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Abstract
Despite worldwide attempts to improve accessibility for consumers with disabilities, barriers still exist that exclude per-
sons from consumer participation in daily life. Although legislation and lawsuits have addressed this issue, marketplaces
designed for able-bodied persons are commonplace with minimal accessibility standards tied to costs rather than the
needs of this overlooked group. The present article examines a seemingly obvious, but understudied aspect of inclusion:
the provision of publicly-researchable accessibility information. Ironically, businesses and public venues may create ac-
cessible spaces, yet fail to provide the level of detail needed by consumers with disabilities when planning a shopping
excursion, dinner and entertainment, or travel and overnight stays. That is, the provision of factual accessibility content
has lagged and is not required by law. This article reports on an exploratory study in the United States that examined the
accuracy and completeness of publicly-researchable accessibility information for restaurant and entertainment venues in
a large metropolitan area in the Northeastern United States. Observations were gathered from websites and social media
of specific venues, as well as travel rating services like TripAdvisor. Findings were mixed. While some venues provided full
and factual accessibility information, others revealed just the opposite both in online and follow-up telephone interviews.
Implications are discussed along with recommendations for future study.
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1. Introduction

Within the last several decades, worldwide attention has
focused on providing equal rights for people with disabil-
ities in all areas of life including employment, education,
access to politics and justice, and full inclusion in cultural
events, leisure and sports. One example of global collab-
orative effort is found in the Convention of the Rights of
Persons with Disabilities (CRPD; United Nations, 2018).
According to its website, the CRPD is an international dis-
ability treaty for creating legislation and policies around
the world that embrace the rights and dignity of all peo-
ple with disabilities. It reports using the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) as amodel and applies many of the
ADA’s concepts within the treaty to build and strengthen
the rights of persons with disabilities worldwide.

However, civil rights laws addressing the needs of
persons with disabilities have offered a promise of inclu-
sion that has not yet been fully realized. While built envi-
ronments have increasingly addedmore accessibility fea-
tures, accommodations can differ greatly from one loca-
tion to another. Such differences are likely to prompt per-
sons with disabilities to thoroughly prescreen the busi-
nesses that they patronize. Unfortunately, convenient
and easy-to-use accessibility information can be difficult
to locate either online or in personwhen needed. This ar-
ticle attempts to address this gap through an initial study
of accessibility information sources.

Since there is no standard requirement for publiciz-
ing accessibility information for commercial businesses,
consumers who want to prescreen businesses may find
that description of facilities, parking, and other accom-
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modations vary substantially when viewed online or dis-
cussed with employees. When companies provide mini-
mal or no training in addressing actual customers’ acces-
sibility needs, incomplete and incorrect information may
be provided leading to unsatisfactory experiences and ex-
clusion from parts of the consumer experience. Such an
information gap raises an understudied problem in dis-
abilities studies: the varied and often missing publicly-
researchable accessibility information.

This article reports on an exploratory study in the
United States that addresses the question whether clear,
correct, predictable, and personalized accessibility infor-
mation is available from businesses patronized by con-
sumers with disabilities. The study collected informa-
tion posted online regarding a venue’s accommodations,
followed up by personal phone calls and visits. This
manuscript also introduces the concept of “accessibility
messaging”, presents the findings, and offers recommen-
dations for policy regarding the provision of information
regarding public venue accessibility.

2. Literature Review

Throughout the last several decades, civil rights laws
such as the 1990 ADA, the 2006 CRPD (United Nations),
and the 2015 European Accessibility Act (European Com-
mission) mandated that public places become accessi-
ble for all. Much progress has been made as increas-
ing numbers of persons with disabilities have felt wel-
comed and included in public spaces (Baker, Holland,
& Kaufman-Scarborough, 2007). While mobility accom-
modations are increasingly part of new building designs,
sign language usage, closed captioning, large print ma-
terials, and food allergy accommodations are also an-
ticipated in the public marketplace. Considerable ef-
forts have also been undertaken to design websites that
are accessible to persons with disabilities, especially if
screen-reading software such as JAWS for Windows are
used (Kaufman-Scarborough & Childers, 2009; Ritchie &
Blanck, 2003; Schaefer, 2003; WEBAIM, 2018).

