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DISABILITIES AND THE WORKPLACE: EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES
PERCEPTIONS OF COLLEGE STUDENTS

Felix O. Chima, The University of Kentucky

ABSTRACT

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 Prohibits discrimination against qualified job applicants
and employees with disabilities. This article reports on a study of the perceptions of college students with
disabilities ofemployment opportunities and concerns about the workplace as they prepare for employmentwith
theircollege education credentials. The study found that they perceive less opportunities and more discrimination
than others. Optimism about the effectiveness oftheADAto combat discrimination was found to be insufficient.
Also, acceptance by supervisors was found to be less than by co-workers and individualized performance
evaluation criteria was preferred. Furthermore, self-doubtwas found along with time management and worries
about health as personal concerns. Implications and challenges are integrated in the discussions.

INTRODUCTION
Manycollege students anticipate completion

oltheir degree programs and entrance into the
workforce. Students with disabilities, how­
ever, may feel some anxiety preceding their
desire to graduate and joining the workforce
which they may perceive to be potentially
impersonal and insensitive to their needs.
Research indicate that various forms of dis­
abilities have different characteristics that in­
terferewith successful vocational adjustments
(Braithwaite, Labrecque 1994; Dunn 1994;
McNeil, Franklin, Mars 1991).

People with disabilities have been the sub­
ject of legislation (Asch, Mudrick 1995) in three
areas: rehabilitation and education, income
support, and civil rights. The rehabilitation and
education regulations have established aca­
demic adjustment opportunities for students
With disabilities to ensure appropriate access
to hi9her education and mandated reasonable
accommodation forthem to compete with their
peers. Many colleges and universities have
expanded their accommodation requirements
(Scott 1994) to include extended testing time,
alternative testing procedures such as oral
testing, taped response, taped classroom lec­
tures, extended assignment deadline, and use
of electronic devices. Some professors pro­
vide individual and small study groups, copies
of lecture notes, study guides, and tutorial
assistance (Scott 1994).

With the passage of the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), people with
disabilities are protected against discrimina­
tion in pUblic areas and the workplace. The
increasing number of college educated per­
sons with disabilities poses a new challenge
for employers and businesses to individualize
employment decisions, and may require em­
ployers to involve workers with disabilities in
making accommodation decisions that involve

them (Gray 1997; Henderson 1994; Kopels
1995; Slack 1995). Disability research has
concentrated on the developmental needs of
children and adolescents and can benefit from
a life span focus.

The available studies on disabilities and the
workplace have concentrated on the actions
and perceptions of businesses and employers
on such issues as safety, insurance, liability,
productivity, attendance, and accommoda­
tions (Henderson 1994; Simons, Power 1996).
Although little literature exists on employers'
actions and altitudes toward those with dis­
abilities in the workplace, there is a severe lack
of literature directly pertinent to the investiga­
tion of the perceptions, opinions, and con­
cerns of people with disabilities in the work­
place. Their perceptions are sorely needed
and may facilitate the development of more
individualized and sensitive program services
that address the changin9 workplace needs.

The purpose of this study was to ascertain
the perceptions that college students with
disabilities have regarding their workplace
entrance opportunities and their specific con­
cerns related to organizational, interpersonal,
and personal issues. The major areas ad­
dressed by the questionnaire were:

1. Perceptions ofjob opportunities compared to
others.

2. Perceptions ofemployers' willingness to hire
graduateswith disabilities.

3. Perceptions ofco-workers' sensitivity to their
disabilities.

4. Perceptions ofsupervisors' understanding of
theirdisabilities.

5. Perceptions of individualized productivity
evaluation.

6. Perceptions ofADAin addressing workplace
discrimination.
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DISABILITIES AND THE WORKPLACE
Employer obligations under ADA requires

