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ABSTRACT
Our study provides comprehensive insights into the experiences of workplace accommodation recipients and hereby highlights the idea that affected employees do not necessarily benefit from the accommodation. Building on organizational change and accommodations literature, we propose a theoretical framework of negative experiences during accommodation processes and apply it to qualitative data from interviews with accommodation recipients. Although problems associated with the health-related impairment are solved by the accommodation, affected employees often experience interpersonal problems and conflicts similar to those that typically occur during organizational change. Lacking social support as well as poor communication and information are frequently criticized. Moreover, discrimination, bullying, and maltreatment appear to be common during accommodation processes. The findings suggest that “well-meant is not always well-done” – in order to make accommodation processes more successful, we derive recommendations from organizational change literature and apply it to the accommodation context. Moreover, unique characteristics of the accommodation setting are emphasized and translated into practical implications.


INTRODUCTION
Organizations are increasingly confronted with the growing number of persons with physical or mental impairments and disabilities in the working population (De Norre, 2009). This development is aggravated by the “demographic change” (Tempest, Barnatt, & Coupland, 2002), causing an aging of the overall population in general as well as of the working population in particular (Boehm, Kunze, & Bruch, 2013). Due to the high correlation of age and disability (Colella & Bruyère, 2011), more and more older workers experience significant health limitations, putting their further employment at risk. 
Thus, maintaining the employability of employees with disabilities[footnoteRef:1] is one of the major corporate challenges of our time, especially raising one central question: How can workplaces be accommodated so that employees with disabilities are able to work in a way that is equally value-adding for the firm and satisfying for the affected individual? Workplace accommodations encompass “modifications in the job, work environment, work process, or conditions of work that reduce physical and social barriers so that people with disabilities experience equal opportunity in a competitive work environment” (Colella & Bruyère, 2011, p. 478).  [1:  According to the WHO (2011), disability is an “umbrella term for impairments, activity limitations and participation restrictions, referring to the negative aspects of the interaction between an individual (with a health condition) and that individual’s contextual factors (environmental and personal factors)” (p. 4)] 

To date, accommodation research has been approached from three different perspectives (Baumgärtner, 2013), namely from the view of the employing organization, the colleagues working with the person with a disability, and the employee with a disability. From these studies, we already received insights about (1) the preconditions and reasons that increase the likelihood for granting an accommodation on the part of the organization (Florey & Harrison, 2000); (2) the requirements under which colleagues tend to perceive an accommodation to be fair and justified (Colella, 2001); (3) as well as the reasons that hinder employees with disabilities from requesting an accommodation (Baldridge & Swift, 2013). 
Surprisingly however, such research adopting the perspective of employees with disabilities themselves is scarce. Moreover, existing research in this field has been focused on the requesting stage prior to the actual accommodation, implicitly supposing that this is the “critical stage” in the process. This view ultimately implies that after an accommodation has been granted, the situation comes to a good end for the affected employees: They should be satisfied as the work-related problems arising from their health issues are probably solved and they are able to continue their employment (Colella & Bruyère, 2011; Schartz, Hendricks, & Blanck, 2006). Is it really true, however, that the granting of the accommodation brings all problems and conflicts on the part of the accommodation recipient to a positive end? 
In this study, we propose that this is not the case. Undeniably, accommodations solve some of the central problems affected employees are struggling with – namely, problems on the practical, health-related side. However, we argue that once granted, accommodations also bring along novel and unexpected challenges for employees, especially interpersonal problems and conflicts in their teams. One piece of evidence pointing to such potential difficulties stems from Baldridge and Veiga (2006) whose results indicate that when considering whether to request an accommodation or not, employees strongly take the social cost of the accommodation into account. This finding was also echoed by Colella and Bruyère (2011) who wondered if “these concerns on the part of people with disabilities [are] justified?” 
We argue that some of those concerns are actually justified and that not considering the negative experiences of accommodation recipients during the accommodation process is a serious shortcoming of the existing literature. In order to derive a theoretical framework arguing for such potentially negative effects of accommodation processes, we integrate two central bodies of literature. One the one hand, we build upon existing studies in the domain of disability and specifically accommodation research. On the other hand, we draw from literature on organizational change processes. We do so, as we suggest that accommodation processes and broader organizational change processes share some important commonalities that allow for a transfer and combination of extant research findings.
Taken together, the aims of this study are (1) to direct particular attention to the accommodation recipients’ negative experiences during the accommodation process; (2) to assess potential similarities between employees’ reactions to accommodation processes and reactions to organizational change; (3) and to derive success factors crucial for the accommodation context. In order to obtain such comprehensive insight into accommodation recipients’ experiences, a qualitative approach is applied. Using the method of template analysis (King, 1998), we develop a coding framework based on theoretical insights from both organizational change and accommodation literature and apply it to interview data from accommodation recipients at a large German car manufacturer.