2.1. Disabilities and Inclusion

As members of a group, organization, or society, peo-
ple are thought to experience a set of identifiable basic
needs: belongingness, self-esteem, control, and mean-
ingful existence (Williams&Nida, 2011). In order tomeet
those needs and attain life satisfaction, they may seek to
be included, building relationships when they join and
choose ways to become involved. Factors beyond their
control may limit if, how, and whether they can be in-
cluded. That is, they may be restricted from participa-
tion and excluded frompart or all aspects ofmembership
(Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & Twenge, 2005; Wan,
Xu, & Ding, 2014). Exclusion can be experienced in many
ways, such as simply not meeting criteria for member-
ship like a minimum grade point average. It can also re-
sult from not meeting societal standards and expecta-

tions regarding abilities to perform. Unfortunately, the
results of failure to meet inclusion criteria can also in-
clude being ostracized, banned, or stigmatized based on
collective norms and values of the members’ cultural
preferences or society.

The concepts of social inclusion and exclusion are
foundational building blocks in disabilities studies. Built
environments can become “enabling” or “disabling”
based on a designer’s understanding of accessibility,
when they ignore it, or when they seek to exclude
persons with disabilities. Workplaces and educational
institutions can disable their employees and students
when attention is not paid to accessible communica-
tions, mobility needs, and various sensory issues such
as multiple chemical sensitivities (Vierstra, Rumrill, Koch,
& McMahon, 2007). When the marketplace is consid-
ered, store, mall, and online shopping designers may se-
lect options that enhance or limit accessibility when an
ableist approach is adopted (Bromley & Thomas, 1993;
Davis, 2003).

2.2. Disabilities Research and Models: Moving from
Exclusion to Inclusion

The public environment has come a long way from a
prior focus on disabilities exclusion. Persons with disabil-
ities had often lived separately from society as people to
be avoided, feared, protected, and even institutionalized
rather than being part of public life (Goffman, 1963). An
accompanying language also developed as persons “be-
came” their disabilities and assumed labels such as blind,
deaf, lame, epileptic, and mute rather than simply being
persons with disabilities.

Early disabilities scholars analyzed the experiences,
care, and stigmas that persons with disabilities experi-
enced as “Disabilities Studies” emerged as a multidisci-
plinary area of academic interest. Themedicalmodel and
the social model had been predominant in past theoreti-
cal research (Chouinard, 1997; Imrie, 1999; Oliver, 1990;
Shakespeare, 1993, 2013; Shakespeare &Watson, 2001).
More recently, a modern model has emerged called the
affirmation model of disability (Swain & French, 2000).
Each model offers a unique lens based on how persons
with disabilities are perceived in terms of their social
identity, their experiences, and their inclusion in society.
Each will be considered briefly.

The “medical model” assumed a society in which
persons with disabilities are excluded and isolated
(Llewellyn & Hogan, 2000). It is rooted in “ableism”, or
an expectation that individuals who participate in soci-
ety are typically able-bodied (Chouinard, 1997). Based
on this perspective, the “built environment” would be
constructed drawing on attributes of normalcy, requiring
that persons with disabilities should either be “repaired”
in some way or simply not participate in the activities
of everyday life. This approach, which Swain and French
(2000) term a “tragedy model”, results in buildings and
accompanying infrastructurewhose designers did not an-
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ticipate the inclusion of persons with disabilities (Paar &
Butler, 1999).

A contrasting approach proposes that society itself
may be at fault and can be fixed, amended, and con-
structed in new ways that attempt to include all persons.
This “social model” focuses on common elements of the
built environment that can becomewelcoming and open
to all. Such an approach set the stage for civil rights laws
guaranteeing accommodations in public spaces such as
schools, shops, religious institutions, and entertainment
venues. When goals of access become predominant, the
built environment can be required to create spaces of in-
clusion where persons with disabilities can function com-
fortably and effectively (Oliver, 1990). As a result, per-
sons with disabilities are perceived as expected partici-
pants in the marketplace seeking “consumer normalcy”
by being included in regular marketplace transactions
(Baker, 2006; Baker, Gentry, & Rittenburg, 2005).

