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Thank you.   I don’t know if I can live up to that, to that preparation, Maria.  I’m very pleased to be here this morning to talk about the research that we have done at the Law Health Policy Disability Center.  To give you some of our preliminary findings and actually to get some of your input, your ideas about what we have done and your suggestions for about what should be doing in the future.  Before I start talking actually about this research project I want to put it into some type of context to tell you a little bit about the national policies concerning persons with disabilities and their employment as well as our research mission.  The disability laws and policies of the United States have evidenced a dramatic shift in the last 25 years.  They have gone from a model of charity and compensation through a model of medical oversight where individuals with disabilities were primarily institutionalized and now really to a period of Civil Rights.  The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act set forth our national policies about individuals with disabilities.  That individuals with disabilities should evidence equality of opportunity.  That they should participate fully in our communities, that they should have independent living and not segregated living institutions, and that they should be able to achieve economic self-sufficiency.  And while those are good goals, in some ways we have been successful in other ways those policies have not been as successful as some of us might hope.  In evidence of success one sort of example that may have implications for the study that I am going to talk about is the de-institutionalization of individuals with mental retardation.  Individuals with mental retardation in the past were often placed in State Hospitals or special intuitions for them.  They were segregated from the community.  Now the trend is much more for them to be integrated into the community, to have community living.  In that sense, we have some sort of success with our integration policies This is from data from James Conroy at the Center for Outcome Analysis and what you find is that these are individuals with mental retardation and the number of individuals with mental retardation who are place in segregated usually public institutions specifically for individuals with mental retardation or other mental health issues and what you see is that from the 1880’s at least to the year 2000 that we have seen quite a dramatic change in where these people are living.  In that sense we have seen some success of these policies.  

In contrast perhaps is employment policy for individuals with disabilities, which is what I am going to be emphasizing.  Although there is considerable controversy over what the actual statistics and the numbers are, I think that there is general agreement that individuals with disabilities are less likely to be employed than their peers who are not disabled; that they are less likely to be in full-time employment if they are employed; and that they are probably earning less than their non-disabled peers.  I do not want to get into a discussion about what the actual numbers are, whether there’s 27 or 35 or what, but the fact is that the consensus is that in employment we probably have not been as successful as we have been in de-institutionalization.  Recent policy initiatives such as WIA and TWWIIA, which many of you have probably heard of and may have more experience with it than I do, have tried to diminish the barriers that prohibit or get in the way of individuals with disabilities who want to work.  Whether those policies as well as the ADA are effective or not is something that the Law Health Policy and Disability Center continues to look at.  

Let me tell you a little about the Law Health Policy and Disability Center’s employment research.  In light of the policy changes the Law Health Policy and Disability Center’s has undertaken a series of studies about employment of individuals with disabilities.  Building on the idea that individuals with disabilities should have the same opportunities as individuals who do not have disabilities, should have the same opportunities for economic self-sufficiency, we have undertaken a series of studies looking at different kinds of employment opportunities.  So, for example, Professor Blanck has done a Sears study looking at the cost of accommodations and the business case analysis for accommodating individuals with disabilities in a traditional employment setting at Sears.  We have looked, or Professor Blanck and Pat Steele have looked at a case study of the staffing industry, and whether that as an employment opportunity is a means for individuals with disabilities to transition from unemployment to competitive or Integrated Employment.  Most recently we have done a study of self-employment.  The Entrepreneurs with Disabilities Program in Iowa that assists individuals with disabilities, to start their own businesses.  I mean, if we are talking about individuals with disabilities really being included, really finding full participation in our community, then they must have the same opportunity that everyone else has.  

The study that I am going to be talking about today is just on our continuing research studies of employment opportunities, so think of it in that perspective.  We looked at different kinds of employment opportunities; Sheltered Workshops, in that sense is another form of employment opportunity.  Most of you are probably familiar with Sheltered Employment.  Department of Labor defines these as facilities established to provide employment opportunities for individuals with disabilities.  They are, they go by a number of different names Work Centers, Community Rehabilitation programs, Sheltered Workshops.  All of those terms with some small distinctions mean about the same thing.  What I am talking about when I talk about Sheltered Employment and Sheltered Workshops are segregated employment settings where individuals with disabilities are primarily working with, alongside of, other individuals with disabilities.  The primary purpose of the facility is for employment of individuals with disabilities.  Compared to Integrated Employment where individuals with disabilities are working in a job site that is not specifically designed for individuals with disabilities, and where their peers and colleagues are, more likely than not, individuals with disabilities.  