THEORY
Accommodations as individual change processes
The idea of change is an integral part of the accommodation concept, which can take the form of a “change in duties, a change in a valuable commodity, a change in the physical conditions of work, a change in the tools of work, a change in resources available to coworkers, or even a change in location” (Colella, 2001, p. 101).
Consequently, we propose to consider and understand accommodations as change processes on the individual level for at least three reasons: First, both organizational change processes and accommodation processes are characterized by an intentional goal to approach a challenge / an existing problem and to achieve an improved future state (Beckhard & Harris, 1987). Organizational change can be directed at various corporate challenges, e.g. business acquisitions or mergers, expansions, process improvements, or technology changes (Smith, 2002). In a similar manner, workplace accommodation processes emanate from a situation that is in a way problematic, i.e., the respective employee is not able to fulfil the expected job performance. Accommodation processes therefore aim at finding solutions in order to create a work environment in which the employees can perform essential functions of their jobs and receive the same benefits of employments as others (Vernon-Oehmke, 1994).
Second, from the perspective of the accommodation recipient, both processes share the novelty associated with the changed workplace situation – a feature generally characterizing threatening and harmful situations to individuals (Rafferty & Griffin, 2006). In both processes, employees are required to adapt to a new working environment, including potentially changed behaviors, duties, locations, or colleagues (Holt, Armenakis, Feild, & Harris, 2007). Likewise, workplace accommodations often require employees to adapt to new working situations also involving novel tasks or skills.
Third and most importantly, both types of processes have a strong affective significance for affected individuals. For accommodation recipients, the situation of being impaired in their job and being dependent on the help of their employer can certainly be a profound landmark in their working lives, especially for those individuals who acquired their disability during their working life. Similarly, the impact of organizational change has recently been examined from an individual-level perspective, taking into account the perceptions and sense making of the affected employee (George & Jones, 2001; Vakola, Tsaousis, & Nikolaou, 2004). In line with Affective Events Theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), change processes are work events eliciting employees’ negative reactions including stress, anxiety or resistance, which in turn influence work attitudes like job satisfaction (e.g., Ashford, 1988; Kiefer, 2005) . Therefore, it can be assumed that the perception of the accommodation process will also exert a critical influence on the well-being of affected employees.
Due to these commonalities presented, we propose that accommodation experiences should be perceived and analyzed in a way similar to organizational change experiences and that they might elicit affective reactions comparable with known change reactions.
We posit that most of these negative experiences stem from the absence of supportive conditions during the accommodation process. Following our argumentation concerning the similarity of both processes, we also suppose that workplace accommodations will to some extent depend on similar success factors that are crucial for organizational change processes. A large proportion of past research on organizational change has identified such supportive conditions in the organizational environment that are critical for change success, including change participation (Bordia, Hobman, Jones, Gallois, & Callan, 2004), communication (Lewis & Seibold, 1998), or trust in management (Morgan & Zeffane, 2003). This indicates that the absence of such supportive conditions will put change success at a risk. Similarly, from the perspective of the accommodation recipient, the lack of such supportive boundary conditions will probably cause individual problems and conflicts during the accommodation phase and provoke negative affective states. 

Stakeholders in the accommodation process 
We further suppose that many conflicts and problems experienced during the accommodation phase will be of interpersonal nature. Besides the accommodation recipients themselves, there are several parties involved in the whole accommodation process. 
To begin with, the affected employee has coworkers that may be directly affected by the change. Research on coworkers’ reactions to workplace accommodations suggests that interpersonal problems might stem from the differential treatment one single person in the group is given when receiving an accommodation (Colella, 2001) which can elicit negative reactions and perceptions of unfairness in coworkers. An accommodation may be perceived as unfair by the coworkers for four different reasons (Paetzold et al., 2008): First, it may seem that the accommodation recipient’s job becomes easier (reducing his or her inputs) while the amount of outcomes remains the same as others’. Second, coworkers might feel that their own inputs become higher (more difficulty, inconvenience, stress) through the colleague’s accommodation. Third, coworkers sometimes view accommodations as valuable and desirable outcomes given to another person but not to oneself (e.g., an ergonomic chair). Fourth, scarce resources that could also be used for other purposes might be spent for accommodation purposes, e.g. money spent for the ergonomic improvement of one single workplace. The perception of unfairness can cause even stronger rejections by coworkers if employees work together in very interdependent ways, e.g. involving job rotation. In such situations, an accommodation and the related job easing for one employee can cause a direct deterioration for the others as they often have to take over especially difficult or exhausting elements of his or her job. Another difficulty exists for accommodation recipients whose health impairments are not directly visible. When the reason for a workplace accommodation is invisible or unclear, coworkers tend to believe that the person might “fake” the health-related problem, so there is no reason justifying an accommodation (Paetzold et al., 2008). An additional source of conflict between accommodation recipients and their coworkers may be the perception that the workgroup performance is weakened by having employees with disabilities in the team. Especially when performance is measured or even rewarded on a team level, tensions between coworkers should arise (Paetzold et al., 2008). 
Apart from the coworkers, supervisors or managers are major stakeholders in the accommodation process (Gates, 2000). Specifically, they are in charge of organizing the implementation of the change and directly interacting and communicating with the accommodation recipient. Supervisors could feel strong concerns and reservations towards employees with disabilities for at least two reasons. First, similar to the coworkers they might think that those employees are not capable to show high performance and therefore draw down the department’s/work group’s overall performance. Indeed, evidence shows that supervisors often perceive employees with disabilities as helpless and dependent (Baron & Neuman, 1996). Second, due to the employees’ disability, age, or health status, supervisors might feel that the employees are different from themselves (demographic dissimilarity; Turban & Jones, 1988), worsening their relationship quality with the respective individual (Colella & Varma, 2001). Third, the accommodation of workplaces might in many cases run counter to the business objectives that supervisors are pursuing, i.e., cost effectiveness or operating efficiency – a contradiction that might arouse further reservations towards employees with disabilities.
Finally, there may be other stakeholders associated with the accommodation process, especially in large organizations. Here, supervisors often do not organize the accommodation process on their own, but they receive support from specialized departments responsible for accommodation issues including the Human Resource departments, company physicians or disability managers (Colella & Bruyère, 2011). For them, the accommodation process typically generates additional work, possibly leading to negative feelings towards the respective employee.