Finally, the affirmation model proposes that persons
with disabilities are thought to celebrate their lives and
view their disability through a positive lens. While build-
ing on the social model, this contrasting approach em-
phasizes individual value and identity, control of health-
care alternatives, and the positive experiences of per-
sons with disabilities. This perspective of empowerment
challenges one view of normality and instead consid-
ers persons with disabilities as participating in creating
their own lifestyles, cultures, and identities (Swain &
French, 2000).

2.3. Uneven Progress: Inclusion and Exclusion and the
Exchange of Meaning

While public policies, academic studies, and charitable ef-
forts have attempted to ensure access in themarketplace,
actual information about accessibility options such as
large printmenus, sign language, and ramps content does
not appear to have been uniformly regulated nor pre-
sented in a standardized format worldwide. For instance,
the ADA mandates accessibility in public marketplaces
but does not apparently stipulate that businesses provide
advance information about marketplace accessibility in
their online, print, and interpersonal communications.

As one might expect, consumers with disabilities
have a greater need for certainty and factual information
regarding their abilities to plan activities in advance. They
report consulting a variety of sources, such as a venue’s
own website, Facebook page, and other travel-related
rating services such as TripAdvisor and Trivago yet report
mixed results. Photos of attractive restaurants and ho-
tels may be provided along with various activities in en-
tertainment literature, yet significant information gaps
are noted by public advocates who offer rating services
(Disabled Foodie, 2016). Public spaces may state that
they are “handicapped accessible” and post an accessibil-
ity icon on their media. However, the quality of informa-
tionmay fail to address the specific needs of potential pa-
trons, such as seating with other patrons, recorded mes-

saging, braille, hearing assistance, service animals, and
other aspects of accessibility. Moreover, employees are
found to vary considerably in their training and expertise
in serving persons with disabilities (Baker et al., 2007).

3. Problem Statement: Inclusive Information for
Consumer Accessibility Evaluation and Choice

Consumer decision-making theory tells us that individu-
als rely heavily on information inmakingmarket place de-
cisions. That is, individuals may extract, process, and use
information in selecting stores, making purchases, and
patronizing service-based businesses (Bettman, 1979;
Bettman, Luce, & Payne, 1998; Johnson & Levin, 1985).
These studies provide evidence thatwhen a specific need
or requirement is very important to a consumer, theywill
spend additional time and effort in searching for needed
information, processing it, and using that information to
create a set of acceptable venues called a “consideration
set”. Such a decision process may prompt someone with
mobility disabilities to pre-screen shopping venues for
needed accommodations such as ramps, elevators, and
handicapped parking. Consumer evaluation and choice,
however, can be compromised when relevant informa-
tion is missing. As a result, a consumer with disabilities
may find themselves excluded since an accurate evalua-
tion cannot be made.

3.1. Accessibility Messaging

This manuscript introduces a concept called “accessibil-
ity messaging”, that refers to the information indicating
the availability of accommodations provided by in the
marketplace or by specific venues. For instance, stores,
museums, or shopping malls might develop brochures
and web sites that describe the mobility accessible en-
trances, the use of sign language interpreters, and the
availability of large-print materials and recorded infor-
mation. Universities might additionally provide informa-
tion on closed captioning options, opportunities for note-
takers, alternative test formats, and online materials
prepared with transcripts and formats compatible with
screen readers (Betts et al., 2013).

In addition, there has been a significant growth in
information, reviews, and ratings posted by third-party
sources such as city guides, hospitality services like Trip
Advisor, Facebook, and Yelp, interest groups such as the
Food Network and Open Table, and other web-based ser-
vices such as Google. It is important to note that these
third-party sources may collect partial or dated informa-
tion, such as exterior photos from Google Maps or paid
advertisements that selectively provide information to a
limited set of venue characteristics.

3.2. A Typology of Accessibility Messaging

Ironically, accessible built environments can become
“disabling” environments when their messaging fails

Social Inclusion, 2019, Volume 7, Issue 1, Pages 164–172 166



to provide needed information causing their elimina-
tion from the consideration set for potential consumers.
We anticipate that patterns of accessibility messaging
can be analyzed using the following typology (Kaufman-
Scarborough, 2015):

• Universal inclusion: A venue is accessible and con-
sumer information provides a complete descrip-
tion of access;

• Unintended exclusion: A venue is accessible, but
accessibility information is incomplete or difficult
to obtain;

• Selective inclusion: A venue is partially accessible
with a complete description of access;

• Rejected exclusion: A venue is not accessible and
does not provide accessibility information.

