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'THE PRESIDENT: Thank you+very much, Jill. Secretafy Hermann; Chairman
Coehlo; Mr. Dart; to Janice LaChance, head of our Office of Personnel
Management ladies and gentlemen. I have looked forward to this day, and I am
delighted to see you all here. I'll have more to say about the others who are

up here with me in a moment.

This is my only opportunity to appear before the press today, so [ hope
you will also indulge me if I say a few words about the recent developments in

‘Kosovo. For 72 days now we have been engaged with our allies in a difficult but

just and necessary military campaign, with three simple goals: the return of
over 800,000 innocent Kosovar refugees to their homes, with safety and
self-government; the withdrawal of Serb forces; and the deployment of an
international security force, with NATO at its core, to protect all the people
of that shattered land. :

Yesterday, the Serbian authorities indicated they would accept those
conditions. Russian Special Envoy Chernomyrdin and Finnish President Ahtisaari
played instrumental and courageous roles in making this p0831b1e Iam grateful

~to them, and so should all Americans be

Tomorrow, military officials from NATO and Serbia will meet to work out
the details of the withdrawal of Serbian forces from Kosovo. This is the next
necessary step for implementation of our conditions. I'm pleased that it will
take place, and I hope the talks will proceed professionally and expeditiously.

As 1 said yesterday, our diplomatic and miiitary efforts will continue
until we see Serb forces begin to withdraw in a full-scale manner. Our
experience in the Balkans teaches us that true peace can only come when progress
in discussions is followed by progress on the ground.



At the same time, there is an enormous opportunity to be seized here, a
chance to shift our focus from defeating something evil to building something
good; a chance to work with our allies to bring a stable and prosperous and
democratic southeastern Europe, in which people are never again singled out for
destruction simply because of their religious faith, or their ethnic origin.

This is a goal that has been worth fighting for over the last weeks, a goal

which must be uppermost in our minds as we make sure our conditions are met; a
goal we must work for with steadfast determination in the months and in the
years to come. ' ‘

And I believe that the overwhelming majority of Americans
share this goal. We do not want our children to grow up in a
world which is dominated by people who believe they can kill -
innocent civilians because of the way they worship God, or the
way they were born.

Fifty years ago, Harry Truman, the very ﬁrst President to
present the awards that we present today, set a goal for our
nation. I'd like to repeat it: to give every American with a
disability the chance to play their full part in strengthening
our nation and sharing the greatest satisfaction of American
life, to be independent and self-supporting.

‘Today, we gather to honor three Americans whose efforts to
bring more and more people with disabilities into the world of
work have moved us closer to that great and just goal. Since the
founding of our nation, work has been at the heart of the
American Dream. Because millions of Americans have had the
opportunity to work and to build better lives for themselves and
their families, our nation is enj oying historic strength and
prosperity. Through work, we reinforce the values that hold us
together as a society -- the values of responsibility,
perseverance, striving for the future.

And in so many ways, we define ourselves as. Americans not
only by our families and our hometowns, but by our work. Often,
the first question Americans ask each other is not, who are your
parents, or, where do you live -- but, what do you do. Today,
still, there are too many Americans with disabilities who've
never had the chance to answer that question. Even as we
celebrate more than 18 million new jobs and a nationwide
unemployment rate of 4.2 percent, the lowest in a generation, as
the Secretary has said, 75 percent of Americans with disabilities
remain unemployed. And of that number, 72 percent, almost
three-quarters, say they want to go to work.



This is not just a missed opportunity for Americans with
disabilities. It's a missed opportunity for America.. This is an
era now of labor shortages, where companies go begging for .
employees they need to stay competitive in the global economy.
And we simply cannot afford to ignore the potential of millions
of potential workers simply because they have a disability.

One of the things I have spent a great deal of time on in
the last year, particularly, is trying to work with my economic
advisors on issues that only peripherally involve the disability
community, but that you are a central part of resolving. And it
is this: how can we continue to grow this economy and lift the’
standards of living of our people until we embrace everybody who
has not participated in the recovery; keep the recovery going,
which is already the longest peacetime recovery in history,.and
not have an explosion of inflation.

There are -- if you think about it, there are only, I would
argue to you, three possible answers to that. You either have to
get more workers who are unemployed, generally, in the society,
into the work force so that they not only are helping themselves,
but helping the rest of us by becoming consumers and taxpayers
and growing the economy; you have to go to those discreet areas
where whole areas have been left out of our economic growth; or
you have to find more customers for America's goods and services
around the world. ’

o

Therefore, I have continued to push the idea of the
expansion of trade on fair and just terms. I have promoted the
empowerment zones that the Vice President has so ably led our
. efforts in for the last six and a half years, and this New -
Markets Initiative, to reach into the rural areas, the urban ;
communities, the Native American reservations where there has
been almost no economic growth. We have cut the welfare rolls
almost in half, trying to move able-bodied peoplé from welfare to
work. ' : -

The last big chunk of people in this country who could keep
the economy going for all of us, with low inflation, are the
Americans with disabilities -- who want to work, who can work,
and who are not in the work force. Every American citizen should
have a selfish interest in the pursuit of this goal in the most
aggressive possible way. (Applause.) '

As everybody here knows -- and Secretary Hermann already



mentioned it -- one of the very largest obstacles to employment
for Americans with disabilities is the fear that they'll lose

their health insurance once they take a job -- that which is
provided by the federal government. Not so very long ago, I went
in February to New Hampshire and had a roundtable about this,
where people were explicitly discussing this in graphic terms,
giving -- through the press to the American people -- ‘
dollars-and-cents reports on what the consequences of this would
be.- '

Under current law, many people with disabilities simply

- can't work and keep Medicare or Medicaid. For many Americans,
medical bills literally cost thousands of dollars beyond what is
typically covered by an employer's private insurance. For many
Americans, their medical bills would be greater than their entire
salary.

Therefore, we keep a lot of people out of the work force.
But we don't save the federal government any money, because
they're spending the money anyway, on the health care. So we
deny opportunities to millions; we prevent the American economy
from reaching its full potential; we don't save the Federal
Treasury one red cent, because the health care money is being

spent anyway.

Today, as a country, it is time to say that no American
should have to choose between going to work and paying the
medical bills. Last summer, and in the State of the Union, I
asked Congreéss to free our fellow Americans from this unfair
burden. The Work Incentive Improvement Act, sponsored by
Senators Jeffords and Kennedy, Senators Roth and Moynihan, and a
wide group of sponsors in both houses, from both parties, will do
just that. There are, at last count, over 70 members of the
Senate who have signed on to the bill.

. There has been a lot of commentary lately about how hard it

is to get legislation through the Congress,-with the partisan

divide. Well, there are a lot of issues on which Republicans and
Democrats have honest disagreements. Thank goodness this is not
one of them. (Applause.) ’ '

Because it is not one of them, because we already have over
70 people who say they will vote for this if they can just get a
chance to vote for it on the floor of the Senate, I am confident
that we can work together to pass the work incentives bill by



July the 26th of this year, the 9th anniversary of the Americans
with Disabilities Act. (Applause.)

We can celebrate that great, historic, bipartisan landmark
. by opening the doors of opportunity for millions of people even
wider -- enabling more Americans with disabilities to join the
proud ranks of working citizens. -

- There is more, I would argue, that we should do. In my
balanced budget presented to the Congress, I proposed a $1,000
tax credit to help people with disabilities afford special
transportation technology, which you've already heard about, or
personal assistance needed to make the transition to work. And
we must double our efforts to make assistive technology, such as
voice recognition software, mobile telephones, braille
translators, more widely available. So I ask Congress to move
forward with both of these proposals in my budget. A

And today I am taking immediate action to give more
Americans with disabilities the opportunity to become part of the
largest work force in America. On Monday, the First Lady, the
Vice President and Mrs. Gore and I will be hosting a White House
conference on mental health -- an area that has been a special -
concern, as I'm sure many of you know, to Mrs. Gore for many
years. One of our goals is to help more Americans understand
that mental illness is not a character flaw. It is a disability.

That is why today I am using my executive authority as
President to strip away outdated barriers that keep people with -
psychiatric disabilities from serving America in our federal
‘government, directing all federal agencies to provide applicants
with mental illnesses the same opportunities as other applicants
with disabilities to work for the United States of America.
(Applause.)

As you know, and as we see here today, not only the
government, but individual citizens can take action and make an
enormous difference. The three citizens we honor today are proof
of the difference one person can make, and I am proud to present =
these awards to each of them.

First, to Joyce Bender. Fifteen years ago, as Joyce lay in
a hospital trauma unit, recovering from a near-fatal cerebral
hemorrhage, she made a vow to give something back to the patients
who were not so lucky. Through Bender Consulting Services, she's
used her own expertise as a professional headhunter to place



“people with disabilities in’hig‘kh-wage, high-tech jobs; K

*-She knows the demand for high-skill workers w111 only
_continue to grow, and she is determined to make sure people wrth
disabilities will be ready to meet it. She's founded a new
program to train even more people with disabilities in the
high-tech skills that are the ticket to the world of the 21st
century., ~ :

It's an honor to present this award to Joyce Bender. I oyce.
(Applause.) * (The award was presented.) -

Next, to James Click, Jr. Over more than 30 years as a.car

* dealer in California and Arizona, Jim Click has become an
undisputed leader in his field. But he's also unrivalled in his
commitment (o extending opportunity to people with disabilities.

A few years ago, he discovered he could encourage more
businesses to follow his lead by making it easier for them to -
- find workers with the right'skills.. So he. founded Linkages,
‘which brings Tucson businesses and rehabilitation programs
together to match quahf ed workers w1th dlsablhtles to jObS in
the private sector. | : -

In a little over a year, more than 170 people have found
work through Linkages. It's an honor to present this award to
Jim Click, and hope others will follow his Iead in every
eommunlty in the country. (Applause.) (The award was
presented.) ' ~ ; C e

Finally, to, Laura Hershey Laura has Sald "Dlsablhty 1s
not a tragedy It is powerful " :

By speaking her mind, and using her gifts as a writer to’
point out the shortcomings and the possibilities of our society,
Laura has found the power to make the world a better place for
people with disabilities. As head of a variety of disability ,
organizations, and as a private citizen, she has fought to reform
our Social Security, housing and transportatlon systems to better -
serve Amerlcans living w1th dlsablhtles .

. -

Economrc freedom and self- sufﬁmency for Amerlcans with
disabilities is her goal. Iam confident she will not rest until
she achieves it. And I am proud to present this third and final
award to Laura Hershey. (Applause.) (The award was



presented.)

So there you have them: a high-tech headhunter from
Pittsburgh, a car dealer from Tucson, an activist from Denver.
Now, if you didn't see them you might think, just by those
descriptions, that these people have little in common. But they
are bound together by their remarkable passion for empowering
Americans with disabilities and helping all Americans to live
closer to the ideal of equal opportunity for all. Each is,
therefore, a true pamot

President Truman once said, "We love our country ... because
it offers us the chance to lead useful hves and to do what we
can for those around us.' -

~ Ithank-each of you for reminding us that, really, those two
things are two sides of the same coin.. We cannot truly lead -

useful lives unless we also do what we can for those around us.
This is a good day for America.

Thank you. God bless you. (Applause.)

END : 3:20P.M. EDT
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Q.  Doés this mean that people with violent tendencies will receive an
appointment? ‘ :

Thereis a i"najor misperception that has
hindered the employment of people with psychiatric disabilities for many
years. Due in part to stereotypes of psychiatric iliness, like those found
on television and in film, and media reports on a small number of cases, the
public associates psychiatric iliness with violent behavior. In reality,
most people with psychiatric illnesses are not predisposed to viclence.

This executive order does not change the manner in
which an applicant for a Federal job is considered for appointment.

Since 1883, the Federal Government has used
suitability requirements to evaluate Federal job applicants. ANYONE who is
being considered for a permanent Federal job in the competitive service,
regardless of the appointment, must meet suitability requirements -
character, reputation, trustworthiness, and fitness - to perform the work of
the position. If the individual does not meet these requirements, he or she
will not be appointed.

For positions in the excepted service, each agency

" establishes standards clarifying what may disqualify an applicant from

appointment. Applicants are evaluated based on these standards.



mailto:Mary"<MASTRAND@opm.gov

In addition, the Equa Employment Opportunity Commlssmn (EEOC) uses a
v publ cation called EEOC Enforcement Guidance: The Americans with
Disabilities Act and Psychiatric Disabilities, to advise émployers about the
appropriate factors to be considered when hiring individuals with a history
fvnolence or threats of violence.

The execut've Order ddes not change this.

N Also, Federal agenmes are not required to. excuse a
~ violation of their standards. of conduot just because an employee has, or
-claims to have, a disability. ‘Agencies can discipline or dismiss such an .
employee in exactly the same way they woutd any other employee acting
violently in the workp ace.

- att1.unk



_ PRESIDENT CLINTON AND VICE PRESIDENT GORE:
EXPANDING EMPLOYMENT FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
‘ June 4, 1999

“Seventy-five percent of Americans with disabilities. remain unemployed, and of those, 72% say they want to go
to work. This is not just a missed opportumty for Americans with dzsabdzz‘:es -- it is a missed opportunity for
America.” ’

President Bill Clinton

June 4, 1999

Today, at the White House, President Clinton signed an executive order ensuring that the federal government has
the same hiring and promotion standards for people with psychiatric disabilities as it has for people with othe
disabilities. The President also challenged Congress to pass the historic, bipartisan Work Incentlves Improvement
Act by July 26, the ninth anniversary of the -Americans with Disabilities Act.

EXPANDING HIRING OPPORTUNlTlES FOR PEOPLE WITH PSYCHIATRIC DISABILITIES. In January, Tipper Gore
announced that the Office of Personnel Management would explore measures to eliminate the stricter standards tha
are currently applied to job applicants with psychiatric disabilities. At a ceremonyto bestow the President’s Award
of the Committee on Employment of People With Disabilities, President Clinton reponded to this issue by signing
an executive order ensuring that the federal government’s hiring and promotion standards are the same for people
with psychiatric disabilities as they are for people with other disabilities. The executive order:

. Ensures that individuals with psychlatnc disabilities are given the same hiring opportunitiesas persons with

severe physical disabilities or mental retardation. The civil service rules will be changed to ensure that
people with psychiatric disabilities are covered by thesame hiring rules and authority used for individuals
with other disabilities; and

. Permits people with psychiatric disabilities the same opportunity to acquire conpetitive civil service status
after two years of successful service. This authority will allow adults with psychiatrt disabilities the same
opportunity for conversion into the competitive civil service as employees with other disabilities.

CHALLENGING CONGRESS TO PASS THE WORK INCENTIVES IMPROVEMENT ACT. One of the biggest barriers to
entering the workplace for people with disabilities is that, under current law, they often become ineligible for
Medicaid or Medicare if they work, forcing them to choose between health care coverage and employment. The
Work Incentives Improvement Act removes s:gmﬁcant work barriers for people with disabilities by:.

. improving access to health care through Medicaid;
. extending Medicare coverage for people with disabilities who return to work; and
. creating a new Medicaid buy-in demonstration to help people without medical assistance who havea

specific physical or mental impairment that is expected to lead to a severe disability.