How is it that Sheltered Employment came to be?  I am a law student, which is part of what did not tell you, so, I have to put in my little legal component here because well, I am skipping classes to be here, so I have to have some legal component to tell you about.  In 1938 the Fair Labor Standards Act created a national minimum wage – a whopping 25 cents per hour.  So as not to preclude the employment of individuals with disabilities, handicapped individuals as they were called in the Act, the FLSA contained a special exemption.  It authorized the Department of Labor to issue certificates for employers to employ individuals at sub-minimum wages, wages below that of the minimum of the 25 cents per hour minimum wage.  Individuals that could earn that could receive these certificates for employment were those impaired by age or physical or mental deficiency or injury.  In 1966 that section of the FLSA was amended, and it became known as Section 214C, and so you will hear illusions to 214C employees.  It is this in the 1966 amendments that established a special sub-minimum wage.  Individual who were employed under these certificates had to receive a wage of at least 50 percent of whatever the national minimum wage was.  It also created however, and that wage had to be commensurate with wages paid non-handicapped workers in industries in vicinity for essentially the same quantity of work.  That phrase may seem very familiar to you because it is sort of the standard that is now used to evaluate what wages individuals should be paid under 214C exemptions.  1966 amendments created the sub-minimum wage of at least 50 percent but they also created a whole new set of exemptions so that individuals who were in training or evaluation programs did not need to receive the minimum wage or the special sub-minimum wage.  Individuals in Work Activity Centers, centers designed exclusively to provide therapy activities of which work might be a therapy activity were also exempted from the special sub-minimum wage, as were multi-handicapped workers whose earning capacity quote “was so severely impaired that they would be unable to engage in competitive employment”.  You have to remember that this is 1966; this is the 1960’s.  This is, if you remember, that slide about de-institutionalization.  This is when we are on that upswing of placing individuals especially with mental retardation into institutions more and more frequently.  

In 1986 the FLSA was amended once again.  This time the special sub-minimum wage, that fifty percent of minimum wage was eliminated.  Employers were simply required to establish a special minimum wage for individuals with disabilities who they wanted to pay sub-minimum wages; and again, it was the idea that they were to be paid wages commensurate with the work that they performed, comparable to non-handicapped workers in the same types of industry.  That is how the law stands today.  When I talk about Sheltered Employment, most of what I’m talking about in Sheltered Employment is individuals who fall under this 214C exemption; this idea that they can be paid below minimum wage.  The purpose of that exemption in the minimum wage, according to the Legislature, is to prevent curtailment of opportunities for employment of individuals whose earnings or productive capacity is impaired by age, physical or mental deficiency or injury.  So it is the idea that these individuals would not be capable of performing, of competing in a competitive market for employment.  Now mind you, that this was the purpose of the act, the purpose of the legislation created in 1938, and has remained with the legislation through to today.  

According to the Department of Labor, Sheltered Employment serves two purposes.  One is to prepare some individuals for entry into competitive or Integrated Employment; it is like a stepping-stone, it’s a means to integrated or competitive employment for some individuals.  The Department of Labor also states however that Sheltered Employment is an end in itself.  It is to provide long-term employment for individuals who are not likely to move into Integrated Employment.  So, in evaluating Sheltered Employment you need to bear in mind that there are two goals.  For some individuals it is a means to a different end of Integrated Employment; and for other individuals, at least according to the legislation, it is an end in and of itself it is going to be a long-term employment setting.  