This typology is based on the inclusion/exclusion di-
chotomy but recognizes that there may be differing de-
grees of access for persons with disabilities. In the first
case, a venue is classified as having “universal inclusion”
if it welcomes consumers with various types of abilities
and disabilities, using the principles of universal design
or design for everyone. Additionally, the venue attempts
to provide thorough information or a way to obtain it,
such as advising the consumer to reach out in advance.
This is in contrast to “rejected exclusion”, in which a
venue appears to be designed based on ableism, effec-
tively rejecting those who are not able-bodied. More-
over, accessibility information is ignored and a lack of
welcome is communicated.

The remaining two classifications present a middle-
ground in which inclusive design and/or accessibility in-
formation is not complete. The first, “unintended exclu-
sion”, attempts to specifically consider venues that of-
fer accessible facilities but do not communicate it thor-
oughly. They are the primary focus on this study since
it is their information that appears to deny inclusion or
may cause consumers to exclude themselves. “Selective
inclusion”, on the other hand, refers to venues that have
chosen specific disabilities to accommodate, perhaps in
response to legal mandates, but they have ignored the
needs of consumers with other disabilities. For instance,
some venues have emphasized readily visible accommo-
dations such as ramps, automatic doors, and elevators
in addressing mobility needs, but may report not consid-
ering patronage by consumers with invisible disabilities
such as hearing, vision, and neurological impairments.

4. Methodology

An exploratory study was conducted at a major Univer-
sity in the Northeastern United States in Fall 2016. Stu-
dent observers in an upper-level undergraduate Retail-
ing class collected observations of public accessibility
messaging provided by businesses in a major metropoli-
tan area. In preparation for the study, the student ob-
servers first read academic and practitioner articles illus-

trating the information that consumers with disabilities
reported as important when evaluating businesses to pa-
tronize. They next attended a training session providing
insights into the anticipation, selection and identification
of sources of accessibility information. They were asked
to record their observations using a standard rubric and
requested to focus on whether the information they col-
lected would be sufficient for persons with disabilities to
confidently patronize the venue.

The standard rubric was used by all student investi-
gators. In addition to providing a detailed narrative of
their findings, they were required to complete a stan-
dard table investigating accommodations for a minimum
of five disabilities: mobility, vision, hearing, food aller-
gies, and sensory. The table provided several accommo-
dations drawn from the literature and practical writings
on access such as ramps and automatic doors, bright
lighting, sign language, gluten and peanut free, and per-
fume and smoke free. Students were asked to rate each
area they discussion on a scale of 1 (worst) to 10 (best)
on perceived accessibility.

The investigation in this study considers two type
of “public accommodations”, restaurants and entertain-
ment venues that come under the jurisdiction of Title
III of the ADA. A place of public accommodation is a fa-
cility whose operations affect commerce and falls into
one or more of twelve specific categories defined by the
government. Two of the twelve categories characterize
this research: 1) places that serve food or drink (restau-
rants and bars), and 2) places of exhibition or entertain-
ment (theaters, stadiums, arenas). For this study, disabil-
ities access is measured against the ADA of 1990, the
Standards of 1991, and the revised standards of 2010.
They are described in detail in the ADANational Network
Disability Law Handbook (Brennan, 2013).

4.1. The Student Observer Scenario

All student observers were asked to select one restau-
rant and one entertainment venue for evaluation based
on the information provided online by the venues them-
selves and other third-party sources. They were also
asked to make a confirmation phone call and/or visit
to each selected venue to evaluate accommodations re-
lated to mobility, hearing, vision, sensory, and dietary
impairments. To increase their involvement with the
assignment, all student observers were given the sce-
nario below:

Suppose you are a junior executive at a large multi-
national company. You have been assigned to host a
team of five guests from another division of your com-
pany who have never been to [the local major city].
Your planned itinerary includes dinner at an upscale
venue and an evening at a local entertainment venue
such as a concert or a major league sports event.
About a week before the visit, your manager stops
by to alert you that at least one of your guests has
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a hearing impairment and another occasionally uses
a wheelchair due to a mobility limitation. You quickly
go online to check specific accessibility for the venues
you are considering. You also check travel sources like
TripAdvisor and Trivago for ratings and reviews. What
level of detail should you expect to find to help you
plan a successful visit by the team?