that employers make reasonable accommo­
dation for employees with disabilities. In De­
cember 1994, the President's Committee's
Job Accommodation Network (JAN) reported
that 68 percent of job accommodations cost
less than $500, and further that employers
report that for every dollar spent on accommo­
dation, the company received 28 cents in
benefits. Smolowe (1995) reported on one
survey of corporate executives, about four­
fifths of whom had altered their office space,
indicated that it cost only about $223 per
person with a disability to do so. Despite the
fact that overall accessibility accommodation
costs appear to be relatively meager, only 8
percent of people with disabilities are em­
ployed full-time, a mere 7 percent are em­
ployed part-time, which is about the same
proportion it was in 1990 before ADA passed
(Henderson 1994; Smolowe 1995). While
people with disabilities encounter more diffi­
culties in obtaining jobs, lack of opportunities
for career advancement remains another
source of frustration. Miller and Catt (1989)
noted that upward mobility that has taken
place in the workplace for workers with dis­
abilities has been mostly in the federal govern­
ment.

The employment rate of people with dis­
abilities by large corporations has increased
slightly over the past ten years. However,
during that same period, the percent of people
with disabilities hired by small businesses has
decreased from 54 to 48 percent (Smolowe
1995). Employers commonly cite their fear of
legal implications in case they need to termi­
nate the employment of those with disabilities
who do not work out. Fears that those with
disabilities might prove to be more accident
prone or that they might further exasperate
existing disabilities also have hindered their
employment. More ofemployers' reluctance to
hire workers with disabilities emanate basi­
cally from spurious assumptions and miscon­
ceptions. Common misconceptions relate to
safety, insurance. and productivity including
acceptance and attendance in the workplace
(Freedman, Keller 1981).

Studies that refute the safety misconcep­
tions include a 1981 survey conducted by the
DuPont company which showed that 96 per­
cent of their employees with disabilities rated
average or above average compared with 92
percent of those who did not have disabilities
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on safety records. One study of International
Telephone and Telegraph Company (ITT) of
their Corinth, Mississippi plant, where 125
persons with disabilities were part of a 2,000
member workforce, showed an all-time safety
record of 3,700,000 job hours worked without
lost time that was injury related. It also showed
that no worker with a disability had suffered
more than a minor on-the-job injury since
starting with the company (Henderson 1994;
President's Committee on Employment of the
Handicapped 1982).

The misconception that the requirements
ofinsurancecompanies discourage employers
from hiring workers with disabilities is com­
mon especially among small businesses. The
assumptions are that they will be penalized
through high premiums and worker's compen­
sation rates if they hire persons with disabili­
ties. Contrary to these assumptions, insur­
ance premiums are based on a company's
overall safety records. An employer is not
obligated under ADA to provide insurance
benefits, but if the employer chooses to offer
such benefits, an employee with a disability is
entitled to the same quality of coverage as is
provided to all otheremployees. The President's
Committee on Employment olthe Handicapped
(1982) reported on a study of 29 companies
conducted by the United States Chamber of
Commerce and the National Association of
Manufacturers which revealed that 90 percent
of the respondents reported no change in
insurance costs as a result of hiring persons
with disabilities. It was also indicated that
insurance companies do not tell employers
whom to hire, nor are employers obligated to
obtain approval for workers' compensation
insurance before hiring workers with disabili­
ties (Henderson 1994). Thus, employers should
not refuse to hire applicants because of a
feared or actual increase in insurance costs.

A common productivity misconception is
that workers with disabilities are not capable of
performing their jobs and represent a burden
to other employees who must "take up the
slack". Henderson (1994) reported on the
DuPont study which showed that 92 percent of
their workers with disabilities were rated aver­
age or above average on productivity mea­
sures, compared with 91 percent for their
workers who did not have disabilities. Simi­
larly, ITT found that individuals with disabili­
ties were more productive than their co-work­
ers. At a Texas company, for example, two
employees with mental retardation who insert
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springs into window locks produced 60 per­
cent more output than their co-workers without
disabilities. In another example, Continental
Bank of Chicago proudly boasts of a blind
worker who accurately types up to 96 words
per minute (Miiler, Catt 1989). A fundamental
principle of the ADA is that an individual with
a disability must be qualified to do the job. Only
the capabilities of the individual at the time of
the employment decision must be evaluated.
Speculation that the applicant may become
incapable in the future to perform the job's
essential functions is prejudicial (Bishop, Jones
1993).

