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CORPORATE CULTURE AND 
THE  EXPERIENCES OF EMPLOYEES WITH DISABILITIES 

 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

We explore attitudes and experiences of employees with disabilities using a dataset with 

nearly 30,000 employee surveys from 14 companies.  The first key finding is that employees 

with disabilities face a number of disparities at work, including lower levels of pay, job security, 

training, and participation in decisions, and higher levels of supervision.  They also rate their 

companies lower on treatment of employees, and express higher turnover likelihood and lower 

levels of company loyalty and job satisfaction, both before and after controlling for pay and work 

organization variables.  These disability gaps vary greatly between companies and across 

worksites, suggesting that corporate culture may play a strong role in how employees with 

disabilities are treated.  There are no disability gaps in attitudes and turnover intention in 

worksites that are rated highly by all employees for fairness and responsiveness, while there are 

disability gaps in worksites with lower ratings for fairness and responsiveness.  This indicates 

that employees with disabilities fare much better in companies with a culture that is viewed as 

fair and responsive to the needs of all employees, while employees with disabilities are 

especially harmed by unresponsive bureaucratic organizations.
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INTRODUCTION 

How do people with disabilities perceive their employers?  Do they believe their 

companies treat them fairly and with respect?  Does a company’s “culture”—explicit and 

implicit attitudes, norms, policies, and practices—facilitate or hinder employment opportunities?  

And, do corporations with more supportive cultures for all employees provide particular benefits 

for employees with disabilities? 

Learning about the experiences of employees with disabilities is important for several 

reasons. Both research and policy initiatives have focused on ways to increase employment 

demand levels among people with disabilities (Blanck et al., 2006).  For example, Title I of the 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) was motivated largely by the desire to improve 

employment opportunities for qualified people with disabilities by ending employer 

discrimination and making workplaces accessible (Blanck, Hill, Siegel, and Waterstone, 2003).  

Since the ADA was passed in 1990 there have been numerous studies and some debate about the 

Act’s effectiveness in raising employment levels, with the studies’ conclusions depending in 

large part on how disability is measured (Blanck, Schur, Kruse, Schwochau, and Song, 2003; 

Stapleton and Burkhauser, 2003).  

No matter the definition used, however, it is clear that employment levels of people with 

disabilities remain far below those of non-disabled people (Schur and Kruse, 2002; Stapleton and 

Burkhauser, 2003; Yelin and Trupin, 2003; RRTC, 2005) and these low employment rates 

contribute to high rates of poverty (Ball, Morris, Hartnett, and Blanck, 2005; Hartnett and 

Blanck, 2003; Schur, 2002b). The majority of non-employed people with disabilities would 

prefer to be working (Harris Interactive, 2000). 

In contrast to the numerous studies on employment levels, little research has examined 
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the experiences of people with disabilities who are currently working and the barriers they may 

face (e.g., Bruyere et al., 2003; Yelin, 2003; Schartz, Hendricks, and Blanck, 2006, 

forthcoming).  Employed people with disabilities tend to be considered “success stories.”  There 

is evidence that employment not only increases their financial resources, but also helps them 

incorporate more fully into mainstream society by increasing their social networks, civic skills, 

economic and social independence, and sense of efficacy and inclusion (Schur, 2002a).  Little is 

known, however, about the specific situations people with disabilities experience inside their 

workplaces (particularly for those whose disabilities are not incurred in the workplace), and the 

obstacles and challenges they may encounter there.  

 This article provides new empirical evidence on workplace outcomes for employees with 

disabilities, shedding light on the role that corporate culture may play.  We use a new dataset that 

includes close to 30,000 employee surveys from 14 companies, permitting a detailed 

examination of the relationship of disability to work organization, company policies, perceived 

treatment by the company, and employee responses such as job satisfaction, likely turnover, and 

willingness to work hard for the employer.  Comparisons across companies and worksites allow 

us to identify variation in workplace outcomes for employees with disabilities, and then to link 

this information to perceptions of the company among all employees.  This analysis supports our 

prediction that corporate culture has an important and measurable impact on the experience of 

working with a disability. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

What do we know about employed people with disabilities?  While our knowledge is 

limited, we do know they are paid less than non-disabled workers, both on an hourly and weekly 
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basis (Hale, Hayghe, and McNeil, 1998; Baldwin and Johnson, 2006).  While lower pay may be 

in part due to impairments and health problems that limit productivity, it also may be due to 

employer discrimination and other attitudinal and physical barriers people with disabilities 

encounter in the workplace.  Studies of disability pay gaps find that lower pay is linked to the 

greater stigma accompanying some disabilities, indicating that discrimination plays a role in the 

lower pay (Baldwin and Johnson, 2006; Blanck, 2000).1 

Employees with disabilities are also less likely to receive benefits such as employer 

provided health insurance and pension plans (Kruse, 1998; Schur, 2002b).  They are more likely 

to be in production and service jobs and less likely to be in professional, technical or managerial 

jobs (Hale, Hayghe, and McNeil, 1998: 8).  In addition, they are more likely than non-disabled 

workers to work in non-standard jobs—part-time, temporary, and other contingent 

arrangements—that often provide low pay and few if any benefits (Schur, 2002b; Di Natale, 

2001; Yelin and Trupin, 2003).  Overall, 44% of workers with disabilities are in some type of 

non-standard work arrangement, compared to 22% of workers without disabilities (Schur, 

2002c).  They are not, however, more likely to work in jobs with flexible schedules (Presser and 

Altman, 2002; Yelin and Trupin, 2003). 

  Apart from this basic information on employment and pay levels, there is relatively little 

longitudinal and cross-sectional information on other employment outcomes.  Workers with 

disabilities appear to have lower job security and higher rates of job loss (Baldwin and 

Schumacher, 2002; Yelin and Trupin, 2003), and have generally lower levels of job satisfaction 

(McAfee and McNaughton, 1997a, 1997b; Uppal, 2005).  Analysis of the California Health and 

Work Survey shows that they do not appear to differ from workers without disabilities in 

                                                 
1   About one-seventh (15%) of employed people with disabilities report encountering employment-related disability 
discrimination within the past five years (Schur, 2002c). 
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psychological and cognitive job demands (e.g., job autonomy, interaction with co-workers, need 

for concentration and learning new things), although they are less likely to be in traditional jobs 

that are classified as "economically and psychologically rewarding" (Yelin and Trupin, 2003: 

28).  There is little or no information, however, on important job attributes such as opportunities 

for training, promotion, and participation in decisions, which in turn may affect employee 

attitudes and behaviors such as job satisfaction, loyalty to the company, and turnover intentions.   

Workplace experiences of employees with disabilities reflect corporate cultures that 

fundamentally shape policies, attitudes, and opportunities facing people with disabilities at work 

(Schur et al., 2005).  Many corporate cultures are based on the assumption that employees are 

able-bodied, which poses significant obstacles to hiring and retention of people with disabilities 

(Ball et al., 2005).   

Scholars of corporate culture, such as Edgar Schein, outline different levels of culture 

within organizations (Schein, 1992; 1999).  Schein’s most fundamental level of corporate culture 

consists of the values and norms that guide an organization as it encounters new situations and 

problems.  These “taken-for-granted beliefs” usually are unspoken and often unconscious.  These 

fundamental beliefs may be distinguished from Schein’s second level of corporate culture, which 

is the “espoused values” of an organization (Schein, 1992, pp. 19–21).  These include the stated 

strategies, goals, and philosophies that explicitly guide organizational policies.  Schein defines 

the third level as the manifestations or artifacts of culture, which include the physical and social 

environment in a corporation, such as the organization of physical space, the way people dress, 

and the overt behavior of members (Schein, 1999, pp. 15–20).   

