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Peter Blanck:

I want to stick with this impact theme for a minute.  Doug Kruse, you are a leading economist, your mother has told me so.

(Laughter)

Douglas Kruse:
Thanks, Mom.

Peter Blanck:

And you have studied the issues of unemployment and disability for years at all levels.  How do you assess what is impacting this context?  Obviously you have looked at it from a more macro point of view.  What would you say that would complement this discussion from an economist's point of view?

Douglas Kruse:
Well, Lisa and I certainly have done a lot of study of disability and employment in general, and I have done more research on computer skills and people with disabilities, and Lisa's done more work on contingent and part‑time work among people with disabilities, but we have actually not focused on corporate culture, learning a lot about corporate culture and people with disabilities.

We do have a handout that is in your stack that goes through some ideas on future research, and I certainly do not mean to go through the whole handout but just to point out a couple of interesting findings from this.

Peter Blanck:

May I stop you for one second?

Douglas Kruse:
Sure.

Peter Blanck:

Because I think if you ground people in your ground‑breaking study, which I think it is, which looked at the SIPP data and the definition of disability and employment trends, that would be very helpful to tell people that, number one, everything you believe in the media is not true about unemployment trends.  It is not a rosy picture.

But number two, how we define "disability" right from the start is going to impact many of these outcomes we are talking about.

Douglas Kruse:
Okay.  Yeah.  Lisa and I did this study looking at basically how definitions of "disability" are very important in determining employment trends among people with disabilities.  There have been a couple of studies that have got a lot of media about the declining employment of people with disabilities, and those are based on what is called the work disability measure.  You have a health condition limiting the amount or kind of work you can do.  Well, first of all, of course that is very subjective but secondly it kind of confounds what is being measured, employment status with a measurement variable there.

Peter Blanck:

Push the story a little further.  I am sorry to interrupt you but it is not only the declining trends, but that the ADA was the purported cause of that decline.

Douglas Kruse:
Yeah, that is right.  The studies purported to find that the ADA was the culprit there.  Well, there is all kinds of reasons that there can be differences in the measure or the economy.  Just one quick example of the work disability measure. Corinne Kirchner pointed out look, if companies suddenly make their workplaces accessible, then maybe employees would no longer say that the health condition limits the kind or amount of work they can do now.  "Hey, I am not limited now." So there is some real tricky measurement issues there.

You did the study looking at alternative measures of disability, contrasting that with measures that are based on functional limitations, limitations on activities of daily living, can you walk, are you visually impaired, and so forth, and the interesting thing we found was that among people who, that there is actually increasing employment among people who said they had functional limitations, were not able to walk, were not able to see and so forth, but who said they were able to work.  And that is arguably the group that is best measured by the ADA's definition of "disability."  Qualified people who have some substantial limitation in a major life activity.  It is much more broad an issue than that work disability measure.

Peter Blanck:

Now, is that finding relevant to the population that Martin serves under his charge?

Douglas Kruse:
The population, it is kind of a tricky issue, because Martin serves the population that has said, in order to qualify for the benefits, that they are not able to work.  So we are looking at the people who say they are able to work, and we are finding increasing  employment among them.  But obviously there is a real problem with people who say they are not able to work in order to qualify for disability income, and that raises some complicated research issues of causality as to exactly what is going on.

Peter Blanck:

Martin, have you found similar?

Martin Gerry:
Well, you know, we do not have decent data on what would amount to misrepresentation, so I am glad we do not, but my opinion would be that probably three‑quarters of the people that we pay benefits to can work, and are not totally permanently disabled, which is what the statute requires.  The trickier question is how many of those people think they can work, which is the point you were on, and I think that there is a significant group of people who I might think would work who really do not believe they can work.  Especially after we get through putting them through a process that takes three years to make them say over and over and over and over and over again, and swear in a variety of settings that they cannot work.  By the time we are finished with that, I think they might.

But I think the point is that Congress, has, for 30 years, purposely left the cognitively dissonant structure in which we, you know, it is clear that Congress did not want us to pay only people who are totally permanently disabled.  Some folks have tried that.  There have been major political consequences.  And they do not want us to pay everyone who is disabled, regardless of whether they can work.  That is been tried, too.

