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ABSTRACT

EFFECTS OF AN INTERVIEW GUIDE ON THE ACCURACY OF RATINGS FOR
APPLICANTS WITH DISABILITIES.

Catherine Quinn Greenwald Mergen
Old Dominion University, 1998
Director: Dr. Terry L. Dickinson
The problem of bias in the employment interview for applicants with disabilities

was addressed with research to identify if a decision aid can increase the decision making
accuracy of interviewers. A survey designed to allow participants to rate applicants with
five disabilities for three jobs (with three essential functions listed for each job) was used
to assess rating accuracy of two groups. Participants who received the decision aid in the
form of a Guide to Interviewing People with Selected Disabilities were expected to have
more rating accuracy than those participants without access to the Guide. Accuracy was
assessed by comparing participant ratings to target scores generated by an expert panel.
Participants who received the Guide did not make more accurate ratings than the
participants who completed the survey without access to the Guide, but it is likely that the
results are a function of the limitations of the training rather than the Guide. Raters were
significantly less accurate when rating the applicant with multiple sclerosis, as
hypothesized. However, raters were also significantly less accurate for the applicant with
a hearing impairment, despite their familiarity with the disability. The significantly
lenient rating may be a function of the raters not considering the intense hearing
requirements of the job tasks as seriously as did the experts. The practical implications

for these findings are discussed with respect to interviewing applicants with disabilities.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

People with disabilities comprised 23.5% of the United States' population of
persons 15 years and older in 1991-1992 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1994). It is
estimated that there are more than 18 million adults with disabilities who are of working
age (Macan & Hayes, 1995). Some people with disabilities are unable to work because
their disability or illness is severe or at odds with what they are trained to do. Others
would like to work, but are not hired for jobs they are able to do because they are not
perceived as desirable or able employees. Still others are underemployed, that is, they are
more educated and more experienced than their job requires. These persons may enter the
workforce underemployed or become that way because they are not perceived as
promotable.

Unemployment and underemployment of people with disabilities negatively affects
the United States' economy. For example, in the population of people aged 25 to 64, 20%
of people with disabilities who have a high school education work full-time, compared
with 66% of people with no disability. For those with a college education, 32% of the
people with disabilities are employed full-time, compared to 79% of people without
disabilities. People with work disabilities are also under represented in the upper income
levels and over represented in the lower income levels (Storck & Thompson-Hoffman,

1991).

This dissertation uses the following style manual: American Psychological Association.
(1994). Publication manual of the American Psychological Association (4th ed.).
Washington, DC: Author.
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Legislation and disability in the workplace

The concern about the differential treatment of people with disabilities is not
academic. The United States Congress has passed legislation twice in 20 years that
protects people with disabilities from discrimination. There are prescriptions for every
barrier a person with a disability might face in our society, from public accommodations
(e.g., telecommunications and transportation) to hiring practices.

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was passed to ensure that people with disabilities
were not unfairly discriminated against by the federal government or its contractors. An
affirmative action element was also included that required federal agencies and contractors
to hire qualified people with disabilities.

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (referred to as ADA) is an extension
of the Rehabilitation Act and was written and passed by Congress to address the
utilization of people with disabilities in the private sector of our economy. ADA is far-
reaching in that all United States employers (with over 15 employees) are required to
ensure fair treatment of qualified individuals with a disability. This includes case-by-case
consideration of requests from qualified applicants or incumbents for reasonable
accommodations and the responsibility of the employer to incur cost for reasonable
accommodation.

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 caused employers to begin integrating people with
disabilities into the workplace. One result was that companies hired people with
disabilities, but channeled them into particular job categories, where they remained
underemployed because of lower rates of upward occupational mobility (Johnson, 1993).

Title I of the ADA was crafted, in part, to address the problem of channeling
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people with disabilities into certain occupations or job titles. ADA forbids designating
certain jobs as disability jobs and requires employers to treat each applicant with a
disability as an individual with unique qualifications and accommodation needs. Despite
its prohibition of employment discrimination in the selection and placement of individuals
with a disability, ADA does not have an affirmative action component; therefore,
employers are still left to decide whether to choose a qualified applicant with a disability
over a qualified applicant without a disability. The paradox in ADA is that each applicant
must be treated as an individual, with individual abilities and tailored accommodations, but
organizations need to have selection programs that are standardized and fair to all
applicants for all jobs.

ADA imposes certain requirements on employers in all areas of the hiring process,
including recruiting, writing job descriptions, designing application forms, administering
tests and interviews, and making hiring decisions. All parts of the process must be made
accessible to people with disabilities, and job-related requirements must be the basis for all
hiring decisions.

When considering applicants with disabilities, employers are expected to consider
several aspects of the person and job. ADA defines a qualified individual with a disability
as a person who is capable of carrying out the essential functions of a job with or without
reasonable accommodation. So employers must determine the essential functions for each
job, and what other functions (called marginal duties) are preferred but not required.
ADA defines an essential function as a fundamental duty for which the job exists.

Employers must also decide whether the applicant is qualified to do those essential

functions, except for any limitations imposed by a disability. If a disability prevents
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performance of an essential function, then the employer must decide if there is an
accommodation that would aid the applicant to perform the essential function. Finally, if
an accommodation is identified, the employer must decide if providing it is reasonable, or
an undue financial hardship on the company.

In some organizations, these decisions are made in the course of an employment
interview. The employment interview remains as a popular method of selecting applicants,
and it is unlikely that an employer will hire an applicant with a disability without
investigating reasonable accommodations in a face-to-face format (Arvey & Campion,
1982; Ash, 1992; Dipboye, 1994). Macan and Hayes (1995) speculate that organizations
may depend on the interview even more as testing accommodations required by disability
legislation create concerns regarding the effect of these accommodations on the validity
and reliability of cognitive tests. Accommodations such as extending time limits or having
assistants aid the deaf are of less concern in an interview situation because they should not
significantly affect the reliability, validity, and faimess of the interview process. However,
the effects of applicant disability on interviewer perceptions and decision making must be
considered.

Making a decision about an applicant with a disability is a complex process.
Interviewers may lack the knowledge that is required to understand all of the criteria in the
hiring situation when disabilities are involved. This knowledge includes (a) the nature of
appropriate questions (e.g., "will you be able to travel on short business trips 3 to S times
a year?"), (b) questions which are against the law (e.g., "have you ever received worker's
compensation?"), (c) the capabilities and limitations of persons with specific disabilities,

(d) what reasonable accommodations are available in the organization or can be created
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for each job and disability, and (e) the essential functions that are required for everyone
versus the marginal duties that cannot be required of the person with a disability. In
addition to knowledge requirements, an interviewer must be able to weight and combine
the information that is elicited in an interview in appropriate ways. Without a format that
structures the combining of information about the applicant, a disability is weighted so it
has a disproportionate and stereotypical impact. A structure for organizing the relevant
qualifications and experience of the applicant should include only the job-related aspects
of the disability.

Interviewer decision making

Rowe (1984) suggested that most interviewers make decisions in a simple way,
without much use of decision trees or other decision models that weigh the costs and
benefits associated with applicant characteristics and abilities. In fact, Rowe hypothesized
that interviewers just search for information that confirms categories assigned to the
applicant during the initial impression. This is referred to by Dipboye (1994) as cognitive
categorization.

When not following proper decision making strategies, people tend to use
stereotypes and other biases that limit accuracy. Hattrup (1995) suggested that people
depend on stereotypes most when information about a target is missing or ambiguous.
People have a need for cognitive economy, and choose low effort strategies whenever
possible to compensate for their limited cognitive processing capacity. When stereotypes
are assigned, decision makers can rely on them rather than trying to acquire more
information and overload their limited cognitive capacity. Although Hattrup focused on

the effects of stereotypes on information acquisition, his research is related to work
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evaluations of people who tend to be stereotyped, such as women, Blacks, and people
with disabilities.

The literature on the biases of interviewers is extensive (Arvey & Campion, 1982;
Harris, 1989). Typical errors include contrast bias, primacy/recency effects, similar-to-me
effect, and first impression error. Contrast bias occurs when an interviewer compares an
interviewee to the previous applicant and makes decisions about his or her abilities based
on that comparison instead of more objective criteria. Primacy/recency effects occur when
the interviewer can remember only certain applicants (the first or the last applicant
interviewed) or certain information (the first or the last answer given) when making a
decision.

Similar-to-me and first impression errors are very likely to occur in situations
where interviewers without disabilities are interviewing applicants with disabilities.
Interviewers would not identify and see themselves as similar to an applicant with
disabilities, and therefore would probably not recommend that applicant for hire,
regardless of qualification. First impression error occurs when a first impression
overwhelms all information that follows. Some early research on the employment
interview done by Springbett showed that professional interviewers made their decision
about the applicant in the first four minutes of the interview, and that the decision was
rarely affected by the remainder of the interview, especially if the decision was negative
(Webster, 1982). If an interviewer allows the first impression (and related stereotypes) of
illness or handicap to block subsequent evidence that the applicant with a disability has all
of the abilities necessary to do the job, then accuracy and validity of the interview are

compromised.
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The problem with interviewers allowing stereotypes and biases to determine the
outcome of an interview is that the true abilities of the applicant may not have been given
sufficient weight, and an incorrect decision is made.

Decision making and structure

A way to deal with the tendency of interviewers to allow stereotypes and biases to
dominate the decision process is to provide a structure that makes them consider relevant
individual aspects of an applicant carefully before a final judgment. There is evidence that
this approach is successful, both from the literature on structured interviews, and the
literature on decision aids.

In order to aid the selection decision making process and control bias, many
companies have chosen to develop a selection process that is fair, standardized for all
applicants, and is job-related. This type of selection process is looked upon by the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission and the courts as legally defensible (Arvey, 1979).
Some companies choose to use cognitive ability tests to be fair and standardized, whereas
other companies use the interview. One popular way of controlling for errors in the
interview is to use a method that limits the discretion of interviewers. The structured
interview format controls the interviewer by standardizing the questions that are asked and
the way that answers are scored.

Recent reviews and meta-analyses show that a structured interview based on a
high quality job analysis and administered by a trained interviewer has validity that
approaches that of cognitive ability tests (Conway & Jako, 1995; Harris, 1989; McDaniel,
Whetzel, Schmidt & Maurer, 1994; Weisner & Cronshaw, 1988). A structured interview

is characterized by job-related questions developed from job analysis, a standardized
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format that is presented to every applicant, and rating scales anchored by predetermined
answers.

Maurer and Fay (1988) suggested that structured interviews are more valid than
unstructured interviews because the cognitive demands on the interviewer are lower due
to the standardized questions and the more mechanical scoring (compared to the
subjective scoring of the unstructured interview).

Wright, Lichtenfels, and Pursell (1989) conducted a meta-analysis of structured
interviews and found that, compared to Hunter and Hunter's finding of low validity (i.e.,
0.14) for the unstructured interview format, the structured interview had an estimated
validity of 0.39 (corrected for predictor and criterion unreliability). Similarly, Weisner and
Cronshaw's (1988) meta-analysis found that structured interviews had validity of 0.62
compared to the validity of unstructured interviews at 0.31 (corrected for restriction of
range and criterion unreliability).

Another way to impose structure on an interviewer is to provide a decision aid.
MacGregor, Lichtenstein, and Slovic (1988) demonstrated that increasing the structure of
decision making with a decision aid improved the accuracy and consistency of decision
makers' performance. The structure was increased through decomposition, which is
breaking a problem into a series of smaller problems that are more easily understood and
judged.

Lyness and Cornelius (1982) also found that in a performance rating situation, the
decomposition strategy with data combined by algorithm was superior to holistic
judgments and clinically combined data. As the complexity of a decision and the amount

of information that is part of the decision increase, decomposition strategies improve the
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ability of people to make overall judgments.

The problem to be investigated in the present research is how interviewer decision
making can be improved to avoid dependence on stereotypes or other biases for people
with disabilities while making selection decisions.

Decision points in the interview pr.

The interview process traditionally has four main decision points. First, with
preinterview information about the job requirements and the applicant, the interviewer
makes a decision about the value of interviewing the applicant for the position. The
second decision point actually consists of many sequential decisions as the interviewer
conducts the interview. The interviewer in a structured interview situation is making
decisions about ratings for each standardized question, whereas the interviewer in an
unstructured interview situation is making judgments about each answer and which
question to ask next.

The third decision point is a judgment of overall fit between the applicant and the
job (i.e., should we hire this applicant?). Ifthe interviewer must choose between two or
more applicants, there is a fourth decision point, which is the final choice among the
applicants.

Interviewers are required to make these decisions based on information about the
applicants (e.g., education, experience, abilities), requirements of the job that applicants
are interviewing for, and other organizational considerations (e.g., organizational "fit").
The information must be considered according to criteria that are changing or not well
specified for the interviewer. It is obvious that there are many factors already impacting

the decision making process before the disability factor is added.
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10
A and th ision point

ADA restricts the type of questions that can be asked of applicants at each
decision point in the interview process. At no time in the preoffer stage may applicants be
asked if they have a disability, and interviewers must consider carefully how applicants
with disabilities that are evident or disclosed are able to do the essential functions. This
requirement adds complexity to the interview decision process, especially if applicants
with disabilities are not questioned in enough detail to identify their abilities or if the
essential functions are never discussed in detail.

ADA requirements do not specifically prescribe how to go about accomplishing a
careful and fair way of questioning applicants with disabilities. One possible strategy for
the interview process is suggested here. This strategy describes ADA requirements at the
decision points of the interview to ensure that all necessary information is included.

First, at the preinterview stage, the interviewer must be sure to gather information
about the essential functions and marginal duties of the job for which the applicant is
interviewing. These functions should be fairly detailed, including such information as
working conditions (e.g., required travel, fixed hours, physical plant). The interviewer
should also be familiar with a disability and the associated accommodations if an applicant
has self-identified as having a disability. Then, the interviewer can make the decision to
interview based on knowledge of the job and disability.

