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Abstract
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) practices in business, specifically relating to the employment of disabled people, are often overlooked. Whilst many businesses claim to include disability employment in their CSR practices, implementation is often poor. Research has shown that implementation of CSR practice is dependent upon public perceptions and pressure. There has been much research into the investigation of public views relating to CSR practices of environmental responsibility, whereas research into public views relating to CSR practices for disability employment are fewer. This may explain why environmental aspects of CSR have gained more attention than CSR practices relating to the employment of disabled people. This study therefore aimed to examine the general public’s views on the importance of disability employment as compared to environmental responsibilities. The study also investigated how gender and age impacted on views, following previous research stating that females and over 45s typically show greater considerations of CSR activities. An online questionnaire was distributed to a voluntary, convenience sample of 191 participants, of which 74 were male, 117 were female, 149 were under the age of 45 and 42 were over 45. Results were analysed using Chi-Square and Mann-Whitney U tests to examine the significance of findings. Results supported previous research, finding that the general public placed more importance on environmental considerations as opposed to social inclusion, such as disability employment. It was also found that females and over 45s were most likely to place value on disability employment. Following this research, it was suggested that there is need for the general public, particularly males and under 45s, to be more exposed to advertisements focusing on the importance of employing disabled people. Recommendations were made to use a clear, simple conveyance of key messages through social media platforms, to engage under 45 male populations. Limitations included using a convenience sample and the potential for socially desirable answers. Measures were taken to reduce these limitations as much as possible. Due to Covid-19 restrictions, a mixed-methods approach was prohibited; data collected was purely quantitative. Future research should aim to gain a more representative sample population and use additional qualitative research methods to gain a more in-depth understanding of the general public’s views relating to the employment of disabled people. It is hoped that this and future research will contribute to raising awareness and prominence for the employment of disabled people.
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[bookmark: _Toc41856599]1. Chapter One: Introduction

[bookmark: _Toc41649310][bookmark: _Toc41856600]1.1 Introduction

This chapter aims to provide a background and rationale for the study. It will also explain the aim and objectives of this research, along with its description and structure.

This research aims to examine the general public’s views on social responsibilities of businesses, with a particular focus on Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and the employment of disabled people. The terms ‘disabled people’ and ‘non-disabled people’ will be used. This was advised through contact with Disability Wales (see appendix 1); it was suggested to be more appropriate than the terminology ‘people with disabilities’. 

Previous research suggests that, whilst there is legislation to protect the employment of disabled people, and whilst there are business CSR practices to ensure equal opportunities for all, the actual implementation of such policies is often poor (Csillag et al., 2018; Khan et al., 2018; Meacham et al., 2019; Miethlich, 2019; Miethlich & Oldenburg, 2019; Wang et al., 2016). Implementation of CSR practice is affected by public perceptions and views on issues of social importance (Hernandez et al., 2008). Recently, there has been great importance placed on some issues within CSR, such as environmental responsibilities (Baughn et al., 2007; Carroll, 2016; Crane et al., 2019; Diekmann & Franzen, 2019; Heo & Muralidharan, 2019). This perhaps follows on from research investigating public perceptions about the environmental responsibilities of businesses, whereby the general public tend to view this with high importance (e.g. Barrios Castiblanco et al., 2019; Lucchini & Moisello, 2019; Rice, 2019). Conversely, there has been significantly less research investigating public perceptions on the employment of disabled people as a CSR practice, which may explain why, comparatively, this issue has not gained as much recognition (Burge et al., 2007; Staniland, 2009).

This research therefore aims to compare the general public’s views on the importance of environmental and social responsibilities, examining whether this may be a reason for the lack of implementation of CSR policies relating to the employment of disabled people. This research hopes to contribute to the understanding of how public attitudes can create pressure for managers to conform to societal expectations, which affects CSR policy implementation.  

[bookmark: _Toc41649311][bookmark: _Toc41856601]1.2 Background and Rationale

CSR is a voluntary commitment, by businesses, whereby they aspire to behave ethically in relation to social and environmental concerns (Commission of European Communities, 2001). One social responsibility is the employment of disabled people, who are defined as persons with a long-term physical or mental impairment, affecting their ability to complete normal daily activities (Equality Act, 2010). CSR aims to ensure workplace diversity, equality, and social inclusion (Bennett, 2011; Meacham et al., 2019; Thorpe-Jones et al., 2010; Utting, 2007).

Despite laws to promote the inclusion and equality of disabled people, and the existence of related CSR policies, disabled people still experience much exclusion and discrimination in the workplace (Klimczuk, 2013; Markel & Barclay, 2009; Vilchinsky & Findler, 2004; Wiggett-Barnard & Swartz, 2012). They make up a large proportion of UK unemployment rates, reflected in the ‘disability employment gap’ at 28% (Casey, 2020).  Recent statistics, collected from July-September 2019, showed that disabled people, in the UK, had unemployment rates of 46.1%, whilst non-disabled people had unemployment rates of 18.2% (House of Commons, 2020). 

Wynne and McAnaney (2004) state unemployment has negative impacts on both individuals and the economy, for example related mental health issues which can compromise future employability (Nichols et al., 2013). Conversely, the employment of disabled people is associated with many positive outcomes. Pandey (2019) suggests that, often, disabled people can show higher levels of motivation and enthusiasm, and have particular talents. Pandey (2019) further acknowledges that the employment of disabled people increases workplace diversity, promotes equal opportunities and inclusion, and reduces social stigmas. Hernandez et al. (2008) positively suggest that disabled people show higher levels of loyalty to their career and have less absences. Similarly, Lindsay et al. (2018) comment that the employment of disabled people leads to personal opportunities for individuals, and raises awareness, inclusion, equality and diversity in the workplace. For this reason, it is suggested that employers should provide work experience to benefit both parties, helping with employment and removing bias (Foster & Hirst, 2019). The current Covid-19 pandemic has highlighted how businesses can make flexible changes and adaptations for disabled people, such as homeworking, and so this could be prioritised more readily during daily living (Casey, 2020; World Health Organisation, 2020). 
Despite such potential advantages, there appears to be a lack of implementation, by managers, to put CSR practices into action for disabled people, by ensuring adequate rates of employment (Csillag et al., 2018; Khan et al., 2018; Miethlich, 2019; Miethlich & Oldenburg, 2019; Miethlich & Šlahor, 2018; Wang et al., 2016). In other areas, such as environmental responsibility, societal pressures have positively influenced managers’ implementation of CSR practices. A specific example is the recent change to paper straws in McDonalds due to society’s expectations relating to ethical environmental considerations (Lucchini & Moisello, 2019; Rice, 2019). Another example, relating to social issues, is Nike’s elimination of sweatshops (Rice, 2019). However, social issues pertaining to the employment of disabled people is still underemphasised in business CSR practice.
It is possible that there may be a lack of societal pressure relating to the employment of disabled people, which is influencing managers’ lack of implementation of CSR practices in relation to employing disabled people. There has been little research into societal views on the employment of disabled people, perhaps creating less pressure to prioritise this issue. The present study therefore aims to investigate the general public’s views on employing disabled people, considering whether it is viewed as an important social responsibility and whether it may be impacting on employer implementation of CSR practices for disabled people. This will be compared with the general public’s views on the environmental responsibilities of businesses, examining whether this area is regarded as more important.
It may be that the general public perceive the environmental responsibility of businesses to be of greater importance than social responsibilities. This may explain why implementation of CSR practices for employing disabled people is generally lower than that of CSR practices for ensuring environmental responsibility. This research hopes to further contribute to understanding, and make practical recommendations for future practice.


[bookmark: _Toc41649312][bookmark: _Toc41856602]1.3 Aim and Objectives

[bookmark: _Toc41649313][bookmark: _Toc41856603]1.3.1 Aim:

To explore the general public’s views on social and environmental responsibilities of businesses, with a particular focus on the employment of disabled people.

[bookmark: _Toc41649314][bookmark: _Toc41856604]1.3.2 Objectives:

1. To critically analyse academic literature on the employment of disabled people as part of CSR practice.

2. To select a suitable research approach to explore public views on the importance of employing disabled people, as compared to the importance of businesses’ environmental responsibilities.

3. To analyse the data collected to explore public views on the importance of employing disabled people, as compared to the importance of businesses’ environmental responsibilities.

4. To understand practical implications of the research, making recommendations for practice.

5. To investigate possible avenues for future investigation, with reference to limitations of the present study.

[bookmark: _Toc41649315][bookmark: _Toc41856605]1.4 Research Structure

This research, in order to meet its objectives, will consist of five chapters. Chapter one being the introduction, chapter two, a literature review, chapter three, methods and methodology, chapter four, data collection and analysis, and chapter five, conclusion and recommendations.

Chapter one has introduced the research through providing a background, reasoning for conducting the research, and aims and objectives for this research. This research will use primary and secondary data in the form of a participant questionnaire and literature review. 

Chapter two is a literature review, on the topic of CSR and employment for disabled people. The literature review will help to provide an understanding of the topic, problems in this area and the gaps in research, which will give way to the research methods discussed in chapter three to address the aforementioned gaps and issues.

Chapter three is the methods and methodology section which will identify the most appropriate primary research techniques and the procedure for this research. This aims to contribute to the research gaps discussed previously. This data can then be analysed.

Chapter four will analyse the primary data, which was collected through the methods discussed in chapter three. Statistical analyses will be conducted to present the findings. This will give way to discussion and review.

Chapter five will discuss and review the aim and objectives of this research. There will then be a discussion on the main findings, recommendations and limitations of the research. There will also be reference to potential future research.

[bookmark: _Toc41649316][bookmark: _Toc41856606]1.5 Conclusion

Chapter one has provided an introduction to this research, identifying the aim and objectives, and outlining why this research is beneficial for the employment of disabled people. The next chapter will present a literature review, bringing more depth to the issues discussed in chapter one.





[bookmark: _Toc41856607]2. Chapter Two: Literature Review

[bookmark: _Toc41856608]2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to review current academic literature on the implementation of CSR in businesses, with a particular focus on the employment of disabled people. This chapter will complete the first objective of this dissertation:

“To critically analyse academic literature on the employment of disabled people as part of CSR practice.”

The literature review below is comprised of sources obtained from Google Scholar and the University of Wales Trinity Saint David’s (UWTSD) online library. These sources include academic journals and prior primary research in the topic area. Search terms included: ‘disabled’, ‘non-disabled’, ‘corporate social responsibility’, ‘businesses’, and ‘implementation’. 

[bookmark: _Toc41856609]2.2 Disability and Employment   

Leonardi et al. (2006) define ‘disabled people’ as anyone who has a long term physical, mental, intellectual or sensory impairment which limits their participation in society. Disability Wales (2004) suggest that disability is the limitation of equal opportunities in society through social or environmental barriers. Disability is prominent worldwide, with 1.3 billion people living with disabilities (Casey, 2020). An important element in disability employment is the variations within the term ‘disability’ (World Health Organisation, 2020); it can encompass many factors such as vision, hearing or speech impairments, and psychological, medical, intellectual and physical needs (Boman et al., 2015). These factors require different adjustments (Dickson, 2005). The term disability is therefore complex; it incorporates many variations within the same bracket, thus inhibiting a single policy addressing the issue (Hedlund, 2009). It is perhaps unsurprising, then, that it is suggested that society lacks a coherent understanding of disability (Campbell & Oliver, 2013). 

The UK is part of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD). Under this convention, and other laws such as the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) (1995) and Equality Act (2010), disabled people are protected against workplace discrimination and have the right to access reasonable adjustments at their workplace. Under these laws, discrimination is defined as ‘favouring or unfair treatment without justification’, and providing ‘reasonable adjustments’ is said to ‘ensure equality, by avoiding disadvantage through reasonable means as often as possible’. Meager et al. (1999) name three forms of discrimination faced by disabled people. These are assumptions of effectiveness between disabled people and non-disabled people, focusing on a disability over the ability to do the job, and being dismissed due to a disability.

Despite these laws, and the fact that the employment of disabled people is viewed as a global objective in the European Union 2020 strategy for inclusive growth (European Commission, 2010), disability is unfortunately associated with lower rates of employment (Markel & Barclay, 2009). In the UK, there are approximately 4 million disabled people of working age (Khan et al., 2018), although the employment gap is at 28% for disabled people (Casey, 2020) meaning that many disabled people are unemployed (Csillag & Gyori, 2016). 

It has been suggested that disabled people experience such disadvantage not directly from their disability but from social attitudes, which can provide exclusion and bias in the workplace (Garg, 2018; Goering, 2015; Pandey, 2019). Whilst employers display positive global attitudes towards the employment of disabled people, Hernandez et al. (2008) found unconscious biases to suggest a much more negative view, for example concerns over need for extensive supervision, productivity, trustworthiness, promotability and costs associated with accommodation (Hernandez et al., 2000). Employers’ negative preconceptions about the employment of disabled people is therefore a significant barrier in the field (Bonaccio et al., 2019; Gold et al., 2012; Strindlund et al., 2019). 

It is suggested that these negative views result in 40-50% of disabled people failing to disclose their non-visible disability at interview (Foster & Hirst, 2019). Since the Equality Act (2010) states that discrimination does not apply if a person does not know of another’s disability, discrimination cannot be acknowledged in these cases. Many managers admit that conversations about disability are too ‘difficult’ and that bias still persists in the workplace, with many of these experiences going undocumented (Foster & Hirst, 2019). It is evident, therefore, that legislation, by itself, is not sufficient for the promotion of disabled people in employment. An understanding of public and employer perceptions, and also real-world experience with, and connection to, disabled people is likely to be required as well (Hernandez et al., 2008).

[bookmark: _Toc41856610]2.2.1 Models of Disability

[bookmark: _Toc41856611]2.2.1.1 Medical Model of Disability

Goering (2015) describes the medical model of disability as a biological impairment, implying that it is the individual’s problem to be fixed. The model assumes any disadvantages experienced by the individual are caused primarily by their impairment. Oliver (2017) states that an impairment can be defined as a loss of physical or psychological function. He further states that if this impairment limits performance ability for everyday life, it can be defined as a disability. This model is limiting for individuals, aiming to fit them into their surrounding environment. However, this requires individuals to rely on the medical system and neglects other disability affecting factors, such as the social environment. 

[bookmark: _Toc41856612]2.2.1.2 Social Model of Disability

Oliver’s (1990) social model was developed as a critique to the medical model (Lang, 2001). The social model claims that disability is caused through the relationship between disabled people and the surrounding social world (Goering, 2015). Therefore, impairment is a medical problem yet disability results from societal issues. This model has real world impacts as it suggests that society can affect a disabled person’s lived experience. Therefore the social model is suggested to have a more positive psychological impact on disabled people (Shakespeare, 2006). This is because it identifies social barriers and builds a clear social agenda for change. 




[bookmark: _Toc41856613]2.3 Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in Business 

Despite gaining traction over the past years, CSR has an abundance of definitions (Thrope-Jones et al., 2010). One of the earliest definitions of CSR comes from Bowen (1953), stating that CSR refers to requirements of businesses to pursue policies, decisions, and actions, as desired by society. In 2001, the Commission of the European Communities defined CSR as a voluntary concept, through which businesses involve environmental and social awareness in their activities and in communication with stakeholders. Many European countries view CSR specifically in regard to protecting the environment (Carroll, 2016; Crane et al., 2013). This environmental protection was previously considered to belong to the government, however, has now become more applicable to businesses themselves (Forsyth, 1997; Khan & Lockhart, 2019). In 2014, Carroll and Buchholtz defined CSR as a requirement for an individual to consider their actions, with a wide perspective to society as a whole, and to hold themselves responsible for their actions. 

In essence, CSR is a form of self-regulation, by businesses, to evaluate their contribution to stakeholders. It is an umbrella term describing the activities corporations undertake to contribute to the three pillars of CSR: social, environmental and economic (Elkington, 2004; Holmes & Watts, 2000). Grayson and Hodges (2017) noted that there has recently been a shift in responsibility from government to businesses when applying CSR policies. There is no specific legislation for CSR, as it is a voluntary commitment by businesses. However, corporate governance, the way in which companies operate and are controlled, is supported by legislation, such as the DDA (1995) (Clarkson et al., 2019; Susanti et al., 2019; Toal & Broomes, 2020). Applying legislation to CSR would make this mandatory, thus compromising the notion of CSR being a voluntary practice (Toal & Broomes, 2020).

There are many benefits to implementing CSR practices in business. During times of uncertainty, companies that invest in CSR perform better as it brings sustainability and competitive advantage (Lins et al., 2019). Wang (2014) highlights the benefits of businesses incorporating CSR strategies for both stakeholders and shareholders, for example increased performance. Despite these advantages, some shareholders resist implementing CSR strategies since it can conflict with profit maximisation interests (Wang, 2014). Khan et al. (2018) suggest that CSR policies are often used for image protection and to improve reputation, as opposed to companies having an actual commitment to them.

