(10) 

Question #14(11) 

Question #14(12) 

Question #14(13) 

Question #14(14) 

Question #15 

Question #15(1) 

Question #15(2) 

Question #15(3) 

Question #15(4) 

Question 1115(5) 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

Limitation in Jobs They 
Can Perform 

Workers' Compensation Risks 

Dependability 

Physical Capability 

Stereotypes 

Skill Level 

Accessibility of Work Site 

Employment Related Cost 

Prejudice 

Acceptance by Co-Workers 

Mental Ability 

Other 

Rate following barriers 
affecting employment of 
hispanics. 

Dependability 

Mental Ability 

Prejudice 

Employment Related Cost 

Communication Skills 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

2lfO 
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ANSWER 
SHEET 
NUMBER 

138 

139 

140 

141 

142 

143 

144 

145 

146 

147-160 

147 

148 

149 

150 

151 

152 

153 

154 

QUESTION 
!!..~ 

Question #15(6) 

Question #15(7) 

Question #15(8) 

Question #15(9) 

Question #15(10) 

Question #15(11) 

Question #15(12) 

Question #15(13) 

Question #15(14) 

Question #16 

Question #16(1) 

Question #16(2) 

Question #16(3) 

Question #16(4) 

Question #16(5) 

Question #16(6) 

Question #16(7) 

Question #16(8) 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

Accessibility of Work Site 

Stereotypes 

Physical Capability 

Visual Appearance 

Skill Level 

Acceptance by Co-Workers 

Workers' Compensation Risks 

Limitation in Jobs They 
Can Perform 

Other 

Rate following barriers 
affecting employment of 
handicapped. 

Workers' Compensation Risks 

Communication Skills 

Stereot:)'T'es 

Mental Ability 

Employment Related Cost 

Skill Level 

Prejudice 

Dependability 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No respons'l 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

1, 2. 3' ·l' 5 
9 = No response 

1,2,3,4,5 
9 = No response 

241 



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

ANSWER 
SHEET 
NUMBER 

lSS 

1S6 

1S7 

1S8 

1S9 

160 

161-166 

161-162 

163-164 

165-166 

167-172 

167-168 

QUESTION 
NUMBER 

Question 1116(9) 

Question #16(10) 

Question #16(11) 

Question #16(12) 

Question #16(13) 

Question #16(14) 

Question 1117 

QUESTION 
CATEGOR~ 

Acceptance by Co-Workers 

Limitation in Jobs They 
Can Perform 

P~ysical Capability 

Accessibility of Work Site 

Visual Appearance 

Other 

For which of following groups 
do you think stereotypes 
operate as greatest barrier 
to employment. 

Question #17(01) #1 Priority 

Question #17(02) 112 Priority 

Question 1117(03) #3 Priority 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

1' 2, 31 4, s 
9 = No response 

11 2, 31 4, 5 
9 = No response 

1 1 21 31 .t' 5 
9 = No response 

1' 21 3, 4' 5 
9 = No re$ponse 

1' 2, 3, 4, 5 
9 = No response 

11 2, 31 4, s 
9 = No response 

2-digit codes of 
groups as follows: 
01 - Hispanics 
02 - Handicapped 
03 - Women 

242 

04 - Physically Disabled 
OS - Deaf 
06 - Blacks 
07 - Those with history 

of Mental Illness 
08 - Blind 
09 - Persons with Hidden 

Disabilities 
10 - Mentally Retarded 
99 - No Response 

See above. 

See above. 

Question #18 Which of following groups will 
co-workers be the least likely 
to accept. 

Question #18(01) #1 Priority 2-digit codes of 
groups as follows: 
01 - Hispanics 
02 - Handicapped 
03 - Women 
04 - Physically Disabled 
OS - Deaf 
06 - Blacks 
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ANSWER 
SHEET 
NUMBER 

169-170 

171-172 

173-178 

173-174 

175-176 

177-178 

179-184 

179-180 

QUESTION 
NU~IBER 

Question #18(02) 

Question #18(03) 

Question #19 

Question #19(01) 

Question #19(02) 

Question #19(03) 

Question #20 

Question #20(01) 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

#2 Priority 

#3 Priority 

For which of following groups 
will visual appearance pro­
vide greatest employment 
barrier. 

