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ABSTRACT

This study utilized qualitative nmethods to examne the socia
i nteractions that occur within supported enpl oynent settings between
workers with disabilities and nondi sabl ed co-workers. The study al so
examned the job supports at work settings, to understand the
rel ati onship between formal, job coach support services and natura
j ob supports.

Through supported enpl oynent, adults with noderate and severe
disabilities have begun to achi eve enpl oynent outside of sheltered
wor kshops and activity centers, in typical community businesses. e
approach to supported enpl oynent is the "job coach" nodel, whereby a
j ob coach acconpani es the enployee to his or her job, systematically
teaches the job to the enpl oyee, and then gradually decreases his or
her tine at the setting. Supported enploynment ains at the
I ntegration of supported enployees with their co-workers and
super vi sors.

In this study, seven supported enpl oynent settings were studied
using partici pant-observation and interviews. Settings included a
nursing honme, a departnent store, a transportation conpany, two
restaurants, a hospital, and a school. Job coaches had conpl eted
initial training and were intermttently present.

Al supported enpl oyees held entry-level, |ow status jobs. Most
jobs involved cleaning work. Co-workers were uncommtted to their
jobs and positions turned over frequently. Two or nore co-workers
often worked together and interacted to performjoint tasks and sol ve
work problens. Additional social interactions spilled over from



formal interactions, often in the formof joking or teasing. S ower
times and break times were utilized for socializing, and special
soci al custons had devel oped at many settings. Mbst enpl oyees had
one or two work friends. Supported enployees participated in all of
these interactions, but in general interacted |less than their co-
wor kers. Supported jobs were often special positions, wthout a

cl ose co-worker. These positions had been structured to elimnate
many possibilities for interactions.

Enpl oyees recei ved support from experi enced co-worker "nentors"
and fromtheir work friends. Job coaching interfered with nentoring
for supported enpl oyees, and job coaches did not teach participation
In social custons. As a result, supported enpl oyees received |ess
natural support than their co-workers. Despite these problens,
supported enpl oyees were perceived as "li ke anybody el se" and had

becone accepted nenbers of the work setting.



CHAPTER |
BACKGROUND

One of the nost significant recent innovations in services to
persons with severe disabilities has been the devel opnent of
supported enpl oynent. As a result of the dissemnation of supported
enpl oynent service technol ogy and the energence of |egislation,
regul ations and funding streans for supported enpl oynent, |arge
nunbers of persons with severe disabilities who were previously
considered suitable only for segregated prograns in sheltered
wor kshops or activity centers are enployed at jobs in community
busi nesses and i ndustries.

A major notivating force behind the supported enpl oynent
novenent has been the belief that people with severe disabilities are
capable of and entitled to fuller comunity participation and
I ntegration. Whnman and Moon (1987) list integration as the prinary
“critical value" in supported enpl oynment prograns, and Brown,

Shiraga, York, Kessler, Strohm Rogan, Sweet, Zanella, VanDeventer
and Looms (1984) have argued that integration is the "central issue"
I n vocational services.

What does it nean for a person with a severe disability to fully
—or nore fully—participate in comunity life? Wat does it nean to
be or becone integrated? Mre specifically, what does it nean for a
person to be integrated into a community work setting? This issue is
by no neans sinple or clear. (eneral information is unsatisfactory,
as Brown, Shiraga, A bright, Kessler, Bryson, VanDeventer, and Looms
(1987) have not ed:



Wiile 29 of the 32 graduates functioned in integrated settings
and perforned real work next to nondi sabl ed co-workers, specific
kinds of social interactions and rel ati onshi ps nust be anal yzed
in greater detail. Are friendships devel oping? Do frequent and
normal i zed interactions occur between workers wi th and w t hout
disabilities to grow and produce as nuch as possi ble? Are
attitudes of acceptance and support in the integrated workpl ace

I nproving? (p. 37)

The study reported here investigated the social integration of
enpl oyees with severe disabilities in supported enpl oynent settings.
An overview of supported enploynent is provided in the first section
of this chapter. The follow ng sections discuss integration as it
relates to supported enploynent, reviewcurrent literature on
wor kpl ace social interactions, and define the purpose of the

resear ch

Overvi ew of Supported Enpl oynent

Supported enpl oynent is defined by the U.S. Rehabilitation
Services Admnistration as "conpetitive work in an integrated work
setting with on-going support services for individuals with severe
handi caps for whom conpetitive enpl oynent (a) has not traditionally
occurred, or (b) has been interrupted or intermttent as a result of
severe handi caps" (34 CF. R Part 363.7).

Supported enpl oynent prograns place individuals with severe
disabilities directly into coomunity jobs and offer an array of
services to insure enploynent success. As conpared with the follow
up services that acconpanied traditional job placenent, supported
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enpl oynment services are (a) nore intensive and systematic, (b) nore
conprehensive (i.e. taking into account transportation and other work
related concerns), and (c) of longer or even indefinite duration
(Vhnan & Kregel, 1985).

Most i ndividualized supported enpl oynent prograns are variations
on a nodel referred to as the supported jobs nodel or nore accurately
the job coach nodel (N sbet & Hagner, 1988). In the job coach nodel,
a rehabilitation agency staff person variously known as a job coach,
job trainer, placenent and training specialist, or enploynent
coordi nator provi des support services to a worker with a severe
disability working at a job in the comunity. The job coach perforns
mul tiple tasks, including some that take place away fromthe
enpl oynent site (Vhnan & Melia, 1985). nh-site job coach
responsibilities include systematic instruction in job tasks and
other required skills and non-instructional interventions
collectively termed "advocacy" (Veéhnan & Melia, 1985).

Systematic instruction includes analyzing a job into a series of
smal | steps, providing pronpts, feedback, denonstrations, and other
forms of instruction, and collecting data. Advocacy is defined in
one job coach manual (Mon, Coodall, Barcus & Brooke, 1986) as "any
activity perfornmed by a job trainer which pronotes a retarded
wor ker's success in a conpetitive job" (p. 75). Exanples of advocacy
provi ded by the authors include (a) establishing rapport wth
supervi sors and co-workers, (b) explaining training techni ques and
I nvol ving supervisors and co-workers in training, (c) explaining a
supported enpl oyee's disability, background, and behavi oral

characteristics to co-workers, and (d) encouraging co-workers to
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socialize with a supported enpl oyee and nodel i ng appropriate ways of
doing it. Both systematic instruction and advocacy are believed to
be essential to job retention in supported work prograns (Vhnan &
Kregel, 1985). As a supported enpl oyee nasters job tasks, job
coaches gradually fade their presence at a work site, eventually

remai ning involved through periodic visits or tel ephone contacts.