_ This historic new legislation has received overwhelming bipartisan support in both he House and the Senate under
the leadership of Senators Jeffords, Kennedy, Roth and Moynihan, and Representatives Lazio, Waxman, Bliley,
and Dingell. The President urged Congress to move swiftly to pass this important and long overdue le glslatlon by
July 26, the ninth anniversary of the passage of the Americans with D1sab1htles Act. *

REMOVING BARRIERS TO EMPLOYMENT. Since the beginning of the Clinton-Gore Administration, the American
economy has added miore than 18 million new jobs, and unemployment is at a 29-year low of 4.3percent. Yet, over
75 percent of individuals with psychiatric disabilitiesremain unemployed. The President’s executive order, together
with the Work Incentives Improvement Act, will help to eliminate the institutonal barriers that prevent individuals
with psychiatric disabilities from bringing their enormous energy and talent to the workforce.

3
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- EXECUTIVE ORDER FOR T‘HOSE WITH PSYCHIATRIC

DISABILITIES

Additional Questions and Answers

Q. Why are we giving people with psychiatric disabilities a
special advantage? |

A.

We are not giving these people a special
advantage. Instead, we are helping them overcome
a special disadvantage - the stigma attached to
mental illness in our society. The social, economic,
and employment barriers these individuals face are
formidable, and even the record of a psychiatric
disability, from which an individual has completely
recovered, is often a barrier to even consideration
for employment. The Executive order simply levels
the playing field for people with psychiatric
disabilities.

The fact is almost 75 percent of working-age
Americans with disabilities are unemployed, but
that does not mean they are unemployable, nor
does it mean that they have nothing to offer our

society.

The Federal Government recruits widely to find
qualified applicants - often using nontraditional
methods to reach candidates who, while qualified,
might not otherwise apply because of social,
economic; or other conditions. For example,
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- 'ageneies use student employment'progranrés to

introduce college students to the Federal
Government and give them hands-on experrence in
the:r chosen career fields. ‘

FE

Wlth_the enormous talent pool of people with

' disabilities, it is important that the Federal -

Government be a leader in creating an environment
that promotes the ability of these individuals to be -

- contributing members of our nation’s workforce. -

' Individuals with psychlatrlc disabilities must still
‘be able to do the job. We are simply giving them

the chance to show that they can do the job - a

f _chance often denied them in the past.

. . Q. Cana jOb candldate become ehglble for pos;tlons under this
- new authority srmply by clalmmg to having a psychiatnc |
3 dlsablhty’? - - , ‘

. ,specnflc certification criteria that applicants will

No. The Offlce of Personnel Management will set R

have to meet to be considered for these positions.
These criteria will be similar to those used for
|nd|ViduaIs with mental retardation or severe .
phys:cal disabilities. Applicants who cannot meet

- ‘these certsf'catlon criteria will not be conmdered
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Chance. OPM; Tony *Coéhlo, Chair, President’s

~ Committee on Employment of People with Disabilities;

| Justin Dart; Jill Rickgauer, employee.

Fifty years ago, President Harry Truman, the very
first President to present these awards, sef a g‘oal for our
nation: To give every American with a disability the

chance - and I quote -- “to play their fuvllpart in



~ strengthening our nation ... [and] share in the gi‘eates_t
satisfaction of American life - to be independent and

- self-supporting.”

- Today, we gather to honor three A_m_ericans whose
efforts to bring more and more people with disabilities
into the world of work have moved America closer to

that great -- and just - goal. -

Since the founding of our nation, work has‘been at
the heart of the American Dream. Because millions of |
Americans have had the opportunity to work and build

better lives for themselves and their families, OUr'nafi,on



is strong and prosperous. Through work, we reinforce

" | the values that hi)lld bur society together - the Valu‘és of
responsibility, persleverancev, striving for the future.

And in sio many Ways,_gwe Ameriéans define ourselves

iiot only by our families and hometowns, but by our

‘work.

Oftén, th..e first quéstion Américans ask each oﬂier is
not “Wiloare your parents?” or “Wheré do ~y0u'live? > |
but“what'do you do?”

Today, there are still too many Americans with
disabilities who liavé ilévei‘ had \the‘ chance to ansWei* that -
questioﬁ. Even as we celebrate more than 18 ‘million

new jobs and a nationwide unemployment rate of 4.3



‘percent -- the lowest unemployment in a generation -- 75 |
percent of Americans with disabilities remain
unemployed. And of those unemployed, 72 percent say

they want to go to work.

This is notf jUSi a missed opportuﬁity "for Americans
with disabilities. Ttisa missed .oppoﬂrtunity' for America.
| In an era of labor shortages, when companies g0 :begging |
for the employees they need to stay competitive vin our
global economy, we cannotrafford to ignore millions of
potential 4w0rkers~simtply because fhey have a‘disability.
Think of the loss to American industry, the ecoﬁbmy,

and even our Treasury. Tony Coehlo often likes to say



that he repfesents the ’only group iﬁ Ame‘ﬁéa fhat
actually wants to p“ayt more tax.es.v If we are to sustain
~and bi}ild ﬁuf préspeﬁty, if we aré to \uph(‘)ivd‘ our "hVighest
ideai of op'p;orﬁmity' for all, then We as a nation must
- work ha;dér to‘:.’v‘give éll Ani;—:ricansthe chance to
experience tﬁe pnde of going to work and eaming' a

- paycheck.

Today, one of the biggest obstacles to employmeht
for Americans with disabilities is the fear that they will -
lose their federal health insurance once they také a job.

As many of you know, under current law, -people with



- disabilities (;annot iﬁork and keep Medicaid or Medicare
coverage at the same time. For many Ameriéans with
~ disabilities, medical bills cost thousands of dollars
beyond what 1s typically covered by an émployer’s
private iiisuraﬁce. They have no choice but to stay out
of the workforce, dependent ;on federal -asi‘sistance.

This *‘system denies opportunity ti) m’iliions who are
vw;illing'to take the responsibility to iwoirkiand become
full-fledged membérs of our American corinnunity. It is-
‘time to ‘cvhange this system.

Last Summer and in my State of the Unionv, I called
on Congréss to free oui‘ fellow Americans from this

iunfair choicve between going to work and keeping health



| insurancé. Todziy, the bipartisan Wbrk Incentives |
)Improvyem‘ent Act, sponsored by Senators Jeffords,
Kennedy, Roth and Moynihaﬁ; ‘and Reps. Lazio,
Waxm‘an,‘ Bliley and Dingeli, pwromis'es‘}t‘o do just that.
And I have proposed funds in my balanced budget o |
support this legislation. \ |
_iNe know that this Summer there will be issues "
- Whére Democrats and Republicans wﬂl have genuine, -
disagreements. But 'g‘ivin'g Amerji'cans with disabilities |
| the opportunity td go to work without lo,sjn'g health
“insu'rancé is oné principle ‘We can agree on.

_This is an issue where we can,t set aside Qur partixsani'

instincts and get something done for the American



people. pl‘edge to WQrk with Corigfesé to pass the
J effordsQKennedy bill right aWay. Next fnoﬁth, we»‘ will. |
mark the ninth anniversary of the Americans with :
Disabilities Act. The best way we can celebraté the
bipartisén landmark legislation thaf litefally W‘idened '»the
doors of Qppormnity for millions isto w.Ork togethér
across party lines. to open thovse ddors even wider -- So |
that more VAmeficans with disabilities caﬁiioin the pr:o’ud' |

¢

ranks of working citizens.

But there is even more we cando. -~



In my balanced budget, 1 émprdposing‘é $1‘,OO‘O tax
C:"redit.to help ‘pecv)pll'e with ,d‘is‘abilitievs affdfd fhe ‘sp_Aeci‘éll |
transpbrtation, technology, dr perSon_al ass.ista‘née‘they |
need to make fa successful trans‘iti.on to Work.“ And we
must double our efforts tomake “assistive technolégiés”
such as yo"ice recognition sthware, mobile telepho.nes’, |
Braille translators,‘ mqfe Widely available. I ask
Congress to move forward with these proposals.

| ‘And'tbday, I am taking immediate aétién to give . |
~more Americans with disabilities the Aopp‘ortunity to
become a part ’(‘)f thé largest workforce in America. On
Moni'day‘,,the First Lady, 'the Vice Président and MTrs .

‘Gore and I will be hosting a White House‘Confere:néé on



Mental Health.

.Cne of our goals is té hélp more Am‘e‘ricans' o
underéténd that menté‘l“ ililﬁe’ss‘ is not a chéraéter ﬂaw,’bu't |
a disability. That is why tdd'ay;, 1 am using my executive
authority as President to 'strip,.éwa.ty the outdétéd barriers
. | that ‘.keep péople wifh psychiatric disabilities from
serving America in the féderal govérnmiént.. Tam
directing all federal agencies to prdvide applicants with
mental jllﬁesses the same opportunities as.. otﬁer |

applicants With disabilities.

“Government must do its part to widen the circle of -

opportunity to even more Americans with .di‘sabilitiés,



'But. Americans as indi)vidUals can also take action.

The three citizens we honor today are proof of the
| differenee one person can make. I am proud to present N
these awards to each of them. ,.

First, to Joyce Bender. Fifteen years ago, as J oyce
| Bendef lay ina hospital frauma unit, recovering fmrn a
| near-fatale'erebral hemo‘rrhage, she made a vow to give
something back to the patientsWho were not so lucky.
| anough Bender Consul'ting Services, she has used her
- Own expertise as a prqfessional head-huntef to place
pe(‘)ple-"with disabilities in high-Wage, high-tech jobs.
J oyce knows ithat'vthe demand for high-skilled workers

will Only continue to grow - and she is determined to



* make sure more people with‘ disabilities will be ready to
meset it.

She has founded a new program to train even more
people with disabilities in the _high—tech skills that are the
ticket to the wbrld of work in the 21st Cenmry. yIt;i‘s an
hohor to present this award to J dyce Bender. '

Next, to James H. Click, Jr. Over more than 30
years as a car dealer in California and Ariz.ona-, Jim
- Click has become an undisputéd leader in his field. But
he is also unrivaled in his commitment to extending
opportunity’to people with disabilities. A few years a‘gog

Jim discovered that he could encourage more businesses



to follow his lead by making it easier for them to find

Workers with the right skills.

He founded LINKAGES, which brings Tucson
businesses and réhabilitation prograrﬁs fogether to niatch
qualifiéd workers with disabilities ‘t(y) | jobsﬁyin the private
sector. Ina 1ittle over a year, moré than 170 people
have fOunq .\%/ork through'LINKAGES. It is an honor to

present this award to Jim Click.

Finally, to Laura Hershey. Laura has said that «
disability is not a tragedy... It is powerful.” By speaking

her mind, and using her gifts as a writer to point out the



shortcomings and possibilities of our society, Laura has
found 'thé power to make the world a better plz;lce; for
people with disabilities.

As the head of a variety of disability orgaﬁizations- énd as
a private citizen, she has fought to reform jour Social
Seéurity, housing, and trans,‘po‘rtation‘ systems to better
serve Americans living with disabilities.‘ Economic
freedom and Self-sufﬁciéncy fdr Americans with
disabilities 1s her gbal. [ am vcovnﬁdcnt’ She will not rest |
until she achieves it. I am proud to preseﬁt this final

award to Laura Hershey.

A high;tech head hunter from Pittsburgh, a car



dealer from Tucson, an activist from Denver - our | |

awardees seem to have little in common.

But they are bound by their remarkable passion for

empowering Americans with disabilities and helping

America live closer to the ideal of “equal opportunity for o

all. 7
Each one of you is a true patriot. Harry Truman
'once"said, “‘We love our country because it offers us
the chance to lead useful lives and‘ tQ do what we can for
thbse aroimd us.” T thank each of you.forworkiﬁg to
‘give. our felléw Americans with disabilities the chance to

lead useful lives and share in the promise of our nation.



Most of all, I thank you for strengthening the ties that
' bind us all togethér in love and loyalty to our country.

Congratulations.

Message Sent To:

Christopher C. Jennings/OPD/EOP
Devorah R. Adler/OPD/EOP

* Cynthia A, Rice/OPD/EOP
Loretta M. Ucelli/WHO/EQP

- Joshua 8. Gottheimer/WHQO/EOP .




Q&A on Disability Employment Executive Order
: June 4, 1999

What is the Executive Order the President is signing today?

Today, the President will sign an executive order changing federal employment rules so
that the same standards apply to people with psychiatric disabilities as to people with
other disabilities. The President took this action after Mrs. Gore called attention earlier
this year to the use of stricter standards for people with psychiatric disabilities under
current law. The executive order will:

. Ensure that individuals with psychiatric disabilities are given the same hiriﬁg

opportunities as persons with severe physical disabilities or mental retardation. -
~ The civil service rules will be changed to ensure that people with psychiatric

disabilities will be covered by the same hiring rules and authority used for
individuals with other disabilities.

. Permit people with psychiatric disabilities the same opportunity to acquire

competitive civil service status after two years of successful service. This
authority will allow adults with psychiatric disabilities the same opportunity for

conversion into the competitive civil service as employees with other
disabilities.

This action was recommended by Mrs. Gore as well as the President’s Task Force on
Employment of Adults with Disabilities under the leadership of Labor Secretary Alexis
Herman, chair, Tony Coelho, vice chair, and OPM Director Janice R. Lachance, who
chairs the Task Force’s Committee on the Federal Government as a Model Employer.

"Why is this action important?

Mental illness is a disability like any other disability -- and helping Americans
understand that is one of the goals of the White House Conference on Mental Health
that the President, First Lady, Vice President and Mrs. Gore are hosting on Monday.
With this action, the President is ensuring the federal government -- our nation’s
largest employer -- leads by example.

How many persons with disabilities are currently employed by within the federal
government?

As of September 30, 1998, there were 124,139 employees with disabilities in the
- executive branch (excluding postal workers), or 7.1 percent of the workforce.

Note: This is the-number of people who voluntarily 1dent1f1ed themselves as having a
dlsablhty Source: Office of Personnel Management. -



THE CLINTON-GORE ADMINISTRATION TAKES NEW STEPS TO INCREASE THE
' EMPLOYMENT OF INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES

Today, at the ceremony to give the President’s Award of the Committee on Employment of People With
Disabilities, President Clinton responded to.an issue highlighted by Mrs. Gore earlier this year by signing an .
executive order ensuring that the federal government’s has the same hlrmg and promotion standards for
people with psychiatric disabilities as it has for people with other disabilities. He also challenged the
Congress to pass the historic, bipartisan Work Incentives Improvement Act by July 26, the ninth anniversary -
of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).