Theoretical framework
In their review of the organizational change literature, Oreg, Vakola, and Armenakis (2011) develop a model proposing change antecedents leading to explicit reactions which finally result in certain consequences of organizational change. Building on these findings, we base our theoretical framework for this study (see Figure 1) on the fundamental structure by Oreg and colleagues (2011). In line with their model, we are mainly focusing on employees’ perceptions of accommodation burdens (antecedents) as well as their reactions during the process which eventually arise from the these burdens.



Burdens for accommodation
Accommodation burdens are understood as any possible problem or conflict arising during the accommodation phase, as perceived by the accommodation recipient. We further subdivide the accommodation burdens encountered during the accommodation phase into interpersonal and process-related burdens (see Figure 1).

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Interpersonal burdens for accommodation
Interpersonal burdens comprise all conflicts and problems related to other stakeholders in the accommodation process. 

Lack of social support. Social support can be defined as “the availability of helping relationships and the quality of those relationships” (Leavy, 1983, p. 5). Caplan, Cobb, French, Harrison, and Pinneau (1975) distinguish two major types of social support, namely instrumental and emotional support. Instrumentally supporting somebody means helping him or her to deal with the work situation, which implies that the supporter “makes things easier” or “can be relied on”. Emotional support involves expressing one’s sympathy with the emotions of the other person – the supported employee may feel in response that the “helper” is “easy to talk to” and “willing to listen to one’s personal problems”. Social support can be provided by all the different stakeholders involved in the process, including coworkers, supervisors, or other parties/departments.
Concerning the accommodation recipients’ coworkers, Colella (2001) points out that support and cooperation in the workgroup are important success factors for the implementation of an accommodation. Gates (2000) also suggests that support provided by supervisors is essential for accommodation recipients. Thus far however, prior research did not explicitly distinguish between the instrumental component of support (e.g., coworkers accept personal disadvantages, supervisors help to organize the accommodation) and the emotional one (e.g., coworkers ask about problems, supervisors encourage accommodation recipients). In line with research on organizational change (e.g., Eby, Adams, Russell, & Gaby, 2000), we suggest that both instrumental and emotional support shown by accommodation recipients’ coworkers and supervisors/further stakeholders are critical success factors for the accommodation process and a potential source of perceived problems.

Discrimination, bullying, and maltreatment. Employees with disabilities tend to belong to a minority in the workforce who are confronted with comparable challenges as other marginalized groups (e.g., religious or racial minorities; Ruggs et al., 2013). Given the minority status and the detrimental implications workplace accommodations might have on coworkers outlined above, it is likely that the presence of accommodation recipients in work groups will not be a desirable state for most of the team members. This will likely lead to the devaluation and exclusion of affected employees from work group activities (Stone & Colella, 1996).
However, besides these effects of avoidance and exclusionary behavior, we expect that the coworkers’ reservations against accommodation recipients also give rise to more overt hostile interpersonal behavior. This might include open conflicts, discrimination, or bullying. Especially the occurrence of bullying seems likely in an accommodation situation, as members of minority groups are frequently victims of discrimination (Fine & Asch, 1988; Stone & Colella, 1996). Moreover, according to Salin (2003), changes of the status quo, e.g. changes in the workgroup composition but also more general organizational change processes, can serve as a trigger of bullying. Finally, increasing the number of employees with disabilities in a team also means increasing the workgroup’s diversity – diversity, in turn, has also been shown to increase the incidence of aggressive workplace behavior due to difficulties in communication, mutual stereotyping and social categorization (Baron & Neuman, 1996; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999). 
Aside from the discrimination and bullying conducted by coworkers, hostile behavior from supervisors is a common phenomenon known in literature ("vertical aggression", e.g. Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001). One possible explanation is that a perceived power imbalance is a prerequisite for bullying, which is especially a problem for employees belonging to minority groups (Salin, 2003). We therefore assume that accommodation recipients are likely to perceive discrimination, maltreatment, or bullying from coworkers, supervisors and other authorities. 

Lack of communication and information. Another central issue for organizational change is the communication and information about the change process on the part of the management or superiors (Lewis & Seibold, 1998; Schweiger & DeNisi, 1991). Effective and supportive communication is assumed to reduce potentially negative outcomes of the change process. In this regard, Bordia, Hobman, Jones, Gallois, & Callan (2009) reason that providing employees with change-related information will help them to feel better prepared and able to deal with the change. Indeed, systematic communication has been shown to reduce uncertainty during organizational change (Schweiger & DeNisi, 1991), and to increase employees’ perceived procedural justice, trust and commitment (Gopinath & Becker, 2000). 
Therefore, we suggest that accommodation recipients need to be provided with reasonable information about their accommodation by supervisors and other stakeholders. The communication should include information about what are the next steps in the accommodation process, when these steps are going to be performed, how the accommodation is going to be implemented, and who is the responsible contact person for the process. 

Lack of participation. Another important aspect closely related to communication is the degree of participation of the affected employee during the accommodation process. Participation refers to the extent of involvement of accommodation recipients during the accommodation phase, especially with regard to planning and implementing the individual change (cf. Oreg et al., 2011). Participative decision-making is associated with positive reactions in employees, including reduced levels of physical and psychological stress (Bordia et al., 2004; Jackson, 1983), and increased perception of control (Sagie & Koslowsky, 1996). Also in the case of workplace accommodations, Balser and Harris (2008) already showed that seeking accommodation recipients’ input during the process increased their satisfaction with the accommodation. As a consequence, we assume that a lack of participation during the accommodation process can be perceived as a potential burden for affected employees.


Process-related burdens for accommodation
Additionally to the interpersonal problems and conflicts associated with an accommodation, there are certain burdens inherent in the accommodation process itself.