And so what is gone on is that you have got this rough cut at somebody in this large group of people who are in the middle who, and I think if you look at other countries, they do this, and I will get there in a minute.  We therefore make these arbitrary distinctions about which of these folks are disabled enough so that even though it is true they might be able to work, see you have the Ticket to Work, how could you pass the Ticket to Work if you did not think anybody (inaudible) who could work.  But, and it varies and it is very subjective.

Now, in other countries, the U.K. is perhaps the best example, they separated disability benefit from a work impairment benefit.  And that is the beginning of sanity, in that there the idea is you should give someone a benefit because they are disabled whether they work or they do not work because the cost of operating in society itself is greater.  And then the work impairment benefit would be paid to the people who in theory we should be paying benefits to, which are people you conclude cannot work and those are two separate groups of people.  So essentially that first disability benefit is not taken away from you if you work partially or fully, and then of course they have universal healthcare on top of that, so that you end up with a model that pays a cash stipend of a sort and, of course, continuous healthcare access.  And it is clear to me, from looking at what they are doing, and even though it is not a perfect system, it gets around some of the problems we are talking about.

But the psychology which we were on, which is at what point do people who actually can work truly themselves get to the point of believing they can, I think that is a very serious problem.  I was on a commission in the late '80s that wrote a, Congressional oversight group, that wrote a report talking about this as a major reason for, that is the best way to predict who will work and who will not work, will be what we call the illness of working capacity, which is this belief that you cannot work, a lot of which is generated by the process itself.  It is generated by doctors, you know, we have talked about the ways in which people are told they are incapable of doing something so . . .

Ralph Boyd: 

And have to demonstrate to give evidence. . .

Martin Gerry:
Well, yeah.  That is right, that is right.  And swear . . .

(Several people talking at once.)

Peter Blanck:

And just so we are clear, how are you going to insulate Stephanie and her generation from that?  She is going to be 14 next year, to pick up on Charlie's example, and build these youth transition programs?

Martin Gerry:
Well, for one thing, in the youth transition model, we have a one for four benefit offset, which means that for every four dollars of earned income, we would reduce cash benefits by a dollar.  That provides a fairly substantial slope and gets you to a much higher, we are offering that as a waiver.  We also have, and we are looking at ways of keeping, it turns out that in the actual contracts that we are going to let, we are going to require the contractors to provide health insurance, so that if Stephanie happens to go to work, she is going to be covered under employer health insurance like other people.  We can do that because we are contracting, and it is part of the requirements that we are going to place.

And one of the things we are trying to learn is: How do we accept some of the costs for the ongoing supports that are necessary for Stephanie or for other people who would be employed to keep working.  So that means, and this is the tough part.  It may mean that we will pay a higher price, unit price, for the work that is done.  We know that.  Because as a practical matter, these are our beneficiaries and for a variety of reasons, we would rather pay a higher price for the unit of work that is done and have folks working and on health insurance than we would not working, because the opposite would be they would be on benefits for the rest of their lives and not contributing anything.  Remember the employer pays into the trust fund too.  So part of this is working out the way in which, and that goes to the productivity issue, the way in which you can fairly compensate the employer for the unit cost, and at the same time be sure that the supports are in place.  And I think right now, considering that we are paying out a hundred billion dollars for people not working, we have got a fair amount of room to work with.  

But in the youth demonstrations, we will try out a whole set of these strategies.  The benefit offset and the health insurance are probably the two biggest things that would substantially make that, Andy brought this up earlier but a four for one benefit offset means you have got to earn a substantial amount of money, to a point where you actually would lose cash benefits, and it may not be enough.  Maybe it should be six to one or eight to one, but one of the things we are trying to figure out is how to do that.  With SSI, the monthly income is much lower than SSDI, so there are different consequences of these different levels.  

But that is the way we are going to have to do it, I think, if we are really going to, the other thing I would, while I am on this, but we have not talked about it, is that one of the things we have learned the hard way from the, I ran the National Technical Assistance Center on Welfare Reform before I took this job, and one of the things that came out of the welfare reform experience that is pretty relevant here is that when people enter low wage labor market, over half of the people, whether disabled or not, lose their first job within the year.  So we cannot plan on models that just get somebody a job without the recognition that a substantial percentage of folks are going to probably lose that job through no fault of their own.  We have got to find a career support structure, which is another trap, I think, rather than just the job transition structure, so that is part of what we are trying to work out.  Which may mean repetitive periods of education and training and work.