Integration and Supported Enpl oynent

I n connection with supported enpl oynent, "integrated" is used to
mean a nunber of different things. |Integrated is often defined to
mean work in a setting not designed as a facility for persons wth
handi caps. Whman, Kregel, Barcus and Schal ock (1986) had this
meani ng in mnd when they stated that "enphasis needs to be placed on
training that occurs as much as possible in integrated, as opposed to
excl usi vel y handi capped, facilities" (p. 117).

QG her authors define an integrated setting nore narrowy.
Specific nunerical standards for integration were proposed by Brown
et. al. (1987): No nore than two people with severe disabilities
should work in any imedi ate work area, and the total nunber of
persons with severe disabilities within any general work area shoul d
approxi mate the natural proportion (.0l) of persons with severe
disabilities in the general popul ation.

Federal supported enploynent regul ations offer a different
definition of an integrated setting. A setting is integrated if the
majority of workers at the setting are not disabled and either (a)
supported enpl oyees are not part of a group of workers wth

disabilities or (b) if they are part of a group, the group size is no



| arger than eight and the workers with disabilities have regul ar
contact w th nondi sabl ed individuals other than personnel providing
support services in the imrediate work setting (34 CF. R Part 363.7
a) .

QG her definitions of integration link it even nore closely to
contact or interactions with nondi sabl ed co-workers. Everson (1988)
defines "integrated work" as "enpl oynent within a typical work
setting in which the person with a disability works in cl ose
proximty to, and interacts w th, nondi sabled workers other than
human servi ces support personnel™ (p. 15). Everson's definitionis
nore stringent than the Federal definition in one sense, but |ess so
In another. The requirenent that interactions take place between
workers with disabilities and their nondi sabl ed co-workers in any
enpl oynent, not nerely when workers with disabilities are enployed in
groups, is anore stringent definition of integration. However, the
Federal definition requires that contacts be regular, while Everson's
definition does not. Mre inportantly, the absence of any reference
to a nunber or proportion of persons with handicaps wthin a setting
as a criterion for integration allows for the "integrated" enployment
of indefinitely large groups of persons w th handi caps, according to
Everson's definition.

N sbet and Call ahan (1987) define integration prinarily by
exanple: "Integration neans worki ng al ongsi de and sharing
responsi bilities with nondi sabl ed co-workers; taking breaks, having
| unch, and attending a happy hour with their nondi sabl ed peers;
recei ving instruction fromconpany supervisor; learning fromtheir
nondi sabl ed co-workers; and being val ued enpl oyees of the conpany"”

5



(p. 184). Integration according to this definitionis clearly

I nteractional, roughly corresponding to what is sonetines called
social integration, where social integration is distinguished from
physical integration (e.g. Wl fensberger & Thomas, 1983, p. 18).

Sone di scussions of integration go beyond the requirenents that
settings be natural, that the nunber or percent of persons wth
handi caps be snmall, and that interactions occur or occur regularly.
These di scussions stress qualitative features of social interactions
and/or the attitudes or perceptions of persons involved in those
I nt eractions.

Sonetimes perceptions are given nore enphasis. For
Wl f ensberger and Thomas (1983), social integration requires that
I nteractions be normative, defined as "not perceived or
experienced...as odd, peculiar, outlandish, or...deserving of unusua
attention" and "within the range of the 'expectable' or consistent
with an aspired norm (p. 18).

H gher quality or positive interactions are stressed by other
authors. For Taylor, Racino, Knoll, and Lutfiyya (1987) "integration
nmeans that people should have the opportunity to interact wth other
people, to formclose relationships, and to achi eve ful
participation in community life" (p. 54). N sbet and Call ahan (1987)
have in a sense conbi ned both enphases, by |isting exanpl es of
positive interactions but enphasizing social perception (that

enpl oyees be val ued).

I nteracti ons and Supports in the WrKkpl ace

Several strands of rehabilitation research have investigated the



soci al behavior of enployees with disabilities in the workpl ace.
Wr ker interactions, working relationships, and job supports have
al so been investigated "generically"; that is, outside the
di sci plines of special education and rehabilitation.

Wthin rehabilitation, the belief that "concentration on
physi cal capacities and tolerance will go for naught if skills for
t he managenent of personal affairs and congeni al social exchange are
I gnored" (Sankovsky, 1971, p. 9) has long been commonpl ace. Two
strands of research have emerged as adults with severe disabilities
began to denonstrate the ability to work in community settings.

The first strand consists of anal yses of the social skills
requi red at work, through studies of reasons for job |loss (Foss &
Peterson, 1981; G eenspan & Shoultz, 1981; Hanl ey- Maxwel |, Rusch,
Chadsey- Rusch & Renzaglia, 1986) and surveys of enpl oyer job
requi rements (Rusch, Schutz & Agran, 1982; Burton, Chavez & Kohaska,
1987). These studies highlighted the subtlety of workpl ace soci al
expectations and behavior and the need for specificity and detail in
delineating the social requirenents of jobs. For exanple, Hanley-
Maxwel |, Rusch, Chadsey-Rusch and Renzaglia (1986) specul ated that
the use of an a priori classification scheme nmay be | ess hel pful than
an anal ysis of individual reasons for job |l oss. And Rusch, Schutz,
and Agran (1982) noted that the requirenents of enployers vary across
particular communities and that general information can only provide
a general guide. Any particular enploynent setting has its own
particular social requirenents. As a result, there has been an
I ncreasi ng enphasis on the use of "normative" or "ecol ogi cal "
anal ysis (Karan & Kni ght, 1986; Whnan, Renzaglia & Bates, 1985) to
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understand the social expectations of specific settings.

The second strand of research consists of intervention studies
(Breen, Haring, Pitts-Conway & Gayl ord- Ross, 1985; Chadsey- Rusch,
Karl an, R va & Rusch, 1984; Rusch & Menchetti, 1981) to denonstrate
the acquisition of social skills by workers with severe disabilities.
I ntervention studi es have provided powerful denonstrations of the
ability of workers with severe disabilities to acquire a range of
soci al behaviors and use themin work settings. However, there has
been a tendency to sel ect behaviors for instruction based on casua
observation and to teach and observe themas isolated bits.