Lack of improvement of the work situation. Workplace accommodations aim at eliminating (or significantly reducing) the difficulties associated with the health problems in everyday work. In the reality of organizations, however, accommodations do not always reach their intended effect. For instance, if an employee suffers from severe back problems, he or she will not be able to carry out overhead work any longer. Transferring the employee to a work station that does not include overhead work but involves constant bending over will not ease day-to-day work. Thus, due to organizational constraints, it will sometimes not be possible to entirely solve the existing problem through workplace accommodation. In the perspective of the accommodation recipient however, this aspect can be seen as a burden of the process.

Process duration. Another potential problem associated with organizational constraints is the length of process duration. Especially for severe health problems, providing a workplace accommodation can take a long period of time, e.g. due to organizational measures that have to be taken or financial resources that have to be provided. Such delays should be burdensome for employees, as they are accompanied by stressful waiting times and uncertainty about the future.

Lack of suitable accommodated workplaces. Most organizations are not geared to provide a large number of workplace accommodations to their employees. Instead, especially private enterprises operating in a competitive market situation are dependent on the flexibility of their employees in order to quickly adapt to external circumstances. Therefore, accommodation requests from employees may pose a major challenge to such companies and in many cases, providing accommodations will not be a simple undertaking. Often, seeking an accommodation solution inside the organization might not have a great prospect of success because suitable workplaces are missing which is presumably a severe disadvantage from the employee perspective.

Employee reactions
In line with the literature on reactions of change recipients (e.g., Kiefer, 2005), we focus on the negative affective reactions during the accommodation process, particularly “uncertainty/anxiety” and “stress/strain”.

Uncertainty and anxiety. Change processes are often accompanied by aversive feelings of uncertainty and anxiety (Ashford, 1988; Bordia, Jones, Gallois, Callan, & DiFonzo, 2006). Uncertainty is “an individual’s inability to predict something accurately” (Milliken, 1987, p. 136). During the accommodation phase, employees often do not exactly know how their future working situation will look like and whether the accommodation will lead to an improvement of the current situation. An even more severe affective state is change-related anxiety which arises from uncertainty over the future and the threat of loss, either actual or perceived (Paterson & Cary, 2002). Job accommodations can also be associated with a perceived threat of loss: Being transferred to another work station might imply losing one’s previous coworkers; alterations in the job design might be accompanied by a reduction in salary etc. Moreover, job-related know-how and skills often cannot be transferred to the new work environment which might result in a loss of prestige and reputation. 

Stress and strain. Organizational change processes like company mergers can be seen as stressful life events by employees (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993), as they are often accompanied by disruptions in working life. Moreover, the increased stress levels during organizational change also arise from the uncertainty over the future (Ashford, 1988). In this framework, we suppose that in the context of workplace accommodations, stress and strain might on the one hand be consequences of the feeling of uncertainty (emerging  e.g. from the lack of managerial communication or lack of participation). On the other hand, interpersonal problems and conflicts during the accommodation could be direct causes of stress and strain. Especially, social stressors including discrimination, bullying and maltreatment are likely to be associated with higher levels of stress (Hansen et al., 2006). 

METHOD
Organizational setting
The study was conducted in cooperation with a large German premium car manufacturer. As a consequence of an aging workforce and a growing number of physical or mental health problems at the workplace, the organization established a systematic process in order to deal with production workers who fail to achieve the expected standard performance on the production line. The main objective of the process is to realize an individual workplace accommodation for the in order to enable the employee to fulfil the standard performance again and thus to be valuable part of the production process. The manufacturing processes are executed by teams consisting of 8 to 12 employees. The team members typically rotate through the different jobs done in the team. 
Participants
The participants were manufacturing workers from different production teams. All of them had been part of the systematic accommodation process at that moment or at an earlier time, so they all had individual experiences with the accommodation process. Thus, every participant had been exposed to at least one of the following workplace accommodations: Transfer to another more suitable workplace, (ergonomic) adjustment of the original workstation, or changes in working conditions (e.g., no more job rotation, no more night shift). Overall, 15 group sessions were held, with a total of 73 participants. A short questionnaire given to the subjects revealed that their mean age was 46.6 years. On average, subjects were transferred 1.8 times during their accommodation phase. The mean process duration was 11.0 months. 
Data collection
The data being subject to the template analysis were collected during interviews applying a variation of the nominal group technique (Delbecq, Van de Ven, & Gustafson, 1975). 
In this form of group work, participants generate information and ideas in response to a specific guiding question. The method’s particular feature is that it follows a highly structured process including an individual idea generation, followed by round-robin reporting, a group discussion, as well as weighting and ranking of the ideas (Hegedus & Rasmussen, 1986). We chose the nominal group technique primarily because the topic of workplace accommodations was thought to be a sensitive issue that might not be easy to talk about. This was aggravated by the fact that the participants did not know each other prior to the research setting. Thus, the principle of “silent idea generation preceding group discussion” was very beneficial for our setting, as all participants had time to think about their own experiences first and to sort their thoughts without being influenced by the others’ input. Moreover, the technique encourages input from all participants and prevents single “spokesmen” to dominate the discussion. 
In our study, participants were first welcomed and given explanations of the study’s purpose and about the following procedure. After that, participants were asked to individually write down their ideas guided by the questions “What were the negative aspects or problems during your accommodation process?” and “What were the positive aspects during your accommodation process?”. Afterwards, all ideas were shared with the group, collected and clustered on a flip chart by the facilitator. Third, there was a group discussion on the generated ideas during which participants were also encouraged to note down any new ideas arising from the communication. We chose to refrain from the last “weighting and voting” step, as we did not aim to converge to a mutual solution – our goal was to get insights into accommodation recipients’ experiences that were as comprehensive and unbiased as possible.
Due to very strict laws and regulations governing data protection especially with regard to health-related topics in this company and in Germany in general, we were not permitted to audio- or videotape the nominal group sessions. We used the metaplan cards written by the nominal group participants as subject to the qualitative analysis. In cases where comments on the metaplan cards were too short or hard to understand, the facilitator directly asked the respective participant for further explication during the discussion phase; the comments were then added by the facilitator, using identical terms. Following the nominal group sessions, the facilitator and an assistant attending the group sessions documented the course of the session in detail and added information to the metaplan cards, if necessary.
Choice of methodology / Analysis
For the analysis, we adopt a position in between an inductive and a deductive approach. The method of template analysis (King, 1998) is a suitable way to build upon existing theories and at the same times, it leaves enough space for unanticipated themes emerging from the data. The method starts out with an a priori template of codes, expands it while analyzing the data, and gets to a final template in the end (Crabtree & Miller, 1992). In this way, the approach enables us to verify and advance the theoretical framework introduced above. In general, the template analysis approach has proven successful in other organizational studies (Lindebaum & Fielden, 2011; Randall, Cox, & Griffiths, 2007).
The metaplan cards from the nominal group sessions were digitalized and imported into MaxQDA. Each segment of text was then coded by two independent researchers who had not been involved in the nominal groups. Following the approach of Randall et al. (2007), there were two possible outcomes of the coding: Either the segment of text was coded in line with the initial template, or the template had to be modified or supplemented. In a second stage, each segment of text was re-examined with the revised template until reaching a final template. 
Additionally to the metaplan cards providing information about the “negative side” of workplace accommodations, it was decided to take the “positive cards” about strengths in the accommodation process into account as well. Having no explicit theoretical expectations about the content of these cards, they were analyzed it in an exploratory way. The codes were built inductively while scanning through the data. 