At the second decision point, additional steps are required at the beginning of the
interview. First, every applicant should be questioned about his or her ability to do the
essential functions of the job. If an applicant has a disability that is visible or self-

identified, the interviewer must estimate an applicant's ability to do the essential functions
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11
given the disability. Second, if an applicant is unable to meet a job requirement due to a
disability, an investigation into reasonable accommodations should be made. If any
applicant is not qualified for the job due to an inability to perform the essential functions,
then the interview does not proceed. These sub-steps in the second decision point are the
focus of the present research. Specifically, does providing interviewers with decision
structure improve the accuracy of their decisions about the ability of an applicant with a
disability to perform essential functions?

If an applicant is established as qualified, the interviewer asks questions in a
structured or unstructured format to determine the fit and level of qualifications of an
applicant. The decisions made here provide information for the third decision point.

The third decision point is the overall decision the interviewer must make about
whether to hire the applicant. This decision point is subject to bias if the interviewer
allows negative stereotypes about a disability overwhelm all of the job-related information
gathered for the applicant.

The fourth decision point is faced if there are two or more acceptable applicants
for one position. This decision point may be especially difficult if the interviewer must
compare an applicant with a disability to an applicant without a disability. ADA does not
require affirmative action for people with disabilities, so the interviewer must decide based
on qualifications. If the applicant with a disability is not selected, however, the reasons
must be job-related and carefully documented.

The quality of decisions may be improved at each of these points by adding
structure. Structure can take the form of decision aids that provide information about

disabilities and accommodations, as well as structured questions based on a good job
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12
analysis and standardized for all applicants.

Most research regarding the hiring of people with disabilities has been limited to
surveys of employer attitudes. The employment interview literature relating directly to
people with disabilities is described in the foliowing section. After that section, the
problem and hypotheses for the present research are presented.

nterviewer decisions for applicants with disabiliti

Limited research has been done on the decision making processes of interviewers
relating to people with disabilities. The only research dealing directly with structure and
decision making accuracy for applicants with disabilities was done by Miller (1991). She
developed a structured survey that provides descriptions of five applicants with
disabilities, three jobs, and three essential functions for each job. An ex'pert panel rated
each applicant for their ability to do the essential functions, with or without a reasonable
accommodation. Graduate student participants rated the same information, and a
comparison of the expert and student ratings showed significant differences. The students
perceived the applicants with visual and hearing impairments as significantly less able to
do the jobs when compared to the expert panel ratings, and the applicants with multiple
sclerosis and epilepsy as significantly more able to do the jobs when compared to the
expert panel ratings. The applicant who used a wheelchair was the most accurately rated
applicant, with no significant differences between the student and expert raters.

Miller's (1991) research had some limitations. Primarily, her use of graduate
students instead of experienced interviewers led to data collection from participants who
were not familiar with the jobs or essential functions in the survey. The decomposition of

the jobs into essential functions was the extent of the provided structure. Clearly, this

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



13
research needs to be expanded to identify how people who conduct interviews in the
workplace perceive applicants with disabilities, and if interviewer accuracy can be
improved using decision aids.

Other research about people with disabilities in the employment interview focuses
on whether bias against applicants with disabilities exists, and what the causes of the bias
might be. Macan and Dipboye (1988) investigated the effect of disclosure of a disability
on an interviewer. They found that for an applicant in a wheelchair who did not disclose
his disability in a telephone interview prior to the face-to-face interview, the evaluations
were more favorable than for the applicant who did disclose. However, the applicant who
did not disclose the disability prior to it becoming obvious was perceived as less honest
than other applicants, and was less likely to be selected for the job. Overall, the applicants
with disabilities were selected for jobs less than able-bodied applicants, despite their more
favorable interview ratings. Macan and Dipboye suggest that societal norms regarding
sympathy for people with disabilities makes the ratings favorable, but the personal
consequences an interviewer will face if the employee does not succeed keeps people with
disabilities from being selected.

One proposed model of interviewer thinking is the interaction between an
interviewer and applicant (Macan & Hayes, 1995). Macan and Hayes suggest that
interviewers form opinions of applicants based on paper credentials and interview
presentation; applicants sense and respond to these opinions by acting in ways that
confirm the opinions, which results in a self-fulfilling prophecy.

Macan and Hayes (1995) studied real applicants and interviewers and found that

interviewers' pre-interview impressions and impressions of interview presentation were
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predictors of post-interview evaluations. Interviewers who reported more contact with
people with disabilities reported higher preinterview and interview impressions and higher
postinterview evaluations.

Macan and Hayes (1995) found evidence that applicants with disabilities who
discuss job-related aspects of their disability and encourage interviewers to ask questions
about the impairment were seen as better applicants. It is difficult to identify whether
applicants who are self-confident and comfortable with their disability are more likely to
identify and discuss their disability. It is possible that these applicants are more desirable
because of their self-confidence and not because the disability is discussed during the
interview. This is related to Krefting and Brief's (1976) suggestion that employment
problems for some people with disabilities may be due to unfavorable characteristics not
related to their disability.

However, Macan and Hayes (1995) used participants in an interview program
geared to hire people with disabilities, so some of these findings may not be relevant to
typical hiring situations where an applicant with a disability is competing for a job with
nondisabled applicants. The interviewers knew prior to the interviews that all applicants
had disabilities, and in many cases had past experience with people with disabilities.

A series of attribution studies identified the important effect of cause of a disability
on perception of an applicant. Bordieri and Drehmer (1986) presented evidence that the
type and cause of disability affect interviewer ratings. Supervisors and managers reading
simulated applicant information preferred to hire people with disabilities that are self-
evident and externally caused. Hidden disabilities (e.g., mental illness, epilepsy, and

chronic back pain) or those that are caused by the person with the disability were seen as
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less desirable.

Bordieri, Drehmer, and Comninel (1988) showed that applicants with lower back
pain were negatively rated for hiring decisions when compared with applicants who had no
injury. In addition, applicants who were presumed to have caused their own back injury
were more negatively rated than those who were seen as blameless for their injury. Thus,
factors other than qualifications affected hiring decisions.

Bordieri, Drehmer, and Taricone (1990) found that applicants with cancer received
lower hiring recommendations from supervisor and manager participants than did an
applicant with pneumonia, and even lower ratings when the cancer was perceived as
caused by the applicant. Interestingly, survival rates for the four cancers did not appear to
be considered by the participants, as the applicant with liver cancer (who was described as
having a 3% five-year survival rate) was recommended for hire at the same rate as the
applicant with pneumonia (the control).

Cesare and Varvel (1994) found that applicants with disabilities received greater
mean interview ratings than their nondisabled counterparts in videotaped and scripted
interviews regardless of qualification. Qualified applicants did better than nonqualified
applicants, so the raters (who were actual employment interviewers) were apparently able
to identify good applicants.

As Cesare and Varvel's (1994) findings are counter to the suggestion of unfair
discrimination in much of the rehabilitation literature (Bowman, 1987; Johnson,
Greenwood, & Schriner, 1988; Minskoff, Sautter, Hoffman, & Hawks, 1987), there is
some question that the interviewers may have been sensitized to or trained in the

guidelines of the Americans with Disabilities Act. Also, the disability manipulation was
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achieved by having the applicant seated in a wheelchair or a regular chair. No mention
was made in the scripted interview of a particular disability or limitations the applicant
might have, so it is possible that the raters assumed that there were no job-related
implications of the wheelchair. The raters may have given extra points to the applicant in
the wheelchair because of stereotypes such as people with disabilities are brave, work hard
to overcome their disability, and are loyal to a company who will hire them (Bordieri &
Drehmer, 1986; Cesare & Varvel, 1994; Krefting & Brief, 1976). Also, because this
situation had no implications for the raters' organizations, they may have been answering
in a socially desirable way. As suggested by Webster (1982) and other researchers (Arvey
& Campion, 1982; Dipboye, 1994; Macan & Dipboye, 1988), interviewers will minimize
the chance of making the mistake of hiring an unacceptable applicant when there are
personal repercussions, but when these interviewers are not under pressure, they will give
different ratings.

Cesare, Tannenbaum, and Dalessio (1990) investigated interviewer decision
making with undergraduate participants. They found that raters reacted to the different
disabilities with varied evaluations of applicant qualification and likability. This supports
the contention of Rose and Brief (1979) that research with various disabilities should not
group those disabilities together for research purposes, because raters react differently to
each disability.

Rose and Brief (1979) found that although applicants with disabilities were
recommended for hire at the same rate as applicants without disabilities, the person with
epilepsy was expected to establish better relationships with customers and coworkers than

the amputee and the applicant without a disability. These findings are also not typical of
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the research that finds employers reporting unwillingness to hire people with disabilities
(Arvey, 1979; Baker, 1974; Jamero, 1979; Nagi, McBroom, & Collette, 1971).

Two concerns with Rose and Brief's (1979) study are that undergraduates and not
actual interviewers were used to rate applicants, and the applicant was highly qualified.
The experience limitations of the subject population and the high level of qualifications for
the applicant may explain why no unfair discrimination occurred, because people with
disabilities are currently underemployed and it is possible that being highly qualified is seen
as compensating for having a disability. In contrast, Cesare et al. (1990) purposely
devised a moderately qualified candidate in order to make the candidate most susceptible
to rater errors. It is clear from the variety of results, that the method for collecting data
from interviewers about people with disabilities and other moderators can have a large
impact on the outcome of the research.

In summary, no researcher other than Miller (1991) has investigated the effects of
structure on the accuracy of decision makers with respect to applicants with disabilities.
Her investigation limited structure to the decomposition of decisions. Her measures of
accuracy were comparisons of target scores generated by experts to the participants'
ratings.

The remainder of the reviewed research on the employment of people with
disabilities showed the manipulation of factors that could affect interviewers' perceptions
of applicants with disabilities (e.g., disability type, cause, and disclosure of a disability).
However, the measures were simple comparisons of hiring rates for applicants with
disabilities or without disabilities. These comparisons were used by the researchers to

make inferences about decision maker accuracy.
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For applicants without disabilities, researchers have provided interviewers with
ways to avoid stereotypes and biases in the form of structure, but they have considered
structure rather broadly. Structure for interviewers is provided in the form of structured
interviews, to control bias by standardizing the questions asked and the way the answers
are scored. Researchers in performance appraisal and other areas have used decision aids
to provide another sort of structure by clarifying what information to use and how to
combine that information through the decomposition strategy. The implications of the
performance appraisal research suggest that by providing a structure for the process of an
interview, interviewers will consider the correct information at the correct time, instead of
allowing negative stereotypes or other biases to overwhelm the job-related information

about a person's disability.

Problem for present research

The second decision point in the interview process requires an interviewer to make
a decision about an applicant’s ability to do the essential functions. Although this is
typically done in a face-to-face interview situation, the focus of this research is on the
accuracy of the decisions made by managers when presented with essential function and
disability information. The manipulated variable is whether the participant receives the
Guide to Interviewing People with Selected Disabilities. The Guide provides information
about the five disabilities covered in this study, ADA rules regarding interviewing and
discrimination, and guidelines for how to interview a person with a disability. This
information should introduce additional structure into an uncertain situation, and aid the
decision making of participants.

Typically, interviewers have been given no specific guidelines regarding the linking
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of classes of disabilities with the essential functions of jobs. Although this lack of
guidelines is meant to provide the most hiring flexibility for an individual with a disability,
it adds confusion and perhaps even unintended discrimination to a selection decision. If
the interviewer does not have enough information, the qualified applicant with a disability
may never be recommended for consideration at the next step of the selection process,
which is where reasonable accommodations are typically assessed. On the other hand,
interviewers who lack sufficient information may recommend unqualified applicants with
disabilities to the next step of the process. Either outcome burdens the selection system
and may provide illegal treatment for people with disabilities. Investigating a way to
increase the accuracy of managers’ ratings for applicants with disabilities is the first step
toward identifying a solution to the problem of inaccurate decision making strategies in

managers.

Research Hypotheses

It is hypothesized that interviewers who use the Guide will make fewer errors
when rating applicants with disabilities because of the additional structure that is provided
in the form of information. It is also hypothesized that when raters do not have access to
the Guide, applicants with less familiar disabilities (such as multiple sclerosis and epilepsy)
will not receive accurate ratings of their abilities or required accommodations because the
raters lack sufficient knowledge about the disability. In addition, it is expected that ratings
will vary by job and disability due to the differences intentionally created in the job and

disability descriptions.
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CHAPTER II
METHOD
Participan

Thirty-eight management employees from a telecommunications company
participated. Criteria for participation were that a manager (a) must supervise employees
who work in the jobs surveyed in this research, (b) must be able to volunteer time
(approximately 1 hr and 30 min) away from the job, and (c) must be able to attend a data
collection meeting at the same time as other managers available at the same location.

Participants were asked about their interviewing experience and their familiarity
with five disabilities. Only seven of the 38 managers indicated that they had some
experience interviewing persons with a disability. The results for the familiarity questions
are in Table 1. As shown in the table, most managers were somewhat familiar with the
disabilities.

The participants received compensation in the form of a chance to receive a $50
coupon to a restaurant of their choice. The participants were assured that the information
recorded on the surveys was not be linked to them personally in any way, in order to
maintain confidentiality. They were told that data would only be reported in aggregate
form to the company. Information gathered for the purpose of registering participants for
the chance to win the coupon was kept separate from the research data.

Measures

The measures used were a Demographic Information Survey, the Disabilities, Jobs,

and Essential Functions Survey (DJEFS), and a Manipulation Check. The manipulation

was achieved with the Guide to Interviewing People with Selected
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Table 1

Number of Epilepsy Hearing Multiple Uses a Visual
Participants: Impairment  Sclerosis wheelchair  Impairment
Know person 5 19 6 4 11
well with

Very familiar 3 6 1 1 3
with

Somewhat 28 31 27 23 32
familiar with

Not at all 7 1 10 14 3
familiar with

Disabilities and a control article (Caudron, 1996).

Demographic Information Survey. The Demographic Information Survey (see
Appendix A) contained questions regarding the participant's gender, age, ethnic origin,
current job title, interviewing experience and frequency, and familiarity with the jobs and
disabilities in the DJEFS questionnaire. This information was used to describe the
participants. The Demographic Information Survey did not ask for participants' names.

Disabilities, Jobs, and Essential Functions Survey. The DJEFS (see Appendix B)
was adapted from the measure developed by Miller (1991). The survey asks participants
to consider five applicants for three jobs.

