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Peter Blanck:

We just finished our year.  We did our course evaluations.  We do not have that this symposium here, and I got one evaluation back which I brought home to my wife.  It said, “If I had one hour to live, I would like to spend it in your class.”  

(Laughter)

And that is not the end of the story, so ...

I was very proud and many of you know, Charlie knows my wife, Wendy, the skeptic, and, not that I saw it, on the bottom was a little asterisk that said, "Please see over."  And on the back, in big letters, it said, "It is because Professor Blanck, your class seems like an eternity."

(Laughter)

So I will be brief.

What an exciting morning, and obviously so much more to do.  It is clear that many of our efforts here today, we hope, will spur continued dialogue.  I would like to take this opportunity, number one, to thank again all the Merrill Lynch staff, the servers today, the outstanding service and the delicious food, and everybody who has made this possible.

I want to introduce Ann Diver, who is a very special person at Merrill Lynch.  She has been at Merrill Lynch for 20‑plus years.  She works in the Global Private Group, but one of her main interests and jobs, and she will tell you about, is she is the senior adviser to Merrill Lynch's Disability Employment Awareness Network which is a leadership forum and a support group within Merrill Lynch which we hope, as we talked about this morning, will spur the kind of motivation and interest and generational growth along the lines of inclusion and involvement of persons with disabilities and others at Merrill Lynch.  Ann has a 11‑year‑old son with autism and is personally and professionally committed to this area, and I am very pleased to introduce Ann to you now, who will then introduce our luncheon speaker, commissioner Paul Miller, of the EEOC.

Ann?

Ann Diver:

Thanks, Peter.

Before I introduce Paul, I would like to just reflect on what I heard a little bit this morning.  You know, Terry started out the morning talking about inclusive growth as what is important to Merrill Lynch, and really what is important to Merrill Lynch is to grow the business.  We are a for‑profit company.  That is why we are here.

But what Terry was saying was, we realize that we will grow the business by being a performance‑based culture, by hiring and retaining employees who can contribute to this firm, who bring some value, bring critical value to the firm.  And we are doing that in several ways.  Forums like this is certainly one of them.  We have just formed a Diversity Employee Advisory Council to help advise our senior leadership on best practices, policy changes that can help promote diversity.

One key element of our diversity strategy, as Peter mentioned, is the creation and the support of employee networks.  These employee networks, going back to this morning's theme of human resources not doing everything for people, but, rather, creating a support, these networks are really homegrown grass‑roots efforts by employees in our key locations.  We have a Women's network, a Hispanic network, and the Disability Awareness Network.  The point of them is to create a supportive environment for employees, but at the same time to give the employees an arena to develop skills, their own organizational skills and leadership skills, to help promote business development, while often giving back to the community at the same time.   The Disability Network has done work in the past helping employees of children with disabilities, providing them with resources and connections to help them there.

Just to go back to this morning, you know, I heard throughout the morning we kept bouncing back and forth between market opportunity and employment, and the lines kept blurring.  I mean it was just constant flow back and forth.  And at one point we were talking about if we hire people with disabilities, they help sensitize their peers to people with disabilities so that they can better serve consumers with disabilities, who then buy more of that product or service from that company.  And it really does become a circle.  And I do not think we need to debate about chicken and egg, right?  It is both.  We need to come at it from both angles.  The market opportunity, why businesses should have an interest in people with disabilities, and then also employing those people with disabilities.

We talked about the disability community being 50 to 60 million people, but really, there is a huge multiplier effect of that.  You know, my son touches so many people.  Family, friends, neighbors, teachers.  And trust me, you know, they all have an interest, a very special interest, in disability.  So if they see a company doing more, you know, helping out in that area, they are going to pay attention.  It is going to have an impact on them.

I really heard four themes this morning about how we get there.  How we improve employment for people with disabilities.  I heard three things for the business community and one for the disabled community.  For the business community, I heard we have to build the business case, right?  We kept talking about the stories and the facts.  We have to create that compelling vision.  So that is one.  I also heard we need a little force, a little of the legal support to make things happen, and then from the Social Security side of things, I heard we need rewards, right?  The positive motivation.  So I guess no different from being a parent.  You need a little of both.

