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ABSTRACT
Studies on inclusion and diversity have reported inconsistent results. While some have discussed the advantages of diversity, such as a broad range of skills and ideas, others have expressed concerns regarding increased conflict and turnover, and lower levels of integration and satisfaction that exist among more heterogeneous work groups. Inclusion is diversity beyond social justice, but the purpose of initiatives such as diversity management policies seem to be twofold. Some scholars are skeptical of such interventions (Dickens, 1999; Litvin, 2006; Noon, 2007), as they believe them to be “largely associated with a managerially driven agenda, according to which the main driver for inclusive and non-discriminatory organizational policy and practice is the business case” (Tomlinson, 2010, p. 102). This paradox becomes especially pertinent in cases where the organization’s main ‘business’ is serving social justice. Social enterprises are a great setting for exploring these arguments, but have attracted less attention within the field of diversity. A main role played by many social enterprises, also known as work integration social enterprises (WISE), is generating employment opportunities, including salaried training for people with learning difficulties, the long-term unemployed, ex-offenders, those with relatively low-employment rates and disabled workers (Defourny & Nyssens, 2006). WISEs are the main focus of this paper and diversity policies, specifically regarding the disability dimension will be examined. Drawing on the social theory of disability (Oliver, 1990), I argue against the medical model (Stone and Colella, 1996; Colella, 2001) and the stigma model of disability (Goffman, 1963), that dominate the disability literature.  Such models tend to ignore disability as experienced by the disabled individual and are primarily concerned with detecting, avoiding, eliminating and categorizing the impairment. The main purpose of a work integration social enterprise (serving the disabled employees) calls for the adoption of a comprehensive model that understands and realizes the shortcomings of the managerialistic models. According to this philosophy, disability is socially constructed and subjects the disabled to the relations of power in material, institutional and social environments that must be removed for resolving the issues of disability. This model along with theoretical and practical implications will be discussed. 





INTRODUCTION
With an increased labour migration and a global business landscape, there is an augmented need for studies aimed at examining and understanding issues related to diversity, equality and inclusion. While the topic of diversity has been tremendously researched over the past couple of decades, findings on its impact on individual and organizational outcomes have been inconsistent.  While many have  emphasized opportunities such as a broad range of skills, insights and ideas and higher quality problem solving capabilities that are presented through a diverse workforce (Cox 1993; Cox and Blake 1991; Cox, Lobel, & McLeod 1991; McLeod & Lobel 1992; Milliken & Martins 1996; Watson, Kumar, & Michaelsen 1993), some have expressed concerns regarding people’s tendency for distinguishing between in-group and out-group members (Ely, 2004), and its impact on increased conflict and turnover, and lower levels of integration and satisfaction that exist among more heterogeneous work groups (Jackson, Joshi, & Erhardt 2003; O'Reilly, Caldwell, & Barnett, 1989). At the same time, diversity initiatives have been associated with equality and inclusion in numerous studies. However, diversity is beyond social justice and the purpose of initiatives such as diversity management policies seem to be twofold. Some scholars are skeptical of such interventions (Dickens, 1999; Litvin, 2006; Noon, 2007) as they believe them to be “largely associated with a managerially driven agenda, according to which the main driver for inclusive and non-discriminatory organizational policy and practice is the business case” (Tomlinson, 2010, p. 102). These scholars argue that the main driver of diversity policies is promoting the goals of the business and they are only practiced if they promote the business advantage. Clearly, there is a great amount of debate between the proponents of the utilitarian argument (the business case) and social justice and human rights advocates. This tension has resulted in one of the greatest controversies within the field of diversity and equality.  
This paradox becomes especially pertinent in cases where the organization’s main ‘business’ is serving social justice. This is the case in a number of non-profit and voluntary organizations that are created to serve social justice, who must also remain cost-effective and efficient in order to make ends meet. Social enterprises are a great setting for exploring these arguments, but have attracted less attention within the field of diversity. Social enterprises are entities whose activities range along a continuum with strictly economical aims at one side and purely social objectives on the other. Therefore, while serving a social purpose, social enterprises must ensure economical sustainability, which presents a challenge to these organizations. A main role played by many social enterprises, also known as work integration social enterprise (WISE), is generating employment opportunities, including salaried training for people with learning difficulties, the long-term unemployed, ex-offenders, those with relatively low-employment rates and disabled workers (Defourny & Nyssens, 2006). WISEs are the main focus of this paper and diversity policies, specifically regarding the disability dimension will be examined. 