Each applicant is judged by each participant for three jobs. Each job is defined
with three essential functions and the participant must decide if the applicant can do each

essential function. The participant makes independent ratings for each essential function
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on a 3-point scale where 1 represents "can perform function," 2 represents "can perform
function with accommodation," and 3 represents "cannot perform function." Participants
are not asked to give an overall judgment of whether or not to hire the applicant.

Miller's (1991) survey format was altered in the following ways. The instructions
were elaborated and kept separate from the survey (see Appendix C). The descriptions of
the disabilities were the same, but the identities of the applicants were changed from
general (e.g., Applicant A) to initials and a last name (e.g., A. J. Anders). Thus, the
identities are still gender-, age-, and race-neutral, but are more personalized. Also, the
description for the applicant who is paraplegic was changed to the applicant who uses a
wheelchair. This change was made on the advice of accommodation and disability experts
in the telecommunications company, who suggested that the term paraplegia is pejorative.
The jobs and associated essential functions were different from the ones developed by
Miller because the industry was changed from retail sales to telecommunications.

Disabilities. On the DJEFS, participants evaluate five applicants: a person who is
visually impaired; a person with a hearing impairment; a person who uses a wheelchair; a
person with multiple sclerosis; and a person with epilepsy. Respectively, these disabilities
represent two sensory disabilities, a physical disability, a degenerative motor impairment,
and a hidden disability.

Each disability is described in one short paragraph in which the abilities and
limitations are at moderate and common levels of occurrence. For the disabilities with
which participants may be less familiar (e.g., multiple sclerosis and epilepsy), the
descriptions include one or two sentences about typical symptoms and treatment for those

disabilities. The cause of the disability is only mentioned in two cases: The person who
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uses a wheelchair was in an accident 10 years ago, and the person with epilepsy was
diagnosed after a severe head injury 5 years ago. Blame for the injuries is not assigned.

The descriptions control the possible moderating effects of the variables of age,
gender, education, and job experience by not providing that information. Further, the
participants receive instruction that all applicants have similar educational backgrounds
and sufficient job experience to qualify them to do the work.

Jobs. The job titles chosen for the DJEFS were Operator, Consultant, and
Technician. These jobs are filled in the company with applicants who go through a set of
selection tests and a final decision-making interview by the hiring department manager. In
addition, the jobs are distinct from each other so that the participants must make different
decisions for each applicant and disability (i.e., not all applicants can be chosen for all
jobs) to achieve decision accuracy.

Essential Functions. Each job is described in the DJEFS by three essential
functions chosen from current job descriptions on file at the company. The company job
descriptions contain 7 to 14 essential functions, and an expert panel (described in the
target score development section) helped to determine the final three essential functions
for the three jobs.

Guide to Interviewing People with Selected Disabilities. This booklet (see
Appendix D) presents information about the disabilities: visual impairment, hearing
impairment, uses a wheelchair, multiple sclerosis, and epilepsy. The Guide presents basic
information about the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, especially as it relates to
hiring people with disabilities. A chapter describing the steps in the interview process

provides suggestions for questions to ask at each step. These questions help the
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interviewer to identify what information is important to obtain, and what decisions are to
be made with that information. Another chapter covers the basic symptoms of the five
disabilities, including the range of ability that comes with the particular disability and some
general advice for interacting with a person who has that disability in an interview setting.

Manipulation Check. This survey (see Appendix E) was handed out with the
Guide to Interviewing People with Selected Disabilities, and was used to evaluate if
participants read and understood the information contained in the Guide and if participants
in the no guide condition knew an unusual amount about disabilities and ADA. The
Check contained ten multiple choice questions that asked the participant to evaluate what
an interviewee with a certain disability could be asked, what essential functions and
marginal duties are, and whether people with disabilities must be hired instead of an
equally qualified applicant with no disability.

Design

The research employed a 2 x 3 x 5 x 3 x 3 mixed factorial design that includes the
between-subjects factors of guide (guide or no-guide) and rater job (Operator Supervisor,
Consultant Supervisor, and Technician Supervisor), and within-subjects factors for five
disabilities, three jobs, and three essential job functions nested within jobs.

Nineteen participants received the Guide and the related Manipulation Check
survey prior to completing the DJEFS questionnaire. The remaining 19 participants
completed the Manipulation Check survey and the DJEFS without access to the Guide.
The within-subjects factors of disabilities, jobs, and essential functions nested in jobs are
measured by the DJEFS questionnaire. The five disabilities are: epilepsy, paraplegia,

multiple sclerosis, hearing impairment, and visual impairment. The three jobs are:
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Operator, Consultant, and Technician. Each job had three essential functions listed on the
DJEFS questionnaire, which are specifically listed in the survey instructions.
r re developmen

A panel of four experts generated target scores for evaluating the accuracy of
ratings by participants (cf. Dickinson, 1987). These experts included a specialist in the
telecommunications company who makes reasonable accommodation decisions for
applicants with disabilities, two specialists who make testing accommodation decisions,
and a manager who is president of the disabilities council within the company.

Target scores were generated for the three jobs and the associated essential
functions. The expert panel was presented with the DJEFS in the same format as the
participants except that the number of essential functions for each job was not limited to
three, but ranged from five to seven essential functions for each job.

Before the experts generated ratings, the researcher familiarized them with the
disabilities, the jobs, and the essential functions. The experts discussed the disabilities,
jobs, and essential functions to ensure a common understanding. Once all experts were
comfortable with the information, the rating process began. The experts made individual
ratings as to whether a person with each disability could perform the essential functions
and if accommodation was necessary. Although the experts had nearly unanimous
agreement in their individual ratings, following these individual ratings, consensus
discussions were led by the researcher. The discussions produced final ratings for each
disability and essential function. The consensus ratings served as target scores for
evaluating the rating accuracy of the research participants (cf. Dickinson, 1987).

Once the target scores were obtained, the researcher conducted a discussion with
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the experts to select three essential functions for each job for the final version of the
DJEFS. The experts were instructed to consider whether the essential functions could be
performed by applicants with the five disabilities. The researcher emphasized that the
panel should identify essential functions where performance varies by disability for each
job. After the discussion, the researcher made the final decisions for selecting three
essential functions for each job. The target scores for each essential function are in
Appendix F.

The individual expert ratings for the selected essential functions were analyzed
with a4 x 5 x 3 x 3 analysis of variance. The independent variables were Experts,
Disability, Job, and Essential Functions/Job. As noted by Dickinson (1987), the analysis
of individual expert ratings serves to establish a lower bound for the quality of target
scores. The quality of consensus ratings are equal to or greater than the quality of the
individual ratings.

A summary of the analysis is shown in Table 2. The experts had nearly unanimous
agreement in their initial ratings. This agreement is reflected by the zero values for mean
squares (MS) for the Experts effect and its interactions with the remaining effects.

The significant Disability and Job effects indicate that the target scores possess
convergent validity. Convergent validity suggests that the experts were able to
differentiate between the five disabilities and the three jobs. Post hoc Newman-Keuls tests
showed that the experts rated the applicants with multiple sclerosis, epilepsy, and a
wheelchair as significantly more able than the applicants with the vision and hearing
disability. Comments by the experts during the discussion session indicated that they were

concerned that the vision and hearing disabilities were too severe for effective functioning
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Table 2

Summary of the Analysis of Variance Results for DJEFS Target Scores

Source df MS F-ratio
Experts (E) 3 0.00

Disabilities (D) 4 8.53 99999.99*
ExD 12 0.00

Jobs (J) 2 7.20 99999.99*
ExJ 6 0.00

DxJ 8 8.53 99999.99*
ExDx]J 24 0.00

Functions/Jobs (E/T) 6 3.20 99999 99*
ExF/J 18 0.00

DxF/J 24 0.53 99999.99*
ExDxF/J 72 0.00

*p<.01

of the applicants in telephone company jobs for several reasons. Regarding the visual
disability, operators and consultants work with computers and databases to give
customers information and, in the case of consultants, enter or change service orders. It
was suggested by the experts that there may be some way of providing visual
accommodations through special software that reads the information on the screen to the
operator or consultant. The experts felt that this may be impractical due to the need for
the operators and consultants to listen to the customer while simultaneously entering data.
For technicians, color vision and the ability to see and work with fine wires is critical.

Regarding the hearing disability, operators and consultants must interact with
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customers on the phone, and many time the voices of the customers are difficult to
understand due to accents, anger, bad speaking habits, or confusion of the speaker. The
operators and consultants must provide excellent, accurate customer service in a short
amount of time, and difficulty hearing is not acceptable or, many times, possible to
accommodate. Technicians are required to listen to tones and “noise” on phone lines, in
addition to interacting with customers and coworkers over phone lines.

The other effect that indicates the target scores possess convergent validity is the
significant Job effect. A post hoc Newman-Keuls test showed that experts rated the
technician job as significantly different from the operator and consultant jobs, which was
expected. The technician job is quite varied in task requirements and the type of customer
service delivered. Technicians must be able to trouble-shoot line problems, do phone line
installation and repair, work outdoors, and interact with customers at the customer’s
premises. Operators and consultants interact with customers by telephone only, and must
be able to work with records in computer databases while speaking and listening to the
customer. The experts did not rate the operator and consultant positions as significantly
different, although the jobs require some different skills. The consultants work with
customers at length, asking many questions, setting up orders, trouble-shooting line
problems, and selling features such as Call Waiting. Operators work quickly, with little
customer interaction, to identify and give the requested listing. They have longer
interactions with customers who need collect calls or special services, but these services
are done more often by computers than human operators. The experts, however, saw that
the three tasks presented for the two jobs did not require significantly different abilities.

The significant Disability x Job, and Disability x Essential Functions/Job
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interactions indicate discriminant validity. That is, the experts were able to differentiate
among the disabilities across the essential functions for each of the jobs. For the Disability
x Job interaction, a post hoc Newman-Keuls test showed that the operator and consultant
positions were rated similarly, and were different from the technician job in terms of the
applicants with disabilities who were able to do the jobs. For the operator and consultant
positions, the applicant who uses a wheelchair, the applicant with multiple sclerosis, and
the applicant with epilepsy were rated as able to do the jobs, with an average score of 1.0
(can perform function). The applicants with visual and hearing impairments were rated as
significantly less able to do the jobs of operator and consultant. These jobs are, as
mentioned before, highly dependent on hearing the customer over a phone line, and
simultaneously working with computer databases. Accommodations were suggested for
the visual impairment, but the applicant with the hearing impairment was rated with an
average score of 3.0 (cannot perform function).

The only applicant who was rated as able to do the technician job was the
applicant with a hearing impairment. Apparently, the experts believed that the technician
job did not have hearing requirements in the tasks that were presented. All other
applicants were rated as significantly different from the applicant with a hearing
impairment in their ability to do the technician job. The applicant with the visual
impairment was rated as unable to do the job, and the average ratings for the other
applicants were between 2.0 (can do with accommodation) and 3.0 (cannot perform
function). The applicant with the wheelchair would have difficulty performing work at
customer’s premises when people do not typically have homes that are wheelchair

accessible. The experts were concerned about the ability of the applicants with multiple
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sclerosis and epilepsy to be safe in the extremely dangerous job of technician if they
experienced tremors or seizures.

The Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis of the interaction effect of Disability x
Essential Functions/Job delineates further the ratings of the experts. As mentioned above,
the applicant with the visual impairment was rated as able to do the tasks of the operator
and consultant jobs with accommodation, but the applicant with the hearing impairment
was judged as unable to do the job tasks of the operator and consultant positions. For the
technician position, the applicant with the vision impairment was rated as unable to do any
of the tasks. The interesting finding is that the experts rated the applicant who uses a
wheelchair, the applicant with multiple sclerosis, and the applicant with epilepsy as able to
do the third task of the technician job, but unable to do the first two tasks. The difference
in the third task is that it is a customer service task, where the technician is required to
communicate clearly with the customer about the service and the billing. The experts
indicated with their comments that the customer service element of the technician position
is easily performed by these applicants, but cannot be separated in the work place from the
physical and safety requirements as technicians must work alone.

The presence of these effects, which show convergent and discriminant validity,
indicate that the target scores are of high quality (Dickinson, 1987).

Pr ur

The researcher made telephone calls to potential participants and asked them if
they were interested in participating. When two or more managers from a location agreed
to participate, a survey meeting was scheduled for a convenient time for all participants.

Twelve survey meetings were conducted, ranging in group size from 2 to 5
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participants. Each group was assigned either to: 1) guide condition, where participants
read the Guide to Interviewing People with Selected Disabilities prior to
completing the Manipulation Check survey and DJEFS, or 2) no guide condition, where
participants read a control article (Caudron, 1996) prior to completing the Manipulation
Check survey and DJEFS.

Groups were assigned to the conditions to obtain approximately equal numbers of
participants who served as managers of the three types of employees considered in the
DJEEFS (i.e., Operator, Consultant, Technician). See Table 3 for the exact numbers of
participants assigned to the conditions.

In the guide condition, participants filled out the informed consent form (see
Appendix G). As part of the informed consent process, participants were told of the
general purpose of the study, their rights as participants, and how confidentiality of the
information was to be maintained. They were also told that the research was being
conducted in questionnaire form because it would not be legal to judge actual applicants
on disability alone, and that the focus of this research was on the effects of various
disabilities on decision making.

After giving informed consent, the participants were then administered the
Demographic Information Survey.

The participants were next given the Guide to Interviewing People with Selected
Disabilities and asked to read the guide. They were told that there was no need to
memorize any information as they would have access to their guide throughout the rest of
the meeting. The participants were given approximately 20 min to read and study the

Guide. Participants were encouraged to study independently.
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Table 3

Assignment of Participants to Condition by Rater Job

Job of Participant Guide Condition No Guide Condition Total
Operator Supervisor 7 7 14
Consultant Supervisor 6 5 11
Technician Supervisor 6 7 13
Total 19 19 38

Next, participants completed the Manipulation Check survey and handed it to the
researcher.

Finally, a short (approximately 10 min) training workshop was led by the
researcher to emphasize the facts presented in the Guide. In the workshop, participants
read the instructions for the DJEFS and completed a sample rating item. The ratings for
the sample item were discussed by the group of participants. Once the researcher was
sure that the group understood the basics of the sample item, three more sample items
were distributed, rated, and discussed (see Appendix H).