And then for the disability community, I heard, and I agree, that we need to teach independence and encourage independence, not dependence.  And I think that is so important.  So before I introduce our speaker, I guess I would just leave you with one of my own thoughts, and that is as a parent of a child with disability, my husband and I have certainly learned to celebrate small achievements.  We celebrate every little thing he accomplishes.  But we have also learned to leverage those into big things.  So I think we need to keep looking for the small achievements within the business community and figure out then how to leverage them into something bigger.

So with that . . .

Peter Blanck:

May I interrupt you for one second?  I was remiss in not making one thank you, and I would like to ask him to stand.  Eddy Bayardelle, please stand in the back, our very gracious host also who is Director of Merrill Lynch International Philanthropy has provided great support for this and we thank you for that, Eddy.

(Applause)

I probably left somebody out.  June is running around right there, and this could not have happened without her.  But without further ado, we will hear from Paul Miller, and Paul has also said that he would be very delighted to make this interactive as well, after his brief remarks.

Ann Diver:

Paul Miller is one of the longest‑serving commissioners of the EEOC.  He has basically served as the commissioner for almost a quarter of the history of the EEOC, of its 40‑year history.  But he brings to that role a very varied background.  Prior to running the EEOC, he was in the White House as the liaison to the disability community.  He also led a public interest law center and had a career as a law professor.  And he started out his career in private practice, working in corporate law.  So he has really stepped in every area of interest to the disability community.  He has had great impact throughout the U.S., obviously, as commissioner of the EEOC.  He has also been asked to speak in a number of countries around the world.  He has been to Japan, Israel, England, speaking before government heads there, people in private practice, et cetera.  So he is clearly renowned and respected, not just nationally but internationally.

With that, I introduce Paul Steven Miller.

Paul Steven Miller:
Thank you very much, Ann.

(Applause)

I am really thrilled to be included in this marvelous and important meeting which is focused on corporate culture and disability, and I want to thank Merrill Lynch for hosting us in this beautiful facility.  Charlie, your work is clearly seen throughout the day, and as you mentioned in the beginning of the morning, your relationship of becoming a friend with Peter, I hope that I can develop that same relationship with you and with others in the room as we move forward.  Similarly, I also want to thank my good friend, Peter Blanck, for his work and for his vision in conceiving this meeting.  I cannot think of another meeting like this that has brought together senior leaders from the corporate community, from the disability community, from the academic community and from the government to discuss ways in which we can increase employment opportunities for disabled people through examining corporate culture.  And I think that this morning's discussion is really a testament to just how exciting a topic this is, how engaging a group this is, and I think that everybody from the buzz around the table and the buzz during the breaks can recognize that something very, very important is beginning here today.

As I reflect about this topic, as we overlook Ground Zero which some of the folks went to visit yesterday, and reflect upon our world which today can feel hostile and fragmented, disability corporate culture may appear to be an especially distant topic. As a nation, we are grappling with the question of how to achieve the dual values of tolerance and diversity in an insecure, post‑9/11 world.  And yet I feel that these values of tolerance and diversity are more important than ever to integrate into our economic, social, and political life, and to serve as a foundation of why we are here together today.  The world is shrinking and becoming more complex, and we must explore ways to understand and accept difference.  At this historic juncture, I think it is vital that America remain true to its lofty principles and values that founded this country.  And for years, we have struggled with the question of how to deal with the problem of the barriers in employment which hold disabled people back from opportunity.

And as we talked about this morning, we have been making progress, in part, as a result of the ADA, but as a society, we still have a responsibility to do better.  People with disabilities, as we have talked about, constitute a vast and underutilized pool of talent for the American workplace.  And moreover, due to more inclusive educational policies, an ever‑growing number of individuals with disabilities are pursuing higher education and more and more qualified individuals with disabilities will be entering the job market in coming years.

In addition, because of laws which, as have been mentioned, are really only one generation old that provide disabled children with the mainstream and integrated education, students without disabilities have had the benefit of peers and classmates with disabilities to an extent that we had never before experienced.  The incoming workforce, therefore, will be more comfortable and more experienced learning and working side by side with disabled colleagues than any other previous generation in history.  And not only are we encountering a greater number of people with disabilities who are educated and who are qualified to work, but we are also faced with greatly changed expectations about how people with disabilities will be treated in the workplace.  The young people coming out of college today do not know a society without the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Whether disabled or not, the ADA has reshaped their environment for the better, and they expect to benefit from its provisions.