Another misconception about individuals
with disabilities in the workplace is the issue of
acceptance. The assumption is that employees
who do not have disabilities wlil not accept
individuals with disabilities and wiil resent any
special treatment to them such as parking
spaces, wheelchair ramps, elevators etc. While
the DuPont survey (Henderson 1994) did not
find that special accommodations resulted in
much resentment of workers with disabilities,
it is essential to note that acceptance by co­
workers is critical for workers with disabilities.
There are stiil many people who are unable to
see beyond the physical disabilitytothe individ­
ual. They have the sentiment that those with
disabilities are not capable of making deci­
sions about their lives. Such fears can be
avoided by employer initiated panel discus­
sion of the disability, the needed accommo­
dations, and many other strengths of the indi­
vidual despite the disability (Vash 1982: Weaver
1991). However, it is essential to recognize
that the use of a panel discussion approach
could be le9ally problematic without the dis­
abled worker's explicit written permission, since
employers have been sued for informing co­
workers who do not have a need to know. This
is because disability status is considered con­
fidential medical information under the ADA.

Attendance records of employees repre­
sent a significant criteria in performance evalu­
ations. Misconceptions about work attendance
of workers with disabilities assumes that they
are absent from their jobs more frequently
than others without disabilities. Again, the ITT
Study (Henderson 1994) found that 85 percent
of the workers with disabilities were average or
above average in attendance. A reasonable
accommodation action of employers is essen­
tial in helping workers with disabilities. Such
actions may include scheduling consistent
work shifts, allowing an employee who

fatigues easily due to side effects of medica­
tion the opportunity to take more frequent
breaks, and ailowing more flexible scheduling.
Employers' wiilingness to adapt (Gray 1997)
to the changing nature of work by replacing
adversarial labor relations with a cooperative
approach that recognizes the clash between
workers' status as employees and their needs
as individuals will strengthen a supportive
work environment for people with disabilities.

The role of employers in minimizing work
disincentives and increasing self-determina­
tion opportunities for people with disabilities
not only contributes to the success of the ADA
initiatives but helps society overall. It is esti­
mated that people with disabilities who do not
work receive federal disability assistance that
amount to almost 60 biilion a year (Shapiro
1993). The overail cost of unemployed people
with disabilities rises to $170 billion a year
when the costs of medical care and rehabilita­
tion are considered with loss of productivity.
Disability income (01) beneficiaries establish
their eligibility, in part, by withdrawing from the
labor force because they lose ail benefits once
they have earned an excess of approximately
$500 per month for a nine-month period. Thus,
people with disabilities are discouraged from
working to the greatest extentthey can, unless
they are sure they can earn an amount greater
than their disability income benefit (Asch,
Mudrick 1995).

Overail, many people with disabilities are
capable of making productive contributions to
employers, their families, society, and earning
their livelihood (Vander Beek, Gray 1995).
Available data indicate that individuals with
disabilities have performance records compa­
rable to others without disabilities (Freedman,
Keiler 1981). They have fewer accidents and
their insurance rates do not affect the worker's
compensation rates. Workers with disabilities
also have good attendance records in com~

parison with able-bodied coileagues (Miller,
Catt 1989).

METHODOLOGY
The subjects in this exploratory study were

coilege students known to have some kind of
disability and enrolled at a major university
dUrln9 the Fail Semester of 1996. Approxi­
mately 450 students with disabilities out of
about 24,000 students were enrolled at the
time of the study. As a first step in the data
collection, the list was reviewed and only those
students residing at the university'S
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Table I: Respondents Categorized Organizational, Interpersonal, and Personal Concerns
Organizational Question Response Categories Frequency
Concerns about workplace culture, Clear non-discrimination policy 42

practice, and accommodation asked, Sensitivity to differences in performance evaluation 27

"what are your primary concerns about Education on disability and diversity issues 27

workplace culture as one with disabilities1" Flexible work schedule 12

Physical-structural accessibility 8
Interpersonal Question
What are your concerns about workplace

relationships with co-workers and

supervisorsr

Disrespectful treatment

Informal network exclusion

Disapproval

Patronizing

Offensive jokes

Perceived unintelligent

28
18
18

IS
12

8
Personal Concern Question
Concerns about self attributes and needs Self-doubt 36

asked, "what are your concerns about Managing time 23

your disability that may affect your Worry about health 16

workplace successt' Asking for help 4

Note: Number of responses may exceed sample size (N=48) because of opportunity to provide multiple

responses

dormitories were selected for convenience.
This resulted in a group of 178 students.