 While the different levels of corporate culture reinforce one another, incongruities and 

conflicts often exist among them.  For example, an expressed commitment to hiring more 
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employees with disabilities may be part of the second level of organizational culture (shared 

meaning), but it may not be accepted at the most basic level—the unstated and often unconscious 

assumptions of the organization (Lawrence, 1987).  This fundamental lack of acceptance may, in 

turn, be reflected in the third level of culture.  The structure of jobs and the physical environment 

may make it hard for people with disabilities to advance within the company, while the behavior 

of co-workers and supervisors may lead workers with disabilities to believe they are not valued 

and respected members of the organization. 

Negative attitudes and treatment in turn affect the attitudes and behavior of persons with 

disabilities, which often leads to a self-fulfilling negative prophecy.  This may be explained by 

equity theory, which predicts that employees decrease their work effort when they believe they 

have not been justly rewarded; more generally, negative attitudes such as low performance 

expectations may cause employees with disabilities to become alienated and withdrawn, again 

which may itself “confirm” the low expectations (Blanck et al., 2003). 

One important aspect of corporate culture is the justice climate, reflecting collective 

beliefs about distributive, procedural, and interpersonal justice in an organization (Liao, 

forthcoming; Rupp, Bashshur, and Liao, forthcoming).  All three types of justice may be 

important for people with disabilities:  distributive justice which concerns outcomes such as pay 

and the provision of accommodations, procedural justice which concerns policies and procedures 

such as how requests for accommodations are handled, and interpersonal justice which concerns 

whether one is treated with respect, dignity, and sensitivity.  All three types are highly correlated 

and contribute to an overall sense of fairness and justice at work.  The justice climate is shaped 

by organizational structure, and has been linked to many measures of job attitudes, performance, 

and citizenship behaviors (Liao and Rupp, 2005; Rupp et al., forthcoming).   
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The treatment, and resultant behavior, of people with disabilities in organizations 

is a new research area.  The few existing empirical studies mostly were conducted in 

laboratory settings.  The results from the few extant studies, and related psychological 

evidence, suggest that supervisor and co-worker attitudes have a profound impact on the 

employment experiences of people with disabilities (Colella, 1996, 2001; Colella, 

DeNisi, and Varma, 1998; Marti and Blanck, 2000).  These attitudes may be based on 

stereotypes about the personalities and abilities of people with disabilities, as well as 

discomfort in being around them (especially if the disability involves mental or cognitive 

impairments)(Colella, 1996).  In addition, supervisors and co-workers may experience 

strain caused by difficulties in communicating with employees who have speech or 

hearing impairments (Colella, 1996).  Prejudice is greater among people who are high on 

aggression, anxiety, dogmatism, ethnocentrism, and general prejudice, low on tolerance 

for ambiguity, and who have poor self-concept and body satisfaction (Colella, 1996).  

Attitudes are less negative among those who have had prior contact with people with 

disabilities, which counteracts the effects of negative stereotypes and helps non-disabled 

employees view people with disabilities as individuals rather than as members of a 

stigmatized group (Stone and Colella, 1996; Makas 1988).   

Negative attitudes may lead to lower evaluations of the performance of employees 

with disabilities, although in some cases there may be a positive bias due to the “norm of 

kindness” or initial low expectations.  The evidence from employer surveys does not 

clearly point to a bias in performance evaluations, but the evidence from laboratory 

experiments is mixed.  One experiment found that there was negative bias against 

choosing a co-worker with a disability when the job was viewed as a poor fit for the 
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person with a disability, and there were interdependent rewards, so the pay of the co-

worker would be affected by the performance of the person with a disability (Colella, 

DeNisi, and Varma, 1998). 

Taken together, negative affect, low expectations, and expected co-worker strain 

may cause employers to deny employees with disabilities access to jobs with substantial 

responsibility, leaving them in generally lower-paying jobs that do not allow opportunity 

for developing skills (Colella, 1996).  This view is consistent with the fact that people 

with disabilities are over-represented in production and service jobs, which typically do 

not foster employee autonomy or skill development.  

Stone and Colella (1996) assert that employees with disabilities themselves use a number 

of strategies to shape expectations in the workforce, including:  (a) concealing the disability, (b) 

communicating information about the disability to reduce discomfort and clarify norms, (c) 

requesting help to clarify expected behaviors, (d) emphasizing similarity to others through shared 

interests, opinions, and values, and (e) becoming a “superworker” to dispel stereotypes and 

modify others’ expectations.  Some employees with disabilities also take an activist approach 

and seek to change organization policies on their own or in concert with others, and they use 

cognitive strategies to protect themselves, such as by attributing negative outcomes to bias rather 

than to their own performance problems (Sandler and Blanck, 2004). 

Stone and Colella theorize that employees with disabilities tend to fare particularly badly 

in bureaucratic organizations that emphasize competitive achievement and are based on an equity 

value system, which pits the fairness of treatment for all employees against the personalized 

consideration of employees with disabilities.  In such companies workplace accommodations are 

more likely to be viewed as unfair—an unjustified “perk”, especially if they are seen as making 
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the accommodated person’s work easier, making the co-worker’s job harder or less desirable, 

and causing coworkers to lose competitive rewards (even though the benefits of workplace 

accommodations are generally clear and the costs minor)(Schartz, Schartz, Hendricks, and 

Blanck, 2006). 

Organizational values may be reflected in workplace policies that unduly restrict the 

ability of employees with disabilities to perform job functions.  Job analysis or description that 

identifies ideal job characteristics, rather than essential job characteristics in conformance with 

ADA requirements, tend to exclude employees with disabilities and marginalize them into less 

desirable jobs (Stone and Colella, 1996; Boyle, 1997).  Where essential job characteristics are 

easily defined, there is likely to be lower job autonomy and a higher likelihood of displacement. 

 In contrast, people with disabilities are predicted to fare better in flexible organizations 

that value diversity, cooperation, and the personalized consideration of employee needs (Stone 

and Colella, 1996).  Company cultures based on a “needs” model, as opposed to an “equity” 

model, are more likely to approve accommodations generally, especially in work environments 

that stress individual autonomy and let employees decide how to perform their own work 

(Colella 2001).  Organizations that are flexible, supportive, and sensitive to individual needs (for 

all employees, not just those with disabilities) engender work group cultures that are supportive 

of accommodations and universal design of workplaces. 

 Along with the above theory and evidence based primarily on laboratory experiments, 

there is additional evidence on attitudes toward people with disabilities from employer surveys.   

In 2003, a Rutgers University survey of private businesses (with five or more employees) found 

that one in five employers (20 percent) reported the greatest barrier to people with disabilities 

finding employment is discrimination, prejudice, or employer reluctance to hire them (Dixon, 
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Kruse, and Van Horn, 2003).   

 In accordance with this, a 1999 survey found that 22 percent of private-sector employers 

reported that attitudes and stereotypes were a barrier to employment of people with disabilities in 

their own firms (Bruyère, 2000).  In addition, the 1999 survey found among those who made 

changes to enhance the employment of people with disabilities, one third (32 percent) of 

employers said that it was difficult or very difficult to change supervisor and co-worker attitudes, 

while only 17 percent said this about creating flexibility in the performance management system, 

and 17 percent said this about modifying their return to work policies.  Almost one-third (31 

percent) of employers reported a barrier to employing people with disabilities was the lack of 

supervisor knowledge about accommodations, while only 16 percent said that the cost of 

accommodations was a barrier (Bruyère, 2000).  The importance of corporate culture is indicated 

by the finding that 81 percent of private-sector employers said visible top-management 

commitment was effective or very effective for reducing barriers to employment for persons with 

disabilities, while 62 percent said this about staff training and 59 percent said this about 

mentoring efforts.  (See Bruyère et al., 2003, for further discussion). 