With increasing demand for transparency in business practices, there is potential for CSR to now become an essential requirement over an optional activity (Miethlich & Oldenburg, 2019). This would improve consistency in reporting of the employment of disabled people (Miethlich & Oldenburg, 2019). In support, Wang et al. (2016) state that the need to better understand CSR implementation has gained more attention, although the implementation of CSR strategies in business needs further investigation (Miethlich, 2019). 

[bookmark: _Toc41856614]2.3.1 CSR Theories

[bookmark: _Toc41856615]2.3.1.1 Stakeholder/Shareholder Theory

A widely adopted theory of CSR is Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984). This details businesses responsibility to all stakeholders i.e. anyone who can impact the company. Freeman (2013) states there are specific flaws within CSR, one being the contradiction between business and ethics, as business relies on profits and ethical performance often requires a drain on these profits.

Contradictory to Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984), Freidman (1970) suggests that corporations only have responsibility to one stakeholder, this being shareholders. Freidman believes that society is the government’s responsibility and businesses should not play political roles. 

[bookmark: _Toc41856616]2.3.1.2 Triple Bottom Line

The triple bottom line theory suggests that there are three important pillars to enable a business to be sustainable. These are social (e.g. valuing stakeholders), economic (e.g. regarding governance and profit), and environmental (e.g. reducing carbon footprints). These terms are also referred to as people, planet and profit (Elkington, 1994; Purvis et al., 2019), and show the interconnections between business and society. 

[bookmark: _Toc41856617]2.3.1.3 Legitimacy Theory

Bhattacharyya (2016) states legitimacy theory analyses the values of a business against that of society, detailing whether business objectives meet societal or stakeholder expectations. Legitimacy is attained when a business’s values correspond with the values of society i.e. the social system of norms, values and beliefs. An example would be businesses being environmentally friendly and offering bags for life instead of plastic bags. This develops a relationship between business and society.

[bookmark: _Toc41856618]2.4 Employment of Disabled People and CSR Policies

The employment of disabled people is often overlooked in CSR practice and literature (Csillag et al., 2018; Kwan, 2020; Markel & Barclay, 2009; Pérez et al., 2018). Csillag et al. (2018) highlight how evident the gap is between social issues of employment for disabled people and general CSR practices. They state that the inclusion of disabled people in employment represents a huge field of social issues in business, in which the foundation of CSR could be applied, yet implementation is often poor.

Kuznetsova (2012) states that employing disabled people is part of CSR philosophy and vital to workforce diversity. However, whilst companies incorporate disability as part of their CSR policies, they lack in its implementation. In support, Vilchinsky and Findler (2004) and Wigget-Barnard and Swartz (2012) state that businesses rarely implement CSR directives and guidelines relating to the employment of disabled people. Khan et al. (2018, 2019) found voluntary disclosure, on the employment of disabled people, is varied and infrequent. For instance, across 274 companies studied, only 1% extensively disclosed their employment of disabled people. In contrast, the UNCRPD stipulates that businesses should disclose data around the employment of disabled people to allow measurement of implementation.

Implementation of CSR policies may depend, in part, on social pressure (Ramadhini et al., 2020; Russell, 2010; Willmott, 2002). Social pressure often initially arises due to public views and preferences (Baron, 2009). This filters into government enforced regulations, non-governmental organisations, and activist groups whose views are then more widely spread (Baron et al., 2011; Campbell, 2007; Lucchini & Moisello, 2019). An example being Greenpeace, highlighting unethical practices, which has had huge implications for targeted businesses (Erdős, 2020). Rice (2019) states that without social pressure from the public, there is no chance of change; businesses are not aware of problems in need of solution. 

There has been little research into public perceptions on the employment of disabled people. This may explain the lack of related CSR policy implementation and therefore warrants further study. Of research which has been conducted, the majority focuses on employer views of disabled people, as opposed to the general public’s views (e.g. Burge et al., 2007; Burke et al., 2013; Fraser et al 2010; Morgan & Alexander, 2005; Shier et al., 2009). This may explain the lack of public pressure and limited implementation of CSR policies.

Gender can impact the perception of responsibilities in business. Studies have found that females place higher importance on social responsibilities, whilst males place higher importance on environmental responsibilities (e.g. Arlow, 1991; Cox & Hill, 2018; Driessen, 2019; Godwyn, 2013; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017; Landry et al., 2016; Vignes et al., 2009; Zou et al., 2018). Age also influences individuals’ views on the importance of social responsibility within business; studies suggest that younger individuals place greater value on CSR in business (e.g. Duarte, 2010; McGlone et al., 2011). 

More research has been conducted into the general public’s views on the importance of environmental consideration within businesses. This could explain why this area has received more attention leading to businesses implementing more environmentally friendly practices. Studies have found that the general public perceive environmental responsibility to be of great importance (Anable et al., 2006; Barrios Castiblanco et al., 2019; European commission, 2008). Of these studies, there is debate surrounding whether gender impacts on views regarding the importance of environmental consideration. Some studies suggest females have greater environmental concern than males (e.g. Godwyn, 2013; Kalof et al., 2002; Stern and Dietz, 1994; Zelezny et al., 2000), whereas others suggest males have greater environmental concern, particularly relating to activism (McStay & Dunlap, 1970). Other studies find mixed levels of concern between genders (e.g. De Silva & Pownall, 2014; Mohai, 1992). Similarly, age is shown to be important when considering environmental views; studies have found that older individuals are more concerned with environmental issues (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017; Otto & Kaiser, 2014; Wiernik et al., 2013). It is suggested that learning is the factor influencing increased environmental consideration with age (Otto & Kaiser, 2014).	
[bookmark: _Toc41856619]2.5 Conclusion

This chapter achieved the first objective:

“To critically analyse academic literature on the employment of disabled people as part of CSR practice.” 

The literature review revealed that, with regards to CSR practices in business, the employment of disabled people is often overlooked (Csillag et al., 2018; Kwan, 2020; Markel & Barclay, 2009; Pérez et al., 2018). Companies often incorporate disability as part of their CSR policy, although lack in their implementation (Khan et al., 2018, 2019; Vilchinsky & Findler, 2004; Wigget-Barnard & Swartz, 2012). Studies have shown that the implementation of CSR policies may depend, in part, on social pressure (Baron et al., 2011; Campbell, 2007; Lucchini & Moisello, 2019; Rice, 2019; Willmott, 2002). There has been little research into public perceptions of the employment of disabled people which may explain why, with regard to CSR practices in business, the employment of disabled people is often overlooked. In comparison, much more research has been conducted into the general public’s views on the importance of environmental responsibility. This potentially explains why this area has received more attention leading to businesses implementing more environmentally friendly practices (Rice, 2019). The present study therefore aims to address this issue, exploring the general public’s views on the employment of disabled people, as compared to environmental responsibilities of businesses. 

The next chapter will identify the appropriate research methods and methodology to address the issues highlighted in this chapter.







[bookmark: _Toc41856620]3. Chapter Three: Research Method 

[bookmark: _Toc41856621]3.1 Introduction

The previous chapter achieved the first objective, providing an understanding of the importance of societal views in the implementation of CSR practices. There appears to be a lack of research investigating public views relating to the employment of disabled people. This may explain why implementation of CSR practice, for the employment of disabled people, is poor in comparison to other CSR elements.

This chapter aims to complete the second objective:

“To select a suitable research approach to explore public views on the importance of employing disabled people, as compared to the importance of businesses’ environmental responsibilities.”

To achieve this objective the research onion, developed by Saunders et al. (2016), will guide the process of decision making. There will also be consideration of reliability, validity, limitations and ethical issues.

[bookmark: _Toc41856622]3.2 Research Onion

Research is a systematic process of investigating phenomenon to further knowledge (Collis & Hussey, 2013; Saunders et al., 2009). Definitions are debated as research meaning varies amongst researchers (Collis & Hussey, 2013).

Saunders et al.’s (2016) research onion will guide this chapter’s research methods, providing an understanding of the value of research and how it should be conducted. 

Figure 3.1 highlights the researcher’s chosen process.

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc41856702]Figure 3.1: The Research Onion (Saunders et al., 2016)

An exploratory approach will be used to contribute to understanding, rather than to seek a conclusive solution. Collis and Hussey (2013) and Saunders et al. (2009) state that exploratory research establishes understanding of problems in need of clarification, due to a lack of previous research, providing insights for further investigation. 

Descriptive research describes phenomena and identifies particular problems. This step reaches more detail than exploratory research (Collis & Hussey, 2013; Saunders et al., 2009). Causal research continues from descriptive, explaining why or how the phenomenon is happening and establishing relationships between variables (Saunders et al., 2009).

[bookmark: _Toc41856623]3.2.1 Philosophy

Two philosophy fields are ontology, beliefs about reality, and epistemology, how knowledge is gained (Scotland, 2012). This research takes the ontological view of relativism, the belief of multiple versions of reality shaped by context, and an emic epistemological view, where the research is subjective. 

Philosophy choice is important as reflection and justification are needed (Johnson & Clark, 2006). This research uses interpretivism as there are many possible answers, which are subjective and require participants’ views to derive at an understanding. Bhattacherjee (2012) states that, despite interpretivist research usually obtaining qualitative data, quantitative data can increase precision and provide a clearer understanding. Each philosophy has benefits; the right choice depends on suitability. Philosophy aids understanding of research design and highlights limitations (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012).

[bookmark: _Toc41856624]3.2.2 Approach 

An inductive approach will be used to observe data to understand the patterns and theory that arise (Bhattacherjee, 2012). As the opinions of the public are unknown, due to a lack of previous research, an inductive approach will be used to guide the research. This is beneficial for finding reasons for complex social processes and can provide relevant questions and issues for future research (Bhattacherjee, 2012). This approach is appropriate as there is little existing literature on this area (Saunders et al., 2009).

[bookmark: _Toc41856625]3.2.3 Strategy

Methods are techniques and procedures for gathering and analysing data (Goundar, 2013). This research uses surveys to collect public views to provide a comparison of pressure for environmental against social responsibility. Surveys are the most appropriate choice for using standardised results to be compared and exploratory research (Saunders et al., 2009). Surveys benefit quantitative research through obtaining vast amounts of data on attitudes and perceptions of a phenomenon (Glasgow, 2005). A well-developed survey can be distributed to a larger audience than is possible from qualitative methods, and measures agreement and awareness of issues, and allows comparisons.

Surveys, in the form of questionnaires, were created online using Google Forms. A link was provided to give participants access to the form. This was then distributed online on social media platforms (e.g. Facebook) and sent via email to voluntary participants. Questionnaires were confidential and anonymous. Following the link, participants were introduced to the research and asked to complete the questionnaire. They were then provided with a short debrief and rationale for the study. Participants were provided with the researcher’s contact details should they like to discuss any aspect of the research.  

[bookmark: _Toc41856626]3.2.4 Choice

A mono-method is the use of one method, quantitative or qualitative (Molina-Azorín & Font, 2016). This research uses a quantitative method. Bhattacherjee (2012) states interpretive research should utilise both qualitative and quantitative methods. However, due to Covid-19, the researcher could only use quantitative methods. A survey is efficient for large responses on views of the general public. This quantitative method gathers numerical data, for statistical analysis, in order to explain phenomena (Sukamolson, 2007). This allows ease of analysing data with better consistency, reliability and precision, although limitations can include difficulty understanding context and complex issues.

[bookmark: _Toc41856627]3.2.5 Time Horizon

Cross sectional research, which is the most suitable for this study, is conducted over a short space of time to assess commonness of a phenomenon (Levin, 2006). Cross sectional research is inexpensive, quicker and allows further research. However, results differ depending on timeframes.

[bookmark: _Toc41856628]3.2.6 Techniques for Data Collection, Processes and Analysis

[bookmark: _Toc41856629]3.2.6.1 Data Collection

Primary research involves directly collecting data on a specific research question (Hox & Boeije, 2005). This primary research will obtain data by questionnaire; distribution will target the general public. Ghauri et al. (2020) state that disadvantages of using questionnaires include time and access to the necessary resources. However, this research has direct access to the general public and has sufficient time for a cross sectional study. Questionnaires identify the variance in phenomena, allowing a comparison (Ghauri et al., 2020).

[bookmark: _Toc41856630]3.2.6.2 Questionnaire Design, Including Literature Review Matrix

Consideration in design is needed as a questionnaire’s purpose is to gain data to answer the research question (Ghauri et al., 2020). This questionnaire has nineteen questions: seven demographic, six closed and six Likert scale. This research uses closed and Likert scale questions to allow responses to be coded easily, giving a clear view of findings (Ghauri et al., 2020). Closed questions allow the respondent to choose from a list, neglecting alternative answers. Therefore, an option to allow respondents to explain was provided. 

Consideration was given to reduce the likelihood of obtaining socially desirable answers. The questionnaire was supplemented with additional ‘dummy’ questions which would not be analysed. Their purpose was to limit the obvious nature of the questionnaire, so respondents would not favour certain answers. These ‘dummy’ questions included, for example, “Please indicate how far you agree with the following statement(s). Economic success is vital in business (e.g. profits).” This was relayed to participants in the debrief, following their participation. A copy of the questionnaire can be seen in appendix 2. 

[bookmark: _Toc41228740][bookmark: _Toc41856734]Table 3.1: Questionnaire and Literature Review Matrix
	Questions
	References Pertaining to Questions Drawn From Previous Chapters:

	Q.1 The data collected from this questionnaire will be confidential and anonymised. Please state whether you give your consent for your results to be used as part of my BA research project.

Q.2 What is your age range?

Q.3 What do you identify as?

Q.4 What is the highest level of education you have undertaken?

Q.5 What is your job and type of employment (e.g. self-employed or permanent)?

Q.6 What type of industry sector do you work in (e.g. public, private or charity)?

Q.7 Do you consider yourself to have a disability?
	Questions 1-7 are demographic questions to provide background information for analysis.

	Q.8 What do you consider to be the most significant barrier to employment?


Disability

Ethnicity

Religion

Sexual Orientation

Gender

Other
	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views surrounding barriers to employment.  

Previous research (e.g. Garg, 2018; Hernandez et al., 2008; Klimczuk, 2013; Lang, 2011; Markel & Barclay, 2009; Miethlich & Šlahor, 2018) outlined disability as the largest barrier.



	Q.9 Please indicate how far you agree with the following statements.

Economic success is vital in business (e.g. profits).

Social inclusion is vital in business (e.g. the inclusion of disabled people).






Environmental awareness is vital in business (e.g. environmentally friendly practices).





Diversity is vital in business (e.g. employees with different backgrounds, ethnicities, disabilities).



Equality is vital in business (e.g. equal rights for employees).


	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views on factors most vital in business.



Previous research (e.g. Bennett, 2011; European Commission, 2010; Kuznetsova, 2012; Markel & Barclay, 2009; Meacham et al., 2019; Meithlich & Oldenburg, 2019; Pandey, 2019; Wynne & McAnaney, 2004) outlined social inclusion to be most vital.  


Previous research (e.g. Barrios Castiblanco et al., 2019; Carroll, 2016; Rice, 2019) outlined environmental awareness to be the most vital.



Previous Research (e.g. Csillag & Gyori, 2016; Khan et al., 2018; Pandey, 2019; Thorpe-Jones et al., 2010) outlined diversity to be the most vital.


Previous research (e.g. Utting, 2007) outlined equality to be the most vital.


	Q.10 How important do you consider social responsibility to be in business (e.g. supporting anti-discrimination and employing disabled people)?
	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views on the importance of social responsibility in business.

Previous research (e.g. Bonaccio et al., 2019; Gold et al., 2012; Hernandez et al., 2008; Klimczuk, 2013; Strindlund et al., 2019) outlined the importance of social responsibility and anti-discrimination.

	Q.11 How important do you consider environmental responsibility to be in business (e.g. reducing the impact of climate change)?
	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views on the importance of environmental responsibility in business.

Previous research (e.g. Barrios Castiblanco et al., 2019; Carroll, 2016; Crane et al., 2013) outlined the importance of environmental responsibility.

	Q.12 Do you ever see businesses advertising socially responsible activities that they undertake (e.g. a diverse workforce)?
	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views on socially responsible advertisements by businesses.

Previous research (e.g. Cordero et al., 2014; Khan et al., 2018) outlined the lack of implementation of socially responsible activities.

Previous research (e.g. Rice, 2019) outlined socially responsible activities.

	Q.13 Do you ever see businesses advertising environmentally friendly activities that they undertake (e.g. planting trees or reducing carbon footprint)?
	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views on environmentally friendly advertisements by businesses.

Previous research (e.g. Cordero et al., 2014; Khan et al., 2018) outlined the lack of implementation on environmentally responsible activities.

Previous research (e.g. Barrios Castiblanco et al., 2019; Carroll, 2016; Crane et al., 2013; Crane et al., 2019; Diekmann & Franzen, 2019) outlined environmentally responsible activities.

	Q.14 Please indicate how far you agree with the following statements.

