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We examine the factors that influence employer accommodation of newly disabled workers and how effective
such accommodations are in retaining workers and discouraging disability insurance applications. Using the
Health and Retirement Study,we find that only a quarter of newly disabled olderworkers in their 50s are accom-
modated by their employers in someway following onset of a disability. Importantly, we find that few employer
characteristics explainwhichworkers are accommodated; rather, employee characteristics, particularly the pres-
ence of personality traits correlatedwith assertiveness and open communication, are highly predictive of accom-
modation. We also find that if employer accommodation rates could be increased, disabled workers would be
significantly more likely to delay labor force exit for up to two years. However, accommodation does not appear
to reduce subsequent disability insurance claiming.
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1. Introduction

The U.S. Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) program is in fis-
cal crisis. After decades of expansive program growth, the Disability In-
surance Trust Fund has nearly exhausted its assets, recently prompting
Congress to enact a temporary reallocation of payroll tax revenues in
order to avert large benefit cuts later this year (Bipartisan Budget Act of
2015). As this temporary fix buys time for the development of a long-
term policy solution, much attention is centered on ways to increase
the likelihood that a newly disabled individual will continue in
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employment rather than leave the labor force and apply for SSDI bene-
fits. The role played by employers in facilitating continued work has
been of particular interest, especially as research has shown that many
SSDI beneficiaries have substantial work capacity (Maestas, Mullen
and Strand, 2013; Autor, Maestas, Mullen and Strand, 2011). Indeed,
several influential reform proposals focus on ways to incentivize em-
ployers to retain employees after they experience the onset of a disabil-
ity (Autor and Duggan, 2010; Burkhauser and Daly, 2011; see also
Leibman and Smalligan, 2013).

For employer-centered reforms to alter the current growth trajec-
tory of the SSDI program, it must be the case that employers are not al-
ready taking sufficient measures to retain disabled workers, that they
would take stronger measures if better incentives were in place, and
that if they did so, fewer disabled workers would leave the labor force
and apply for SSDI benefits. It has been well established that the rate
of employer accommodation reported by disabled workers is low—be-
tween one-quarter and one-third—despite provisions under the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) mandating that employers pro-
vide reasonable accommodation to disabled workers (see e.g., Charles,
2005; Burkhauser, Schmeiser and Weathers, 2012b). Reasonable
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accommodation includes steps such asmodification of job requirements
andwork schedules, or provision of assistive equipment; it does not ex-
tend to other interventions thought to promote return-to-work such as
coordination of medical care, career counseling, vocational rehabilita-
tion, or education and re-training.1 Whether the low rate of employer
accommodation can be increased, and whether such accommodation
might be effective in preventing or slowing labor force exit and/or
SSDI claiming, remain open questions.

Despite the focus on employers in the policy debate, the evidence
base supporting the effectiveness of reforms aimed at changing em-
ployer behavior is limited. Most studies on determinants of employer
accommodation of disability have focused on the impact of anti-
discrimination legislation (e.g., Charles, 2005; Burkhauser, Schmeiser
and Weathers, 2012b).2 Papers examining how various forms of em-
ployment support affect the employment trajectory following disability
onset have mostly concentrated in the pre-ADA era (i.e., prior to 1992–
1994; see Burkhauser, Butler and Kim, 1995; Daly and Bound, 1996;
Burkhauser, Butler, Kim and Weathers, 1999) or other countries such
as Canada (Campolieti, 2005), Denmark (Høgelund and Holm, 2014),
and The Netherlands (Koning and Lindeboom, 2015).3

In this paper we offer new evidence about workplace accommoda-
tion, specifically the factors that determine whether newly disabled
workers receive accommodation from their employers, as well as the
short- and long-term effects of employer accommodation on employ-
ment and SSDI claiming behavior. First, we use the Health and Retire-
ment Study (HRS) to estimate the prevalence of employer
accommodation among newly disabled workers in their 50s. Consistent
with the previous literature, we find that only slightlymore than a quar-
ter of newly disabled workers report that their employer provided any
kind of accommodation after they became disabled.

Next we turn to the factors associated with employer accommoda-
tion following the onset of a work-limiting health impairment. This is
important not only for designing policies to increase accommodation
rates but also for evaluating the effectiveness of employer accommoda-
tion as away of retaining disabledworkers and discouraging them from
applying for SSDI benefits. If sicker employees tend to self-sort into jobs
with accommodating employers, or if employers selectively accommo-
date those they wish to retain, then a simple comparison of the work
outcomes of accommodated versus non-accommodated workers
could yield biased estimates. With regard to self-sorting, we find no ev-
idence that workers who expect to become limited in their ability to
work in the future are any more likely to be employed by firms that
could be perceived as more flexible or accommodating (e.g., firms pro-
viding long term disability coverage, or those that would allow reduced
hours if needed). More generally, we find no correlation between em-
ployer characteristics and the provision of accommodation. At the
same time,wefind little evidence that employers selectively provide ac-
commodation to employees on the basis of the employee's workforce
attachment or residual productive capacity (e.g., their health, type or se-
verity of disability). Rather, the most predictive factors are relatively
fixed employee characteristics such as education and race.
1 The legal literature suggests that the main reason the ADA has been ineffective at en-
couraging employer accommodation is that the courts have applied a much stricter defi-
nition of what is a covered disability than that intended by Congress (see, e.g., Race and
Dornier, 2009). The 2008 amendments to the ADAwere intended to correct this misinter-
pretation and specifically widen the definition of covered disability. We are unaware of
any empirical papers on the effectiveness of the 2008 amendments, however our data
show no increase in accommodation rates all else equal after 2008.

2 A recent study by Bronchetti andMcInerney (2015) examines employer accommoda-
tion of the subset of disabled workers who were injured on the job specifically, with an
emphasis on the role of Workers' Compensation.

3 A notable exception is a recent paper by Neumark et al. (2015) which examines the
effect of workplace accommodations on labor supply on both intensive and extensive
margins for women newly diagnosed with breast cancer in Virginia between fall 2007
and fall 2011.
This suggests a possible explanation—that employees are the source
of the roadblock in the accommodation process. Accommodation results
from amulti-stage process, whereby an employee must first request ac-
commodation and the employer then responds accordingly. Even
though the ADA mandates reasonable accommodation of disabilities
in theworkplace, employeesmay not know this ormay fear discrimina-
tion by their employer if they make such a request (von Schrader et al.,
2013). A May 2012 supplement to the Current Population Survey (CPS)
found that only 12.5% of disabled workers requested a change in their
current workplace to help them do their job better (Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2013). In some cases, the employer may not wish to provide
the accommodation requested by the employee and the employer and
employee may iterate to a mutually agreeable solution. This may re-
quire self-advocacy or persistence on the part of the employee.

Because the HRS does not contain questions on whether the em-
ployee asked for accommodation (only whether he received it), we can-
not investigate thismechanismdirectly in our data. However, starting in
2006 the HRS administered a psychosocial leave-behind questionnaire
to a random half of respondents in alternating survey years. Thus, we
are able to investigate the influence of a number of personality traits, in-
cluding the “Big Five” traits of openness, conscientiousness, extraver-
sion, agreeableness and neuroticism, and two measures of control
beliefs, personal mastery and perceived constraints.We find that agree-
ableness and neuroticism are both strongly negatively correlated with
receiving accommodation,whereas extraversion is positively correlated
with accommodation. Agreeableness, neuroticism and extraversion
tend to be positively associated with demanding conflict management
styles and negatively associated with avoiding conflict management
styles (Antonioni, 1998). Individuals with demanding styles are often
aggressive and make sure that their needs are met; individuals with
avoiding styles do not tend to communicate their needs. We also find
that individuals who score high on the perceived constraints measure
of sense of control—that is, they are reliant on others for solving prob-
lems—are more likely to receive accommodation.

Finally, we turn our attention to estimating the effect of employer
accommodation on employee outcomes such as employment and SSDI
application and receipt. Because we do not find evidence that individ-
uals who expect to develop health problems self-sort into more accom-
modating employers nor that accommodation is selectively provided to
employees with stronger labor force attachment or higher residual pro-
ductive capacity, we conclude that selection bias in ordinary least
square (OLS) estimates of the effect of accommodation on labor supply
is likely minimal, particularly after conditioning on a rich set of relevant
control variables. In addition to OLS,we reweight observations using the
propensity score to allow for a more flexible specification and find sim-
ilar results. Using themethod proposed by Altonji et al. (2005), we find
that any remaining selection on unobservables would have to be an
order of magnitude greater than the degree of selection on observables
to account for our estimates.

We find that accommodation substantially and significantly in-
creases the probability of continued employment in the two years fol-
lowing disability onset; a worker receiving accommodation is 17
percentage points (40%) more likely to work in the next survey wave
than aworkerwho did not receive accommodation. However, this effect
almost vanishes by the next survey wave (up to four years after onset).
Although any form of accommodation is effective, we find that accom-
modations involving work changes (e.g., job restructuring, helping an
employee learn new skills) are most effective. We find no evidence
that accommodation reduces subsequent SSDI application or receipt,
suggesting that individuals on the margin of working versus dropping
out of the labor force depending on whether their disability is accom-
modated are not the same ones who are on the margin of applying for
disability insurance.