Since the beginning of the Clinton-Gore Administration, the American economy has added more than 18
million new jobs, and unemployment is at a 29-year low of 4.3 percent. Yet over 75 percent of individuals
with psychiatric disabilities remain unemployed. The President’s action, together with the new provisions in
the Work Incentives Improvement Act will help to eliminate the institutional barriers that prevent individuals
with psychiatric disabilities from bringing their enormous energy and talent to the workforce. Today, the
President: :

Signed an Executive Order Expanding Hiring Opportunities for People with Psychiatric Disabilities.
InJ anuary, Tipper Gore announced that the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) would explore
measures to eliminate the stricter standards that are currently applied to job apphcants who have psychiatric
disabilities. Today, the President w1ll 31gn an executive order that:

Ensures that individuals w1th sychiatric disabilities are given the same hiring opportunities as persons

with severe physical disabilities or mental retardation, The civil service rules will be changed to ensure

that people with psychiatric disabilities-are covered by the same hiring rules and authority used for
individuals with other disabilities. ‘

Permits people with psychiatric disabilities the same opportunity to acquire competitive civil service
status after two years of successful service. "This authority will allow adults with psychiatric disabilities
the same opportunity for conversion into the competltwe civil serv1ce as employees with other

disabilities.

Challenged Congress to Pass the Historic, Bipartisan Work Incentives Improvement Act. This historic
. new legislation, which has received overwhelming bipartisan support in both the House and the Senate under
the leadership of Senators Jeffords, Kennedy, Roth, and Moynihan and Representatives Lazio, Waxman,
Bliley, and Dingell removes significant barriers to work for people with disabilities by improving access to
health care through Medicaid; extending Medicare coverage for people with disabilities who return to work;
and creating a new Medicaid buy-in demonstration to help people with a specific physical or mental
impairment that is expected to lead to a severe disability without medical assistance. One of the biggest
barriers to entering the workplace for individuals with disabilities is that, under current law, people with
disabilities often become ineligible for Medicaid or Medicare if they work, forcing them to choose between
health care coverage and employment. Today, the President urged Congress to move swiftly to pass this
important and long overdue legislation by July 26, the ninth anniversary of the ADA. ‘



June 3, 1999

PRESIDENT’S COMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT OF PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIESV i
PRESIDENT’S AWARD CEREMONY

DATE: . June 4, 1999
LOCATION: East Room
BRIEFING TIME: 2:00pm ~ 2:30pm
EVENT TIME: 2:40pm - 3:15pm

FROM: - Mary Beth Cahill, Bruce Reed

PURPOSE

- To present the President’s Committee on Employment of People with Disabilities
(PCEPD) President’s Award; to call on Congress to pass the Jeffords-Kennedy legislation
by the July anniversary of the American with Disabilities Act; and to announce an
executive order to ensure that the same federal hiring standards apply to people with
psychiatric disabilities as to people with other disabilities.

{

BACKGROUND

Established in 1947 by President Harry Truman, the President’s Committee on
Employment of People with Disabilities is a small federal agency that reports to the
President on progress and problems related to disability employment issues. Under the
leadership of Chairman Tony Coelho, some 300 members promote public and private
efforts to enhance the employment of individuals with disabilities. The Committee
provides information, training, and technical assistance to America’s business leaders,
organized labor, rehabilitation and service providers, advocacy organizations, families,
and individuals with disabilities. Among the Commitiee’s services are the Job
Accommodation Network, the Business Leadership Network, High School/High Tech,
Project EMPLOY and the Workforce Recruitment Program for College Students with -
Disabilities, which during the past year placed 300 people with disabilities in private and
public sector jobs. o

The President’s Award is America’s highest honor for achievement in furthering the
employment and empowerment of people with disabilities. An annual recipient is
selected from a national slate of nominees. Honorees have demonstrated outstanding

- achievements in the world of work and made significant contributions to increase public
awareness about Americans with disabilities in the workforce. Since 1947, the award
has been presented only six times at the White House, three of those times by you.



Today you will present awards to the following honorees:

Joyce Bender is the president of Bender Consulting Services (BCS), which actively
recruits and hires people with disabilities who have expertise in information

“technologies. BCS contracts these employees as consultants to client companies
throughout the Pittsburgh, Perinsylvania and Wilmington, Delaware areas. In 1985, Ms.
Bender sustained a life-threatening epileptic attack that caused an intracranial
hemorrhage requiring brain surgery. She returned to work with a seizure disorder, a 40 '
percent hearing loss in one ear and a renewed respect for the attitudinal obstacles faced
by individuals with disabilities. Employment of people with disabilities has become her
sze S work A o ;

James H. Click, Jr. founded the non-profit LINKAGES program in Tucson, Arizona, as -
a one-stop shop for employers who want to hire people with disabilities. A LINKAGES
liaison works with local rehabilitation agencies to identify qualified candidates for every

~ position. Since 1998, some 80 employers have hired more than 170 people with -
disabilities through the program. As president of the Jim Click Automotive Team, Mr.
Click is also a LINKAGES employer. Approximately 35 individuals with disabilities are
working in his car dealership franchises throughout Arizona and California. His dream is
to take LINKAGES throughout the country

Laura Hershey is a grass roots leader who has tirelessly advocated for reform in the
Social Security system, housing, transportation and other areas affecting the livelihood of
Americans with disabilities. She is best known for mobilizing the PASS Participants
Rights Campaign to fight for the rights of adults with severe disabilities.to pursue
employment and waintainthez’r eligibility for Medicaid coverage. Ms. Hershey has
served as interim executive director of the Denver Disability Center for Independent
Living and is a former director of the Denver Commission for People with Disabilities.

- She consults and writes frequently on disability issues.

Today you will also:

Announce the Signing of an Executive Order Expanding Hiring Opportunities for
People with Psychiatric Disabilities. In January, Tipper Gore announced that the Office -
of Personnel Management (OPM) would explore measures to eliminate the stricter -
standards that are currently applied for people with psychiatric disabilities. Today, you
will sign an executive order that:

as persons with severe physical disabilities or mental retardation. The civil service rules

will be changed to ensure that people with psychiatric disabilities are covered by the same:
hiring rules and authority used for individuals with other disabilities.

Permits people with psychiatric disabilities the same opportunity to acquire competitive civil



service status after two years of successful service. This authority will allow adults with -
psychiatric disabilities the same opportunity for conversion into the competitive civil
service as employees with other disabilities.

Challenged Congress to Pass the Historic, Bipartisan Work Incentives Improvement
Act. This historic new legislation, which has received overwhelming bipartisan support in
both the House and the Senate under the leadership of Senators Jeffords, Kennedy, Roth,
and Moynihan and Representatives Lazio, Waxman, Bliley, and Dingell removes
significant barriers to work for people with disabilities by improving access to health care
through Medicaid; extending Medicare coverage for people with disabilities who return
to work; and creating a new Medicaid buy-in demonstration to help people with a specific
physical or mental impairment that is expected to lead to a severe disability without
medical assistance. One of the biggest barriers to entering the workplace for individuals
with disabilities is that, under current law, people with disabilities often become
ineligible for Medicaid or Medicare if they work, forcing them to choose between health
care coverage and employment. Today, you will urge Congress to pass this important and
long overdue legislation by July 26, the ninth anniversary of the ADA.

PARTICIPANTS

Briefing Participants:
~ Mary Beth Cahill

Bruce Reed
Chris Jennings
Janet Murguia
Jonathan Young
June Shih

Stage Participants:
Joyce Bender
James H. Click, Jr.
Laura Hershey

Program Participants: _
Secretary Alexis Herman

Jill Rickgauer ‘ - -
Jill Rickgauer is curréntly employed as a switchboard receptionist for a large
automotive dealer in Tuscon, Arizona, the Jim Click Automotive Group. Soon
after becoming blind in 1991, Ms. Rickgauer lost her job as a career planner for
college students due to downsizing. With assistance from the Arizona Vocational
. Rehabilitation Department, Mrs. Rickgauer learned to navigate daily living as a
blind person and use assistive technology. Despite her solid resume and new
skills, she faced extensive discrimination from employers, who offered many
\interviews but no jobs. Ms. Rickgauer identified and successfully obtained her
current position through Jim Click's LINKAGES program. '



PRESS PLAN
Open Press.
SEQUENCE OF EVENTS
YOU will greet the award winners and their families in the Blue Room.
YOU will be announced, accompanied by Secretary Alexis Herman, Joyce
Bender, James Click, Laura Hershey, and Jill Rickgauer, into the East Room.
Secretary Herman will make remarks and introduce Jill Rickgauer.

Jill Rickgauer will make remarks and introduce YOU.
YOU will make remarks, present the President’s Awards and depart

VI. REMARKS

To be provided by spéechwritiﬁg.
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N THE budget he sent to Congress earlier
“this year, President Clinton embraced a bill
by Senate Labor and Human Resources
Committee Chairman James Jeffords and the
panel’s rankmg Democrat, Edward M. Kennedy,
te?make it easier for disabled people to go to
wotk. The measure would let the disabled keep
their government health insurance—Medicaid
or'Medicare—if they leave the benefit rolls for
johs. Otherwise the gamble tends to be too
g’gat, since almost by definition these are people
im:gerious need of insurance, which, by virtue of
thetr condition, they generally can’t get at
affordable rates, if at all, in the private market.
“IThe legislation- now has 79 Senate co-
sfichsors. The Congressional Budget Office
estimates the cost would be modest, since the
goyernment would be saving disability benefits,
gaining tax revenues, and not that many people
wiitild be able to make the move off the rolis
eVkn with the insurance. The Finance Commit-
tee, which has jurisdiction, sent the bill to the
ﬂ;)qr more than two months ago by a vote of 16

Sut there it has languished since. The com-
tee opponents happened to be Majority
Ixader Trent Lott and Assistant Majority Lead-
e}"’Don Nickles. Among other things, they
to have been uneasy about expanding

icaid and Medicare beyond their traditional
boundaries. They wanted income ceilings placed
dit eligibility even to buy into Medicaid, which
hagbeen a program for the poor and near-poor.
Sorje fairly high ceilings have now been negoti-
4téd, well up in the middle-income range. Mr.
es at one point suggested the committee
 consider placing such limits on continuing
eligibility for Medicare, but Sen. William V.

AL

@Dfug Kingpins

STRANGELY divided Supreme Court
on Tuesday held that a jury must be
unanimous—really unanimous—before
it can convict somebody, even a drug kingpin.
The six-vote majority included the court’s right
flank—Chief Justice William Rehnquist, and
Justices Clarence Thomas and Antonin Scaliz——
aloag with the more liberal Justices John Paul
. Stevens, David Souter and Stephen Breyer, who
wr&e the opinion. Dissenting were Justices
Saq;ira Day O’Connor and Anthony Kennedy,
who are more typically swing votes, along with
Ruth Bader Gmsburg
The court held in essence that when the
.government accuses someone of “engaging in a
codtmmng criminal enterprise,” which requires
proving that the accused directed a series of
violations of the drug laws, it must do more
than convince a jury that such a series of
vxo}atzons existed. Wrote Justice Breyer, the
jury,“must unanimously agree not only that the
defendant committed some ‘continuing series of
_ violations’ but also that the defendant commit-
: ted’éach of the individual ‘violations’ necessary
to rpake up that contmumg series.” ”

e question at issue in this case masks an
important principle: that it is the government’s
obhgauon ‘to prove every component of the
crime alleged with enough spectﬁaty that the

Y

b
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A Good Health Care Bill

Roth, one of the bill's sponsors balked. The
committee was not going to venture into the
swamp 'of means-testing Medicare, he said, not
in this political season.

Mr, Lott also objected to a small pilot
program to extend insurance to people who have
degenerative diseases that make it hard for them
to get private insurance, but who are not yet
disabled. Multiple sclerosis is one example, the
virus that leads to AIDS another. “Why should
};g{.t eg‘et insurance before you're disabled?” he

When the leaders finally agreed to bring up a
slightly altered version of the bill last week,
.another objection arose. Sen. Phil Gramm com-
plained about a tightening of the tax code that
was being used to cover the cost; Republicans
want to use the same provision, having to do’
with the foreign tax credit, to cover the cost of a
tax benefit to help parents pay for private school.

In the end, our guess is that the bill will pass in
the Senate, as it should, and in the House as well.
But the resistance is interesting as an indicator
of where the health care debate is headed. Those
like Mr. Kennedy—and Mr. Clinton—who favor
universal health insurance have become commit-
ted incrementalists. They'll extend coverage to
-those who currently lack it a group at a time. A
couple ‘of Congresses ago it was low-income:
children; here it’s disabled people who want to
work.

None of the groups is easy to say no to. The
resisters are right that traditional eligibility
standards are being breached, and the advocates .
are likewise right that each of these steps merely
puts a face on legitimate need. It's a messy,
patchy way to do business, but that’s how it’s
going to be for perhaps‘quite a while,

and the Court

]ury convicting a defendant is unanimous about’
his conduct. As Justice Scalia once pithily
wrote, “We would not permit . . . an indictment
charging that the defendant assaulted either X
on Tuesday or Y on Wednesday.” If someone is
to be locked up for a long period of time, there
can be no question about whether the jury knew
what it was doing,

The law at issue mandates stiff sentences for
violations of the drug laws by people at the
‘helms of orgamzauons that are involved in a

“continuing series” of other drug violations. It

.can easily be read to erode the principle of jury

unanimity. Lower courts had held that it was
not essential for the jury to agree on which
specific violations constituted the continuing:
series, as long as it agreed that the defendant
had committed at least. three. But as Justice
Breyer correcﬂy argued, reading the statute
that way could “cover-up wide disagreement
among the jurors about just what the defendant
did, or did not, do.” '
Justice Breyer’s decision is both rigorous and
right, though perhaps inconvenieént for prosecu-
tors in cases that are indisputably important to
antidrug and organized crime efforts. But it is
not too much to ask for prosecutors to convince

_the whole of a jury of the same set of facts. It

seerms only fair,

Ehe tashington Post

Fripay, JunE 4, 1999
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Hiring Rules to Change
For Mentally Disabled

By S:rzmm Barr
Wa.shmgton Post Staff Writer

P‘resxdent Clinton will issue an
executive order today that makes
it ‘easier for the federal govern-
ment to hire people with psychiat-
ric disabilities, officials at the Of-
fice::of Personnel Management
saxd yesterday

»The executive order will change
decades-old civil service rules to
give: persons with psychiatric
problems the same employment
opportumtxes currently provided

p};ersons with severe physical
dzsa ilities or mental retardation,
the officials said.

iToday’s announcement comes
just days before the White House
convenes a conference on mental
health to be chaired by Tipper
Gaore, the vice president’s spouse,
and:follows the recommendations
of the administration’s Task Force
on..Employment of Adults with
Disabilities.

Currently, federal agencies may
use a special hiring authority to of-
fer temporary jobs to persons with
psychiatric problems. But those
jobs end after two years, usually
forcing the employees to leave the
government or face competition
from other job-seekers when reap-
plying for federal employment.

The executive order will give
agencies the authority to allow
persons with psychiatric disabili-
ties to stay in their jobs and joid
the civil service as permanent em-
ployees if they carry out their du-
ties successfully.

Officials said the rule change
would “level the playing field,”
since the rules already permit
agencies to use the special hiring
authority to permanently hire per-
sons with physical disabilities or
mental retardation.

In virtually all cases, the offi-
cials said, the initial, two-year ap-
pointment would serve as a
screening period and allow per-

sons with psychiatric disabilities
to demonstrate that they can con-
trol their emotional or mental dif-
ficulties.

Officials said that when the hir-
ing rules were created more than
20 years ago, attitudes about men-
tal illness were different, resulting
in different standards being ap-
plied to persons with psychiatric
disabilities.