It is important for businesses to make profit daily.

Disabled people are disadvantaged through misconceptions by society about their abilities.





It is important for businesses to minimise negative environmental effects from business activities.



There is not enough public pressure to employ disabled people.





There is public pressure for businesses to be environmentally friendly.





Businesses should go further than 'statutory reasonable adjustments' for disabled people.




Businesses should increase their efforts to be environmentally friendly.




Disabled people are subject to more discrimination than other groups (e.g. ethnic minorities).


	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views on their agreement to the statements in the question.



Previous research (e.g. Hernandez et al., 2000; Hernandez et al., 2008) outlined disabled people being disadvantaged by misconceptions about their abilities.




Previous research (e.g. Crane et al., 2019) outlined the need for businesses to minimise their negative environmental effects.



Previous research (e.g. Baron, 2009; Lucchini & Moisello, 2019; Nielsen et al., 2019; Rice, 2019; Russell, 2010) outlined the lack of pressure for social issues.



Previous research (e.g. Diekmann & Franzen, 2019; Heo & Muralidharan, 2019; Lucchini & Moisello, 2019) outlined pressure for the environment.



Previous research (e.g. Lockwood et al., 2012) outlined the need for businesses to go further than reasonable adjustments.



Previous research (e.g. Diekmann & Franzen, 2019) outlined the need for businesses to be more environmentally friendly.


Previous research (e.g. Bonaccio et al., 2019; Gold et al., 2012; Hernandez et al., 2008; Klimczuk, 2013; Strindlund et al., 2019) outlined that disabled people face more discrimination.

	Q.15 How important would you consider the following priorities?

Ensuring that businesses make money.

Ensuring environmentally friendly practices are undertaken in business.



Ensuring disabled people have plenty of opportunities for employment.

	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views on the importance of environmental and social responsibilities.


Previous research (e.g. Elkington, 1994; Purvis et al., 2019) outlined the responsibilities of business to both social and environmental issues.

Previous research (e.g. Robinson, 2000) outlined the importance of employing disabled people.

	Q.16 In your view, who should take responsibility for the environmental impact of a business?

Government

Individual employees

Businesses

Other
	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views on the responsibility for a business’s environmental impacts.

Previous research (e.g. Diekmann & Franzen, 2019) outlined the need for environmental responsibility.

Previous research (e.g. Grayson & Hodges, 2017) outlined the shift in responsibility from the government to businesses.

Previous research (e.g. Friedman, 1970) outlined the responsibility to shareholders and social issues for the government.

Previous research (e.g. Freeman, 1984) outlined the responsibility to every stakeholder.


	Q.17 In your view, who should take responsibility for ensuring disabled people are adequately represented in the workforce?

Government

Individual disabled people

Businesses

Other
	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views on the responsibility for social issues.

Previous research (e.g. Grayson & Hodges, 2017; Khan et al., 2018; Robinson, 2000) outlined the need for ample opportunities of employment for disabled people.

Previous research (e.g. Grayson & Hodges, 2017) outlined the shift in responsibility from the government to businesses.

Previous research (e.g. Friedman, 1970) outlined the responsibility to shareholders and social issues for the government.

Previous research (e.g. Freeman, 1984) outlined the responsibility to every stakeholder.


	Q.18 Please indicate how far you agree with the following statements?

Disabled people are equally effective as non-disabled people.

Making a profit is more important than environmentally friendly activities.

Disabled people are more effective than non-disabled people.

Environmentally friendly practices are just as important as making a profit.

Non-disabled people are more effective than disabled people.

Profit is more important than community engagement.

Community engagement (e.g. volunteering) is just as important as making a profit.

	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views on their agreement with the statements in the question.



Previous research (e.g. Bonaccio et al., 2019; Garg, 2018; Gold et al., 2012; Hernandez et al., 2000; Hernandez et al., 2008; Strindlund et al., 2019; Vilchinsky & Findler, 2004; Wiggett-Barnard & Swartz, 2012) outlined the attitudes towards disabled people. 

Previous research (e.g. Carroll, 2016; Crane et al., 2013; Crane et al., 2019; Diekmann & Franzen, 2019; Heo & Muralidharan, 2019) outlined the importance of environmental responsibility.


	Q.19 Which of the following do you consider to be the most important?



Social Inclusion






Environmental consideration
	This question was included to elicit the general public’s views on whether they consider social inclusion or environmental consideration as the most important.

Previous research (e.g. Bennett, 2011; European Commission, 2010; Kuznetsova, 2012; Markel &Barclay, 2009; Meacham et al., 2019; Meithlich & Oldenburg, 2019; Pandey, 2019; Wynne & McAnaney, 2004) outlined the need for social inclusion.

Previous research (e.g. Diekmann & Franzen, 2019; Heo & Muralidharan, 2019; Rice, 2019) outlined the need for environmental consideration.




[bookmark: _Toc41856631]3.2.6.3 Pilot Study

A pilot study is a preliminary trial for data collection, designed to influence the future study by highlighting issues (Connelly, 2008). It shows the research feasibility and tests the method. A pilot study, using a convenience sample, was used to assess understanding of the questionnaire, allowing changes if necessary. A minor number of changes were made to the wording of questions, to ease understanding.

[bookmark: _Toc41856632]3.2.6.4 Analysis

The data will be analysed using a Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Demographic information will be analysed, followed by further statistical analyses (Chi-Square Tests and Mann-Whitney U Tests) to identify significant findings. Likert scale questions allow values to be coded easily, showing patterns in responses (Bowling, 2005).

[bookmark: _Toc41856633]3.3 Sample

Whole populations are too large on which to conduct research. Therefore, a smaller sample population is used (Ghauri et al., 2020). This sample should best represent the wider population to increase reliability and validity of findings (Collis & Hussey, 2013). The target population in this research is the general public. Therefore, the sample population was comprised of a smaller quantity of this area. The sample size required was a minimum of 150 respondents in order to be valid and reliable. Pearson and Mundfrom (2010) suggest that the minimum required sample for statistical analysis is 100 responses, however 200 is more appropriate. This study gained 191 respondents. 

A mixed sampling method was utilised to recruit participants. This comprised of convenience and voluntary samples, due to time restraints and a reliance on general public participation. Convenience sampling is a population drawn from the nearest available options for greater convenience, therefore reducing time and costs (Etikan et al., 2016). Voluntary sampling is requiring participants who volunteer to participate in the questionnaire (Murairwa, 2015). Both are non-probability samples i.e. they are based on subjective researcher choice (Alvi, 2016; Murairwa, 2015), and both samples show an element of bias through people self-selecting to participate (Costigan & Cox, 2001). 

[bookmark: _Toc41856634]3.4 Reliability and Validity

Reliability of data is seen when results are consistently obtained, whereas validity of data is seen when data is collected accurately (Saunders et al., 2009). Reliability and validity are essential in research as without this data findings would be obsolete. 

Questionnaires are deemed to be valid and reliable methods of data collection; they provide vast amounts of data outlining views of the public (Akinci & Saunders, 2015). Questionnaires, examining sensitive social issues, may be affected by social desirability of answers. To avoid socially desirable answers the questionnaire emphasised its confidentiality and anonymity to encourage honest views. The use of extra topic questions reduced the perceived selection of a ‘correct’ answer. This questionnaire’s target audience is broad, therefore any participant is relevant, showing characteristics of the desired population. A pilot study provided understanding of effectiveness, readability and issues pertaining to the questionnaire, thus improving reliability and validity (Akinci & Saunders, 2015; Bell, 2010). A mono-method, such as quantitative research, limits validity and reliability through the inability to gain qualitative responses (Ojebode et al., 2018); this was unavoidable due to the Covid-19 pandemic.

[bookmark: _Toc41856635]3.5 Limitations

A convenience sample is justified as the study aims to understand the general public’s views. However, this leads to anticipation of the potential imbalance between gender and age, which the literature review suggests are highly influential factors (Otto & Kaiser, 2014; Peake & Eddleston, 2017; Stern and Dietz, 1994; Wiernik et al., 2013). This is managed through a regular review of demographic characteristics and re-distribution of the questionnaire to those parties who are under-represented. 

Another limitation is the risk of socially desirable answers. As the topic area under investigation is particularly sensitive, participants may give moral as opposed to truthful answers (Andersen & Mayerl, 2019). Measures to prevent socially desirable answers are addressed through confidentiality and anonymity.

[bookmark: _Toc41856636]3.6 Ethical Considerations

Ethical considerations refer to the suitability of research in regard to society (Saunders et al., 2009; Yip et al., 2016). Ethical standards are required in design, participant recruitment, and use and storage of data (Pietilä et al., 2019; Schulte & Sweeney, 1995). Resnik (2011) claims the importance of ethics in research is to adhere to research aims, increase public support, and accountability for moral and social values (e.g. social responsibility).

This research is conducted in line with the ethical standards of the UWTSD, with approval from the research supervisor and co-ordinator obtained via an ethics approval form (see appendix 3). Ethical considerations were met through anonymity, confidentiality, and security of data. The study was voluntary and all participants were over the age of 18. The data was collected and stored with password protection on one device, eliminating misuse. The researcher foresaw no potential psychological harm to participants. 

[bookmark: _Toc41856637]3.7 Conclusion

This chapter successfully met the second objective:

“To select a suitable research approach to explore public views on the importance of employing disabled people, as compared to the importance of businesses’ environmental responsibilities.”

 This chapter identified appropriate research methods for this study. It justified the researcher’s choice of an interpretivist quantitative approach, in the form of a questionnaire, using a sample of the general public. The following chapter will analyse and discuss the data collected.

















[bookmark: _Toc41856638]4. Chapter Four: Data Analysis

[bookmark: _Toc41856639]4.1 Introduction

The previous chapter identified the methods and methodology of this research. This chapter aims to achieve the third objective:

“To analyse the data collected to explore public views on the importance of employing disabled people, as compared to the importance of businesses’ environmental responsibilities.”

This chapter will present and analyse the data collected. One hundred and ninety-one respondents were recruited to the study, which investigated the general public’s views on social and environmental responsibilities of businesses, with a particular focus on the employment of disabled people.

[bookmark: _Toc41856640]4.2 Data Analysis

Data analysis involves transforming and cleansing the collected data in order to understand patterns, where it is often helpful to provide visual representations of findings for ease of reference (Morton et al., 2014). The data was analysed using the IBM SPSS statistics 26.0 software package. Descriptive statistics were provided; this was done via cross-tabulations. Further analyses were then conducted using Chi-Square tests of association, and Mann-Whitney U tests examining for differences between the two independent variables i.e. gender and age against participants’ responses. The original SPSS analyses can be seen in appendix 4. Likert scale responses were used in the questionnaire, therefore it was necessary to code responses. Males were given a code of 1, females a code of 2. Under 45s were given a code of 1, over 45s a code of 2. Similarly, Likert scale answers were coded by strongly disagree = 1, disagree = 2, neither agree or disagree = 3, agree = 4 and strongly agree = 5.



[bookmark: _Toc41856641]4.3 Methods

Participants were categorised by gender and age to investigate any significant differences in respondents’ views. Respondents who identified themselves as ‘non-binary’ or ‘other’ were removed from data to enable a clearer representation. Similarly, as ages were originally within approximately nine year age brackets, for simplicity they were categorised into ages under 45 and over 45 years. Supporting this categorisation, much other research categorises under 45s as ‘young’ (e.g. Hantes et al., 2018; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2016; Sanjaya & Kurniawan, 2016). 

[bookmark: _Toc41856642]4.4 Demographics and Descriptive Statistics

This study recruited 191 respondents. All respondents were aged 18 years or over and participated voluntarily. Recruitment was via online platforms e.g. social media and emails. Following initial distribution of the questionnaire, a second attempt was made to gain additional participants, prioritising males, in order to gain a more representative sample. This gained an additional 20 responses where 7 male participants were recruited.  

Of the total 191 respondents, 74 were male, 117 were female, 149 were under 45 years of age, and 42 were over 45. The majority of participants (46.1%) had undergraduate degrees as their highest form of education. Participants were from a variety of employment backgrounds: 30.9% public sector, 34% private sector, 15.7% charity and 19.4% students. The majority of respondents (91.1%) did not have a disability.

[bookmark: _Toc41856643]4.5 Chi-Square Analysis

[bookmark: _Toc41856644]4.5.1 Chi-Square Analysis for Gender Associations

Six Chi-Square analyses were conducted examining whether results showed statistical associations between the responses of males and females. Due to the nature of Chi-Square analysis, this was completed only for those questions which involved nominal data (i.e. not those which used Likert scale responses). Therefore, Chi-Square analysis was conducted for questions 8, 12, 13, 16, 17 and 19. For ease of reference, refer to Appendix. 5 for the list of questions.

Figure 4.1, below, shows a significant association between males and females in their responses to question 19. Table 4.1 shows the remaining non-significant associations between gender and responses to question numbers 8, 12, 13, 16 and 17 (see appendix 6 for figures). 


[bookmark: _Toc41856708]Figure 4.1: Showing a significant association between gender and response to, “Which do you consider to be the most important?” (p=.001), in question 19.
[bookmark: _Toc41228746][bookmark: _Toc41856738]Table 4.1: Showing non-significant associations between gender and questions 8, 12, 13, 16 and 17.
	Question Number
	Question
	Significance (p-value)

	8
	What is the main barrier to employment?
	.337

	12
	Have you seen businesses advertising their social responsibility?
	.500

	13
	Have you seen businesses advertising their environmental responsibility?
	.763

	16
	Who should take responsibility for the environmental impact of a business?
	.645

	17
	Who should take responsibility for ensuring disabled people are adequately represented in the workforce?
	.065



[bookmark: _Toc41856645]4.5.2 Chi-Square Analysis for Age Associations

A further six Chi-Square analyses were conducted examining whether there were significant associations between response and age (i.e. under 45s and over 45s). As above, due to the nature of Chi-Square analysis, this was completed only for those questions which had nominal data i.e. questions 8, 12, 13, 16, 17 and 19. 

The results can be seen below in Figures 4.2 and 4.3 and Table 4.2. Figures 4.2 and 4.3 show significant associations between age and responses to questions 16 and 17. Table 4.2 shows the remaining non-significant associations between age and responses to question numbers 8, 12, 13 and 19 (see appendix 6 for figures).


[bookmark: _Toc41856709]Figure 4.2: Showing a significant association between age and response to, “Who should take responsibility for the environmental impact of a business?” (p=.001), in question 16.

[bookmark: _Toc41856710]Figure 4.3: Showing a significant association between age and response to, “Who should take responsibility for ensuring disabled people are adequately represented in the workforce?” (p=.000), in question 17.

[bookmark: _Toc41856739]Table 4.2: Showing non-significant associations between age and questions 8, 12, 13 and 19.
	Question Number
	Question
	Significance (p-value)

	8
	What is the main barrier to employment?
	.138

	12
	Have you seen businesses advertising their social responsibility
	.624

	13
	Have you seen businesses advertising their environmental responsibility?
	.797

	19
	Which do you consider to be the most important?
	.435







[bookmark: _Toc41856646]4.6 Mann-Whitney U Tests

[bookmark: _Toc41856647]4.6.1 Mann-Whitney U Tests for Gender

Twenty five Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted, examining whether there were significant differences in responses between males and females. Due to the nature of Mann-Whitney U tests, this was done for all questions which had Likert scale responses. This included questions 9, 10, 11, 14, 15 and 18. 

Results can be seen below in Figures 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7 and 4.8 and Table 4.3. The figures show significant differences between males and females in their responses to questions 9, 10, 14, 15 and 18. Table 4.3 shows the remaining non-significant differences between males and females in their responses to question numbers 9, 11, 14, 15 and 18 (see appendix 7 for figures).
 

[bookmark: _Toc41856711]Figure 4.4: Showing significant differences between gender and agreement to the statements, “Diversity is vital in business” (p=.01), and “Equality is vital in business” (p=.016), in question 9. 


[bookmark: _Toc41856712]Figure 4.5: Showing a significant difference between gender and response to, “How important do you consider social responsibility to be in business?” (p=.001), in question 10.

[bookmark: _Toc41856713]Figure 4.6: Showing significant differences between gender and agreement to the statements, “Disabled people are disadvantaged by misconceptions” (p=.045), and “Businesses should go further than ‘statutory reasonable adjustments’” (p=.024), in question 14.


[bookmark: _Toc41856714]Figure 4.7: Showing a significant difference between gender and agreement of importance to the statement, “Ensuring that disabled people have plenty of opportunities for employment” (p=.002), in question 15.


[bookmark: _Toc41856715]Figure 4.8: Showing a significant difference between gender and agreement to the statement, “Disabled people are equally effective as non-disabled people” (p=.000), in question 18.