#l Priority 

#2 Priority 

#3 Priority 

Which of following groups 
does workers' compensation 
risk provide greatest 
barrier to employment. 

#1 Priority 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

07 - Those with history 
of Mental Illness 

08 Blind 
09 - Persons with Hidden 

Disabilities 
10 - ~lentally Retarded 
99 - No response 

See above 

See above 

2-digit codes of 
groups as follows: 
01 - Hispanics 
02 - Handicapped 
03 - Women 
04 - Physically Disabled 
OS - Deaf 
06 - Blacks 
07 - Those with history 

of Mental Illness 
08 - Blind 
09 - Persons with Hidden 

Disabilities 
99 - No response 

See above. 

See above. 

2-digit codes of 
groups as follows: 
01 - Hispanics 
02 - Handicapped 
03 - Women 

243 

04 - Physically Disabled 
OS - Deaf 
06 - Blacks 
07 - Those with history 

of Mental Illness 
08 - Blind 
09 - Persons with Hidden 

Disabilities 
10 - Mentally Retarded 
99 - No Response 
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ANSWER 
SHEET QUESTION 
NUMBER NUMBER 

181-182 Question #20(02) 

183-184 Question #20 (03) 

185-190 Question #21 

185-186 Question #21(01) 

187-188 Question #21(02) 

189-190 Question #21(03) 

191-196 Question #22 

191-192 Question #22 (01) 

193-194 Question #22(02) 

195-196 Question #22(03) 

ANSWER SHEET #2 

1-6 Question #23 

1-2 Question #23(01) 

3-4 Question #23(02) 

5-6 Question #23(03) 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

#2 Priol'i ty 

#3 Priority 

For which of following groups 
do communication skills pre­
sent largest barrier to 
employment. 

#1 Priority 

#2 Priority 

#3 Priority 

For which of following groups 
does prejudice operate as 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

See above. 

See above. 

2-digit codes of 
groups as follows: 
01 - Hispanics 
02 - Handicapped 
03 - Women 
04 - Physically Disabled 
OS - Deaf 
06 - Blacks 
07 - Those with history 

of Mental Illness 
08 - Blind 
09 - Persons with Hidden 

Disabilities 
10 - Mentally Retarded 
99 - No response 

See above. 

See above. 

greatest barrier to employment. 

#1 Priority 

#2 Priority 

#3 Priority 

For which of following groups 
does lack of skill level pro­
vide greatest barrier to 
employment. 

#l Priority 

112 Priority 

113 Priority 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

244 
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2lt5 

ANSWER SHEET #2 (Continued) 

ANSWER 
SHEET QUESTION QttESTION RESPONSE 
Nm!BER NUMBER CATEGORY KEY 

7-12 Question #24 For which of following groups 
does lack of Ehlsical caEabil-
ity provide greatest barrier 
to employment. 

7-8 Question #24(01) #1 Priority See above. 

9-10 Question #24(0::!) #2 Priority See above. 

11-12 Question #24 (03) #3 Priority See above. 

13-18 Question 1125 For which of following groups 
does emElo~ent related cost 
provide greatect barrier to 
employment. 

13-14 Question #25(01) #1 Priority See above. 

15-16 Question #25(02) #2 Priority see above. 

17-18 Question #25 (03) #3 Priority See above. 

19-24 Question 1126 For which of following groups 
does accessibilitl of the work 
site provide greatest barrier 
to employment. 

19-20 Question #26(01) #1 Priority See above. 

21-22 Question #26(02) #2 Priority See above. 

23-24 Question #26(03) #3 Priority See above. 

25-30 Question #27 For which of following groups 
does lack of deEendabilit~ 
provide greatest barrier to 
employment. 