Drawing on the social model of disability, I argue against the medical model (see Colella, 2001; Stone and Colella, 1996) and the stigma model of disability (Goffman, 1963), that dominate the disability literature and policies.  Such models tend to ignore disability as experienced by the disabled individual and are primarily concerned with detecting, avoiding, eliminating and categorizing the impairment. These models argue for rehabilitating the disabled people through medical and psychological treatments for advancing the business case. Hence, they tend to be highly managerialistic and are inconsistent with the main objective of WISEs. The main purpose of a work integration social enterprise (serving the disabled employees) calls for the adoption of a model that understands and realizes the shortcomings of the managerialistic models. The social model of disability offered by Oliver (1990) defines disability as “social oppression caused by social and material barriers in the environment.” According to this model, disability is socially constructed and subjects the disabled to the relations of power in material, institutional and social environments that must be removed for resolving the issues of disability. Research done from this perspective is concerned with social and material barriers including the physical barriers within the urban environment that limit the mobility of disabled people (Gleeson, 1999), as well as the structures of the capitalist political economy that inhibit the presence of disabled people in the workforce (Abberley, 2002). Theoretical and practical implications will be discussed. 
LITERATURE REVIEW
What is Diversity?
	The term diversity has been conceptualized in a number of different manners and organizational theories pertaining to understanding and managing diversity are often definition specific. Frequently, socio-demographic traits such as race, gender, age and ethnicity and their subsequent effects on individual and organizational outcomes are involved in diversity studies. Various emotional reactions are observed when people are asked about the term. It may remind many of “equality” and “compliance with hiring quotas.” However, according to the American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language (2013) and the Merriam-Webster's Dictionary of the English Language (2013), the term simply means “variety” or “assortment.” The emergence of global organizations calls for an enhanced understanding of how diversity affects the workforce composition and in turn organizational and individual outcomes such as performance, commitment, satisfaction, turnover and more. In face of globalization and changes in the demographic make-up of the population in many developed countries, the workforce population in both Europe and North America has become quite diverse over the past few decades, further emphasizing the significance of grasping diversity. Additionally, there is an upward trend towards using teams in organizations. People are required to work with several others, sometimes outside their regular work group, who may have different and even opposing functional backgrounds, mindsets, skills and values. 
	Diversity has been categorized by a number of researchers (Cummings, Zhou, & Oldham,1993; Jackson,1992; Jackson, May, & Whitney, 1995; Maznevski, 1994; Tsui, Egan, & O'Reilly, 1992). A common criterion for categorization is using visible attributes such as age, gender, race or ethnic background versus less obvious characteristics such as functional background, education, technical ability, tenure in the organization, values, personality characteristics, or socioeconomic background. The reason for choosing the more common criterion is that people often form prejudice and biases based on more visible characteristics. However, the two types of diversity are not necessarily mutually exclusive. For example, a visible characteristic such as ethnical background can be associated with a less visible attribute such as socioeconomic status or values. 
Diversity, regardless of its type, is an apparent phenomenon that can create both challenges and opportunities for organizations. Several researchers have examined diversity from both aspects and have offered recommendations for managing this phenomenon (Milliken & Martins, 1996; Tsui, Egan, & Xin, 1995). Numerous studies have demonstrated the positive outcomes that can result from more heterogeneous work groups (Cox et al., 1991; McLeod & Lobel, 1992; Milliken & Martins, 1996; Watson et al., 1993). On the other hand, other researchers have pointed out to lower levels of integration, satisfaction and turnover that exist among more heterogeneous groups (Jackson et al., 2003; O'Reilly et al., 1989). 
The impact of diversity has been researched from two major perspectives: one based on information and decision making theories (Cox, 1993; Cox & Blake, 1991; Ely 2004), and the other, based on social identity and social categorization theories (Turner, 1987), and the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971).  The former perspective contends that organizations can benefit from a broad range of skills, insights and ideas that result from a diverse workforce, which can in turn lead to higher quality organizational problem solving capabilities and a faster response to changing environments. The latter perspective, on the other hand, puts an emphasis on people’s tendency for distinguishing between in-group and out-group members (Ely, 2004), which leads to increased conflict. As a result, diversity can upset the organization through high costs of conflict resolution and coordination, thus reducing organizational effectiveness. 