This workshop served the purpose of ensuring that the Guide was understood by
the participants, and that they had the appropriate frame of reference to complete the
DJEFS. Frame-of-reference training has been shown to have success in imparting
common rater conceptualization and increasing rater accuracy (Latham, Wexley & Pursell,
1975; Woehr & Huffcutt, 1994).

After the workshop was completed, the participants were given the DJEFS. They

were urged to treat the hypothetical applicants seriously and to provide a rating for each
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essential function. They were cautioned to work independently and allowed to begin.
This survey period was not time limited, but lasted approximately 30 min.

After all surveys were completed and returned to the researcher, the participants
were debriefed. They were warned not to discuss the research with anyone who had been
scheduled to participate but had not yet completed the surveys. Finally, participants filled
out their raffle tickets to win the restaurant gift certificate.

In the no-guide condition, the participants experienced the same procedure as for
the guide condition participants, except they did not receive the Guide and training
workshop. Rather, a 20 min study period was administered during which they read an
article unrelated to disabilities or decision making (Caudron, 1996). The article presented
information about the difficulty of human resources managers to find qualified workers
with the necessary skills in a marketplace where unemployment is at record lows and
available workers lack basic skills.

After all participants finished reading the article, a 5 min discussion was facilitated
by the researcher asking participants how relevant or realistic the article’s information was
for the telecommunications company.

After all participants had a chance to comment briefly, the researcher announced
that it was time to complete a series of surveys. First, participants were given the
Manipulation Check and instructed to do their best by using what information they might
already know about disabilities. Next, they were administered the DJEFS instructions and
completed a sample rating item. The sample item was discussed by the participants as a
group, however, the researcher did not lead the discussion or provide additional sample

items.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS
verview
The results are presented in three sections. The first section describes the analysis

of the manipulation check survey to evaluate knowledge about hiring employees with
disabilities. The second section concerns ratings of applicant ability to perform essential
functions. These results reflect the influence of the experimental design factors on mean
ratings. The final section describes the accuracy of participant ratings in comparison to

expert ratings. These results reflect the influence of experimental design factors on rating

accuracy.
Manipulation Check

The scores on the manipulation check survey were the number correct out of 10
multiple choice questions. These questions explored the knowledge of interviewers about
interviewing an applicant with a disability. Specifically, participants were asked whether
certain questions were acceptable for applicants with disabilities, whether applicants with
disabilities must be hired, and what were essential functions and marginal duties. There
was a significant difference between the guide and no guide conditions (t (36) =2.73,
p<.05) to indicate that the raters in the guide condition scored significantly better on the
manipulation check. The mean score of the guide group (M = 6.74) was greater than the
mean score of the no guide group (M = 5.63), but the small difference between the two
means suggests that the no guide group had substantial knowledge about interviewing an

applicant with a disability.
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DJEES Ratings

A summary of the analysis of variance conducted on the DJEFS ratings is shown in
Table 4. As mentioned previously, the score values for ratings are: 1 = can perform
function, 2 = can perform function with accommodation, and 3 = cannot perform function.
Therefore, lower mean scores indicate that raters believe the applicant is able to do the
function, and higher mean scores indicate that the applicant is unable to do the function.

The guide condition was not significantly different from the no guide condition
(p>.05). This finding indicates that the guide did not have an overall effect on the ratings.
However, there was a significant interaction of Guide x Function/Jobs (F(17,192)=31.25,
p<.05) to suggest that the raters in the guide and no guide conditions rated the essential
functions somewhat differently for the three jobs.

A Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis (Winer, Brown & Michels, 1991) indicated
several significant differences (p<.05) among the interaction means shown in Table S to
reveal the nature of the interaction. For the operator job, the functions were not rated
differently within the guide and no guide conditions. For the consultant job, functions 2
and 3 were rated significantly differently in the guide condition, whereas these functions
were rated similarly in the no guide condition. For the technician job, function 3 was rated
significantly differently than functions 1 and 2 in the guide and no guide conditions. Thus,
the interaction is due to a minor difference between the guide and no guide mean ratings
for the consultant job. Clearly, the interaction must be considered weak and possibly
significant due to chance tendencies.

The analysis of variance shows a significant Disability main effect (F(4, 128) =

35.00, p<.05) to indicate that raters differentiated among the five applicants with
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Table 4

Summary of the Analysis of Variance Results for DJEFS Rater Scores

Source df MS F-ratio
Between Raters

Guide (G) 1 3.65 1.15
Rater Job (S) 2 1.12 0.35
GxS 2 244 0.77
Rater R)/Gx S 32 3.18

Within Raters

Disabilities (D) 4 60.65 35.00*
DxG 4 4.05 2.34
DxS 8 2.07 1.20
DxGxS 8 1.99 1.15
DxR/GxS 128 1.73

Jobs (J) 2 46.94 79.37*
IxG 2 0.13 0.21
JxS 8 13.24 25.48*
IJxGxS 4 0.91 1.54
FJxR/GxS 64 0.59

DxJ 14 32.57 54.65*
DxJxG 8 0.52 0.88
DxJxS 16 0.73 1.22
DxJxGxS 89 6.32 10.61*
DxJxR/GxS 256 0.60

Functions/Jobs (F/J) 8 15.37 62.31*
FixG 17 7.70 31.25*
F/TxS 12 0.14 0.55
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Table 4 Continued
Source df MS F-ratio
FIxGxS 12 0.07 1.29
FTxR/Gx S 192 0.25
DxF/J 44 11.49 79.32*
DxFIxG 24 0.18 1.25
DxF/JxS 48 0.14 0.98
DxFIxGxS 48 0.10 0.70
DxFIJTxR/GxS 768 0.15

* p<.0s.

disabilities. A Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis indicated that the applicant with the visual
impairment (M = 2.35), and the applicant with multiple sclerosis (M = 2.20) were not
rated significantly differently from each other, but were rated as significantly less able than
the remaining three applicants with disabilities to perform essential functions. Further, the
remaining three applicants with disabilities differed significantly from each other. The
applicant with the hearing impairment (M = 1.89) was rated as less able to perform
essential functions than the applicant who uses a wheelchair (M = 1.68). The applicant
with epilepsy (M = 1.29) was rated as significantly more able to do the essential functions
than all other applicants.

The significant Job main effect (E(2, 64) = 79.37, p<.05) indicates that raters
differentiated among the three jobs in terms of the candidates’ ability to perform them. A
Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis revealed that the raters believed the applicants are least
able to do the technician job, which had a significantly greater mean (M = 2.20) than the

operator job (M = 1.79) and the consultant job (M = 1.65). Further, raters perceived the
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Table 5
n Ratings for th i Function/Job Interaction
Job and Function Guide No Guide
Operator
Function 1 1.73 (.75) 1.85 (.87)
Function 2 1.69 (.73) 1.85 (.87)
Function 3 1.84 (.82) 1.79 (.86)
Consultant
Function 1 1.58 (.71) 1.66 (.84)
Function 2 L.51(71) 1.68 (.87)
Function 3 1.76 (.80) 1.72 (.86)
Technician
Function 1 2.21 (.90) 2.43 (.86)
Function 2 2.29 (.85) 2.48 (.80)
Function 3 1.92 (.93) 1.88 (.93)

Note, Standard deviations appear in parentheses.

applicants with disabilities as significantly less able to perform the duties of the operator
job than the duties of the consultant job.

A significant Rater Job x Job interaction (E(8, 64) = 25.48, p<.05) indicates that
the Job ratings differ by the job incumbents that the rater supervises (i.e., operators,
consultants, or technicians). The means are shown in Table 6.

A Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis revealed that the interaction was due to the
consultant supervisors rating the consultant job significantly higher (less able to be
performed) than did the operator and technician supervisors. The consultant supervisors

also rated the technician job significantly lower than the operator supervisors. The three
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Table 6
ns of Ratings for the Rater Interaction
Rater Job Operator Consultant Technician
Operator Supervisor 1.81 (.81) 1.60 (.78) 2.30(.89)
Consultant Supervisor 1.86 (.83) 1.80 (.83) 2.08 (.93)
Technician Supervisor 1.71 (.82) 1.58 ((79) 2.20(.93)

Note, Standard deviations are in parentheses.

types of supervisors did not differ in their ratings of the operator job. In sum, the
interaction was primarily due to the ratings of consultant supervisors being significantly
different from those provided by the operator and technician supervisors.

A significant Disability x Job interaction (E(14, 256) = 54.65, p<.05) indicates that
the ratings of the applicants with disabilities varied by the jobs for which they were being
rated. The means in Table 7 indicate that the raters perceived the applicant with epilepsy
as most able to do all jobs.

The Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis revealed that for the operator and consultant
jobs, the applicant with epilepsy and the applicant who uses a wheelchair were rated as
significantly more able to do these jobs than the remaining applicants. This pattern of
significance varied for the technician job; for this job the applicant with epilepsy and the
applicant with a hearing impairment were perceived to be significantly more able to
perform this job than the remaining applicants. The applicant with a visual impairment and
the applicant with multiple sclerosis were generally perceived to be less able to perform all

jobs.

For all disabilities but the hearing impairment, the applicants were rated as
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Table 7

ns of D Ratings for Disabili Interaction

Visual Uses a Hearing Multiple Epilepsy
Impairment  Wheelchair  Impairment  Sclerosis

Operator 2.24 (.61) 1.21 (42) 2.23 (.68) 2.14 (.98) 1.14 (.40)
Consultant  2.12 (.75) 1.21 (.42) 1.77 (.73) 2.03 (.99) 1.11 (.32)
Technician  2.69 (.68) 2.60 (.71) 1.68 (.85) 2.43 (.86) 1.62 (.79)

Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses.

significantly less able to do the technician job than the operator or consultant jobs. The

applicant with a hearing impairment was rated as significantly less able to do the operator
job as compared to the consultant and technician jobs. Apparently, similar to the experts,
the raters perceived that the applicant with a hearing impairment in an operator job would
have a very difficult time understanding a customer on the telephone who was talking in a
short interaction with no context (making speech difficult to understand). In contrast, a
consultant job requires interaction with customers over a longer pericd, and perhaps the
raters believed that the applicant with a hearing impairment could use the context of the
conversation to handle most of the information correctly. Further, the technician job
allows face-to-face contact with a customer and provides the applicant with the hearing
impairment with the best chance of understanding the customer.

A significant Function/Job effect (F(8,192) = 62.31, p<.05) indicates that the
raters differentiated among the essential functions for the jobs. Table 8 shows the means.

A post hoc Newman-Keuls analysis revealed the nature of the interaction. The

function means for the operator job did not differ significantly, whereas the functions for
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Table 8

Means of DJEFS Ratings for the Function/Job Interaction
Job Function 1 Function 2 Function 3
Operator 1.79 (.82) 1.77 (.81) 1.82 (.84)
Consultant 1.62 (.78) 1.60 (.80) 1.74 (.83)
Technician 2.32 (.88) 2.39 (.83) 1.90 (.93)

Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses.

the consultant and technician jobs showed significant differences. For the consultant job,
function 3 was rated significantly higher than function 2; for the technician job, function 3
was rated significantly lower than function 2. Raters may have perceived that the
consultant function 3 is more difficult because of the visual and fine motor skill
requirements for operating a computer terminal as compared to the customer service
requirements of consultant function 2. The technician function 3 is also a customer
service function, and may be perceived as possible for most of the applicants to do easily.
The Newman-Keuls analysis also showed that functions 1 and 2 for the technician
Jjob were rated significantly higher than functions 1 and 2 for the consultant and operator
jobs. Moreover, function 3 for the technician job was rated significantly higher than
function 3 for the operator job. Perhaps raters perceived that technical functions are more
difficult to perform by persons with disabilities because they must be performed at
customers premises, which are often not accommodating of special needs. Also, the
technician job is often performed outdoors, in conditions that require a person to be
reasonably fit and in control of his or her body. Whether the technician function is a

technical repair or trouble-shooting task or communicating with the customer (function
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3), the conditions of the work apparently outweigh any other consideration. The operator
and consultant jobs are performed indoors at computers while the incumbent is talking on
a headset and listening to a customer.

The analysis showed two significant interactions related to Function/Job: Guide x
Function/Job (discussed previously), and Disability x Function/Job (E(44,768) = 79.32,
p<.05). The Disability x Function/Job interaction indicates that the ratings of the
applicants with disabilities varied by the functions for each job. The means are shown in
Table 9.

A Newman-Keuls analysis of the interaction means revealed a pattern of
significance similar to that found for the Disability x Job interaction. That is, for the
operator and consultant job functions, applicants with epilepsy and who use a wheelchair
were rated as significantly more able to do the functions than other applicants. For the
technician job functions, however, the applicants with epilepsy and with a hearing
impairment were rated as significantly more able to do the job than other applicants. The
Disability x Functions/Job interaction was due to slight magnitudinal differences in
function 3 means for the three jobs. For example, the function 3 means for the technician
job have smaller differences than the means for functions 1 and 2. Nonetheless, the
pattern of significance among function 3 means agrees with the pattern found for functions
1 and 2.

A significant Guide x Rater Job x Disability x Job interaction (F(89,256) = 10.61,
p<.05) indicates that the ratings of the applicants with disabilities varied by guide, rater
job, and job. A Newman-Keuls analysis revealed that the significance of the interaction

was due to the way in which the applicant with a hearing impairment was rated by the
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Table 9

Means of DJEES Ratings for the Disabili Function/Job Interaction
Visual Uses a Hearing Multiple Epilepsy
Impairment = Wheelchair  Impairment Sclerosis
Operator
Function 1  234(58)  124(98)  2.13(41) 2.10(34)  1.13(85)
Function2  236(54)  1.24(99)  2.16(37) 2.00(31)  1.10(84)
Function3  2.00(.66)  1.18(93)  239(46) 232(31) 1.18(87)
nsultan
Functionl  2.08(43) 121(34) 1.74(69) 195(32)  1.13(.83)
Function 2 1.95 (.43) 1.16 (.31) 1.76 ((75) 2.00 (.36) 1.10 ((71)
Function3  2.34(39) 1.29 (.51) 1.82 (.77) 2.13 (.91) 1.10 (.97)
Technician
Functionl  2.95(70)  287(75) 1.63(1.01) 250(34)  1.66(381)
Function2  2.92(68) 287(80) 1.71(1.01) 2.63(34)  1.82(.80)
Function3  2.21 (.64) 2.05 (.67) 1.68 (.99) 2.16 (.93) 1.39 (.72)

Note, Standard deviations are in parentheses.

supervisors in the guide and no guide conditions.