25-26 Question 1127(01) #1 Priority See above. 

27-28 Question #27 (02) #2 Priority See above. 

29-30 Question 1127(03) #3 Priority See above. 

31-36 Question 1128 For which of following groups 
does limitation on jobs they 
can Eerform provide greatest 
barrier to employment. 

------------ ---- ----------------------------~----- ---------------------
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ANSWER 
SHEET QUESTION QUESTION RESPONSE 
NUMBER NUMBER CATEGORY KEY 

31-32 Question 1128(01) Ill Priority See above. 

33-34 Question 1128[02) 112 Priority See above. 

35-36 Question #28 (03) #3 Priority See above. 

3i-42 Question #29 For which of following groups 
does mental ability provide 
greatest barrier to employment. 

37-38 Question #29 (01) Ill Priority See above. 

39-40 Question 1129(02) #2 Priority See above. 

41-42 Question 11:!9(03) #3 Priority See above. 

43-48 Question 1130 Which of following groups is 
most affected by discrimina-
tion in emElo~ent. 

4:!-44 Question II 30 (01) Ill Priority See above. 

45-46 Question #30(02) #2 Priority See above. 

47-48 Question #30(03) #3 Priority See above. 

49-54 Question #31 In a tight labor market 
which of following groups is 
least likely to be hired. 

49-50 Question #31(01) Ill Priority See above. 

51-52 Question 1131(02) #2 Priority See above. 

53-54 Question 1131 (03) #3 Priority See above. 

55-60 Question 1132 A sense of civic resEonsi-
bility will be most helpful in 
increasing employment of which 
of the following groups. 

55-56 Question #32(01) Ill Priority See above. 

57-58 Question 1132(02) 112 Priority See above. 

59-60 Question 1132 (03) 113 Priority See above. 

···---- ··-··· .... -------------------
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ANSWER 
SHEET QUESTION QUESTION RESPONSE 
~ NUMBER CATEGORY KEY 

61 33. A-1 Tax Credits and Financial Single Digit Rating 
'• Incentives/Women 1. ? 3, 4, 5 -. 

62 33. A-2 Affirmative Action/Women See above. 

63 33. A-3 Government Subsidy/Women See above. 

64 33. A-4 Job Training/Women See above. 

65 33. A-5 Increased Employer See above. 
Awareness/Women 

66 33. A-6 Appeal to Sense of Public See above. 
Responsibility/Women 

67 33. A-7 Other/Women See above. 

68 33. B-1 Tax Credits and Financial See above. 
Incentives/Hidden Disabilities 

69 33. B-2 AffirmativP. Action/Hidden See above. 
Disabilities 

70 33. B-3 Government Subsidy/Hidden See above. 
Disabilities 

71 33. B-4 Job Training/Hidden See above. 
Disabilities 

72 33. B-5 Increased Employer Awareness/ See above. 
Hidden Disabilities 

73 33. B-6 Appeal to Sense of Public See above. 
Responsibility/Hidden 
Disabilities 

74 33. B-7 Other/Hidden Disabilities See above. 

75 33. C-1 Tax Credits and Financial See above. 
Incentives/Blind 

76 33. C-2 Affirmative Action/Blind See above. 

77 33. C-3 Government Subsidy/Blind See above. 

78 33. C-4 Job Training/Blind See above. 

79 33. C-5 Increased Employer Aware- See above. 
ness/Blind 

80 33. C-6 Appeal to Sense of Public See above. 
Responsibility/Blind 

81 33. C-7 Other/Blind See above. 