Our findings have a number of important implications for disability
employment policy. First, if disabled employees are not disclosing
their need for accommodation to employers, then this suggests policies



Table 1
Sample size and restrictions.

Sample No.
obs.

% of
previous

1. HRS respondents entering panel without work disability 15,906
2. New disability onsets, age b 65 3144 20%
3. Employment at onset non-missinga 2279 72%
4. Employed at onset 1674 73%

Excluded responses to accommodation question
5. Self-employed 1640 98%
6. Left immediately 1558 95%
7. No help neededb 1453 93%
8. DK/RF/missing 1276 88%
9. Observed in wave prior to onset 1175 92%
10. Key covariates non-missing 1164 99%
11. Working in wave prior to onset 972 84%

a Before 1998 this question was not asked if reported onset occurred prior to last in-
terview. See text for details.

b Response added in 1998.

293M.J. Hill et al. / Labour Economics 41 (2016) 291–303
targeting employer incentives for retaining disabled workers—e.g., by
introducing experience-rated employer contributions to SSDI or by
mandating employers to provide private disability insurance—may not
be particularly effective at increasing accommodation rates. Unlike
other experience-rated programs such as Workers' Compensation,
there is no reporting system for disabling injuries that occur off the
job, and the lack of visible impairment in many cases means that em-
ployers are often unaware that an employee suffers from a disability.4

Rather, ourfindings suggest that policies targeting the environment sur-
rounding disability disclosure may be more effective at increasing ac-
commodation of disabled employees. For example, a new rule
requiring federal contractors to demonstrate that at least 7% of their em-
ployees are disabled (or that they are taking steps to achieve that target)
could increase accommodation rates among federal contractors not
only because employers will now explicitly ask their employees if they
have a disability but also because employees may now perceive that
being disabled is actually desirable to their employer (Weber, 2014). If
employer accommodation rates increase, we find that disabled workers
would be more likely to delay labor force exit, at least for up to two
years. However, these data also suggest that increasing employer ac-
commodation is unlikely to stem the tide of new SSDI beneficiaries.

2. Data and summary statistics

We use the nationally representative Health and Retirement Study
(HRS), which has surveyed individuals ages 51 and older every two
years since 1992.We use all surveywaves through 2010.We identify in-
dividuals as disabled if they answer yes to the question, “Do you have
any impairment or health problem that limits the kind or amount of
paid work you can do?” We restrict our attention to newly disabled
workers whose disability onset is observed in panel, that is, those indi-
viduals who are not disabledwhen they enter the panel but who subse-
quently report a work disability that began when they were employed.
This allows us to condition on a rich set of job and employer character-
isticsmeasured before the onset of the disability, so thatwe can examine
their influence on whether the individual's disability is accommodated
by his employer and whether he continues to work or claims disability
insurance benefits after becoming disabled.

Table 1 lists the restrictionswe apply in constructing our sample and
the sample size after each restriction. Of the 15,906 HRS respondents
whoenter thepanelwithout reporting awork disability, 3144or 20% re-
port a work-limiting health condition at some time in the future while
still in working-age years (that is, before they become eligible to claim
full Social Security benefits). We further restrict the sample to individ-
uals who are employed at the time of disability onset; that is, they an-
swer “yes” to the question, “Were you employed at the time your
health began to limit your ability to work?” Prior to 1998, this question
was only asked of individuals who reported that the health problem
first began to bother them after the last wave's interview. Since 59% of
newly disabled respondents report that the health problem causing
their disability first began to bother them more than two years ago,
this skip pattern resulted in the exclusion of a large number of individ-
uals reporting a new disability onset (28%).5 Starting in 1998, employ-
ment status at onset was asked of all disabled respondents. Of those
who were posed the question, 73% report working at the time their
health first began to limit their ability work.
4 This likely accounts for the differences between our findings and those of Bronchetti
andMcInerney (2015), whofind that employer characteristicsmattermost in determining
whether an employee who is injured on the job receives accommodation.

5 Respondentswere also askedwhen their health problem first began to “interferewith
[their] work.”A sizeable fraction (42%) still reported onsets occurringmore than two years
ago, even though two years ago in the last surveywave they reported that their health did
not limit their ability towork.We include these respondents in ourmain analyses, but per-
form robustness checks where we exclude them.
Next, the respondents were asked, “At the time your health started
to limit your ability to work, did your employer do anything special to
help you out so that you could stay at work?” Possible responses were
“yes,” “no,” “left immediately,” “self-employed” and (starting in 1998)
“no help needed.” We excluded all respondents who gave an answer
other than yes or no.We further limit the sample to thosewhowere ob-
served in the wave prior to onset and those with no missing values on
key covariates, resulting in 1164 newly disabled older workers.6 Finally,
for specifications that examine the influence of job and employer char-
acteristics that were collected only in the prior wave, we limit the sam-
ple to the 972 newly disabled respondents (84%) who were also
working in the prior wave.

Table 2 presents summary statistics for the main sample of 1164 re-
spondents, overall and by accommodation status. In our sample, only
26% of newly disabled older workers receive some form of employer ac-
commodation upon becoming disabled, despite the fact that by con-
struction all onsets occurred after 1992, when the ADA was
implemented. While this statistic is consistent with other work using
national surveys of individuals, it is notable that a probability-based sur-
vey of private- and federal-sector employers foundmuch higher accom-
modation rates, in the range of 60–70% (e.g., Bruyere, 2000). One
possible explanation for the discrepancy is that the HRS (and other sur-
veys) asks about accommodation only when respondents say they have
a work-limiting health problem. This conditioning sequence will skip
people who have been accommodated if they no longer consider them-
selveswork-limited (perhaps because the accommodationwas success-
ful). A recent experimental study of question ordering demonstrates
that this group exists and may be of empirical importance (Maestas
and Mullen, 2015). The general issue of how to appropriately identify
people with disabilities in national surveys is long-standing and
unresolved.7

If the respondent reported that their employer did something spe-
cial to help them out, they were then asked more detailed questions
about what types of things the employer did. We grouped their re-
sponses into three different dimensions of accommodation (not mutu-
ally exclusive): changes to time (allowing more breaks, allowing
different arrival or departure times or shortening the work day), re-
ported by 55% of accommodated respondents; provision of equip-
ment/assistance (getting someone to help, getting special equipment,
6 For some covariates with large numbers of missing values (e.g., number of employees
at the respondent's firm), we included a missing indicator instead of dropping the
observation.

7 See for example Burkhauser et al. (2012a,b) for a discussion of how the CPS definition
of disability relates to individual reports of work-limiting health impairments.



Table 2
Summary statistics.

Variable Overall Accomm. Not Accomm. Overall HRS 2006–2010 LBQ Sample 2006–2010

% received any accommodation 26% 100% 0% 31% 32%
Any time accommodation 55%
Any equipment/assistance 48%
Any work change accomm. 37%
Other accommodation 22%
Demographic characteristics at onset
Age 58.5 58.5 58.5 59.6 60⁎⁎⁎

(3.7) (3.7) (3.8) (2.7) (2.5)
Education (in years) 12.1 12.7 11.9⁎⁎⁎ 12.9 12.8

(3.1) (2.7) (3.2) (2.7) (2.6)
Female 59% 56% 60% 58% 56%
Black 20% 16% 20.8%⁎ 15% 14%
Married 29% 29% 29% 32% 32%
Wealth 227,290 218,275 230,425 334,399 331,281

(472,852) (366,625) (504,725) (676,698) (678,247)
Health in wave prior to onset
Functional limitations index (0–10) 1.45 1.44 1.45 1.85 1.91

(1.00) (1.02) (1.00) (0.76) (0.78)
BMI 29.2 29.2 29.1 30.3 30.3

(6.0) (5.9) (6.1) (6.3) (6.6)
Smoker 28% 26% 28% 22% 21%
Ever diagnosed diabetes 16% 14% 17% 21% 20%
Ever diagnosed blood pressure 45% 45% 46% 51% 54%
Ever diagnosed psychological problems 14% 17% 13% 26% 27%
Ever had back problems 37% 34% 38% 37% 40%
CESD score 1.7 1.6 1.8 1.8 2.0

(2.1) (2.0) (2.1) (2.1) (2.1)
Characteristics of disability
Caused by nature of work 34% 36% 33% 30% 32%
Cancer 3% 4% 3% 5% 5%
Musculoskeletal 58% 62% 57% 67% 66%
Circulatory 13% 12% 13% 7% 6%
Allergies 6% 4% 7% 2% 1%
Endocrine 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Digestive 2% 1% 2% 2% 3%
Neurological 5% 4% 5% 5% 7%⁎