I am reminded of something which was once said by Judge Minor Wisdom.  Judge Minor Wisdom was a legendary southern jurist during the Civil Rights movement who has a great name.  He said, quote, "I am uncertain which was more important, how far Blacks have come in overcoming discrimination or how far they still have to go."  I think about disability civil rights in the same way.  As many of you know, the barriers to employment of persons with disabilities can be insidious and pervasive and covert.  People with disabilities, though, face bigotry and stereotyping and exclusion in the workplace based solely upon who we are.

And let me share with you a personal experience.  As a law student at Harvard Law School, I found that the very law firms that had pursued me based upon my resume and my academic credentials would immediately lose all interest in employing me as soon as they met me or learned of my size.  In fact, I was told by one law firm that even though they personally did not have a problem with my size, that they feared their clients would think, and this is what they told me in the interview, they feared that their clients would think that they were running a circus freak show if their clients were to see me as a lawyer in their white‑shoe law firm.

At that time, 1985 ‑‑ at that time, before the passage of the ADA, such behavior did not violate federal law, and persons subjected to such blatant discriminatory conduct had no recourse.  Because of this experience, I have a deep and personal understanding for the painful necessity for civil rights protections in the workplace.   And I share this with you so that you understand my personal affiliation with these types of issues that I confront as EEOC Commissioner, and that we have heard discussed throughout the morning.  I know how it feels to be trapped in somebody else's stereotype and to be denied opportunities based upon bigotry.  And let me tell you, it does not feel good, it is not right, it is not fair, and it must not be tolerated in the American workforce.  But this is my experience.  Only 15, 20 years ago.  Young people coming through the ranks these days do not have that experience to the same extent as even people in my generation did, and we need to recognize that and leverage that.  

The ADA is a simple but revolutionary law.  Simple because the purpose of the law, like other civil rights laws, is to outlaw discrimination against disabled people.  The ADA seeks to ensure that persons with disabilities are integrated into the mainstream economic and social life of society, and this is the important part, and that this integration occur without paternalism.  And yet the law is also revolutionary in that it requires employers to make accommodations to enable disabled workers to compete for and succeed in jobs.  The law has served as a historic vehicle for change for disabled people, and any discussion of corporate culture must recognize that attitudes about and fears of disabled people must still continue to change in order for this community to take its rightful place at society's table.

In fact, talking about culture, the ADA, I think, can be seen as part of a significant evolution in how work gets accomplished on the job by all of us, disabled or able‑bodied alike.  And watching how accommodations work for those who are disabled, I see the same principles creating a more tolerant and productive work environment for each and every employee, disabled and able‑bodied alike.  The Family Medical Leave Act, telecommuting, flexi time, are all examples of accommodations that not only create a better workplace, but also enhance personal and family values and ultimately, ultimately benefit the corporations.

The civil rights laws, I think, are really based upon, like the ADA , are really based upon a quite simple concept that people in the workplace, whether they are racial minorities or women or religious minorities or older works or even persons with disabilities, that people should be hired and promoted and judged based upon their ability and not based upon stereotypes or biases or bigotry.  And that is really what it is all about.  That is all.

Justin Dart, who some of you knew in this room, the father of the Disability Civil Rights Movement, once said that our forefathers and fore‑mothers came to this country because it offered unique legal guarantees of equal opportunity.  They got rich and America got rich.  Every time we expanded our civil rights guarantees to include another oppressed minority, America got richer.  Justin concluded, "America is not rich in spite of civil rights; America is rich because of civil rights."  Corporate leaders have led the way in recognizing that workforce diversity is good for business and good for the bottom line.

Affirmative action, which has been at the forefront of the Supreme Court's agenda this year, does not have to be explained to corporate America.  You know the value of having products and services that benefit from the range of employee perspectives, and you know the boost to customer relations that come from having a company that truly reflects the diversity of its customer base.  Disability is not an isolated issue, as we have learned throughout the day.  Experience with disability affects virtually every family in the United States. Companies can only benefit by having a workforce that is diverse in all ways, including disability.  