“I believe that by eliminating
these hurdles, we will go a long
way toward eradicating the stigma
associated with mental illness.
Qur nation can only benefit when
all people are given a chance to
contribute,” OPM Director Janice

‘R. Lachance said in a statement

prepared for today’s announce-
ment.

Last year, 124,139 executive
branch employees voluntarily
identified themselves as either
physically or mentally disabled-
about 7 percent of the govern-
ment's work force.

- Clinton’s executive order will
direct OPM to draft regulations
and allow for a period of public
comment before they are issued.
OPM officials said they plan to
move quickly, once Chnton has
signed the order.

»(Clinton Attacks GOP Budget Priorities

JRcuters
TN

0iifi: President Clinton derided the
BV Republicancontrolled  Congress's
‘{;‘ﬁudget plan -as a “blueprint for
i 2haos” that would slash spending in

Xi%titical areas including edumuom

wlaw enforcement and the environ-

Jpent_

U“H Attacking Congress yesterday
2 while lawmakers are on vacation,

,,_,Clmton blasted the Republicans for

1 :nAlrawing up broad budget plans that

wnwould force sharp cuts to stay

within spendmg ‘caps” laid out m_

the 1997 balanced-budget agree.
ment.

The White House wants to boost
spending in fiscal 2000, which starts
on Oct. 1, in a host of areas, notably
education, defense and the enviton-
ment, but aims to stay within the
budget caps in part by raising ciga-
rette taxes and other fees.

“Unfortunately, the Republican
majority in Congress is moving
ahead with a budget plan that in the
end may do none of these things,”
Clinton told reporters. “It fails to
extend the solvency of Social Secu-

sh
Y

rity and Medicare. It requires deep
ts.. . [and] is simply not realistic.
it is a blueprint for chaos, and we

. can do better.”

Speaking to xeportem in the Rose
Garden, Clinton” argued that such
budget cuts were so unrealistic that
Congress has been unable to pass
any of the 13 annual spending bills
needed to fund the government.

Congress is struggling to write
these appropriations bills to fit un-
der a $538 billion limit that requires
cutting spending more than $20
billion from last year’s levels.

Fripay, Jone 41 999




THE CLINTON-GORE ADMINISTRATION TAKES NEW STEPS TO INCREASE THE EMPLOYMENT OF
INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES

Today. at the award ceremony for the President's Award for the Commsttee on Employment of People With ‘

Disabilities, President Clinton signed an executive order eliminating the federal government's stricter hiring
and promotion standards for psychiatric disabilities, an issue highlighted by Mrs. Gore earlier this year. He
also chailenged the Congress to pass the historic, bipartisan Work Incentives Improvement Act by July 26,
the 9th anniversary of the Americans with Disabilities Act. Since the beginning of the Clinton-Gore
Administration, the American economy has added more than 18 million new jobs, and unemployment is at
a 29 year low of 4.3 percent. However, over 75 percent of individuals with psychiatric disabilities are
unemployed. This new action, together with the new provisions in the Work Incentives Improvement Act will
level the playing field for individuals with psychiatric disabilities who are seeking employment and eliminate
the institutional barriers that prevent them from bringing their enormous energy and talent to the workforce.

Today, the President: .

Signed an Executive Order Expanding Hiring Oppo'r'tunities for People with Psychiatric Disabilities. In -

January, Tipper Gore announced that the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) would explore measures
to eliminate the stricter standards applied to federal hiring practices for people with psychiatric disabilities.
Today, the President‘will sign an executive order modemizing these twenty two yearuold rules which:

Ensure that individuals with psychiatric disabilities are given the same hiring opportumtles as persons with
severe physical disabilities or mental retardation. The civil service rules will be changed to ensure that people

with psychiatric disabilities will be covered by the same kind of appomtxng authority as used for individuals

with other disabilities.

Permits people with psychiatric disabilities the same opportunity to acquire competitive civil service status
after two years of successful service. This authority will allow adults with psychiatric disabilities the same
opportunity for conversion into the competitive civil service as employees with other disabilities.

This action was recommended by Tipper Gore and the President’s Task Force on Employment of Adults with
Disabilities under the leadership, Labor Secretary Alexis Herman, chair, and Tony Coelho, vic e-chair, as well
as by OPM Director Janice R. Lachance who chairs the Task Force’s Committee on the Federal Government
as a Model Employer.

Challenged Congress to Pass the Historic, Bipartisan Work Incentives Improvement Act. This historic new
legislation, which has received overwhelming bipartisan support in both the House and Senate under the
leadership of Senators Roth, Moynihan, Jeffords, and Kennedy and Representatives Lazio, Waxman, Dingell,
and Bliley, removes significant barriers to work for people with disabilities by improving acc ess to health care
through Medicaid; extending Medicare coverage for people with disabilities who return to work; and creating
a new Medicaid buytin demonstration to help people with a specific physical or mental impairment that is

‘expected to lead to a severe disability without medical assistance. One of the biggest barriers o entering the =

workplace for individuals with disabilities is that, under current law, pedple with disabilities often become
ineligible for Medicaid or Medicare if they work, forcing them to choose between health care coverage and
employment. Today, the President urged Congress to move SWIfﬂy to pass th;s important and long overdue
legislation. .
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EXECUTIVE ORDER FOR THOSE WITH PSYCHIATRIC
| DISABILITIES

Questxons and Answers

Q. | Whét is the purpose of today’s announbement?

e The Federal Govefhment, as an employer, has ah .
- obligation to serve as a model for the successfuli
. . employment of persons with disabilities.

The Civil Service Rules governing the appointment of
persons with psychiatric disabilities were adopted over
twenty years ago, at.a time when attitudes about mental
iliness were different, and as a result, people with
~mental illness were treated differently under these
Rules than people with mental retardation or severe
physical d_isabilities. They faced stricter standards.

That is why Presudent Clinton issued an Executive order
today calling upon the US Office of Personnel )
Management to ensure that individuals with psychiatric
disabilities are given the same hiring opportunities as
persons with severe physical disabilities or mental
retardation. The Civil Service Rules will be changed so

~ that people with psychiatric disabilities are covered by
the same kind of appointing authority used for
individuals with other disabilities.

U.S. Office of Personnel Managémem 1 < June 3, 1999
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Q. What's significant about the Executive order? -

A

It will help people with psychiatric disabilities gain
meaningful employment and reach their full potential as

-productlve members of our soclety

Our natlon must have a workforce wuch the skills and
competencies needed to succeed in the 21st century, so
we cannot afford to let any sector of our society be
excluded from contributing to our future success.

Q. Aren’t you favonng people with psychiatric dlsablhtles over other
mdnwduals’? :

A.

No. The Executive order simply levels the playing field
for people with psychiatric disabilities - people who
may have spent their whole lives dealing with the
stigma of mental iliness. By modernizing the 20 year

‘old Civil Service Rules to give these people the same

employment opportunities as those with mental

retardation or severe physical disabilities, we are

helping them to achieve their full potential as
productive members of our society.

U.S. Office of Pe;sonnél Mahagement ‘ 2 P I June 3, 1999
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Q. Why hasn't the Administration done this sooner? |

A. Empowering people with disabilities has always been a
priority for this Administration. President Clinton
formed a Task Force on Employment of Adults with
Disabilities to look at this complex issue and make
recommendations for achieving a more inclusive
workforce. |

With the release of the Task Force’s findings, the
President moved quickly to implement changes that
facilitated greater hiring opportunities for the disabled.
This Executive order is only the most recent example

Q. How many persons with dlsab lities are currently employed by the
Federal Government?

A Asof september,‘so, 1998, there were 124,139

. employees * with disabilities in the non-postal Federal
executive branch or7.1 percent of the workforce.

[* thls is the number of people who voluntanly identified
themselves as dlsabled ]

U.S. Offict of Personnel Management 3 : o ' Jume 3, 1999
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Q Are drug and alcohol dep;_e_’ndenty people Cohvered-,‘ ahd if so, why?.
A. Individuals suffering from alcoholism so that it affects
. their abullty to perform ajob wﬂl be conSIdered to have a
‘dlsabnllty |f ' | :

- o They provided sufﬁcnent medical documentatlon to
- meet the statutory defnmtlon of an mdlv:dual with a |
) ,dlsablhty, | ‘ -

S The disability substantlally Ilmlts one or more
-major I|fe actlwties, and

e  The agency determines that the individual can
© " perform the essential functions of the job w:th or
without, reasonable accommodatlon o

Federal employees who are currently engagmg in the
~illegal use of drugs do not, by law, meet the definition of
- disability, and therefore are not ehglble for this
appomtment | :

,U;S.‘O_fﬁéeofPersonncle;gement - S 4 o o June 3,1999 .
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Q. s there a reason why persons with psyChiatric'disabilities were
appointed differently than those with mental retardation or
physical disabilities?

A. When the appointing authority for psychiatric
-disabilities was created 20 years ago, attitudes about
mental illness were different. |

This led to different standards being applied to those
with psychiatric disabilities than for persons with
mental retardation or severe physucal dlsabmtles

This Executive o;rder and the |mplementmg regulatnons
will resolve these dlfferences |

Q. Was an Executlve order necessary to give peOple with psychlatnc
disabilities the same hiring standards as other disabled
individuals?

; A.‘ Yes. In order to convert these excepted appointments

‘to the competitive service, an Executive order (or
legislation) was required.

U.S. Office of Personnel Maﬁageﬁxent' . 5 - S June 3, 1999
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For Immediate Release D R A FT - Contact: Mary Ann Maloney
-Embargoed until June 4, 1999 - (202) 606-2402 or mamalone@opm.gov

PRESIDENT CLINTON ISSUES EXECUTIVE ORDER EXPANDING
HIRING AUTHORITY OF ADULTS WITH PSYCHIATRIC DISABILITIES

Washington, D.C. — Today President Clinton issued an Executive Order to broaden the ability of
the federal government to more easily hire people with psychiatric disabilitics. The presidential
action is a result of the administration’s commitment to develop strategies to encourage more
opportunities for people with mental illness.

" In January, President Clinton directed the U.S. Office of Personnel Management to explore
" measures in federal hiring which would resolve the differences in hiring standards between
. people with psychiatric disabilities and those with other types of disabilities.

President Clinton noted that OPM was in a unique position to serve as a model for other
_employers, since the federal government is the largest employer in the United States, and because
OPM provides federal agencies with policy leadership in hiring.

- In response to the Executive Order, OPM Director Janice R. Lachance, a member of the
Presidential Task Force on Employment of Adults with Disabilities, will create a new hiring
authority to allow people with psychiatric disabilities to noncompetitively acquire civil service
status. Currently only employees with mental retardation and severe physical disabilities are able
to acquire competitive civil service status after two years of successful service.

The Executive Order amends the civil service rules to ensure that people with psychiatric
disabilities will be given the same hiring opportunities as persons with severe physmal
fdxsabxlmes or mental retardation.

OPM Director Lachance said, “I believe that by eliminating these hurdles, we will go a long waiy
toward eradicating the stigma associated with mental illness. Our nation can only benefit when
all people are given a chance 1o contribute,” said Director Lachance. !
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Record Tﬂfpe: Record . )

To: . Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP
cc: R

~ bee: '
Subject: Re: Q&A from OPM 5%

-

Other than wordiness, here are my comments:
: ?

Q re: Whats significant about EO shouldn t the answer focus on the federal govt and govt as
model employer?

Q re: favoring peopie with psych disabilities: - shouldn't we addréss why. there are special
appointing authorities for people with disabilities at all? le, why they are favored over people
without dssabilltles7

change "the disabled" ‘to '{peo,p(e with disabilities” throughout

The answer to the fmal questuon strlkes me as non respons:ve

_ . Cynthia A. Rice@EOP

Cynthia A. Rice®EOP . - - ' 06/03/99 04:44:16 PM

Record Type: Reccrq

To:  Devorah R. Adler/OPD/EOP@EOP, Lisa M. Brown/OVP@OVP

cc:  J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP@EOP -
Subject: Q&A from OPM

Forwarded by Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP-on 06/03/99 ‘04:4? PM --
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Record Type:  Record o ' : i

To: . Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP"

cc: _ Mastrand @ opm.gov @ inet
Subject: File for Cynthia Rice
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Record Type: ,‘ Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

ce: ,
Subject: draft remarks

-+ Draft 6/3/9S 6 50 pm

Shih _
PRESIDENT WILLIAM J. CLINTON
REMARKS FOR PRESIDENT’S COMMITTEE ON
THE EMPLOYMENT OF PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES AWARDS
THE WHITE HOUSE
JUNE 4, 1999

- Fifty years ago, President Harry Truman, the very first President to present these
awards, set a goal for. our nation: To give every American with a disability the chance - and I
quote -- “to play their full part in strengthening our nation... [and]to share in the greatest
satisfaction of American life - to be independent and self-supporting.” :

Today, we gather to honor three Americans whose efforts to bring thousands of men
and women with disabilities into the world of work have moved America ever closer to that
great --and just - goal

Since the founding of our nation, work has been at the heart of the American Dream.
Because millions of Americans have had the opportunity to work and build better lives for
themselves and their families, our nation is strong and prosperous. Through work, we
- reinforce the values that hold our soc;lety together - the values of responsibility, perseverance,
striving for the future. And in so many ways, we Americans define ourselves, not only by our
families and hometowns, but by our work. Often, the first question we ask each other is not “
Who are your parents?” or “Where do you live?” but “What do you do?”

Today, there are still too many disabled Americans who have never been allowed to
answer that question, who have never had the chance to participate in that essential component
“of the American Dream. Even as we celebrate more than 18 million new jobs and a nationwide
unemployment rate of X percent -- the lowest unemployrnent in a generation -- 75 percent Of
Americans with disabilities remain unemployed And of those unemployed, 72 percent say
they want to go to work.

. This is not just a missed opportunity for the disabled. Itis a misséd opportﬁnity for
America. In an era of labor shortages, when companies go begging to fill positions they need



to stay competitive in our global economy, we cannot afford to ignore millions of potential
workers simply because they have a disability. Think of the loss to American industry, the
economy, and even our Treasury. Tony Coehlo often likes to say that he represents the only
group in America that actually wants to pay more taxes. If we are to sustain and build our
prosperity, if we are to uphold our highest ideal of opportunity for all, then we as a nation .
-must work harder to give all Americans the chance to experience the pride of going to work
and earning a paycheck.

Today, one of the biggest obstacles to employment for many Americans with
disabilities is the fear that they will lose their federal health insurance once they take a job. As
many of you know, under current law, people with disabilities cannot work and keep Medicaid
or Medicare coverage at the same time. For many disabled Americans, medical bills cost
thousands of dollars beyond what is typically covered by an employer’s private insurance.
They have no choice but to stay out of the workforce, dependent on federal assistance.

This is not what America is about. This systém denies opportunity to millions who are
willing to take on the responsibility of work and become full-fledged members of our
American commumty And we must change it.