Reproductive 0% 0% 0% – –
Emotional 2% 2% 2% 4% 4%
Other 5% 4% 6% 4% 4%
Type not reported 2% 3% 2% 2% 1%
Job characteristics
Earnings (at onset) 32,102 35,280 30,982⁎ 37,959 40,434

(33,297) (29,847) (34,376) (41,273) (47,040)
Hours worked per week (at onset) 40.8 40.1 41.1 41.9 42.2

(11.1) (10.4) (11.3) (10.3) (9.7)
Tenure in wave prior to onset 12.49 13.00 12.30 12.55 13.13

(11.24) (11.01) (11.33) (11.57) (12.10)
Physical demands index (1–4, 1 = most) 2.45 2.45 2.45 2.50 2.53

(1.16) (1.09) (1.18) (1.17) (1.13)
Job stress index (1–4, 1 = most) 2.15 2.16 2.14 2.15 2.09

(0.85) (0.83) (0.85) (0.88) (0.90)
Employer characteristics
Offers long term disability insurance 51% 53% 51% 47% 49%
Accommodates older workers 34% 36% 33% 38% 38%
Allows reduced hours 29% 30% 29% 25% 27%
Less than 15 employees 5% 4% 5% 9% 8%
15–24 employees 2% 3% 2% 3% 3%
25–499 employees 14% 12% 14% 14% 17%
500+ employees 34% 36% 33% 28% 33%⁎⁎

Employee size not reported 46% 45% 46% 46% 39%
Labor market outcomes
Working in wave after onset 45% 58% 40%⁎⁎⁎ 44% 40%
Working two waves after onset 41% 47% 39%⁎⁎

Applied for disability within two waves 33% 28% 34%⁎

Received disability within two waves 22% 20% 23%
No. obs. 1175 306 869 189 117

Note: The table displays the summary statistics for our estimation sample. Column 1 is ourmain sample and corresponds to Table 1, row 9. Column 2 and 3 are individuals accommodated
and not accommodated, respectively. Column 4 shows the sample of individuals in year 2006 to 2010,while column5 limits this sample further to those individualswho completed a leave
behind questionnaire. Accommodation types are not mutually exclusive. See text for details. Asterisks in the “Not Accomm.” column denote statistical difference with respect to corre-
sponding element in the “Accomm.” column. Asterisks in the “LBQ Sample” column denote statistical difference with respect to corresponding element in the “Overall HRS 2006–
2010” column.

⁎⁎⁎ p b 0.01.
⁎⁎ p b 0.05.
⁎ p b 0.1.
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Table 3
Healthy respondents' perceived probability of becoming disabled in next 10 years, by em-
ployer characteristic.

Employer characteristic Yes No
Unadjusted
difference

Adjusted
difference

Offers long term disability
insurance

34.7 37.4 −2.7⁎⁎⁎ −0.9
(25.7) (26.7)

Accommodates older workers 35.1 36.1 −1.0⁎ 1.3
(25.7) (26.7)

Allows reduced hours 36.1 36.0 0.1 1.1⁎⁎

(26.8) (26.4)

Note: Adjusted differences are the differences controlling for age, gender, race, education,
marital status, functional limitations, and household assets. Employer characteristic mea-
sured in first wave of employment by given employer.

⁎⁎⁎ p b 0.01.
⁎⁎ p b 0.05.
⁎ p b 0.1.
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arranging special transportation), reported by 48% of accommodated re-
spondents; and changes towork (changing the job, helping to learn new
job skills), reported by 37% of respondents. Twenty-two percent of ac-
commodated respondents reported that they received some other ac-
commodation than one of the eight types prompted by HRS. See
Table A1 for amore detailed breakdown of the types of accommodation.

Intriguingly, with the exception of only a few characteristics (educa-
tion, race and earnings), individuals whose employers accommodate
their disabilities are not very different from those whose employers
do not accommodate their disabilities.Whilemore educated and higher
earning workers are slightly more likely to be accommodated, there is
no evidence that healthierworkers or workers with certain kinds of dis-
abling conditions or job types are more or less likely to be accommo-
dated. Employer characteristics also do not seem to be associated with
whether an employee receives any accommodation. However, it is evi-
dent that employees who are accommodated are significantly more
likely to continue to work following disability onset. Overall, fewer
than half of disabled workers are working 2–4 years after onset. One-
third have applied for disability insurance benefits and of those, two-
thirds eventually receive benefits. Note that approximately one-
quarter of individuals are neither working nor pursuing disability insur-
ance benefits.

Finally, in 2006 the HRS began administering a psychosocial leave-
behind questionnaire (LBQ) to a randomhalf of respondents in alternat-
ing years. The module contains questions enabling one to construct
measures of the “Big Five” personality traits—openness, conscientious-
ness, extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism—on a four-point
scale (1–4), with higher values corresponding to stronger presence of
a given personality trait. We also constructed two measures of sense
of control: personal mastery and perceived constraints. The personal
mastery index measures how much a person believes they can affect
change, containing items such as “I can do the things I want to do,”
“What happens depends on me,” and “When I want to do something I
find away to succeed at it.” The perceived constraints index, in contrast,
measures the extent to which outside factors control an individual's life
and contains items such as “I feel helpless in dealing with the problems
of life,” “I have little control over the things that happen to me,” and
“Other people determine what I can and cannot do.” The control mea-
sures average over items rated on a six-point scale (1–6) with 6 corre-
sponding to strongly agreeing with a statement and 1 to strongly
disagreeing. Thus, higher scores on personal mastery and lower scores
on perceived constraints correspond to a higher sense of control.

For analyses using the personality measures, we restrict our sample
to HRS respondents who completed the psychosocial questionnaire
prior to reporting a new disability in the 2008 or 2010 survey waves.
This limits the sample to onsets that were reported in 2008 (in the
half of the sample receiving the psychosocial LBQ in 2006) or 2010
(with personality measures taken from 2006 or 2008, respectively).
The last two columns of Table 2 show that the psychosocial LBQ sub-
sample is similar to the larger HRS sample across awide array of dimen-
sions during the period 2006–2010. Table A2 reports means, standard
deviations and correlations between the personality and control
measures.

3. Determinants of employer accommodation

In this section we explore which factors are correlated with em-
ployer accommodation following disability onset. Understanding what
factors determine which employees are accommodated is important
not only for assessing the scope of increasing accommodation rates in
the U.S. through different policy levers but it is also a necessary prereq-
uisite for estimating the effect of employer accommodation on em-
ployee outcomes, such as labor supply. We investigate the
determinants of employer accommodation in three ways. First, we ex-
amine whether employees who are likely to become disabled self-sort
into jobs with employers who they could reasonably expect to be
accommodating in the event that they became disabled. Second, we ex-
aminewhich individual, job and employer characteristics are associated
with employer accommodation of workers following disability onset. Fi-
nally, using a unique subsample of HRS respondents completing a psy-
chosocial leave-behind questionnaire we examine whether individuals
with certain personality attributes are more or less likely to be accom-
modated following disability onset.

3.1. Role of self-sorting

To examine whether employees with health problems are more
likely to sort into jobs with more accommodating employers, we use a
sample of healthy respondents (before they became disabled, if they
ever did) in the first wave of employment with a given employer. We
use three measures of whether an employer may be perceived by em-
ployees as more accommodating to individuals with disabilities:
whether the employer offers long-term disability insurance (LTDI),
whether the employer would let older workers move to a less demand-
ing job with less pay if they wanted to, and whether the employer
would allow the individual to reduce the hours in his regular working
schedule if he wanted to. Table 3 presents themean and standard devi-
ation of individuals' self-reported probability of becoming disabled in
the next 10 years by each of the three employer characteristics. The dif-
ference in individuals' expectations about becoming disabled is statisti-
cally different from zero only for individuals whose employers differ on
the offer of LTDI, and only before controlling for other covariates. Yet,
employees of firms offering LTDI believe themselves less likely to be-
come disabled than employees of firms not offering LTDI. Thus, we do
not find any evidence that those individuals with health problems
pre-sort into employers who would be more likely to accommodate
them in the event that they become disabled.

3.2. Role of individual, job and employer characteristics

Next we assess which factors are associated with employer accom-
modation following the onset of disability. Table 4 presents estimates
of marginal effects from a probit model of employer accommodation
on demographics, pre-disability health, disability characteristics, and
job and employer characteristics. All variables except the disability
characteristics are pre-determined, measured in thewave before the re-
spondent first reports a work-limiting disability. Column 1 presents es-
timates of the effects of individual demographic factors, pre-disability
health status, and disability characteristics on accommodation for the
sample of 1164 newly disabled respondents who were employed at
the time their health began to limit their work (but not necessarily in
the wave prior). Column 2 restricts the sample to the 972 respondents
(83.5%) who were both employed at onset and two years earlier, and



Table 4
Determinants of Employer Accommodation.