Effects of Diversity 
Empirical research in the field of diversity has produced inconsistent results, suggesting the complexity of this phenomenon. A great number of the before-mentioned studies have taken place in a laboratory setting, making their external validity questionable. In an effort to gain a broader understanding of the true effects of diversity, many researchers have examined contextual factors such as team processes, organizational culture and human resource practices, that may moderate the effects of diversity on individual and organizational outcomes (Jackson et al., 2003; Kochan et al. 2003; Milliken & Martins, 1996; Pitts, 2005; Choi & Rainey, 2010; Williams & O'Reilly, 1998).  A recent study by Choi and Rainey (2010) examined the effects of diversity and diversity management policies on organizational performance. Findings demonstrate a negative relationship between racial diversity and organizational performance. However, this relationship is shown to be moderated by diversity management policies and practices and team processes, where such efforts are shown to reverse the effects of racial diversity and demonstrate a positive relationship between this variable and organizational performance. The interaction of age and gender diversity with contextual variables produced mixed results, pointing out to the more complex nature of these types of diversity. Such findings point to the significance of contextual factors and management policies that can have considerable implications for both research and practice. 
From Equality to Diversity 
In response to demographic changes and a diverse population, many countries have introduced specific laws pertaining to equality rights, which have led to the creation of equal opportunity policies on part of the organizations. However, this is mostly apparent in the public sector where equal employment opportunity (EEO) and affirmative action programs have resulted in a more diverse workforce. In recent years, this endeavour has taken an interesting turn with a ‘conceptual and linguistic shift’ (Woodward & Winter, 2006, p. 45) from ‘equality’ to ‘diversity’. Embracing diversity is beyond ensuring equality. As Ahmed (2007) points out, equal opportunity policies are insufficient for ensuring greater inclusion of minorities within organizations.  A number of scholars have argued that there are a number of motives, other than equality and social justice that point to the significance of diversity management policies (Ahmed, 2007; Kandola & Fullerton, 1994; Tomlinson, 2010). In fact, “managing diversity strategies recognize that difference is not a threat to organizations but a potential source of competitive advantage and innovation” (Jones, 2006, p. 6). Diversity management has a wide appeal as it caters to everybody, not just the ones who can place themselves within a disadvantaged or minority group (Tomlinson, 2010). Valuing diversity ensures a greater access to the talent pool. Further, mirroring the demographic composition of the customer base by retaining and attracting a diverse workforce improves the organization’s ability in understanding and responding to different customer needs. 
What is a Social Enterprise? 
In the majority of industrialized nations, there has been an outstanding growth in socio-economic activities that do not fit within the boundaries of either the traditional private for-profit sector or the public sector. The third sector, often called the “non-profit” sector is formed in a response to social and economical issues such as structural unemployment and state budget deficits. This sector is often driven by voluntary organizations and is subject to various legal structures. The main purpose has been addressing the needs of deprived individuals through voluntary contributions (financial or volunteer work). There has been significant debate over the role and the place of this sector over the past few decades. 
In recent years, a new phenomenon, the social enterprise, has shaped within the third sector. Social enterprises comprise organizations that promote an entrepreneurial spirit through economic initiatives focused on meeting social aims (Borzaga & Defourney, 2001). The initiatives of the EMES European Research Network in Europe and the active lobbying of business schools, namely the Harvard Business School, in the United States resulted in the emergence of social enterprises in early 1990s (Defourney & Nyssens, 2010). Italy was among the first European countries that introduced a legal framework in order to deal with two major issues: the massive unemployment that was affecting a significant part of the population and an increase in the demand for social services especially concerned with issues of childcare, elderly, environment, local development and citizen’s participation (Bidet & Eum, 2011). Within the academic literature, the term social entrepreneurship “covers a broad range of activities and initiatives that fall along a continuum, including more generally speaking non-conventional entrepreneurial initiatives” (Galera & Borzaga, 2009, p. 211). 