' Last summer, I called on Congress to free our fellow Americans from this unfair
choice between going to work and keeping health insurance. Today, Congress is considering
landmark bipartisan legislation to do just that. The Work Incentives Improvement Act,
sponsored by Senators Jeffords and Kennedy, has awaited passage in the Senate and the House
for months. With more than 75 Senate co-sponsors from both parties, there is no good reason
why it should take this long to pass. I have proposed funds in my balanced budget to support
this legislation.. So I challenge Congress to pass the Jeffords-Kennedy bill right away. Next
month, we will mark the ninth anniversary of the Americans with Disabilities Act. The best
way we can celebrate the landmark legislation that literally widened the doors of opportunity
for millions is to throw open those doors even wider so that more Amerlcans with disabilities
can join the proud ranks of working citizens. ‘

There is much more we can do. In my balanced budget, I am also proposing a $1,000
tax credit to help people with disabilities afford the specialized transportation, technology; or
personal assistance they need to make a successful transition to work. And we must double
our efforts to make “assistive technologies” such as voice recognition software, mobile
telephones, Braille translators, more widely available to disabled Americans. I challenge
Congress to move forward with these proposals. »

And today, I am taking immediate action to give more Americans with disabilities the
opportunity to become a part of the largest workforce in America. As some of you may know,
on Monday, the First Lady, the Vice President and Mrs. Gore and 1 will be hosting a White

House Conference on Mental Health. One of our goals is to help more Americans understand . _

that mental illness is not a character flaw, but a disability. - That is why today, I am using my
executive authority as President to strip away the outdated barriers that keep people with
psychiatric disabilities from serving our nation in the federal government. I am directing all



federal agencies to prowde apphcants W1th mental illnesses the same opportumtles as other
applicants with disabilities.

Government must do its part to widen the circle of opportunity to even more
Americans with disabilities. But Americans as individuals can also take action. The three
citizens we honor today are proof of the dlfference a smgle individual can make. Iam proud
to present these awards to.each of them.

First, to Joyce Bender. Fifteen years ago, as Joyce Bender lay in a hospital trauma
unit, recovering from a near-fatal cerebral hemorrhage, she made a vow to give something
back to the patients who were not so lucky. Through Bender Consulting Services, she has
used her own expertise as a professional head-hunter to place people with disabilities in
high-wage, high-tech jobs. Joyce knows that the demand for high-skilled workers will only
continue to grow - and she is determined to make sure more people with disabilities will be
ready to meet it. To keep her employee roster full, she founded a new program to train even
more disabled people in high-tech skills at a local community college. So it is an honor to
present this award to J oyce Bender.

Next, to James H. Click, Jr. ‘As the head of nine car dealerships in California and
Arizona, Jim Click is an undisputed leader in his field. But he is also unrivaled in his
commitment to hiring and extending opportunity to people with disabilities. A few. years ago,
Jim recognized that he could encourage more businesses to follow his lead by making it easier
for them to find workers with the right skills. So he founded Linkages, an organization that
brings Tucson businesses and rehabilitation programs together to match qualified people with
disabilities to appropriate jobs in the private sector. In a little over a year, more than 170
people have found work through Linkages. It is an honor present this award to Jim Click.

Finally, to Laura Hershey. Laura once said that “disability is not a tragedy... Itis
powerful.” By speaking her mind, and using her gifts as a writer to point out the shortcomings
and possibilities of our society, Laura has found the power to change the world. As the head of
a variety of disability organizations and as a private citizen, she has fought to reform our Social
Security, housing, transportation systems and other areas to better serve Americans living with
.disabilities. Economic freedom and self-sufficiency for Americans with disabilities is her goal. I
am confident she will not rest until she achieves it. I am proud to present this final award to
Laura Hershey.

A high-tech head hunter from Pittsburgh, a car dealer from Tucson, a writer and
activist from Denver - our awardees seem to have little in common. But they are bound by
their remarkable passion for empowering the disabled. Most of all, each one of them is a true
patriot. Harry Truman once said that “we love our country ... because it offers us the chance
* to lead useful lives and to do what we can for those around us.” I thank éach of you for
working to give our fellow Americans with disabilities the chance to work and lead useful
lives; and in so doing strengthening the ties that bind us all together in love and loyalty to our
country.
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Shih
- PRESIDENT WILLIAM J. CLINTON
. REMARKS FOR PRESIDENT’S COMMITTEE ON
THE EMPLOYMENT OF PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES AWARDS
THE WHITE HOUSE
JUNE 4, 1999

In 1951, President Harry Truman, the very first President to pfesent these awards, set
a goal for our nation: To give every American with a disability who is willing and able to
work the chance “to play their full part in strengthening our nation... [and] to share in the
greatest satisfaction of American life - to be independent and self-supporting.”

Today, we gather to honor three Americans — Joyce Bender, James Click, Laura
Hershey -- whose efforts to bring thousands of men and women with disabilities into the world
of work have moved us ever closer to that great --and just - goal.

Since the founding of our nation, work has been at the heart of the American Dream.
Because millions of Americans have had the opportunity to work and build better lives for
‘themselves and their families, our nation is strong and prosperous. In so many ways, we
Americans define ourselves, not only by our families and hometowns, but by our work.
Often, the first question Americans ask each other is not “Who are your parents?” or “Where
do you live?” but “What do you do?”

. Today, there are still too ma@mericans who cannot answer that question,
who still do not have the opportunity fence that essential component of the American
- Dream. Even as we celebrate more than 18 million new jobs and a nationwide unemployment
rate of x percent -- the lowest unemployment in a generation -- 75 percent of disabled
Americans remain unemployed. And of those unemployed, 72 percent say they want to go to

work.

This is not just a missed opportunitﬂl for t (med It is a missed opportumty for
America. In an era of labor shortages, when co 1e begging to fill positions they need
to stay competitive in our global economy, we cannot afford to ignore millions of potential ‘




workers simply because they have a disability. Think of the loss to American industry, the
economy, and even the IRS. Tony Coehlo often likes to say that he represents the only group
in America that actually wants to pay more taxes. If we are to sustain and build our
prosperity, then we as a nation must work harder to give all Americans the chance to bring
their talents to bear in our economy.: If we are to uphold our highest ideal of opportunity for
all, then we as a nation must work harder to give all Americans the chance to experience the
pride and independence of going to work and earning a paycheck. ‘

Today, one of the biggest obstacles to employment for many Americans with

thousands of dollars beyond what is typically cove n employer’s private insurance.
For them, going to work without Medicaid or Medicare is simply too expensive. They have °
no choice but to stay out of the workforce, dependent on federal assistance.

This is not what America is about. This system undermines our most cherished values
of opportunity, responsibility, and community. It denies millions who are willing to take on
the responsibilities of work the opportunity to achieve economic independence and become

full-fledged members of Qur American community. &V\ [ Mb\{ n ‘h an M'z/(} 0 /U/ﬂ;(man

That is why last summer, I called on Congress to free our fellow Amerigans from this P
unfair choice between going to work and keeping health insurance. This year, in my balanced 1
ey

-

budget, I have proposed funds that will allow Americans with disabilities to go to work

without losing their federal health insurance. [ And this Spring, Congress is considering
landmark bipartisan legislation to do just that. The Work Incentives Improvement Act,
sponsored by Senators Jeffords and Kennedy|, has awaited passage in the Senate and the House -
for months. With more than 75 Senate co-sponsors from both sides of the aisle, there is no
good reason why it should take so long to pass. So today, I challenge Congress to pass the
Jeffords-Kennedy bill law by this date: July 28, 1999, the ninth anniversary of the passage of
Americans with Disabilities Act. The best way we can celebrate the landmark legislation that
literally widened the doors of opportunity for millions is to throw open those doors even wider
so that more Americans with disabilities can join the proud ranks of working citizens.

There is much more we can do. In my balanced budget, I am also proposing a $1,000
tax credit to help people with disabilities afford the specialized transportation, technology, or
personal assistance they need to make a successful transition to the world of work. And we
must double our efforts to make “assistive technologies” such as voice recognition software,
mobile telephones, Braille translators, more widely available mericans. I
challenge Congress to move forward with this work. '

* And today, I am taking immediate action to give more Americans with disabilities the
opportunity to become a part of the largest workforce in America. As some of you may know,
on Monday, the First Lady, the Vice President and Mrs. Gore and I will be hosting a White
House Conference on Mental Health. One of our goals is to help more Americans understand

L
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that mental illness is no different from any other dlsablhty That is wh} tgday, I am also using .
my executive authority to eliminate the’ glitdated stricter standards that currently apply to Ao 694)
hiring-agst w1th psychlatrlc dlsabllltles ‘I‘frmffxrectmg all federal agencies to ople w

eat-2 yothe__ggllﬁa_ns_ﬁulh.dl&w:es
Government must do its part to widen the circle of opportumty to more Amerlcans with
iSabilities. But Americans as individuals can and must take action. We need look no further

than the three men and women we honor today for proof of the difference a single individual

can make in the lives of thousands. It is an honor to present these Presidential awards to each -

of them. g *

A First, to Joyce Bender. Fifteen years ago, as Joyce Bender lay in a hospital trauma
unit, recovering from a near-fatal cerebral hemorrhage, she made a vow to give something
back to the patients who were not so lucky. Through Bender Consulting Services, she has
used her own experience as a professional head-hunter to help place people with disabilities in
high-wage, high-tech jobs. Joyce once told a reporter that the motto of her firm is “No pity.”
Anyone who works with a Bender consultant knows the truth of that motto, as pity for a
worker’s disability quickly dissolves into admiration for his or her skills and professionalism.
Joyce knows that the demand for high-skilled workers will only continue to grow - and she is
determined to make sure more people with disabilities will be ready to meet it. To. keep her
employee roster full, she founded a new program to train even more disabled people in the
high tech skills at a local community college So it is an honor to present this award to Joyce
Bender. :

Next, to James H. Click, Jr. As the head of nine car dealerships in California and
Arizona, Jim Click is an undisputed-teader in his field. But he is also unrivaled in his
commitment to empowering the(disabled )/ Twenty years ago, he hired two young people with
disabilities to work at one of his dealefShips. And as his business grew, he continued to give
even more people with disabilities the chance to work and be part of his dealerships. A few
years ago, Jim he could encourage more of his business colleagues to do the same, by making
it easier for them to find workers with the right skills. So he founded Linkages, which serves
as a one-stop shop for businesses looking to hire people with disabilities. It brings Tucson
businesses and rehabilitation programs together to match qualified people with disabilities to
appropriate jobs. In a little over a year, more than 170 people have found work through
Linkages. Jim hopes to take his geod idea across the country, and I challenge communities all

- across America to make his dream come true.

Finally, to Laura Hershey. Laura once said that “disability is not a tragedy... Itis -
powerful.” By speakmg her mind, and using her gifts as a writer to point out the shortcomings
and possibilities of our society, Laura has found the power to change the world. As the head of
a variety of disability organizations and as a private citizen, she has fought to reform our Social
Security, housing, transportation and other areas to better serve Americans living with ‘
disabilities. Economic freedom and self sufficiency for Americans with disabilities is her goal.
And I am confident she will not rest until she achieves it. I am proud to present this final award

/



Laura Hershﬂ :

A high-tech head hunter from Pittsburgh, a car dealer from Tucson, a writer and’
activist from Denver - our aw. rd@%; to have little in common. But they are bound by
their passion for empowerinm And most of all, they are patriots. Patriots
because they believe so muchnin t erican Dream - and its promise of equal opportunity

for all - that they have dedicated their lives to making it real for all Americans with
- disabilities. ' -

Harry Truman said that “we love our country ... because it offers us the chance to lead’
useful lives and to do what we can for those around us.” I thank each of you for working to
give more of our fellow Americans the chance to lead useful lives; and the chance to live in an
America of hope and opportunity. - ‘
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To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP

ce: . .
Subject: Blurb on Jill for program

real person
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Record Type: Record

To: Jonathan M. Young/WHQ/EGP@EOQP

cc: Kim B. Widdess/WHO/EOP@EOP, Courtney M. Mannmg/WHO;‘EOP@EOP Dag -
~ Vega/WHO/EOP@EOP, Karin Kullman/OPD/EQOP@EQOP ’
Subject: Blurb on Jill for program

Jill Rickgauer is currently employed as a switchboard receptionist for a large automotive
dealer in Tuscon, Arizona, the Jim Click Automotive Group. After becoming blind in 1991,
Ms. Rickgauer lost her job as a career planner for college students. With assistance from the
Arizona Vocational Rehalitation Department, Mrs. Rickgauer learned to navigate daily living
as a blind person and use assistive technology. Despite her solid resume and new skills,
however, she faced extensive discrimination from employers, who offered many interviews but
no jobs. Ms. Rickgauer identified and successfully obtamed her current position through Jim -
Click's LINKAGES program
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Record Type: Record

To:  ogle-becky@dol.gov @ inet

cc: '
Subject: Jill info

My name is Jill Rickgauer. I am a successfully employed working age adult. My
disability is blindness. I have been blind since 1991. Having been a career-oriented person all
of my adult life I wanted to continue to be so. My previous work experience was. career
planning and job placement for a private business college. I continued at the college for two
years after losing my vision, however due to downsizing I found myself unemployed.

At that point I was a successful client with State Vocational Rehabilitation Services.
They have been marvelous support help in every way. I was able to enter into excellent
training at a specialized center for the blind and visually impaired. Having gone through the
program I was asked to work on a part-tine basis 5-days a week at the center. This aided


mailto:ogle-b.ecky@doLgov
http:distributi.on

tremendously in raising my confidence and mobility skills. My goal was to find a rewarding
full-time position with a solid company. The opportunity to interview with the Jim Click
Automotive Group presented itself through Linkages. Linkages is an organization founded by
Mr. Jim Click, Jr. designed to.match disabled adults with local area employers. The position I
applied for a was a switchboard receptionist for a very busy 5-Star Dealership. With the
support of the Vocational Rehabilitation and the existing staff at the dealership the necessary
technology was adapted to the current switchboard system to allow me to perform my job.

I am grateful that I have been able to muster personal perseverance, persistence and -
professionalism through my job search. The reward is the result of my constant hope and
expectation that the outcome could only be good. B
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Signing Executive Order Expanding Hiring Opportunities for People with Psychiatric
Disabilities. On January 14th, Tipper Gore announced that the U.S. Office of Personnel
Management (OPM) would explore measures to eliminate the stricter standards applied to federal
hiring practices for people with psychiatric disabilities. Today, the President will 81gn an
executive order modernizing these twenty-year-old rules which will:

. Ensure that individuals with psychiatric disabilities are given the same hiring
opportunities as persons with severe physical disabilities or mental retardation. The civil
service rules will be changed to ensure that people with psychiatric disabilities will be

covered by the same kind of appointing authority as used for individuals with other
disabilities.

Permits people with psychiatric disabilities the same opportunity to acquire competitive
civil service status after two years of successful service. This authority will allow adults
with psychiatric disabilities the same opportunity for conversion into the competitive
civil service as employees with other disabilities.

This action was recommended by the President’s Task Force on Employment of Adults with
Disabilities under the leadership of Labor Secretary Alexis Herman, chair, and Tony Coelho,
vice chair as well as by OPM Director Janice R. Lachance, who chairs the Task Force’s
Committee on the Federal Government as a Model Employer.
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TALKING POINTS
Executive Order for Those with Psychiatric Disabilities
US OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT
“June 3 1999

. it is the policy of this Administration, and one of the fundamental principles
- of our American democracy, to promote equal opportunity, full participation,
and self-sufficiency for all our people, including people with disabilities.