··-····~-·········-· ····------------
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ANSWER 
SHEET 
~ 

82 

83 

84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

89 

90 

91 

92 

93 

94 

95 

96 

97 

98 

99 

100 

101 

102 

QUESTION 
NUMBER 

33. D-1 

33. D-2 

33. D-3 

33. D-4 

33. D-5 

33. D-6 

33. D-7 

33. E-1 

33. E-2 

33. E-3 

33. E-4 

33. E-5 

33. E-6 

33. E-7 

33. F-1 

33. F-2 

33. F-3 

33. F-4 

33. F-5 

33. F-6 

33. F-7 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

Tax Credits and Financial 
Incentives/Blacks 

Affirmative Action/Blacks 

Government Subsidy/Blacks 

Job Training/Blacks 

Increased Employer Aware­
ness/Blacks 

Appeal to Sense of Public 
Responsibility/Blacks 

Other/Blacks 

Tax Credits and Financial 
Incentives/Deaf 

Affirmative Action/Deaf 

Government Subsidy/Deaf 

Job Training/Deaf 

Increased Employer Aware­
ness/Deaf 

Appeal to Sense of Public 
Responsibility/Deaf 

Other/Deaf 

Tax Credits and Financial 
Incentives/History of 
Mental Illness 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

Single Digit Rating 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

Affirmative Action/History of See above. 
Mental Illness 

Government Subsidy/History 
of Mental Illness 

Job Training/History of 
Mental Illness 

See above. 

See above. 

lncreased Employer Aware- See above. 
ness/History of Mental Illness 

Appeal to Sense of Public See above. 
Responsibility/History of 
Mental Illness 

Other/History of Mental See above. 
Illness 

248 
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ANSWER 
SHEET 
NUMBER 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

110 

111 

112 

113 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

119 

120 

121 

122 

123 

QUESTION 
NUMBER 

33. G-1 

33. G-2 

33. G-3 

33. G-4 

33. G-5 

33. G-6 

33. G-7 

33. H-1 

33. H-2 

33. H-3 

33. H-4 

33. H-S 

33. H-6 

33. H-7 

33. 1-1 

33. I-2 

33. I-3 

33. I-4 

33. 1-5 

33. 1-6 

33. 1-7 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

RESPONSE 
KEY 

249 

Tax Credits and Financial 
Incentives/Handicapped 

Single Digit Rating 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

Affirmative Action/Handicapped-See above. 

Government Subsidy/Handicapped-See above. 

Job Training/Handicapped See above. 

Increased Employer Aware- See above. 
ness/Handicapped 

Appeal to Sense of Public See above. 
Responsibility/Handicapped 

Other/Handicapped See above. 

Tax Credits and Financial See above. 
Incentives/Hispanics 

Affirmative Action/Hispanics See above. 

Government Subsidy/Hispanics See above. 

Job Training/Hispanics See above. 

Increased Employer Aware- See above. 
ness/Hispanics 

Appeal to Sense of Public See above. 
Responsibility/Hispanics 

Other/Hispanics See above. 

Tax Credits and Financial See above. 
Incentives/Mentally Retarded 

Affirmative Action/Mentally 
Retarded 

Government Subsidy/ 
Mentally Retarded 

Job Training/Mentally 
Retarded 

Increased Employer Aware­
ness/Mentally Retarded 

Appeal to Sense of Public 
Responsibility/ Mentally 
Retarded 

Other/Mentally Retarded 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See abo':e. 

See above. 

See above. 
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ANSWER 
SHEET QUESTION 
NUMBER NUMBER 

124 33. J-1 

125 33. J-2 

126 33. J-3 

127 33. J-4 

128 33. J-5 

129 33. J-6 

130 33. J-7 

131 34. 

132 35. 

133 36. 

QUESTION 
CATEGORY 

Tax Credits and Financial 
Incentives/Physically 
Disabled 

Affirmative Action/ Phys-
ically Disabled 

Government Subsidy/Phys-
ically Disab~d 

Job Training/ Physically 
Disabled 

Increased Employer Aware-
ness/Physically Disabled 

Appeal to Sense of Public 
Responsibility/Physically 
Disabled 

Other/Physically Disabled 

Sex 

What is your racial/ethnic 
group 

Do you have a physical or 
mental handicapping 
characteristic? 