Because the study sought to obtain re­
sponses about subjects' perceptions toward
their workplace entrance, the author limited
the investigation to those identified as juniors
and seniors in their undergraduate education.
A sample of 82 junior and senior students with
disabilities living at one of the university's
dormitories was obtained. Five voiunteer stu­
dents with disabilities coordinated the distribu­
tion and collection ofa self-administered ques­
tionnaire.

The questionnaire was designed to obtain
responses to a series of scaled and open­
ended questions. For each scaled question,
respondents were asked to give their opinion
using a Likert-type Scale (Strongly Agree,
Agree, Undecided, Disagree, Strongly Dis­
agree). The open-ended questionswere struc­
tured to allow the respondent to elaborate in
greater depth and detail on specific concerns
on three levels: organizational, interpersonai,
and personal. These responses were reviewed
by the researcher and subsequently organized
into major categories.

Fifty-nine students (72%) voluntarily com­
pleted usable study questionnaire with the
instruction that they respond anonymously.
Seventy-three percentof the respondents were
female, and the average ageofall respondents
was 25.5 years. Forty-four percent were

seniors, and 56 percent were juniors. The
questionnaire was pretested on a small num­
ber of key informants inclUding the five volun­
teers with disabilities. Modificationswere made
using their feedback. The data were analyzed
using descriptive statistics.

RESULTS
Perceptions of college students with dis­

abilities regarding the workplace as they work
toward graduation were considered across
five items. Respondents reported on whether
they perceive college students with disabilities
to have the same opportunity of getting a job
as those without disabilities. Fifty-one percent
of the respondents strongly disagreed or dis­
agreed that graduates with disabilities have
the same chance as those without disabilities.
Thirty-seven percent strongly agreed oragreed,
and 12 percent were undecided.

Findings reveal that opinions were almost
evenly divided on the item that measured
whether employers will hire the right college
graduate without regard to disabilities. Forty­
two percent of the respondents felt that em­
ployers will consider persons with disabilities
in their decision in hiring the right college
educated person, and 17 percent were unde­
cided.

Regarding the respondents' perceptions of
potential co-workers' attitudes to disabilities, a
majority felt that their potential co-workers will
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be accepting of their disabilities. For example,
fuily 58 percent agreed or strongly agreed.
Thirty-nine percent were of the opinion that
potential co-workers wiil not be accepting,
while only 3 percent were undecided.

Similarly, respondents were asked to in­
dicate in their opinion whether potential su­
pervisors wiil be understanding of people with
disabilities. Fifty-eight percent indicated that
supervisors wiil not be understanding, 32 per­
cent felt that they wiil, and 12 percent were
undecided. Regarding perceptions on indi­
vidualized performance evaluation, findings
reveal that the majority of the respondents
(61%) believed that workplace productivity
should be measured on individual abilities,
rather than compared to that of others without
disabilities. However, 31 percent strongly dis­
agreed or disagreed that performance mea­
surement should be individualized, and 8
percnet were undecided.

Opinions were evenly split on the final
scaled question that related to the significance
ofthe Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) in
addressing employers' discriminatory prac­
tices against people with disabilities. Respon­
dents were asked to respond to whether the
ADA will reduce discrimination of people with
disabilities in the workplace. Forty-one per­
cent felt that it wiil reduce discrimination,
another 41 percent had the opinion that ADA
will not reduce discrimination. Eighteen per­
cent of the respondents were undecided.