For exanpl e, Chadsey-Rusch, Karlan, R va, and Rusch (1984)
sel ected question-asking for instruction because the workers "had a
deficit" in that area and because "it has val ue in establishing
Interactions" (p. 219). They did not establish where and when
I nteractions took place at the setting, whether it was usual to ask
repeated questions, or other details inportant to understanding the
meani ng of the behavior acquired. Breen, Haring, Pitts-Conway and
Gayl ord- Ross (1985) taught two workers with severe disabilities to
ask their co-workers whether they wanted coffee during breaktine at
comunity work settings. The training was successful, and co-workers
responded to interactions initiated towards them but sel dom extended
those interactions further. It is difficult to evaluate this result
w t hout knowi ng the typical breaktine behavior and social norns at
the settings involved. For exanple, perhaps offering coffee to co-
workers was out of place and stigmatized the workers with
disabilities as unusual; or alternatively, perhaps breaktine

I nteractions typically consisted of only one verbal exchange and the
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| ack of further interactions signified acceptance of the workers.

More recently, a third strand of research has devel oped,
consisting of a variety of naturalistic, descriptive conparisons of
soci al behavior in work settings. N sbet and Vincent (1986) conpared
the inappropriate behavior and instructional interactions of
enpl oyees at three sheltered and six community work settings. One of
several findings was that instructional interactions between
supervisors or co-workers and workers with severe disabilities occur
far nmore frequently within comunity work settings than in sheltered
settings.

Wacker, Berg, Visser, Egan, Berrie, Ehler, Short, Swatta, and
Tasler (1986) investigated the incidental |earning that took place
when two students with severe disabilities received training at a
community job. Incidental behaviors were new behaviors that were
| earned wi t hout being specifically targeted for instruction by a job
trainer. Each student acquired several new behaviors through
incidental learning, including initiating greetings, telling jokes,
sharing snacks, and tal king w th co-workers.

Li gnugari s/ Kraft, Rule, Salzberg and Stow tschek (1986) conpared
the social interactions anong workers with and without disabilities
in two enploynent settings. These investigators found that all
enpl oyees actively interacted in a variety of ways. Common soci al
behavi or included tal king about a work-related topic, giving help or
wor ki ng cooperatively, and joking and | aughing. The researchers
found no significant difference in the anount or type of interactions
engaged in by enployees with or without disabilities, with the

exception that nore joking and |aughing was observed on the part of
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nondi sabl ed enpl oyees. Co-worker and supervi sor assi stance were
common in both settings. Because both settings studied contained

| arge groups of workers with disabilities, the mgority of whomwere
mldly, not severely, disabled, the applicability of these findings
to settings which neet the Federal standards for supported enpl oyment
I S questi onabl e.

Social interactions and supports in the workplace have al so been
studied "generically", fromthe perspectives of business nanagenent
and the sociology of work. A reviewof literature fromthese
di sciplines (Nsbet & Hagner, 1988) highlighted three consistent
t henes.

First, informal or "surplus" social interactions are preval ent
at work. Informal interactions include brief comrents, gestures and
synbolic acts w th shared neani ngs, joking and teasing, assistance in
conpl eti ng work, having coffee or nmeal s together, conversations about
personal |ife, asking and giving advice, teaching or denonstrating a
work task, and so forth. Infornmal interactions serve to relieve
boredom and a sense of powerl| essness, facilitate conpletion of group
work tasks, and maintain a sense of group solidarity.

Managenent theorists use the term"organi zational culture" to
descri be the set of shared beliefs, neanings, and informal custons
prevalent wthin a work setting (Sathe, 1983; Schein, 1985; Smrcich
1983; WIlkins, 1983). Qltures are produced as a group of enpl oyees
share comon experiences and sol ve probl ens together over tine
(Schein, 1985). The products of organi zational cultures include
rituals, |egends, cerenonies, and specialized | anguage (Smrcich

1983). The norns of a culture include rules for passing the

10



culture to new nenbers (Sathe, 1983).

Informal interactions also result in the establishment of
wor ki ng rel ationshi ps anong co-workers (Gbarro, 1987). Henderson
and Argyle (1985) identified four |evels of working rel ationshi ps:
(a) social friends, wth whomthe enpl oyee spent sonme non-work tinmne;
(b) work friends, wth whoman enpl oyee frequently interacted
informally (including during break times) and gave and recei ved
assi stance; (c) work mates, w th whoman enpl oyee interacted on a
daily basis but primarily regarding work-related topics; and (d)
conflict relationships.

A second finding has been that patterns of interactions are
often unique to individual work settings. D stinct cultural features
have been noted at different settings even though the work perforned
at each setting was simlar and the settings were part of the same
conpany (Ansa, 1985; Peponis, 1985). Partly because social behavior
Is largely setting-specific, researchers have enphasized the
| nportance of |ong-termobservations (Hrszow cz, 1982) and
qual itative research nethods (Sathe, 1983).

Third, support has been found to be a natural feature of work
settings. Researchers have docunented the availability and
| nportance of support concerning a wide variety of work and non-work
rel ated problens. Support can be defined by reference to supportive
behavior, as the provision of attention and reassurance or the
offering of material assistance (Pearson, 1982). Qher researchers
prefer to define support as the feeling or perception of being val ued
and a part of a network of commrunication and nutual obligation

(Kirneyer & Lin, 1987). 1In a work context, support can include
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practical help and infornation related to work or to personal
problens, as well as purely affective expressions of solidarity and
caring, which facilitate job performances or satisfaction (Burke,
Wir & Duncan, 1976; Mtchell, Billings & Mbos, 1982). Support is
provi ded to workers both horizontally, by their co-workers, and
vertically, by their supervisors. Oth, WIkinson, and Benfari
(1987) noted that nmany effective managers adopt the role of a coach
t owards their subordi nates.

Support is closely related to interactions anong workers
(Kirmeyer & Lin, 1987). Feldman (1977) found that feelings of
accept ance by one's co-workers preceded new enpl oyees' feelings of
conpetence. He speculated that until they becane well established as
a menber of a network of informal custons and communi cati ons,
enpl oyees were unable to obtain information and assistance crucial to
the satisfactory perfornmance of their jobs.

The support that is referred to inthe literature on the
soci ol ogy of work and busi ness nanagenent is available naturally
within work environnents. Therefore, for our purposes, it can be
referred to as natural support (N sbet & Callahan, 1987), to
distinguish it fromthe support that is nmeant by the term "supported
enpl oynent"; that is, support provided by human service agencies to

persons with disabilities.