Dependent Variable

Any accomm. Any accomm. Dimension of accommodation

Time Equip./assist. Work change

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Demographic characteristics
Age 0.000942 0.00161 0.00203 −0.0018 −0.0012

(0.00380) (0.00422) (0.00348) (0.0034) (0.0029)
GED (omitted = no high school) 0.0594 0.0865 0.0445 −0.0385 0.0434

(0.0555) (0.0631) (0.0501) (0.0434) (0.0383)
High school degree 0.0545 0.0604 0.0492 0.0265 0.0538⁎

(0.0355) (0.0396) (0.0309) (0.0325) (0.0233)
Some college 0.0829⁎⁎ 0.100⁎⁎ 0.121⁎⁎⁎ 0.0683⁎ 0.0727⁎⁎

(0.0400) (0.0471) (0.0401) (0.0402) (0.0298)
College or more 0.0918⁎ 0.117⁎ 0.0544 0.0498 0.0985⁎⁎

(0.0500) (0.0638) (0.0484) (0.052) (0.0475)
Female −0.0424 −0.0538 −0.0163 −0.0412 −0.0202

(0.0308) (0.0386) (0.0327) (0.0319) (0.0268)
Black (omitted = white) −0.0568⁎ −0.0680⁎ −0.0358 −0.0263 −0.0058

(0.0340) (0.0385) (0.0320) (0.0317) (0.0283)
Other race (non-white) −0.106⁎⁎ −0.133⁎⁎⁎ −0.0552 −0.0741 −0.0160

(0.0505) (0.0504) (0.0446) (0.0374) (0.0380)
Health prior to onset
Overweight (omitted = normal/underweight) 0.0440 0.0480 0.0236 0.0629⁎ 0.0514⁎⁎

(0.0338) (0.0378) (0.0319) (0.0326) (0.0248)
Obese 0.0281 0.0274 0.0034 −0.0227 0.0318

(0.0348) (0.0385) (0.0319) (0.0299) (0.0249)
Had back problems −0.0322 −0.0701⁎⁎ −0.0342 0.0234 −0.0094

(0.0279) (0.0304) (0.0256) (0.0259) (0.0210)
Characteristics of disability
Caused by nature of work 0.0189 0.0212 −0.0319 −0.0217 0.0082

(0.0300) (0.0342) (0.0273) (0.0257) (0.0228)
Cancer (omitted = missing) −0.0555 −0.0342 0.0456 −0.0612 −0.0733

(0.1202) (0.1348) (0.1083) (0.0820) (0.1140)
Musculoskeletal −0.0777 −0.0284 −0.0025 0.0581 −0.0890

(0.0945) (0.1048) (0.0802) (0.0714) (0.0924)
Circulatory −0.1558 −0.0963 0.0329 −0.0378 −0.1256

(0.0993) (0.1085) (0.0842) (0.0728) (0.0935)
Allergies −0.1898⁎ −0.1742 −0.0806 −0.0684 −0.1295

(0.1038) (0.1138) (0.0861) (0.0770) (0.0981)
Endocrine −0.0976 −0.0855 0.0399 −0.0444 −0.0790

(0.1208) (0.1286) (0.1060) (0.0866) (0.1100)
Digestive −0.1857 −0.1218 −0.0132 0.0417 −0.0702

(0.1231) (0.1383) (0.1128) (0.1130) (0.1259)
Neurological −0.1508 −0.1166 −0.0033 −0.0346 −0.1790⁎

(0.1078) (0.1214) (0.0977) (0.0818) (0.0940)
Reproductive −0.1265 −0.0913 0.0382 – –

(0.2267) (0.2438) (0.2050) – –
Emotional −0.1773 −0.2449⁎⁎ – – −0.1389

(0.1212) (0.1196) – – (0.1070)
Other −0.1562 −0.1459 −0.0339 −0.0228 −0.1409

(0.1063) (0.1155) (0.0894) (0.0801) (0.0972)
Not working in prior wave −0.0628

(0.0385)
Job characteristics in prior wave
2–6 years tenure (omitted = 0–2 years) 0.0172 0.0532 −0.0069 −0.0013

(0.0464) (0.0375) (0.0370) −0.031
6–12 years tenure 0.0839⁎ 0.0683⁎ 0.0081 0.0305

(0.0501) (0.0404) (0.0403) −0.0351
12–24 years tenure 0.0242 0.0033 0.0043 0.0111

(0.0482) (0.0356) (0.0391) (0.0328)
24+ years tenure 0.0263 0.0759⁎ 0.0436 0.0321

(0.0516) (0.0439) (0.0443) (0.0364)
Physical demands index −0.0203 −0.0109 −0.0228⁎⁎ −0.0236⁎⁎

(0.0140) (0.0117) (0.0113) (0.0096)
Job stress index 0.0176 0.0279⁎ 0.0339⁎⁎ −0.0137

(0.0188) (0.0158) (0.0154) (0.0129)
Employer characteristics in prior wave
Offers LTDI 0.0072 0.0168 0.0025 0.0155

(0.0322) (0.0269) (0.0262) (0.0215)
Accommodates older workers 0.0194 0.0287 −0.0121 −0.0026

(0.0355) (0.0331) (0.0274) (0.0220)
Allows reduced hours 0.0304 0.0129 0.008 0.0359

(0.0342) (0.0283) (0.0280) (0.0265)
Industry and occupation dummies? No Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.05 0.09 0.12 0.14 0.17
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Table 4 (continued)

Dependent Variable

Any accomm. Any accomm. Dimension of accommodation

Time Equip./assist. Work change

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Observations 1164 972 932 926 964

Standard errors in parentheses.
Notes: The sample is individuals under age 65, with no reportedwaves of disabilitywho experience a disability onset in the current wave and are employed. The table reports themarginal
effects of a linear probit model where the dependent variable is as indicated. Standard errors are in parentheses. Regressions include the following additional covariates: marital status,
wealth deciles, earnings and hours worked at onset, terciles of functional limitations index prior to onset, smoking status, diagnosis dummies for diabetes, high blood pressure and psy-
chological problems, CESD score, dummies for condition causing disability, dummies for firm size, missing variable dummies and year fixed effects.

⁎⁎⁎ p b 0.01.
⁎⁎ p b 0.05.
⁎ p b 0.1.
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adds pre-determined job and employer characteristics to the regression.
The estimated effects of the regressors in common are similar in size
and statistical significance across the two groups. Finally, columns 3–5
estimate the effects of the same factors on each of three dimensions of
accommodation: time, equipment/assistance and work change, as de-
scribed in Section 2. We omit “other” unspecified accommodations.

Consistent with the summary statistics in Table 2, we find that edu-
cation and race are the strongest predictors of accommodation.Workers
with at least some college are 8–12 percentage points (30–45%) more
likely to be accommodated than thosewithout a high school degree.Mi-
norities are less likely to be accommodated, especially non-blackminor-
ities (e.g., Asians). The finding of race is particularly interesting since,
unlike education, it is not related to skill level and therefore should
not affect labor demand. Surprisingly, we find little evidence that char-
acteristics of the actual health impairment are predictive of accommo-
dation. Two notable exceptions are people with a history of back
problems, who are 7 percentage points less likely to report an accom-
modation than people without a history of back problems no matter
what their disabling condition, and people with emotional
(i.e., mental health) problems, who are least likely to report an accom-
modation. For the most part these conclusions continue to hold when
considering different dimensions of accommodation, although college
completion appears to be less of a factor for time- and assistance-
related accommodations than it does forwork change accommodations,
and race appears not to factor significantly intowork change accommo-
dations. Interestingly, we find that overweight workers are more likely
to receive work change (and perhaps assistance-related accommoda-
tions) compared to their normal and underweight peers.

Next, we turn to the influence of job and employer characteristics.
The fact that newly disabled workers who had not been working in
the wave prior to onset are less likely to be accommodated suggests
that job tenure may be an important factor in employer accommoda-
tion.We divide job tenuremeasured in the priorwave into approximate
quintiles.We find that tenure in themiddle quintile (6–12 years tenure,
two years earlier) is (weakly) correlated with higher rates of employer
accommodation, especially for time-related accommodations. There is
also some evidence that employees with very long tenure are more
likely to receive some sort of time-related accommodation, consistent
with the idea that they may take the opportunity to phase into retire-
ment. More physically demanding jobs are somewhat less likely to be
accommodated by allowing work changes or providing employees
with assistance.8 On the other hand, more stressful jobs are more likely
8 We also estimated specifications which included interactions between physically de-
manding jobs and employee health; the interactions were statistically insignificant and
did not alter the results.
to be accommodated with changes in work timing or provision of assis-
tance. There is no evidence that employer characteristics, such as offer-
ing LTDI, accommodating older workers or employer policies that
would allow employees in general to reduce their hours, are associated
with accommodation. Industry and occupationfixed effectswere jointly
insignificant as well.