Peter Blanck:

Rich, you are from Canada.  You have not spoken yet.  What has been your take on what we have been talking about?

Richard Donovan:
Well, this is very interesting to me to hear everyone speak about the old way of doing things, which was a very government-run, very centralized, very "we will take care of you" kind of idea.  I tried that, folks.  That does not work.  We have seen it, it is proven, we get 70% unemployment, does not work.  I know that a lot of you are tied to these ideas because you spent your career building something.  You need to get away from that.

You need to (inaudible) into the idea of empowerment and giving people the tools to build their careers, not "get a job."  This is not about getting a job.  This is about changing the mind‑set.  This is an opportunity we have to start a new dialogue.  To really have a real change in the environment.  And what I heard this morning quite frankly was very tired, very old, does not work.

We all are at this table, very intelligent people, very important leading people.  What I want to see is some vision.  I want to get you guys away from (inaudible) and the statistics and the Z scores or whatever you want to look at, that is not a vision. Because let me tell you, statistics are not going to change the situation.  They are going to tell you you have got problems.  We already know that.  We do not need more statistics.

What we need are solutions. I'm hearing no solutions.  None, zero.

Peter Blanck:

Thank you.

Richard Donovan:
I'm going to put a challenge  to you at this table right now. Within one year, I want a list of ten solutions to ten problems.  I do not care what the problems are.  We can define that.  You know?  Ten solutions to ten problems in a year.  That is my challenge to you.  Because if you keep talking about this and you keep talking about statistics, we will be doing the same damn thing in a year.  That helps no one.  No one.

Peter Blanck:

Good comment.  Andy would you like to pick up on that.

Andrew Imparato:
Yeah, I would just like to make a, this is Andy Imparato.  I want to make a comment and then I will offer one solution.

Peter Blanck:

Good.

Richard Donovan:
That is a start.

Andrew Imparato:
Yeah.  The comment I want to make is, you know, I have always prioritized employment, personally, on my hierarchy of what I work on as an advocate, and what I need as a person with a disability.  I have bipolar disorder or manic depression.  The best accommodation for my disability is working.  Particularly working in a career that I get some kind of satisfaction from.  You know, Jennifer has prioritized employment.  Obviously, Richard, you have prioritized employment.  My guess is that a lot of the disabled people who are here and part of this effort have prioritized employment.  When I surveyed our members and said what do you want us to work on from a public policy advocacy standpoint, they said four things:  Housing, transportation, healthcare, and long‑term care.  I think part of the reason they said that is Maslow’s hierarchy of needs.  If you have not dealt with those things, it is kind of hard to have the employment discussion and I am not saying we should not have it.  I am just saying . . .

Richard Donovan:
Guess what though?  If you have got a job, you have got all those . . .

Andrew Imparato:
That is right, "res ipsa loquitur" is what a lawyer would say.  Yeah, the job speaks for itself.  If you have the job, something must be working.  

But the solution I wanted to offer, and obviously we need to recognize the diversity of our communities.  We are not all Jennifer Sheehy or Andy Imparato or Richard Donovan or others who are here.  Some of us do not come to the table with as many advantages as some of us have had.  And Richard, I do not know your history but I know Jennifer and I have had some advantages along the way.  So, you know, I guess the solution I wanted to offer is a program in the Department of Labor funds, it's a small program, but I think it is the nucleus of something that could be effective.  It is called National Disability Mentoring Day.  We put students and job seekers with somebody who is working in a career that interests them, it is about career exploration for a day.  So Merrill Lynch, for a day, following you around for a day or anybody else here.  It does not have to be a person with a disability to be the mentor.

And hopefully they do that when they are in high school or at as early an age as possible to get a vision for what is possible and then get some guidance on where do we go from there.  And I would never say one day is enough, but it is a foot in the door.  And one of the things I learned from Doug Kruse's study is that lack of exposure has to be one of the biggest barriers that we face.  And if you get people in the door for a day, hopefully that will turn into internships and jobs, and it is.  And we are trying to document the success.  But that is a tiny program.  It is a hundred thousand dollars of federal money, about 60,000 of private sector money.  That is not a big investment.  If we believe in that model, we can document that it works.  We should be expanding it.

Peter Blanck:

Thank you.  Again, by the way, the Department of Labor has been a little quiet.  Would you like to speak?  We have got other agencies speaking.  You might as well.