What can I tell you of importance about Sheltered Employment?  Well, the General Accounting Office in 2001 did a study of Sheltered Employment.  I do not want to get into the methodology and everything about that study, but I will at least tell you a little bit about what they found.  They found that the majority of individuals paid sub-minimum wage under this 214C exemptions were individuals in Sheltered Workshops.  Ninety-five percent of individuals who receive this exemption are in Sheltered Workshops.  So really the 214C exemption is primarily sheltered workshop employees.  Those employees are primarily individuals that are, by majority individuals who have mental retardation or other development disabilities. Something like 74 percent of these 214C employees are individuals with mental retardation or developmental disabilities. So the study that I am going to be talking about today, really is a study of individuals with mental retardation or development disabilities; so it won’t be completely representative of all people in Sheltered Employment, but it does sort represent that majority of individuals.  

There have been a couple of other national studies, primarily by the Department of Labor, and a couple of their facts that may be of interest, and you want to think about as I talk about our study, is how often is it that individuals in Sheltered Employment transition from Sheltered Employment to Integrated Employment at least in these national studies, bearing in mind that the purpose, those dual purposes.  Well the Department of Labor study, the General Accounting study, estimates that somewhere between five and twelve percent of individuals in Sheltered Employment move on to Integrated Employment.  That is a very low percentage, and I’ll talk about what we have found.  The other sort of important or interesting piece of information from these national studies is that individuals, who do transition from Sheltered Employment to Integrated Employment or competitive employment, usually do so within the first year of entering the workshop.  So, individuals who are going to transition typically do it fairly quickly upon coming into the workshop.  It is less likely for an individual who has been in Sheltered Employment, who has been in a sheltered workshop for a longer period of time, to then eventually transition.  

Of most importance let me tell you about our study.  We undertook a study for the President’s Task for on Persons, on Adults with Disabilities.  The study, the Labor force Participation in Wages of Individuals with Disabilities Who Were in Sheltered Employment.  Now this is sort of a unique study, we did not collect the data okay.  This is my first caveat; I did not go and get this data so do not yell at me about the finding.  What we did, was have access to data that was collected by the Center for Outcome Analysis.  And you say why did the Center for Outcome Analysis have this data?  They were under contract for a number of states to study the quality of life for individuals who were de-institutionalized.  These are primarily individuals with mental retardation that were de-institutionalized from state hospitals, public institutions in the 1980’s and early 1990’s, and their mandate was to study what happens to these individuals.  They were studying their quality of life however, so they were studying a lot about these people.  They went out, they interviewed these people, they interviewed family members, and they interviewed individuals who assisted these people in the community and at the State Hospital to really understand what was happening with these individuals’ lives.  The data is unique.  The data that I am talking about today, are longitudinal analysis in that they study people at Time One either when these individuals were still in the institution or just after they had been de-institutionalized and moved into the community, and they also followed up with them some years later.  So in that sense we can look at, we can compare what happened to their lives over time.  It is the only way we can actually look at individuals who move from Sheltered Employment, who are in Sheltered Employment and what happens to them over time is to follow up with them and find out did they move out of Sheltered Employment over time.  So the data was just too good to resist even though we didn’t collect it ourselves.  

But, this is an analysis of really pre-existing data. The samples that I going to talk about may not be totally representative of individuals in Sheltered Employment.  The purpose of the study was not, let’s study employment.  The purpose of this study was lets study the quality of life of people who are e de-institutionalized.  It just happens to be that part of that is looking at the employment of these individuals.  So employment made up only a very small part of the larger data set, but the employment data is the part that we were particularly interested in.  The individuals are individuals with mental retardation so they don’t represent everyone that is in Sheltered Employment, and these are also a preliminary analysis.  We have prepared a draft of our study for the President’s Taskforce on Adults with Disabilities and we have had their permission to present to you today the preliminary analyses to get your feedback, your suggestions, and your ideas about what we should be doing next.  How should we revise this, how should we do it differently, or how should we make it better and improve upon it and what we should do next.  So I have some self-interest in presenting this information to you today because I want to know what you think about it.

On to the study.  There were seven samples, longitudinal studies done in seven different states.  The samples are a little bit like comparing apples and oranges, okay?  The study started at different times so for example in Pennsylvania and Connecticut the study in the mid-eighties, that was Time One, they ended in 1990, that was Time Two.  So they were four, five year studies at the end of the 1980’s.  In contrast the studies in North Carolina, Oklahoma, and California started in the early 1990’s and ended at the end of the 1990’s,  1999 or 2000, so they span most of the 1990 decade.