An examination of the means (shown in Appendix I) and the Newman-Keuls

analysis showed two consistent patterns. First, the supervisors saw no significant

differences in how the applicants with the disabilities of visual impairment, multiple

sclerosis, and epilepsy were able to perform the three jobs. This result was replicated for

all combinations of rater job and guide condition; that is, supervisors from all three job

categories and both guide and no guide conditions rated each of these applicants as

equally able across the three jobs. Second, all three types of supervisors in both the guide
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and no guide conditions rated the applicant who uses a wheelchair as significantly less able
to do the technician job than the operator and consultant jobs.

The four way interaction was due to the supervisors rating the applicant with the
hearing impairment differently in the guide and no guide condition. In the guide condition,
the applicant was not rated differently in the capacity to perform the three jobs. However,
in the no guide condition, the operator supervisors saw the applicant with a hearing
impairment as significantly less able to do the technician job (M = 2.71) than the
consultant job (M = 1.48), whereas the consultant supervisors saw the applicant as
significantly less able to perform the operator job (M = 2.33) than the technician job (M =
1.33). Indeed, the consultant supervisors saw the applicant with a hearing impairment as
significantly more able to perform the technician job than did the operator supervisors.
Finally, the technician supervisors saw no difference in the ability of the applicant with the
hearing impairment to perform the three jobs. Thus, the interaction is due to a minor
difference between the operator and consultant supervisors mean ratings of the applicant
with a hearing impairment in the no guide condition. Clearly, the interaction must be
considered weak and possibly significant due to chance tendencies.

Rating Accuracy

The accuracy of ratings is described by orthonormal contrasts between the rater
scores and the target scores (Dickinson, Hedge, Johnson & Silverhart, 1990). To
calculate the orthonormal contrasts, each target score is subtracted from the
corresponding rater score, and the sum is divided by the square root of 2 to adjust for
scale effects. Therefore, a negative contrast indicates a lenient rating (i.e., raters believe

the applicant is more able to perform the essential functions than the experts’ ratings
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indicate), and a positive contrast indicates a conservative rating (i.e., raters believe the
applicant is less able to perform the essential functions than the experts’ ratings indicate).
An analysis of variance was conducted on the orthonormal contrasts, and the results are
shown in Table 10. Accuracy for an effect is indicated by a lack of statistical significance
and contrast values near zero (i.e., there is a close match between the rater score and the
target score).

The analysis of variance indicated a nonsignificant main effect for Guide (p>.05).
This finding suggests that the guide did not increase rating accuracy, although the mean of
the contrasts for the two groups show that the guide group (M = .02) was more accurate
that the no guide group (M = .09).

The analysis of variance indicated a significant interaction effect for the Guide by
Essential Functions/Job (F(17,192) =21.99, p<.05). This interaction suggests that the
raters in the guide and no guide conditions rated essential functions within the three jobs
with differing accuracy. The interaction means are shown in Table 11.

A Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis of the interaction means revealed a pattern of
significance similar to that obtained for the analysis of the ratings. For the operator job,
no mean differences in accuracy for the functions were found in guide and no guide
conditions. For the consultant job, functions 2 and 3 were rated significantly differently in
accuracy in the guide condition but not in the no guide condition. For the technical job,
function 3 was rated significantly differently in accuracy compared to functions 1 and 2 in
guide and no guide conditions. Clearly, similar to the ratings results, the interaction
pattern of accuracy ratings between the guide and no guide groups must be considered

weak and possibly significant due to chance tendencies.
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Table 10

Summary of the Analysis of Variance Results for DJEFS Orthonormal Contrasts

Source df MS F-ratio
Between Raters

Guide (G) 1 1.82 1.15
Rater Job (S) 2 0.56 0.35
GxS 2 1.22 0.77
Rater (R)/Gx S 32 1.59

Within Raters

Disabilities (D) 4 34.55 39.88*
DxG 4 2.03 232
DxS 8 1.04 1.19
DxGxS 8 0.99 1.15
DxR/GxS 128 0.87

Jobs (J) 2 2.77 937*
IxG 2 0.06 0.21
IxS 8 1.44 4.88*
JxGxS 4 0.46 1.54
IJxR/GxS 64 0.30

Dx]J 14 23.17 77.74*
DxJxG 8 0.26 0.88
DxJxS 16 0.36 1.22
DxJxGxS 89 4.24 14.24*
DxJxR/GxS 256 0.30

Functions/Jobs (F/J) 8 5.26 42.64*
FiixG 17 2.71 21.99*
F/IxS 12 0.07 0.55
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Table 10 Continued

Source df MS F-ratio
FIxGxS 12 0.04 0.29
FIxR/GxS 192 0.12

DxF/J 44 9.58 132.37*
DxFIxG 24 0.09 1.25
DxF/TxS 48 0.07 0.98
DxF/IxGxS 48 0.05 0.70
DxFIxR/GxS 768 0.07

* p<.0S.

A significant effect was found for the Disability main effect (E(4,128) = 39.88,
p<.05) which indicates that the raters evaluated the applicants with disabilities differently
than did the experts. A Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis shows that raters were accurate
for the applicant with a visual impairment (M = .01) and the applicant with epilepsy (M = -
.11), which do not have means significantly different from each other. The raters gave the
applicant with a hearing impairment a mean rating (M= -.31) significantly different from
the remaining applicants, and it is lenient as compared to the experts’ rating. The raters
are more conservative than the experts for the applicant in a wheelchair, and the mean
accuracy rating (M = .16) is significantly different from the means for the remaining
applicants. The applicant with multiple sclerosis received the most conservative mean
accuracy rating (M = .53), which was also significantly different from the mean accuracy
ratings given to the remaining applicants.

The significant Job main effect (E(2, 64) =9.37, p<.05) indicates that raters

differed in rating accuracy among the three jobs. A Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis
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Table 11
M honormal Contr. n Ratings and Tar. res for th i
n ion
Job and Function Guide No Guide
Operator
Function 1 .09 (.61) .18 (.66)
Function 2 .07 (.58) .18 (.64)
Function 3 .17 (62) .13 (.65)
nsultan
Function 1 -.02 (.62) .05 (.76)
Function 2 -.07 (.68) .06 (.73)
Function 3 11 (67) .08 ((75)
Technician
Function 1 -.28 (.63) -.12 (.67)
Function 2 -.22 (.61) -.08 (.63)
Function 3 .36 ((78) .34 (.80)

Note, Standard deviations appear in parentheses. Mean orthogonal contrasts near

zero reflect greater accuracy.

revealed a significant difference between the operator job and the consultant and
technician jobs. The operator job was rated somewhat conservatively (M = .14), and the
consultant (M = .04) and technician jobs (M = .00) were rated fairly accurately.

A significant Rater Job x Job interaction (E(8, 64) = 4.88, p<.05) indicates that
rating accuracy differed by the job the rater does (supervise operators, consultants, or

technicians). The means are shown in Table 12.
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Table 12
n Orthonormal Contr n Ratings and Tar; res for the Rater
raction
Rater Job Operator Consultant Technician
Operator 15 -.00 .07
Supervisor (.55) (.68) 77
Consultant 18 .14 -.08
Supervisor (.69) <77 (71)
Technician .08 -01 .00
Supervisor (.65) .67 (.73)

Note, Standard deviations are in parentheses. Mean orthogonal contrasts near

zero reflect greater accuracy.

A Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis revealed the nature of the interaction. The
consultant supervisors differed in their pattern of rating accuracy compared to the
remaining types of supervisors. Specifically, the consultant supervisors rated the operator
and technical jobs significantly differently in accuracy. Furthermore, the consultant
supervisors differed in accuracy from the operator supervisors in rating the technical job.

A significant Disability x Job interaction (E(14, 256) = 77.74, p<.05) indicates that
the disabilities were rated with differing accuracy depending on the job. The
means for this interaction are shown in Table 13.

A Newman-Keuls post hoc analysis revealed a complex nature for this interaction.
Applicants with the disabilities of epilepsy, multiple sclerosis, and hearing impairment were
rated differently in accuracy for the operator and consultant jobs compared to the

technical job. However, the nature of the differences in accuracy varied by disability. The
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Table 13
n Orth 1 Contr: n Ratings and Tar res for the Disabili
Interaction
Visual Uses a Hearing Multiple Epilepsy
Impairment Wheelchair  Impairment  Sclerosis
Operator .17 (.43) .16 ((29) -.55(.48) .81 (.68) .10 (.28)
Consultant .09 (.53) .16 (.:29) -.87(.52) 73 ((71) .08 (.23)
Technician -.22 (.48) .19 (.58) .48 (.59) .07 (.80) -.50 (.78)

Note, Standard deviations are in parentheses. Mean orthogonal contrasts near

zero reflect greater accuracy.

applicant with epilepsy was rated slightly conservatively for the operator and consultant
jobs but highly leniently for the technician job. In comparison, the applicant with multiple
sclerosis was rated strongly conservatively for the operator and consultant jobs and
slightly conservatively for the technician job. In contradistinction, the applicant with the
hearing impairment was rated highly leniently for the operator and consultant jobs and
strongly conservatively for the technician job.

The Newman-Keuls analysis also revealed that the applicant using a wheelchair
was not rated differently in accuracy for the three jobs. Further, the applicant with the
visual impairment was rated differently in accuracy only for the operator and technician
jobs. The rating for the operator job was moderately conservative and for the technician
job moderately lenient.

Regarding the conservative ratings for the applicant with epilepsy for the operator

and consultant jobs and lenient ratings for the technician job, raters commented that they
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were concerned that a seizure might occur during a call and have a negative impact ona
customer. Surprisingly, raters were less concerned than the experts about the applicant
with epilepsy doing the dangerous work of the technician. This may be evidence of some
raters’ lack of knowledge about the technician job requirements.

The pattern for the applicant with the hearing impairment indicates that the raters
were less concerned than the experts that the applicant would have difficulty hearing
customers on the telephone for the operator and consultant jobs. On the other hand, the
raters believed that for the technician job the applicant needs to be able to hear more than
believed by the experts.

A significant Function/Job effect (F(8,192) = 42.64, p<.05) showed that the raters
were more accurate for the functions of some jobs than others. The ratings (see Table 14)
for the functions of the consultant job were the most accurate, the ratings for the functions
of the operator job were consistently conservative, and the ratings for the technician job
were mixed. For the technician job, functions 1 and 2 were rated more leniently than by
the experts, and function 3 more conservatively than functions for the operator and
consultant jobs.

A Newman-Keuls analysis showed that the interaction was due to a pattern of no
significant differences in rating accuracy for the functions of the operator job, whereas
functions 1 and 2 differed significantly differently in accuracy compared to function 3 for
the consultant and technician jobs.

The analysis showed two significant interactions related to Function/Job; Guide x
Function/Job (discussed previously), and Disability x Function/Job (E(44,768) = 132.37,

p<.05). The Disability x Function/Job interaction indicates that the ratings of the
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Table 14
n Orthonormal Contrast n Ratings and Tar. res for the Functi
Interaction
Job Function 1 Function 2 Function 3
Operator 13 (.64) .12 (.61) .15 (.64)
Consultant .01 (.70) -.00 (.71) 10 (71)
Technician -.19 (.66) -.15 (.62) 35(79)

Note, Standard deviations are in parentheses. Mean orthogonal contrasts near

zero reflect greater accuracy.

applicants with disabilities were conservative or lenient depending on the functions for
each job. The ratings are shown in Table 15.

A Newman-Keuls analysis of the interaction ratings revealed a pattern of
significance similar to that found for the Disability x Job interaction. That is, the
applicants with disabilities were rated differently in accuracy for the operator and
consultant jobs compared to the technical job, and the nature of the differences in accuracy
varied by disability. The applicant with the hearing impairment was rated very leniently
for the operator and consultant jobs, and moderately conservatively for the technician job
functions. The applicants with the disabilities of uses a wheelchair, multiple sclerosis, and
epilepsy were rated conservatively (to different degrees) for the operator and consultant
jobs and technician function 3, and leniently for the technician functions 1 and 2. The
applicant with multiple sclerosis was rated the most conservatively, and the applicant who
uses a wheelchair was rated slightly more conservatively than the applicant with epilepsy.

The applicant with a visual impairment was rated conservatively on operator functions 1
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Table 15
Mean Qrthonormal Contr n Ratings and Tar. res for the Disabili
ncti Interaction
Visual Uses a Hearing Multiple Epilepsy
Impairment ~ Wheelchair  Impairment Sclerosis
Operator
Function 1 24 (41) .17 (.69) -.61 (.29) .78 (24) .09 (.60)
Function 2 .26 (.38) .17 (.70) -.60 (.26) 71 (22) .07 (.59)
Function 3 .00 (.46) .13 (.66) -.43 (32) .93 (22) .13 (.62)
Consultant
Function 1 .06 (.30) .15 (.24) -.89 (.48) 67 (.23) .09 (.58)
Function2  -.04(.30) 11 (.22) -.87 (.53) 71 (25) .07 (.50)
Function 3 .24 (.28) .20 (.36) -.84 ((54) .80 (.64) .07 (.69)
Technician
Function1  -.04(.50) -.09 (.53) 45 (.72) -.35(24) -.95 (.58)
Function2  -.06 (.48) -.09 (.57) .50 (.72) -.26 (24) -.84 (.57)
Function3  -.56 (45) .74 (47) 48 (.70) .82 (.66) 28 (.51)

Note, Standard deviations are in parentheses. Mean orthogonal contrasts near

zero reflect greater accuracy.

and 2 and consultant functions 1 and 3, and leniently on consultant function 2 and all
technician functions.

A significant Guide x Rater Job x Disability x Job interaction (F(89,256) = 14.24,
p<.05) indicates that the accuracy of the raters for the applicants with disabilities varied
by guide, rater job, and job. A Newman-Keuls analysis showed that the significance of the

interaction was due to a significant difference in the pattern of accuracy by the raters for
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the applicants with multiple sclerosis and with epilepsy in the guide and no guide
conditions.