Initial template
Our initial template depicted in Figure 2 corresponds to the theoretical framework introduced above. It is organized hierarchically and posits three broad themes: Interpersonal burdens, process-related burdens, and accommodation recipients’ affective reactions. The codes used for the template analysis are subsumed under these superior themes, e.g. “process duration” as a code subordinate to “process-related burdens”. For the two categories “lack of social support” and “discrimination, bullying, and maltreatment”, we additionally chose a more narrow subdivision in order to point to the kind of social support (i.e., instrumental and emotional support) and to distinguish between the referents meant (i.e., coworkers, supervisors, or other stakeholders). 
1. Interpersonal burdens
1.1. Lack of social support
1.1.1. Lack of instrumental social support
1.1.1.1. by coworkers
1.1.1.2. by supervisors / other stakeholders
1.1.2. Lack of emotional social support
1.1.2.1. by coworkers
1.1.2.2. by supervisors / other stakeholders
1.2. Discrimination, bullying, or maltreatment
1.2.1. by coworkers
1.2.2. by supervisors / other stakeholders
1.3. Lack of communication and information
1.4. Lack of participation
2. Process-related burdens
2.1. Lack of improvement of the work situation
2.2. Lack of suitable accommodated workplaces
2.3. Process duration
3. Accommodation recipients‘ affective reactions
3.1. Uncertainty and anxiety
3.2. Stress and strain

Figure 2. Initial coding template.




RESULTS
Out of 218 metaplan cards containing problems and weaknesses in the process, 17 had to be excluded: 14 cards contained information that did not relate to the guiding question, but addressed e.g. general working conditions or organizational practices instead. Another three cards were incomprehensible or illegible to the researchers. Generally, some participants noted down several content aspects on one single card; thus, the 201 metaplan cards being subject to the analyses resulted in 208 codings. Overall, there were rather minor alterations to the a priori framework. The final template including the frequencies found for the codes is shown in Table 1.
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Interpersonal burdens
Overall, 110 codings fell into the theme “interpersonal problems and conflicts”, representing more than half of all codings (53.4%). The most frequently mentioned second-order categories were “lack of social support” (38 codings; 18.4%) and “discrimination, bullying, and maltreatment” (31 codings; 14.9%), followed by “lack of communication and information” (21 codings; 10.1%), and “lack of participation” (2 codings; 1.0%). Moreover, exploring the data revealed two unexpected categories belonging to the broad theme “interpersonal burdens”, namely “conflict old vs. young” (14 codings; 6.7%) and “envy by coworkers” (5 codings; 2.4%).
Lack of social support. Data analysis resulted in several alterations of the “lack of social support” category. First, some of the metaplan cards did not explicitly contain which kind of social support (i.e., instrumental or emotional) was meant. For this case, an additional code named “social support, unspecified” was added. Second, within the two support categories, some cards did not address the referent that was meant, i.e., coworkers, supervisors, or other stakeholders. For these reasons, the code “unknown referent” was added. Lack of instrumental social support was criticized by the participants in 14 cases. Most of all (10 codings), missing instrumental support from supervisors or other stakeholders was mentioned (“I had to look for a new workplace myself, without the support of my supervisor”, “the HR department did not support me”). The coworkers were not at all referred to in the context of instrumental social support (0 codings). Another 4 codings fell into the “unknown referent” category. The issue of lacking emotional support was apparent in 21 codings. Within this category, supervisors and other stakeholders were mentioned most frequently (11 codings), followed by coworkers (6 codings) and unknown referents (4 codings). Another 3 codings fell into the unspecified social support category.