Responses to the open-ended questions
were solicited from the respondents regarding
their specific concerns about the workplace in
organizational, interpersonal, and personal
levels. Eleven students (18.6%) did not re­
spond to any of the open-ended questions.
Respondents' categorized concerns to the
open-ended questions are reported in Table 1.

On the organizational level, respondents
provided a wide range of responses. This
question asked, "what are your primary con­
cerns about workplace culture as one with
disabilities?" The largest single group of con­
cerns were related to clear non-discriminatory
policy (e.g. no discrimination in hiring, insur­
ance, training, and promotions). Two equaily
prevalent concerns were related to sensitivity
to differences in individual performance and
the need for educating workers and super­
visors on the issues of disabilities and diver­
sity. Other frequently cited concerns included
the need for flexible work schedules and ad­
equate structural and facility accessibility to

accommodate the needs of employees with
physical disabilities.

Responses on the interpersonal level so­
licited the respondents' specificconcerns about
work relationships with co-workers and super­
visors. They were asked, Uwhat are your con­
cerns about workplace relationships with co­
workers and supervisors". While a majority of
responses focused on concern about disre­
spectfui treatment (e.g. respect, not treating
disabilities like a disease, etc.), a large number
of responses identified exclusion from infor­
mal networks and disapproval by co-workers
and supervisors as important concerns. Other
findings on the interpersonal ievel reveal that
respondents are concerned about being pa­
tronized (helping when I don't need it, being
superficiaily nice). Also, offensive jokes and
being perceived as less intelligent were promi­
nent among respondents concerns.

The final open-ended question was related
to concerns that respondents had about them­
selves. They were asked, "What are your
concerns about your disability that may affect
yourworkplace success?". Respondents iden­
tified a number of specific concerns which they
perceived. Principal among these were a set of
concerns related to their self-doubt. A majority
of the responses highlighted self-doubt con­
cerns (e.g. fear of taking risks, afraid of mis­
takes, feeling inadequate, concern about what
others think of me.)

In another large category of responses,
respondents expressed concerns related to
time management and problems of juggling
the workplace demands with those of their
disabilities. Also, a number of respondents
cited that they constantly worry about their
health. A smail group of concerns revolved
around not feeling comfortable about asking
others for help. They felt that others will per­
ceive them as a source of burden and in­
convenience if they ask for assistance.

DISCUSSION
Disability issues in the workplace is timely,

especially with the passage of the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 which
became fully implemented in 1994. Because it
protects approximately 50 miilion people
(McNeil 1993), organizations that are covered
by ADA are prohibited from discriminating
otherwise qualified disabied Americans in se­
lection, retirement, and termination policies
and practices. Further, it stipulates that indi­
viduals with disabilities cannot be denied
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access to various job-related opportunities
such as professional development incentives,
participation in training programs. and work­
shops or career development.

The findings of this study clearly indicate
that the majority of college students with dis­
abilities did not believe that they have as much
chance of being selected for employment as
others without disabilities. This finding should
be of interest to employers, especially human
resources professionals and occupational so­
cial workers in their effort to develop a plan to
help their organizations comply with ADA.
Organizations can include statements that
encourage all to apply for positions including
those with disabilities in their job announce­
ments.

In this study, it was also found that re­
spondents almost divided evenly on issues
about whether employers will select the right
person for the job regardless of disabilities.
Although most of the respondents felt thaltheir
chances of being selected for a job is less than
that of others without disabilities, 42 percent
believed that employers will select the right
person regardless of disabilities. On the other
hand, another 41 percent felt that disabilities
can playa significant role in employers' selec­
tion of the right person for a job. Again, this
finding has implications for employers who
need to convince all those with disabilities that
their disabilities are secondary to their qualifi­
cations for the right jobs.

The findings on the respondents' percep­
tions of their potential co-workers' attitudes
about disabilities were interesting. The pre­
ponderance of respondents believed that co­
workers will be accepting of their disabilities.
This is interesting because employers tend to
cite concerns about co-workers not accepting
people with disabilities as reasons not to em­
ploy them (Henderson 1994). Actually, this
research found that respondents were more
concerned about a lack of acceptance from
managers or supervisors than they were from
co-workers. This finding has implications for
organizations to design and deliver training for
both employees and managers or supervisors
on valuing employees with disabilities and
particularly on helping those without disabili­
ties understand how such workers can contrib­
ute to the organization and how to interact with
them at work.