All of our disability onsets occur after the implementation of the
ADA, and we find no evidence that accommodation rates increased
after the ADA was amended in 2008 (not shown). There is also no evi-
dence that employee size is meaningfully related to employer
accommodation.9 Unlike Burkhauser, Schmeiser and Weathers
(2012b), we do not find strong evidence that job-related injuries are
significantly more likely to be accommodated than non-job-related in-
juries, although their sample included pre-ADA onsets and they also
found that job-related injuries were more likely to be accommodated
in states that lacked anti-discrimination laws prior to the ADA.10 The ab-
sence of a relationship between accommodation and either firm or fed-
eral policy variation indicates these are not useful sources of exogenous
variation for estimating the effect of accommodation on labor supply
outcomes.

3.3. Role of personality

The results above suggest that it is employee rather than employer
characteristics—and perhaps the employee's relationship with the em-
ployer—that matters most in determining employer accommodation
following onset of a work-limiting health condition. We hypothesize
that personality traits correlated with making one's needs known to
employers and seeking out help will be positively correlated with em-
ployer accommodation. For example, extraverts are more likely to en-
gage socially and may be more likely to mention their health problem
to their employer. By the same token, disagreeable workers may be
more willing to complain and endure conflict in an effort to come to a
solution with their employer that would satisfy their needs.

Individuals with a high sense of control exhibit greater personal
mastery and perceive fewer external constraints (Lachman et al.,
2011). On the one hand, someone with high control beliefs might be
more likely to solve their difficulties on their own, while someone
with low sense of control might depend on their employer's help. On
the other hand, someone with high control beliefs might be more
9 The ADA applies to employers with more than 25 regular employees.
10 We also estimated versions of the model with state fixed effects (on restricted data)
and found no significant effects of state of residence on employer accommodation. Again,
however, all of our estimates are in the post-ADA era in which all states are subject to an-
tidiscrimination law.



Table 5
Effect of disability onset on personality traits, 2010.

Dependent variable Lagged
trait

Disability
onset

N Fract of sd % of base

Personality
Openness 0.689⁎⁎⁎ −0.007 3920

(0.012) (0.016)
Conscientiousness 0.683⁎⁎⁎ −0.028⁎ 3943 0.056 0.8%

(0.013) (0.015)
Extraversion 0.719⁎⁎⁎ −0.047⁎⁎⁎ 3952 0.07833 1.6%

(0.012) (0.016)
Agreeableness 0.654⁎⁎⁎ −0.008 3958

(0.013) (0.015)
Neuroticism 0.629⁎⁎⁎ 0.028 3951

(0.012) (0.019)

Sense of Control
Personal mastery 0.401⁎⁎⁎ −0.117⁎⁎⁎ 3982 0.117 2.5%

(0.015) (0.040)
Perceived constraints 0.523⁎⁎⁎ 0.119⁎⁎⁎ 3976 0.10818⁎⁎ 5.4%

(0.015) (0.040)

Note: The sample isHRS respondents in 2010with personalitymeasured in both 2006 and
2010. The table reports themarginal effects of a linear probit model where the dependent
variable is as indicated. Standard errors are in parentheses. Additional covariates are: age,
gender, marital status, education, and race.

⁎⁎⁎ p b 0.01.
⁎⁎ p b 0.05.
⁎ p b 0.1.

Table 6
Effect of personality measures on accommodation and work.

Dependent variable

Any accommodation Work

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Personality
Openness 0.113 0.008 −0.105 −0.104 0.005

(0.093) (0.107) (0.102) (0.121) (0.015)
Conscientiousness −0.063 −0.021 −0.071 0.058 0.013

(0.094) (0.116) (0.108) (0.126) (0.017)
Extraversion 0.155 0.240⁎⁎ 0.414⁎⁎⁎ −0.241⁎ 0.012

(0.099) (0.113) (0.102) (0.128) (0.015)
Agreeableness −0.147 −0.191⁎ −0.367⁎⁎⁎ 0.215 −0.002

(0.099) (0.111) (0.123) (0.140) (0.017)
Neuroticism −0.156⁎⁎ −0.199⁎⁎ −0.321⁎⁎⁎ −0.062 −0.020⁎

(0.078) (0.087) (0.081) (0.094) (0.011)

Sense of control
Personal mastery 0.015 0.017 0.009 −0.071 −0.010

(0.050) (0.057) (0.051) (0.055) (0.007)
Perceived constraints 0.091⁎ 0.113⁎⁎ 0.125⁎⁎ −0.021 −0.003

(0.050) (0.053) (0.050) (0.058) (0.007)
Includes controls? No No Yes Yes Yes
Newly disabled sample? Yes Yes Yes Yes No
Restricted to working
prior wave?

No Yes Yes Yes Yes

R-squared 0.07 0.09 0.35 0.14 0.04
Observations 115 90 90 90 3257

The sample is HRS respondents in with personality measured in either 2006 and 2010,
who experience a new disability onset in either 2008 or 2010, are under age 65 and are
employed. Column 5 is estimated on sample of healthy respondents. See text for details.
The table reports the marginal effects of a linear probit model where the dependent vari-
able is as indicated. Standard errors in parentheses. Control variables when included are
age, gender, earnings, education, and race.Work status ismeasured inwave following per-
sonality measurement.

⁎⁎⁎ p b 0.01.
⁎⁎ p b 0.05.
⁎ p b 0.1.
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willing to enlist their employer's help, while someone with low control
beliefs might refrain from engaging their employer at all, especially if
they believe it will make no difference. Which effect dominates the
other is an empirical question.

We incorporate measures of personality and control beliefs into our
analysis by taking advantage of a unique psychosocial leave-behind
questionnaire (LBQ) that the HRS began administering in 2006 to a ro-
tating one-half of respondents every four years. Because of the relatively
recent, staggered introduction of the LBQ, we observe in panel only 115
individuals whose disability onsets occurred after they completed the
LBQ in 2006 or 2008. To the degree personality traits are stable over
the life course, we could apply the LBQ measures retroactively to cap-
ture onsets that occurred prior to completing the LBQ. But the psychol-
ogy literature ismixed on the stability of personality. For example, while
Costa et al. (2000) and Cobb-Clark and Schurer (2012) find that person-
ality traits are relatively stable, recent research with larger sample sizes
(Specht et al., 2011) and longer time horizons (Billstedt et al., 2014)
finds that personality traits change over the life course. In particular,
Specht et al. (2011) find that older individuals who experience major
life events are the most likely to show changes in personality.

To examine the issue in our data, we construct a simple test of
whether disability onset is associated with changes in personality traits.
Using the subsample of respondents with personality traits and control
beliefs measured in both 2006 and 2010, we regress each personality
trait in 2010 on its own lagged measure in 2006 and an indicator for
whether the individual experienced a disability onset between the two
measurement years. If thepersonalitymeasures are stable andnot influ-
enced by the onset of a work-limiting health condition, then the coeffi-
cient on the lagged trait should be close to one and the coefficient on
disability onset should be zero. These estimates are shown in Table 5,
where each row reports a separate regression. The personalitymeasures
are all statistically distinct from one indicating only moderate stability
over four years. The measures of control beliefs are notably less stable
over time.11 However, we find that newly disabled individuals
11 The finding that control beliefs change over the lifecycle has been noted elsewhere
(see e.g., Lachman and Firth, 2004).
experience significant changes in personality and control beliefs after
disability onset. Specifically, they are less extraverted, and report re-
duced personal mastery and a heightened sense of perceived con-
straints. These results lead us to conclude that personality traits are
not stable enough to apply retroactively andwe therefore limit our anal-
yses of personality traits as determinants of accommodation to the 115
respondents for whom we have pre-onset measures of personality and
control beliefs.

Table 6 presents estimated marginal effects of probit models of em-
ployer accommodation on the Big Five personalitymeasures—openness,
conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism—and
two measures of control beliefs, personal mastery and perceived con-
straints. Column 1 displays estimates for all disabled workers complet-
ing the psychosocial LBQ, while columns 2–3 present estimates for the
subset of disabled workers who were also working in the wave prior
to onset, with and without demographic control variables.12

We find that the personality traits agreeableness and neuroticism
are consistently and strongly negatively correlated with employer ac-
commodation. A standard deviation increase of 0.50 (see Table A2) in
agreeableness is associated with an approximately 70% decrease in the
probability of being accommodated, and a one-standard deviation in-
crease in neuroticism is associatedwith an86% decrease in the probabil-
ity of being accommodated. On the other hand, extraversion is
positively correlated with employer accommodation, with a standard
deviation increase in extraversion nearly doubling the likelihood of
12 Owing to the small sample size in themodels, we limit the control variables to the de-
mographic characteristics included in Table 4.