The last two studies, the Kansas and the Indiana study, are very short-term studies looking at people de-institutionalized at the end of the 90’s and looking at them only for a year or two years at most.  So the studies really span different times, different durations.  The individuals in the studies are also different somewhat different.  Just looking at some of the demographics here you have median age, so the individuals in Connecticut were on average 29 years old compared to the individuals in say Indiana who were much older who were on average 43 years old.

So the samples are not exactly, we’re not looking at the same people in different states at different times; we’re looking in some aspects at different people that are being de-institutionalized.  All of the individuals, or all of the samples were studies of individuals who were, who had mental retardation; and you can also see that the level of mental retardation is different in some of the studies.  So for example, in North Carolina, the average individual had a mild level of mental retardation; in most of the other samples it was severe or profound.  In order to study employment we had to categorize employment; we had to say what kind of employment was this person in and this became a much more complicated question than it may appear at first because individuals sometimes are in different kinds of employment.  They may be in multiple kinds of employment.  Our arbitrary way of categorizing the data, which you may or may not agree with, is that if individuals declared any hours in competitive employment they were in competitive employment for us.  If not, and they declared hours in supported employment they were in supported employment.  If neither of those two and they declared hours in Sheltered Employment they were in Sheltered Employment.  If they declared no hours of employment they were by default unemployed.  There is a group of individuals which we call volunteers who reported hours but reported no earned income from those hours of employment, we considered them to be unemployed as well, so you can argue about our categorization but I want to make clear sort of how we did it

 What then can I tell you about the individuals who are in Sheltered Employment?  Let me skip over this one for time.  This is a comparison of the average, the median weekly wages for individuals in competitive, which is the blue, the upper line, in supported which is the purple the middle line, and in Sheltered Employment which is the red line.  All of these are based on or translated to 2001 dollars so that you can compare across the samples.  And what you find is that individuals in Sheltered Employment were having median weekly wages, average weekly wages substantially below their counterparts in supported and competitive employment.  So in just terms of weekly income individuals in competitive employment who were de-institutionalized, came from the same cohort, were economically better off, they were earning more than their counterparts in supported or Sheltered Employment.  One thing you may ask about is what about hours?  Is it simply that they are working more hours, and the answer is pretty much no.  The hours are pretty comparable at cost; the average hours are pretty comparable at cost sheltered, supportive, and competitive employment.  This probably does not come as a surprise to you.

If we conceptualize a continuum of employment from unemployment through Sheltered Workshops through Integrated Employment, one thing that you can consider is that in the short-term studies we shouldn’t find a lot of people in Integrated Employment.  As time goes on we should find more people in Integrated Employment.  And that is part of what we found and I’m going to go through the next sort of series of slides somewhat rapidly just to give you sort of the flavor of what the employment status was of the individuals in these different samples.

The shortest study only a time span of one year done in Kansas which was the de-institutionalization, the closure of one state hospital, you find that over that one year time span very few people became employed at all; and the one person who became employed was employed in Sheltered Employment.  Not a particularly interesting, interesting finding.  In Indiana, which was a two-year time span, you see sort of the same idea only magnified a bit in that there’s high rates of unemployment still after two years and where individuals are becoming employed is primarily Sheltered Employment at both sort of the beginning and the end of the study.

Now this starts sort of the more long-term studies.  Pennsylvania was a four-year study done at the mid 1980’s to the early 1990.  And here in 1986 and 1991 you see very high rates of unemployment.  As you get into Sheltered Employment and Integrated Employment, you see that individuals over the span of this study really weren’t moving into sheltered or Integrated Employment.  In fact individuals in Sheltered Employment, those middle bars, were actually becoming unemployed as opposed to moving on into Integrated Employment in this study, so over a five-year time span in Pennsylvania at this particular point in time they weren’t achieving Integrated Employment.  And, you also have to bear in mind what the economy was like at the mid 1980’s to the 1990, 1991.  Another five-year time span, this is the California study, from mid 1990 to 2000 or 1999 these individuals were also not experiencing employment.  The black bars are Time One in 1994 and the gold bars are 1999 Time Two and what you see is that the most change is from individuals who were in Sheltered Employment at Time One becoming unemployed at Time Two.  So in both Pennsylvania and California, we are not seeing a lot of movement to employment; we are seeing a lot of people becoming unemployed.