These surveys show that a substantial share of employers believe that employer, 

supervisor, and co-worker attitudes are a significant problem.  Moreover, these figures likely are 

understated due to “social desirability” bias in responding to surveys, and the frequent 

discrepancy found between the attitudes that employers express towards people with disabilities 

on surveys and their actual hiring practices (Wilgosh and Skaret, 1987).  Nevertheless, the 

combined evidence from laboratory studies and employer surveys indicates that workplace 

attitudes toward people with disabilities are likely to be an important factor in their job and 

career experiences.  There is little evidence, however, on actual workplace outcomes among 
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employees with disabilities.  This study provides such new information from employees, 

shedding light on how corporate culture affects employee attitudes and presents barriers to the 

advancement of employees with disabilities. 

 

DATA AND METHODS  

 The present data are derived from employee surveys conducted through the National 

Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) Shared Capitalism Research Project.  Fourteen 

companies with different combinations of company performance-based pay (employee 

ownership, profit sharing, and/or broad-based stock options) agreed to have surveys administered 

to all or a random sample of employees.  The surveys were conducted over the 2001-2005 

period.  The sample is not representative of U.S. employers, both because of the selection criteria 

and the refusal of some firms to participate.  These are, however, mainstream companies that 

have good variation in size (three have fewer than 500 employees, three have 500-1000 

employees, five have 1000-5000 employees, and three have more than 5,000 employees) and  

industry (eight are in manufacturing, three are in service, two are Internet-based companies, and 

one is in financial services).   

 The main purpose of the surveys was to obtain information on compensation and human 

resource policies and employee attitudes and behaviors.  Each company survey included core 

questions common across all companies, and some questions of special interest and relevance to 

that particular company.  The core questions included one disability question:  "Do you have a 

health problem or impairment lasting 6 months or more that limits the kind or amount of work, 

housework, or other major activities you can do?"  This wording is similar to the work disability 

question on the Current Population Survey (CPS), Survey of Income and Program Participation 
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(SIPP), and National Health Interview Survey (NHIS), except that "work" was expanded to 

"work, housework, or other major activities" to capture a fuller range of major life activities.  

This expansion also more closely matches the ADA’s definition of disability.   

Among the 29,897 U.S. respondents to the disability question, 1,645 (5.5%) answered 

"yes."  This prevalence figure is slightly lower than the 6.2 percent of employed Americans who 

are estimated to have disabilities as identified in the 2004 American Community Survey, which 

bases its disability measure on a more extensive set of six questions.2  Therefore, at least with 

regard to disability prevalence, these companies appear to be fairly representative.  The survey 

questions that we use here, and their descriptive statistics, are shown in Appendix A.   

 To explore how the experiences of employees with disabilities may differ by company, 

we provide separate analyses of two large companies, labeled Company A and Company B.  We 

selected Company A for several reasons: its results appear to be representative of the sample as a 

whole; its survey has additional measures of the company's perceived responsiveness to 

employees; and we can do comparisons across over 100 worksites.  We selected Company B 

because it is not like the other companies, in that it does not have significant disability gaps on 

most of the key measures.   

Company A is a large manufacturing firm with over 30,000 employees, while Company 

B is a financial services company with over 9,000 employees.  Comparing findings within and 

between these two companies, therefore, yields insight into how corporate policies and culture 

may help create more favorable outcomes for employees with disabilities in some companies 

than in others. 

 The outcomes to be analyzed are classified into three groups:  (a) pay and work 

                                                 
2  As reported in RRTC (2005: 7-8), 37.5% of the 20,268,000 working-age Americans with disabilities in 2004 were 
employed, compared to 77.8% of the 147,634,000 Americans without disabilities, producing the estimate that 6.2% 
of employed Americans have disabilities. 
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organization; (b) perceived company treatment of employees, and (c) employee responses.  The 

method is illustrated with the following model. 

 The analysis is structured as follows: following a simple comparison of basic job 

characteristics in Table 1, we estimate disability gaps in pay and work organization variables in 

Table 2.  The relation of disability to perceptions of company treatment and employee responses 

is assessed in Table 3, both before and after controlling for the pay and work organization 

measures.   

 The relationship between company climate and employee responses is assessed in two 

ways, first by comparing outcomes between Companies A and B in Tables 4 and 5, and then by 

comparing outcomes across worksites in Table 6.  Making comparisons among worksites is 

instructive because employee experiences are greatly influenced by their local environment. 

Even though some policies and practices may apply across an entire company, they may be 

implemented and interpreted in different ways by local managers, supervisors and co-workers.   

Disability 

Pay and work 
organization 

Perceived 
company 
treatment of 
employees 

Employee responses: 
Turnover 
Willingness to work hard 
Loyalty 
Job satisfaction 
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Although we have no direct measures of corporate culture, we have reports of perceived 

company fairness and responsiveness that may be aggregated to the worksite level.  These 

measures obviously do not capture all aspects of corporate culture, but they are useful indicators, 

given that perceptions of fairness and responsiveness reflect basic company values and norms as 

they affect employees.  The worksite-level measurement of perceptions of fairness can be seen as 

a measure of the overall justice climate (Rupp et al., forthcoming).  Our strategy is to use site-

level averages of perceived company treatment as an imperfect but useful proxy of "good" and 

"bad" worksites as seen by all employees (both with and without disabilities).  If it is the case 

that those workplaces that are more responsive to employees in general are particularly good 

(e.g., supportive) for those with disabilities, the disability gaps should be smaller or nonexistent 

in more responsive workplaces. 

 The analysis is based on regressions, with a disability dummy variable and controls for 

basic job and demographic variables.  The type of regression model employed depends upon the 

measure:  OLS regressions are used to predict standard continuous variables, probits are used to 

predict binary variables, ordered probits are used to predict variables where there is a natural 

ordering but the distances between values may not be equivalent (e.g., answer options of "None," 

"Only a little," "Some," and "A lot"), and tobits are used for continuous variables with censoring 

at either end.   

 The data have some clear limitations with regard to studying disability.  In particular, 

only one question was used to identify employees with disabilities, so it is not possible to make 

comparisons by type of impairment (e.g., sensory, mobility, mental/emotional) or by severity of 

activity limitations.  In addition, because the surveys were conducted for another purpose, no 

questions were specifically asked about disability issues, such as whether the respondent had 
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requested or received accommodations.   

While we recognize these limitations, the surveys nonetheless provide new and valuable 

data.  This is the first large-scale dataset that permits a detailed examination of what happens at 

work for employees with disabilities, going beyond prior studies to explore the relationship of 

disability to work organization, perceived treatment by the company, and employee responses, 

such as likely turnover and job satisfaction.  

 

RESULTS 

Table 1 shows that employees with disabilities, relative to those without disabilities, are 

more likely to be in lower status occupations.  The general finding is consistent with prior 

studies: they are significantly more likely to be in production jobs (63.1% compared to 42.2%), 

and less likely to be in professional, sales and management and supervisory jobs.  This helps 

explain why they are more likely to be paid on an hourly basis (72.9% compared to 49.8%).  

Workers with disabilities also have longer tenure on average than non-disabled workers (in part, 

because they tend to be somewhat older) and they work fewer hours per week on average (43.0 

hours compared to 45.6).  Consistent with their greater prevalence in production jobs, they are 

more likely to be union members.   

The differences between employees with and without disabilities generally hold true for 

both Company A and Company B.  It is noteworthy that over three-fourths (77.0%) of 

employees with disabilities in Company A are in production jobs, compared to less than one-

fourth (23.2%) in Company B.  While this reflects the fact that Company A is in manufacturing, 

and Company B is in financial services, it also may have implications for the treatment of 

employees with disabilities.  At company B, employees with disabilities are more broadly spread 
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throughout the organization, with over half in professional/technical (28.0%) and administrative 

support jobs (36.6%).  As will be discussed, the greater exposure to people with disabilities 

throughout Company B may account for the better treatment they perceive. 