Fig. 1. Distribution of propensity score by accommodation status.
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accommodation. Antonioni (1998)demonstrates that these patterns
(high extraversion, low agreeableness/neuroticism) are positively cor-
relatedwith dominating and negatively correlatedwith avoiding conflict
management styles.13 Individuals with dominating styles tend to be ag-
gressive in attaining their goals, and individuals with avoiding styles
(who are unlikely to be accommodated) often fail to communicate
their needs. Finally, individuals who measure high in perceiving con-
straints (i.e., limits on their sense of control) are more likely to be ac-
commodated by an employer. A standard deviation increase in the
perceived constraints measure is associated with a 53% increase in the
probability of being accommodated. Personality traits alone (including
no other controls) explain nine percent of the variation in accommoda-
tion (Table 6, col. 2). This is same amount of variation explained by our
rich set of control variables (omitting personality) in Table 4 (col. 2).

Interestingly, traits that are positively correlated with employer ac-
commodation tend to be negatively correlated with one another in the
population. For example, extraversion is negatively correlatedwith per-
ceived constraints (r = −0.33; see Table A2). Similarly, lack of neurot-
icism is strongly negatively correlated with perceived constraints
(r=−0.54), and lack of agreeableness is strongly negatively correlated
with extraversion (r= 0.54). The correlationmatrix in Table A2 also re-
veals that the personality variables measure distinct constructs and
therefore they are not collinear when entered simultaneously in the
same model.

Finally, columns 4 and 5 of Table 6 investigate the relationship be-
tween personality measures and labor force status using, alternately,
newly disabled and healthy respondents who completed the psychoso-
cial LBQ. Column 4 shows little evidence of correlation between the per-
sonality measures and employment status (measured one wave after
personality was measured) in the newly disabled sample, where we
also condition on demographic covariates. However, because that sam-
ple is very small and the estimates lack precision, we perform the same
analysis on a larger subsample of healthy respondents. There, too, and
with substantially increased precision, we find no correlation between
the personality measures and employment status. This suggests that
while personalitymeasuresmay affect labor supply indirectly as impor-
tant determinants of accommodation, they do not also have a direct ef-
fect on labor supply in our sample. An implication of this result is that
there is likely to be little omitted variable bias if personality measures
are omitted from regressions of labor supply on employer
accommodation.
14 An additional issue arises from the influence of potential sample selection bias. As
4. Effect of employer accommodationon labor force exit anddisabil-
ity insurance claiming

4.1. Methodology

We now turn to estimating the effect of employer accommodation
on the labor supply of newly disabled older workers. We use two
methods for estimating the effect of employer accommodation on
labor supply: ordinary least squares (OLS) and propensity score
reweighting. For these estimates to be interpretable as causal, the con-
ditional independence assumption (CIA) must hold. The CIA states
that, conditional on a set of observable characteristics, assignment of ac-
commodation is independent of potential labor supply outcomes.While
the CIA is fundamentally untestable, we showed in the previous section
that conditional on observable characteristics such as education, race
and job tenure, employees with health problems do not appear to sort
to more accommodating employers and employers do not appear to
provide accommodation selectively to individuals with higher labor
13 The other conflict management styles identified by Andreoni are: integrating, obliging
and compromising.
force attachment or more residual productive capacity (i.e., less severe
disabilities). If anything, accommodation is related to aspects of the
employee's personality that are correlated with seeking out and
obtaining help. We showed that while personality factors influence ac-
commodation, they do not appear to directly influence the labor supply
outcomes of the newly disabled. On the basis of this rationale, we esti-
mate the effect of accommodation on labor supply using the full sample
of HRS respondents experiencing a disability onset, necessarily omitting
controls for personalitywhich are available for only a small subset of the
full sample.14

We perform two tests designed to gauge the validity of the CIA as-
sumption in our setting. The first is a test of unconfoundeness proposed
by Imbens (2015) and presented in Table A3. This test demonstrates
that lagged labor supply outcomes are uncorrelated with accommoda-
tion status, consistent with the conditional independence assumption
holding. The second is a test of selection bias proposed by Altonji et al.
(2005). The results of this test indicate that the degree of selection on
unobservables would have to be 10.7 times the degree of selection on
observables in order to explain our estimated effect. In light of the rich
controls included in ourmodel, selection on unobservables of this mag-
nitude is well outside the range of plausibility.

Although both OLS and propensity score methods rely on the same
conditional independence assumption, OLS imposes additional func-
tional form assumptions that propensity score methods do not rely on.
Propensity score reweighting uses the propensity score to reweight
the distribution of covariates X in the control group to match the distri-
bution of X observed in the treated group. Intuitively, it places more
weight on untreated observations that “look like” treated observations
and down-weights untreated observations that do not so that the two
groups are more directly comparable. Thus, one can use the reweighted
control group to estimate the counterfactual distribution of the outcome
Y for the treated group had they never been treated.

We implement propensity reweighting as follows. First, we estimate
the propensity score function p(Xi) using a probit regression of
discussed in Section 2, the HRS only asks those who report a work-limiting disability
whether they received an employer accommodation. Recent experimental evidence by
Maestas andMullen (2015) suggests this skip pattern excludes a sizable number of people
who report an employer accommodation for health reasons and by implication are cur-
rentlyworking. This suggests our estimatesmay be interpreted as a lower bound on the ef-
fect of employer accommodation on continued employment post onset.

Image of Fig. 1


Table 7
Effect of employer accommodation on labor supply and program participation.

Dependent variable OLS RW(p) N

Working in immediate post-onset wave 0.171⁎⁎⁎ 0.173⁎⁎⁎ 972
(.033) (.036)

Working two waves after onset 0.045⁎ 0.054 795
(.037) (.044)

Applied for disability insurance w/in 4 years −0.037 −0.048⁎⁎ 812
(.035) (.040)

Received disability insurance w/in 4 years 0.017 0.010 808
(.032) (.035)

Notes: The sample is individuals under age 65, with no reported waves of disability who
experience a disability onset in the current wave and are employed. In column 1, the
table reports the marginal effects of a linear probit model where the dependent variable
is as indicated. Column 2 reports the marginal effects of linear probit model reweighted
by propensity score as described in the text. Standard errors are in parentheses. The covar-
iates are: work tenure, if disability was caused by work, age, earnings, average hours
worked, functional limitation index, gender, marital status, education, race, BMI, smoking
status, diabetes status, high blood pressure indicator, indicator if employer offers long
term DI insurance, indicator if respondent believes employer would accommodate older
workers, indicator if respondent believes employer would allow reduced hours, indicator
if job is stressful, indicator if job is physically intensive, indicator for back problems, indi-
cator for psychological problems, CESD score, wealth decile, number employees at firm,
year fixed effects, condition fixed effects, industry fixed effects, occupational fixed effects.

⁎⁎⁎ p b 0.01.
⁎⁎ p b 0.05.
⁎ p b 0.1.
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employer accommodation (treatment) on individual, job and employer
characteristics Xi measured in the wave prior to onset. We also include
indicators for the disabling condition (e.g., musculoskeletal, emotional)
which is also pre-determined. We then construct the following estima-
tor for the average treatment effect on the treated (ATET):

ΔATET ¼ 1

NT

XNTþNC

i¼1

DiYi−ð1−Di
p Xið Þ

1−p Xið Þ Yi

� �
;

where Di = 1 if individual i was accommodated (treated) and Di = 0
otherwise, NT is the number of treated individuals and NC the number
of control individuals, and Yi is the outcome of interest (e.g., working
after onset). This estimator has been shown to be a consistent estimator
of ATET (Dehejia and Wahba, 1999; DiNardo, Fortin and Lemieux,
1996). Finally, we consider the robustness of our ATET estimate to use
of other propensity score methods such as radius, nearest neighbor
and block matching (Imbens, 2015).

To assess the degree of overlap in the accommodation propensity
score between those who are and are not accommodated, Fig. 1 shows
the distribution of propensity scores estimated from the regression re-
ported in column 2 of Table 4, by accommodation status. Reassuringly,
the distributions overlap substantially indicating good covariate bal-
ance. Finally, Table A4 illustrates the balance between accommodated
and non-accommodated respondents for selected characteristics, un-
weighted and reweighted using the propensity scores. As expected the
reweighting reduces the difference between the treated and control
groups.

4.2. Results

Table 7 presents estimates of the effects of employer accommoda-
tion on various labor supply outcomes using both OLS and propensity
score reweighting. In all cases the two methods yield similar estimates,
suggesting that a model specificationwith a simple dummy variable for
treatment is adequate in this setting. We find that employer accommo-
dation increases the probability that an individual is working in the
wave immediately after onset by more than 17 percentage points—a
40% increase over the baseline labor force participation rate of 45%.
This difference reduces to a statistically insignificant 5–6 percentage
points (12%) two years later, up to four years after disability onset, sug-
gesting that employer accommodation may only temporarily stave off
labor force exit. Similarly, we do not find a significant effect of employer
accommodation on disability insurance application or receipt within
four years of disability onset.