4.2. Sample of Venues

A total of 37 student observers participated in the study,
each collecting data from one restaurant and one en-
tertainment venue that they had chosen for the study.
While 75 observations were submitted, the final sample
of 52 venueswere used in this analysis. The remaining ob-
servations were omitted due to overlap, duplication, or
incomplete data. An overall total of 33 restaurants were
analyzed in the final sample. They included global and
national chains as well as small local venues. The 19 en-
tertainment venues included a variety of formats, with
the majority focusing on major sports facilities. Others
were museums, libraries, and movie theaters.

5. Analysis

Ideally, all 52 venues would have indicated that their
messaging indicated universal inclusion. However, the
data revealed considerable variability across the venues
although some patterns were identified. Some of the
venues were found to excel in providing accommoda-
tions, while others were actually in violation of the ADA.
For instance, venues were identified that denied access
for service animals, failed to offer usable ramps and au-
tomatic doors, neglected to consider the importance of
proper lighting for persons with visual impairments, and
ignored the needs of persons with hearing impairments
in communicating independently with employees.

5.1. Evaluation of Observed Acceptable Outcomes

First, the 11 large entertainment venues in the sam-
ple primarily included nationally-recognized museums
and sports complexes. Each clearly excelled in extensive
accommodations, providing supportive and knowledge-
able staff plus detailed downloadable information. Since
stadiums and convention centers are often prominent
places of public accommodation, they are required to ad-
here to the comprehensive accommodations required by
both national and potentially global standards. Addition-
ally, public interest and third-sector organizations have
also established detailed guides concerning stadium ac-
cess for persons with disabilities. An example is found in
Accessible Stadia (2003) available online by the Football
Stadia Improvement Fund. Venues such as these clearly
illustrate “universal inclusion”.

One student observer made the following assess-
ment of a prominent athletic facility in a major United
States city:

After reviewing the information available on the web-
site of Lincoln Financial Field, they seem to be very
accommodating to all kinds of disabilities. They also
have very detailed descriptions of all the rules and ser-
vices provided, stating: “Wewelcomemembers of our
disabled community to Lincoln Financial Field, which
is fully compliant with the Americans with Disabili-
ties Act”….Lincoln Financial Field has highly advanced,
top of the line hearing assistance devices and also
has Braille guides for the entire stadium located at all
Guest Service booths.

5.2. Evaluation of Observed Unacceptable Outcomes

The remaining 41 eligible cases consisted of both large
and small venues that did not provide full accessibil-
ity information and varied in the accommodations they
discussed in publicly. Essentially, both unintended ex-
clusion and selective inclusion overlapped since various
combinations of partial accessibility and partial public
information tended to be the most common finding.
One common finding indicated that the majority typi-
cally indicated some information of mobility, ramps, and
automatic doors in their promotional materials. Con-
sumers with other disabilities and special dietary needs
instead were asked to contact the venue for information
and special assistance. Other venues appeared to down-
play the effectiveness of their accommodations, poten-
tially becoming rejected by consumers due to a lack
of information.

For example, assessments of the Cheesecake Factory
restaurant chain indicated that “the little information
presented on their website was not enough to make a
patronage decision”. One student observer pointed out
that several negative reviews on social media revealed
that persons with other disabilities were apparently not
accounted for:

One person claimed that their wheelchair could not
fit into the handicapped restroom, while another per-
son claimed that they could not get their wheelchair
through the front door, because they only had a re-
volving door. People who were deaf or hearing im-
paired reported that they had a very unpleasant ex-
perience there and it wasmore difficult for them than
other restaurants. One customer who had poor vision
reported that the restaurant is too dark at night, and
that it made it impossible for them to see.