 

Pay and Benefits 

As other studies have found, the employees with disabilities in these companies earn 

significantly less than their non-disabled peers.  As shown in Table 1, controlling for other job 

and demographic characteristics, workers with disabilities earn about 8% less than their non-

disabled counterparts (row 1).3  Asked to rate their total compensation relative to the market, 

workers with disabilities report that they receive significantly lower total compensation (row 2). 

They are, however, as likely as non-disabled workers to be eligible for performance-based pay 

and bonuses based on group or department performance (rows 3 and 4).  This latter finding goes 

against the idea that non-disabled workers will resist being in group incentive plans with workers 

with disabilities (Colella, DeNisi, and Varma, 1998); although (a) the non-disabled workers may 

be unaware of their co-worker's disability; (b) this measure captures larger groups than the 

laboratory studies that are based on small groups; and (c) while there might be resistance, non-

disabled workers may not have a choice about sharing group incentives with co-workers who 

have disabilities because the program eligibility is broad-based and implemented by upper 

management.  Finally, consistent with the above findings, employees with disabilities give 

significantly lower grades to their companies on both wages and benefits (rows 5 and 6). 

 

Work Organization 

The lower status of workers with disabilities is reflected in a number of work 
                                                 
3   Since the control variables include hours worked per week, this can be interpreted as 8% lower hourly pay. 
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organization variables.  Workers with disabilities report having less job security and being more 

closely supervised (Table 2, rows 7 and 8).  They also report significantly lower levels of 

participation in job and department decisions (rows 9 and 10), and lower satisfaction with 

participation in decisions (row 12).  In addition, they are significantly less likely than their non-

disabled peers to have received formal, company-sponsored training in the last twelve months 

(row 13).  However, among those who did receive training, there was no significant gap in hours 

of training by disability status (row 14).   

Further disadvantage is indicated by a lower levels of informal training from co-workers 

(row 15).  This is potentially important because much learning on the job is done through 

informal training by peers, including learning about a company's culture.  This relative lack of 

informal training may support Colella's point that co-workers often do not fully accept 

employees with disabilities and fail to integrate them completely into the workplace.  The lower 

levels of training would lead one to expect fewer promotions, although the disability gap in 

promotions is not significant in these data (row 16).  One partial explanation for the lower degree 

of informal training may be that workers with disabilities are less likely to work as part of a team 

(row 17). 

 

Company Treatment of Employees 

The above data on pay, benefits, and work organization indicate that workers with 

disabilities are treated differently than non-disabled workers in a variety of employment 

decisions.  How do workers with disabilities feel they are treated by their employers?  In Table 3 

we analyze two measures of company treatment, one based on agreement with the statement 

"Overall, this company is fair to its employees," and the other based on the average grade 
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employees give their company on seven dimensions (i.e., wages, benefits, sharing information, 

being trustworthy, accuracy of information, creating a sense of common purpose, and overall 

employee relations).  

Controlling just for the basic job and demographic characteristics, employees with 

disabilities give significantly lower average scores on both measures (rows 1 and 3, column 1). 

Controlling further for the pay, benefits, and work organization variables from Table 2, the 

disability gaps are reduced by about one third, but they remain significant (rows 2 and 4).  In 

other words, the unfair treatment perceived by workers with disabilities is only partially captured 

by disparities in pay and work organization variables, indicating that they also perceive unfair 

treatment in other areas.  As will be seen with special questions on the Company A and B 

surveys, two of these areas concern respectful treatment by supervisors and co-workers.          

  

Employee Responses 

How do employees with disabilities respond to these disparities?  Table 3 shows that, 

compared to the non-disabled workers, they report a greater average likelihood of turnover, less 

loyalty and willingness to work hard for the company, and lower average levels of job 

satisfaction (rows 5-12, column 1).  This may be explained by equity theory, which, as discussed 

above, predicts that employees become alienated and decrease their work effort when they 

believe they have been unfairly treated (Blanck et al., 2003).  Controlling for the pay and work 

organization variables, the disability gaps are again reduced by about one-third but remain 

significant (rows 6, 8, 10 and 12).    

 

Corporate Culture—Comparing Two Companies  
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Does corporate culture make a difference?  So far we have found that workers with 

disabilities face gaps in pay and work organization measures, perceive worse treatment by their 

companies, and feel less company commitment and less job satisfaction.  Is this true across all 

companies or just some?  We address this question using two methods.  First we compare 

Company A and Company B, two large companies with very different outcomes.  Then, we 

make comparisons across worksites, examining whether worksites that treat employees better in 

general have particularly good outcomes for workers with disabilities.  

As described earlier, Company A is a large manufacturing company, while Company B is 

a financial services firm.  The disability gaps in pay and work organization variables are 

presented in Table 4.  The results for Company A are similar to results for the overall sample that 

were presented in Table 3.  (This is not surprising, since Company A constituted over half of the 

sample.)  There are significant gaps between employees with and without disabilities in base pay, 

grade of the company on wages and benefits, job security, supervision, participation in job and 

department decisions, satisfaction with participation, informal training, and working as part of a 

team.  

In Company B there are significant disability gaps for only three measures—supervision, 

formal training, and number of promotions.  While the smaller number of significant gaps makes 

it appear that employees with disabilities fare relatively better in Company B, it should be noted 

that the smaller sample size restricts the power of the tests.  Looking at the magnitudes of the 

coefficients, employees with disabilities appear to do relatively better in Company B on four 

measures—total compensation relative to market, grade of the company on benefits, job security 

and participation in department decisions.  

While comparisons on pay and work organization present a somewhat mixed picture, the 
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results are clearer when we examine company treatment of employees in Table 5.  In Company 

A, people with disabilities report significantly lower scores on perceived company fairness and 

grading of company treatment of employees, with coefficients that decline but still are significant 

after controlling for pay and work organization variables (Table 5, rows 1 to 4).   

Company A also shows two disability gaps on measures not available for other 

companies.  Employees with disabilities are significantly less likely than non-disabled employees 

to report their supervisors treat them with respect (rows 5 and 6).  Colella views lack of respect 

as an important barrier to the integration of employees with disabilities in the workplace.  Also, 

employees with disabilities are less likely to report the company is responsive to employee 

concerns, both before and after controlling for pay and work organization variables (rows 7 and 

8).  As in the overall sample, employees with disabilities at Company A report a higher 

likelihood of turnover and lower scores on willingness to work hard, company loyalty and job 

satisfaction measures (rows 13-20).  

Company B provides a different picture.  There are no significant differences between 

employees with and without disabilities on perceived company fairness or on the grades they 

give the company on treatment of employees, both before and after controlling for pay and work 

organization variables (rows 1-4).  In fact, employees with disabilities gave slightly higher scores 

than non-disabled employees on these two measures after controlling for pay and work 

organization, although the differences were not statistically significant (rows 2 and 4).   

In contrast to Company A where employees with disabilities reported worse relations 

with their supervisors, employees with disabilities in Company B were as likely as non-disabled 

employees to report that their supervisors give constructive feedback (rows 9 and 10).  The 

climate is not, however, ideal for workers with disabilities at Company B.  In another measure 
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only available for this company, employees with disabilities were significantly less likely to say 

that they are not subject to inappropriate comments and behavior (row 11).  This may help 

explain why employees with disabilities report significantly lower levels of job satisfaction (row 

19).  Both the gap in inappropriate treatment and the gap in job satisfaction at Company B 

become smaller, however, and lose statistical significance when controlling for pay and work 

organization variables (rows 12 and 20).  In contrast, at Company A the disability gap in job 

satisfaction is larger and remains significant after controlling for pay and work organization 

variables.  Finally, employees with disabilities at Company B are not significantly different from 

their non-disabled co-workers in their reported likelihood of turnover, willingness to work hard 

for the company, and loyalty to the company.   