In contrast this is the study from Connecticut done in time period comparable to Pennsylvania’s.  And for the Connecticut sample at least, they experienced a decrease in their unemployment; so all the way over to the left you see that unemployment was probably in the 90 percent in 1985 going down to the somewhere in the sixties in 1990.  Where did those people go?  Those people went into sort of equally into Sheltered Employment and Integrated Employment.

In North Carolina you see similar results. You see a decrease in unemployment; you see actually a decrease in Sheltered Employment and a substantial increase in Integrated Employment.  So these individuals in North Carolina over a six-year time span were moving on into Integrated Employment.

In Oklahoma you see the same affect.  You see a decrease in unemployment; you see an increase in Integrated Employment.  So these individuals as well over the seven-year time span as the Oklahoma study were moving from unemployment or at least through Sheltered Employment to Integrated Employment.

One thing to bear in mind about those is as you watched those is that I talked about the transition but one thing to be very mindful of is the high rate of unemployment in all of those studies.  In other than the Oklahoma study, the majority of individuals that were de-institutionalized were unemployed at both Time One and Time Two.  So these individuals are really not experiencing employment, we are talking when we talk about Sheltered Employment and Integrated Employment individuals who are in the minority.  How effective then is Sheltered Employment in helping clients to gain employment in integrated settings?  I mean, that is the effect question.  How much can we rely on this?  How much good does it do?

One way to look at that, to understand that, is to say if someone starts in Sheltered Employment at Time One are they better off, are they more likely to end up in Integrated Employment than if they started and they were unemployed.  So this is sort of the comparison is.  If I started Sheltered Employment do I end up in Integrated Employment, am I more likely to end up in Integrated Employment than if I started out in unemployment?   And that, that idea that concept that individuals are better off if they start in Sheltered Employment finds some supportive evidence at least in some of the samples.  What this is, is the percentage by category of individuals, the black bars are individuals who started in unemployment, who started out unemployed, and moved into Integrated Employment.  The gold bars are those individuals who started out in Sheltered Employment at Time One and moved into Integrated Employment at Time Two; and what you find is that there are higher percentages of gold bars in at least Connecticut, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Indiana, so in those states those individuals who started in who started in Sheltered Employment, who were in Sheltered Employment at Time One were more likely to end up in Integrated Employment at Time Two, were more likely to achieve Integrated Employment at Time Two than individuals who were unemployed at Time One.  Pennsylvania, California, Kansas really did not have employment improvements.  Those are the states that I talked about where actually individuals were more likely to become unemployed than they were to become employed.  So there is some evidence that Sheltered Workshops, Sheltered Employment is assisting some individuals to gain employment.  If you remember that two-tiered goal, that dual purpose of Sheltered Employment: one was to help some individuals move on to Integrated Employment, the other was to provide long-term employment for other individuals.  

We divided our data sets, or classified individuals who were originally in Sheltered Employment into two categories; what we termed Improvers, individuals who went from Sheltered Employment to Integrated Employment and Stayers, individuals who stayed in Sheltered Employment.  Now you might not like my term Improvers, Progressors or whatever but the concept is there.  Either people moved from Sheltered Employment to Integrated Employment or they stayed in Sheltered Employment; and what we wanted to know was what is the difference between these groups?  What characteristics distinguish these two groups?