The research question related to indi­
vidualized performance evaluations was sup­
ported by a significant majority as anticipated.
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That is, workplace accommodation should
include productivity measurement systems
that are based on individual output, ratherthan
compared to that ofothers. In an effort to make
reasonable accommodation for workers with
disabilities, employers may have to treat them
differently by rearranging duties, providing
special help, ormodifyingworktasks (Rothwell
1991; Smith 1997). Most job analysis of em­
ployee skills, experience, needs, and interests
are useful in enhancing a match between the
individual and the work to be periormed. It is
important to note that evaluations of individual
output regardless ofthe job performance stan­
dard is not required by the ADA and could
result in lowering standards, something em­
ployers fear. Nevertheless, as with every hu­
man resource activity, periormance evalua­
tion is a systematic process designed to as­
sess the extent to which employees are per­
forming jobs effectively. Equal employment
opportunity (EEO) regulations and court ac­
tion have required employers to look closely at
their evaluation systems to prevent discrimina­
tion.

A striking finding of this study came from
the evenly split perceptions about the sig­
nificance of the ADA in addressing employers
discriminatory practices against people with
disabilities. While 41 percent feltthatthe ADA
will reduce discriminations, another 41 per­
cent believed that it does not make a signifi­
cant difference. Thus, some distrust is sug­
gested. This perception may be stemming
from the historical knowledge that the United
States' antidiscrimination laws have yet to
effectively address everyday discriminatory
practices. For example, they may be aware
that African Americans are still being discrimi­
nated against in employment and housing
even though such practices became illegal
since the passage of the Civil Rights Act of
1964.

Most ofthe findings in the scaled responses
were corroborated by findings on the respon­
dents' categorized open-ended responses that
were related to their organizational and inter­
personal level concerns. For example, con­
cerns about discrimination, acceptance by co­
workers, lack of acceptance by supervisors,
and periormance evaluations were found on
both measures. However, findings on the per­
sonal level suggests important roles for hu­
man resources professionals or employee
assistance practitioners in organizing and
providing social support and counseling
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services to this group of employees. A more
accepting work environment can help to rev
duce some self-doubt of workers with disabili­
ties. Findings related to time management
problems, worry about health, and reluctance
in asking for help, are concerns that could be
addressed through counseling services.

This study has some limitations. First, it is
limited to a sample of students with disabilities
from a single southeastern state university,
limiting the generalizability of the findings.
Second, some critical domains such as differ­
ences in gender and categories of disabilities
were not analyzed. Forexample, respondents
with learning disabilities may perceive the
workplace issues differently from those with
physical disabilities. Third, variations in cul­
tural factors such as ethnicity was not ad­
dressed in this study. Therefore, this study is
viewed as one that may help to begin to
address workplace issues of college educated
and professional workers with disabilities. This
study's findings may stimulate employers and
those responsible for the enforcement of the
ADA to seek the opinions ofthose with disabili­
ties in their decision making process and
future research.

The findings from this stUdy delineate chal­
lenges for workplace administrators. The chal­
lenge is to design an accommodations pro­
cess that begins by examining the organiza­
tion itself. Critical areas of evaluation include
physical facilities, physical examinations that
are non-discriminatory, and job descriptions
that indicate how much physical or mental
exertion that is required in order to do the jobs
competently. It is also essential that non-job
related questions about disabilities be elimi­
nated from application forms, interviews, and
other pre-employment inquiries in the selec­
tion processes. Furthermore, providing train­
ing that is necessary for workers to keep their
jobs, advancement opportunities, and special
equipment training for all employees and es­
pecially those with disabilities make good
business sense.