The challenge of achieving this diversity within an organization, however, is not easy.  It requires you to examine your own biases and your own assumptions made about people who are different from yourself.  Even well‑meaning people who may harbor views that unfairly limit individuals in subtle or paternalistic ways.  For example, one can refuse to promote a woman because of concerns that she might plan on having children, requiring an absence for maternity leave.  Or a company might choose to hold a reception at a club that does not accept Black members.  In the context of disabled workers, one might fail to hire a qualified blind person for a job because of an unsubstantiated fear regarding her ability to get to work on time or limit opportunities for a wheelchair user out of concern that business travel might be too difficult.  Any such biases are no less limiting than overt discrimination.

Diversity requires doing things differently, and doing things affirmatively.  Mentoring and management training programs, thinking broadly about your applicant and promotability pool, disseminating a zero‑tolerance for discrimination, training supervisors in equal employment opportunity, are just some ways to achieve a diverse workforce.   And they work for people of color, it works for women, and it works for people with disabilities.  As with anything else, leadership must clearly be expressed from the top, and individuals throughout the organization must be trained through their efforts, and their efforts reinforced, in order to achieve such goals.

So where do we go from here, following our very fruitful discussion this morning?  One thing that I thought would be really helpful and useful is to sit back, for government to sit back, for disability people to sit back, and to hear from the corporate community regarding what their needs are.  Not just what our expectations as a government or what our expectations are as the disability community or what we teach as academics, but what are the concerns, what are the expectations out of each of our communities from the business community to help them, to propel them into doing that which they want to do?  I think that is really important, and I think that really takes this discussion, hopefully this will take this discussion to the next level.

In closing, I want to share a favorite apocryphal story of mine, and it was around the time of the anniversary of the 10th anniversary of the ADA, and a CNN reporter arranges an interview with a disability advocate around the anniversary story.  And the reporter tells the advocate that she will ask him to describe the state of disability rights in America, but that he has to answer the question in only one word.

“In only one word?  Why is that?”

(All my people are Jewish in these stories.)

“Why is that?,” he says.

(Well, it is my grandfather, actually.)

“Why is that?”

“Well,” she says, “this is CNN.  We have to cover the entire world, and we simply do not have a lot of time to spend on this story.”

So the lights go on, and the camera goes on, and she sticks a microphone in this guy's mouth and says, "So, what is the state of disability rights in America?"  And the advocate pauses and thinks a moment and responds, "Good."  And the lights go off and the camera goes off, but before the reporter walks away, she turns back and asks the advocate,  "Hey, if you had two words to answer my question, how would you respond?"  The disability advocate thinks for a moment and says, "Not good.”

Now, if I had three words to answer that reporter's question, I would say:  Not good enough.

Thank you very much.

Peter Blanck:

Thank you, Paul.

(Applause)

Will you take some questions from the audience?

Paul Steven Miller:
 Absolutely.

Peter Blanck:

Please identify yourself if you have some questions.   Or questions for anybody in the morning session, and just wait for the microphone to come to you, and we will have a discussion for a few minutes.

Who would like to begin the discussion?

Paul Steven Miller: 
I will begin it.

Peter Blanck:

Okay.  Sounds like my law school class.

(Laughter)

Paul Steven Miller: 
Exactly.  Nobody has done the reading, right?  

One of the things and I just wanted to build upon what Pat had said in her comments.  And as I was thinking about that and thinking about sort of both the experience of how people of our generation sort of have been propelled into positions of responsibility, professional positions, I think that many of us have a story to relate about how there has been one individual who, either because of a personal experience with disability or some other thing, has sort of made that connection and made the difference within that organization.  