Discrimination, bullying, and maltreatment. Within the 31 codings in this category, supervisors (20 codings) were the most frequently mentioned sources of discrimination, bullying, and maltreatment (“my supervisor threatened to fire me”, “supervisor often talks to me in an insulting and insolent way”). Discrimination, bullying, and maltreatment from the part of the coworkers (“coworkers: bullying!”; “coworkers sneer at me”) appeared in 4 codings. Another 7 codings fell into the additionally built unknown referent category (“I was called a liar”).

Lack of communication or information. Overall, 21 codings occurred for the “lack of communication or information” category. These were for example “unknown point of contact – didn’t know who to turn to”; “agreements between HR department, company physicians, supervisor, and work council: poor communication”.

Lack of participation. There were two codings referring to “lack of participation”. Those were “round table: no result, no participation” and “not involved in the process by my supervisor”.

Envy by coworkers. A new code that arose from the data analysis was “envy by coworkers”, which was found in 5 cases. Metaplan cards coded into this category stated e.g. “envy by colleagues because of accommodation” or “some of my colleagues are envious of my new workplace and try to give me even more work to do”.

Conflict “old vs. young”. Another code not predicted by our a priori framework was “conflict ‘old vs. young’” (14 codings). Some of the cards assigned to this category criticize equal performance expectations for younger and older employees (“with my performance I have to compete with younger, fitter employees; that’s not okay”). Other statements claim that younger employees are favored by supervisors or other stakeholders (“younger accommodation recipients are preferred over older ones”). Moreover, there are codings that imply negative attributions towards younger employees (“younger employees are too sniveling”). Finally, some statements raise the issue that old and young employees compete for desirable workplaces (“’easy’ workplaces are occupied by young employees”).

Process-related burdens
Overall, 74 codings (equivalent to 35.6% of the codings) fell into the broad scheme of process-related burdens. Data analysis brought up the new category, “other process-related problems and conflicts” (24 codings; 11.5%), because some metaplan content did not match into the existing codes, but did not represent a separate code either. A large number of metaplan cards (23 codings; 11.1%) concerned the topic of “process duration”, followed by “lack of improvement of the situation” (14 codings; 6.7%), and “lack of suitable accommodated workplaces” (13 codings; 6.3%).

Lack of improvement of the situation. A large number of 14 codings was assigned to the category “lack of improvement of the situation”. Those statements were e.g. “still no workplace free of complaints”, or “I have to perform tasks that I should not do actually, at my new workplace”.

Process duration. A high number of statements (23 codings) concerned the issue of “process duration”. Participants complaining about it stated for instance that “it takes much too long until you get an appropriate workplace” or “it all took very long.”

Lack of suitable accommodated workplaces. The lacking of suitable workplaces for accommodation recipients was criticized 13 times. Metaplan cards contained e.g. the comments “there are no ‘easy’ tasks or jobs” or “not enough workplaces suitable for accommodation recipients”.

Other process-related problems and conflicts. The newly formed code “other process-related problems and conflicts” contains 24 codings. Topics raised in this category were mostly individual disadvantages during the accommodation process (e.g., “I was downgraded in my wage group”). Other participants mentioned shortcomings that could count as “single opinions” that were not mentioned by other participants (e.g. “the company physician is really incompetent”).
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Codes referring to the participants’ affective reactions appeared 23 times (11.1%). The most frequently coded category in this broad theme was “stress and strain” (13 codings, 6.3%), followed by “uncertainty” (5 codings, 2.4%). Additionally, we built a third affective reactions category during the data analysis process. It was called “feeling of ‘dehumanization’” and was named in 5 cases (2.4%).

Uncertainty. Overall, 5 statements concerned the experience of “uncertainty”. Because the aspects mentioned in this category did not reveal the expected aspect of “anxiety”, this formulation was dropped from the code name. Examples of metaplan cards referring to uncertainty were e.g. “uncertainty about whether one is allowed to stay at this workplace” or “uncertain possibilities during the accommodation process”.

Stress and strain. There were 13 codings referring to the experience of “stress and strain” during the accommodation process. Illustrative examples of codings are “stress through too many job transfers” or “psychological stress and pressure from above – stresses me a lot”.

Feeling of “dehumanization”. A new cluster that occurred during the analysis of the metaplan data was a code we named “feeling of ‘dehumanization’” (5 codings). Statements falling into this category were e.g. “problems of the individual person is not noticed – people are seen as numbers” or “the single employee is not interesting, only performance matters”. 