The social enterprises that are the focus of this paper are “new entities which may be regarded as a sub-division of the third sector, but they also set out a process, a new (social) enterprise spirit which takes up and re-fashions older experiences” (Borzaga & Defourney, 2001, p.122). Numerous definitions of the term social enterprise are available. However, using one fixed definition may favour a particular group of social enterprises over others (Dart, Clow, & Armstrong, 2010; Lyon & Sepulveda, 2009), and result in a disagreement about the contribution of employee-owned enterprises, co-operatives, and public sector to the development of social enterprises (Ridley-Duff & Bull, 2011). It is important to bear in mind that the activities carried by social enterprises range along a continuum and include social programmes occurring in the for-profit sector, practices pursuing explicit social goals, initiatives that produce social benefits, entrepreneurial programmes within the non-profit sector, and  public sector developed ventures (Johnson, 2000; Mair & Marti, 2006; Roper & Cheney, 2005). In essence, social enterprises seek corporate profit with a commitment to social responsibility (Reis, 1999).
	Broad and narrow definitions of social enterprise are found within the literature. The broad definition includes all sorts of activities within any place, business and setting (Roberts & Woods, 2005). This definition includes ventures within the for-profit and non-profit sectors and hybrid organizations. However, the narrower definition only considers the non-profit sector as the setting for social enterprises. Therefore, according to this definition, the only applicable business practices to social enterprises are the ones adopted within the non-profit sector (Reis, 1999). The broad definition will be considered for the purpose of this paper. 
Work Integration Social Enterprise (WISE)
	One of the major functions served by many social enterprises in numerous countries is integrating and training persons excluded from the labour market. “WISEs are autonomous economic entities whose main objective is the professional integration – within the WISE itself or in mainstream enterprises – of people experiencing serious difficulties in the labour market”(Davister,  Defourney, & Gregoire, 2004, p.3). This function is especially noteworthy in times of high unemployment. Although WISEs are active in numerous sectors, they operate mostly in salvaging and recycling waste, manual labour, packaging, and maintaining public or green areas. Four main modes of integration in European WISEs have been noted in the literature that include transitional occupation, creation of permanent self-financed jobs, professional integration with permanent subsidies, and socialisation through a productive activity (Davister et al., 2004).  Transitional occupation is about providing the target group with work experience (transitional employment) or on-the-job training. As a result, the trainees are able to improve their professional, personal and social competencies and in turn, enhance their employability in the labour market. The second mode of integration, creation of permanent self-financed jobs, is concerned with creating jobs that are economically sustainable for the disadvantaged workers. In many instances, such WISEs receive temporary public subsidies in the initiation phase. However, the subsidies are temporary and such WISEs must become self-sufficient through their own resources. Some WISEs receive permanent public subsidies and provide permanent, sustainable jobs for particular groups, specifically workers with disability or a critical "social handicap.”  Workers active in these WISEs less often find employment in the open labour market. Finally, WISEs in the last category are mostly geared towards people with critical social problems such as former convicts, drug addicts and alcoholics, as well as people with a severe mental or physical handicap. These WISEs are all about “re-socialising” these workers into the open labour market through social contact and a more "structured" lifestyle (Davister et al., 2004). 