That is both positive, but it is, to me, also both extremely troubling, because quite frankly, I do not think that we should, in 19, in 2003, 13 years after the passage of the ADA,  have to respond to one individual buried within an organization who basically is willing to take a chance.  Quite frankly, I do not think it is taking a chance by hiring Pat Morrissey, but have to take a chance on having somebody.  And so it is that kind of relationship, it is that kind of personal sense about what happens in the disability context that is in some ways both empowering and we want it developed, but in other ways is particularly troubling to me because that is not the way that people will ultimately be propelled through an organization once they get here.  If you are John Smith's hire because you know, everybody knows John Smith, Senior Executive, has a kid with a disability and you have a disability, and everybody sort of recognizes that that is what is going on.  You are there but how you are managed throughout the life of your career and with that organization may ultimately be somewhat limiting.  And so therefore, I want to put that on the table as something that, in my mind, should be addressed or that we need to break out of that role.

Peter Blanck:

Yes.  Please identify yourself.  Seth?

Seth Harris:

Seth Harris.  Paul, I think this picks up on the point, the two points you just made, and it was something that I was somewhat surprised not to hear very much about in the morning session.  And that is the role of law in changing corporate culture.

We have been talking about a lot of different forces.  We have been talking about market forces in changing corporate culture.  Ralph touched on this very briefly.  And Pat hinted at it at the beginning of her talk, but I am hoping you'll talk a little bit about how law can help to change corporate culture, how people within corporations, either the HR function, the diversity function, senior managers, can use the law to change corporate culture, and does that then put some added responsibility on law‑makers like yourself and Ralph and others, to guide the law in a direction that is going to help those people in the organization who are advocating for more diversity, for more responsibility, to produce those outcomes?

Paul Steven Miller: 
I think law is tremendously important as an impetus, as a driver, for change.  I think that, you know, the moral case can be made, I am sure the business case can be made, but nothing gets the attention of an organization like a hundred million dollar lawsuit against Mitsubishi Motors in changing the corporate culture with respect to women, for example.  So I think that that is really important.

The other thing, the law also has a very positive aspect.  We oftentimes, and I think you are right.  Ralph alluded to the enforcement aspects.  I mean, my agency is an enforcement agency.  We run around and we sue people, is basically what we do, and that is, in large part, what we are about.  But I think law also has a very positive aspect.  In this way, law sets appropriate standards.  Law sets society standards.  What the law really is, is that we, as a society, through speaking through the voices of our elected leaders, have come up with an appropriate standard for what is appropriate business practices and what are not.  And I think that the ADA or Title VII or any of these other standards or statutes really set out an appropriate business standard that organizations should meet as a minimum to comply, and as a minimum to respond to what we as a society have spoken to.

Now, clearly, and in the case, Affirmative Action is maybe one example.  Clearly organizations and corporations recognize that there is more that can be done,  and that there is a better case that can be made, and that they do not have to do the absolute minimum or just act protectively to avoid a lawsuit, and I think that is really good.  I think in my mind, that is what separates out the real best practices, the really good actors, from people who are really seeking to comply.  And so I think that law has that kind of role.

Now, and I think that we are where we are today, quite frankly, in terms of the progress that we have made with people of color and with respect to women as a result of landmark lawsuits and as a result of litigation.  I think that has really moved industries, whether financial services, whether manufacturing, whether telecom or what have you.  Now, litigation and enforcement, in terms of the ADA, has been a little bit more bumpy, a little more problematic, in large part because disability is so absolutely diverse.  Just because somebody hires a blind person does not mean that you are not discriminate, does not say anything about your accommodations for the deaf.  Or just because a fast‑food outfit hires people, you know, with intellectual disabilities or with developmental disabilities, does not mean that on the executive track, that things are fine for people with disabilities and that accommodations are being made.  It is a little bit more complicated.

And it is also complicated because of where, I think, the disability community is in terms of its political weight in society.  One last point that I think is an important distinction about sort of Disability Civil Rights Movement as compared to race and gender, and I usually see it all in those kinds of contexts, what happened in the 1950s and '60s is that there was a tremendous social revolution in America which ultimately culminated in the mid‑'60s and the late '60s with a series of pieces of civil rights legislation eliminating or outlawing discrimination, Title VII, the creation of the EEOC and so on and so forth that was built upon a foundation that society had come to the conclusion, as a result of the riots in the street, the demonstrations in the streets, the press accounts and so on, that apartheid in America was wrongful.  And the same can be said with respect to the women's movement.  The women's movement propelled us forward and that led to a great revolution in law and corporate culture in the late '60s and early '70s.  