Positive aspects of the accommodation process
In addition to the negative evaluations and experiences of the accommodation recipients, the metaplan cards concerning the positive aspects of the accommodation experience were analyzed. The 67 “positive” metaplan cards resulted in 68 codings. The results are displayed in Table 2. The categories that originated from the exploratory analysis corresponded to the distinction between “interpersonal” and “process-related” aspects used in the proposed framework for the negative experiences. 
The most frequently mentioned strength in the accommodation process was the “improvement of the situation” (23 codings, 33.8%), followed by the “instrumental support by supervisors and other stakeholders” (16 codings, 23.5%). 
 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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DISCUSSION
Research on workplace accommodations has paid little attention to the experiences of the accommodation recipients themselves. Moreover, the literature was dominated the rather positive view that accommodating the workplace means helping the employee and improving the situation. The aim of this study however was to reveal accommodation recipients’ negative reactions experienced during the process. Building on organizational change and accommodation literature, we proposed a framework of accommodation recipients’ negative experiences during the accommodation process which served as a basis for a qualitative analysis of metaplan cards from nominal group sessions with accommodation recipients. 
Altogether, the findings indicate that negative evaluations are a central part of experiencing an accommodation process. In general, the themes proposed in our framework were supported by the qualitative data. The burdens mentioned by accommodation recipients were interpersonal ones, especially lack of support, discrimination, bullying, and maltreatment, as well as lack of communication and information. As compared to that, the process-related burdens were rather underrepresented with the most common problem being the long process duration. Although some participants also criticized the lacking improvement of their actual working situation, a further look at the positive evaluations of the accommodation process revealed that “improvement of the situation” was the major strength highlighted by most of the participants. This finding strongly supports our assumption that accommodations only solve some of the urgent problems employees with disabilities are struggling with, but bring up other interpersonal problems at the same time.
The second goal of our study was to approach workplace accommodations from a change perspective. Our findings indicate that there are indeed similarities between individual accommodation processes and broader organizational change processes. Comparable to an organizational change process (Kiefer, 2005), an accommodation can be seen as a critical, affect-laden change experience that is associated with feelings of stress, strain, and uncertainty. The affective clusters found in the qualitative analysis were supported by the impressions the researchers gained during the nominal group sessions, as some participants reacted very emotionally when talking about their accommodation process. Employees appeared to be angry and upset; some of them seemed sad and even started crying. Other participants talked in a bitter and cynical way.
Additionally to the affective response, some of the supportive conditions known from organizational change settings can be applied to accommodation contexts as well. Especially a supportive environment (Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005) seems to be of significance for accommodation recipients – this encompasses both instrumental and especially emotional from all stakeholders in the process. Another crucial supportive condition also known from research relating to organizational change (Lewis & Seibold, 1998) is communication and information.  
Nonetheless, our analysis also brought out aspects that seem to be unique to the accommodation context. First, there were burdens associated with the specific nature of the accommodation process, namely process duration, lack of situation improvement, and lack of suitable workplaces. On the interpersonal side, the experiences of discrimination, bullying, or maltreatment stand out. Surprisingly, especially supervisors and other stakeholders in the process are referred to as the major sources of such hostile behavior. These findings indicate that leaders indeed seem to feel strong reservations and concerns against employees with disabilities that become noticeable during the accommodation process. Another unique and unexpected interpersonal aspect that came up during the analysis was “envy by coworkers”: Apparently, some accommodation recipients feel that their coworkers envy them for having received more favorable and maybe “easier” working conditions. An even stronger unexpected area of conflict is a conflict of “old” versus “young” employees. These complaints were mostly brought up by those participants who ranked among the rather older employees themselves. These statements suggest that these participants are confronted with phenomena like stereotyping and age discrimination ("ageism"; Rupp, Vodanovich, & Credé, 2006). On the one hand, they experience age discrimination themselves, as they feel to be disadvantaged compared to younger employees in the workgroup. This might be explained by the general “poor performance” and “resistance to change” stereotypes (Posthuma & Campion, 2009) that managers often hold about older people. On the other hand however, participants expressed negative stereotypes against younger employees themselves, reinforcing the view that “ageism” can occur in both directions – against old and young employees (Kunze, Boehm, & Bruch, 2011). 
An affective reaction not anticipated a priori was the feeling of dehumanization. Dehumanizing others, i.e. denying “qualities associated with meaning, interest, and compassion” (Barnard, 2001, p. 98) to others, is a phenomenon that sometimes affects the perception of people with disabilities (Haslam, 2006). Moreover, dehumanization to the extent that a person is seen as “object- or automaton-like” (Haslam, 2006, p. 258) is more likely to occur in an environment that is very dominated by technology ("the reduction of humans to machines"; Montague & Matson, 1983, p. 8), just like in our research setting in the automotive industry.

Theoretical and practical implications
From a theoretical viewpoint, our study contributes to the understanding of how accommodation recipients experience this profound change in their working lives. Most of all, we built a bridge between the two research streams of workplace accommodations and organizational change and show that these processes exhibit substantial similarities in the perception of the affected employees.
From a practitioner’s point of view, it might thus be interesting whether “accommodation managers” can learn from “change managers” and the comprehensive knowledge available in organizational change management literature. Just as organizational change processes that have to be managed and accompanied (Nadler, 1981), workplace accommodations might need a strategic approach in order to succeed. Nadler (1981) defines several action steps to manage an organizational change process successfully.
Communication of a clear image of the future. During organizational change, goals and purposes of the change should be clearly communicated in order to prevent rumors in the workforce. Information should include “what the future state will look like, how the transition will come about, why the change is being implemented, and how individuals will be affected by the change” (Nadler, 1981, p. 202). Likewise, we recommend that during the accommodation process, all stakeholders and especially the accommodation recipients should receive detailed information about their future work environment, the reasons for the specific accommodation chosen, and how the procedure of the accommodation will take place.
Organizational arrangements for the change process: Nadler (1981) further recommends that organizations need to implement special arrangements for the phase of transition. First, a transition manager (Nadler, 1981, p. 203) with sufficient power and authority should be made responsible for the change process. In the same manner, we recommend that workplace accommodation processes should be ideally accompanied by an “accommodation manager” responsible for the planning and implementation of the process. Second, resources for the change have to be made available, including personnel and monetary resources. Equally, accommodation processes require resources, e.g. training for accommodation recipients and supervisors or engagement of an accommodation manager. Finally, a transition plan helps to implement the change and to measure and control change success. Likewise, an “accommodation plan” is needed to specify the single steps and activities during the accommodation process and especially the responsibilities of individuals involved in the process.
Feedback mechanisms: Feedback mechanisms have to be implemented in order to monitor and assess the success of an organizational change. In the same manner, there should be a feedback mechanism indicating whether the accommodation was successful or not. Especially by asking the accommodation recipients about their satisfaction with the accommodation process, that information can be used to improve future accommodations.