RESPONSE 
_gy__ 

Single Digit Rating 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

See above. 

1 M 
2 F 
9 No response 

1 Black 
2 White 
3 Native American 
4 Asian 
5 Hispanic 
6 Other 
9 No response 

1 Yes 
2 No 
9 = No response 

250 
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APPENDIX C 

Mean Scores and 95% Confidence Interval Ranges 
of 13 Barrier Ratings by Protected­

Group Category 

251 
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Protected Group 

Barrier Hen tally Physically Hidden Mentally 
Ill 

Blacks Blind Women Oisabled Disabi I it ies Retarded Deaf Hic;,panics Hand I capped 

Corrrnunication x 2.458 3.32 3.239 3.691 3. 372 3.636 2.025 1.803 3.132 3.218 
ski 11 Cl 2.26-2.65 3. 10-3.54 2. 99-3.49 3.42-3.96 3.11-3.63 3-39-3.89 1.86-2.19 1.63-1.97 2.31-3.43 2. 99-3. ~~ 

Visual x 2.90 3.23 3.35 3.33 2.95 3.84 2.58 3.58 3.63 3.25 
appearance Cl 2.68-3.12 3.01-3.45 3.13-3-56 3.10-3.55 2.74-3.16 3.62-~.07 2.37-2.78 3. 34-3.82 3.42-3 .8~ 3.04-3.~6 

Prejudice x 2.98 3.025 3.82 3.85 3.59 3.96 2.74 3. 7~ 3.43 3. 53 
Cl 2. 76-3.20 2.79·3.26 3.60-4.04 3.62-4.07 3.33-3.1!4 3.74-4.18 2.50-2.99 3. 51-3.98 3.19-3.67 3.29-3.79 

Workers' x 2.66 4.34 2.79 4.36 2.50 2.16 2.57 2.91 4 .)3 2.39 
compensation Cl 2.45-2.87 ~.17-~-52 2.55-3.02 ~.19·4.54 2.25-2.74 1.94-2.37 2. 32-2.83 2.66-3.16 4.13-4.52 2.16-2.63 
risk 

Skill x 2.38 2.96 2.60 3.31 2.88 3-36 1.98 3.22 3.25 2.88 
level E.!. 2. 16-2.59 2. 70-3.22 2. 37-2.84 3.03-3.58 2.63-3.13 3.10-3.63 1.79-2.16 2.97-3.47 2.99-3.51 2.64-3.14 

Physical x 2.85 3.85 2.60 3.08 2.07 2.08 2 .so 3.29 4.00 2.08 
capabi 1 ity Cl 2.64-3.06 3. 60-4.09 2. 37-2.84 2.87-3.29 1.89-2.26 1.88-2.28 2.28-2.71 3.04-3.53 4.07-~.45 1.91-2.25 

Acceptance x 3.025 3.45 3.54 4.02 3-57 3.95 2.645 3.66 3.885 3.60 
by co-workers Cl 2.86-3.19 3.2~-3.66 3. 35-3. 7~ 3.83-4.20 3.36-3.78 3.75-4.15 2.45-2.84 3.45-3.86 3.69-4.08 3.40-3.79 

Emp I "Y'""" t- x 3.28 4.23 3.15 4.195 2.95 2.88 2.90 3-37 4.26 3.00 
related cost E.!. 3.08-3.47 4.03-4.42 2.91-3.~0 4.00-4.39 2.72-3.18 2.64-3.10 2.67-3.13 3.13-3.60 2.91-3.35 2.77-3.23 

Hen tal x 2.13 3-53 3.47 3.615 3.35 ~ .475 1.72 3.66 3.i0 3. jq 
abi I ity Cl 1.96-2.31 3.28-3.78 3.19-3.74 3.33-3.89 3.08-3.89 3.21-3.74 1. 56-1.88 3.40-3.93 3.45-3.95 2.90-3.39 