Pur pose of the Research

Wil e persons with severe disabilities have to sonme extent been
placed in comunity settings, they have not always becone a part of
t hose settings (Bogdan & Taylor, 1987). The purpose of the present
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study was to describe the |evel of participation, or social

I ntegration, achieved by workers with severe disabilities through
supported enpl oynent. That entailed an understanding of the typica
patterns of behavior within individual work settings, and of the

I nteractions anong setting participants. S nce integration can al so
I nvol ve the way in which one is perceived, an understandi ng of how
supported enpl oyees are percei ved—what beliefs are hel d about them
how their behavior is interpreted, and so forth—+s essential to
understandi ng their integration.

Supported enpl oynent personnel, the job coaches who acconpany
supported enpl oyees, represent a third party whose presence nust be
understood to gain a conplete picture of supported enpl oynent. It is
particularly inportant to ascertain how the "advocacy" function is
carried out by practicing job coaches, and what rel ationship exists
bet ween job coaching as it is described in supported enpl oynent
literature and training manual s, and job coaching as it is practiced.

Systematic instruction and behavi or managenent techni ques have
been highly effective in special, segregated environnments. It is
I nportant to understand the inpact of inporting such techniques into
natural settings. Related to this is the relationship between
internal and external sources of job support. Long before the advent
of formal supported enpl oynent services, natural comunity
envi ronnment s devel oped internal nechanisns for providing training and
support to enployees. It is inportant to examne these two systens,
the systemof natural support internal to the work organi zation, and
supported enpl oynment services inported froman external source, and

to understand how they rel ate.
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Research questions were devel oped to investigate four topic
areas related to the integration of workers with severe disabilities
I n supported enpl oynent settings. Specific questions, descriptive in
nature, involved the nature of supported jobs and settings, the
I nteractions anong setting participants, the supports provided to
enpl oyees, and the perceptions of setting participants.

1. Wat are the characteristics of supported jobs and

enpl oynent settings? Wat are the job responsibilities of supported

enpl oyees and what is the job function of supported enpl oyees in
relation to the conpany or department in which they are enpl oyed?
Wi ch ot her enpl oyees share the same work setting as supported

enpl oyees? How do the wages, work schedul es, working conditions, or
ot her aspects of supported job positions relate to other positions
wthin a work setting?

2. Wiat social interactions take place at supported enpl oynment

settings? Wat interactions occur between supported enpl oyees and
their co-workers and supervisors? How do these interactions conpare
w th interactions anong nondi sabl ed co-workers and between co-workers
and supervisors? In what ways do the periodic visits of job coaches
affect the behavior of other setting participants? Do supported

enpl oyees, co-workers, or supervisors interact differently when job
coaches are absent then when they are present?

3. Wiat supports are provided to enpl oyees w thin supported

enpl oynent settings? To what extent do co-workers provide natural

support for each other, or supervisors provide support for their
subordi nates? Are natural supports provided to other enpl oyees; and

If so, how do they conpare with natural supports provided to other
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enpl oyees? Wen supported enpl oyees experience problens at work and
a job coach is not present, how are the probl ens resol ved? Wat
ongoi ng support is provided to supported enpl oyees by job coaches?
Are supported enpl oynent services |limted to job coaching, or are

ot her kinds of support provided?

4. How do participants in supported enpl oynent settings

percei ve one another? How are enpl oyees with severe disabilities

perceived by their co-workers and by others within the work

organi zation? How do supported enpl oyees view their co-workers and
their supervisors? How do supported enpl oyees and ot her nmenbers of
t he organi zati on perceive job coaches? Wat other persons (e.g
conpany customners, agency admnistrators) hol d perceptions rel evant

to the participation of supported enpl oyees in work settings?
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CHAPTER | |
METHODALOGY

An understanding of the social integration of supported
enpl oyees requires attention to both the fine-grained details of
soci al processes within supported enpl oyment settings and to the
meani ng of events to the participants. Both requirenents are ideal
for the application of qualitative or ethnographic research nethods
(Erickson, 1986). The detailed qualitative study of specific social
situations, sonetinmes known as m cro-et hnography, has been applied to
a wide variety of settings (Spradley, 1980). Wthin vocationa
rehabilitation, qualitative nmethods have been utilized to examne the
social interactions within sheltered work settings (Turner, 1981) and
vocational evaluation settings (Mirphy & Hagner, 1988). Qualitative
nmet hods have al so been enployed to study the social organization of
typi cal workpl aces, such as banks (Schnei der, Parkington & Buxton,
1980), police departnents (VanMaanen, 1975), and factories (Ansa,
1986). Wthin sociology, Sandler (1982), Thonpson (1983) and ot hers
have studied the social interactions wthin work settings using
qualitative nmethods. Das (1983) and Schein (1985) have recommended
the use of qualitative nethods to study the cultures of work
settings.

The present study utilized both participant-observati on and sem -
structured interview nethods (Bogdan & Bi klen, 1982; Taylor and
Bogdan, 1984). The selection of settings and the process of data

collection and analysis are discussed in the follow ng sections.



Settings and Participants

Four supported enpl oynent agencies in central New York were
asked to nomnate up to two supported settings each for study, based
on the following criteria:

1. No nore than two supported enpl oyees shoul d work at any one
setting, to insure that individual jobs were studied rather than
group pl acenents.

2. Each setting should involve enpl oynent for pay, rather than
nmerely training or vol unteer work.

3. Each supported enpl oyee shoul d be considered by the supported
enpl oynent agency and state (ffice of Vocational Rehabilitation (OR
as having a severe disability.

4. Supported enpl oyees shoul d be successfully enpl oyed beyond an
initial training or adjustnent period, so that (a) the agency
considered the setting a successful exanple of supported enpl oyment
and (b) job coach presence was not continual but job coaches had to
sonme degree "faded out."

Three agenci es nomnated two work settings, and one agency
nom nat ed one setting. Conpany nanagers, supported enpl oyees and
ot her workers at each setting were inforned of the study and agreed
to partici pate.

Settings and Conpany Characteristics

For consistency, the term "conpany" hereafter refers to a work
organi zation that provides enploynent to a supported enpl oyee and
ot her enpl oyees. "Agency" refers to a human service organi zation
whi ch provi des placenent and support services to persons wth
disabilities. "Setting" refers to the physical prem ses—
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bui I ding(s) or section(s) of a building and adj acent grounds—ahere
the work of a supported enployee and his or her co-workers is
performed. The seven conpanies and settings are described bel ow

1. Sunny Haven is a large, old nursing hone in an urban area.
Enpl oyees at the setting include the director, office workers,
nursing and other resident care staff, food service workers, and a
mai nt enance and housekeepi ng departnent. Cne of the housekeepers is
a supported enpl oyee. The setting consisted of the entire building,

I ncl udi ng roons, hallways, common areas, office and storage areas.