The Challenges of Social Enterprises 
	The nature of social enterprises and their attempt in balancing corporate profits while sustaining a social value creates remarkable challenges for managing such ventures. The target group of the above mentioned WISEs has unique characteristics and includes individuals such as drug addicts, minors with family problems, prisoners, ex-offenders, alcoholics, and physically or mentally handicapped workers. Many of these people are "hard to place" jobseekers who have been professionally inactive for several years (Davister et al., 2004). As mentioned before, activities of social enterprises range along a continuum with strictly economical aims at one side and purely social objectives on the other. Therefore, while serving a social purpose, social enterprises must ensure economical sustainability. With a special focus on the disability dimension and WISEs that concentrate on assisting the disabled workers, the next section examines various models of managing disability and provides recommendations for practice and research. 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Theoretical Models of Disability 
Managing diversity is organizations whose main mission is serving social justice is particularly complex. It has been argued that the main drivers of some of the diversity policies are promoting the business case, often at the expense of social justice and human rights (Tomlinson, 2010). Such policies lend themselves to exclusion and stereotypes and are in direct contradiction with organizations such as WISEs whose main mission is serving social justice. At the same time, majority of the research within the diversity literature has been focused on race, culture and gender, while diversity policies pertaining to the issues of disability have been largely ignored. The scant research on diversity management initiatives has either discussed disability from the business case perceptive (Woodhams & Danieli, 2000), or has investigated the role and treatment of disabled people in organizations (Stone & Colella, 1996) and the barriers the disabled people face (Barnes & Mercer, 2005; Foster, 2007). Although a great contribution to understanding disability from a managerial perspective has been provided by these works, the main issue of disability and the disabled people have been neglected. As mentioned in the diversity section, majority of the diversity policies and research is built around the business case and examines how diversity may or may not contribute to the business.  An interesting study by Janssens and Zanoni (2005) that examined diversity policies in various service companies is a prime example of how the employability of disabled people stands out from the other dimensions of diversity. This research demonstrates that there is often a weak business case for employing the disabled. This is further illuminated in Woodhams and Danieli’s (2000) work, which examines initiative that address issues of diversity. This research contends that majority of such initiatives are not in line with the widely accepted diversity management approach. Majority y of the individually customized initiatives aimed at accommodating the disabled are very costly to organizations and may even disable another employee. For example, providing wheelchair accessibility to one person may disable another visually impaired individual. Therefore, the notion that “every body benefits” is challenged. This phenomenon serves as a very good explanation as to why there is very limited attention devoted to the disability dimension in relation to majority of the diversity management policies which are often for-profit. As a result, instead of addressing the issue of disability, the policies work in the direction of excluding the disabled from the workplace. 
Medical and Stigma Models of Disability 
	Diversity management policies pertaining to the disability dimension often problematize the role and treatment of the disabled in organizational life. The medical model defines disability as “a physical or mental impairment which limits one or more major life activities’’ (Stone and Colella, 1996, p. 354). According to this model, disability is cause due to genetics or environmental factors such as accidents, war, illness or pollution. This model is primarily focused on detecting, categorizing, avoiding and eliminating the impairment, as well as rehabilitating the disabled people through medical or psychological treatment.  Adoption of this model by policy makers has encouraged professionals, politicians and practitioners to view the disabled individuals as a ‘problem’, who are in need of ‘cure’ or ‘care’ (Oliver, 1983). In line with the dominant strategies of Capitalism, such as profit maximization and paid wage labour, disabled employees are viewed as less productive to their non-disabled counterparts, which places them at a serious disadvantage (Finkelstein, 1980; Gleeson, 1999; Oliver, 1990; Russell, 1998).
	The stigma model of disability, on the other hand, is derived from works of Goffman (1963) and is primarily concerned with attitudes, perceptions and biases towards disabled people in organizational life. This model defines disability as “social stigma and restrictions suffered by individuals with physical and mental impairments because they fail to meet the norms of society” (Thanem, 2008, p. 585).  Therefore, research in this area examines the perception and treatment of the disabled people. 
	Unfortunately, viewing disability from either model ignores the issue from a broader socially scientific perspective and views disability as a personal problem, without attending to the experiences and problems of real people.  In essence, such models tend to justify the exclusion and discrimination of the disabled by attributing such issues to the disabled individual’s functional shortcomings and impairments. 
The Social Model of Disability 
More recently, a few UK scholars have advocated the social model of disability which has launched significant criticism against the medical model (Barnes & Mercer, 2005; Foster, 2007). The social model dominates the research in social sciences and was first introduced by Oliver (1990) who built the model around the idea of the UK Union of the Physically Impaired Against Segregation (UPIAS) founded in the mid-1970s (Thanem, 2008), which was a form of organization that was controlled and managed by the disabled themselves. According to this model, disability is a socially constructed phenomenon and is defined as “social oppression caused by social and material barriers in the environment” (Thanem, 2008, p. 586). 