. The Federal Government, as an employer, has ah obligation to serve as a
- model for the successful employment of persons with disabilities.

. Times have changed. We recognize now that people with psychiatric

, disabilities have much to contribute to our society, and that they shouid be
‘given the same opportunities avaiiable to people with mental retardation or
severe physical disabilities.

. Our nation must have a workforce with the skills and competencies needed '
to succeed in the 21st century, so we cannot afford to let any sector of our
society be excluded from contnbutmg to our future success.

. The Civil Service Rules governzng the appointment of persons with

‘ psychiatric disabilities were adopted over twenty years ago, at a time when
attitudes about mental illness were different, and as a resuit, people with
mental iliness were treated differently under these Rules than people with
mental retardation or severe physical dlsabmtles They faced stricter -
standards.

. That is why | am issuing an executive order today calling upon the US
~ Office of Personnel Management to ensure that individuals with psychiatric
disabilities are given the same hiring opportunities as persons with severe
physical disabilities or mental retardation. The Civil Service Rules will be
- changed so that people with psychiatric disabilities are covered by the
same kind of appointing authority used for individuals with other disabilities."

. | want to thank OPM Director Janice Lachance for her leadersh:p in this
effort. She has helped us find an equitable solution for the Federal
Government, people with psychiatric disabilities, and ultimately all the
people of our nation, and | am grateful for her efforts.
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EXECUTIVE ORDER

'AMENDING .THE CIVIL SERVICE RULES RELATING TO
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES WITH PSYCHIATRIC DISABILITIES

By the authority vested in me as President by the Cvonstitu_tion and the laws

of the United States of America, including sections 3301 and 3302 of title 5,
.United States Code, and'in order to give individuals with psychiatric disabilities the
same hiring opportunities as persons with severe’ physncal disabilities or mental
retardation under the C|V|I Servrce Rules, it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. Policy. .

It is the policy of this Administration and a goal of the United States to’

assure equality of opportunity, full participation, independent living, and

. economic self-sufficiency for persons with disabilities. The Federal

Government as an employer should serve as a model for the employment
of persons with dusab:lltles and utilize the full potential of these talented
citizens.

.The Civil Service Rules provide that persons with mental retardation, severe

physical disabilities or psychiatric disabilities may be hired under excepted
appointing authorities. The Civil Service Rules governing appointment of
persons with psychiatric disabilities were adopted over 20 years ago
when attitudes about mental illness were different, which led to stricter

_'sta.nd'ards for hiring persons with psychiatric disabilities than for persons
with mental retardation or severe physical disabilities. Persons with

mental retardation or severe physical disabilities could be appointed for
more than two years and could convert to competitive status after
completion of two years of satisfactory service in their: excepted posmon
while people with psychxatnc disabilities could not.

The Office of Personnel Management and.the President’s Task Force on

Employment of Adults with Disabilities believe that the Federal
Government could better benefit from the contributions of persons with
psychiatric disabilities. if they were given the same opportunities available
to people with mental retardation or severe physical disabilities.

Section 2. Implementation. -

(a) The Director of the Office of Personnel Management shall ensure that

persons with psychiatric disabilities have the same hiring opportunities as are given
to persons with mental rétardation or severe physical disabilities.
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(b) Civil Service Rule Ill (5 CFR Part 43) is amended by adding the following ‘
new paragraph to subsection (b) of section 3.1: ’

“{3) An employee with psychiatric disabilities who completes at least
;) two years of satisfactory service in a position excepted from the competitive
service.” :

Section 3. The Director of the Office of Personnel Management shall
prescribe such regulations as may be necessary to implement this order.

Section 4. This order is effective upon publication in the Federal Register.

THE WHITE HOUSE -
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The President would sign an Executive order to permit Federal agencies to noncompetitively
convert excepted service employees with psychiatric dlsabzhncs into the competitive service
after at least 2 years of satisfactory job performance.

BACKGROUND

Although individuals with disabilities can apply for Federal jobs throngh an open competitive
process, Federal agencies have been authorized, since the early 1960's, to use alternative hiring
procedures. Individuals with mental retardation or severe physical disabilities may be appointed
to positions in the excepted service and subsequently may qualify for conversion to permanent
positions in the competitive service after 2 years of successful performance. This conversion
authority was authorized by Executive Order 12125.

In 1980, a new excepted service appointment authority was created for persons with psjzchiatric
disabilities. These appointments are limited to 2 years and do not.allow for noncompetitive
conversion to the competitive. servxce A

PROPOSAL

OPM has prepared an Executive order to permit the noncompetitive conversion of excepted
service employees with psychiatric disabilities to the competitive service. This Executive order
would implement a recommendation of the Presidential Task Force on Employment of Adults
with Disabilities to provide the same opportunities for noncompetitive conversion of employees
with psychiatric disabilitics as exist for employees with mental retardation and severe physical
disabilities. The proposed Executive order does just that by amending the Civil Service Rules to

add employees with psychiatric d1sab1l1t1es to the classes of people who may noncompetitively
acquire status.

UB ING AGENCY: U.S. Office of Personnel Management -
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Initial Rec’bmmendations to the President from thé Presidential Task Force on Employment of Adults
with Disabilities:

The Task Force reconunends that: The President direct Office of Personnel Management and other
appropriate agencies to explore measures aimed at eliminating the stricter standards currently applied to
adults with psychiatric disabilities and to extend to these individuals opportunities currently available to
individuals with mental retardation and severe physical disabilities. [page 15]

I. BACKGROUND: Excepted appointing authorities exempt individuals from the competitive appointment
process and offer an alternative means to obtain federal employment. The use of excepted appointing
authorities can increase the employment opportunities for individuals with disabilities.

There are three primary excepted appointing authorities applicable to individuals with disabilities. Under
Schedule A regulations, excepted appointments for positions filled by individuals with raental retardation and
individuals with severe physical disabilities were established. Individual hired under these appointing
authorities can convert to cotnpetitive status in the civil setvice after completion of two years of satisfactory
service in their excepted positions. This conversion authority was authorized by Executive Order 12125.
Under Schedule B regulations, agencies are authorized to make appointments of individuals who are at a severe
disadvantage because of a psychiatric disability that has caused a significant penod of substantial ly dtsmpted
employment.

The Schedule B appo'iﬁnﬁng authority treats individuals with severe psychiatric disabilities differently from
individuals with severe physical disabilities or mental retardation who are eligible for special appointment under
Schedule A. First, unlike appointments under Schedule A, these appointments are subject to the basic
qualification standards established by OPM. Second, there is a two-year limitation on appointments and no
mechanism for conversion to the competitive civil service.

The differences reflect the evolutionary process of developing special Federal employment opportunities for
people with disabilities and changing perceptions regarding the natare of what constitutes a permanent
disability. For instance, the Schedule A special appointing authorities for persons with disabilities can be traced
back to the early 1960's, when Federal agencies were authorized to make temporary limited appointments for
the “severely handicapped.” In contrast, the Schedule B excepted appointing authority for persons with
psychiatric disabilities was established in 1980 to provide persons with past metal illness an opportunity to
demonstrate their readiness for employment and to regain recent work experience, This intent was based at
least in part upon the belief that individuals who had "recovered” from a psychiatric condition needed only an
opportunity to supplement a resume after a period of extended unemployment, and thereafter would be able to
compete for employment through the regular competitive process.

Experience has shown, however, that some conditions, such as major depression, tfrom which an individual

' may appear to have "recovered" can recur in the future, and thus may impose limitations that are as real and

. life-long as the limitations imposed by physical disabilities. Moreover, even the record of a psychiatric
“condition from which an individual has in fact recovered may often pose 4 barrier to employment. Finally, the
Rehabilitation Act and the ADA have never distinguished between physical and mental disabilities, but instead
recognize that all individuals with disabilities face similar social, economic, and employment barriers.

1. CONCLUSION: Individuals with psychiatric disabilities face many of the same barriers to employment as
are encountered by individuals with severe physical disabilities and mental retardation. They, therefore, should
be offered the same opportunities, including the opportunity to convert to the competitive service. An
_executive order (or new legxslauon) would be needed to make this possible,
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DRAFT

AMENDING THE CIVIL SERVICE RULES RELATING TO COMPETITIVE
STATUS FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES WITH PSYCHIATRIC DISABILITIES

: WHEREAS it is the goél of the United States to ass;u'e equality of 'bpportunit&, full
participation, independent living, and economic self—sufﬁcﬁiezj.cy fér persons with disabilities;
WHEREAS the Federal Goverhﬁent as an emﬁloyer should serve as a model for the
employment of upe:sons with disabiﬁﬁes and utilize the fuﬁ i)oteh'tial h‘of these télented citizens;

WHERE;AS the Office of Pe;éonnel Managément and the Presidential Task Force on
Employment of Adults with Disabilities have identified within the Civil Service Rules an
opportunity for the Federal Government to better benefit from the coﬂtributions of persons with
psychiatric disabilities;

NOW, THEREFORE, by the authority vested m me as‘Prcsidcnt by the Constitution and-
the laws of me_bUnit"ed State;s of Amgi‘ica, iixcludiﬁg sections 3301 and 3302 of'title 5, United
States CQde; and in or&er to permit individuals with psychiatric disabilities to obtain civil service
competitive status, it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. Civil Service Rule I1I (5 CFR Part 3) is amended by adding the following new
ﬁaragraph to subsection (b) of section 3.1:

“3) A.n ;an;plc;yee wﬂh psychia,ﬁ'ic disabilities who completes at least two years of
satisfactory service-in a po§iti0n excepted from the competitive service.”

Sec. 2. The Director of tﬁe Office of Persoﬁncl Management shall prescribe such

reg\ilations as may be necessary to implement this order. ‘
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Sec. 3. This order is effective upon publication in the Federal Register.

THE WHITE HOUSE,



THE WHITE HOUSE

Ofﬁée of the Vice President

For Immediate Release ~ January 14, 1999

TIPPER GORE UNVEILS NEW INITIATIVES
TO IMPROVE PREVENTION AND TREATMENT AND FAH{NESS
FOR PEOPLE WITH MENTAL ILLNESSES

" DARTMOUTH COLLEGE, NEW HAMPSHIRE -- On behalf of the
Administration, Tipper Gore, wife of Vice President Al Gore, announced
today historic new initiatives to improve prevention and treatment, and
* eliminate stigma and discrimination for the tens of mllllons of
Americans with mental illnesses. As Mental Health Policy Advisor to the
President, she unveiled these new initiatives in an address before the .
Psychlatry Grand Rounds of Dartmouth College's Dartmouth- Hltchcock .
Medical Center, a facility renowned for its research into mental '
illness. The three major initiatives she unveiled included:

" An unprecedented $70 million increase in the mental health services
block grant, a 24 percent increase, totaling $358 million for FY2000,
which will enable states to target partlcularly hard-to-reach adults
and.children with severe mental illnesses, improve school violence _
abatement programs, help states provide new effective medications for

- people of mental illnesses, and provide services to older Americans
who are reluctant to use mental health serv1ces in tradltlonal mental © .,
‘health settings. ‘

A White House Conféerence on Mental Health to be held this sprmg
which will bring together mental health providers, ‘consumers and
state representatives, private sector entities, and foundatxons from
around the natlon to develop strategles to ehmmate ex1stmg stigmas

~ and encourage a healthy environment where people with mental illness
can thrive; highlight promising practices to limit discrimination and
improve prevention and treatment;. and explore next steps public and

- private sectors can take to help people Wlth mental 111nesses

A Pre:51dent1al request to the Ofﬁce of Personnel Management (OPM)
~ to explore measures to eliminate the stricter standards currently \
‘applied to federal hiring practices for adults with psychiatric
~ disabilities. Currently, there are excepted appointment authorities
that are explicitly designed to encourage hiring individuals with



disabilities by giving more hiring flexibility by exempting -
individuals from the competitive appointment process. Today, the
- President asked OPM. to examine measures to eliminate the stricter

- standards currently applied to adults with psychiatric disabilities
and extend them opportunities currently available to individuals with
mental retardation and severe physical disabilities. He asked that

~ they report back within 90 days on what measures can be taken to
limit the. strlcter hmng practices. :

~In her remarks, Mrs. Gore commented: "Despite the many advances we
have made in science, research, awareness and treatment, mental illness 4
‘continues to be treated differently from physical illness, leading to
more mlsunderstandmg, greater stigma and discrimination, increased
reluctance to seek help, and greater disparity in insurance coverage. [
believe that our efforts will help bridge the gap that has formed
between mental health and whole health and point the way to a greater
understanding of how our famlhes friends and nei ghbors can truly live
healthier, happier lives."

" st
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An early look at the effects of welfare reform

| Richard Bavier

{The author is a policy analyst at the Office of Management and Budget. The views expressed are the
author's personal views and do not represent the views of OMB or the Administration.)

The Current Population Survey (CPS) from March 1998, ' released by .the Bureau of the
Census in September, provided the first national household survey data covering
periods after July 1, 1897. This was the deadline imposed in the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 by which States were to
replace their Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) entitlement programs with
pregrams under the new Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block
grant? This paper presents descriptive statistics from the March CPS, a major source
of data, but only one of many that will help us understand declining welfare caseloads
and the effects of welfare reform so far.

When did welfare reform begin?

Many states had anticipated some of the features of the new law in programs they were
operating under federal waivers. So, as analysis by the Council of Economic Advisers
found, not all the sharp decline in AFDC caseloads that began in 1894 could be
attributed to the employment effects of a strong economy.® A combination of low
unemployment, program effects of waivers, and behavioral responses to the public
discussion of welfare reform was reducing the caseload even before implementation of
the new welfare reform statute. As shown by the simple first-difference regression with
annual data in Figure 1 below, in 1994 and 1995, economic and demographic factors
that had done a reasonably good job of tracking year-to-year changes in mean monthly
AFDC caseloads from the mid-1960s through the early 1990s continued to do so. In
1996 they suddenly lost their power.*

' The Current Population Survey is a monthly survey of the non-institutionalized population, contacting .
around 45,000 households. The March survey includes an annual income supplement that asks about
income and program particlpation during the preceding calendar year. The March CPS is the gource of
official income and poverty statistics each year.

2 Exceptions were made for states with federal waivers under the AFDC program.

¥ “Explaining the Decline in Welfare Receipt, 1993« 1996 " A Report by the Gouncn of Economic Advisers,
May 9, 1997. ‘

The pattern is not sensitive to the economic regressor. “rhe same pattern occurs with total clvilian
unemployment rates, or unemployment rates of women, or women heading families. The regressor
shown in the figure, employment rate of female family heads with children, was developed from March
CPS current labor force status variables. It was chosen to capiure the gradual increase of labor force
participation by this segment, as well as cyclical unemploymaent. However, this secuiar effect in the
economic regressor competes in the analysis with the effect of the gradual incrsase in the demographic
regressor, the number of female family heads with children. The relative size of the economic and
demographic cosfficients may be affected.