2. Qants is a large suburban departnment store owned by an
Interstate corporation. The back section of the store consists of a
| arge stock room office, and an enpl oyee lunch room This is the
work setting for a supported enpl oyee, five co-workers, and a
receiving clerk who is also the departnment supervisor. Fl oor
sal espersons are occasionally assigned to work in the stock room and
all store enployees utilize the lunch room

3. Rde-AVan is a nedical transport conpany whi ch enpl oys a
supported enpl oyee as the janitor. Requests for transportation to
medi cal appoi ntnents are received by a dispatcher and forwarded to
one of several drivers. R de-A-Van also enploys office enployees, an
of fi ce manager, and three vehicle nechanics. The setting includes
offices, hallways, the kitchen, two garages and a parking | ot.

4. Jiffy Burger is a busy fast food hanburger chain franchise.
Ei t her the manager or one of the three assistants nanagers supervises
a crew of food preparati on workers and cashiers, a dining roombus
person, a naintenance person and a di shwasher. Enpl oyee work

schedul es are staggered so that the size and conposition of the work
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crew changes several tines during the day. Enployed as the bus
person, a supported enpl oyee works mainly in the dining room but the
work setting also includes the food preparation and storage area

behi nd the serving counter, an outdoor dining area.

5. The dinton Inn is a |large suburban restaurant w th severa
di ning roons, a bar, kitchen, serving area, dishwashing area, and
storage roons. Patronage during | unch—when a supported enpl oyee
works as a di shwasher and cl eaner—s fairly light. Odinarily two
wai tresses, a hostess, a cook, a food preparation person, and the
restaurant manager are on duty in addition to the supported enpl oyee.

6. Cdty Hospital is a large private health care facility in an
urban area. The dietary departnent consists of a di shroom and
storage area on the ground floor, and a preparation, cooking and
serving area on the floor above. A dishroom supervisor is
responsi bl e for the di shroom enpl oyees and stock workers on the | ower
| evel . A supported enpl oyee works on this level as well and has
conbi ned di shwashi ng and food preparation duties.

7. Holy Rosary School is a parochial elenmentary and mddl e
school. The cafeteria and kitchen, gymand | ocker roons, and art and
nmusic roons are located in the basenent of the building. deaning
these areas was the responsibility of the supported enpl oyees. Qher
enpl oyees who worked on that floor included cafeteria workers, the
gymteacher, and the art and nusic teachers. A teacher assigned to
supervi se the lunch period, and a parish nai nt enance wor ker were on-
site periodically. TABLE | lists the conpanies and settings studied,

type of business and supported enpl oyee job positions.
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TABLE |
SUPPCRTED EMPLOYMENT SETTI NGS

Conpany Type of Busi ness Support ed Co- wor ker s*
Enpl oyee
Posi tion
Sunny Haven Nur si ng Hone Housekeeper
G ants Departnent Store St ock Mar ker
R de- A- Van Transportati on Jani tor 14
Jiffy Burger Fast Food Rest. Bus Person 11
dinton Inn Rest aur ant D shwasher
Aty Hospital Hospi t al Food Preparer
Holy Rosary School Jani t or

*Typi cal nunber in imrediate setting during supported enpl oyee

wor k hours.
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Supported Enpl oyee Characteristics

(One supported enpl oyee was enpl oyed at each work setting. The
supported enpl oyees varied in age, disability |abel, and work
hi story. Four supported enpl oyees had previously worked sheltered
wor kshops. One of these, R chard F., had al so previously
participated in a work enclave. But for Edward P., Tinmothy M, and
Janes W, their jobs at Jiffy Burger, the Ainton Inn, and Holy
Rosary School were their first enpl oynment experience outside of a
shel t ered wor kshop.

Rchard F. is a friendly, outgoing individual whose disabilities
are considered to be mld nental retardation and traumatic brain
injury. He resides in a group honme and i ndependently uses the public
bus systemand sonetinmes also a bicycle to get around the city.

R chard nmakes comrents that people call "w secracks,” which sonetinmes
annoy people, and he joins in or listens to other people's
conversations to a degree that sone people accuse himof "not mnding
his own business.” The agency consi dered these behaviors, as well as
a tendency to |lose track of the sequence of tasks he has been
assigned, as his vocational limtations.

Edward P. is a quiet slow noving man who appears to be ol der
than his md-forties. He walks wth a shuffling gate and stooped-
over posture, and his hair and clothes | ook disheveled at tines.
Edward takes a while to get to know people, and there are many peopl e
whom he dislikes. He answers questions with one word or syl abl e,
but those who know hi mwel | consider himto be friendly, enthusiastic
at tines, and easy to understand. Edward resides in a group hone,

and his social activities are limted to those provided by the staff
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of the residence. He is l|labeled severely nentally retarded.

Tinothy M is considered to have a long-termpsychiatric
I Il ness, paranoi d schizophrenia. He lives in a supervised apart ment
and travel s independently to work, stores, and other comunity
settings. Tinothy dresses sloppily at tines. Because he noves
slow y and speaks in a sonewhat expressionless tone of voice, he
strikes people as sleepy. But Tinothy enjoys talking with people and
often initiates conversation. He is known for drinking a |ot of
coffee and snoking cigarettes a great deal.

Janes W is a loud, boisterous individual. He asks many
questions, including sonme that people find i nappropriate, |aughs a
great deal, and sonetines acts in silly manner. He resides with his
famly, and uses public transportation independently.

Two supported enpl oyees had no work history prior to obtaining
their supported jobs. Both Brenda P. and Robert L. participated in
day treatnment prograns prior to their enploynent at Sunny Haven and
Aty Hospital, and continued to divide their day between a supported
job and attendance at a day treatnment program

Brenda P. resides with her sister, and is |abelled severely
nentally retarded. She smles readily but sel dom speaks. People
have difficulty understandi ng what she says. She appears to wal k
unsteadily, often holding onto a wall or furniture when she wal ks as
If she is afraid of falling. She depends on her sister or her day
treatment programfor transportation and activities.

Robert L. resides in a group hone and is |abelled severely
nentally retarded. He is thought of as a "noody" i ndividual,

friendly and even silly sonme days but grunpy and angry on ot her days.

22



He enjoys talking with people but speaks in hard-to-understand single
syl | abl es, supplenmented by gestures. Cher than the bus trip to
wor k, Robert L. is dependent on group honme staff for community
partici pation.