Although it has been suggested that em­
ployers need to do more to assist individuals
with disabilities in securing employment, it is
also essential that individuals with disabilities
themselves recognize their role in putting
employers at ease about their disability. The
indicated self-doubt regarding workplace suc­
cess and lack of optimism about employment
opportunities found in this study rnay have
some validity given the declining federal

government employment of individuals with
disabilities and all others. However, employ­
ees with disabilities can smooth the way for
others with disabilities by participating in iden­
tifying appropriate accommodations and elimi­
nating misconceptions on the job.

REFERENCES
AschA, NR Mudrick 1995 Disability. 752-761 in the

Encyclopedia for Social Work Washington DC
NASWPress

Bishop PC, AJ Jones 1993 Implementing the Ameri­
cans with Disabilities Act of 1990: assessing the
variables of success Public Administration Rev
March/Apri153121-128

Braithwaite DO, 0 Labrecque 1994 Responding tothe
Americans with Disabilities Act: contributions of
interpersonal research and training J AppliedCom­
munication Res 22 287-294

Dunn OS 1994 The interaction with disabled persons
scale. Psychological Perspectives on Disability
Special Issue. J SocialBehaviorPersonaJity9 523­
42

Freedman SM, RT Keller 1981 The handicapped In the
workforce AcademyManagement RevJuly 63 463

Gray M 1997 Group work with employee-related is­
sues. 318-331 in GL Greif, PH Ephrosseds Group
Work VVith PopulationsatRisk NY: Oxford U Press

Henderson G 1994 Cultural Diversity in the Work­
place: Issues and StrategiesWestportCT: Praeger

Kopels S 1995 TheAmericans with DisabilitiesAct a
tool to combat poverty J Social Work Educa 31 3
337-346

McNeilJM 1993 Census Bureau Data on Persons with
Disabilities: New Results and Old QuestionsAbout
Validity and Reliability. Paper Presented at the
Annual Meeting of the Society for Disability Studies,
June, Seattle

McNeil JM, PA Franklin, LI Mars 1991 Work status,
earnings and rehabilitation of persons with dis­
abilities. 133-160 in S Thompson-Hoffman, IF
Storck eds Disability In the UnitedStates: A Portrait
from National Data NY: Springer

Miller OS, SE Catt 1989 Human Relations: A Con­
temporary Approach Homewood IL: Richard 0
Irwin

President's Committee on Employment of People with
Disabilities 1994 Job Accommodations, Situations
and Solutions Washington DC: USGPO

President's Committee on Employment of the Handi­
capped 1982 AffirmativeAction forDisabledPeople·
A Pocket Guide Washington DC: USGPO

Rothwell WJ 1991 HRD and the Americans with
Disabilities Act: training and development Amer
Society Training DevelopmentAugust 45-47

Scott S 1994 Determining reasonable academic ad­
justments for college students with learning dis­
abilities J Learning Disabilities 27 2 403-412

Shapiro JP 1993 No Pity, People with Disabilities
Forging aNewCivilRights MovementNY: Random
House Time Books

Simons G, EH Power 1996 Psychological disability, the
workplace and the American character. 97-99 in
GF Simons, BAbranams, LA Hopkins, OJ Johnson
eds Cultural Diversity Fieldbook: Fresh Visions
and Breakthrough Strategies for Revitalizing the
Workplace Princeton, NJ: Pacesetter Books



70 Volume 26 No. I, May /998

SlackJD 1995TheAmericans with DisabilitiesAct and
the workplace: management's responsibilities in
AIDS-related situations PubJicAdministration Rev
July/August 55 4 365-370

Smith D 1997 Implementing disability management a
review of basic concepts and essential compo­
nents Employee Assistance Qrt/y 12 4 37-50

Smolowe J 1995 Noble aims, mixed results TimeJuly
3154-55

Free InQuiry in Creative Sociology

Vander Beek R, JI Gray 1995 Social services and
disabilities. 169-182 in HW Johnson, Contributors
4th ed The SocialServices: An Introduction Itasca
IL: FE Peacock

Vash CL 1982 Employment Issues for Women with
Disabilities Rehabilitation Literature 43198-207

WeaverCL 1991 Disabililyand WotkWashington DC:
AEI Press


	page063
	page064
	page065
	page066
	page067
	page068
	page069
	page070