In the disability context, it is backwards.  Apparently out of nowhere, from mainstream America, this law is signed by President George Herbert Walker Bush in 1990 without any great social revolution underpinning the morality of what these principles are that just absolutely escaped mainstream America.  And now all of a sudden, you have this law that people are trying to figure out, and the moral case, the historical revolution in a sense is trying to be built on top of the legislative framework.  And I think it is easier to do it the other way around, but that is where we are, and that is the challenge that we face, and I think meetings like this are a good place to start.

Peter Blanck:

Any other comments or questions?

Patricia Morrissey:
 I have got one.

Peter Blanck:

Yes, please, Pat.  Pat Morrissey.  Here comes the microphone.

Patricia Morrissey:
 I think I want to clarify what I said this morning because you misinterpreted it.  I think it is, most of the research you read with regard to how do people get their first jobs is through networking or a relative.  Why should that not be the case for people with disabilities?  And if you have an advocate in a company that makes the environment change, then everybody in that company becomes more comfortable with hiring and promoting people with disabilities.  So it is not a dead end or a single event for anyone, and I think also with the ADA, I do not agree with you there.

I will tell you a personal experience.  I was very aware, since I was involved with the ADA and all the grass‑roots activity that Justin Dart helped organize, I was in every conversation he had with the White House and the House with regard to the development of the legislation, and those of us involved were part of a living video history before the 10th anniversary, and the producer says to me, when it is my turn on videotape, "What did you feel that day, when the President signed it?"

And I answered her question, and I cried.  And I was totally embarrassed.  You know, here I am slobbering on videotape for everybody to see for the next hundred years.  And she says, "That is okay, that is okay."  And I said, "No, it is not okay.  We have to redo it."  She said, “Everybody, regardless of sex, that we interviewed, did the same thing.”

So I think, you know, I guess we can agree to disagree.  I think there was a strong grass‑roots movement.  I think people with disabilities get to use networks and relatives and parents who have powerful positions in corporations, get to use those to make the environment a better place for everyone.  And not to marginalize it.

Paul Steven Miller:
 No, I agree with you, actually, and I think that my point is not that there was not a great grass‑roots movement.  I mean, absolutely.  I was out in California and I know that there was a great, but there was not a mainstream.  My point, and maybe we disagree on this, is there was not a mainstream movement outside of people who were in Washington or who were connected with Independent Living Centers.  If you would go to the people who just were on the street reading the paper and they would say, "Name for me somebody in the Disability Rights Movement," I bet they could not do it in 1980.  “Name for me some issues that are important to the disability community.  What do you think people with disabilities are concerned about?”  I would think that they would probably could not do it.

It was a very different time, as opposed to watching the lunch counter demonstration unfold on television, watching the civil rights marches of Martin, Dr. King and John Lewis and others unfold, the reporting of David Halberstam of what was going on in the south, the legal strategy that was unfolding on the pages of the newspapers of Martin, of Thurgood Marshall and others.  And Gloria Steinem and Betty Friedan and sort of the Equal Pay Act marches and the Equal Rights Amendment and so on.  That is a very, very different political movement and education of mainstream society than I think that is what is happened with respect to the disability movement.  And that was the point I was trying to make.

Patricia Morrissey: 
I think it was a lack of press coverage, Paul.  I do not think it was a lack of mainstream being not aware of it.

Paul Steven Miller:
 I think we agree.

Peter Blanck:

Over to one of our hosts here, Charlie Hammerman.  We will take one or two more, to give you guys some time to breathe before we begin again at 2:10.

Charlie Hammerman: I really think we need to pick up off that last comment.  Pat just said lack of press coverage, and I want to combine both of your thoughts because you are both correct on this, and are agreeing.  Where are we today?  It is 2003.  And if you were to ask, again, I keep going back to my personal experience.  You ask my daughter who is the leader of the disability movement, she would not even know there is a disability movement.