The seventh supported enpl oyee, Linda F., had recently graduated
from secondary school. She had received vocational training at two
community work settings as a student and the supported enpl oynment
agency obtained a job for her a fewnonths after graduation. Gants
was her first paid enployer. Linda appears shy and sel f-consci ous,
but her speech is fluent and easy to understand. She resides in a
group home, uses public transportation to get to work, and is
| abel | ed noderately nentally retarded.

Four supported enpl oyees held part-tine jobs. In the case of
Brenda P., job hours were arranged by agency staff so that she could
continue to participate in a day treatnment programthe other half-day
and be transported to and fromthe job by the agency. Wrk hours
were arranged according to the nature of the job and needs of the
enpl oyer for the other three part-tine enpl oyees.

Three ot her enpl oyees worked | onger hours, although they did not
hol d what nost people would call a full-tinme jobs. FEdward P. worked
a five-hour shift each day at Jiffy Burger. R chard F. and Ti not hy
M worked a six-hour day at their supported jobs. TABLE I
summari zes supported enpl oyee characteristics and work schedul es.

Agency and Job Coach Characteristics

Wrk Services and Pl acenent Services each nom nated two work
settings for study. Both were large, well-established rehabilitation
facilities which operated sheltered workshops and ot her prograns but
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TABLE | |
SUPPCRTED EMPLOYEE CHARACTER STI CS

Sup|oort ed Age Dsability Resi dence  \Work Mont hs
Enpl oyee Label Hour s Enpl oyed
Brenda P. 31 Severe Ment al Sister's 11: 30 AM 3
Ret ar dat i on Hore
2:30 PM
Linda F. 22 Moder at e Q oup 8:00 AM
Ment al Horre
Ret ar dat i on 12: 00 PM
R chard F. 29 MId Mental Q oup 8:00 AM
Ret ar dat i on, Hore
Traumatic 2:30 PM
Brain Injury
Edward P. 44 Severe Ment al QG oup 10: 30 AM
Ret ardat i on Home
3:00 PM
Timothy M 46 Par anoi d Supervised 9:00 AM
Schi zophreni a Apar t nent
3:00 PM
Robert L. 26 Severe Ment al Q oup 8:30 AM
Ret ardati on Hone
12: 00 PM
James W 35 Moder at e Fam |y 1:00 PM
Mental Hone
Ret ardat i on 4:00 PM

24



had al so received funding to provide supported enpl oynment services.
Wrk Services served al nost exclusively persons with devel opnent al
disabilities, while Placenent Services served persons with a variety
of disabilities.

At Wrk Services, one staff person was responsible for
contacting conpani es and devel opi ng j obs, and one of three job
coaches was assigned to each supported enpl oyee once a job was
secured. Placenent Services also enpl oyed a job devel oper, but
enpl oyed only one job coach, and therefore had to supplenment its own
staff with job coaches provided by the local O/R office.

Communi ty Services and Transitional Services were newer, snaller
agencies. Community Services nomnated two settings for study, and
Transitional Services nomnated one. Both were prinarily day
treatment agencies, providing training in daily living skills and
ot her non-renunerative devel opnental activities to adults with severe
disabilities. Programparticipants were adults who had been vi ewed
as unenpl oyabl e and had been rejected by or never referred to
vocational prograns. The admnistrators of Commnity Services and
Transitional Services disputed this view, and wanted to denonstrate
the enpl oynent potential of programparticipants.

Community Services received state funding for a hal f-day
supported enpl oynent program The sane staff nenber secured jobs and
provi ded job coaching for supported enpl oyees. Transitional services
did not have a formal supported enpl oynent program but provided
supported enpl oynent services informally by assigning one staff
nmenber to develop part-tinme jobs for a snmall nunber of program
partici pants. Wen a job was secured, the program contacted the
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| ocal OVR office and the office supplied a job coach.

Atotal of five job coaches were assigned to the seven supported
enpl oyees. The sane individual was the job coach for Edward P. and
R chard F., the supported enpl oyees served by Wrk Services. The
agency adm ni strator considered her the best of Wrk Services' three
j ob coaches, and assigned her enpl oyees who m ght be nore difficult
to serve.

Pl acenent Services provided a job coach for Tinmothy M at the
dinton Inn, but utilized a job coach supplied by the Iocal OVR
office to provide support to Janes W at Holy Rosary School. Janes
W's job coach worked as an independent contractor for the |local OR
office. GCommnity Services always transferred job coaching
responsibilities to a single staff nmenber once a supported enpl oyee
conpleted initial training, and so the sane individual was
responsi bl e for providing support to both Linda F. and to Robert L.
Transitional Services utilized a job coach provided by the local OWR
office for its supported enployment program This individual also
wor ked as an i ndependent contractor.

Job coaches spent varying anmounts of time at work settings, and
decreased the anmount as enpl oyees |learned nore of their job. The
extent of job coach presence at each setting during the first week of
observation is shown in TABLE I, along with job coach education and

experi ence.

Data Col | ecti on

Data was col l ected through partici pant-observati on suppl enent ed

by sem-structured interviews and exam nati on of docunents. Al data
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coll ection was conducted by the researcher. Each data source is
di scussed on the previ ous page.

Parti ci pant - observati on

Hal f-day partici pant-observation visits were conducted on 63
days for a total of 158 hours. Each setting was visited between
eight and 11 tines, on varying days of the week, over a period that
ranged fromseven to 14 weeks. Because the starting weeks of
observation at settings were staggered, the conplete data collection
peri od spanned ten nont hs.

Perm ssion to conduct observations was received fromthe
managenent of each setting. The initial role of the researcher
w thin each setting was that of an observer. Two related
difficulties had to be overcone in connection with this role. First,
work setting' s are designed around the work activity that is performed
within them Unrelated activity, such as passive observation, can
appear out of place. Second, participants within the settings
studi ed were accustoned to visits in connection wth supported
enpl oynent services. It was natural to assune that the researcher
was connected with the supported enpl oynent agency.

To mnimze these difficulties, supervisors and co-workers were
informed that the researcher was interested in the conpany or
departnent as a whole. To reinforce this posture, on sone visits
observations were nade of areas within each setting that did not
I nvol ve the supported enpl oyee, and one visit was conducted at each
setting when the supported enpl oyee was absent. Job coaches and
supported enpl oyees were inforned that no observations would be

communi cated to agency admnistrators, and this policy was strictly
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Support
Agency

VWor k
Servi ces

Pl acenent
Servi ces

Communi ty
Servi ces

Transi ti onal

Servi ces

TABLE 111

SUPPCRT AGENCI ES AND JOB OGOACH CHARACTER STI CS

Job Coach Education
and Experience

Li beral Arts B A
1 yr. Job Goach

Human Services B A
4 yrs. Voc. Rehab.