Finally, in Table 8 we explore the sensitivity of our estimates to dif-
ferences in specification, sample and estimation technique. Each row
presents the estimated effect(s) of employer accommodation on the
probability of working in the first wave following disability onset, de-
fined as the first wave the respondent reports that his health limits his
ability to work in some way. The first row reproduces the OLS estimate
of the effect of any accommodation on work using the main sample of
newly disabled workers who had been working at least two years
when they first reported a work disability between 1994 and 2010.
First, we examine how type of accommodation affects labor supply by
including additional indicator variables for one of four dimensions of ac-
commodation: time, work change, equipment/assistance or “other”
(row 2; see Section 2 for definitions of these groups). For the most
part, the type of accommodation does not have a strong impact on con-
tinuing to work beyond the provision of any accommodation, with the
exception of work change accommodations which include changing
the job to something the employee can do and helping the employee
learn new skills. Employeeswho receive awork change accommodation
are 28 percentage points (63%) more likely to work in the wave imme-
diately following onset than employeeswho receive no accommodation
at all, suggesting this is a particularly effective form of accommodation.

The next three rows (3–5) explore the sensitivity of the estimate to
different sample restrictions. Recall that, prior to 1998, the HRS did not
ask newly disabled respondents about their employment if they re-
ported that their disability first began to bother them earlier than the
previous wave. Row 3 restricts the sample to onsets first reported in
the 1998 wave, which included full employment information for all re-
spondents, even those reporting long standing health problems as the
cause of their new disability. Because the sample is comprised of more
individuals with long standing health problems, it is not surprising
that the estimated effect of employer accommodation is somewhat
smaller, 14.5 percentage points compared with 17.2 for the main sam-
ple. Similarly, row 4 includes onsets first reported in all years 1994–
2010 but excludes those who report the impairment first began to
bother themmore than two years ago. In this case, the estimated effect
of employer accommodation is somewhat higher, 20.7 percentage
points, but still statistically similar to themain estimate. Row 5 presents
a specification in which we drop individuals who are 62 or older at
onset. The coefficient is virtually unchanged, suggesting our baseline es-
timate is not overly affected by peoplewho are about to become eligible
for early Social Security retirement benefits.

The next three rows explore sensitivity to controls for union mem-
bership, pension coverage (DB or DC), and health insurance coverage
(all measured pre-onset). The effect of accommodation on post-onset
employment is slightly smaller when we control for unionization (con-
sistent with the notion that unions act as institutional advocates for
newly disabled employees), but statistically unchanged. Similarly, con-
trolling for DB and DC pension coverage, as well as employer-sponsored
health insurance do not change the baseline estimate.

The last four rows explore sensitivity to different propensity score
methods. Row 5 reports the results of a control function estimator
which includes a polynomial function of the propensity score as a con-
trol variable proxying for potential selection bias (Heckman and
Navarro-Lozano, 2004). The estimate of the control function itself is sta-
tistically insignificant (not shown) and the estimated effect of employer
accommodation on work is well within the 95% confidence interval of
the baseline estimate. The next three rows explore different propensity
score matching techniques: radius matching, nearest neighbor
matching and block matching (Imbens, 2015). To implement these
techniques we first trim the propensity scores by throwing out the



Table 8
Sensitivity and robustness checks.

Specification/estimator Any accomm. Time Equip./assist. Work change Other

1. Baseline (OLS) 0.171⁎⁎⁎

(0.033)
2. Include type of accommodation 0.149⁎⁎ 0.0132 −0.0308 0.124⁎⁎ −0.0438

−0.066 (0.0597) −0.059⁎ −0.060 −0.06
3. Restrict to onsets occurring after 1996 0.142⁎⁎⁎

(0.041)
4. Restrict to onsets reported within 2 years 0.207⁎⁎⁎

(0.049)
5. Omit respondents aged ≥ 62 at onset 0.173⁎⁎⁎

(0.041)
6. Include union membership indicator (pre-onset) 0.161⁎⁎⁎

(0.033)
7. Include DB, DC pension indicators (pre-onset) 0.172⁎⁎⁎

(0.033)
8. Include employer health insurance indicators (pre-onset) 0.172⁎⁎⁎

(0.033)
9. Control function 0.185⁎⁎⁎

(0.040)
10. Radius matching 0.179⁎⁎⁎

(0.036)
11. Nearest neighbor matching 0.139⁎⁎⁎

(0.055)
12. Block matching 0.178⁎⁎⁎

(0.040)

Notes: The sample is individuals under age 65, with no reportedwaves of disabilitywho experience a disability onset in the currentwave and are employed. The table reports themarginal
effects of a linear probitmodelwhere thedependent variable isworking in thewave of onset. Rows correspond to different estimation techniques, sample restrictions, or additional control
variables. Standard errors are in parentheses. The covariates are: work tenure, if disability was caused by work, age, earnings, average hours worked, functional limitation index, gender,
marital status, education, race, BMI, smoking status, diabetes status, high blood pressure indicator, indicator if employer offers long termDI insurance, indicator if respondent believes em-
ployer would accommodate older workers, indicator if respondent believes employer would allow reduced hours, indicator if job is stressful, indicator if job is physically intensive, indi-
cator for back problems, indicator for psychological problems, CESD score, wealth decile, number employees at firm, year fixed effects, condition fixed effects, industry fixed effects,
occupational fixed effects.

⁎⁎⁎ p b 0.01.
⁎⁎ p b 0.05.
⁎ p b 0.1.

301M.J. Hill et al. / Labour Economics 41 (2016) 291–303
extreme values so that only propensity scores between 0.1 and 0.9 are
used (Crump, Hotz, Imbens and Mitnik, 2009). After removing the out-
liers, we re-estimate the propensity scores andmatchwith replacement
using the re-estimated propensity scores. Radius and block matching
produce similar results to our baseline estimateswhile nearest neighbor
matching produces a slightly lower estimate of 14.6 percentage points
(but still statistically indistinguishable from our main estimate). Taken
together, these results suggest that our estimates are quite robust to dif-
ferent sample definitions and estimation methods.
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5. Conclusion

In this paperwe use data on newly disabledworkers from theHealth
and Retirement Study to provide new evidence on what factors deter-
mine accommodation of newly disabled workers, as well as the short-
and long-term effects of employer accommodation on employment
and SSDI claiming behavior. We find that employee characteristics—
most notably personality traits—largely determine which workers are
accommodated following disability onset, suggesting that employees
rather than employers bear the burden of communicating and asserting
their needs. Workers who are accommodated by their employers are
40% more likely to work in the survey wave immediately following dis-
ability onset. However, this difference drops to a statistically insignifi-
cant 5% by the next survey wave (two years later), and we find no
evidence that employer accommodation affects SSDI claiming behavior.

Our findings suggest that policies targeting the disclosure environ-
ment for disabled workers may be more effective in increasing accom-
modation rates than policies that target the employer side of the
accommodation equation alone. For example, federal contractors are
now required to demonstrate that seven percent or more of their
workforce has a disability. Such a policy incentivizes employers to ask
all employees if they have a disability, eliminating the need for em-
ployees to self-advocate and perhaps risk future discrimination in
order to get help with work difficulties. Moreover, having a disability
could come to be viewed as an asset in such organizations. If accommo-
dation rates can be increased, manymore workers would remain in the
labor force, at least temporarily, but encouraging employer accommo-
dation of disabilities is unlikely to affect the growing number of SSDI
beneficiaries.

Appendix A

Table A1
Types of accommodation.
Accommodation type
 %
me

llow more breaks or rest periods
 37.3

llow arrival or departure change
 37.2

orten work day
 27.9
quipment/assistance

et someone to help you
 36.6

et special equipment for job
 15.1

rrange special transportation
 4.3
ork change

hange the job to something they could do
 33.2

elp learn new skills
 12.2

ther (please specify)
 21.9
O
Note: The sample is HRS respondents who experience a new disability onset, are under
age 65 and are employed. Accommodation types are not mutually exclusive categories.
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Table A2

Summary statistics for personality measures.
Measure
P
O
C
E
A
N

Se
P
P

W

A
E
Fe
B
Jo
Mean
 Std. dev.
 Correlation with
Openness
 Conscientiousness
 Extroversion
 Agreeableness
 Neuroticism
 Control Mastery
 Control Constraints
ersonality (1–4)

penness
 2.9
 0.5
 1.00

onscientiousness
 3.3
 0.5
 0.42
 1.00

xtraversion
 3.0
 0.6
 0.53
 0.34
 1.00

greeableness
 3.5
 0.5
 0.37
 0.38
 0.54
 1.00

euroticism
 2.3
 0.7
 −0.25
 −0.26
 −0.20
 −0.15
 1.00
nse of control (1–6)

ersonal mastery
 4.7
 1.0
 0.28
 0.30
 0.29
 0.08
 −0.33
 1.00

erceived constraints
 2.2
 1.1
 −0.30
 −0.15
 −0.33
 −0.16
 0.54
 −0.49
 1.00

o. obs.
 115
N
Note: The sample is HRS respondents in with personality measured in either 2006 and 2010, who experience a new disability onset in either 2008 or 2010, are under age 65 and are
employed.
Table A3