If Integrated is this ultimate goal where we want people to go then individuals who are Improvers should be somewhat better off than individuals who are Stayers.  And the earned income data at least supports this assumption.  This is the change in weekly-earned income.  Now its been standardized at either 2000 or 2001 dollars, but its standardized so that I can compare across these two studies.  Now part of what you may say is okay you have seven studies and know you have two what’s going on?  What’s going on is that the sheer number of individuals in Sheltered Employment in the other studies was too small to really do a comparison.  We just did not have enough people to really do a comparison.  The only two data sets that we had sufficient numbers of individuals in Sheltered Employment at Time One were Pennsylvania and Oklahoma so those are the ones that I am concentrating on.  So in both Pennsylvania and Oklahoma individuals who improved, who started in Sheltered Employment and went on to Integrated Employment experienced approximately a $45.00 increase in weekly earned income from Time One of their being in Sheltered Employment to Time Two of their being in Integrated Employment.  So economically if we don’t pay attention to what happens to their benefits and other sorts of factors that I do not want to get into, in just terms on earned income they are earning more than they would if they stayed in Sheltered Employment and you say, “I could have told you that”, that is fine.  

What distinguishes Improvers from Stayers?  If I am out there managing Sheltered Employment, what I want to know is who do I put in it, to get them to Integrated Employment?  Who is it not going to help?  And, who can I reasonably expect is going to stay here and perhaps why?  So we did a whole series of analysis and I am not going to bother you with the methodology, one of my colleagues here who also happens to be my husband, Kevin Schartz, did most of this intricate statistical analysis and if you have any interest in it you can go chat with him, but I do not want to talk about multiple variances, equivalencies you can chat with him if you what too, but be aware that we did a who series of analysis to try and figure out what distinguishes between these two groups.  We looked at a number of variables that were fairly easy to access.

One set of them are your basic demographic variables: age, gender race, is there in some sense sort of a discrimination going on between individuals who improve, who progress to Integrated Employment and individuals who stay there; and the data did not support that.  We found no significant difference between the groups.  Then we looked at what we, what I conceptualize as functioning variables: measures of daily living skills, measures of mental retardation, and measures of disruptions of behaviors.  The only predictor that was distinguished between the two groups that was significantly different was the Adaptive Behavior Scale, which is a measure of daily living skills.  Individuals who went on to Integrated Employment were more likely to be higher functioning in terms of daily living skills than individuals who stayed in Sheltered Employment.  And you also say, “I could have saved you a lot of time, I could have saved you a lot of effort, I could have saved you a lot of paper, I could have told you that,” It is true.  What you might not have been able to tell me is that even though this was the only variable that distinguishes between the two groups it did not extinguish very well.  If did not account for very much of the variance in that statistician’s terms.  It did not tell me very much about, it could not predict for me very well who was going to be an improver and who was going to be a Stayer.  In fact there was substantial overlap in daily living skills in individuals who were Stayers and individuals who were Improvers.  Let me tell you, let me show you those results because those are probably the most interesting results of the study.  

This is the Pennsylvania longitudinal study.  I have removed a group of individuals who are Regressors, who started in Sheltered Employment and became unemployed because it just becomes too much to look at.  This is along the “X” axis, along the bottom, that is Adaptive Behavior Scores.  As you move towards the right, it is increases in Adaptive Behavior Scores scaled so that it shows in higher level of functioning so you want to be, if you want higher level of functioning, you want to be more towards the right than to the left.  So higher is better if you want higher living skills.  The gold bars are people that are Progressors, Improvers; people that moved on to Integrated Employment.  The Black bars are individuals who are Stayers and they are proportions; they are percentages of individuals, percentages of those groups.  What you find is that the highest level of functioning in the Pennsylvania study, there is a higher proportion of individuals with that level of functioning who remained in Sheltered Employment than individuals who went on to Integrated Employment.  The next two series, the 71-80, the 81-90, you find higher proportion of individuals who moved on, and at the lowest levels of functioning evidenced in this, you really have individuals who stayed in Sheltered Employment and no individuals who progressed.  So, what it seems to suggest is that individuals who progressed had higher functioning.  But it also shows that there were individuals who probably, possibly individuals who are at high levels of functioning that may be capable of Integrated Employment who are remaining in Sheltered Employment settings.  This is the Pennsylvania Study; this is six-seven year span of time that these individuals remain there.