An examination of the means (shown in Appendix J) and the Newman-Keuls
analysis revealed that in general, the supervisors had similar patterns of accuracy in their
ratings of the applicants with a visual impairment and with a wheelchair. This result was
replicated in all combinations of rater job and the guide and no guide conditions; that is,
supervisors from all three jobs were not significantly different in their accuracy across jobs
for the applicants with a visual impairment and with a wheelchair in the guide and no guide
conditions.

The accuracy of the ratings for the applicant with a hearing impairment differed in
significance based on the job, but the pattern was repeated across the job of the rater and
guide conditions. The pattern was to rate the technician job differently from the operator
and consultant jobs. The technician job was rated conservatively, whereas the operator
and consultant jobs were rated leniently.

For the applicant with multiple sclerosis, the pattern of significance for accuracy
ratings varied with the job of the rater and the guide condition, although the pattern of
accuracy was the same in that the ratings were conservative for the operator and
consultant jobs and closer to accurate for the technician job. All supervisors in the no
guide condition rated the applicant with multiple sclerosis significantly more
conservatively for the operator and consultant jobs than the technician job. However, only
the consultant supervisors in the guide condition rated the applicant with multiple sclerosis
significantly more conservatively for the operator (M = .98) and consultant (M = 1.06)

jobs than the technician job (M = .00).
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- For the applicant with epilepsy, the pattern of accuracy was the same for all
supervisors and both guide conditions; that is, the applicant was rated fairly accurately for
the operator and consultant jobs, and leniently for the technician job. Only the ratings of
the technician supervisors in the no guide condition failed to show significant differences
in accuracy between the operator and consultant jobs compared to the technician job.

In sum, it appears that the interaction was significant due to differences in the
patterns of rating accuracy for applicants with multiple sclerosis and epilepsy. However,
the difference in the pattern of significance for the applicant with epilepsy was relatively
minor between the guide and no guide conditions in rating applicants and may be
significant due to chance tendencies. In contrast, the differences in the pattern of
significance was much stronger in rating the applicant with multiple sclerosis. The guide
condition improved accuracy for operator and technician supervisors, but did not improve
the accuracy of the consultant supervisors. All supervisors in the no guide condition,
supervisors consistently rated the applicant with multiple sclerosis significantly less

accurately for the operator and consultant jobs compared to the technician job.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS

The purpose of this research was to investigate the effect of an interview guide on
the accuracy of ratings made to the Disabilities, Jobs, and Essential Functions Survey
(DJEFS). Previous research regarding the selection of people with disabilities for jobs is
limited, and except for Miller’s (1991) research using the DJEFS, does not include
investigations of rater accuracy. This study expanded Miller’s research by adding: 1)
more structure in the form of the interview guide, 2) training for the raters who read the
guide, and 3) raters who were supervisors instead of students.

verview

It was hypothesized that the Guide would produce more accurate ratings. It was
also hypothesized that raters would have more accurate ratings for the disabilities that
were most familiar to them, such as hearing impairment, visual impairment, and using a
wheelchair. Additionally, raters were expected to find differences among the jobs and the
associated functions for the various disabilities.

The data were analyzed in two ways: Participants’ ratings of the items on the
DIJEEFS survey, and the accuracy of their ratings when compared to expert ratings.
Although the pattern of results was essentially the same for both analyses, it is interesting
to note that both provide a distinct way of looking at the data. The ratings results indicate
how the raters placed each applicant on the continuum from “can perform the function” to
“cannot perform the function.” The accuracy results highlight the differences among the
raters and the experts in the way that each group viewed the applicants on that continuum.

The raters in the guide condition did not perform significantly differently from the
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raters in the no guide condition on the DJEFS for either analysis. Further, the applicants
with disabilities were not rated as hypothesized. The most accurately rated were the
applicants with a vision impairment and epilepsy, whereas the applicant with hearing
impairment was rated leniently, and the applicants with multiple sclerosis and a wheelchair
were rated very conservatively. However, the raters were able to differentiate between
the jobs, functions, and disabilities in their ratings, as hypothesized.

The following discussion will examine these results in detail and interpret them in
the context of the research hypotheses. Also presented are limitations and practical
implications of the research, suggestions for future research, and overall conclusions.
Guide

It was hypothesized that raters who read the Guide would make fewer errors when
rating applicants with disabilities because of the additional structure that is provided in the
form of information. The Guide did not have the anticipated effect, and there are several
possible explanations of this result. First, some participants commented during the
research that they were familiar with ADA requirements and accommodations
implemented at the telecommunications company. In addition to knowing about examples
of employee accommodations, raters likely believed that employees who have a disability
are valued by the organization. Such knowledge and beliefs may have affected the ratings.
Second, it is possible that the training discussion was so limited in time and scope that it
did not add incremental value to the directions on the DJEFS for the group who read the
Guide. Clearly, future research should consider ways to improve the effectiveness of

participant training.
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isabili

It was also hypothesized that when raters did not have access to the Guide,
applicants with less familiar disabilities (such as multiple sclerosis and epilepsy) would not
receive accurate ratings of their abilities because the raters lack sufficient knowledge about
the disability. Because there was no significant effect for the Guide, this hypothesis must
be considered for the group of raters as a whole. The hypothesis was partially supported
in that all raters were more accurate for some disabilities.

The disabilities rated most accurately were those of visual impairment and
epilepsy. The accurate ratings of the visual impairment were encouraging because it was
hypothesized that the visual impairment is one with which raters would be familiar. The
jobs rated, especially the technician job, have very clear vision requirements and it was
probably easy for raters to rate accurately the applicant who was visually impaired. The
accurate ratings for the applicant with epilepsy were not expected, because it was
hypothesized to be a disability unfamiliar to raters. However, anecdotal evidence gathered
during the data collection point to epilepsy as a disability that had been accommodated at
the company, and many participants had heard of the accommodations. Thus, raters were
able to make accurate decisions about the job tasks for an applicant with epilepsy.

The applicant with the visual impairment was rated as significantly less able to
perform the essential functions than other applicants and the applicant with epilepsy was
rated as significantly more able to do the essential functions than all other applicants. As
these were the most accurately rated applicants, it is possible that the accuracy stemmed
from the fact that these applicants were at the extremes of the ability requirements for the

telecommunications jobs.
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The raters were lenient for the applicant with multiple sclerosis. Again, this only
partially supported the hypothesis. It was expected that the applicant with multiple
sclerosis would not receive accurate ratings. The raters did rate the applicant with
multiple sclerosis as significantly less able to perform the functions than the other
applicants, but were still lenient compared to the expert ratings. It is possible that the
raters were unfamiliar with the disability, and were reluctant to rate the applicant with
multiple sclerosis as completely unable to perform the functions of the various jobs.

In contrast, the applicant with a hearing impairment was not rated accurately, but
conservatively. The raters gave ratings that placed the applicant with a hearing
impairment in the middle of the applicants for ability to perform the essential functions. It
is possible that the intensive hearing requirements of the telephone company jobs led the
raters to be more conservative in their judgments than the expert panel. The description
of the applicant with the hearing impairment included a comment about the need for face-
to-face communication, which some raters noted is not possible in the operator and
consultant jobs. Also, the raters may not have been familiar with all of the technological
accommodations available to applicants with a hearing impairment.

As previously mentioned, the applicant with epilepsy was rated very accurately,
and as the most able of the applicants to do the job tasks. Although it was hypothesized
that raters would not be familiar with the disability of epilepsy, it is possible that the
accommodations made for employees with epilepsy were known well enough to raters to
aid their decision making. Many of the raters indicated to the researcher after returning
the survey that they were familiar with accommodations for technicians with epilepsy.

Also, it is possible that the job tasks were easy to rate, as most would be simple to do for
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a person who has rarely occurring seizures. Other tasks, such as climbing a pole to do
technical wiring work, would be too dangerous for a person with epilepsy to do if he or
she might experience a seizure.

The findings in the present research do not completely match the findings by Miller
(1991) for the DJEFS with retail jobs. Like Miller’s raters, the participants rated the
applicant with a hearing impairment conservatively and the applicant with multiple
sclerosis leniently. Unlike Miller’s raters, participants in the present research rated the
applicants with the visual impairment and epilepsy most accurately. Miller’s raters
perceived the applicant with the visual impairment as significantly less able to do the jobs
when compared to the expert panel ratings, and the applicant with epilepsy as significantly
more able to do the jobs when compared to the expert panel ratings. It is clear that the
job tasks rated affected rater perceptions of the applicants with disabilities.

The applicant who uses a wheelchair was the most accurately rated applicant in
Miller’s research, which was supported by Cesare and Varvel’s (1994) finding that an
applicant using a wheelchair is not rated differently from an applicant seated in a regular
chair. In the present research, the applicant who uses a wheelchair was leniently rated,
and also rated as more able to do the job tasks than all applicants but the applicant with
epilepsy. It is possible that this result occurred due to the nature of two of the three jobs
rated. The operator and consultant positions are desk-bound jobs that primarily require
upper body movement (typing, viewing computer screen, and talking to customers by
phone) and raters may have perceived that the tasks presented on the DJEFS were easy
for the applicant who uses a wheelchair to do. Thus the lenient ratings may have resulted

because two thirds of the tasks may have appeared to the raters to be easy for the
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applicant to do.
Finally, the present research supports past findings (Krefting & Brief, 1976; Rose
& Brief, 1979; and Cesare, Tannenbaum, and Dalessio, 1990) that raters react differently
to each disability, which calls for research that specifically treats various disabilities as
separate. By selecting one disability to represent how raters perceive all disabilities, a

researcher is restricting the true range of abilities and situations that would occur in the

workplace.
Job and Functions

The hypothesis that ratings would vary by job and disability was supported. These
results were expected due to the differences intentionally designed into the DJEFS survey.
The three telecommunications jobs were selected to provide a variety of job tasks that
would appear distinct to the raters. The jobs were familiar to raters and had a large
number of incumbents and supervisors. The disabilities were selected to provide a range
of abilities for the raters to judge. Two of the disabilities were sensory (hearing and
vision), one was a degenerative motor impairment (multiple sclerosis), one a physical
disability (uses a wheelchair), and one was a hidden disability (epilepsy).

As with the expert panel, the raters were able to differentiate between jobs and
functions and disabilities. The significant Disabilities effect suggests convergent validity,
that is, the participants were able to differentiate between the five disabilities. The
significant Disabilities x Jobs interaction and the significant Disabilities by Essential
Function/Jobs interaction are indicative of discriminant validity. These interactions show
that the participants were able to differentiate among the disabilities across jobs and across

essential functions.
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illary findin

An interesting finding that was not hypothesized was the interaction between the
rater’s job and the rated job. This interaction was investigated in an effort to confirm that
raters from one area of the company did not have better information about the Americans
with Disabilities Act than raters from another area. However, the result was that the
rater’s job did have an effect. The technician supervisors were the most accurate decision
makers of the three groups, which is interesting given their lack of formal ADA training.
However, the technician supervisors may have the best understanding of the requirements
of the three jobs in the company, because comments made by the supervisors of
consultants indicated their lack of understanding of the technician job requirements. The
consultant supervisors were lenient for the technician job, but the operator supervisors
made accurate ratings for the technician job. The most interesting finding was the
conservative tendency of the operator and consultant supervisors for rating the operator
and consultant jobs. Most of the consultant supervisors had received some interviewing
and ADA training, but they had the least accurate ratings of the three groups. They may
have been responding to the need to make the job more complex than it appeared in the
limited description allowed by the DJEFS format of three tasks per job.
Limitations

The primary limitation in this research is the weakness of the training. The
original focus of the research was to make the Guide an aid to support decision making in
interviewers. Frame-of-reference training was added to the methodology to provide
participants skill in using the Guide. As the training did not cause participants in the guide

condition to rate more accurately, it is suggested that the training be improved. A more
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useful training module probably should include specific links between each disability and
job task in order to prepare the interviewers to make consistent and fair decisions. For
example, although the trainer did present the correct ratings for the sample items, an
explanation for the reasoning of these ratings would also provide the participants with a
decision making strategy. Futhermore, providing the participants with more opportunities
to make practice ratings would confirm their understanding of the decision making
strategy.

Another limitation occurred with the descriptions of the people with disabilities.
The descriptions were vague in areas critical to the telephone company jobs that were not
obvious until much of the data had been collected. For example, the applicant with a
hearing impairment was described as needing face-to-face contact to enhance
understanding, but the description did not clearly state that lip reading was necessary for
the applicant to be able to understand the speaker. The raters were in the position of
making a decision about the applicants for job tasks that required talking with a customer
by telephone, without knowing whether the applicant could hear well enough to
understand a customer without lip reading. This is a decision that primarily affected the
operator and consultant jobs specifically because of the nature of those jobs. All tasks for
these two jobs required phone contact with the customer. These two job descriptions
could be improved, and clearly, if jobs other than the three in this study are used in future
research they should be thoroughly tested.

A related limitation is that applicants were described on paper instead of presented
in person. This choice was not made lightly. Collecting data with busy supervisors

required minimizing the time for research participation. However, the use of paper
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descriptions probably made the ratings less realistic than they would have been if the
participants had experienced an actual interview situation. However, it is possible that the
paper presentation may have taken the pressure off of the supervisors and allowed them to
be more honest and less affected by personal differences of the applicants.

Practical Implications

This research presents an encouraging picture of the possibilities for using a Guide
in the workplace to aid interviewers in their task of interviewing applicants with obvious
or disclosed disabilities. The results suggest that the Guide would be a useful tool with
sufficient training to support its use. Thorough interviewer training regarding specific
abilities of applicants with various disabilities is not typically done in organizations for two
reasons. First, the ADA directive that applicants must not be classed according to
disability, but considered individually for their own abilities and skills has made many
organizations depend upon an ADA specialist to make the final decision in conjunction
with the applicant and his or her doctor. Second, training for interviewers on ADA and
specific disabilities takes an organization’s commitment of time and money for
development and delivery, and many organizations do not even have a formal interviewing
format in place.