Notwithstanding these transfer possibilities from organizational change literature to accommodation processes, our analyses also revealed unique aspects of accommodation contexts that have to be addressed in different ways. These special characteristics especially refer to interpersonal challenges in the respective teams like discrimination and bullying as well as conflicts between older and younger employees. In this regard, recent research in the diversity domain suggests that creating an inclusive climate (Shore et al., 2011) might be a key to success. Inclusion is defined as the “degree to which an employee perceives that he or she is an esteemed member of the work group through experiencing treatment that satisfies his or her needs for belongingness and uniqueness” (Shore et al., 2011, p. 1265). Therefore, an inclusive leadership style that actively promotes diversity in the workgroup might create a culture in which all employees are equally valued – irrespective of their disability status or age.

Limitations and future research
Of course, it is the nature of qualitative research that it only provides a first insight into the research question, in this case into the negative experiences of accommodation recipients. However, it is not possible to make a final judgment about the problems, conflicts, and success factors of workplace accommodations from our findings. Additional research, employing quantitative methods, is necessary to fully understand the importance of the individual burdens for accommodation. 
A second point of criticism might refer to the metaplan data we used for our qualitative analysis. It is certainly more recommendable to record interview data via audio or video in order to draw on a more extensive and rich data set. However, due to organizational restrictions, we have not been able to do this. We did not have the impression that the data were not suitable for template analysis, though, as only a small amount of metaplan cards had to be excluded due to incomprehensibility. At the same time, we experienced a high degree of openness when discussing this sensitive issue on the part of the participants – this might be a compensation in exchange for the loss in data richness. 
Another limitation of the present study is that our sample was restricted to rather severe and comprehensive workplace accommodations with most accommodation recipients being transferred to another work unit or to another shift. Therefore, it is unclear to what extent our findings are generalizable to organizational contexts in which “minor” accommodations like ergonomic adjustments are standard. Future research should attempt to clarify whether those “small” accommodations elicit similar reactions within accommodation recipients.
Finally, our study was conducted in a research context that might show special features with regard to accommodations: In the automotive industry, employees work together in a very automated and independent manner. As a consequence of an accommodation of one single employee, the whole work group is directly affected. Future research should therefore set out to generalize the proposed framework to other contexts and industries, especially looking at industries in which the degree of interdependence is not so high.
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Figure 1. Framework of burdens for accommodations and employee reactions.


Table 1. Final template of accommodation recipients’ negative experiences including quantity of codings. The percentage of the total number of codings is given in parentheses.
	
	
	
	No. of codings
	Sum of codings

	1. 
	Interpersonal burdens
	
	110
(53.4%)

	1.1
	Lack of social support
	
	38
(18.3%)

	1.1.1.
	Instrumental social support
	
	14
(6.7%)

	1.1.1.1.
	By coworkers
	0
(0.0%)
	

	1.1.1.2.
	By supervisors / other stakeholders
	10
(4.8%)
	

	1.1.1.3.
	Unknown referent
	4
(1.9%)
	

	1.1.2.
	Emotional social support
	
	21
(10.1%)

	1.1.2.1.
	By coworkers
	6
(2.9%)
	

	1.1.2.2.
	By supervisors / other stakeholders
	11
(5.3%)
	

	1.1.2.3.
	Unknown referent
	4
(1.9%)
	

	1.1.3.
	Social support, unspecified
	3
	3
(1.4%)

	1.2.
	Discrimination, bullying, and maltreatment
	
	31
(14.9%)

	1.2.1.
	By coworkers
	
	4
(1.9%)
	

	1.2.2.
	By supervisors / other stakeholders
	
	20
(9.6%)
	

	1.2.3.
	Unknown referent
	
	7
(3.4%)
	

	1.3.
	Lack of communication or information
	21
(10.1%)
	

	1.4.
	Lack of participation
	2
(1.0%)
	

	1.5.
	Envy by coworkers
	5
(2.4%)
	

	1.6
	Conflict “old vs. young”
	14
(6.7%)
	

	2.
	Process-related burdens
	
	74
(35.6%)

	2.1.
	Lack of improvement of the situation
	14
(6.7%)
	

	2.2.
	Process duration
	23
(11.1%)
	

	2.3.
	Lack of suitable accommodated workplaces
	13
(6.3%)
	

	2.4.
	Other process-related problems and conflicts
	24
(11.5%)
	

	3.
	Accommodation recipients’ affective reactions
	
	23
(11.1%)

	3.1.
	Uncertainty
	5
(2.4%)
	

	3.2.
	Stress and strain
	13
(6.3%)
	

	3.3.
	Feeling of “dehumanization”
	5
(2.4%)
	

	
	
	
	208
(100%)




Table 2. Template of accommodation recipients’ positive experiences including quantity of codings. The percentage of the total number of codings is given in parentheses.
	
	
	No. of codings
	Sum of codings

	Interpersonal 
	
	32
(47.1%)

	Social support
	
	26
(38.2%)

	Instrumental social support
	
	19
(27.9%)

	By coworkers
	3
(4.4%)
	

	By supervisors / other stakeholders
	16
(23.5%)
	

	Emotional social support
	
	7
(10.3%)

	By coworkers
	4
(5.9%)
	

	By supervisors / other stakeholders
	3
(4.4%)
	

	Communication and information
	2
(2.9%)
	

	Participation
	4
(5.9%)
	

	Process-related 
	
	36
(52.9%)

	Improvement of the situation
	23
(33.8%)
	

	Process duration
	7
(19.3%)
	

	Other 
	6
(8.8%)
	

	
	
	68
(100%)
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