From this view, the removal of barriers in the material and social environments are the best strategies for resolving disability. This model clearly distinguishes between the terms “disability” and “impairment”. Where impairment refers to actual attributes or abnormality, disability points out to the restrictions set by the society. Essentially, the social model of disability (Oliver, 1983) stresses three main points. First, it directs attention away from individual functional impairments and promotes focusing on barriers to social inclusion that are created by disabling attitudes, cultures and environments. Secondly, it can be thought of as a more holistic approach that emphasizes the interrelationship of such barriers in everyday life, such as communication systems, inaccessible education, inadequate disability benefits, disabling working environments, inaccessible transport, negative cultural and media representations, as well as discriminatory social support services (Barners & Mercer, 2005). Thirdly, it argues that while we cannot discount the importance of the interventions put forward by the non-disabled individuals, we cannot achieve conclusive inclusion in societies that are constructed for and by non-disabled people. Scholars such as Abberley (2002) and Gleeson (1999) have argued that the disabled continue to face challenges from structures put in place by the capitalist political economy that limit disabled people’s presence in the workforce, as well as barriers in the urban environments that hinder their mobility. 
This model can be looked at from both micro and macro perspectives. From a more micro perspective, the social model argues that the disabled employees continue to be excluded from managerial and professional occupations and are overrepresented in working from home and part-time jobs. The macro perspective, on the other hand, demonstrates how the disabled employees face the requirements of the organizations whose main mission is facilitating the employment of the disabled. Such organizations seem to act based on the medical model and treat the issue as an individual problem. Foster (2007) argues that the issue of disability is not informed by formal organizational policies and procedures and the role of HR is limited when it comes to accommodating disability. As a result, bullying, institutional discrimination and harassment of the disabled employees continue in the workplace. 
PRACTICAL AND THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS
Lack of Policies and Procedures
	The 21st century is marked with outstanding advancements such as the rising mobility of capital, globalization and technological changes. Such trends have had a significant impact on theory and practice. Nevertheless, the experiences of disabled people in light of such advancements is absent from major theoretical and practical progressions. While employers are required to make ‘reasonable adjustments,’ disabled employees continue to experience discrimination in employment. A qualitative study by Foster (2007) that was conducted through interviewing the disabled employees revealed that the research in the area is rarely done from the employee perspective, which significantly contributes to the marginalization of this group of individuals. Institutional discrimination and organizational response to the issues of disability were particularly investigated. It was found that legislation based on the medical model “falls short of the disability movement’s vision of revolutionizing social attitudes” (Foster, 2007, p. 79). The lack of formal organizational procedures pertaining to workplace adjustments were highlighted in this study. Further, the HR departments, which are supposed to act as ‘guardians of equal opportunity’ were found to have very limited role in promoting and enforcing the policies. Further, according to an older review undertaken by the European Commission (Davister et al., 2004) on the employment policies for persons with disabilities in 18 industrialized countries, enterprise strategies directly target at disabled persons were very limited. 
Educating and Training 
In response to such realities, specific training and education that combat the prejudice and stigma attached to disability must be implemented. Through training and educating our staff and especially front-line managers, we need to distinguish between impairment and disability as people with invisible impairments may choose to conceal the impairment due to fear of discrimination. Additionally, it is important for line managers to be aware of and understand the legal obligations that are beyond minimum physical requirements such as building wheelchair accessible hallways. The adjustment process is especially critical. It has been noted that the adjustment process is shaped by the dyadic relationship between the disabled employee and the direct supervisor, and due to its informality it does not contribute to the development of broader policy-making and practice. 
Adoption of this model calls for more positive attitudes towards disability, particularly towards certain mental traits or behaviours. A culture that is anti-bullying and de-stigmatizes the disabled workers must be put forward by top management that extends to all levels. The cultural aspect emphasized by the social model of disability is especially important to WISEs in developing countries. Finally, we must remember that the medical model still dominates our policies and procedures including the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) which is put in place to protect employees with disability. As a result, majority of the policies act as a mechanism for the disabled employees to beseech conditions that will allow them to continue remaining in their employment, rather than by their right to be there. 
“Nothing About Us Without Us”
	With a fundamental focus on equality, the social model encourages inclusion of the disabled in policy-making and practice. This is highlighted by a famous social disability activists’ phrase, “Nothing About Us Without Us.” Criticizing the medical model that recommends “managing” the issue, the social model promotes the reduction of the distance and difference between those who manage and those are managed. The social model maintains that such difference is constructed as a problem and management is viewed as a viable solution. Therefore, it is important for WISEs to include the disabled in all levels and do not underestimate the contribution that can be made at every step. 