The results are replicated in the Oklahoma Study.  It is not perhaps as dramatic because you have a wider spread; but again you see that at those high levels of functioning you have substantial numbers of individuals who stay in Sheltered Employment, those black bars.  Individuals who are Stayers who are at high levels of daily functioning at least how we are measuring it and yet are remaining in Sheltered Employment.  The only predictor that we found to distinguish between the two groups remember was this daily living skills, and these individuals are functioning at daily living skills comparable to individuals who moved on to Integrated Employment.  The data suggests that there are individuals out there who are in Sheltered Employment who have, at least of the variables that we have measured, are functioning at levels that make comparable to people who have moved on to Integrated Employment.  That becomes the next step in the analysis.  How do we figure out what are the other variables that are going in there.  Why is it people remain even though they have these functioning levels in Sheltered Employment when they look like in our terms people who have moved on to Integrated Employment?  

Let me run through a set of conclusions and then I am happy to take your comments, your suggestions, and your questions.  You have been very kind and not interrupted me through this.  I cannot say that necessarily of the law school professors that I have had the experience of.  The first finding which does not have much to do with Sheltered Employment but which comes out so dramatically in all these data sets is really the high rate of unemployment among all these data sets.  I am talking about seven data sets, we are talking about different times, we are talking about different time spans; these individuals who were de-institutionalized who moved from institutions to community placements really are primarily unemployed.  Though we have been successful in including them in the community in living, we have not been successful in including them in the community of employees.

Sheltered Employment clearly serves a function.  It prepared some individuals for movement into Integrated Employment.  Remember individuals in Sheltered Employment were more likely to end up in Integrated Employment than those individuals who were unemployed at the beginning of these studies.  So for some individuals it is a stepping-stone; it is a means to an end of moving to Integrated Employment.  For those individuals we need to figure out who they are and how to make that process even more efficient, and how to move them through this process to Integrated Employment.

Unfortunately there are also substantial numbers of individuals in Sheltered Employment who did not progress to Integrated Employment, over even some fairly substantial periods of time; I think the longest study is perhaps seven years.  According to the findings here, many of those individuals may be capable of working in more integrated settings and yet they remain in this Sheltered Employment environment; and that I think becomes the key question is that what to do, how to figure out why it is these individuals remain in Sheltered Employment and what to do to change that process.  If those individuals are truly capable of working in Integrated Employment settings, then we need to figure out a way to make that happen.  

All right, I have run through a who bunch of slides and a whole bunch of things, and as Maria will tell you I love data and I love graphs and I have probably bored some of you with it, but I am very open to any questions, suggestions, comments that you might have because this really is sort of the beginning in some ways for us.  We want your feedback, your suggestions about, your ideas about where is it that we look next.  

Audience Question:

I have a question regarding how the daily living skills at that level were measured, the instrument that was used, its reliability and validity, and what factors it includes?

Helen Schartz:

It’s the Adaptive Behavior Scale.  I’m sorry, her question was about the way that the daily living skills were measured, the instrument that was used, it’s reliability and validity and what factors it includes.

The instrument that was used in almost all of the studies, though there are some slight amendments or changes to it in the different studies is the Adaptive Behavior Scale.  It’s been found to be reliable, it’s been found to be valid as, as valid as any other measure of adaptive living skills.  The instrument itself may not be a problem.  As far as what categories, it measures a broad range of skills but I am not sure if it includes an affective, an emotional component within that; that, I am just not sure of.  I have looked at scales, and I know that there are other daily living scales that do that, but I am not sure if this one includes it, so taking off on that, this obviously is that you have a concern, or that you have something that we need to look at.

Audience Question:

If there is an affective component, there might be an explanation, a reason why that people with high level of daily living skills do not move out of Sheltered Employment.  It might be affective and there might be a way to measure that.

Helen Schartz:

So what you are suggesting is that possibly depressive features or lack of….

Audience Member:

authority

Helen Schartz:

…might account for why individuals are not moving on to that.  That is a good suggestion.  We can see if that component is actually in there or if there is, like I said this was a huge quality of living assessment.  There may be some other measure of that affective component in there that we can look at.  It is a great suggestion.  

Audience Question:

First of all I would like to congratulate you on such a study.  As a subset of the general society, do you [inaudible]…  And lastly regarding employment outcomes [inaudible] regarding looking at specific communities compared to other communities.