[bookmark: _Toc41856740]Table 4.3: Showing non-significant differences between gender and statements in questions 9, 11, 14, 15 and 18.
	Question Number
	Statement
	Male (Mean Rank)
	Female (Mean Rank)
	Significance (p-value)

	9
	(a) Social Inclusion is vital in business

(b) Environmental awareness is vital in business
	88.72


91.25
	100.60


99.00
	.118


.298

	11
	How important do you consider environmental responsibility to be in business?
	87.78
	101.20
	.070

	14
	(a) It is important for businesses to minimise negative environmental effects from business activities

(b) There is not enough public pressure to employ disabled people

(c) There is public pressure for businesses to be environmentally friendly

(d) Businesses should increase their efforts to be environmentally friendly

(e) Disabled people are subject to more discrimination than other groups
	90.59




88.96



100.07



90.91



91.60
	99.42




100.45



93.42



99.22



98.78
	.231




.130



.382



.255



.362

	15
	Ensuring environmentally friendly practices are undertaken in business
	89.66
	100.01

	.163

	18
	(a) Disabled people are more effective than non-disabled people

(b) Environmentally friendly practices are just as important as making a profit

(c) Non-disabled people are more effective than disabled people
	89.36



87.32



104.00
	100.20



101.49



90.94
	.134



.061



.083



[bookmark: _Toc41856648]4.6.2 Mann-Whitney U Tests for Age

Twenty-five Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted, examining whether the differences in responses were statistically significant between under 45s and over 45s. Again, due to the nature of Mann-Whitney U Tests, this was done for all questions which had Likert scale responses. This included questions 9, 10, 11, 14, 15 and 18. 

Results can be seen below in Figures 4.9, 4.10 and 4.11 and Table 4.4. The figures show significant differences between under 45s and over 45s in their responses to questions 11, 15 and 18. Table 4.4 shows the remaining non-significant differences between under 45s and over 45s in their responses to question numbers 9, 10, 14, 15 and 18 (see appendix 7 for figures).


[bookmark: _Toc41856716]Figure 4.9: Showing a significant difference between age and response to, “How important do you consider environmental responsibility to be in business?” (p=.047), in question 11.


[bookmark: _Toc41856717]Figure 4.10: Showing a significant difference between age and agreement of importance to the statement, “Ensuring disabled people have plenty of opportunities for employment” (p=.003), in question 15.

[bookmark: _Toc41856718]Figure 4.11: Showing significant differences between age and agreement to the statements, “Disabled people are equally effective as non-disabled people” (p =0.003), and “Non-disabled people are more effective than disabled people” (p-value =0.008), in question 18.

[bookmark: _Toc41856741]Table 4.4: Showing non-significant differences between age and statements in questions 9, 10, 14, 15 and 18.
	Question Number
	Statement
	Under 45 (Mean Rank)
	Over 45 (Mean Rank)
	Significance (p-value)

	9
	(a) Social inclusion is vital in business

(b) Environmental awareness is vital in business

(c) Diversity is vital in business

(d) Equality is vital in business
	92.32


93.89


96.64

95.04
	109.07


103.49


93.73

99.40
	.061


.273


.741

.589

	10
	How important do you consider social responsibility to be in business?
	93.78
	103.88
	.235

	14
	(a) Disabled people are disadvantaged through misconceptions by society about their abilities


(b) It is important for businesses to minimise negative environmental effects from business activities



(c) There is not enough public pressure to employ disabled people



(d) There is public pressure for businesses to be environmentally friendly


(e) Businesses should go further than ‘statutory reasonable adjustments’ for disabled people


(f) Businesses should increase their efforts to be environmentally friendly


(g) Disabled people are subject to more discrimination than other groups
	95.49





97.35





95.60




95.71




94.18




95.83



96.71
	97.81





91.21





97.40




97.01




102.45




96.62



93.46
	.792





.479





.840




.885




.359




.926



.726

	15
	Ensuring environmentally friendly practices are undertaken in business
	94.42
	101.62
	.409

	18
	(a) Disabled people are more effective than non-disabled people

(b) Environmentally friendly practices are just as important as making a profit

	94.06


95.80



	102.87


96.70



	.301


.919






[bookmark: _Toc41856649]4.7 Discussion

The present study aimed to investigate the general public’s views on social and environmental responsibilities of businesses, with a particular focus on the employment of disabled people. In accordance with previous research (e.g. Anable et al., 2006; Barrios Castiblanco et al., 2019; European commission, 2008), the present study found the general public to perceive environmental responsibilities of businesses to be more important than social responsibilities of businesses. 

Of 11 questions, five significant differences (questions 9, 10, 14, 15 and 18) and one significant association (question 19) were seen between gender and response. Females viewed diversity, equality, social responsibility and employment opportunities for disabled people to be significantly more important in business than males. Females also more strongly believed that businesses should go beyond ‘reasonable adjustments’ for disabled employees, that disabled people are disadvantaged by misconceptions about their abilities and employability, and that disabled people are equally as effective as non-disabled people in the workplace. Overall, females also viewed social inclusion to be significantly more important than males, who viewed environmental consideration as more important. 

In accordance with the present study, previous studies have also found females to place higher importance on social responsibility within businesses, whilst males place higher importance on environmental responsibilities of businesses (e.g. Arlow, 1991; Driessen, 2019; Godwyn, 2013; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017; Landry et al., 2016; McStay & Dunlap, 1970; Mohai, 1992; Zou et al., 2018). Females also show greater consideration for disabled people more generally (Cox & Hill, 2018; Vignes et al., 2009). Research suggests that gender is an important influence on behaviour; females are more inclined to act in a socially responsible and ethical manner (Arlow, 1991; Driessen, 2019; Godwyn, 2013; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017; Landry et al., 2016; Peake & Eddleston, 2017; Zou et al., 2018). This may explain why females reported social inclusion issues to be significantly more important than males, who focused more on environmental considerations. Further supporting the findings, previous research (e.g. Lajunen & Gaygısız, 2019) found socially desirable answers to be higher amongst males, possibly explaining their choice of environmental consideration, which is an area of high importance in the current climate. In addition, the present study found females to have greater beliefs that disabled people are equally effective as non-disabled people. This may also explain why, when females are part of a business’s board of directors, greater levels of CSR are typically seen (Driessen, 2019; Landry et al., 2016; Setó‐Pamies, 2015; Williams, 2003). 

Of 11 questions, two significant associations (questions 16 and 17), and three significant differences (questions 11, 15 and 18) were found between age and responses. Results found that under 45s believed the government should be responsible for business’ environmental impacts and recruitment of disabled people, whereas those over 45 suggested that the government, individuals and businesses themselves should take responsibility for these factors. Under 45s also suggested that non-disabled people are more effective in the workplace than disabled people, compared to over 45s who suggested that both are equally as effective. Over 45s additionally rated environmental responsibility and employment opportunities for disabled people as more important.

In accordance with previous research, the present study found older individuals to be more concerned with environmental issues (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017; Otto & Kaiser, 2014; Wiernik et al., 2013). It has been suggested that this could be due to greater consideration of environmental issues with learning over time (Otto & Kaiser, 2014). In contrast, previous research (e.g. Duarte, 2010; McGlone et al., 2011) suggests that younger individuals place greater importance on social responsibility, however the present study found over 45s to display greater importance on socially responsible practices. Previous research suggests that, whilst governments have previously been prioritised for having responsibility over businesses’ social and environmental responsibilities, it is now becoming more commonplace for businesses themselves to take responsibility for their impact on social and environmental issues (Forsyth, 1997; Khan & Lockhart, 2019). The present study supports such research as over 45s significantly view social and environmental responsibilities falling to multiple stakeholders, businesses, individuals and governments. However, under 45s showed a majority opinion that the government is responsible, which could be due to younger individuals being less interested in responsible management, as Haski-Leventhal et al. (2017) found it is over 45s who take a keen interest in responsible management.

[bookmark: _Toc41856650]4.8 Conclusion

	This chapter achieved the third objective:

“To analyse the data collected to explore public views on the importance of employing disabled people, as compared to the importance of businesses’ environmental responsibilities.”

In conclusion, the present study is in accordance with previous research suggesting that females place higher importance on social responsibility in business, whilst males place higher importance on environmental responsibility. It has been suggested that this may be due to the nature of females to act in a more socially responsible and ethical manner (Arlow, 1991; Driessen, 2019; Godwyn, 2013; Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017; Landry et al., 2016; Peake & Eddleston, 2017; Zou et al., 2018). In further support of previous literature (e.g. Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017; Otto & Kaiser, 2014; Wiernik et al., 2013), the present study found over 45s to place higher levels of importance on both social and environmental responsibilities within business, with the belief that these responsibilities fell to all stakeholders i.e. individuals, businesses, and governments. It has been suggested that this may be due to increasing consideration through learning over time (Otto & Kaiser, 2014). Overall, both the present and previous studies support females and over 45s having greater considerations of CSR activities (Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017).

This chapter has successfully analysed the data and explored the general public’s views on social and environmental responsibilities of businesses, with a particular focus on the employment of disabled people. The last chapter will achieve the final objectives of understanding implications and limitations of the research, making recommendations, and discussing further possibilities for future research. 


























[bookmark: _Toc41856651]5. Chapter Five: Conclusions and Recommendations

[bookmark: _Toc41856652]5.1 Introduction

	The previous chapter analysed data from this study, highlighting main findings and achieving the third objective. This chapter will meet the final two objectives:

“To understand practical implications of the research, making recommendations for practice,” 

and, 

“To investigate possible avenues for future investigation, with reference to limitations of the present study.”

There will be an additional discussion section, focusing on self-reflection.

[bookmark: _Toc41856653]5.2 Main Findings

Main findings included the sampled general population prioritising the importance of environmental as compared to social responsibilities. More specifically, females viewed diversity, equality, social responsibility and employment opportunities for disabled people to be significantly more important in business than males. Females also more strongly believed that businesses should go beyond ‘reasonable adjustments’ for disabled employees, that disabled people were disadvantaged by misconceptions about their abilities and employability, and that disabled people are equally as effective as non-disabled people in the workplace. Females also viewed social inclusion to be significantly more important, in comparison to males who viewed environmental consideration to be significantly more important. 

Moreover, the study found that under 45s believed the government should be responsible for business’ environmental impacts and recruitment of disabled people, whereas those over 45 suggested that the government, individuals and businesses themselves should take responsibility for these factors. Under 45s also suggested that non-disabled people are more effective in the workplace than disabled people, whereas over 45s suggested that both are equally as effective. Over 45s additionally gave higher importance to environmental responsibility and employment opportunities for disabled people.

[bookmark: _Toc41856654]5.3 Implications

	Otto and Kaiser (2014) and Rice (2019) note that by bringing greater exposure to issues it can increase engagement and acknowledgement of problems to better facilitate the creation of solutions.  

The present study has highlighted the fact that, in the general population, individuals tend to place higher importance on environmental considerations, as opposed to social inclusion. Further, the issue that males and under 45s typically tend to place less importance on elements of CSR, particularly the employment of disabled people, has also been brought to light. This abundance of environmental over social pressure could be attributed to the increased advertisements and constant learning about environmental issues through publicity (Otto & Kaiser, 2014; Wilson & Fuchs, 2008). 

This has real-world implications in terms of potentially suggesting that there is a general lack of CSR policy implementation, relating to the employment of disabled people, since the general public place more value on environmental as compared to social responsibilities of businesses. Until there is more public pressure to engage in greater levels of socially responsible behaviours and practices, levels of employment for disabled people will be unlikely to change. The recommendations, which we be discussed next, will highlight how the real-world implications of this research could be put into practice.

[bookmark: _Toc41856655]5.4 Recommendations

	Following the present study, a number of recommendations can be made. Overall, it is highly important to stress the extent of social issues, particularly the under-employment of disabled people. It will be necessary to match the awareness that environmental responsibility has in society, as without this awareness the issue cannot be addressed (Mansour, 2009).  

	To match this awareness, it would be beneficial for the issue of disability unemployment to be more prominent in the media. Given that findings suggested that females and over 45s are more socially responsible, it follows that it would be beneficial for socially responsible advertisements (e.g. the employment of disabled people) to be targeted towards males and under 45s. Chisholm (2013) states males focus on the fundamental reasoning for an advertisement. Bitner and Albinsson (2016) review the need to use social media in order to advertise to younger individuals. Therefore, a clear, simple message to be conveyed through social media would be particularly helpful for targeting males and under 45s, aiming to change attitudes and perceptions of disability and raise awareness.

It may be helpful to provide work experience for disabled people, to help reduce stigmas around disability and further social inclusion (Foster & Hirst, 2019; Garg, 2018; Goering, 2015; Pandey, 2019). It follows that businesses should be encouraged to go beyond what is considered as reasonable adjustments (Lockwood et al., 2012; Reeve, 2014). Human resources can accommodate disability further in the work environment, reducing the issue of disability unemployment (Beatty et al., 2019). 

It has also been suggested that considering social and environmental responsibility under the same branch of CSR can ignore each responsibilities’ critical uniqueness (Lynes & Andrachuk, 2008). Therefore, when media and legislation address these issues, more attention to individual responsibilities, such as employing disabled people, should be given. This would raise social issues to the same imperative need as environmental.

These practical recommendations aim to improve employment opportunities for disabled people, following the critical issue of disability unemployment which is rife in today’s society (Robinson, 2000).

[bookmark: _Toc41856656]5.5 Limitations

The present study is associated with a few methodological limitations. Price and Murnan (2004) state the importance of reporting limitations, which are systematic biases negatively affecting results. 

The research was conducted during the Covid-19 pandemic and, as such, the researcher was unable to follow through with initial plans to triangulate data using a mixed-methods approach. A questionnaire was utilised, despite initial plans to conduct additional follow-up, semi-structured, formal interviews with participants. This limited the data to purely quantitative, as opposed to qualitative, in nature, perhaps reducing the depth of findings. Sen-Crowe et al. (2020) very recently reviewed the impact of Covid-19, acknowledging the current inability to conduct normal life and face to face meetings. 

The use of a convenience sample could also be considered a limitation. Goldberg et al. (2019) suggest that convenience samples typically do not represent the population in equal measures (e.g. ages, genders, varying knowledge levels etc.) and therefore generalisability of results to the wider population is compromised (Stebbins, 2001). The researcher did attempt to gain a more representative sample, by distributing the questionnaire a second time focusing on gaining more male participants. Additionally, the data was measured in percentages, providing mean rankings, therefore attempting to reduce negative impacts from this limitation. 

A limitation arises from using the broad term ‘disability’, which can refer to impairments such as vision, hearing or speech, and disabilities such as psychological, medical, intellectual and physical (Boman et al., 2015). The present study used the term ‘disabled people’ but did not specify which disabilities this was referring to. As such, a misunderstanding of what is incorporated in the term disability could have affected results (Campbell & Oliver, 2013). It may be useful for future research to more specifically define what is termed as disability for this reason.

Another limitation of the present study is the issue of socially desirable answers. The sensitive research topic had potential for participants to give what they felt was the morally correct answer, as opposed to truthful answers (Price & Murnan, 2004). Measures were taken to prevent social desirability, for instance making participants aware of confidentiality and anonymity.

A final limitation is that time constraints were in place (Levin, 2006). The research was conducted as an Undergraduate dissertation therefore containing a time constraint of a few months. This affected the amount of time the questionnaire could be ‘live’, although the required sample size was reached.
[bookmark: _Toc41856657]5.6 Further Research

It would be advantageous for future research to use a mixed-methods approach, incorporating qualitative data in the form of interviews. This would provide a richer, more detailed insight into why people hold the views they do regarding the importance of social and environmental responsibilities of businesses. This may be particularly useful for helping develop future recommendations to support the prioritisation of CSR in business. 

Further research could also investigate, more specifically, types of disabilities which affect employment, and the general public’s views relating to these types of disability. This would provide more understanding on the topic area, which could then be utilised to highlight how the general public views different types of disability and related employment.

The present study found males and under 45s to view social responsibilities, such as the employment of disabled people, to be less important than environmental responsibilities of businesses. The study used a convenience sample, therefore it would be interesting to repeat this research, using a different sample, which would further enable results to be generalised to the wider population. For the same reason, it would be particularly useful for future research to focus on obtaining a more balanced distribution of age and gender.

It would also be interesting to follow up on the above recommendation of targeting males and under 45s in advertisements to promote social responsibility (e.g. employing disabled people). This would provide further insight into how, as a society, people could reduce this issue, showing the potential change in attitudes and beliefs.

Further research may also wish to analyse the extent to which environmental responsibility receives greater pressure than social, in order to understand the magnitude of societal pressure and how this could then be strongly impacting implementation of CSR practice (Nielsen et al., 2019).