The lack of decision making training for managers is in direct contrast to the need
of managers for this training due to their common practice of making hiring decisions. If
left to their own devices, managers are likely to develop inappropriate decision strategies.
As mentioned previously, anecdotal evidence from the research participants suggests that
people enjoy having extensive guidance and information available to them. A few

participants commented that it gave them information that had an impact on their personal
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life. One participant explained that his son had a severe hearing impairment, but that he
had never perceived his son as having a disability. The participant had been concerned
about the ability of his son to find a job, but once he learned that his son was protected by
ADA from unfair discrimination, he felt that his situation was not as impossible as he had
feared.

Another significant piece of anecdotal evidence is that information about how
people with disabilities are accommodated in a large organization becomes widely known.
Several times the researcher was told that a participant felt comfortable answering some of
the survey items because he or she had knowledge about how a person with that disability
had been accommodated by the organization in the past. Although ADA does not permit
an interviewer to make a hiring decision by considering all people with a certain disability
as having the same abilities, it is permissible and useful for interviewers to have a common
understanding of how to accommodate individuals for an organization’s jobs. This
reinforces the need for an organization to provide the Guide and the appropriate training
for managers instead of taking the chance that they will rely on information they have
heard through unofficial sources. The managers may make decisions based on an
inaccurate understanding of the reasoning behind an accommodation.

Future Research

Based on the limitations of the present research, the primary suggestion for future
research is to develop a more detailed training for the interviewers, based on a close
linkage between job tasks and applicant abilities. This training, once its value is shown in
research, could be a valuable addition as a segment of current interviewer training in an

organization.
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Another direction for future research is to extend the findings to management and
sales positions. The value of investigating management and sales tasks results from the
less concrete nature of the requirements of those jobs. For example, management
positions may require leadership ability and sales positions require persuasiveness. These
job requirements, although critical to the performance of the job, are more difficult to
measure and thus are more susceptible to biases and inaccurate decisions for applicants
with disabilities.

An additional direction for future researchers to consider is industries other than
telecommunications. A useful industry to investigate is the fast growing field of
information technology. Demand for information technology analysts is growing faster
than the supply, and the ability to select qualified applicants regardless of disability is
critical to the success in this industry.

nclusion

The present research has contributed a significant addition to the literature
regarding the accuracy of ratings for people with disabilities. In a field study with
telecommunications supervisors, accurate ratings were found to depend on the disability
being rated, and the job for which it is rated. This finding has replicated past literature
which identified that people with disabilities are rated differently depending on their
disability, but has extended the literature by confirming that the accuracy of ratings also
differs. Thus, ADA and interviewer training for supervisors or anyone who has an effect
on hiring decisions must take into account their need to have detailed information instead
of generalized rules. Guidance from various sources can be used to aid in the decision

making for an applicant with a disability.
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The present research also shows that supervisors who have a complete and specific
understanding of the job requirements can be successful at making accurate hiring
decisions about applicants with disabilities. This is valuable information in the current era
characterized by recent downsizing, a growing shortage of highly skilled people, and
lawsuits. By providing supervisors with appropriate structure, they can play a role in the
hiring of the best qualified applicants without exposing their organization to losses from
legal action.

This research is useful for three reasons. First, it is generalizable to other
organizations. A large number of telecommunications organizations could apply these
results directly to operator, consultant (service representative), and technician jobs. In
addition, any organization with job tasks such as talking on the phone while entering data
on a computer terminal, customer service, and technical wiring (electricians and cable
installers) would be able to consider those tasks as closely related to the tasks in the
research. Thus, the organization could identify the need to provide interviewers with
detailed information and appropriate training to understand the fit of an applicant with a
disability.

Second, the Disabilities, Jobs, and Essential Functions Survey (DJEFS) is a useful
tool for other researchers who wish to investigate the accuracy of raters for applicants
with disabilities. DJEFS is a tool that can be tailored to any industry or set of jobs in
order to establish accuracy of raters.

Third, the methodology of comparing participants’ ratings with expert panel
ratings is useful for identifying accuracy of raters. Using expert ratings to train

interviewers to make accurate decisions for applicants with disabilities would add great
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value to the understanding and ability of the interviewers.

Research such as the present study points to ways in which people with disabilities
can be fairly and accurately assessed and integrated into the workforce. Many people in
our society are affected in some way by disability, whether it is that of a coworker, friend,
family member, or self. Furthermore, as the population ages, the number of people in the
workforce with disabilities will grow. Employers who provide reasonable
accommodations for employees who become disabled will prevent the loss of years of
experience and skills. If a current employee with a disability can be accepted and
accommodated, then perhaps employers, interviewers, and coworkers can learn to accept
new employees with disabilities. Staffing shortages force us to look for new, unexplored
possibilities, and the often overlooked population of people with disabilities is a potential

source.

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



69
REFERENCES
Alliger, G. M., Mitchell, K. E., & Morfopolous, R. (1994, April). Essential functions,
disability, and analysis, Paper presented at the annual conference of the Society for
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Nashville, TN.
American Psychological Association. (1994). Publication manual of the American
Psychological Association (4th ed.). Washington, DC: Author.

Anderson, N., & Shackleton, V. (1990). Decision making in the graduate selection

interview: A field study. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 63, 63-76.

Arvey, R. D. (1979). Unfair discrimination in the employment interview: Legal and
psychological aspects. Psychological Bulletin, 86, 736-765.

Arvey, R. D., & Campion, J. E. (1982). The employment interview: A summary and
review of recent research. Personnel Psychology, 35, 281-322.

Ash, P. (1992, October). The Americans with Disabilities Act: Psychological and

personnel management practices, Paper presented at the fall meeting of the

Virginia Psychological Association, Richmond, VA.

Ashcraft, W. W. (1979). The disabled: An untapped labor market. Journal of

Contemporary Business, 8, 75-84.

Baker, L. D. (1974). Authoritarianism, attitudes toward blindness, and managers:
Implications for the employment of blind persons. New Qutlook for the Blind, 68,
308-314.

Barber, A. E., Hollenbeck, J. R., Tower, S. L., & Phillips, J. M. (1994). The effects of

interview focus on recruitment effectiveness: A field experiment. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 79, 886-896.

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



70

Baron, J., & Hershey, J. C. (1988). Heuristics and biases in diagnostic reasoning: I. Priors,
error costs, and test accuracy. Qrganizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 41, 259-279.

Bieliauskas, V. J., & Wolfe, H. E. (1960). The attitude of industrial employers toward
hiring of former state mental hospital patients. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 16,
256-259.

Bolton, B., & Roessler, R. (1985). After the interview: How employers rate handicapped
employees. Personnel, 62, 38-41.

Bordieri, J. E., & Drehmer, D. E. (1986). Hiring decisions for disabled workers: Looking
at the cause. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 16, 197-208.

Bordieri, J. E., & Drehmer, D. E. (1987). Attribution of responsibility and predicted social

acceptance of disabled workers. Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin, 30, 218-226.

Bordieri, J. E., Drehmer, D. E., & Comninel, M. E. (1988). Attribution of responsibility

and hiring recommendations for job applicants with low back pain. Rehabilitation

Counseling Bulletin, 32, 140-148.

Bordieri, J. E., Drehmer, D. E., & Taricone, P. F. (1990). Personnel selection bias for job

applicants with cancer. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 20, 244-253.

Bowman, J. T. (1987). Attitudes toward disabled persons: Social distance and work
competence. Journal of Rehabilitation, 53, 41-44.

Byrd, E. K., Byrd, P. D, & Emener. W. G. (1977). Student, counselor, and employer
perceptions of employability of severely retarded. Rehabilitation Literature, 38, 42-
44.

Campion, M. A,, Pursell, E. D., & Brown, B. K. (1988). Structured interviewing: Raising

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



71

the psychometric properties of the employment interview. Personnel Psychology,
41, 25-42.

Cannon, B. J., & Szuhay, J. A. (1986). Faking can elevate scores on the attitudes toward
disabled persons scale. Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin, 30, 120-123.

Carver, C. S, Glass, D. C., & Katz, I. (1978). Favorable evaluations of blacks and the
handicapped: Positive prejudice, unconscious denial, or social desirability? Journal

Appli ial Psychology, 8, 97-106.

Caudron, S. (1996, November). Low unemployment is causing a staffing drought. Here’s
your survival kit. Personnel Journal, 75, 58-67.

Cesare, S. I, Dalessio, A., & Tannenbaum, R. J. (1988). Contrast effects for black, white,
male, and female interviewees. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 18, 1261-
1273.

Cesare, S. J., Tannenbaum, R. J., & Dalessio, A. (1990). Interviewers' decisions related to

applicant handicap type and rater empathy. Human Performance, 3, 157-171.
Cesare, S. J., & Varvel, T. B. (1994, April). The impact of applicant disability and level of
qualification on interviewer decision making, Poster presented at the annual

conference of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Nashville,
TN.

Church, A. H. (1996). From both sides now: The employee interview: The great

pretender. The Industrial-Organizational Psychologist, 34, 108-117.

Cohen, J. S. (1973). Employer attitudes toward hiring mentally retarded individuals.

American Journal of Mental Deficiency, 67, 705-713.

Colorez, A,, & Geist, G. O. (1987). Rehabilitation vs. general employer attitudes toward

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



72

hiring disabled persons. Journal of Rehabilitation, 53, 44-47.

Combs, I. H,, & Omvig, C. P. (1986). Accommodations of disabled people in
employment: Perceptions of employers. Journal of Rehabilitation, 52, 42-45.

Craft, J. A,, Benecki, T. J,, & Shkop, Y. M. (1980). Who hires the seriously handicapped?
Industrial Relations, 19, 94-99.

Czajka, J. M., & DeNisi, A. S. (1988). Effects of emotional disability and clear
performance standards on performance ratings. Academy of Management Journal,
31, 394-404.

Dickinson, T. L. (1987). Designs for evaluating the validity and accuracy of performance
ratings. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 40, 1-21.

Dipboye, R. L., Fromkin, H. L., & Wiback, K. (1975). Relative importance of applicant
sex, attractiveness, and scholastic standing in evaluation of job applicant resumes.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 60, 39-43.

Dipboye, R. L., & Gaugler, B. B. (1993). Cognitive and behavioral processes in the
selection interview. In Schmitt, N, Borman, W. C., & Associates (Eds.),

Personnel selection in organizations, (pp. 135-170). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Dipboye, R. L. (1994). Structured and unstructured selection interviews: Beyond the job-

fit model. Research in Personnel and Human Resources Management, 12, 79-123.

Donaldson, J. (1980). Changing attitudes toward handicapped persons: A review and

analysis of research. Exceptional Children, 46, 504-514.

Dreher, G. F., Ash, R. A., & Hancock, P. (1988). The role of the traditional research

design in underestimating the validity of the employment interview. Personnel

Psychology, 41, 315-327.

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



73
Dunham, J. R. (1979). Could a blind person do your job? Journal of Contemporary
Business, 8, 67-70.
Eder, R. W, & Buckley, M. R. (1988). The employment interview: An interactionist

perspective. Research in Personnel and Human Resources Management, 6, 75-107.

Elkind, J. (1990). The incidence of disabilities in the United States. Human Factors, 32,

397-40s5.

Emener, W. G., McHargue, J. M. (1978). Employer attitudes toward the employment and

placement of the handicapped. Journal of Applied Rehabilitation Counseling, 9,

120-125.
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. (1994). Executive Summary: Enforcement
idance on Preempl nt Disability-Rel nd Medical Examinations Under

the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, (EEOC Notice; 915.002).

Washington, DC: Author.

Eyde, L. D., Nester, M. A., Heaton, S. M, Nelson, A. V. (1994). Guide for administering
written employment examinations to persons with disabilities. Washington, DC:
U.S. Office of Personnel Management.

Freedman, S. M., & Keller, R. T. (1981). The handicapped in the workforce. Academy of

Management Review, 6, 449-458.

Gething, L. (1991). Generality vs. specificity of attitudes toward people with disabilities.

British Journal of Medical Psychology, 64, 55-64.

Gething, L. (1992). Judgements by health professionals of personal characteristics of
people with a visible physical disability. Social Science Medicine, 34, 809-815.

Gordon, M. E. (1972). An examination of the relationship between accuracy and

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



74
favorability of ratings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 56, 49-53.

Hakel, M. D, Hollman, T. D., Dunnette, M. D. (1970). Accuracy of interviewers,
certified public accountants, and students in identifying the interests of
accountants. Journal of Applied Psychology, 54, 115-119.

Harris, M. K. (1989). Reconsidering the employment interview: A review of recent
literature and suggestions for future research. Personnel Psychology, 42, 691-726.

Hastorf, A. H., Wildfogel, J., & Cassman, T. (1979). Acknowledgment of handicap as a

tactic in social interactions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37,

1790-1797.

Hattrup, K. (1995). The roles of information characteristics and accountability in
moderating stereotype-driven processes during social decision making.
Qrganizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 63, 73-86.

Heinemann, W, Pellander, F., Vogelbusch, A., & Wojtek, B. (1981). Meeting a deviant

person: Subjective norms and affective reactions. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 11, 1-25.

Hill, M., & Wehman, P. (1979). Employer and nonhandicapped co-worker perceptions of
moderately and severely retarded workers. Journal of Contemporary Business, 8,
107-112.

Huber, G. P. (1980). Managerial decision making. Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman and
Company.

Huffcutt, A. L, & Arthur, W, Jr. (1994). Hunter and Hunter (1984) revisited: Interview

validity for entry-level jobs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 184-190.

Iasenza, S., & Troutt, B. V. (1990). A training program to diminish prejudicial attitudes in

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



75

student leaders. Journal of College Student Development, 31, 83-34.
Jamero, P. M. (1979). Handicapped individuals in the changing workforce. Journal of

ntemporary Business, 8,6 33-42.

Johnson, R., & Heal, L. W. (1976). Private employment agency responses to the
physically handicapped applicant in a wheelchair. Journal of Applied Rehabilitation
Counseling, 7, 12-21.

Johnson, V. A., Greenwood, R., & Schriner, K. F. (1988). Work performance and work
personality: Employer concerns about workers with disabilities. Rehabilitation
Counseling Bulletin, 32, 50-57.

Katz, S., & Shurka, E. (1977). The influence of contextual variables on evaluation of the
physically disabled by the nondisabled. Rehabilitation Literature, 38, 369-372.

