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The substantial disparity in the employment rate of people with disability (PWD) compared 

with employment in the general population has remained constant for decades (Kaye, 2010; OECD, 

2010; Stapleton & Burkhauser, 2003; van der Zwan & de Beer, 2021). Furthermore, research finds 

that PWD tend to receive lower pay, job security, job training, and underperform across other 

important employment outcomes (Schur et al., 2013). Underlying causes for low disability 

employment are varied and complex, encompassing both discriminatory (e.g. employer 

discrimination) and non-discriminatory factors (e.g. disincentives from government issued disability 

payment and lower education or skill levels; (Ameri et al., 2018). Thus, solutions to increase disability 

employment must take into consideration the variety of factors involved in the issue to begin with. 

Understanding how organisations manage employees with disability is a crucial step in increasing 

demand for PWD in the workforce (Moore et al., 2007).  

The present scoping review addresses the issue of low employment of PWD in small and 

medium sized enterprises (SMEs). Research is increasingly recognising that SMEs tend to make 

hiring decisions based on different factors compared with larger organisations (Dex & Scheibl, 2001; 

Ram & Holliday, 1993). SMEs also often respond differently to policy regarding employment as a 

result of different employee culture and capacity (Moore et al., 2007). However, despite the fact that 

the majority of the working population is employed in SMEs, less research has gone into 

understanding how they make employment decisions compared with larger organisations (Davidson, 

2011). Research to date suggests that primary factors involved in the decisions by SMEs to hire 

people with disabilities fall under three categories; need for accommodations that may be costly or 

time consuming, lower levels of education or skill, and stigma and discrimination from potential 

employers or co-workers (Ameri et al., 2018).  The present scoping review responds by mapping the 

existing literature on the employment of PWD in SMEs.  

Methods and analysis 

To ensure rigour in the methodology, this scoping review will follow the six-stage process 

developed by Arksey and O'Malley (2005) and refined by Levac et al. (2010), Colquhoun et al. 

(2014), and Daudt et al. (2013). The process follows: (1) identification of the research question(s); (2) 

identification of studies relevant to research question(s); (3) selecting studies for inclusion; (4) 



charting information and data within the included studies; (5) collating, summarising, and reporting 

results of the review; and (6) consultation with stakeholders and experts. The review with be reported 

in line with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses Extension for 

Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR) reporting guidelines for scoping review (Tricco et al., 2018).  

Stage 1: Identification of the scoping review research question 

The present scoping review aims to uncover factors relating to the organisation, management 

or culture of SMEs that enhance their capacity to hire PWD.  

Stage 2: Identifying relevant studies 

A comprehensive search of Web of Science, 

Scopus, PsycInfo, and PubMed will be conducted using 

the example search strategy presented in Table 1. All 

studies will be included that meet the eligibility criteria 

summarised in Table 2. These criteria were informed by 

discussion among the authors. The initial searches 

performed in October 2022 identified 95 publications in 

Scopus, 49 in Web of Science, 25 in PsycInfo, and 24 in 

PubMed.  

Table 2. Inclusion and exclusion criteria. 

Criteria Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria Justification 

Population  People with experience 
hiring or working with 
people with disabilities 

N/A Interested in all experiences 
and perspectives 

Language  English Non-English language Reviewers only speak 
English 

Time No publication date 
restriction 

N/A Interested in how 
perspectives may have 
changed over time 

Context The publication investigates 
SMEs 

The context is large 
organisations or self-
employment or 
entrepreneurship by people 
with disabilities 

Interested in how disability 
employment can be 
improved in SMEs 

Study 
topic 

Discusses factors enhancing 
or restricting disability 
employment 

Does not discuss disability 
employment 

Interested in improving 
disability employment 

Study 
design 

All study designs will be 
included in the review 

N/A Concerned with the breadth 
of existing knowledge 

 

Table 1. Scoping review search strategy 

("small business" OR "medium business" OR 

"small enterprise" OR "medium enterprise" 

OR "small company" OR "medium 

company") AND disability AND 

(employment OR hire OR hiring OR recruit* 

OR inclus* OR access* OR capacity OR 

retain* OR job OR capability OR competence 

OR facilit*) 



Stage 3: Selection of studies 

Studies identified through the search will be imported into Covidence which will identify 

duplicate publications and assist the selection and extraction process outlined here. Two researchers 

will independently undertake each step of the process. An initial screening based on titles and 

abstracts will identify additional duplicates not identified by Covidence and publications at are 

obviously irrelevant to the present research. The full text review will then identify studies for 

inclusion based on the inclusion criteria shown in Table 2. A clear rationale will be provided for any 

studies excluded at this stage. Disagreements at any stage of the process will be resolved by 

discussion between the authors. A Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-

Analyses (PRISMA) flow chart will be included in the final publication for transparency.  

Stage 4: charting the data 

Data charting will be carried out by the authors using Covidence. The template used to chart 

the data will be based on the characteristics outlined in Table 3. Interpretation of these characteristics 

will be agreed on through discussion with all the authors and a preliminary literature search. The 

template will be refined to integrate new characteristics as they arise.  

Table 3. Data extraction template. 

Characteristics Aspects to be identified 

Authors, year, and aim Who were the authors of the study, when was it conducted and what was 
their aim? 

Method What research method did the publication follow? 

Participants If the study followed an experimental design, how many participants 
were there, what are some basic demographic details, and what was the 
context? 

Discrimination factors Are there any factors relating to employer or co-worker discrimination 
identified within the publication that influence the capacity for disability 
employment within SMEs? 

Financial factors Are there any factors relating to potential extra cost incurred identified 
within the publication that influence the capacity for disability 
employment within SMEs? 

Ability factors Are there any factors relating to differential ability of people with 
disabilities identified within the publication that influence the capacity 
for disability employment within SMEs? 

Risk of bias What is the risk of bias in the publication according to MMAT? 

While many scoping reviews do not include an evaluation of manuscript quality or risk 

assessment of bias, the present review will assess the quality of included studies using the Mixed 

Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) which has been used in previous scoping reviews (Hong et al., 

2018). The MMAT was chosen because it provides a short and reliable method for appraising a range 

of study designs which is useful in the context of a scoping review where many research designs are 



included (Pace et al., 2012; Pluye et al., 2009). The authors include an assessment of the quality of 

evidence to help inform directions for future research.  

Stage 5: Collecting, synthesising, and reporting the results 

The review will be reported in accordance with the PRISMA Extension for Scoping Reviews 

(Tricco et al., 2018). A narrative synthesis of findings will be presented as a thematic analysis of the 

key findings. Levac et al. (2010) advised the use of a thematic analysis to aid with the description and 

understanding of key findings that can be quite broad in a scoping review. A summary table of key 

findings will include information on the general characteristics of included studies, relevant quality 

assessments and the relevant data extracted from each included study. Any relevant descriptive 

statistics found through the data extraction process will be used to supplement the narrative synthesis. 

The final conclusions, strengths and limitations of the review will also be presented in the final report. 

Stage 6: Consultation 

This protocol has been shared with members of an review advisory group comprising 

academics with expertise in disability studies, representatives from Government programs in support 

of disability employment, and peak bodies representing SMEs and disability employment service 

providers. The resulting findings from the scoping review will also be circulated to this advisory 

group for comment and feedback prior to finalisation.  

Ethics and dissemination 

This scoping review includes data from publicly available published studies and therefore 

does not require ethics approval. Findings from this review will be disseminated by peer-reviewed 

publications, with a plain-English summary prepared and shared with the advisory group members 

and their respective networks. 
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