5.3. The Impact of Technology

In contrast, movie theaters were found to offer complex
accommodations due to innovations in entertainment
and movie theater technology. Theaters reported hav-
ing options for hand-held closed captioning, amplifica-
tion and enhancement of audio, and even narration of
the action on the screen. For instance, AMC offers as-
sistive listening devices (ALDs) plus “CaptiView”, a per-
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sonal closed captioning device that can be attached to
a mounted cup holder as indicated in the AMC assistive
moviegoing guide (AMC Theatres, 2018).

In addition, the student observers reported that the-
ater managers noted that many accommodations were
not listed online since they required personal discus-
sion with staff and often advance reservations. Given the
growing numbers of customers who gain movie, time,
and ticket information online, providing full online in-
formation is a convenient opportunity to communicate
welcome to persons with disabilities. In addition, AMC
also reported offering “sensory friendly films” at specific
times, welcoming persons with autism to comfortably
get up, move about, and “dance, walk, shout, or sing”.
This specific option confronts the isolation of the medi-
cal model approach by offering an innovative approach
that includes persons whose disabilities may manifest in
less conventional behaviors.

5.4. Informal Efforts to Provide Accessibility

As might be anticipated, small local venues were found
to made informal yet effective efforts to provide access,
such as reading menus to customers who were blind and
using informal hand gestures to persons who could not
hear. While such efforts do not conform to typical formal
accessibility laws, the reports indicated that customers
were quite satisfied with the accommodative service al-
though the information was not available to those at-
tempting to prescreen in advance.

For instance, one student reviewed a local city’s pub-
lic library where she was employed. She reported a lack
of online information such that:

A person with a disability would have no idea what to
expect from the library based on thewebsite. A phone
call to the library was useful in clearing up questions
andwould be enough to reassureme that the library is
handicap accessible. Based onmy experienceworking
at the library I know that there are several limitations

including one bathroomwithout wall rails, books that
are out of reach, and poor lighting in certain areas.
Also, there are aisles that would be difficult for a per-
son using a wheelchair or walking aid to navigate due
to books and tables.

Finally, some venues appeared to have made no effort
in communicating their accommodations to potential pa-
trons. Informationwas totally absent from some globally-
prominent restaurant chains as seen in Table 1 below
that provides “examples of information omissions”. Oth-
ers had incomplete information or according to the stu-
dent observers, employees who were not trained to dis-
cuss access questions. For instance, employees reported
not being certain whether service animals were allowed.
In discussing a small local restaurant, one observer com-
mented that “after reviewing their web and social media
outlets I was disappointed to learn they do not do a good
job explaining they are wheelchair accessible”.

5.5. Variations in Publicly-Available Accessibility
Information

The observations collected in this study offer prelimi-
nary evidence that publicly-available accessibility infor-
mation varies widely among public venues that con-
sumers may want to patronize. Particularly troublesome
are businesses that comply with all/some accessibility
guidelines, yet they ironically do not do a consistent job
informing their customers about it. For instance, one stu-
dent observer could not find complete information on
TGI Fridays Restaurant online in the Northeastern United
States but was able to use a UK website found at dis-
abledgo.com to complete a pre-evaluation of this global
chain. The site is simple to use with a variety of accessi-
bility icons that enable a thorough understanding of the
accessibility of a specific business.

Large national sports venues could probably be
called the “gold standard” both ofmulti-disability accom-
modation and of accessibility messaging. Online accessi-

Table 1. Examples of information completeness/omissions.

Example Venue Situation

1 Sports stadium in major NE citie in Multi-disability access, accurate information
the United States

2 TGI Fridays Restaurant Good/fair access, incomplete accessibility information online,
full accessibility information on disabledgo.com

3 Applebees Restaurant (2 locations) No online accessibility information; some accommodations

4 Cheesecake Factory Online mobility access information, complaints on Twitter by several
customers with disabilities

5 Olive Garden (Darden) No online access information, spacious, helpful staff, accommodates
on food allergies

6 Small local Taproom/Grill No online access information, employees taught to informally
accommodate patrons with disabilities
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bility guides appeared to be the standard with detailed
information on various types of disabilities support by
staff. The venues gave a clear impression that accessibil-
ity is a priority and that they are experienced in working
with patrons in advance to plan their visit. The notion of
prior planning was emphasized so that the customer and
any companions would be well-prepared.