Psychology B.A
8 yrs. man Servi ces

Rehab. Services B A
3 yrs. Voc. Rehab.

No degree
No experience
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Hours of Job Coach Contact

Edward P.

Every day
2 hrs.

Timothy M

Every 3 wks.

15 mn.

Janes W

Every da
2hr{7. y

Li nda F.

2X K.
30 m n.

Brenda P.

Every day

2 hrs.

R chard F.

Every day
15 mn.

Robert L.

Every day
15 mn.



adhered to.
Locati ons fromwhi ch to conduct unobtrusive observati ons were

avai |l able at both restaurants, Jiffy Burger and the dinton Inn, and
at Rde-A-Van. Mbst of both restaurant settings coul d be observed
froma custonmer booth or table in the dining area. In the case of
Edward P., nost of his work at Jiffy Burger took place in the dining
area. Sitting in the kitchen area of R de-A-Van was a comon,
accepted practice at that site because drivers waited there between
"runs.”

At Sunny Haven and Oty Hospital, it becane possible for the
researcher to adopt a participant role on several visits by filling
in for absent enployees. As a worker, the researcher becane invol ved
as a participant as well as an observer of the setting. Cfers to
performvol unteer work or to fill-in were nade to nmanagers of ot her
work settings but opportunities were not avail able.

When possible, particularly during the last two or three
observation sessions at each setting, the researcher participated in
break and lunch conversations. During these tinmes, to observe
silently woul d have been nore obtrusive than to participate to a
noderate degree. Wrkers accepted this participation as natural and
appropriate. On one occasion a co-worker told the researcher "You ve
been here too long; you're starting to act |ike us."

At Gants and Holy Rosary School, the researcher usually stood
in an out-of-the-way |ocation. Each of these was a |large setting—a
war ehouse and a cafeteria—which easily accommodated an extra person.

Hal f-day (two and a half hour) visits fit inwell with the
tenporal rhythmand work schedul es at each setting. A typica

29



observation routine for settings where supported enpl oyees worked
part-tine involved arriving at the site just after the enpl oyee began
work and remaining until he or she had left, or arriving before the
enpl oyee and remaining until nearly the end of his or her shift. In
t he case of enpl oyees who worked a | onger day, half of the
observations were conducted in the norning, and half in the
afternoon, with the researcher either arriving before |unch break or

| eavi ng after |unch.

Since everyone and everything at a setting could not be observed
all at once, one or two individuals or specific |locations wthin each
setting were the focal point for observation at any one tine. Foca
I ndi vidual s were selected to include representatives of each of four
mai n participant rol es: supported enpl oyees, co-workers, supervisors,
and job coaches. Supervisors were those individuals responsible for
managi ng the work of the departnment or conpany and who had authority
over the supported enpl oyee and his or her co-workers. Co-workers
wer e non-supervi sory conpany enpl oyees who worked within the sane
departnment, occupi ed the same physical setting, and/or interacted
with a supported enpl oyee during work. Focal individuals and
| ocations were varied across observation periods and occasional |y
within the sane observation period, guided by the study research
gquestions and by previous data. For exanple, the |lounge at R de-A-
Van was found to be a central l|ocation for social interactions anong
co-wor kers, and consequently becanme a prinmary focus of observation

during several subsequent visits.

Field notes were handwitten in a pocket-sized not ebook.

Entries were nade either in an out-of-the-way |ocation at the setting
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or inmmedi ately upon leaving the setting. These entries—eften single
words or sentence fragnents-—were then transcribed onto a word
processing data disk in conplete sentence formwi thin one day. Field
notes consisted of descriptions of the behavior and speech of setting
partici pants who were observed during each visit.

Sem -structured Intervi ews

Sem -structured interviews were conducted w th agency and
conpany personnel who were not participants in the daily routine at
wor k settings but whose decisions and perceptions were relevant to
the study. Atotal of 14 interviews were conducted, ranging fromten
to 25 mnutes in |ength.

Six interviews were held with agency admnistrators; one at each
of the four agencies and followup interviews at Transitional
Services and Wrk Services. Interviews were also conducted with the
managers of each of the seven conpanies and with one OVR counsel or
An agency admnistrator was the individual who coordinated the
supported enpl oynment program and supervised the job coaches. A
conpany nmanager was the individual at the highest nanagerial |evel at
a work setting. At Jiffy Burger, the dinton Inn, and Holy Rosary
School, the supervisor of the supported enpl oyee was al so t he conpany
manager. At the other four settings, the manager of the setting was
t he supervisor's supervisor.

e initial interviewwth each agency admni strator occurred
prior to the observation period and included the nomnation of
settings. Followup interviews were required in two cases where
admni strative decisions significantly affected the supported

enpl oyee. The format, timng, and |length of conpany nanager
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interviews varied w dely, but occurred during the end of the
observation period at all but one conpany.

I nterviews were conversational in nature, and reflected the
uni que characteristics and i ssues at each setting. For exanple, the
manager at Aty Hospital had recently received conpl aints from ot her
hospi tal enpl oyees about the conduct of the supported enpl oyee, and
therefore the nmanager's perceptions of and responses to those
conpl aints was the focal point for one interview

Exam nati on of Organi zati onal Docunents

Further data were obtained in the formof relevant docunents
suppl i ed by agenci es and by conpani es. Docunents consisted prinmarily
of supported enpl oyment program descriptions dissemnated by the four
agencies and training data sheets utilized by the job coaches. Al so
I ncl uded was a set of hand-outs on job coaching that one agency had
devel oped for staff devel opment purposes. Menoranda and notices that
were distributed by conpany managers to enpl oyees during the course

of the study were included as well.

Data Anal ysi s

The resulting 345 pages of raw data were anal yzed using a
constant - conpar ati ve, energent thene approach (Bogdan & Bi kl en, 1982;
d aser & Straus, 1967). Sone anal ysis took place during the data
col l ection phase itself, in the formof observer comments and a
fiel dwork meno.

(bserver's comrents of paragraph length or shorter were
conpl eted t hroughout the data collection period. These inpressions

and tentative thenes were entered during the witing of fieldnotes,
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differentiated fromobservational descriptions. For exanple, when
t he researcher asked the manager of one setting who the supported
enpl oyee' s supervi sor was, the manager responded that the job coach
was the supervisor. Wien this event was recorded, an observer's
comment was added which read "How nmuch responsibility can they be

t aki ng?"