[bookmark: _Toc41856658]5.7 The Achievement of Objectives

This study has completed its objectives:

1. To critically analyse academic literature on the employment of disabled people as part of CSR practice.

This was completed with an in-depth literature review, focusing on previous research relating to the employment of disabled people and CSR practice. An in-depth understanding of 
the lack of CSR implementation, in employing disabled people, was shown. The present study aimed to investigate public views surrounding the employment of disabled people, following suggestions that previous literature has neglected to examine this important area.
2. To select a suitable research approach to explore public views on the importance of employing disabled people, as compared to the importance of businesses’ environmental responsibilities.
This was completed utilising the research onion (Saunders et al., 2016). This was an exploratory study, using an interpretivist approach. Due to Covid-19 restrictions, the study used quantitative research methods to collect data. A questionnaire was developed to explore public views on the importance of employing disabled people, as compared to the importance of businesses’ environmental responsibilities. This was distributed to a convenience sample of the general population.
3. To analyse the data collected to explore public views on the importance of employing disabled people, as compared to the importance of businesses’ environmental responsibilities.
This was completed via the SPSS 26.0 programme. Descriptive statistics were provided using cross-tabulations. Further analyses were conducted using Chi-Square and Mann-Whitney U tests, assessing for both significant associations and differences. Main findings outlined that whilst males favour the environment, females and over 45s placed greater importance on social responsibility, specifically in regard to the employment of disabled people. The results showed the importance of social responsibility, attitudes towards disabled people and the need for employment, diversity and equality.
4. To understand practical implications of the research, making recommendations for practice.

This was completed by considering the practical issues arising from the present study. The study supported previous research, suggesting that the general public tends to place higher importance on environmental considerations of businesses, as opposed to social responsibilities. The study also supported previous research suggesting that females and over 45s place more importance on elements of CSR, particularly the employment of disabled people. These findings enabled recommendations to be made, focusing on enhancing the awareness and level of importance attributed to disability employment. It will be important to target specific groups (i.e. males and under 45s), provide work experience, and for businesses to go beyond reasonable adjustments for disabled people. It will also be important to consider social and environmental responsibility separately, rather than under the same branch of CSR, to avoid ignoring the critical uniqueness of each (Lynes & Andrachuk, 2008).

5. To investigate possible avenues for future investigation, with reference to limitations of the present study.

This was completed by analysing the study’s limitations and considering how future studies could improve on this. Limitations of the present study included the use of a convenience sample, the potential for socially desirable answers, and restrictions resulting from Covid-19. Future research may wish to gain a more representative sample, particularly focusing on the male population, and make use of additional qualitative research methods to gain deeper insights into views on disability employment.

[bookmark: _Toc41856659]5.8 Self Reflection

	The researcher aimed to explore the general public’s views on social and environmental responsibilities of businesses, with a particular focus on the employment of disabled people. The researcher was interested in better understanding this since there is a lack of research into this area, which may be impacting on CSR policy implementation for the employment of disabled people. This study has been successful in meeting these aims, finding females and over 45s to place more importance on social responsibility practices, such as the employment of disabled people.
	
The researcher has an interest in CSR and disability employment following various modules in BA Business and Finance, and also through volunteering with an organisation aiming to support disabled people in the workplace.

	The researcher has developed new skills in using SPSS 26.0 and has shown the ability to work and learn independently. This is particularly true at this time given the restrictions of Covid-19, as face to face interactions with University lecturers has stopped. It has, at times, been challenging to complete elements of this dissertation, such as working to time constraints, given the constant change and disruption caused by Covid-19. Initial interruptions to the planned research process were a particular difficulty, although these were overcome with creative thinking and resilience. It was also challenging to create a well-balanced research-informed questionnaire with each question pertaining to particular previous research findings. This perhaps took longer than expected, although with good time management skills and conscientiousness this was successfully achieved.

	The researcher has been particularly interested to see the extent to which gender can influence ethics, and concerns for social and environmental responsibility. It has also been of particular interest to learn the extent to which environmental responsibility has overshadowed social responsibility within CSR. The researcher feels hopeful that, with increased understanding and focus in this area, recommendations and future suggestions can be put into practice to improve employment opportunities for disabled people.

[bookmark: _Toc41856660]5.9 Conclusion

This chapter achieved the fourth and fifth objectives:

“To understand practical implications of the research, making recommendations for practice.”

And,

“To investigate possible avenues for future investigation, with reference to limitations of the present study.”

This study aimed to explore the general public’s views on social responsibilities of businesses, with a particular focus on the employment of disabled people, as compared to views on the importance of environmental responsibilities of businesses. The study successfully met this aim, finding the general public placed more importance on environmental as opposed to social responsibility. It was also found that females and over 45s were most likely to place value on disability employment. This was in accordance with previous research (e.g. Baughn et al., 2007; Diekmann & Franzen, 2019; Heo & Muralidharan, 2019) suggesting that there was greater importance placed on environmental responsibility and (e.g. Haski-Leventhal et al., 2017) that females and over 45s had greater concern for social responsibilities.

This research has also successfully met the objectives initially set out. Chapter one introduced the research, aim and objectives, providing a rationale for the study. Chapter two, which achieved the first objective, provided a review of literature, identifying the need for further research on the general public’s views on social responsibilities of businesses, with a particular focus the employment of disabled people. Chapter three, which achieved the second objective, identified appropriate research methods and methodology, which was an interpretivist quantitative approach, in the form of a questionnaire, using a convenience sample of the general public. Chapter four, which achieved the third objective, successfully analysed the data collected and explored the views of the general public on the importance of social and environmental responsibilities in business, focusing on the employment of disabled people. Chapter five, which achieved the fourth and fifth objectives, successfully met the aim of exploring the general public’s views on social and environmental responsibilities of businesses, with a particular focus on the employment of disabled people. Implications, recommendations, limitations, and future research were discussed. This research has highlighted the extent to which environmental responsibility has outweighed social responsibility and why this could be affecting employment opportunities for disabled people as part of CSR practice.
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Figure 7.1: Email From Disability Wales Regarding Appropriate Terminology
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	Institution
	

	Contact person name
	

	Contact person e-mail address
	



Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation
	Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation




SECTION E: Details of Research Activity

	Indicative title:
	Corporate Social Responsibility: An exploration into the general public’s views on the importance of employment for disabled people, as compared with environmental responsibilities of businesses, and how this impacts businesses’ implementation of CSR practice.


	Proposed start date:
	1st October 2019
	Proposed end date:
	1st June 2020

	Purpose of research activity (including aims and objectives)
Outline the purpose, aims and objectives of the research activity, including key research questions. Show briefly how existing research has informed the proposed activity and explain what the research activity will add and how it addresses an area of importance. (Maximum 300 words)

	Aim: To explore the general public’s views on social and environmental responsibilities of businesses, with a particular focus on the employment of disabled people.

Objectives:
1. To critically analyse academic literature on the employment of disabled people as part of CSR practice.
2. To select a suitable research approach to explore public views on the importance of employing disabled people, as compared to the importance of businesses’ environmental responsibilities.
3. To analyse the data collected to explore public views on the importance of employing disabled people, as compared to the importance of businesses’ environmental responsibilities.
4. To understand practical implications of the research, making recommendations for practice.
5. To investigate possible avenues for future investigation, with reference to limitations of the present study.

(this box should expand as you type)

	Proposed methods
Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed. (Maximum 600 words)

	· Online Questionnaire
(this box should expand as you type)




	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	Swansea Business School

(this box should expand as you type)

	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants.

	

(this box should expand as you type)




SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity

	Will the research activity include:
	
YES
	
NO

	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	Use of interviews?
	☐
	☒

	Use of diaries?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	Use of video or audio recording?
	☐
	☒

	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	Other primary data collection methods, please explain in this box



	☐
	☒



If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).

If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 


SECTION G: Intended Participants

	Who are the intended participants:
	
YES
	
NO

	Students or staff at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?
	☒
	☐

	Vulnerable adults?
	☐
	☒

	Children under 18?
	☐
	☒

	Prisoners?
	☐
	☒

	Young offenders?
	☐
	☒

	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?
	☐
	☒

	People engaged in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	Others (please identify):


	☐
	☒



	Participant numbers and source
Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 

	Around 100 Surveys.

Participants from the general public recruited through social media and emailing to participate in an online questionnaire.

this box should expand as you type)



	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 

	
Within the questionnaire each question requires a response and is needed to move onto the following question. This was due to each question containing no ethical issues and therefore an option for omitting responses was not needed.

(this box should expand as you type)






	Information for participants:
	
YES
	NO
	
N/A

	Will participants be paid?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If YES to any question, please provide full details 

	The research only included partial concealment of the aims of the study within the initial debrief in order to reduce socially desirable answers. However, once completed, the participants received a final debrief which then disclosed all aims of the study.


(this box should expand as you type)





SECTION H: Anticipated Risks

	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

Yes       ☐
 No       ☒


	Risks to participants
For example: emotional distress, financial disclosure, physical harm, transfer of personal data, sensitive organisational information

	
Sensitive organisational information.
(this box should expand as you type)

	

	If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities

	
Non – disclosure agreement
(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Risks to investigator
For example: personal safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest

	Everyone involved will be treated appropriately and professionally.

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	University/institutional risks
For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection

	The standard by UWTSD will be upheld at all times. 

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Adverse outcomes
List measures put in place to limit any adverse effects or outcomes of research activity where appropriate. Include any emergency protocols. 

	All information will be anonymous and stored securely with confidentiality prioritised.

(this box should expand as you type)





	Disclosure and Barring Service

	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	


YES
	


NO
	


N/A

	Has a DBS certificate been obtained?
	☐
	☐
	☒




SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality

	Feedback
What feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 

	At the end of the research and dissertation a copy will be available to anyone who requests one.


 (this box should expand as you type)

	

	Informed consent
Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded.

	
Questionnaires will consent by ticking a box detailing their permission and consent to be included in the research.

 (this box should expand as you type)

	

	Confidentiality / Anonymity
Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 

	
No participant will be identified therefore confidentiality is ensured and all data will remain anonymous.


(this box should expand as you type)






SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage

In completing this section refer to the University’s Research Data Management Policy and the extensive resources on the University’s Research Data Management web pages (http://uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/).
	
	YES
	NO

	Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the Data Protection Act)?
“personal data” means data which relate to a living individual who can be identified—
(a) from those data, or
(b) from those data and other information which is in the possession of, or is likely to come into the possession of, the data controller, and includes any expression of opinion about the individual and any indication of the intentions of the data controller or any other person in respect of the individual.
	☐
	☒

	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	
(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Does it involve sensitive personal data (as defined by the Data Protection Act)?
“Sensitive personal data” means personal data consisting of information as to –
(a) the racial or ethnic origin of the data subject,
(b) his political opinions,
(c ) his religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,
(d) whether he is a member of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),
(e) his physical or mental health or condition,
(f) his sexual life,
(g) the commission or alleged commission by him of any offence, or
(h) any proceedings for any offence committed or alleged to have been committed by him, the disposal of such proceedings or the sentence of any court in such proceedings.
	☐
	☒

	If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:

	
(this box should expand as you type)



	Will the research activity involve storing personal data on one of the following:
	YES
	NO

	Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?
	☐
	☒

	University computers?
	☐
	☒

	Private company computers?
	☐
	☒

	Home or other personal computers?
	☐
	☒

	Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?
	☒
	☐

	“Cloud” storage or websites?
	☐
	☒

	Other – specify:

	☐
	☒

	For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure data confidentiality, including details of password protection, encryption and anonymisation:

	
The data will remain anonymous. Computers will be fully encrypted with passwords also. Any memory sticks will be safely stored in a locked drawer.


(this box should expand as you type)


	Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:
	YES
	NO

	Electronic transfer of data in any form?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with others at the University?
	☐
	☒

	Sharing of data with other organisations?
	☐
	☒

	Export of data outside the European Union or importing of data from outside the UK?
	☐
	☒

	Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?
	☐
	☒

	Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?
	☐
	☒

	Use of data management system?
	☐
	☒

	Data archiving?
	☐
	☒

	If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the Data Protection Act (and/or any international equivalent):

	




(this box should expand as you type)



	List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:

	
The research student only
(this box should expand as you type)

	

	List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:

	
The research student only

(this box should expand as you type)

	

	Give details of data storage arrangements, including where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  

	
Student will secure storage and given advice on how to dispose of data after usage. There will not be paper copies.

(this box should expand as you type)




SECTION K: Declaration

	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

	Signature of applicant:
	[image: ]
	Date:
	12th November 2019



For students:
	Director of Studies/Supervisor:
	Bronwen Williams

	Signature:
	
[image: ]

	Date:
	12th November 2019 



For staff:
	Head of School/Assistant Dean:
	

	Signature:
	


	Date:
	




Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	☒
	I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.

	☒
	I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle

	☐
	I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)

	☐
	
I have attached a full risk assessment (and have NOT completed Section H of this form) (where appropriate)


	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.

	☒
	I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Head of School.




	RESEARCH STUDENTS AND STAFF ONLY
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.
You will be informed of the outcome of your claim by email; therefore it is important that you check your University and personal email accounts regularly.



STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit  this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.

This form is available electronically from the Academic Office web pages: http://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/academic-office/

Application Process

All staff research projects and all research students must submit the Ethical Approval Form to the University Ethics Committee via the Academic Office (pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk).   Staff research directly in relation to personal study for taught undergraduate or Masters programmes should be submitted via the Faculty procedures explained below.

Taught masters and taught undergraduate research Ethical Approval Forms are considered within Faculties.  Faculties will provide details of the specific processes for this.  Where the Ethical issues within any single ethical application are of particular concern the Faculty will refer these to the University Ethics Committee.   Any student activity that involves the collection of primary data needs to undergo Ethical approval, this includes assignment work as well as dissertations.   

Notes for guidance in completion of this form

Section A:  About You
Please complete all relevant sections

Section B:  Approval for research activity
Research proposals must be approved in principle before applying for Ethical Approval.  The proposal approval only becomes final when the ethical approval is received.  

The process for proposal approval varies according the individual and programme of study:
· Research students, by application on form PG1 to the Research Degrees Committee
· Taught students by review of research proposal within Faculties (Faculties provide specific details of these processes)
· Staff, by agreement by the Head of School/Assistant Dean

Section C:  External Ethical Guidance materials
Many discipline areas are required to operate with the discipline specific codes of research ethics (for example health, psychology, education etc.), any such codes must be listed and you must tick to confirm that you have consulted with these.

Section D:  External Collaborative Research Activity
Provide details of the external collaborative partners, where appropriate you might want to submit a copy of the external collaboration agreement with the Ethical Approval Form.  If the partner requires the research to be subject to its own internal Ethical approval process then please provide details of that process and a copy of any final (or interim) approvals received from the organisation.

Section E:  Details of Research Activity
Remember that the individuals reviewing this Ethical Approval Form may not have seen your research proposal, and also may not be experts in the specific area of your research.  The information provided should therefore be jargon free and clearly stated.
Indicative Title:  please use the same title as used on the research proposal.
Purpose:  the Ethical approval process will want to ensure that the methods you propose are adequate and appropriate to address the research aims and objectives.  Excessive additional data collection can be seen as unethical.
Proposed Methods:  the Ethical approval process seeks to ensure that you understand the methods that are intended, and that the implementation of those methods will be appropriate and without unnecessary impact on respondents.  Please be specific.
Location:  this needs to mention geographical location and also local situation (for example, within Local Authority Offices in Cardiff, using a private room but close to other individuals).  If you are collecting data within an organisational setting then you need to explain the permissions that you have obtained to do this.
Research Activity outside of the UK:  please complete this section in detail, and note any guidance you have received.  Also describe your own familiarity (or not) with the location that you will be utilising.





Section F:  Scope of Research Activity
Please tick ALL of the research activities that might be undertaken.   If any additional types of activity are intended then please add an extra box and describe these.
If you have answered no to all questions in F then sections G and J do not need to be completed.  Section H should be considered, and may be completed.  Signatures are still required in section K.

Section G:  Intended Participants
Please tick all categories that might apply.
Numbers & Source:  if you are using a series of different methods or research activities please list numbers for each stage/phase.  Be clear about how you will find respondents.   Will you use intermediaries, and if so how?  How will you ensure compliance with your sampling strategy?
Information for participants:  all participants should be appropriately informed about the research, what is expected of them and what will happen to the information that they provide.  The Ethical review process does not ask to see this documentation, but requires this to be reviewed and approved by the Director of Studies in the case of research students, the supervisor/module tutor in relation to students on taught programmes and the Head of School/Assistant Dean in relation to staff research.