Access ibi 1 i ty x 3.57 4.28 2.51 4.33 2.15 3.645 3. 32 4.07 4.24 2.64 
of work site Cl 3-33-3.81 ~.08-4.47 2. 27-2.74 4.15-~.51 1.94-2.35 3.44-3.85 3.09-3.55 3 .R7-4 .28 4.05-4.43 2.40-2.137 

Stereotypes x 3.00 3.08 3.16 3.62 3.28 3.63 2.91 3.545 3.40 3.20 
C I 2. 78-3.22 2.84-3.33 2.92-3.41 3.38-3.87 3.03-3-53 3.40-3.85 2.67-3.15 3.30-3.78 3.15-3.65 3.00-3.40 

Limitations in x 2.51 3.65 I. 97 3.195 2.09 2. 325 1.87 2.50 3.94 2.17 
job can perform Cl 2.31-2.72 3.40-3.89 1.79-2.14 2.98-3.41 I .91-2.27 2.17-2.52 1.68-2.05 2. 30-2.70 3.71-4.17 1.99·2.35 

Dependab iII ty x 2. 34 3.17 3.41 3-55 3.25 2.92 2. 74 3. 53 3.31 3. 38 
Cl 2.12-2.56 2.90-3.44 3.12-3.70 3.27-3.83 2.97-3.53 2.65-3.19 2.50-2.99 3.27-3.80 3.05-3.57 3. I 0-3.66 

- --
AveraQe ratIng 2. 78 3.55 3.04 3.70 2.97 3.21 2.50 3.29 3.46 2.95 

N 
\11 
N 
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for Six Employment Solutions by 
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Protected Employment Solution 

Group Affl rmat i ve Government Job Employer Pub I ic Tax Credits Action Subsidy Training Awareness Responsibility 

Women x 3.761 2.739 3.807 2.348 2.983 3.434 
Cl 3.487-4.035 2.488-3.090 3.582-4.032 2.130-2.565 2.72-3.245 3.19-3.68 

Hidden x 3.445 3.861 3.377 2.550 2.826 3.407 
disabilities Cl 3.17-3.715 3.63-4.09 3.13-3.63 2.29-2.81 2.56-3.096 3.16-3.66 

Blind x 2.853 3.567 2.802 1.91 2.438 2.775 
Cl 2.59-3.12 3.32-3.81 2.57-3.035 1.71-2.11 2.21-2.67 2.53-3.02 

Blacks x 3.391 2.584 3.439 2.117 3.092 3.495 
Cl 3.12-3.66 2.34-2.83 3.19-3.69 1.92-2.31 2.83-3.35 3.25-3.74 

Deaf x 2.908 3.394 2.963 1.938 2.598 2.894 
Cl 2.65-3.16 3.13-3.66 2.73-3.196 1.74-2.14 2.36-2.84 2.63-3.17 

Mental x 3.615 3.858 3.509 2.611 2.855 3.093 
illness Cl 3.37-3.86 3.64-4.08 3.27-3.75 2.36-2.86 2. 50-3. II 2.85-3.34 

Handicapped x 2.645 3.252 2.702 1.911 2.464 2.769 
Cl 2.39-2.90 2.99-3.51 2.47-2.93 1.71-2.11 2.24-2.69 2.51-3.03 

Hispanic x 3.44 2.739 .,.].604 2.134 3.018 3.44 
Cl 3.18-3.70 2.47-3.01 3.35-3.86 1.94-2.33 2.77-3.27 3.20-3.68 

Hentally x 3.161 3.606 2.954 2.097 2.732 2.652 
retarded Cl 2.90-3.42 3.35-3.86 2.71-3.20 1.88-2.31 2.48-2.98 2.39-2.91 

Physically x 2.908 3.438 2.729 1.866 2.573 2.721 
disabled Cl 2.66-3.16 3.19-3.69 2.50-2.96 1.68-2.05 2.33-2.82 2.46-2.97 

-- --
Average rating 3.21 3.29 3.19 2.15 2.76 3.07 

N 
\TI 
~ 
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