JUIN UL 3T £Z2 -0 NO.UUS V., UL
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changs In AFDC mean manthly caseload’.
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Whatever explains the separation between the lines labeled “actual” and “model” on the
figure, the gap appears before 1997, Accordingly, the analysis below will not be limited
to the year of the TANF xmplementatlon deadline, but rather will examine the period
from the 1993 welfare caseload peak in.CPS to 1997.° : :

' Only indirect measures of the impaCts of welfare reform ;

‘?

The most commonly expressed concern about falling caseloads is that famllres who left
the rolls or were diverted from applymg might be left with even lower i mcomes than -

~ welfare benefits provided — in otheriwords, poor families would get poorer.® The March
supplement to the CPS tells us that caseloads are down, but not which families left the
welfare rolls or which were deterred from enrolling, let alone what their incomes would
have been if there had been no welfare reform.

* In administrative average monthly caseload data, peak caseloads occurred in fiscal year 1894, which
ran from October 1, 1993 through September 30, 1994. In fiscal year 1983, total AFDC average monthly
caseload, not counting the territories, was 4,917 959, It was 4,984,526 in fiscal year 1994, The average
-monthly caseioad for calendar year 1993 was 4,948,744, For calendar year 1994, it was 4,973,632, See
the final table below for comparable CPS ﬂgures

® The same day the March 1998 CPS data were released, the Center on Budget and Pohcy Priorities
released analysis of the new data haadhnmg. “Poor Families Grow Poorer, Welfare Caseloads Decline.”
~ (Robert Greenstein, et.al., “Poverty Rates Fall, but Remain High for a Period with Such Low
Unemployment,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities New Release, September 24, 19988.) However,
the mean “poverty gap” data the paper adduces are not suited to show that the poor got poorer in 1998.
To see why, consider that if the income of all poorfamilies remained the same in real terms from one year
to the next, except that the family with theismallest “paverty gap” the first year rose above the poverty

threshold the next, the mean “poverty gap would grow larger despite the fact that no family was poorer.

i

* -

A
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It will be relatively easy to say what has happened under welfare reform. CPS and
other sources will provide a mountain of Information about that. To know what
difference welfare reform has made is much harder, however, because for that we also
need to know what would have happened in its absence. In other words, we need to
know not only that poor families are better or worse off than they were before, but what
their incomes would have been if there had been no welfare reform.

In the physical sciences, to isolate the effect of a single factor, we run an experiment,
holding all other factors constant. True experimentation is less common in the
evaluation of social programs. However, beginning in the early 1980s, professional
opinion came to near consensus that the only sure way to measure the effect of
changes in welfare and training programs, which tend to have relatively small impacts
and be influenced by unobservable factors, such as personal effort, was to evaluate
them with rngorous .experiments.

Aspects of welfare reform will be subject to this kind of rigorous evaluation. However

- welfare reform is too diverse and fluid to measure its overall impact experimentally.
We'll learn from experiments about the impacts of a few versions of a few specific
policies. To evaluate welfare reform as a whole, including whether it was wise to
devolve a national entitlement into state-directed block grant programs, we'll have to
depend on indirect and imperfect measures in which the impact of welfare reform will be
hard to distinguish from confounding factors, particularly changes in the economy. If,
over time, such indirect measures, like those adduced below, tend to confirm one
another and together present a coherent picture, we'll have confidence that we know
what difference welfare reform made. However, it would not be unusual in the area of
social policy if all the indirect and imperfect measures did not point in the same direction
and prowde the basis for consensus.

Household surveys and welfare reform

Many states are investigating the reasons for their caseload declines and the
consequenoes for families by undertaking what are coming to be calied “leavers
studies.”” Recipients who leave the welfare rolls are contacted or otherwise identified
and ralevant information about their post-welfare status is collected. In addition, some
national information is becoming available through required state data reports to HHS
~ under the TANF statute. These sources of data generally are limited to telling us what
happened to families who leave the rolls, To the extent that some families were
deterred from applying for benefits, or otherwise changed their fertility or economic
behavior as a result of the new requirements or atmosphere of welfare reform,
household surveys like CPS, covering the population as a whole, not just welfare
families, and rich in contextual information, will be. an important source of knowledge.

The prmc:pal limitation of household surveys is their failure to identify as many
recipients as admmtstratwe data benchmarks indicate they should, and to capture

"Temporary Assistance to Nesdy Families (TANF) Program, FFirst Annual Report to Congress,” Office of
Planning, Research, and Evaluation, August 1998, Attachment 3.1. .
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aggregate benefit amounts equal to amounts outlayed according to program records
These problems often are termed "under-reportmg,” although they may result foma
number of causes. Historically, CPS captured between three-fourths and four-fifths the
total number of recipient families and benéfit dollars provided under Aid to Fammes ‘with
Dependent Children, the principal cash welfare program for families with children.®

Some surveys do a little better, such as the Survey of Income and Program
Participation. Most surveys concentrate on data other than income and program
participation, and so do not do as good a job on these topics as the CPS.

As long as under-reporting remains/constant from period to period, cross-sectional
household survey data can provide useful time-series information about the
characteristics of persons partlcupatmg in benefit programs. So, for example, the Social
Security Administration has used CPS data in a seriés cf publications that describe the
‘total income of recipients and others aged 55 and older.® Even the elaborate.
administrative records of SSA are msufﬂcrent for this purpose becausé not all persons
55 and older-are covered by social secunty, and administrative payroll tax and benefit

- records do not include all types of income. As long as aggregate recipient and benefit
data in CPS remain at roughly the same ratio to administrative benchmarks, it is
 reasonable to assume that changes appeanng in survey data represent changes in the
populanon of interest, and not just changes in‘'the coverage of the survey. .

*

AFDC and TANF families m CPS

!k

As in admmtstratwe data, the number of families reportmg AFDC or TANF benefits in
‘the CPS has fallen since 1993. Although CPS asks specifically about receipt of AFDC,
there is ewdence that AFDC benefits often are misreported as other types of
assistance. '° Moreover, program waivers tinder AFDC and then implementation of
TANF made questions specifying AFDC less applicable. The March 1998 CPS saw the
introduction of new wording and new questions to attampt to capture the mcreasmg
diversity of program names and des:gns

Consequently. the analysns below usually will focus on persons who live in families with
children and report receiving any type of cash welfare other than Supplemental Security
Income (benefits for the aged, blrnd and disabled) rather than on the smaller group who
specify receipt of AFDC. For convemence this group receiving non-SS| cash welfare
will be termed ° weifare parents,” although some may not be the biological, step,

}

I
1

® For benefit dollars, see, “Money Income of Housseholds, Families, and Persons in the United States:
- 1985," P-60, No.158, Appendix A; "Money Income of Households, Familles, and Persons in the United
States: 1988 and 1989,” P-60, No.172, Appendix C; "Money Income of Households, Families, and ~
Persons in the United States: 1992," P60-184, Appendix C. For reciplents, see the final tabie below,

*e. g., Grad, Susan, “Income of the Populauon 85 or Older, 1994," SSA Publications No. 13-11871, Social
Security Administration, Office of Research and Statistics, January 1906.

Goudreau, Karen, Howard Oberheu, and Denton Vaughan, “An Assessment of the Quality of Survey

Reports of-Income From the Aid to Familiés With Dependent Children (AFDC) Program " Journal of
Business and Economlc Statistics, Vol.2, No 2, April 1984, PP 179-186,

i
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adoptive, or foster parents of children in their families. When the focus is'on female
family heads, by far the largest family type among recipients, that will be specified. "

In the March 1998 CPS, the number of welfare parents for 1997 (3.1 million) was only
63 percent of the number in 1993 (4.9 million). Converted to an average monthly count
more comparable to administrative data, the 1997 number (2.4 million) was only 61
percent of the 1993 number (4.0 million). This paper will try to exploit CPS data to
associate this caseload decline (wrth demographic, economic, and program policy
factars. ‘, ‘

Demographics and living arrangements

Most recipients of AFDC or TANF have been single parents, increasingly, never-married
parents, If the number of single parents declined because fewer women were mothers
or fewer mothers were single, that might contribute to declining welfare caseloads.'?

From March 1994 to March 1998 the number of women aged 15 and older increased
by 4.2 million. The number who headed families with children and had no husband
present was unchanged, although the share headed by never-married women
mcreased

" In what follows, the term “female family heads” refers to the sum of female householders with children
and no husband present plus females heading unrelated subfam;hes with chtldren and no husband
present

2 While most welfare parents are female famuy heads with no husband present, the share that are
fernale family heads in survey data is always smaller than the share of cases with female caretakers in
administrative data. For example, for calendar year 1993, 24 percent of familles with children and non-
SSi cash welfare were couples. In an average month of fiscal year 1993, in only 10 percent of AFDC
cases was the youngest child eligible due either to the unemployment or incapacity of a parent in the
home, the most frequent categories under which couples received AFDC, In CPS, the gifference is due
hoth to survey and program raasons. .

The March CPS asks the household members it finds in March questions about their income and program
participation in-the preceding calendar year. A mother who received AFDC during the preceding calendar
year may have married by the day of the survey. Marriage was a principal route of exit from the AFDC
rolis. Moreover, the wife in a married couple family could receive AFDC in behalf of children from an
earlier marriage. In this instance, the mother would appear to the AFDC program as a case with an
absent father, but would appear to the CPS as currently married. Finally, In & growing share of AFDC
cases, none of the resident aduits were included in the assistance unit. These “child-only “ cases might
occur when the parents received SSi, or were ineligible due to immigration status. Some child- on!y cases
might-appear in CP8 as couples receiving non-SS1 cash welfare. .
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The percentage of women in each mantal status (husband present, never-mamed and
other) reporting non-SS! cash welfare declined significantly between 1993 and 1997.
So it is clear that the decline in the number of welfare parents was not due to declining
numbers of female family heads. Rather, the number of such fammes was unchanged,
but their rate of welfare receipt was down

. No significant part of the caseload d,ocline seems explainable by demographic factors.

- This does not rule out the possibility. that welfare reform is having an impact on ferti!ity -
and marriage rates, For that, we would need to determine what fertility and marriage
would have been if there had been no welfare reform. Without welfare reform, the -
number of female-headed families with chxldren might have increased between 1993
and 1997, as it has steadily for decades."® Other methods of analysis would be
necessary to try to address that question. The present discussion makes a more
modest claim. The number of female family heads reporting non-SS| cash welfare did
not decline because the total number of female family heads dropped, or because an
increasing share of women were in a mantal status associated with lower welfare
participation rates.

We can also rule out “doubling up” as a sxgmﬂcant feature in the story of the caseload
decline so far. Parents who experience a major income loss may try to cushion the
effects by moving in with relatives and pooling resources. However, the average
number of persons in families with female heads and children did not change from 1993
to 1997, nor did the average number of children in these families. The share of female
famity heads in unrelated subfamnhes was unchanged as well.

Nearly one-in-five female family heads with chi!dren live in households with non-family
household members. Those who do may benefit from the income of these non-family
members, which can be significant.. In 1897, the income added to the households of
female family heads with children by non-family members averaged $23,231 for the 18
percent who lived with non-family members. However the percentage living with non- -~
family members is unchanged overithe penod

*1n fact, while the number of female fam;ry heads with ghildren is unchanged from March 1994 to March
1998, the percentage of females aged 15- 19 who were unmarried heads of families or subfamities with
children appears o have declined szgmflcamly, from 5.2 percent to 3.7 percent. Changes to the CPS
sample over this perfod could be confoundmg comparison of such smali rates. However, the March 1998
lovel appears to be the lowest of the decade.
Tablos with year-by-year demographic,jeconomic, and program partlcrpation character! stacs of female
famxly heads with children appear in an appandlx

WIS Ve 4 L A R A S B R I H A |
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Income

We have to look to economic and program factors to understand the caseload drops.
We know that female-headed families with children are receiving less non-8S! cash
welfare income. Either they are replacing this loss from cther income sources or they
are averaging less total income. :

A significant share of female family heads with children receive non-SSI cash welfare.
Throughout the 1980s and early 1990s, a period that saw two recessions as well as
major AFDC legislation in 1981 and 1988, the share of female family heads with
children reporting cash welfare varied only between 32 percent and 35 percent in CPS.
From 1993 to 1997, that share declined from 34 percent to 23 percent. The decline
represents a loss of $6.7 billion, in 1997 dollars. Food stamp declines from 1993 to
1997 totaled $2.1 billion for this group.

On the positive side, female family heads with children saw a $26.9 billion increase in
earnings from 1993 to 1997, and a $5.1 billion increase in earned income tax credits.
Consequently, using a comprehensive definition of income that counts cash and
noncash food and housing transfers and the eﬁect of direct taxes, income for this family
type increased $19.6 billion in 1997 dollars.'

However, the effect of declines in welfare income is likely to be concentrated toward the
bottom of the distribution. Whether ranked by their money incomes before any transfers
or taxes are counted, or by a comprehensive definition of income that also includes
cash and non-medical noncash transfers and the effects of direct taxes, even the
bottom quintile of female family heads with children saw increases from 1993 to 1997.

Poverty status provides another perspective on income changes near the bottom of the
income distribution. Among female family heads and their children, 1997 poverty rates
are down from 1993 peaks. This is true when no government transfers or taxes are
counted, when cash transfers are added (the official income definition), and when
noncash food and housing transfers are also added and the effects of direct federal and
state taxes are taken into account.