After fieldwork at five work settings was conplete, a report on
fiel dwork progress and problens, or fieldwork nmeno (Bogdan & Bikl en,
1982), was conpleted. This neno tied together a nunber of observer
comments and suggested several tentative findings and thenes.
Deci si ons about the focus of observations at the last two settings
were guided by this neno. For exanple, many details of job coach
behavi or and perceptions were still unclear at that point, so job
coaches were observed nore extensively at the final two settings.

Codi ng Categori es

Anal ysis after data collection began with the assignnent of a
short descriptive phrase to each field note entry. For exanple, the
phrase "job coach as supervisor" was assigned to the paragraph
menti oned above in connection wth observer comments. O her
descriptive phrases included "co-workers conplain about nmanagenent,"
"supervisor sticks up for supported enpl oyee being teased," and
"experienced worker trains newworker." The resulting 235
descriptive phrases described in nore general terns the processes
whi ch were exenplified by the specific events observed and statenents
recorded and corresponded roughly to what LeConpte and Coetz (1984)
have called "l owinference descriptors."

Descriptive phrases were further reduced to a list of 42 coding
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categories, based upon patterns of simlarity anong them For
exanpl e, "workers conpl ai n about nmanagenent," "co-workers annoyed
with supported enpl oyee question," and "worker yells at co-worker"
were conbined to formthe coding category "Conplaining." The phrase
"job coach as supervisor” was conbi ned with "supervisor concerned
about job coach fading" and other related phrases to formthe coding
category "Conpany Perceptions of Job Coaches"; the phrases "job coach
provi des continual cues," "job coach works along as co-worker" and
others forned the category "Fornmal Training by Job Coaches," and so
forth.

Data reduction into coding categories by neans of an
internmediate |ist of descriptive phrases allowed data to be
synt hesi zed by neans of two deci sions. The first decision answered
the question "G what is this event or statenent an exanpl e?" and the
second question answered "Wiat other descriptive phrases bear a
simlar relationship to the research questions of the study?' The
coding categories are listed in Appendi x A

A three-letter code corresponding to each codi ng category was
entered into fieldnotes in the margin al ongsi de the paragraph(s) to
which it was applicable. Thus each paragraph of data was assigned to
one or nore coding categories. The fieldnotes and interview
transcriptions were then sorted by coding category, by neans of a
word processing program to conbine together all data paragraphs
assigned to each category.

The results are presented in four sections, corresponding to the
four topic areas of investigation. |Individual findings were those
soci al processes or beliefs that energed as nost promnent and that
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occurred repeatedly and across settings. For exanple, the coding
category "Stimuli for Informal Interactions” contained descriptions
of events such as "housekeepers work together and talk while
working," "teamunloading a truck led to joking," "extra comment when
giving order to cook," and "help with sign-in sheet followed by
teasing" at six settings. These events were the basis for one
finding about interactions, that formal interactions often spill over
into informal interactions.

The characteristics of supported jobs and settings conprised the
context in which interactions, supports and perceptions occurred.
Supported jobs are discussed in Chapter I11.

Chapter |1V describes the nature of social interactions that took
pl ace at supported enpl oynent settings anmong co-workers, between co-
workers and their supervisors, between supported enpl oyees and their
co-workers and supervisors, between job coaches and supported
enpl oyees, and between job coaches and conpany co-workers and
supervi sors. Job supports provided to enpl oyees are discussed in
Chapter V, including support provided by the supported enpl oynment
agencies to supported enpl oyees and to their co-workers. Those
interactions that directly assisted or facilitated the perfornmance of
an enpl oyee's job are discussed in this chapter.

Chapter VI presents findings related to how setting participants
descri bed and perceived each other. The perceptions of supported
enpl oyees towards their job coaches, co-workers, and supervisors; the
perceptions of conpany co-workers and supervisors towards each other,
towards supported enpl oyees, and towards job coaches; and the
perceptions of job coaches towards supported enpl oyees, co-workers

and supervisors are di scussed.
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CHAPTER 111
SUPPCRTED JOBS

| nteractions, supports, and perceptions occurred within the
context of each work setting' s business function and characteristic
patterns of activity. The level of supervision, job functions of co-
wor kers, and rel ati onshi ps of supported enpl oyee positions to those
of their co-workers and agency job coach presence differed at each

setting. The seven supported jobs are described bel ow

Housekeepi ng at Sunny Haven Nursing Hone

Ms. Brenda P. was one of three housekeepers at Sunny Haven.
Q her enpl oyees at the hone consisted of residential care, food
service, and office staff. Each of the two ot her housekeepers, one
of whomwas desi gnat ed Head Housekeeper, worked four full days and
one norning per week. Brenda's work schedule, 11:30 am to 2:30
p.m, five days per week, had been arranged by Transitional Services
to fit inwth its transportation schedule. An agency van
transported Brenda to her job after lunch at the day treatnent
center, dropping her off at Sunny Haven when the ot her housekeepers
were in the mddle of their lunch break. The van returned in the
afternoon, in the course of driving other day treatnent program
partici pants home.

The work coordi nator from Transitional Services and the nursing
home adm ni strator had negotiated a list of cleaning tasks for Brenda

P., tasks which the other housekeepers often didn't have time to



conplete. Her tasks included sweeping, nopping, dusting and
vacuum ng. The entire building was expected to be cleaned each week,
so a different set of tasks was schedul ed for each day. The work
coordi nator took photographs of every task and arranged theminto a
Monday book, a Tuesday book, etc. Each book was a different color,
and Brenda was supposed to learn "what color day it was" and take
that day's book with her as a reference for each day's schedul e.

Brenda P. was enployed at the mninmnumwage. The Ofice of
Vocational Rehabilitation reinbursed the conpany for part of her
wages for the first six nonths, in accordance with a schedul e of
gradual | y decreasing anounts. OVR also recruited and paid the salary
of the job coach who was assigned to help her learn the job. This
job coach kept in frequent contact with the day treatnent program
wor k coor di nat or

Brenda P. had been initially described by agency staff as "doi ng
wel | ," and when partici pant-observation visits began the job coach
had begun fading by arriving one hour |ater than Brenda each day.
But the admnistrator began to bring job perfornmance problens to the
job coach's attention, and after four weeks the job coach reverted to
staying wth Brenda for the full tine. Fading was never resuned, and
Brenda was termnated from enpl oynent after six nonths. The
termnation occurred at the end of a week in which she had mssed two
days of work, and erratic attendance—ene of several job perfornance
probl ens noted earlier by the conpany nanager—was given as a prinary
reason.

G her factors were probably involved as well. The six nonth
poi nt coincided with the end of OV/R wage rei nbursenents.
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