5.6. Limitations

Since this is an exploratory study, it is necessary to briefly
discuss its limitations. The study is not representative of
the full range of entertainment and restaurant venues in
the tri-state area where the study was conducted. As a
next step, a sample should be drawn systematically from
a comprehensive listing of all businesses within specific
categories in order to ensure representativeness. Addi-
tionally, observers must be required to examine all pos-
sible communications channels from telephone calls and
personal visits, to websites and social media posts.

6. Recommendations

The present article offers a call to research specifically
examining the availability of information about accessi-
bility in built environments. It calls to question whether
there are policies in place that require that information
about accessibility be provided to potential patrons. To-
day’s intense and rapidly changing communications en-
vironment is full of potential to increase message acces-
sibility to persons with disabilities. Just as universal de-
sign principles can be implemented in designing prod-
ucts, stores, and venues that can be used by all, an exten-
sion to “universal communications design” can enhance
message transmission for a wider number of people who
have access to and can respond to information conveyed
by combining several styles in order to maximize the op-
portunities to transmit meanings.

6.1. Requiring Standard Formats for Accessibility
Information

The article asks whether accessibility information is avail-
able online as needed by patrons with disabilities. It
raises the question to policymakers worldwide whether
accessibility information should be coordinated and/or
regulated so that a standard format and a verified set of
disabilities needs are required to be addressed.

Since there are sets of disabilities icons, words, ac-
commodations, and symbols that can be universally
adopted, the actual use of standard formats would seem
to be a straightforward outreach for various types of
public venues. In addressing this suggestion, policymak-
ers might develop and test similar information sum-
maries to determine whether they actually add to the
search process and decision-making success of persons
with disabilities.

6.2. Reimagining Consumer Communications to Include
Persons with Multiple Types of Disabilities

Persons with disabilities routinely participate in growing
numbers throughout educational, business, and social
contexts. Yet our study found that consumers with physi-
cal disabilities in general were better accounted for then
other types of disabilities. While the sporting and movie
venues displayed considerable accessibility for persons
with vision, hearing, and sensory disabilities, venues
such as restaurants appeared to address ADA-required
accommodations primarily throughmobility-based assis-
tive aids. Our study leads to the recommendation that
accessibility messaging must address the concerns and
questions of persons with multiple types of disabilities
so they can prepare for participation in the marketplace.
This expectation should lead us to ensure that our mes-
sages, our media, and our accommodations enable in-
clusive communications to take place maximizing under-
standing, response and feedback.

Future study is needed that identifies the exact in-
formation, its format, and the options that require ad-
vance notice. Disabledgo.com provides a useful starting
place by considering the standard system of icons used
in representing desired venues. According to thewebsite,
the icons and definitions were developed from informa-
tion suggested by actual personswith disabilities. In addi-
tion, venues that provide online access to real-time assis-
tance can examine whether online “chats” are provided
in usable formats for persons with various communica-
tions abilities.

6.3. Expanding the Access/Information Typology to a
Continuous and Measurable Format

This initial study also demonstrates that the classifica-
tion typology used in this study is not detailed enough
to evaluate the variations in accessibility accommoda-
tions and information communication. Some specific dis-
abilities such as those requiring special preplanned assis-
tance may not be able to predict the full detail needed in
their accommodations for each customer. Additionally,
the information needed by certain consumers may vary
based on the type of media typically used and its capabil-
ities for full access. Additional academic study is needed
that integrates the opinions of persons with disabilities.

7. Conclusion

This article reports on an exploratory study that ex-
amined the accuracy and completeness of publicly-
researchable accessibility information. As anticipated,
accessibility messaging is not complete across various
types of venues but instead varies based on the venue
type as well as the apparent commitment to accessibility.
In addition, accommodations may vary based on venue-
specific assistive technology as shown in the example
of movie theater technologies. Finally, businesses who
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are compliant may increase their opportunity to include
consumerswith disabilities by conducting an assessment
of company and third-party information and identifying
both gaps and opportunities to communicate a welcom-
ing environment.
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