Krefting, L. A, & Brief, A. P. (1976). The impact of applicant disability on evaluative
judgments in the selection process. Academy of Management Journal, 19, 675-
680.

Latham, G. P., Wexley, K. N., & Pursell, E. D. (1975). Training managers to minimize
rating errors in the observation of behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60,
550-555.

Latham, G. P., Saari, L. M., Pursell, E. D., & Campion, M. A. (1980). The situational
interview. Journal of Applied Psychology, 65, 422-427.

Leyser, Y., Cumblad, C., & Strickman, D. (1986). Direct intervention to modify attitudes
toward the handicapped by community volunteers: The learning about handicaps

programme. Educational Review, 38, 229-235.

Lyness, K. S., & Cornelius, E. T., ITL. (1982). A comparison of holistic and decomposed

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



76
judgment strategies in a performance rating simulation. Organizational Behavior
and Human Performance, 29, 21-38.
Macan, T. H., & Dipboye, R. L. (1988). The effects of interviewers' initial impressions on
information gathering. Qrganizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
42, 364-387.

Macan, T. H., & Hayes, T. L. (1995). Both sides of the employment interview interaction:

Perceptions of interviewers and applicants with disabilities. Rehabilitation
Psychology, 15, 110-125.

MacGregor, D, Lichtenstein, S., & Slovic, P. (1988). Structuring knowledge retrieval: An

analysis of decomposed quantitative judgments. Qrganizational Behavior and

Human Decision Pr , 42, 303-323.

Marcouiller, J. A., Smith, C. A., Bordieri, J. E. (1987). Hiring practices and attitudes of
food service employers toward mentally retarded workers. Journal of
Rehabilitation, 53, 47-50.

Maurer, S. D., & Fay, C. (1988). Effect of situational interviews, conventional structured

interviews, and training on interview rating agreement: An experimental analysis.

Personnel Psychology, 41, 329-344.

McDaniel, M. A., Whetzel, D. L., Schmidt, F. L., & Maurer, S. D. (1994). The validity of

employment interviews: A comprehensive review and meta-analysis. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 79, 599-616.
McDonald, T., & Hakel, M. D. (1985). Effects of applicant race, sex, suitability, and

answers on interviewer's questioning strategy and ratings. Personnel Psychology,

38, 321-334.

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



77
Miller, R. W. (1991). Perceiv ilities of disabled j licants in performin
job functions. Unpublished manuscript, Old Dominion University.
Minskoff, E. H,, Sautter, S. W., Hoffmann, F. J., & Hawks, R. (1987). Employer attitudes
toward hiring the learning disabled. Journal of T earning Disabilities, 20, 53-57.
Mithaug, D. E. (1979). The changing workforce: An introduction. Journal of
ntemporary Business, 8, 1-4.
Mithaug, D. E. (1979). Negative employer attitudes toward hiring the handicapped: Fact
or fiction? Journal of Contemporary Business, 8, 19-26.
Motowidlo, S. J., Carter, G. W_, Dunnette, M. D., Tippins, N., Werner, S., Burnett, J.R.,
& Vaughan, M. J. (1992). Studies of the structured behavioral interview. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 77, 571-587.
Navarre, K. A., & Minton, H. L. (1977). Internal-external control and attitude toward
disability. Journal of Counseling and Clinical Psychology, 45, 961-962.
Nagi, S. Z., McBroom, W. H., & Collette, J. (1971). Work, employment, and the

disabled. The American Journal of Economics and Sociology, 31, 21-34.

Nester, M. A. (1984). Employment testing for handicapped persons. Public Personnel
Management, 13, 417-421.
Patrick, G. D. (1987). Improving attitudes toward disabled persons. Adapted Physical

Activity Quarterly, 4, 316-325.

-

Pingitore, R., Dugoni, B. L., Tindale, R. S., & Spring, B. (1994). Bias against overweight
job applicants in a simulated employment interview. Journal of Appli

Psychology, 79, 909-917.

Pitz, G. F., & Sachs, N. J. (1984). Judgment and decision: Theory and application. Annual

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



78

Review of Psychology, 35, 139-163.

Phelps, W. R. (1964). Attitudes related to the employment of the mentally retarded.

American Journal of Mental Deficiency, 69, 575-585.
Phillips, A. P., & Dipboye, R. L. (1989). Correlational tests of predictions from a process

model of the interview. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 41-52.

Rickard, T. E., Triandis, H. C., & Patterson, C. H. (1963). Indices of employer prejudice

toward disabled applicants. Journal of Applied Psychology, 47, 52-55.

Rose, G. L., & Brief, A. P. (1979). Effects of handicap and job characteristics on selection

evaluations. Personnel Psychology, 32, 385-392.

=3

Rossi, P., Jr., & Marotta, M. (1974). Breaking blind stereotypes through vocational

placements. The New Qutlook for the Blind, 68, 29-32.

Rowe, P. M. (1963). Individual differences in selection decisions. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 47, 304-307.
Rowe, P. M. (1984). Decision processes in personnel selection. Canadian Journal of

Behavioural Science, 16, 326-337.

Rowe, J., & Stutts, R. M. (1987). Effects of practica type, experience, and gender on

attitudes of undergraduate physical education majors toward disabled persons.

Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly, 4, 268-277.

Satcher, J., & Dooley-Dickey, K. (1992). Attitudes of human-resource management

student toward persons with disabilities. Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin, 35,
248-252.

Spain, J. B. (1981). Employment of handicapped people: An enigmatic future. Journal of

Visual Impairment and Blindness, 75, 122-125.

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



79
Stone, C. I, & Sawatzki, B. (1980). Hiring bias and the disabled interviewee: Effects of
manipulating work history and disability information of the disabled job applicant.
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 16, 96-104.
Storck, I. F., & Thompson-Hoffman, S. (1991). Demographic characteristics of the

disabled population. In S. Thompson-Hoffman & I. F. Storck (Vol. Eds.), Springer

Series on Rehabilitation: Vol, 8. Disability in the United States: A portrait from
national data (pp. 15-33). New York: Springer Publishing Company.

Struthers, C. W., Colwill, N. L., & Perry, R. P. (1992). An attributional analysis of
decision making in a personnel selection interview. Journal of Applied Social

Psychology, 22, 801-818.

Tagalakis, V., Amsel, R., & Fichten, C. S. (1988). Job interview strategies for people with

a visible disability. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 18, 520-532.

Thayer, A. M. (1992, October 26). Disabilities law is being implemented by companies as

needs arise. Chemical and Engineering News, 9-11.

Tracey, W. R. (1995). Training employees with disabilities: Strategies to enhance learning
and development for an expanding part of your workforce. New York: American

Management Association.

U.S. Bureau of the Census. (1994). Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1994 (114th
ed.). Washington, DC: Author. pp. 137, 382, 395.

Wages, C., Manson, T., & Jordan, J. J. (1990). Effects of applicant's adverse medical

history on college students' ratings of job applications. Journal of Appli ial
Psychology, 20, 1322-1332.
Wehman, P. (1993). The ADA mandate for social change. Baltimore, MD: Paul H.

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



80
Brookes Publishing Co.

Weisner, W. H., & Cronshaw, S. F. (1988). A meta-analytic investigation of the impact of
interview format and degree of structure on the validity of the employment
interview. Journal of QOccupational Psychology, 61, 275-290.

Winer, B. J,, Brown, D. R., & Michels, K. M. (1991). Statistical principles in experimental

design (3™ ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Woehr, D. J.,, & Huffcutt, A. I. (1994). Rater training for performance appraisal: A
quantitative review. Journal of Occupational and Qrganizational Psychology, 67,
189-205.

Wright, P. M, Lichtenfels, P. A., & Pursell, E. D. (1989). The structured interview:
Additional studies and a meta-analysis. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 62,
191-199.

Wysocki, J., & Wysocki, P. (1979). An employer's guide to employment and disability.

Journal of Contemporary Business, 8, 59-66.

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



APPENDIX A

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION VEY

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

81



82
Demographic Information Survey

Please answer the following questions by placing a checkmark (or X) in the
blank next to your response. Remember: We need this information strictly
for the purpose of describing the participants as a diverse group and
understanding group results. At no time will this information be used in an
individual way to identify you in the research report or to the company.
Your data will be kept confidential at all times. For that reason, please do
not write your name on this, or any, of the research pages. Your data will
be related by a number only.

Sex: Female Male

Race: African American

American Indian/ Alaskan Native
Asian/ Pacific Islander

Hispanic

White

Other:

30 and younger
31 -40

41 - 50

51 and older

Age:

Current Job Title:

If you don't regularly interview but you do make hiring decisions, please
answer the questions below for hiring decisions and check (or X) here
If your job does not include either interviewing or making hiring decisions,
Skip ahead to “Are you...”

Number of interviews you have administered in the past month:
None
1
More than 1

Estimate the number of interviews you have administered in the /last year:
less than 12 (less than 1 per month on average)

12 to 18

18 to 24

24 or more (2 or more per month on average)

Estimate the time you have been interviewing (making hiring decisions):
years months
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What interviewer training have you had? on-the-job only
(check more than one if you MSI training
have had more than one type) MSI recalibration
BA How to Interview
Other
None

Are you close to anyone (friend, coworker, or family member) who has one

of the following disabilities? (Circle yes orno.)

Epilepsy yes no
Hearing Impairment/Deafness yes no
Multiple Sclerosis yes no
Paraplegia yes no

Visual Impairment/Blindness yes no

Using this scale, rate how familiar you are with disabilities below:

1) Not at all: | have little understanding of symptoms or causes
of this disability. | would not be able to describe
this disability.

2) Somewhat: | know some symptoms or a little about the causes

of this disability. | could accurately describe a
limited (average) amount about this disability.

3) Very: | know an extensive amount about the symptoms

and causes of this disability. | could accurately
describe almost everything about this disability.

Not at all Somewhat Very

Epilepsy 1 2
Hearing Impairment/Deafness 1 2
Multiple Sclerosis 1 2
Paraplegia 1 2
Visual Impairment/Blindness 1 2
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APPENDIX B
DISABILITIE B, AND ESSENTIAL TION VEY F

Note: The page numbers have been altered to fit the dissertation document. Participants
saw page numbers starting with 1 on the first page of rating tasks.
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Disabilities, Jobs, and Essential Functions

Survey
: (DJEFS)

Remember, for each essential job function, circle the number that applies to
your choice of CAN PERFORM FUNCTION, CAN PERFORM FUNCTION WITH
ACCOMMODATION, or CANNOT PERFORM FUNCTION.

If you choose CAN PERFORM FUNCTION WITH ACCOMMODATION, explain the nature
the accommodation you have in mind.

Please do not leave blanks. It is important to have a decision for each
possible choice because it increases the ease and quality of the analysis.

To protect your confidentiality, do not write your name anywhere on this
survey.
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A. J. ANDERS (VISUALLY-IMPAIRED)

Remember, for each essential job function, circle the number that applies to

your choice and do not leave blanks.
JOB 1 - Qperator

Essential Job Function 1: Accessing a video display terminal to retrieve
telephone listing information from a data base and furnish it to customers
who may have incomplete or inaccurate information and do not have access
to the desired information or are unable to locate it in a telephone directory.

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:

Essential Job Function 2: Accessing a video display terminal to assist
customers from coin, non-coin, hotels and hospitals in placing local and
intralata calls (e.g., person-to-person, collect, calling card calls and calls
billed to a third number).

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:

Essential Job Function 3: Handling emergency calls and special assistance
calls for customers.

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

if 2, Accommodation:
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A. J. ANDERS (VISUALLY-IMPAIRED)

Remember, for each essential job function, circle the number that applies to

your choice and do not leave blanks.
JOB 2 - Consultant - Residence

Essential Job Function 1: Handling requests from existing or new
customers for installation, disconnection, or changes of telephone systems

and services.

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:

Essential Job Function 2: Discussing, investigating, and resolving disputes,
complaints, and inquiries regarding customers’ service, billing, rates,
adjustments, policies, etc.

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:

Essential Job Function 3: Operating a computer terminal, including
accessing multiple systems to establish, update, retrieve customer service
data while simultaneously negotiating with customers and/or company

employees.
1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:
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A. J. ANDERS (VISUALLY-IMPAIRED)

Remember, for each essential job function, circle the number that applies to

your choice and do not leave blanks.
JOB 3 - Technician

Essential Job Function 1: Installing, rearranging, and maintaining inside
wiring, wiring at pole, and wiring in underground or building terminals. Able
to perceive differences in wire and cable colors.

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:

Essential Job Function 2: Performing necessary work to connect,
disconnect, test, repair and maintaining company and customer provided
telephones and equipment, including working aloft.

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:

Essential Job Function 3: Contacts customers face-to-face to notify them of
work being performed on their lines and when service is restored. Also
communicates company policy and bills customer when appropriate. Must
speak English clearly.

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:

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



89
B. H. BARONE (USES A WHEELCHAIR)

Remember, for each essential job function, circle the number that applies to

your choice and do not leave blanks.
JOB 1 - Operator

Essential Job Function 1: Accessing a video display terminal to retrieve
telephone listing information from a data base and furnish it to customers
who may have incomplete or inaccurate information and do not have access
to the desired information or are unable to locate it in a telephone directory.

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:

Essential Job Function 2: Accessing a video display terminal to assist
customers from coin, non-coin, hotels and hospitals in placing local and
intralata calls (e.g., person-to-person, collect, calling card calls and calls
billed to a third number).

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:

Essential Job Function 3: Handling emergency calls and special assistance
calls for customers.

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:
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B. H. BARONE (USES A WHEELCHAIR)

Remember, for each essential job function, circle the number that applies to

your choice and do not leave blanks.
JOB 2 - Consultant - Residence

Essential Job Function 1: Handling requests from existing or new
customers for installation, disconnection, or changes of telephone systems

and services.

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

if 2, Accommodation:

Essential Job Function 2: Discussing, investigating, and resolving disputes,
compilaints, and inquiries regarding customers’ service, billing, rates,
adjustments, policies, etc.

1 2 3
CAN PERFORM CAN PERFORM CANNOT PERFORM
FUNCTION FUNCTION WITH FUNCTION
ACCOMMODATION

If 2, Accommodation:
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