Unconfoundedness test.
Lagged outcome
 Accomm.
 Not Accomm.
 Diff.
 p-value
 N
orking two waves prior to onset
 95.9%
 93.3%
 2.6%
 0.199
 721

orking three waves prior to onset
 92.8%
 93.0%
 −0.2%
 0.937
 525
W
Note: Sample is 972 respondents working in wave prior to onset and corresponds to Table 1, row 11.
Table A4

Covariate balance, unweighted and weighted by probit p-scores.
Variable
 Unweighted
 Weighted (probit p-scores)
Difference
 S.E.
 t-Stat
 Difference
 S.E.
 t-Stat
ge
 0.03
 0.27
 0.12
 0.13
 0.29
 0.45

ducation (in years)
 0.77
 0.22
 3.56
 0.18
 0.19
 0.91

male
 −0.04
 0.04
 −1.04
 0.01
 0.04
 0.16

lack
 −0.05
 0.03
 −1.81
 0.00
 0.03
 −0.02

b tenure
 0.70
 0.81
 0.86
 0.04
 0.85
 0.05

arnings at onset
 2669
 2186
 1.22
 −698
 2409
 −0.29
E
Note: Sample is 972 respondents working in wave prior to onset and corresponds to Table 1, row 11.
References

Altonji, J.G., Elder, T.E., Taber, C.R., 2005. An evaluation of instrumental variable strategies
for estimating the effects of catholic schooling. J. Hum. Resour. 40 (4), 791–821.

Antonioni, D., 1998. Relationship between the big five personality factors and conflict
management styles. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 9 (4), 336–354.

Autor, D.H., Duggan, M., 2010. SupportingWork: A Proposal for Modernizing the U.S. Dis-
ability Insurance System. Center for American Progress and The Hamilton Project, De-
cember 2010.

Autor, D.H., Maestas, N., Mullen, K.J., Strand, A., 2011. Does Delay Cause Decay? The Effect
of Administrative Decision Time on the Labor Force Participation and Earnings of Dis-
ability Applicants. MRRC Working Paper 2011. p. 258.

Billstedt, E., Skoog, I., Duberstein, P., Marlow, T., Hällström, T., André, M., Waern, M., 2014.
A 37-year prospective study of neuroticism and extraversion in women followed
from mid-life to late life. Acta Psychiatr. Scand. 129 (1), 35–43.

Bronchetti, E.T., McInerney, M., 2015. What determines employer accommodation
of injured workers? The influence of employer workers' compensation
costs, state policies, and case-specific characteristics. Ind. Labor Relat. Rev. 68 (3),
558–583.

Bruyere, S.M., 2000. Disability Employment Policies and Practices in Private and Federal
Sector Organizations. Cornell University, School of Industrial and Labor Relations Ex-
tension Division, Program on Employment and Disability, Ithaca, NY.

Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013. PersonsWith a Disability: Barriers to Employment, Types
of Assistance, and Other Labor-Related Issues—May 2012. USDL-13-0729. Accessed
on 3/31/14 at http://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/dissup.pdf.

Burkhauser, R.V., Butler, J.S., Kim, Y.W., 1995. The importance of employer accommoda-
tion on the job duration of workeres with disabilites: a hazard model approach. La-
bour Econ. 2 (1995), 109–130.

Burkhauser, R.V., Butler, J.S., Kim, Y.-W., Weathers, R.R., 1999. The importance of accom-
modation on the timing of disability insurance applications: results from the survey
of disability and work and the health and retirement study. J. Hum. Resour. 34 (3),
589–611.

Burkhauser, R.V., Daly, M., 2011. The Declining Work and Welfare of People with Disabil-
ities. The AEI Press, Washington, D.C.

Burkhauser, R.V., Houtenville, A.J., Tennant, J., 2012a. Capturing the elusive working-age
population with disabilities: reconciling conflicting social success estimates from
the current population survey and american community survey. Journal of Disability
Policy Studies 24 (4), 195–205.
Burkhauser, R.V., Schmeiser, M.D., Weathers II, R.R., 2012b. The importance of anti-dis-
crimination and workers' compensation laws on the provision of workplace accom-
modations following the onset of a disability. Ind. Labor Relat. Rev. 65 (1), 161–180.

Campolieti, M., 2005. How accommodations affect the duration of post-injury employ-
ment spells. J. Lab. Res. 26 (3), 485–499.

Charles, K.K., 2005. The extent and effect of employer compliance with the accommoda-
tions mandates of the Americans with Disabilities Act. Journal of Disability Policy
Studies 15 (2), 86–96.

Cobb-Clark, D.A., Schurer, S., 2012. The stability of big-five personality traits. Econ. Lett.
115 (1), 11–15.

Costa, P.T., Herbst, J.H., McCrae, R.R., Siegler, I.C., 2000. Personality at midlife: stability, in-
trinsic maturation, and response to life events. Assessment 7 (4), 365–378.

Crump, R.K., Hotz, V.J., Imbens, G.W., Mitnik, O.A., 2009. Dealing with limited overlap in
estimation of average treatment effects. Biometrika p.asn055.

Daly, M.C., Bound, J., 1996. Worker adaptation and employer accommodation following
the onset of a health impairment. Journal of Gerontology: Social Sciences 51B (2),
53–60.

Dehejia, R.H.,Wahba, S., 1999. Causal effects in nonexperimental studies: reevaluating the
evaluation of training programs. J. Am. Stat. Assoc. 94, 1053–1062.

DiNardo, J., Fortin, N.M., Lemieux, T., 1996. Labor market institutions and the
distribution of wages, 1973-1992: a semiparametric approach. Econometrica 64,
1001–1044.

Heckman, J.J., Navarro-Lozano, S., 2004. Using matching, instrumental variables and con-
trol functions to estimate economic choice models. Rev. Econ. Stat. 86 (1), 30–57.

Høgelund, J., Holm, A., 2014.Worker adaptation andworkplace accommodations after the
onset of an illness. IZA Journal of Labor Policy 3, 17.

Imbens, G.W., 2015. Matching methods in practice: three examples. J. Hum. Resour. 50
(2), 373–419.

Koning, P., Lindeboom, M., 2015. The rise and fall of disability insurance enrollment in the
Netherlands. J. Econ. Perspect. 29 (2), 151–172.

Lachman, M.E., Firth, K.M., 2004. The adaptive value of feeling in control during midlife.
In: Brim, O.G., Ryff, C.D., Kessler, R.C. (Eds.), How Healthy Are We?The University of
Chicago Press, Chicago IL, pp. 320–349.

Lachman, M.E., Neupert, S.D., Agrigoroaei, S., 2011. The relevance of control beliefs for
health and aging. Handbook of the psychology of aging 7, 175–190.

Leibman, J.B., Smalligan, J.A., 2013. An Evidence-based Path to Disability Insurance Re-
form. The Hamilton Project, Brookings Institution, Washington D.C.

Maestas, N., Mullen, K.J., 2015. Unmet Need forWorkplace Accommodation. RAND Corpo-
ration, Mimeo, Santa Monica, CA.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf9000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf9000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0035
http://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/dissup.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf9005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf9005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0150


303M.J. Hill et al. / Labour Economics 41 (2016) 291–303
Maestas, N., Mullen, K.J., Strand, A., 2013. Does Disability Insurance Receipt Discourage
Work? Using Examiner Assignment to Estimate Causal Effects of SSDI Receipt. Am.
Econ. Rev. 103 (5), 1797–1829.

Neumark, D., Bradley, C.J., Henry, M., Dahman, B., 2015. Work continuation while treated
for breast cancer: the role of workplace accommodations. Ind. Labor Relat. Rev. 68
(4), 916–954.

Specht, J., Egloff, B., Schmukle, S.C., 2011. Stability and change of personality across the life
course: the impact of age and major life events on mean-level and rank-order stabil-
ity of the Big Five. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 101 (4), 862.
Race, P.A., Dornier, S.M., 2009. ADA Amendments Act of 2008: the effect on employers
and educators. Willamette Law Review 46, 357–406.

Schrader, V., Sarah, V.M., Bruyere, S., 2013. Perspectives on disability disclosure: the im-
portance of employer practices and workplace climate. Employment Responsibilities
and Rights Journal 1–19.

Weber, Lauren. Are You Disabled? Your Boss Needs to Know. New Regulations Require
Federal Contractors to Ask Employees if They Have a Disability. The Wall Street Jour-
nal, March 18, 2014.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf9010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf9010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf9010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0927-5371(16)30027-6/rf0170

	Employer accommodation and labor supply of disabled workers
	1. Introduction
	2. Data and summary statistics
	3. Determinants of employer accommodation
	3.1. Role of self-sorting
	3.2. Role of individual, job and employer characteristics
	3.3. Role of personality

	4. Effect of employer accommodation on labor force exit and disability insurance claiming
	4.1. Methodology
	4.2. Results

	5. Conclusion
	Appendix A
	References