The Psycho-emotional Dimension 
	Additionally, special attention must be given to the psycho-emotional dimensions of disability. In fact, “systematic exclusion from the mainstream of socioeconomic life has adverse effects on psycho-emotional well-being” (Joseph, 2007, p. 248). This is especially important for WISEs who tend to provide permanent employment for the disabled. Individual capabilities must be properly identified and more emphasis should be given to placing and integrating these individuals into the mainstream of socioeconomic life. Further, policy interventions are fundamental in this view. For example, policy interventions such as the reduction in disability benefits once a disabled person enters the labour markets can have serious implications on the person’s decision regarding entering the labour market. There is a very thin line when deciding which disabled person should be given permanent employment at the WISE and which person should be integrated into the mainstream labour market. While systematic exclusion may not be suitable for everyone with a disability, physical integration may not be a viable option either. 
 Social Integration
 	Although it is generally assumed that more physical integration leads to improved experiences for individuals with disability, some have argued for more social integration instead (Cummins & Lau, 2003). This is especially true since many disabled individuals find it extremely difficult to find social integration with the general community. This research demonstrates that the overly enthusiastic programs of integration may end up being more stressful than beneficial. Further, distinguishing amongst different types of disability is essential. Individuals with intellectual disability are found to benefit from integration that is within families or groups of people who are intellectually disabled rather than within the general public (Cummins & Lau, 2003). What we should try to achieve is ‘a sense of community’ that provides readily available support to the disabled person. Community integration is beyond physical integration and benefits future generations of people who are disabled as well. Through community exposure, public attitudes are changed for the better and this is enhances community acceptance, a long-term strategy. 
Compliance with Legislation: The Bare Minimum 
Much more flexibility in employment is feasible with the changing nature of careers and norms such as the nine-to-five job and the ‘job for life’. Nevertheless, some have argued that without the expansion in the actual number of jobs and major organizational culture shifts, disabled people will continue to be at a disadvantage even with more part-time or telecommuting arrangements (Miller, Parker, & Gillinson, 2004).. Additionally, suitable information presentation and formats, such as Braille or language simplicity or covering issues that may not stand out to the other non-disabled employees is highly recommended. Physical structures such as elevators and buildings with slopes must also be considered. Nevertheless, such physical structures and compliance with legislation are the minimum requirements that must be considered by WISEs. 
CONCLUSION
	This paper examines the paradox that has been presented by a number of diversity researchers. While diversity has been reported to have a positive impact by providing opportunities such as a broad range of skills, higher quality problem solving capabilities and insights and ideas, higher levels of conflict and lower levels of integration and satisfaction among the more heterogeneous work groups have been noted in the literature. Tremendous amounts of effort have been spent over the past couple of decades to address the issues of diversity and managing the matter in the organizational life. However, some scholars have expressed skepticism towards such interventions (Dickens, 1999; Litvin, 2006; Noon, 2007), as they believe them to be largely managerialistic in nature. These scholars have pointed out that the main driver for the so called non-discriminatory organizational policies and practices is the business case. This paper explores this paradox by examining the social enterprises – organizations whose main mission is serving social justice, but must remain cost-effective in order to be sustainable. Special attention is paid to a particular type of social enterprise, the work integration social enterprise (WISE). Through providing integrative training or permanent employment, WISEs mission is to assist the poorly qualified unemployed individuals who are at risk of permanent exclusion from the labor market. 
	The paper examines the medical model of disability that has dominated the literature and policies pertaining to the issues of disability. The stigma model of disability is also examined and as a response to the shortcomings of these models, the social model of disability is offered as an alternative lens for examining and understanding disability. The medical model is highly managerialistic, ignores the experiences of the disabled individuals and runs counter to the main mission of the WISEs. While the medial model is primarily concerned with detecting, avoiding, eliminating and categorizing the impairment, the social model defines disability as a socially constructed phenomenon that subjects the disabled to the relations of power in material, social and institutional environments, which must be removed for resolving the issues of disability. In light of the various qualitative and quantitative studies that have implemented the social model of disability, we must consider this paradigm as one that tends to empower rather than diminish the disabled.  In summary, the social model of disability can be thought of as a lens through which we must examine the disabling tendencies of society before we can generate true inclusionary policies and practices.
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