These findings suggest that while some important disability gaps exist at Company B, the 

company appears to treat workers more equally and the climate is more hospitable to employees 

with disabilities than at Company A.  Some of the differences between the companies may be 

explained by disparities in pay and work organization—in particular, employees with disabilities 

at Company A appear to face greater gaps in total compensation, benefits, job security, and 

participation in department decisions.  However, the persistence of disability gaps in perceived 

company treatment after controlling for pay and work organization variables at Company A—

and the absence of disability gaps at Company B despite disparities on several work organization 

variables—suggest that perceptions of  better treatment operate apart from disparities in pay and 

work organization.  More supportive and respectful treatment on a daily basis—by the company, 

supervisors, and co-workers—appears to be a key factor in employees' job satisfaction and views 

of the company.  The better treatment may stem in part from the broader distribution of 

employees with disability throughout Company B—they are not concentrated in production jobs, 
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and many are in professional/technical jobs.  Greater contact with people with disabilities, 

particularly in more skilled positions, can help non-disabled workers overcome negative 

stereotypes about the capacities of people with disabilities (Makas, 1988). 

  

Comparisons Across Worksites 

An alternative way to examine the importance of workplace climate and culture is to 

make comparisons across worksites.  There are 175 separate worksites with at least one 

employee with a disability in the entire sample, of which 131 belong to Company A.  As noted 

earlier, comparisons across worksites are useful because employee experiences are greatly 

influenced by their local environment.  Company policies and practices are implemented and 

interpreted in different ways by local managers, supervisors, and co-workers. 

To obtain site-level measures of company climate, the scores on the company treatment 

variables were averaged within each worksite.  These average scores varied considerably among 

worksites—for example, the average site-level score on the 7-point company fairness scale 

ranged from 3.25 to 6.02, and the null hypothesis of equality across worksites was strongly 

rejected.   

To examine the importance of company climate for employees with disabilities, the 

average worksite score was interacted with an employee's disability status.  Because there is no 

firm theoretical basis for specifying the relation between company climate and the experiences of 

people with disabilities (e.g., whether the relationship is linear, and what types of non-linearities 

may exist), the relationship was tested first by using a disability interaction term alone and with 

its square, and then by categorical variables to capture non-continuous changes between different 

categories.   
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Here, we present the results based on comparisons among categories, since they provide a 

more meaningful picture of differences among worksites with better and worse perceptions of 

company treatment.4  Specifically, for each measure we established three groups based on 

whether the site-level company treatment score was above the 90th percentile, between the 50th  

and 90th percentiles, or below the 50th percentile.  Estimates with other groupings produced 

similar results, but this classification is presented because a focus on the top 10% allows us to 

see how employees with disabilities do in the "best" workplaces.   

The results show that worksites that are viewed as more fair and responsive by employees 

in general, appear to be particularly beneficial for employees with disabilities.  The results in 

Table 6 show that among the top 10% of worksites in perceived fairness and responsiveness, 

there are no significant differences between employees with and without disabilities in measures 

of likelihood of turnover, willingness to work hard, loyalty, and job satisfaction (row 1).  In 

contrast, the biggest gaps between workers with and without disabilities occur in the worksites 

with the lowest overall levels of perceived fairness and responsiveness to employees (row 3). 

 These results are illustrated for the job satisfaction measure in Figure 1.  Individual job 

satisfaction increases as the site level fairness score goes up, but it increases relatively more 

strongly for employees with disabilities.  As a result there is a disability gap in job satisfaction in 

the worksites with low and medium average fairness level scores but no significant gap in sites 

with high average level fairness scores.     

Similar results emerge for Company A when disability is interacted with the perceived 

company responsiveness to employees: there are no disability gaps among the top 10% of 

worksites, while there are significant gaps among the bottom 50% of worksites.  A curious result 

                                                 
4   The results using linear and squared terms showed several significant results indicating a positive interaction 
between disability status and worksite company treatment scores, but there was no consistent pattern across the four 
dependent variables.  The categories provide a more straightforward way to present and assess the interactions. 
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is that Company A worksites with medium responsiveness have larger disability gaps than the 

worksites with low responsiveness on two measures—likelihood of turnover and loyalty.  As 

discussed earlier, these are imperfect measures that provide initial and limited insights into 

corporate culture.  Nevertheless, these results provide prima facie evidence that a company’s 

culture of fairness and responsiveness matters greatly, particularly for employees with 

disabilities.  

 

CONCLUSION 

This study provides the first detailed large-scale exploration of the experiences and 

attitudes of employees with disabilities.  We find that people with disabilities face a number of 

disparities at work, including lower pay and benefits, less job security, higher levels of 

supervision, lower participation in job and department decisions, and lower levels of company-

sponsored formal training and informal training from co-workers.  These gaps contribute to, but 

do not fully explain, the more negative evaluations of company treatment by workers with 

disabilities, and their higher likelihood of turnover and their lower levels of company loyalty and 

job satisfaction.  

Corporate culture helps to account for these disparities, since we find that the disability 

gaps vary greatly between companies and across worksites.  We focused on two large firms, one 

in which there were significant disability gaps in perceived company treatment of employees 

(Company A), and the other in which employees with disabilities rated the company as 

positively as those without disabilities (Company B).  The differences in perceived company 

treatment were only partly explained by differences in pay and work organization variables, 

indicating that other factors, such as being treated with respect, play an important role.  
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We then made comparisons across worksites and found in sites where employees 

reported high levels of company fairness and responsiveness, there were no significant 

differences between employees with and without disabilities on measures of job satisfaction, 

company loyalty, willingness to work hard, and turnover intention.  In contrast, in worksites 

where employees perceived lower levels of company fairness and responsiveness, employees 

with disabilities had especially low levels of job satisfaction, loyalty, and willingness to work 

hard, and expressed greater turnover intentions.  This pattern is consistent with Stone and 

Colella's (1996) theory that workers with disabilities fare better in companies viewed as fair and 

responsive to the needs of  all employees, in part because workplace accommodations are less 

likely to be seen as special treatment, while employees with disabilities are likely to fare worse 

in unresponsive bureaucratic organizations. 

The present findings strongly suggest that company climate and culture have a large 

influence on the work experiences of employees with disabilities.  We recognize several 

limitations to this study.  The sample may not be representative of U.S. businesses.  The original 

surveys were not designed to study disability issues, and the one disability question included 

provides no information on type or severity of disability.  There may be interactions between 

disability and demographic characteristics—e.g., race and gender—that may provide a more 

complex and nuanced picture.  In future research it would also be valuable to know whether a 

disability's onset occurred before or after the employee joined the company, since employers 

may treat current employees who acquire a disability very differently from job applicants with 

disabilities (Gunderson and Hyatt 1996).  Finally, our measures of perceived company treatment 

of employees only scratch the surface of corporate culture, which is a complex phenomenon that 

has many dimensions.  Corporate culture is best studied with a variety of methods, including 
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qualitative interviews that explore the often unconscious values and assumptions in 

organizations.  As noted by Rousseau (1990), qualitative and quantitative methods are best used 

together because "different levels of culture are amenable to different research methods" 

(Rousseau, 1990, p. 166).  In this study, we provide quantitative evidence that corporate climate 

and culture make a difference for employees with disabilities, but we are not yet able to identify 

the mechanisms through which such culture is transmitted and may be changed.  Qualitative 

methods may be especially useful for this task.   