Section H:  Anticipate Risks
All research carries some level of risk.  The answers you provide to questions in this section will be reviewed to ensure that you have an appropriate understanding of the type of risks involved and how you can mitigate against these risks. If you have completed a full risk assessment, as required for example for laboratory work, field work, clinical tests, diving operations, or by a collaborative partner, you may append that to this form.  In that case, please tick the box indicating this has been provided.  You will not then be required to complete Section H.
Risk to participants   Think very carefully about how your actions/questions/discussions might affect the people you are involving as participants.  You might identify the risk as small but it would still be a risk.  Many types of question have the potential to make respondents less content with their life / job; you need to recognise and try to ameliorate any such effects
If these are business owners, time with you may reduce profit.  
In some locations physical risk is very real to both participants and yourself, please consider this.
Risk to you, the researcher   Think about where you will meet people, if there are any dangers involved in the location.  If you are meeting people as individuals think about using a public place.  In general do not visit people in their own homes or remote locations.  If you are talking to individuals about certain issues think about how their responses might affect you emotionally.  What about the risk of collecting insufficient data?
Risk to the University   When undertaking your research, you are acting as a member of the University (student or staff).  Professionalism is important, so it is important to be well organised and well prepared. Punctuality, clarity etc. are all part of this.  What will you do to ensure this?  You must ensure you do not harm the good name of the University in any way and do nothing to undermine the reputation of the research it conducts and sponsors.  Upholding high standards of conduct and integrity are vital in this regard. You must also conduct the research in such a way to minimise the potential for claims of negligence made against the University, its researchers and any collaborating individual or organisation. In this respect you should always comply with ethical, legal and professional frameworks, obligations and standards as required by statutory and regulatory authorities, as well as the university’s Research Integrity and Ethics Code of Practice.  Research misconduct in this respect can take many forms, including:
· fabrication: making up results or other outputs (eg, artefacts) and presenting them as if they were real
· falsification: manipulating research processes or changing or omitting data without good cause
· plagiarism: using other people’s material without giving proper credit
· failure to meet ethical, legal and professional obligations: for example failure to declare competing interests; misrepresentation of involvement or authorship; misrepresentation of interests; breach of confidentiality; lack of informed consent; misuse of personal data; and abuse of research subjects or material
· improper dealing with allegations of misconduct: failing to address possible infringements such as attempts to cover up misconduct and reprisals against whistle-blowers

Adverse Outcomes.  Think carefully about the possibilities, and cover here

Section I:  Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality
Feedback to participants:  outline your approach.   Will interview transcripts be shared with respondents to check accuracy?  Will summaries of questionnaire analysis be made available to respondents in some way?   Will an overview report be provided?  How and when?
Informed consent:   Draft letter / e-mail / or heading (or footer) section of questionnaire must be approved by DoS/supervisor (if research student), supervisor/module tutor if taught student, or Head of School / Assistant Dean if a member of staff.
Confidentiality/Anonymity.  Explain clearly how you will ensure confidentiality and anonymity.

Section J:  Data Protection and Storage
Before completing this section it is necessary to read the University’s Research Data Management information.   The questions that follow are designed to ensure compliance with the Data Protection Act as well as established research protocols.

Many research activities will involve electronic transfer of data and use of data management systems in the summarisation and analysis of data.  You will need to explain these in relation to compliance with the Data Protection Act.
Think carefully about who will have access to your data, this will include supervisors and examiners. Also that a thesis will be made available via the University library and the British Library system.  If you are seeking an access bar for a period of time after completion then mention it here.  If you will provide a copy of your findings, or intend to give a presentation, to a facilitating/ supporting/accessing organisation then explain that in this section.  But also think about the general principle of data sharing, as explained in the Research Data Management information.
In terms of storage of data please ensure security, and also mitigate against loss of data.

Section K:  Declaration
Ensure the appropriate countersignatures have been provided
Look carefully at the checklist and ensure that you comply with and tick all that are relevant to your research.
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Age and Gender Crosstabulation

	
	Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	Age
	Below 45
	Count
	62
	87
	149

	
	
	% within Gender
	83.8%
	74.4%
	78.0%

	
	45 and Over
	Count
	12
	30
	42

	
	
	% within Gender
	16.2%
	25.6%
	22.0%

	Total
	Count
	74
	117
	191

	
	% within Gender
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


	Figure 7.2: SPSS Age and Gender Cross-Tabulation


Education Crosstabulation

	
	Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	Education
	GCSE
	Count
	6
	11
	17

	
	
	% within Gender
	8.1%
	9.4%
	8.9%

	
	A-Level
	Count
	11
	18
	29

	
	
	% within Gender
	14.9%
	15.4%
	15.2%

	
	Undergraduate Degree
	Count
	37
	51
	88

	
	
	% within Gender
	50.0%
	43.6%
	46.1%

	
	Masters Degree
	Count
	14
	29
	43

	
	
	% within Gender
	18.9%
	24.8%
	22.5%

	
	PhD‎/ Doctorate
	Count
	1
	1
	2

	
	
	% within Gender
	1.4%
	0.9%
	1.0%

	
	Other
	Count
	5
	7
	12

	
	
	% within Gender
	6.8%
	6.0%
	6.3%

	Total
	Count
	74
	117
	191

	
	% within Gender
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Figure 7.3: SPSS Education Cross-Tabulation 


Industry Crosstabulation

	
	Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	Industry
	Public
	Count
	21
	38
	59

	
	
	% within Gender
	28.4%
	32.5%
	30.9%

	
	Private
	Count
	27
	38
	65

	
	
	% within Gender
	36.5%
	32.5%
	34.0%

	
	Charity
	Count
	11
	19
	30

	
	
	% within Gender
	14.9%
	16.2%
	15.7%

	
	Student
	Count
	15
	22
	37

	
	
	% within Gender
	20.3%
	18.8%
	19.4%

	Total
	Count
	74
	117
	191

	
	% within Gender
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Figure 7.4: SPSS Industry Cross-Tabulation

Disability Crosstabulation

	
	Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	Disability
	Yes
	Count
	3
	11
	14

	
	
	% within Gender
	4.1%
	9.4%
	7.3%

	
	No
	Count
	70
	104
	174

	
	
	% within Gender
	94.6%
	88.9%
	91.1%

	
	Prefer Not To Say
	Count
	1
	2
	3

	
	
	% within Gender
	1.4%
	1.7%
	1.6%

	Total
	Count
	74
	117
	191

	
	% within Gender
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	
	
	
	
	


Figure 7.5: SPSS Disability Cross-Tabulation
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	Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	Social inclusion or environmental consideration
	Social Inclusion
	Count
	17
	55
	72

	
	
	% within Gender
	23.0%
	47.0%
	37.7%

	
	Environmental Consideration
	Count
	57
	62
	119

	
	
	% within Gender
	77.0%
	53.0%
	62.3%

	Total
	Count
	74
	117
	191

	
	% within Gender
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	11.150a
	1
	.001
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	10.150
	1
	.001
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	11.555
	1
	.001
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	.001
	.001

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	11.092
	1
	.001
	
	

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 27.90.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table


Figure 7.6: SPSS Chi-Square significant Association for Gender 
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	Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	What is main barrier?
	Disability
	Count
	42
	64
	106

	
	
	% within Gender
	56.8%
	54.7%
	55.5%

	
	Ethnicity
	Count
	12
	19
	31

	
	
	% within Gender
	16.2%
	16.2%
	16.2%

	
	Religion
	Count
	2
	0
	2

	
	
	% within Gender
	2.7%
	0.0%
	1.0%

	
	Sexual Orientation
	Count
	2
	1
	3

	
	
	% within Gender
	2.7%
	0.9%
	1.6%

	
	Gender
	Count
	8
	12
	20

	
	
	% within Gender
	10.8%
	10.3%
	10.5%

	
	Age
	Count
	0
	3
	3

	
	
	% within Gender
	0.0%
	2.6%
	1.6%

	
	Education
	Count
	2
	2
	4

	
	
	% within Gender
	2.7%
	1.7%
	2.1%

	
	Experience
	Count
	0
	4
	4

	
	
	% within Gender
	0.0%
	3.4%
	2.1%

	
	Other
	Count
	6
	12
	18

	
	
	% within Gender
	8.1%
	10.3%
	9.4%

	Total
	Count
	74
	117
	191

	
	% within Gender
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	9.059a
	8
	.337

	Likelihood Ratio
	12.090
	8
	.147

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.765
	1
	.382

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	

	a. 10 cells (55.6%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .77.


Figure 7.7: SPSS Chi-Square Non-Significant Association for Gender

	

	
	Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	Advertising social responsibility
	Yes, I Have Seen These Advertisements
	Count
	57
	85
	142

	
	
	% within Gender
	77.0%
	72.6%
	74.3%

	
	No, I Have Not Seen These Advertisements
	Count
	17
	32
	49

	
	
	% within Gender
	23.0%
	27.4%
	25.7%

	Total
	Count
	74
	117
	191

	
	% within Gender
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.455a
	1
	.500
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	.255
	1
	.614
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	.460
	1
	.498
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	.610
	.309

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.453
	1
	.501
	
	

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 18.98.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table


Figure 7.8: SPSS Chi-Square Non-Significant Association for Gender


	

	
	Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	Advertising environmental responsibility
	Yes, I Have Seen These Advertisements
	Count
	65
	101
	166

	
	
	% within Gender
	87.8%
	86.3%
	86.9%

	
	No, I Have Not Seen These Advertisements
	Count
	9
	16
	25

	
	
	% within Gender
	12.2%
	13.7%
	13.1%

	Total
	Count
	74
	117
	191

	
	% within Gender
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.091a
	1
	.763
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	.007
	1
	.935
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	.092
	1
	.762
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	.829
	.472

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.091
	1
	.763
	
	

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.69.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table


Figure 7.9: SPSS Chi-Square Non-Significant Association for Gender
	

	
	Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	Responsibility for environmental impact
	The Government
	Count
	25
	31
	56

	
	
	% within Gender
	33.8%
	26.5%
	29.3%

	
	Individual Employees
	Count
	3
	9
	12

	
	
	% within Gender
	4.1%
	7.7%
	6.3%

	
	Businesses
	Count
	34
	55
	89

	
	
	% within Gender
	45.9%
	47.0%
	46.6%

	
	All Of The Above
	Count
	12
	21
	33

	
	
	% within Gender
	16.2%
	17.9%
	17.3%

	
	Other
	Count
	0
	1
	1

	
	
	% within Gender
	0.0%
	0.9%
	0.5%

	Total
	Count
	74
	117
	191

	
	% within Gender
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	2.498a
	4
	.645

	Likelihood Ratio
	2.894
	4
	.576

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.769
	1
	.380

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	

	a. 3 cells (30.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .39.


Figure 7.10: SPSS Chi-Square Non-Significant Association for Gender
	

	
	Gender
	Total

	
	Male
	Female
	

	Responsibility for disabled employment
	The Government
	Count
	28
	55
	83

	
	
	% within Gender
	37.8%
	47.0%
	43.5%

	
	Disabled People
	Count
	6
	1
	7

	
	
	% within Gender
	8.1%
	0.9%
	3.7%

	
	Businesses
	Count
	34
	49
	83

	
	
	% within Gender
	45.9%
	41.9%
	43.5%

	
	All Of The Above
	Count
	6
	10
	16

	
	
	% within Gender
	8.1%
	8.5%
	8.4%

	
	Other
	Count
	0
	2
	2

	
	
	% within Gender
	0.0%
	1.7%
	1.0%

	Total
	Count
	74
	117
	191

	
	% within Gender
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	8.832a
	4
	.065

	Likelihood Ratio
	9.652
	4
	.047

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.187
	1
	.665

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	

	a. 4 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .77.


Figure 7.11: SPSS Chi-Square Non-Significant Association for Gender
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	Age
	Total

	
	Below 45
	45 and Over
	

	Responsibility for environmental impact
	The Government
	Count
	53
	3
	56

	
	
	% within Age
	35.6%
	7.1%
	29.3%

	
	Individual Employees
	Count
	10
	2
	12

	
	
	% within Age
	6.7%
	4.8%
	6.3%

	
	Businesses
	Count
	66
	23
	89

	
	
	% within Age
	44.3%
	54.8%
	46.6%

	
	All Of The Above
	Count
	19
	14
	33

	
	
	% within Age
	12.8%
	33.3%
	17.3%

	
	Other
	Count
	1
	0
	1

	
	
	% within Age
	0.7%
	0.0%
	0.5%

	Total
	Count
	149
	42
	191

	
	% within Age
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	18.314a
	4
	.001

	Likelihood Ratio
	20.321
	4
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	

	a. 3 cells (30.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .22.


Figure 7. 12: SPSS Chi-Square Significant Association for Age
	
	Age
	Total

	
	Below 45
	45 and Over
	

	Responsibility for disabled employment
	The Government
	Count
	69
	14
	83

	
	
	% within Age
	46.3%
	33.3%
	43.5%

	
	Disabled People
	Count
	7
	0
	7

	
	
	% within Age
	4.7%
	0.0%
	3.7%

	
	Businesses
	Count
	67
	16
	83

	
	
	% within Age
	45.0%
	38.1%
	43.5%

	
	All Of The Above
	Count
	5
	11
	16

	
	
	% within Age
	3.4%
	26.2%
	8.4%

	
	Other
	Count
	1
	1
	2

	
	
	% within Age
	0.7%
	2.4%
	1.0%

	Total
	Count
	149
	42
	191

	
	% within Age
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%



	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	24.908a
	4
	.000

	Likelihood Ratio
	21.878
	4
	.000

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	

	a. 4 cells (40.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .44.


Figure 7.13: SPSS Chi-Square Significant Association for Age
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	Age
	Total

	
	Below 45
	45 and Over
	

	What is main barrier?
	Disability
	Count
	83
	23
	106

	
	
	% within Age
	55.7%
	54.8%
	55.5%

	
	Ethnicity
	Count
	27
	4
	31

	
	
	% within Age
	18.1%
	9.5%
	16.2%

	
	Religion
	Count
	2
	0
	2

	
	
	% within Age
	1.3%
	0.0%
	1.0%

	
	Sexual Orientation
	Count
	2
	1
	3

	
	
	% within Age
	1.3%
	2.4%
	1.6%

	
	Gender
	Count
	17
	3
	20

	
	
	% within Age
	11.4%
	7.1%
	10.5%

	
	Age
	Count
	1
	2
	3

	
	
	% within Age
	0.7%
	4.8%
	1.6%

	
	Education
	Count
	2
	2
	4

	
	
	% within Age
	1.3%
	4.8%
	2.1%

	
	Experience
	Count
	4
	0
	4

	
	
	% within Age
	2.7%
	0.0%
	2.1%

	
	Other
	Count
	11
	7
	18

	
	
	% within Age
	7.4%
	16.7%
	9.4%

	Total
	Count
	149
	42
	191

	
	% within Age
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	12.300a
	8
	.138

	Likelihood Ratio
	12.349
	8
	.136

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	

	a. 12 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .44.


Figure 7.14: SPSS Chi-Square Non-Significant Association for Age
	

	
	Age
	Total

	
	Below 45
	45 and Over
	

	Advertising social responsibility
	Yes, I Have Seen These Advertisements
	Count
	112
	30
	142

	
	
	% within Age
	75.2%
	71.4%
	74.3%

	
	No, I Have Not Seen These Advertisements
	Count
	37
	12
	49

	
	
	% within Age
	24.8%
	28.6%
	25.7%

	Total
	Count
	149
	42
	191

	
	% within Age
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.240a
	1
	.624
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	.084
	1
	.772
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	.236
	1
	.627
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	.690
	.380

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.77.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table


Figure 7.15: SPSS Chi-Square Non-Significant Association for Age

	

	
	Age
	Total

	
	Below 45
	45 and Over
	

	Advertising environmental responsibility
	Yes, I Have Seen These Advertisements
	Count
	129
	37
	166

	
	
	% within Age
	86.6%
	88.1%
	86.9%

	
	No, I Have Not Seen These Advertisements
	Count
	20
	5
	25

	
	
	% within Age
	13.4%
	11.9%
	13.1%

	Total
	Count
	149
	42
	191

	
	% within Age
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.066a
	1
	.797
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	.000
	1
	1.000
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	.068
	1
	.795
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	1.000
	.515

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.50.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table


Figure 7.16: SPSS Chi-Square Non-Significant Association for Age

	

	
	Age
	Total

	
	Below 45
	45 and Over
	

	Social inclusion or environmental consideration
	Social Inclusion
	Count
	54
	18
	72

	
	
	% within Age
	36.2%
	42.9%
	37.7%

	
	Environmental Consideration
	Count
	95
	24
	119

	
	
	% within Age
	63.8%
	57.1%
	62.3%

	Total
	Count
	149
	42
	191

	
	% within Age
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%




	

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (2-sided)
	Exact Sig. (1-sided)

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.611a
	1
	.435
	
	

	Continuity Correctionb
	.361
	1
	.548
	
	

	Likelihood Ratio
	.604
	1
	.437
	
	

	Fisher's Exact Test
	
	
	
	.473
	.272

	N of Valid Cases
	191
	
	
	
	

	a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 15.83.

	b. Computed only for a 2x2 table


Figure 7.17: SPSS Chi-Square Non-Significant Association for Age
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	Diversity is Vital

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	5200.500

	Wilcoxon W
	12103.500

	Test Statistic
	5200.500

	Standard Error
	340.508

	Standardized Test Statistic
	2.559

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.010


Figure 7.18: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Gender




	Equality is Vital

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	5082.000

	Wilcoxon W
	11985.000

	Test Statistic
	5082.000

	Standard Error
	311.525

	Standardized Test Statistic
	2.417

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.016


Figure 7.19: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Gender
	Importance of Social Responsibility