Helen Schartz:

Let me, to let everybody else, to bring out, to bring out you comments.  The first question that you had concerned comparing our results with the employment results individuals in other sort of categories: race categories, gender categories.  We have not done that but that is a good means of looking at and putting this into context.  It also has sort of another piece of information that we haven’t and probably will looked at is economic indicators.  What was the economy like at the point and times that we are looking at?  So that is part of that unemployment, is part of that lack of movement in some of these due to differing economic factors.  It becomes quite complicated when you are talking about different years and different areas of the country and so that is a very good suggestion to try and put this into context.  I think it would be interesting to see how are these individuals fairing compared to women and minorities as well.

You also talked about looking at specific communities to examine how things happen at that community level.  I think that is sort of that case study approach that may help us to really understand what truly is going on.  I love data, I love numbers, I love big data sets because I can do a lot with them but they aren’t always as meaningful as I might hope.  I can’t learn necessarily the same things that I can learn when I am studying someone very carefully and very closely; and so a comparison of as you suggested communities where Sheltered Workshops failed, and communities where Sheltered Workshops were successful, or actually comparing sheltered workshop that are more successful, with Sheltered Workshops that are less successful, to determine if there are procedurals, if there are characteristics of the clientele, if there are characteristics of the community  probably would help us enlighten and in understanding these in a much greater depth.

Audience Question:

I think you sort of answered my question.  Some made it; some didn’t.  That is the essence of what is up there as far as I am concerned.  So were those that fell into that some category, what kinds of things I think we should look at are those Sheltered Workshops thrived, and the substantial numbers of those that didn’t, what kinds of training were they involved with.  Often times we got jobs that are available in the community don’t jive with what workshops do, I feel.  Ergo, who changes what?  What has to be done or what can be do or are there statistics that say that this Workshop is a great one?  You know, why is it a great one?  Are there things that make this one great and this one fail?

Helen Schartz:

I think you are talking about the same thing.  Your comments have to do with looking at workshops that are probably more successful and workshops that were less successful and trying to look at sort of those microenvironments.  What is it that the more successful did and what is the community like, what is the environment like that allowed them, that maybe contributed to their success compared to other ones?  There have been a number of criticisms about Sheltered Workshops and the kind of training that they provide, the facilities that they can afford, and whether that is really comparable to the types of jobs in the competitive market that these individuals would be competing for.  That is really getting down to that sort of that microenvironment analysis, that case study, that same sort of thing that the gentlemen next to you is.

Audience interjection:
I think we need to look at the reality of the jobs that are available, that people that we work with are capable of doing.

Helen Schartz:

I think you also have to bear in mind that dual purpose.  This was created with a dual purpose.  While we may all say Integrated Employment is where we all want to be, the statute was created with a dual purpose of providing long-term employment for some individuals; and to be able to identify or to be able to figure out which individuals are reasonably expected to succeed, and how to make that success more efficient or to have more individuals succeed to move on to Integrated Employment versus those individuals who are going to be there long term.  It is a very careful sort of distinction.

Audience Question:

I also wonder if the funding situation does set out to support more part-time employment than full-time?

Helen Schartz:

On average these individuals even in competitive employment, these individuals were working part-time, I mean most of the samples were working around thirty hours whether they were in sheltered, whether they were in supported, or whether they were in competitive employment.  So that is part of, probably part of, the system but it may not make that distinction between the individuals who were in sheltered, supported, and competitive employment.  

Maria Walker:

I need to be the task monitor here and end this, and I am failing at the task monitor so thank-you.

Helen Schartz:

I have one more thing to say before you do that, and I would be remiss Professor Blanck is standing over there and sitting over there, I guess, and he is the first author on the President’s Task Force Report and I did not say that at the beginning, so I say it now.  This study would not have been possible, I would not have had access to this data, I would not have had the fun of analyzing it, my husband would not have had the nightmare of putting up with me while I did it, if not for Professor Blanck, so I want to make sure to acknowledge him.  Thanks.

Maria Walker:

Thanks Helen.

Helen Schartz:

Thanks for your time.

[Audience applause]

Maria Walker:

We’ll go ahead and take a break and then we’ll start back up at 25 after.