This study is a first step in exploring the relationship between corporate culture and the 

experiences of employees with disabilities.  A valuable next step for research would be detailed 

company case studies of disability and corporate culture that combine quantitative and 

qualitative data, ideally within as well as between industries.  Such examination would not only 

shed light on a neglected and important area of study, but also could help companies develop and 

assess systematic policies, training, and hiring programs that benefit people with disabilities.  In 

particular, such research can lead to a greater understanding of why certain companies, 

consistent with the ADA’s core requirements, are more likely to provide workplace 

accommodations to their qualified employees with disabilities.  We are only beginning to 

understand the factors that predict the provision of accommodations (Schartz et al., 2006), but 

we do know they are crucial to the employment of many workers with disabilities.  An enhanced 

understanding of corporate culture and the experiences of employees with disabilities may help 

to improve employment rates, working conditions, and the full acceptance of people with 

disabilities in the workplace. 

   



 

 26

APPENDIX A:  Variable definitions and descriptive statistics 

PAY AND BENEFITS 

Base pay plus overtime:  Yearly base pay+overtime (natural log), mean=10.86, s.d.=.57, 

n=24687. 

Total compensation relative to market:  "Do you believe your total compensation is 

higher or lower than those of employees with similar experience and job descriptions in 

other companies in your region?" (1-5 scale, 1=lower, 5=higher), mean=2.93, s.d.=1.01, 

n=25722. 

Eligible for performance-based pay: "In your job are you eligible for any type of 

performance-based pay, such as individual or group bonuses, or any type of profit-

sharing? (0=no, 1=yes), mean=.850, std. dev.=.357, n=29798. 

Eligible for bonuses based on group or department performance:  "In your job are 

you eligible for any type of performance-based pay, such as individual or group bonuses, 

or any type of profit-sharing?  What does the size of these performance-based payments 

depend on?  Workgroup or department performance" (0=no, 1=yes), mean=.213, std. 

dev.=.410, n=29803. 

Grade of co. on wages:  "If you were to rate how well this company takes care of 

workers on a scale similar to school grades, what grade would you give in these areas? 

Paying good wages" (0-4 scale, 0=F, 4=A), mean=2.67, s.d.=1.01, n=29660 

Grade of co. on benefits:  "If you were to rate how well this company takes care of 

workers on a scale similar to school grades, what grade would you give in these areas? 

Giving fair benefits to workers" (0-4 scale, 0=F, 4=A), mean=2.76, s.d.=1.03, n=29623. 

Job security: "Thinking about the next twelve months, how likely do you think it is that 
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you will lose your job or be laid off?" (1-4 scale, 1=very likely, 4=not at all likely), 

mean=3.14, s.d.=.73, n=29581. 

Closely supervised: "Are you closely supervised, or do you work fairly independently of 

close supervision?" (0-10 scale, 0=independent of close supervision, 10=closely 

supervised), mean=3.03, s.d.=2.42, n=29731. 

Participation in job decisions:  "How much involvement and direct influence do YOU 

have in: Deciding HOW to do your job and organize the work" (1-4 scale, 1=none, 4=a 

lot), mean=3.30, s.d.=.88, n=29682. 

Participation in department decisions:  "How much involvement and direct influence 

do YOU have in:  Setting GOALS for your work group or department" (1-4 scale, 

1=none, 4=a lot), mean=2.59, s.d.=1.04, n=29616. 

Participation in company decisions:  "How much involvement and direct influence do 

YOU have in: Overall company decisions" (1-4 scale, 1=none, 4=a lot), mean=1.70, 

s.d.=.84, n=29598. 

Satisfaction with participation in decisions:  "Overall, how satisfied are you with the 

influence you have in company decisions that affect your job and work life?" (1-4 scale, 

1=not at all satisfied, 4=very satisfied), mean=2.64, s.d.=.85, n=29580. 

Formal training in past 12 months: "In the last 12 months have you received any 

formal training from your current employer, such as in classes or seminars sponsored by 

the employer?" (0=no, 1=yes), mean=.568, std. dev.=.495, n=29515. 

Hours of training in past 12 months:  If "yes" to formal training question, employee 

was asked "About how many hours of formal training have you received in the last 12 

months?" mean=31.2, std. dev.=47.8, n=16128. 
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Informal training from co-workers: "To what extent have fellow employees taught you 

job skills, problem solving, short cuts, or other ways to improve your work, on an 

informal basis?" (1-4 scale, 1=not at all, 4=to a great extent), mean=2.92, s.d.=.84, 

n=29643. 

Work as part of team:  "In your job, do you normally work as part of a team or group, 

or do you work mostly on your own?" (0=no, 1=yes), mean=.560, std. dev.=.496, 

n=22571. 

Number of promotions:  " How many promotions have you received since beginning 

work at this company?" (coded 0, 1, 2, 3 or more), mean=1.34, std. dev.=1.21, n=29593. 

COMPANY TREATMENT OF EMPLOYEES 

Company fair to employees: "Overall, this company is fair to its employees"  (1-7 scale, 

1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree), mean=4.94, s.d.=1.65, n=27130. 

Grade of company on treatment of employees:  This measure is built on an average of 

the following five items, which has an alpha of .930.  "If you were to rate how well this 

company takes care of workers on a scale similar to school grades, what grade would you 

give in these areas?  a) Sharing information with employees, b) Creating a sense of 

common purpose in the company, c) Trustworthiness in keeping its promises, d) Accurate 

information about company performance, e) Overall relations with employees" (0-4 

scale, 0=F, 4=A), mean=2.58, s.d.=.94, n=27194. 

Supervisor treats me with respect (Company A only):  "Please indicate the degree to 

which you agree with these statements about your facility:  My supervisor treats me with 

respect" (1-5 scale, 1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree), mean=3.88, std. dev.=1.07, 

n=15878. 
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Company is responsive to employee concerns (Company A only):  This measure is 

built on an average of the following 17 items, which has an alpha of .942.  "Please 

indicate the degree to which you agree with these statements about your facility:  

I feel my ideas and opinions count on  the job. 

I get the information I need to do my job. 

My advice on how to deal with problems or work related issues is  asked for 

regularly. 

We are kept informed of important  issues in the organization. 

My suggestions and complaints are taken seriously. 

I am kept informed about changes affecting my work. 

When changes affecting my area or work are being considered, my ideas are  

asked for. 

Problem solving is pushed to the lowest appropriate level here. 

Decision-making is pushed to the lowest appropriate level here. 

Overall, this organization is a good  place to work. 

Decisions that are made and actions taken on a daily basis are consistent with the 

division’s stated goals and direction. 

Management follows through on promises and commitments to me. 

Management makes a real effort to understand my concerns. 

Management follows through on promises and commitments to us. 

I trust staff level management in this division. 

I trust upper management in this division. 

Employees here have confidence in leadership." 
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(1-5 scale, 1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree), mean=3.14, std. dev.=.82, 

n=15971 

Not subject to inappropriate comments and behavior (Company B only):  "How 

much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  At work, I feel that I am 

treated with respect and not subject to inappropriate comments or behavior." (1-5 scale, 

1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree), mean=4.06, std. dev.=1.08, n=1074. 

Supervisor gives constructive feedback (Company B only): "How much do you agree 

or disagree with the following statements?  In the last six months, my supervisor has 

given me constructive feedback so that I can do a better job." (1-5 scale, 1=strongly 

disagree, 5=strongly agree), mean=3.69, std. dev.=1.16, n=1077. 

EMPLOYEE RESPONSES 

 Likelihood of turnover: "How likely is it that you will decide to look hard for a job with 

another organization within the next twelve months? (1-4 scale, 1=Not at all likely, 

4=Already looking), mean=1.54, std. dev.=.82, n=27149.  

 Willing to work hard for company:  "To what extent do you agree or disagree with this 

statement? 'I am willing to work harder than I have to in order to help the company I 

work for succeed?'" (1-5 scale, 1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree), mean=4.05, std. 

dev.=.88, n=27180. 

 Loyalty: How much loyalty would you say you feel toward the company you work for as 

a whole? (1-4 scale, No loyalty at all/ Only a little/Some/ A lot), mean=3.35, s.d.=.80, 

n=26763. 