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	5426.500

	Wilcoxon W
	12329.500

	Test Statistic
	5426.500

	Standard Error
	327.781

	Standardized Test Statistic
	3.348

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.001


Figure 7.20: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Gender
	Disabled People are Disadvantaged by Misconceptions

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	5006.000

	Wilcoxon W
	11909.000

	Test Statistic
	5006.000

	Standard Error
	338.433

	Standardized Test Statistic
	2.000

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.045


Figure 7.21: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Gender



	Businesses Need to go Beyond Reasonable Adjustments

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	5112.000

	Wilcoxon W
	12015.000

	Test Statistic
	5112.000

	Standard Error
	347.715

	Standardized Test Statistic
	2.252

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.024


Figure 7.22: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Gender
	Importance of Providing Employment for Disabled People

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	5387.000

	Wilcoxon W
	12290.000

	Test Statistic
	5387.000

	Standard Error
	342.056

	Standardized Test Statistic
	3.093

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.002


Figure 7.23: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Gender
	Disabled People are Equally as Effective as Non-Disable People

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	5865.000

	Wilcoxon W
	12768.000

	Test Statistic
	5865.000

	Standard Error
	355.056

	Standardized Test Statistic
	4.326

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.000


Figure 7.24: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Gender



	Profit is More Important Than the Environment

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	3395.000

	Wilcoxon W
	10298.000

	Test Statistic
	3395.000

	Standard Error
	354.020

	Standardized Test Statistic
	-2.638

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.008


Figure 7 25: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Gender

	Profit is More Important Than Community Engagement

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	3324.500

	Wilcoxon W
	10227.500

	Test Statistic
	3324.500

	Standard Error
	354.493

	Standardized Test Statistic
	-2.834

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.005


Figure 7 26: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Gender
	Community Engagement is Equal to Profit

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	5053.500

	Wilcoxon W
	11956.500

	Test Statistic
	5053.500

	Standard Error
	348.379

	Standardized Test Statistic
	2.080

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.038


Figure 7 27: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Gender
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Table 7.1: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Non-Significant Differences for Gender
	Hypothesis Test Summary

	
	Null Hypothesis
	Test
	Sig.
	Decision

	1
	The distribution of Economic success vitality is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.993
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	2
	The distribution of Social inclusion vitality is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.118
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	3
	The distribution of Environmental awareness vitality is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.298
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	7
	The distribution of Environmental responsibility importance is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.070
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	8
	The distribution of Importance of profit is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.491
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	10
	The distribution of Importance of minimising negative environmental effects is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.231
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	11
	The distribution of No public pressure for disability is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.130
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	12
	The distribution of There is public pressure for the environment is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.382
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	14
	The distribution of Need to increase environmentally friendly efforts is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.255
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	15
	The distribution of Disabled subject to discrimination is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.362
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	16
	The distribution of Importance of profit is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.778
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	17
	The distribution of Importance of environmentally friendly practice is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.163
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	21
	The distribution of Disabled are more effective is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.134
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	22
	The distribution of Environment equal to profit is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.061
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	23
	The distribution of Non-disabled are more effective is the same across categories of Gender.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.083
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is .050.
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	Importance of Environmental Responsibility

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	3694.500

	Wilcoxon W
	4597.500

	Test Statistic
	3694.500

	Standard Error
	284.953

	Standardized Test Statistic
	1.985

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.047


Figure 7.28: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Age
	Importance of Providing Employment for Disabled People

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	3997.000

	Wilcoxon W
	4900.000

	Test Statistic
	3997.000

	Standard Error
	290.808

	Standardized Test Statistic
	2.985

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.003


Figure 7.29: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Age
	Disabled People are Equally as Effective as Non-Disabled People

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	4033.500

	Wilcoxon W
	4936.500

	Test Statistic
	4033.500

	Standard Error
	301.860

	Standardized Test Statistic
	2.996

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.003


Figure 7.30: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Age
	Non-Disabled People are More Effective than Disabled People

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	2363.000

	Wilcoxon W
	3266.000

	Test Statistic
	2363.000

	Standard Error
	290.270

	Standardized Test Statistic
	-2.639

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.008


Figure 7.31: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Age

	Economic Success is Vital

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	2512.500

	Wilcoxon W
	3415.500

	Test Statistic
	2512.500

	Standard Error
	285.233

	Standardized Test Statistic
	-2.161

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.031


Figure 7.32: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Age

	Importance of Profit

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	2198.000

	Wilcoxon W
	3101.000

	Test Statistic
	2198.000

	Standard Error
	299.565

	Standardized Test Statistic
	-3.108

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.002


Figure 7.33: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Age




	Profit is More Important Than the Environment 

	Total N
	191

	Mann-Whitney U
	2477.500

	Wilcoxon W
	3380.500

	Test Statistic
	2477.500

	Standard Error
	300.979

	Standardized Test Statistic
	-2.165

	Asymptotic Sig.(2-sided test)
	.030


Figure 7.34: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Significant Difference for Age
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Table 7.2: SPSS Mann-Whitney U Non-Significant Differences for Age

	Hypothesis Test Summary

	
	Null Hypothesis
	Test
	Sig.
	Decision

	2
	The distribution of Social inclusion vitality is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.061
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	3
	The distribution of Environmental awareness vitality is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.273
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	4
	The distribution of Diversity is vital is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.741
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	5
	The distribution of Equality is vital is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.589
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	6
	The distribution of Social responsibility importance is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.235
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	9
	The distribution of Disabled disadvantaged by misconceptions is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.792
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	10
	The distribution of Importance of minimising negative environmental effects is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.479
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	11
	The distribution of No public pressure for disability is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.840
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	12
	The distribution of There is public pressure for the environment is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.885
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	13
	The distribution of Need to go further with reasonable adjustments is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.359
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	14
	The distribution of Need to increase environmentally friendly efforts is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.926
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	15
	The distribution of Disabled subject to discrimination is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.726
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	16
	The distribution of Importance of profit is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.192
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	17
	The distribution of Importance of environmentally friendly practice is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.409
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	21
	The distribution of Disabled are more effective is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.301
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	22
	The distribution of Environment equal to profit is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.919
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	24
	The distribution of Profit over community engagement is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.215
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	25
	The distribution of Community equal to profit is the same across categories of Age.
	Independent-Samples Mann-Whitney U Test
	.897
	Retain the null hypothesis.

	Asymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is .050.
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[bookmark: _Toc41649376][bookmark: _Toc41649736][bookmark: _Toc41653696][bookmark: _Toc41856678]7.5 Appendix. 5 - List of Questions

Q.1 The data collected from this questionnaire will be confidential and anonymised. Please state whether you give your consent for your results to be used as part of my BA research project. 

I give my consent for my results to be used.
I do not give my consent for my results to be used.

Q.2 What is your age range?

18-24
25-35
36-45
46-55
56-65
65 or older
Prefer not to say

Q.3 What do you identify as? (If other please specify) 

Female
Male
Prefer not to say
Other:

Q.4 What is the highest level of education you have undertaken? (If other please specify) 

GCSE
A-Level
Undergraduate Degree
Master's Degree
PhD/Doctorate
Other:

Q.5 What is your job and type of employment (e.g. self-employed or permanent)? 

Q.6 What type of industry sector do you work in (e.g. public, private or charity)? 

Q.7 Do you consider yourself to have a disability? 

Yes
No
Prefer not to say


Q.8 What do you consider to be the most significant barrier to employment? (If other please specify) 

Disability
Ethnicity
Religion
Sexual Orientation
Gender
Other:

Q.9 Please indicate how far you agree with the following statements. 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree Nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree)

Economic success is vital in business (e.g. profits).
Social inclusion is vital in business (e.g. the inclusion of disabled people).
Environmental awareness is vital in business (e.g. environmentally friendly practices).
Diversity is vital in business (e.g. employees with different backgrounds, ethnicities, disabilities).
Equality is vital in business (i.e. equal rights for employees).

Q.10 How important do you consider social responsibility to be in business (e.g. supporting anti-discrimination and employing disabled people)? 
(1 = Not Very Important, 5 = Extremely Important)

Q.11 How important do you consider environmental responsibility to be in business (e.g. reducing the impact of climate change)? 
(1 = Not Very Important, 5 = Extremely Important)

Q.12 Do you ever see businesses advertising socially responsible activities that they undertake e.g. a diverse workforce? (If other please specify) 

Yes, I have seen these advertisements.
No, I have not seen these advertisements.
Other:

Q.13 Do you ever see businesses advertising environmentally friendly activities that they undertake e.g. planting trees or reducing carbon footprint? (If other please specify) 

Yes, I have seen these advertisements.
No, I have not seen these advertisements.
Other:

Q.14 Please indicate how far you agree with the following statements. 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree Nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree)

It is important for businesses to make profit daily.
Disabled people are disadvantaged through misconceptions by society about their abilities.
It is important for businesses to minimise negative environmental effects from business activities.
There is not enough public pressure to employ disabled people.
There is public pressure for businesses to be environmentally friendly.
Businesses should go further than 'statutory reasonable adjustments' for disabled people.
Businesses should increase their efforts to be environmentally friendly.
Disabled people are subject to more discrimination than other groups (e.g. ethnic minorities).

Q.15 How important would you consider the following priorities? 
(Not Important, Slightly Important, Moderately Important, Important, Very Important)

Ensuring that businesses make money.
Ensuring environmentally friendly practices are undertaken in business.
Ensuring disabled people have plenty of opportunities for employment.

Q.16 In your view, who should take responsibility for the environmental impact of a business? (If other please specify) 

The government
Individual employees
Businesses
Other:

Q.17 In your view, who should take responsibility for ensuring disabled people are adequately represented in the workforce? (If other please specify) 

The government
Disabled people
Businesses
Other:

Q.18 Please indicate how far you agree with the following statements? 
(Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree Nor Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree)

Disabled people are equally effective as non-disabled people.
Making a profit is more important than environmentally friendly activities.
Disabled people are more effective than non-disabled people.
Environmentally friendly practices are just as important as making a profit.
Non-disabled people are more effective than disabled people.
Profit is more important than community engagement.
Community engagement (e.g. volunteering) is just as important as making a profit. 

Q.19 Which of the following do you consider to be the most important?

Social inclusion (e.g. including disabled people in the workplace).
Environmental consideration (e.g. being environmentally friendly).






































[bookmark: _Toc41856679]7.6 Appendix. 6 - Chi-Square Tests

[bookmark: _Toc41649378][bookmark: _Toc41649738][bookmark: _Toc41653698][bookmark: _Toc41856680]7.6.1 Non-Significant – Gender


[bookmark: _Toc41229690]Figure 7.35: Showing a non-significant association between gender and response to, “What is the main barrier to employment?” (p=.337), in question 8.


[bookmark: _Toc41229691]Figure 7.36: Showing a non-significant association between gender and response to, “Have you seen businesses advertising their social responsibility?” (p=.500), in question 12.


[bookmark: _Toc41229692]Figure 7.37: Showing a non-significant association between gender and response to, “Have you seen businesses advertising their environmental responsibility?” (p=.763), in question 13.


[bookmark: _Toc41229693]Figure 7.38: Showing a non-significant association between gender and response to, “Who should be responsible for the environmental impact of business?” (p=.645), in question 16.


[bookmark: _Toc41229694]Figure 7.39: Showing a non-significant association between gender and response to, “Who should be responsible for the employment of disabled people?” (p=.065), in question 17.
[bookmark: _Toc41649379][bookmark: _Toc41649739][bookmark: _Toc41653699][bookmark: _Toc41856681]7.6.2 Non-Significant – Age


[bookmark: _Toc41229695]Figure 7.40: Showing a non-significant association between age and response to, “What is the main barrier to employment?” (p=.138), in question 8.


[bookmark: _Toc41229696]Figure 7.41: Showing a non-significant association between age and response to, “Have you seen businesses advertising their social responsibility?” (p=.624), in question 12.


[bookmark: _Toc41229697]Figure 7.42: Showing a non-significant association between age and response to, “Have you seen businesses advertising their environmental responsibility?” (p=.797), in question 13.


[bookmark: _Toc41229698]Figure 7.43: Showing a non-significant association between age and response to, “Which do you consider to be the most important?” (p=.435), in question 19.




























[bookmark: _Toc41649380][bookmark: _Toc41649740][bookmark: _Toc41653700][bookmark: _Toc41856682]7.7 Appendix. 7 - Mann-Whitney U Tests

[bookmark: _Toc41649381][bookmark: _Toc41649741][bookmark: _Toc41653701][bookmark: _Toc41856683]7.7.1 Significant – Gender


[bookmark: _Toc41229699]Figure 7.44: Showing significant differences between gender and the statements, “Profit is more important than environment” (p=.008), “Profit is more important than community engagement” (p=.005), and “Community engagement is equal to profit” (p=.038), in question 18.

[bookmark: _Toc41649382][bookmark: _Toc41649742][bookmark: _Toc41653702][bookmark: _Toc41856684]7.7.2 Non-Significant – Gender

Table 7.3: Non-significant Mann-Whitney U tests for gender and questions 9, 11, 14, 15 and 18.
	Question Number
	Statement
	Male (Mean Rank)
	Female (Mean Rank)
	Significance (P-Value)

	9
	(a) Economic Success is vital

(b) Social Inclusion is vital

(c) Environmental awareness is vital
	95.96


88.72

91.25
	96.03


100.60

99.00
	.993


.118

.298

	11
	Environmental responsibility importance
	87.78
	101.20
	.070

	14
	(a) Importance of profit

(b) Importance of minimising negative environmental effects

(c) No public pressure for disability

(d) There is public pressure for the environment

(e) Need to increase environmentally friendly efforts

(f) Disabled are subject to discrimination
	92.72

90.59



88.96


100.07


90.91



91.60
	98.07

99.42



100.45


93.42


99.22



98.78
	.491

.231



.130


.382


.255



.362

	15
	(a) Importance of profit

(b) Importance of environmentally friendly practice
	97.32

89.66
	95.17

100.01

	.778

.163

	18
	(a) Disabled are more effective

(b) Environment is equal to profit

(c) Non-disabled are more effective
	89.36


87.32


104.00
	100.20


101.49


90.94
	.134


.061


.083




[bookmark: _Toc41229700]Figure 7.45: Showing non-significant differences between gender and the statements, “Economic success is vital” (p=.993), “Social inclusion is vital” (p=.118), and  “Environmental awareness is vital” (p=.298), in question 9.


[bookmark: _Toc41229701]Figure 7.46: Showing a non-significant difference between gender and agreement to, “How important do you consider environmental responsibility to be to business” (p=.070), in question 11.


[bookmark: _Toc41229702]Figure 7.47: Showing non-significant differences between gender the statements, “Profit is important” (p=.491), “It is important to minimise negative environmental affects” (p=.231), “There is no public pressure for disability” (p=.130), “There is public pressure for the environment” (p=.382), “Need to increase environmentally friendly efforts” (p=.255), and “Disabled people are subject to discrimination” (p=.362), in question 14.


[bookmark: _Toc41229703]Figure 7.48: Showing non-significant differences between gender and the statements, “Importance of profit” (p=.778), and “Importance of environmentally friendly practice” (p=.163), in question 15.

[bookmark: _Toc41229704]Figure 7.49: Showing non-significant differences between gender and the statements, “Disabled people are more effective” (p=.134), “The environment is equal to profit” (p=.061), and “Non-disabled people are more effective” (p=.083), in question 18.

[bookmark: _Toc41649383][bookmark: _Toc41649743][bookmark: _Toc41653703][bookmark: _Toc41856685]7.7.3 Significant – Age


[bookmark: _Toc41229705]Figure 7.50: Showing a significant difference between age and agreement to the statement, “Economic success is vital in business” (p=.031), in question 9.

[bookmark: _Toc41229706]Figure 7.51: Showing a significant difference between age and agreement to the statement, “It is important for businesses to make a profit” (p=.002), in question 14.


[bookmark: _Toc41229707]Figure 7.52: Showing a significant difference between age and agreement to the statement, “It is important for businesses to make a profit” (p=.030), in question 18.