Then you take Pat's point, which is if you ask her who is the most influential person that she is looking to, to, you know, change her life, I am hoping she is going to be looking right at her own home.  So where are we today, and where is the media?  Because it is so fascinating, which I am sure if anyone has kids knows, the only media outlet who is doing anything with regard to enhancing the views, and really should be recognized for this, is Nickelodeon.  They have got cartoons where the main character is in a wheelchair.  They have got Linda Ellerbee is consistently doing these programs, trying to break down the barriers.  

Where is the mainstream media?  Ralph and I were discussing it before.  Where are the three major networks?  Why is not it mandated by the government?  You talk about discrimination, why is it not mandated that the sitcoms, that 20/20, Dateline, any of those have to give, you know, one program per, you know, six months on these issues so we stop brain‑washing America, and brain‑washing the rest of the country into what should be basic law what is the ADA was.

ADA was basically common sense.  It was pure common sense, and there was not that sense of this is life or death.  It was a sense of this just makes sense.  Why are we not doing this?  Where are we today?  Are we that, do we make that much more progress?

Paul Steven Miller:
 I think we have made a lot of progress, quite frankly, and I think your point is well taken.  As the parent of a 3‑and‑a‑half‑year‑old, I also see that same sort of integration happening on PBS.  PBS Kids’ boink for those of you that have kids is the thing that always go through your head.  But no.  You are beginning to see it much, much more of kids with disabilities being integrated on Sesame Street, on these other programs.  My daughter, one of my daughter's favorite shows is Dragon Tales, and every once in a while they have a repeating character who is a dragon who uses a wheelchair or what have you.  So I think that there are those examples of it being folded into the children's common experiences because that is, as I mentioned in my remarks, and some others had mentioned, that is the kids’ and schools’ common experiences when they go to public schools because they are very likely along the way to have a kid with a disability mainstreamed or more than one in their school.  So their experience is very different from your experience and my experience.  

I think that we are in a much, much better place than we were in let us say in 1990, pre‑ADA.  There is much more discussion about it.  Is there a good understanding about the disability experience today?  Not that good.  I would venture to say, and here I will be provocative again, and Pat can disagree with me again.  I would venture to say that most Americans, most Americans, sort of connect with disability through the Jerry Lewis telethon on Labor Day.  That that is their experience of watching people with disabilities.  You know, 90 million people watch the Jerry Lewis telethon.  Maybe less so each year.  That is basically, if you talk about parents, parents that all of a sudden, out of the blue, get this child with a disability, they think of Jerry Lewis and Jerry's Kids, and that is beginning to change, but that is really sort of the model, and we need to sort of integrate, not have sort of shows every once in a while, but integrate disability into the sort of the fabric of discussion, both entertainment discussion and political discussion, on these shows, you know, on CNN and Fox and MSNBC, that talk about the issues of the day, that are always so carefully balanced in every which way.  But then you have Social Security debates and Medicare debates and civil rights debates and there is nobody from the disability community who is a participant, you know, in terms of the legal academy.

You know, we are now, you know, 13 years, 14 years after the ADA, and there are only a handful of people in the leading law schools in America who are teaching disability law.  Imagine 1976, 1978, if there were only four women teaching Title VII in American law schools in America.  We are way behind and I think that we have a lot of catching up to do, and I think there are lots of reasons for where we are.  And I think that the generation of your daughter is going to create absolutely great things because she is only going to know a world in which she is going to be accommodated, in which stores and public accommodations are going to be accessible to her, in which she is going to have the supports and come to expect the supports in education and ultimately in employment.

And that expectation, I think, is going to drive things and drive people to give a great voice.  And I think that we all stand on the shoulders of all sorts of disability advocates, but I think that we need to really develop and affirm, and what Andy is doing with the AAPD, for example, is affirmatively reaching out and developing this sort of unknown, disparate group of disabled people to come together and say we have a unanimity of interest, we have a unanimity, sort of a shared culture, a shared sort of a sense of the world around us, and we need to be heard.  And I think that it is a very, very exciting time because of people's expectations are so different.

Peter Blanck:

I would like to take this opportunity not only to thank Paul but to remind you that we will start again at 2:10 in the boardroom, that you have a good 20 minutes to relax, to continue to mingle.  I would like to thank Paul Miller again and all of you for a very stimulating discussion.

(Applause)
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