Job satisfaction: "How satisfied are you in your job?" (1-7 scale, 1=completely 

dissatisfied, 7=completely satisfied), mean=5.07, s.d.=1.27, n=27210 
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TABLE 1:  Disability and Basic Job Characteristics 
 

    Full sample  Company A   Company B
      No disability   Disability No disability   Disability No disability   Disability
Occupation              
 Production 42.2% ** 63.1% 57.3% ** 77.0% 14.1% * 23.2%
 Administrative support 5.8%  6.5% 4.6%  3.5% 21.3% ** 36.6%
 Professional/technical 32.4% ** 20.2% 21.2% ** 11.5% 37.9%  28.0%
 Sales/customer support 7.0% ** 4.0% 6.3% ** 3.1% 9.4%  8.5%
 Management            
  Low 11.7% ** 7.1% 4.4%  3.4% 8.2%  2.4%
  Middle 7.5% ** 5.0% 5.7% ** 3.8% 6.4%  1.2%
  Upper 2.0%  1.4% 1.8%  1.2% 2.8%  0.0%
               
Supervisor   26.0% ** 18.4% 24.4% ** 16.5% 26.3% ** 8.5%
               
Paid on hourly basis 49.8% ** 72.9% 62.7% ** 82.4% 40.1% ** 71.6%
               
Tenure              
 Avg. years 9.8 ** 12.2 12.1 ** 14.1  6.3  6.1 
 (std. dev.) (9.0)  (9.8) (9.7)  (10.1) (5.7)  (5.3)
 0-2 years 21.0% ** 13.5% 16.3% ** 10.5% 25.1%  23.5%
 2-5 years 17.9% * 15.6% 12.6% * 10.1% 32.9%  38.3%
 5+ years 61.1% ** 70.9% 71.1% ** 79.4% 42.0%  38.3%
               
Work hours per week            
 Avg. hours 45.6 ** 43.0 44.1 ** 42.3  43.5 ** 40.7 
 (std. dev.) (9.4)  (9.8) (8.3)  (9.3) (7.3)  (6.2)
 <35 hours 2.7% ** 4.4% 2.8% ** 4.5% 3.5%  4.9%
 36-50 hours 65.0% ** 76.0% 73.2% ** 79.6% 76.0% ** 87.8%
 51+ hours 32.4% ** 19.6% 24.0% ** 15.9% 20.5% ** 7.3%
               
Union coverage 4.7% ** 10.4% 5.6% ** 11.7% 0.0%  0.0%
               
Sample size 28252   1645 16620   1093 1045   82
* Significant difference at p<.05  p<.01         



 

  

TABLE 2:  Disability, Pay, and Work Organization—All Companies 

Each row contains results of separate regression.  Dependent variables are listed at left.        
  Row Disability coeff. (T-stat.) n R-sq. Dep. var. mean (s.d.)  
      (1)  (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)  
Pay and benefits           
 Base pay+overtime (natural log)(OLS) 1 -0.082 ** (8.59) 24391 0.671 10.86 (0.57)
 Total compensation relative 2 -0.090 ** (3.32) 25310 0.098 2.93 (1.01)
   to market (1-5 scale, OLS)           
 Eligible for performance-based pay 3 -0.011 (1.47) 28849 0.289 0.85 (0.36)
   (0-1, probit)           
 Eligible for bonuses based on group 4 0.022 (1.89) 28423 0.168 0.21 (0.41)
   or dept. performance (0-1, probit)           
 Grade of company on wages (0-4, OLS) 5 -0.146 ** (5.74) 29126 0.069 2.67 (1.01)
 Grade of company on benefits (0-4, OLS) 6 -0.172 ** (6.81) 29083 0.132 2.76 (1.03)
Work organization           
 Job security (1-4, ordered probit) 7 -0.187 ** (6.37) 29044 0.029 3.14 (0.73)
 Closely supervised (0-10, OLS) 8 0.278 ** (4.60) 29194 0.09 3.03 (2.42)
 Participation in job decisions  9 -0.192 ** (6.51) 29136 0.082 1.70 (0.88)
   (1-4, ordered probit)           
 Participation in dept. decisions 10 -0.153 ** (5.34) 29083 0.073 2.41 (1.04)
   (1-4, ordered probit)           
 Participation in co. decisions 11 -0.053 (1.72) 29067 0.056 3.30 (0.84)
   (1-4, ordered probit)           
 Satisfaction with participation in 12 -0.285 ** (10.01) 29048 0.041 2.36 (0.85)
   decisions (1-4, ordered probit)           
 Formal training in past 12 months 13 -0.032 * (2.39) 28980 0.100 0.57 (0.50)
   (0-1, probit)           
 If trained, hours of training in past 12 months 14 -0.739 (0.40) 15917 0.051 31.21 (47.82)
   (OLS)           
 Informal training from co-workers 15 -0.137 ** (4.83) 29102 0.018 2.92 (0.84)
   (1-4, ordered probit)           
 Number of promotions (0-3, tobit) 16 -0.111 (1.45) 29065 0.064 1.34 (1.21)
 Work as part of team (0-1, probit) 17 -0.054 ** (3.95) 22088 0.065 0.56 (0.50)
* Significant coefficient at p<.05   ** p<.01          
See Appendix A for variable definitions.          
All regressions include basic job and demographic controls: age, sex, race (5 dummies), education (4 dummies), years of tenure,  
 occupation (4 dummies), hours worked per week, and union status.  All regressions also include company fixed effects.    

 



 

  

TABLE 3:  Disability, Company Treatment, and Employee Responses—All Companies 

Each row contains results of separate regression.  Dependent variables are listed at left.           
       Job and demog. Pay and work      
   Row Disability coeff. (T-stat.) controls org. controls N R-sq. Dep. var. mean (s.d.) 
      (1)   (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Company treatment of employees            
 Company is fair to employees 1 -0.380 ** (9.03) yes  27130 0.14 4.99 (1.64)
   (1-7, OLS) 2 -0.252 ** (6.45) yes yes 27130 0.263   
              
 Grade of company on treatment  3 -0.237 ** (10.03) yes  27194 0.173 2.62 (0.95)
   of employees (0-4, OLS) 4 -0.160 ** (7.56) yes yes 27194 0.339   
              
Employee responses            
 Likelihood of turnover 5 0.223 ** (6.87) yes  27149 0.025 1.55 (0.82)
   (1-4, ordered probit) 6 0.139 ** (4.12) yes yes 27149 0.109   
              
 Willing to work hard for co. 7 -0.146 ** (6.31) yes  27180 0.077 4.08 (0.87)
   (1-5, OLS) 8 -0.098 ** (4.40) yes yes 27180 0.147   
              
 Loyalty to co. (1-4, ordered 9 -0.242 ** (7.77) yes  26763 0.052 3.38 (0.79)
   probit) 10 -0.166 ** (5.19) yes yes 26763 0.133   
              
 Job satisfaction (1-7, OLS) 11 -0.322 ** (9.40) yes  27210 0.041 5.07 (1.27)
    12 -0.199 ** (6.53) yes yes 27210 0.244     
* Significant coefficient at p<.05   ** p<.01          
See Appendix A for variable definitions.          
Job and demographic controls include age, sex, race (5 dummies), education (4 dummies), years of tenure, occupation (4 dummies),  
  hours worked per week, and union status.  All regressions also include company fixed effects.     
Pay and work organization controls include the variables from Table 2, except grade of company on wages and benefits, and 
satisfaction with participation.   