[bookmark: _Toc41649384][bookmark: _Toc41649744][bookmark: _Toc41653704][bookmark: _Toc41856686]7.7.4 Non-Significant – Age

Table 7.4:  Non-significant Chi-Square tests for age and questions 9, 10, 14, 15 and 18.
	Question Number
	Statement
	Under 45 (Mean Rank)
	Over 45 (Mean Rank)
	Significance (P-Value)

	9
	(a) Social inclusion is vital

(b) Environmental awareness is vital

(c) Diversity is vital

(d) Equality is vital
	92.32


93.89


96.64

95.04
	109.07


103.49


93.73

99.40
	.061


.273


.741

589

	10
	Social responsibility importance
	93.78
	103.88
	.235

	14
	(a) Disabled disadvantaged by misconceptions

(b) Importance of minimising negative environmental effects

(c) No public pressure for disability

(d) There is public pressure for the environment

(e) Need to go further with reasonable adjustments

(f) Need to increase environmentally friendly efforts

(g) Disabled subject to discrimination
	95.49



97.35




95.60



95.71



94.18






95.83



96.71
	97.81



91.21




97.40



97.01



102.45






96.62



93.46
	.792



.479




.840



.885



.359






.926



.726

	15
	(a) Importance of profit

(b) Importance of environmentally friendly practice
	98.58


94.42
	86.86


101.62
	.192


.409

	18
	(a) Disabled are more effective

(b) Environment equal to profit

(c) Profit over community engagement

(d) Community equal to profit
	94.06


95.80


98.51



95.74
	102.87


96.70


87.10



96.92
	.301


.919


.215



.897




[bookmark: _Toc41229708]Figure 7.53: Showing non-significant differences between age and the statements, “Social inclusion is vital” (p=.061), “Environmental awareness is vital” (p=.273), “Diversity is vital” (p=.741), and “Equality is vital” (p=.589), in question 9.


[bookmark: _Toc41229709]Figure 7.54: Showing a non-significant difference between age and agreement to the statement, “Social responsibility is important” (p=.235), in question 10.


[bookmark: _Toc41229710]Figure 7.55: Showing non-significant differences between age and the statements, “Disabled people are disadvantaged by misconceptions” (p=.792), “It is important to minimise negative environmental effects” (p=.479), “There is no public pressure for disability” (p=.840), “There is public pressure for the environment” (p=.885), “Need to go further than reasonable adjustments” (p=.359), “Need to increase environmentally friendly efforts” (p=.926), and “Disabled people are subject to discrimination” (p=.726), in question 14.


[bookmark: _Toc41229711]Figure 7.56: Showing non-significant differences between age and the statements, “Profit is important” (p=.192), and “Environmentally friendly practices are important” (p=.409), in question 15.


[bookmark: _Toc41229712]Figure 7.57: Showing non-significant differences between age and the statements, “Disabled people are more effective” (p=.301), “The environment is equal to profit” (p=.919), “Profit is more important than community engagement” (p=.215), and “Community engagement is equal to profit” (p=.897), in question 18.
Male	
Social Inclusion	Environmental Consideration	0.23	0.77	Female	
Social Inclusion	Environmental Consideration	0.47	0.53	
Percentage %




Under 45	
Government	Individual Employees	Businesses	All of the above	Other	0.35599999999999998	6.7000000000000004E-2	0.443	0.128	7.0000000000000001E-3	Over 45	
Government	Individual Employees	Businesses	All of the above	Other	7.0999999999999994E-2	4.8000000000000001E-2	0.54800000000000004	0.33300000000000002	0	
Percentage %




Under 45	
Government	Disabled people	Businesses	All of the above	Other	0.46300000000000002	4.7E-2	0.45	3.4000000000000002E-2	7.0000000000000001E-3	Over 45	
Government	Disabled people	Businesses	All of the above	Other	0.33300000000000002	0	0.38100000000000001	0.26200000000000001	2.4E-2	
Percent %




Male	
Diversity Vitality	Equality Vitality	84.22	85.82	Female	
Diversity Vitality	Equality Vitality	103.45	102.44	
Mean Rankings of responses




Male	
Social responsibility importance	81.17	Female	
Social responsibility importance	105.38	
Mean Rankings of Responses




Male	
Disabled disadvantages by misconseptions	Need to go beyond reasonable adjustments	86.85	85.42	Female	
Disabled disadvantages by misconseptions	Need to go beyond reasonable adjustments	101.79	102.69	
Mean Rankings of Responses




Male	
Importance of employment oppertunities for Disabled	81.7	Female	
Importance of employment oppertunities for Disabled	105.04	
Mean Rankings of Responses




Male	
Disabled people are equally effective	75.239999999999995	Female	
Disabled people are equally effective	109.13	
Mean Rankings of Responses





Under 45	
Environmental responsibility importance	92.2	Over 45	
Environmental responsibility importance	109.46	
Mean Rankings of Responses




Under 45	
importance for employment opportunities for disabled	90.17	Over 45	
importance for employment opportunities for disabled	116.67	
Mean Rankings of Responses




Under 45	
Disabled are equally effective	Non-disabled are more effective	89.93	101.14	Over 45	
Disabled are equally effective	Non-disabled are more effective	117.54	77.760000000000005	
Mean Rankings of Responses




Male	
Disbility	Ethincity	Religion	Sexual Orientation	Gender	Age	Education	Experience	Other	0.56799999999999995	0.16200000000000001	2.7E-2	2.7E-2	0.108	0	2.7E-2	0	8.1000000000000003E-2	Female	
Disbility	Ethincity	Religion	Sexual Orientation	Gender	Age	Education	Experience	Other	0.54700000000000004	0.16200000000000001	0	8.9999999999999993E-3	0.10299999999999999	2.5999999999999999E-2	1.7000000000000001E-2	3.4000000000000002E-2	0.10299999999999999	



Male	
Yes	No	0.77	0.23	Female	
Yes	No	0.72599999999999998	0.27400000000000002	



Male	
Yes	No	0.878	0.122	Female	
Yes	No	0.86299999999999999	0.13700000000000001	



Male	
Government	Individual employees	Businesses	All of the above	Other	0.33800000000000002	4.1000000000000002E-2	0.45900000000000002	0.16200000000000001	0	Female	
Government	Individual employees	Businesses	All of the above	Other	0.26500000000000001	7.6999999999999999E-2	0.47	0.17899999999999999	8.9999999999999993E-3	



Male	
Government	Disabled People	Businesses	All of the above	Other	0.378	8.1000000000000003E-2	0.45900000000000002	8.1000000000000003E-2	0	Female	
Government	Disabled People	Businesses	All of the above	Other	0.47	8.9999999999999993E-3	0.41899999999999998	8.5000000000000006E-2	1.7000000000000001E-2	



Under 45	
Disability	Ethincity	Religion	Sexual Orientation	Gender	Age	Education	Experience	Other	0.55700000000000005	0.18099999999999999	1.2999999999999999E-2	1.2999999999999999E-2	0.114	7.0000000000000001E-3	1.2999999999999999E-2	2.7E-2	7.3999999999999996E-2	Over 45	
Disability	Ethincity	Religion	Sexual Orientation	Gender	Age	Education	Experience	Other	0.54800000000000004	9.5000000000000001E-2	0	2.4E-2	7.0999999999999994E-2	4.8000000000000001E-2	4.8000000000000001E-2	0	0.16700000000000001	



Under 45	
Yes	No	0.752	0.248	Over 45	
Yes	No	0.71399999999999997	0.28599999999999998	



Under 45	
Yes	No	0.86599999999999999	0.13400000000000001	Over 45	
Yes	No	0.88100000000000001	0.11899999999999999	



Under 45	
Social Inclusino	Environmental Consideration	0.36199999999999999	0.63800000000000001	Over 45	
Social Inclusino	Environmental Consideration	0.42899999999999999	0.57099999999999995	



Male	
Profit is more important than environment	Profit is more important than community engagement	Community engagement is equal to profit	108.62	109.57	86.21	Female	
Profit is more important than environment	Profit is more important than community engagement	Community engagement is equal to profit	88.02	87.41	102.19	
Mean Ranking of responses





Male	
Economic success is vital	Social inclusion is vital	Environmental awareness is vital	95.96	88.72	91.25	Female	
Economic success is vital	Social inclusion is vital	Environmental awareness is vital	96.03	100.6	99	



Male	
Environmental responsibility importance	87.78	Female	
Environmental responsibility importance	101.2	



Male	
Importance of profit	Importance of minimising negative environmental effects	No public pressure	There is public pressure for the environment	Need to increase environmentally friendly efforts	Disabled are subject to discrimination	92.72	90.59	88.96	100.07	90.91	91.6	Female	
Importance of profit	Importance of minimising negative environmental effects	No public pressure	There is public pressure for the environment	Need to increase environmentally friendly efforts	Disabled are subject to discrimination	98.07	99.42	100.45	93.42	99.22	98.78	



Male	
Importance of profit	Importance of environmentally friendly practice	97.32	89.66	Female	
Importance of profit	Importance of environmentally friendly practice	95.17	100.01	



Male	
Disabled are more effective	Environment is equal to profit	Non-disabled are more effective	89.36	87.32	104	Female	
Disabled are more effective	Environment is equal to profit	Non-disabled are more effective	100.2	101.49	90.94	



Under 45	
Economic success vital	100.14	Over 45	
Economic success vital	81.319999999999993	
Mean Rankings of Responses




Under 45	
Importance of profit	102.25	Over 45	
Importance of profit	73.83	
Mean Rankings of Responses




Under 45	
Profit is more important than environment	100.37	Over 45	
Profit is more important than environment	80.489999999999995	
Mean Rankings of Responses




Under 45	
Social inclusion is vital	Environmental awareness is vital	Diversity is vital	Equality is vital	92.32	93.89	96.64	95.04	Over 45	
Social inclusion is vital	Environmental awareness is vital	Diversity is vital	Equality is vital	109.07	103.49	93.73	99.4	



Under 45	
Social responsibility importance	93.78	Over 45	
Social responsibility importance	103.88	



Under 45	
Disabled disadvantaged by misconceptions	Importance of minimising negative envrionmental effects	No public pressure for disability	There is public pressure for the environment	Need to go further than reasonable adjustments	Need to increase environmentally friendly efforts	Disabled subject to discrimination	95.49	97.35	95.6	95.71	94.18	95.83	96.71	Over 45	
Disabled disadvantaged by misconceptions	Importance of minimising negative envrionmental effects	No public pressure for disability	There is public pressure for the environment	Need to go further than reasonable adjustments	Need to increase environmentally friendly efforts	Disabled subject to discrimination	97.81	91.21	97.4	97.01	102.45	96.62	93.46	



Under 45	
Importance of profit	Importance of envrionmentally friendly practice	98.58	94.42	Over 45	
Importance of profit	Importance of envrionmentally friendly practice	86.86	101.62	



Under 45	
Disabled are more effective	Environment equal to profit	Profit over community engagement	Community equal to profit	94.06	95.8	98.51	95.74	Over 45	
Disabled are more effective	Environment equal to profit	Profit over community engagement	Community equal to profit	102.87	96.7	87.1	96.92	
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To: James De kerckhobe (1707439

Hi James,

Thanks for sending this through. Just a few quick comments from scanning through it. We subscribe

to the social model of disability and use and promote terminology that fits with that. More information
on the social model is on our website:

This means that we use the phrase 'disabled people' and not 'people with disabilities'. There's also
the use of the term 'differently abled' in the survey which again, is not social model language and is
something that many disabled people find very frustrating when they see it being used.

Also 'people without disabilities’ we would phrase as non-disabled people.
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Perceptions of Environmental and Social Responsibilities
in Business

This questionnaire will ask your views about different areas of business.

The questionnaire will take around 10 minutes to complete and you must be aged 18 or over to participate. It will be confidential
and your answers will be anonymised. The results will be used as part of a research project for my BA dissertation.

If you would like any further information, or have any questions, you can contact me at: 1707439@student.uwtsd.ac.uk.

Thank you in advance for your time and participation; it is much appreciated!

*Required
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Q:1The data collected from this questionnaire will be confidential and
anonymised. Please state whether you give your consent for your results to
be used as part of my BA research project. *

Mark only one oval.

I give my consent for my results to be used.

1do not give my consent for my results to be used.

Q.2 Whatis your age range? *
Mark only one oval.

1824
2535
3645
4655
5665
65 or older

Prefer not to say
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3. Q.3What do you identify as? (If other please specify) *
Mark only one oval.

Female
Male
Prefer not to say

Other:

4. Q.4 Whatis the highest level of education you have undertaken? (If other
please specify) *

Mark only one oval.

GCSE
Aclevel
Undergraduate Degree
Master's Degree
PhD/Doctorate

Other

5. Q.5 Whatis your job and type of employment (e.g. self-employed or
permanent)? *
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6. Q.6 What type of industry sector do you work in (e.g. public, private or
charity)? *

7. Q.7 Do you consider yourself to have a disability? *

Mark only one oval.

Yes

No

Prefer not to say
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8. Q.8 What do you consider to be the most significant barrier to employment?
(If other please specify) *

Mark only one oval.

Disability
Ethnicity

Religion

Sexual Orientation
Gender

Other:
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9. Q.9 Please indicate how far you agree with the following statements. *

Strong! Neither Strongl
UoNGY - picagree  Agree Nor  Agree  oondY
Disagree ‘ Agree
Disagree

Economic success is
vital in business (e.g.
profits).

Social inclusion is vital
in business (e.g. the
inclusion of disabled
people).

Environmental
awareness s vital in
business (e.g.
environmentally friendly
practices).

Diversity is vital in
business (e.g.
employees with
different backgrounds,
ethnicities, disabilities).

Equality is vital in
business (i.e. equal
tights for employees).
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10. Q.10 How important do you consider social responsibility to be in business
(e.g. supporting anti-discrimination and employing disabled people)? *

Not Very Important Extremely Important

11. Q.11 How important do you consider environmental responsibility to be in

business (e.g. reducing the impact of climate change)? *

Not Very Important Extremely Important
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12, Q12 Do you ever see businesses advertising socially responsible activities
that they undertake e.g. a diverse workforce? (If other please specify) *

Mark only one oval.

__ Yes, | have seen these advertisements.

No, I have not seen these advertisements.

Other:

13. Q.13 Do you ever see businesses advertising environmentally friendly
activities that they undertake e.g. planting trees or reducing carbon
footprint? (If other please specify) *

Mark only one oval.

Yes, | have seen these advertisements.
No, I have not seen these advertisements.

Other:
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14.

Q.14 Please indicate how far you agree with the following statements. *

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree Nor
Disagree

Agree

strongly
Agree

Itis important for
businesses to make
profit daily.

Disabled people are
disadvantaged through
misconceptions by
society about their
abilities.

Itis important for
businesses to minimise
negative environmental
effects from business
activities.

There is not enough
public pressure to
employ disabled
people.

There is public
pressure for
businesses to be
environmentally
friendly.
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Businesses should go
further than 'statutory
reasonable
adjustments' for
disabled people.

Businesses should
increase their efforts to
be environmentally
friendly.

Disabled people are
subject to more
discrimination than
other groups (e.g.
ethnic minorities).
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15. Q.15 How important would you consider the following priorities? *

Ensuring that
businesses make
money.

Ensuring
environmentally
friendly practices
are undertaken in
business.

Ensuring disabled
people have plenty
of opportunities for
employment.

Not
Important

slightly
Important

Moderately
Important

Very

Important | ortant

16. Q.16 In your view, who should take responsibility for the environmental
impact of a business? (If other please specify) *

Mark only one oval.

The government

Individual employees

Businesses

Other:
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17.

Q.17 In your view, who should take responsibility for ensuring disabled
people are adequately represented in the workforce? (If other please
specify) *

Mark only one oval.
The government
Disabled people

Businesses

Other:
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18. Q.18 Please indicate how far you agree with the following statements? *

Neither
Swongly - pycagree  Agreenor  Agree  Uon9Y
Disagree Disagree Agree

Disabled people are
equally effective as
non-disabled people.

Making a profit is more
important than = = = = =
environmentally

friendly activities.

Disabled people are
more effective than
non-disabled people.

Environmentally
friendly practices are
just as important as
making a profit.

Non-disabled people
are more effective than
disabled people.

Profit is more important
than community
engagement.

Community
engagement (e.g.
volunteering) is just as
important as making a
profit.
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19. Q.19 Which of the following do you consider to be the most important? *

Mark only one oval.

__ Social inclusion (e.g. including __ Environmental consideration (e.g.
disabled people in the workplace). being environmentally friendly).
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Confirmation message:

‘Thank you for your response. This questionnaire asked you about your views on
important business areas and attitudes. | am particularly interested in people’s
views towards the employment of disabled people; UK statistics suggest that
disabled people are more likely to be unemployed than non-disabled people. | am
hoping to better understand this area and the barriers that disabled people are
currently facing today. If you have any questions or would like to discuss the
research further, please donit hesitate to contact me at

1707439 @student.uwtsd.ac.uk. Thanks.
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Perceptions of Environmental and Social Responsibilities in Business

This questionnaire will ask your views about different areas of business.
The questionnaire will take around 10 minutes to complete and you must be aged 18 or over to participate. It will be confidential and your answers will be anonymised. The results will be used as
part of a research project for my BA dissertation.

1f you would like any further information, or have any questions, you can contact me at: 1707439@student.uwtsd.ac.uk. Once the research is complete you may, if you wish, access the results via
JamesdeKerckhove.blogspot.com.

Thank you in advance for your time and participation; it is much appreciated!
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