Alexandra Kielty:
Well, a number of you are aware that we administer the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 and therefore we administer the workforce system, the public workforce system that is available across the country, and that is universally accessible to all individuals, to a certain degree.  Having said that, we all recognize that that universal system needs a fair amount of work in terms of making it or ensuring that it is accessible for people with disabilities.

I guess my vision, in part, is that that system represents people with disabilities, that people are employed within that system, that they have disabilities, that when you enter this workforce system that you encounter assistive technology as a matter of course and that it is highly visible to others.  And to me, it is one of the ways, and if we could engage the Voc Rehab system more concertedly in this effort of transforming the workforce system, making sure that these things are available, that people with disabilities are coming in and out of the workforce system, it is one of the most effective ways we can have of integrating the workforce.  This is one of the vehicles for encountering the employer community. 

From our perspective it is the primary issue that is on our radar screen within the Employment and Training Administration, and that is to connect with the employer community.  And therefore, the workforce centers or our public centers need to be a catalyst of change, really.  It needs to serve as a catalyst of change for people with disability by incorporating many more people with disabilities in the overall framework, and there is much that we are doing, there is much that can be done.

The use of temporary employment is something that should be happening much more through our various programs, thereby giving people experience in internships, experience on the job.  Many of us, including myself before I had a disability, took a number of temporary jobs just to experience what it was like in a business community, and I realized that making money did not motivate me.  And one, you know, I worked at Pitney‑Bowes and realized that I was not really motivated sufficiently by making money and therefore, probably the corporate setting like that was really not going to work for me.

Peter Blanck:

So you went to work for the government.

Alexandra Kielty:
So I went to work for the government, where it is public service and ultimately, you know, arrived at the work that I am doing now, which is hugely gratifying, personally gratifying.  But there are many other things that we can do to help that go beyond, that include the kind of mentoring relationship that Andy was referring to, on‑the‑job training, there is just a lot that we can do, and you know, I am not sure that we are doing that.

Peter Blanck:

Would you venture to add number two to the list that is going to grow to 10 by the time we are done?

Alexandra Kielty:
Definitely.

Peter Blanck:

Okay.  Question in the back here.  You have not spoken yet.  Please identify yourself.

Michael Holmes:
It is Michael Holmes from Right Management.  And I just appreciate your comments, but one of the things that I think is critical in developing these solutions is going back to your comment about empowerment.  And I like the ideas that are being floated and this may not make sense but hopefully it will.  But one of the things I would encourage you to think about is not only including people in jobs in the various businesses you run, but helping people outside of that build their own businesses.  That is a world of opportunity as well for that, you know, for people with disabilities to find ways to be supported and using their skills to build their own businesses.

So as a solution, if you are putting it on the table, a lot of companies that supply diversity programs, you know, what is the effort or is it by exclusion that you are not looking at people with disabilities who own businesses and making sure that those vendors and suppliers are on your preferred list and helping build up that.  Because that is the foundation of our country anyway, people who are on their own.  So I like the idea of your talking about bringing people in and being inclusive but let us not forget the whole venue of being self‑owners.

Peter Blanck:

That is a very good point.  One of the papers in this packet, again for PR purposes, is a study that we did of thousands of entrepreneurs with disabilities, small business owners.  Michael Morris can speak to that later maybe perhaps, your efforts with the National Cooperative Bank.  Jennifer, you have been waiting for a while.

Jennifer Sheehy:
I wanted to maybe add another solution to the table at this point.  One of the things that we have learned and one of the reasons we partnered with the U.S. Chamber of Commerce is that businesses do not want to hear from the government.  They want to hear from their business colleagues.

And we have not done a good enough job partnering with the private sector to get our message to other businesses through business partners.  What some of the corporate people can do that are here today, is make sure the business associations that you belong to, that you push the idea of disability within diversity when you do your diversity conferences or if you are on a planning committee or if you are involved in local chambers or local society of human resource management, that you, you know, bring up the disability issue for the agenda because the business champions are the ones that are going to make a difference.

When the government calls and says, you know, I have spoken at Society for Business for Social Responsibility and hotel/motel marketing association meetings, and they give you a workshop, when it is a voluntary workshop and someone from the government or someone from a nonprofit is giving it, 10 people show up because they do not know that there is actually something in it for them, that there is some business case for hiring people with disabilities.  But if it is in the general session and it is given by a credible business representative, it makes a big difference.
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