 



 

  

TABLE 4:  Disability, Pay, and Work Organization—Companies A and B 

Each row contains disability coefficients (T-stats.) from two regressions, done separately for Companies A and B. 
  Row Company A   Company B   
      (1)   (2) (3)   (4) 
Pay and benefits          
 Base pay+overtime (natural log)(OLS) 1 -0.080 ** (6.76) -0.069 (1.51)
 Total compensation relative 2 -0.040  (1.24) 0.094 (0.70)
   to market (1-5 scale, OLS)      
 Eligible for performance-based pay 3 -0.038 ** (3.42) -0.04 (0.64)
   (0-1, probit)      
 Eligible for bonuses based on group 4 0.018  (1.79) -0.028 (0.57)
   or dept. performance (0-1, probit)      
 Grade of company on wages (0-4, OLS) 5 -0.116 ** (3.77) -0.134 (1.13)
 Grade of company on benefits (0-4, OLS) 6 -0.136 ** (4.34) -0.049 (0.50)
        
Work organization      
 Job security (1-4, ordered probit) 7 -0.171 ** (4.81) -0.038 (0.29)
 Closely supervised (0-10, OLS) 8 0.313 ** (4.07) 1.194 ** (4.22)
 Participation in job decisions  9 -0.168 ** (4.73) -0.211 (1.61)
   (1-4, ordered probit)      
 Participation in dept. decisions 10 -0.179 ** (5.10) -0.021 (0.16)
   (1-4, ordered probit)      
 Participation in co. decisions 11 -0.007  (0.19) 0.108 (0.74)
   (1-4, ordered probit)      
 Satisfaction with participation in 12 -0.276 ** (7.92) -0.227 (1.79)
   decisions (1-4, ordered probit)      
 Formal training in past 12 months 13 -0.020  (1.20) -0.123 * (2.09)
   (0-1, probit)      
 Hours of training in past 12 months 14 1.137  (0.45) 0.181 (0.02)
   (tobit)      
 Informal training from co-workers 15 -0.105 ** (3.02) -0.220 (1.71)
   (1-4, ordered probit)      
 Work as part of team (0-1, probit) 16 -0.066 ** (4.22) 0.067 (1.19)
  Number of promotions (0-3, tobit) 17 -0.029   (0.56) -0.347 * (2.41)
* Significant coefficient at p<.05   ** p<.01    
See Appendix A for variable definitions.       
All regressions contain basic job and demographic controls: age, sex, race (5 dummies), education  
 (4 dummies), years of tenure, occupation (4 dummies), hours worked per week, and union status.  



 

  

TABLE 5:  Disability, Company Treatment, and Employee Responses—Companies A and B 

Each row contains disability coefficients (T-stats.) from two regressions, done separately for Companies A and B. 
    Pay and work        
    Row org. controls Company A   Company B   
Company treatment of employees           
 Company is fair to employees 1   -0.347 ** (6.45) -0.134 (0.75)
   (1-7, OLS) 2 yes -0.248 ** (4.97) 0.038 (0.23)
 Grade of company on treatment 3   -0.209 ** (7.29) -0.059 (0.60)
   of employees (0-4, OLS) 4 yes -0.153 ** (6.05) 0.022 (0.24)
        
 Supervisor treats me with respect 5   -0.223 ** (6.28)    
   (1-5, ordered probit) 6 yes -0.158 ** (4.68)    
 Company is responsive to employee 7   -0.220 ** (8.42)    
   concerns (1-5, OLS) 8 yes -0.156 ** (7.36)    
 Supervisor gives constructive feedback 9     -0.016 (0.12)
   (1-5, OLS) 10 yes   0.069 (0.52)
 Not subject to inappropriate comments 11     -0.319 * (2.49)
   and behavior (1-5, OLS) 12 yes   -0.167 (1.36)
        
Employee responses      
 Likelihood of turnover 13   0.245 ** (6.09) 0.204 (1.40)
   (1-4, ordered probit) 14 yes 0.189 ** (4.54) 0.092 (0.59)
        
 Willing to work hard for co. 15   -0.141 ** (4.82) 0.029 (0.29)
   (1-5, OLS) 16 yes -0.103 ** (3.63) 0.105 (1.08)
        
 Loyalty to co. (1-4, ordered 17   -0.223 ** (5.83) -0.209 (1.48)
   probit) 18 yes -0.171 ** (4.38) -0.134 (0.90)
        
 Job satisfaction (1-7, OLS) 19   -0.338 ** (7.72) -0.322 * (2.24)
    20 yes -0.245 ** (6.18) -0.132  (1.05)
* Significant coefficient at p<.05   ** p<.01    
See Appendix A for variable definitions.    
All regressions contain basic job and demographic controls: age, sex, race (5 dummies), education  
 (4 dummies), years of tenure, occupation (4 dummies), hours worked per week, and union status.  
Pay and work organization controls include the variables from Table 2, except grade of company on wages and benefits. 



 

  

Table 6: Disability Effects and Site-level Fairness and Responsiveness 

                      
  Dep. var.: Likelihood  Willing to  Loyalty    
    of turnover  work hard  to co.  Job  
    (ordered    for co.  (ordered   Satisfaction  
    probit)  (OLS)  probit)  (OLS)  
 Row Independent variables (1)   (2)   (3)   (4)   
All companies         
 Disability interaction with:         
1  High site-level fairness 0.086  0.069  0.071  0.055  
    (0.51)  (0.81)  (0.51)  (0.39)  
2  Medium site-level fairness 0.150 * -0.089 ** -0.131 * -0.259 **
    (2.28)  (2.14)  (2.14)  (4.45)  
3  Low site-level fairness 0.287 ** -0.170 ** -0.274 ** -0.401 **
    (6.34)  (4.04)  (6.15)  (6.44)  
       
4 High site-level fairness -0.515 ** 0.270 ** 0.581 ** 0.474 **
  (10.15)  (6.62)  (12.00)  (10.82)  
5 Medium site-level fairness -0.363 ** 0.142 ** 0.333 ** 0.319 **
   (8.58)  (5.68)  (11.01)  (10.16)  
 Low site-level fairness (omitted)    
 Job and demographic variables yes yes yes  Yes  
 (Pseudo) R-squared 0.04  0.07  0.06   0.06  
 number of sites 175  175  175  175  
  n   18714   18715   18428   18746   
Company A         
 Disability interaction with:         
6  High site-level responsiveness -0.016  0.034  0.043  -0.042  
    (0.07)  (0.33)  (0.34)  (0.25)  
7  Medium site-level responsiveness 0.231 ** -0.061  -0.190 ** -0.231 * 
    (3.38)  (1.28)  (2.70)  (3.06)  
8  Low site-level responsiveness 0.191 ** -0.127 ** -0.141 ** -0.282 **
    (3.78)  (2.73)  (2.64)  (4.14)  
       
9 High site-level responsiveness -0.402 ** 0.155 ** 0.404 ** 0.321 **
  (6.20)  (4.08)  (7.88)  (7.73)  
10 Medium site-level responsiveness -0.222 ** 0.133 ** 0.238 ** 0.213 **
    (4.34)  (4.71)  (6.28)  (5.29)  
 Low site-level responsiveness (omitted)      
11 Supervisor treats with respect -0.252 ** 0.157 ** 0.304 ** 0.407 **
    (21.38)  (21.11)  (29.32)  (26.75)  
 Job and demographic variables yes yes yes  Yes  
 (Pseudo) R-squared 0.066  0.112  0.086  0.15  
 number of sites 131  131  131  131  
  N   13605   13601   13344   13626   
* Significant coefficient at p<.05   ** p<.01         
Standard errors are adjusted for within-site correlated errors.       
See Appendix A for variable definitions.         
Job and demographic controls include age, sex, race (5 dummies), education (4 dummies), years of  
  tenure, occupation (4 dummies), hours worked per week, and union status.  The regressions for "all  
  companies" also include company fixed effects.         

 



 

  

 

Figure 1:  Disability, Job Satisfaction, and Perceptions of Fairness
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Based on regression results from column 4, rows 1-5 of Table 6. 