Is there more than one story? -

The national picture of the early stages of welfare reform - construed broadly to include
the program effects of welfare waivers, the behavioral effects of campaign rhetoric
about “ending welfare as we know it" and the welfare rhetoric of the “Contract for
America,” as well as early implementation of the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 - looks generally benign when CPS data for

** Non-cash food and houslng transfers included reflect estimates by the Bureau of the Census of the
income value of food stamps, school lunch subsidies, and rental assistance. Taxes include social
security payroll taxes and foderal and state income taxes, including the Earned Income Tax Credit.
Dalaker; Jossph and Mary Naifeh, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, P60-201
Poverty in the United States: 1997, GPO 1898, Appendix B.
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1993 and 1997 are compared. ‘We may not be able to measure what dtfference welfare
reform made, but, in a very favorable economic environment, the most affected
segment of the population appears to be domg no worse than before, and most female

- family heads are domg better : ;:

However, Figure 1 showmg actual and modeled caseload changes should make us
wonder whether comparing the year of the caseload peak with the most recent year of
data might be overlooking important: changes in between. That figure shows that,
through 1995, caseload declines are in line with what we would expect based on pre-
reform experience with similar changes in the number of female family heads with
children and their rate of employment. Beginning in 1996, something different seems to
be happening. The model predictedismall increases or declines in national caseloads
while unprecedented drops were occurring. It looks like welfare reform may have had
one characterfrom 1993 {01995, and another from 1995 to 1998

H

1993-1995
In 1993, the number of families W|th chrldren and reporting non-SSI cash welfare
peaked at 4.9 million in CPS. By 1995 it had declined to 4.2 million. Non-SS| cash
_welfare recsived by female family heads declined $2.8 billion (in 1997 dollars), and
means-tested food and housing benefits declined an additional $1.5 billion. However,
earnings increased $19:8 billion, while increased tax liabilities ($3.5 billion) were more
than offset by additional EITC ($3.7 billion). By the most comprehensive definition of
income, female family heads with children were $17 billion better off in 1995 than 1993.
. i ) : ' :
The gains were felt throughout the income distribution. Nearly all families in the top
three quintiles based on pre-transfer income had some earnings in both years, and all
qumtlles saw strong earnings gams " The second quintile also showed a large increase
. in the share of families with eammgs from 67 percent to 82 percent. Even with this
broader base of earners, mean earnings increased $2,209 for the quintile as a whole.
. However, the average earnings of families with earnings in the second quintile remained
a low $4,898 in 1995. Working famﬂy heads reported an increase in the number of
weeks worked, from 25 to 33. Usual hours worked remained around 20 hours per
week, ‘
In the bottom quintile, families with eammgs increased from 9 percentto 15 percent
‘Typically, working family heads in the bottom quintile worked about half-time for 13
weeks during the year. So earn:ngs gains were not large. Ranked by pre-transfer
income, the bottom quintile saw no income gain from 1993 to 1995. However, ranked
by a compraehensive definition of income that shows where families ended up on the
distribution after transfers were recewed and taxes were paid, the bottom quintile
increased $1,093 from 1993 to 1995 10

® To understand the diffsrence, it's. hecessary ta keep in mind how the undertymg distributions differ,
Non-working female famnly heads with children bensfit from a wide variety of transfer programs. Families
in the bottom quintile of a distribution based on pre-transfer income often are in a higher quintile when the
distriblition is based on an income definition that includes the effects of transfers and taxes. When
quintites are based on income definitions that include {ransfers, the shars of families in the bottam quintils

A

-
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A common measure of the economic incentives faced by welfare recipients is the rate at
which welfare benefits are reduced as earnings grow. Higher benef t reduction rates
are thought to discourage work, although evidence is not strong A related measure
may be useful in understanding the general character of the two stages of the caseload
decline from 1893. It is not a measure of the benefit reduction and tax rates faced by
individual families, but rather a measure after the fact of how much higher earnings for a
segment of the population observed in two cross-sectional surveys were offset by lower
transfers and higher taxes. :

For each dollar by which the 1995 earnings of all female family heads with children were
higher than in 1993, the transfers they received were 16 cents lower. Tax increases
were just offset by EITC increases.

In the bottom quintile of pre-tax, pre-transfer income, earnings gains were insignificant.
In the second quintile, transfer and tax changes offset 28 percent of earnings gains.
Higher quintiles had lower offsets by this measure. This is the pattern we would expect
given that families lower on the income distribution are more likely to benefit from
transfers in the first place.

1995-1997

From 1995 to 1997, the number of families with children and reporting non-5SI cash
welfare in CPS plummeted from 4.2 million to 3.1 million. Again there were strong
earnings gains for female family heads with children, $7.2 billion in 1997 doliars. Weeks
of work and usual hours of work were unchanged among working female family heads.
Overall, income defined to include non-medical noncash transfers and the effect of
direct taxes was unchanged for female family heads with children. However, the plcture
varied along the income distribution. :

When families are ranked by pre-transfer income, the bottom quintile saw a decline of
$501 in post«transfer post-tax income from 19985 to 1997. This quintile showed a large
increase in the share of families with earnings, from 15 percent to 26 percent although
the level remains low in comparison to other quintiles.

Although the percentage point increases in earnings receipt (11 percentaée points) in
the bottom quintile and decreases in cash wealfare receipt (10 percentage points) were -
nearly the same, the income changes were not entirely offsetting. Measured over all
families in the quintile, means-tested benefits averaged $1,380 lower, while earnings
.increases were Insignificant. While only 26 percent in the bottom quintile reported
family earnings, more than 70 percent reported means- -tested beneﬁts in short, welfare
losses outstripped earnings gains.

who have samings (45 percent in 1995) is larger than the share with earnings when quintiles are hased
on pre-transfer income. Families with low earnings benefited from EITC increases from 1993 to 1995
oven when mean earnings did not increasse significantly,

7 Robert Moffitt, “Incentive Effects of the U.S. Welfare System: A Review,” Journal of Economic
Literature, Vol. XXX, March 1992, pp. 1-61. 8

.10
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Whén female family heads with chi!dnj:en are ranked by post—tké'nsfer, post-tax income,
the bottom quintile’s income declines:$554 from 1995 to 1997. From this perspective as
well, transfer declines more than offs‘et earnings gains

From 1995 to 1997, only the top qumtlle saw post-transfer, post-tax income gains.
Changes in transfers and taxes offset 77 percent of all earnmgs gains of female family
heads with children. Depending on the quintile and the income definition used for the
underlying distribution, the offsets often were more than 100 percent for the quintile as a
whole. ‘

Two chapters

_Contrasting pictures appear when the 1993-1997 period of the welfare caseload decline
is split in two. From 1993 to 1995, earnings gains are. strong down to the second
quintile. Offsetting reductions in transfers and increases in taxes are relatively small,
and, on the whole, the picture is encouragmg

From 1995 to 1997, more employment and earnings increases are evident, though not
as strong as the earlier period. Large employment gains appear in the bottom quintile.
But offsetting drops In transfers are much Iarger too. The earnings gains are consistent
both with a tightening labor market and more rigorous welfare-to-work efforts and
requirements.” The transfer changes seem to point to changes in program policy or
perceptions of polmy - _ }

The caseload model f“ igure showed us that through fiscal year 1995, emp!oyment gains
had been driving the caseload down in a way consistent with the way employment
affected caseloads in the past. But; beginning in 1996, despite-more employment

. gains, caseloads declined faster than pre-reform employment rate coefficients
predicted. The CPS data appear consistent with this picture, and provide contextual
detail. ‘From 1993 to 1995, the proportfon of female-headed families with children and
family earnings increased by 5 perdentage points, and the proportion with non-SSi cash
welfare declined by 6 percentage points. Generally, earmngs were substituting for
welfare. From 1995 to 1997, the proportion with family earnings increased another 3
percentage points, but the proportion with non-SSI cash welfare declined another 6 ‘
percentage points. In both the model and the CPS data, caseloads were going down in
the later period faster than employment and earnings gains seem to explain.

Afe thdse left on the rolls harder tof=sérve?

‘Another concemn frequent!y expressed is that those remaini ing on the rolls have more

serious labor force deficiencies, and so will still be unemployed and unemployable when

their new welfare time-limits run out.” In other words, if welfare reform has not made

families with children poorer yet, that may be only because the most disadvantaged
families have not 'yet been affected \ :

i
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For example, the front page of the New York Times National Edition for July 27, 1998,
declared, “Shrinking Welfare Rolls Leave Record High Share of Minorities.” The article
cited state and city welfare departments as sources of data showing that the
proportional decline in white welfare recipients was higher than for black or Hispanic
recipients. Then, citing the March 1994 CPS, the article noted that, compared to whites,
black and Hispanic recipients of cash welfare more often lack a hugh-schoot degree,
have never been married, have three or more children, and live in high-poverty
neighborhoods.

Only a few years ago, it was common to hear that around half the parents on the AFDC
rolls at any point were going to be long-term recipients due to educational deficiencies,
lack of work experience, physical or psychological limitations, or substance
dependencies. Minority status and, especially, marital status were found to be
indicators of the presence of these and other characteristics that made steady
employment difficult.

The table below tracks several relevant characteristics of all persons living in families
with children and reporting non-SSi cash welfare in the March CPS.

mid-Mgreh statue 1988 1889 1009 1991 1042 1993 1984 1085 1098 1997 1098

all previous<year non-331 cash
walfata reciplonts in famiiies

with children 3,754,470 BAMOOT 3688352 4131607 4525018 €0U0000 4877206 4555800 4455708 3,860.922 3,004.000
white (non-filspanic) 38.2% 41.2% 41.7% 434 44.4% 44.0% 41.0% 42.8% 48.6% 41.6% 4%
black (non-hispanic) 38.5% 38.6% 38 8% 38.2% 35.1% 38.0% A% 33.9% 34.0% a3 3% 3RT%
hixpanic 17.3% 14.8% 14.8% 18.6% 10.1% 18 5% v 19.1% 208% 20.2% 23.1%
other {pon-higpanic) 4.6% 5.3% 47% 49% 44% A4% 4.2% 4.6% 57% 4% 4.8%
amploymant tatus tn March aiter yoar with non881 cashi walfare receipt

amployed 20.5% 20.7% 21.4% 206% 12 0% 21.5% T 240% 7% 2656% 31.8% 33.6%
unemployed 13.4% 12.1% 121% 122% 13 1% 12.5% 11.8% 116% ° 130% 13.8% 14.8%
nol I ipbos forcy 88.0% BY.1% GG.5% 82.1% 67.0% . 658% 63.bye £4.4% 60.4% 54 4% S1.4%
maritel stutus mid-March in yoa7 afier non-S8i cash wallare mceipt

maftrisd 22.4% 21.0% 24.3% 230% 2aT7% 24.0% 23.0% 24.2% 24.7% RQ25% 0 NN
never martiad 41I% 0 430% 40.7% 422% 424% 42.0% 44.8% 42.3% 43.0% 44.9% 47.9%
ather 35.0% 0% 350% 330% 329% 33.8% MNT% 33.6% d1.4% 32.8% 31.0%
did not compilate Mgh schoo!l or squivalant . 47.3% 43.0% 424% 41.8% 42.5% 42.2% 42.B%
wiits {non-tuspanic). ' 30.0% 3ba% 3.3% 32.1% 2W02% 31.4% . PRI%
diack {non-tlapanicy 47.3% 43.4% 20.0% 30.7% 42.1% 40.6% 42.4%
RIBDANGC 6U1% B2.0% Ce1% 82.4% L7 % 05.8% 82.0%
other (non-ispanicy ' ' 5 2% SBE% 48 8y, 56.8% bLIY, 49.1% BOO% -
wark Bmitation : 14% 16% 175 0% 16% 14% 15% 17% 17% 10%

With a decade to supply perspective, it does not appear that the share of the national
caseload made up of non-Hispanic black recipients is growing, although the share of
Hlspamc recipients is. The increasing representation of Hispanics mirrors a similar
mcrease in their share of all female famlly heads with children.

Studles of correlates of we!fare dependency and of the effectweness of employment
and training programs often found that never-married AFDC parents stayed on the rolls
longer and were harder to reach with employment and training programs.*® Partly, the

*® For spells on AFDC, see David Ellwood’s, “Targeting the ‘Would Be' Long Term Recipients of AFDC: .
Who Should Be Served,’ Mathematica Policy Research-Center, June 28, 1995, Appendix A. For the
relovance of marital status to the effectiveness of Interventions, see, for exampie: David Friedlander, -
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importance of marital status can be tl‘aced to its association with other labor market
handicaps, but marital status appears to have an independent effect as well. The
March CPS shows an lncrease in the share of welfare parents who are never-married.

o The New York Tlmes article explams that higher concentration of minorities or never-

married mothers on the rolls is a-concern because these characteristics are indicators of
other characteristics that will make employment more difficult. However, aithough the
residual caseload has higher representation by Hispanics and never-married mothers,
more direct measures do not provsde much evidence of i mcreasmg concentrations of
labor force problems.

The CPS data do not support the view that those remammg on the welfare rolls have
more education deficiencies than those who have left recently. As the table above
shows, the share of female family heads with children and receiving non- -S8I cash
 welfare who did not complete high school or an equivalent is not increasing.

Like marital status, the number of children in the family has been found to help explain -
the length of welfare spells and the likely success of interventions. However, neither the
average number of children in families with non-SSI cash welfare nor the share of
recipients In families with three or more children seem to be increasing in the CPS data.
|

The table above also shows the percentage of recipients reporting some health problem
or disability that prevents or limits the kind or amount of work they can do. An mclplent
upward trend in this series is worth: momtorlng

In the longer-term, the concentratlon of these characteristics in the residual welfare rolls
. may increase, as the New York Times article warns. So far, the objective
characteristics mentioned above give little indication that the sharp drop in the rolls has
left a residual caseload with a srgmﬂcantly greater concentration of the hard-to-serve.

Under—reportlng of non-SSi cash welfare appears to be mcreasmg

“At the begmnmg of this paper the problem of under-reportmg of government benef ts in
household surveys was noted, and:it was asserted that we could have confidence in
what the surveys told us about trends as long as under-reporting did not change much.
Unfortunately, it appears that under—reportmg of non-SS| oash welfare among families
with children may be increasing. | :

It is difficult to compare cPs counts of persons reporting AFDC directly with caseload
counts based on administrative records. CPS asks respondents whether they received
various types of income at any tim{“e in the preceding calendar year. The administrative

“Subgroup Impacts and Performance Indicators for Selected Walfare Employment Programs,” Manpower
Dsmonstration Research Corporation, August 1988, Table 4.5; George Cave, el.al., “Job Start, Final
Report of a Program for School Dropouts,” Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, October
1993, Table 5.9. The Ellwood analysis isolates the Independent effect of marital status on welfare spells.
The MDRC subgroup analyses found that Interventions that had small impacts for marrled or formerly
married participants did not for the never: mamed :
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data reflect recipients in an average month during the fiscal year. We know that there
was significant turnover in the AFDC program, so the number who were ever on the
rolls during the year should be larger than the number on the rolls in an average month.
The CPS counts can be converted to.average monthly counts by usmg responses to a
foiiow~up questlon asking recipients how many months they received the program
benefits.'® The table below compares AFDC/TANF administrative data to such average
monthly caseload estimates from CPS. CPS counts are provided both for persons
specifying AFDC, and for persons reporting any non-SS! cash welfare in families with
children. :

B

sverage monthiy rectplents By 1088 | 1980 1980 1001 1953 1093 1984 1995 1990 1997
non SS)welare with children % 3433080 5114067 2,661,800 2251262 287006 52000 L0121 AP006LY 3400707 B10408G  z.442100
wlde reuipieons ™ J008.814° 3085722 2,901,183 3226301 3554318 0566326 A044200 AE51,315 3182026 3023817 2557044
agmintelietive dola 3,716,837 3600862 37I7B51 3504800 A4IIBAI A T705400 4048774 4BTIHIZ 4741228 4386018 2000326
-S54 with isks Jutboln 84% 4% 5% 84% 3% Ti% B1% 76% % 1% 66%
afde / admun a2% At 8% Bi% 00% 6% % bak) 87% 8% 64%

) Cr's vanables; felu18 gt O and pewiyd gl o of 0lofTa3 of Dicli—4
@ CP3 vanables: pawtype1 of poWtyp3 of olofi=3

From 1987, the first year that respondents were asked about their months on the rolls,
through 1993, average monthly caseloads in CPS for families with children and non-SSI
cash welfare and for families reporting AFDC explicitly remained around 80 percent of
administrative benchmarks. From 1994 onward, a drop-off in coverage is evident. As
mentioned above, March 19898 introduced changes and additions to the battery of CPS
welfare-related questions. Question changes sometimes create kinks in historical -
series. However, the apparent increase in under-reporting in the table above begins
well before that.

Possible explanations for increased failure to report

From earlier research, we know that recipients who fail to report receipt of cash welfare
are mors likely to be older, married at the time of the survey, employed, or no longer
receiving the benefit.?° It is reasonable to wonder whether these same factors could be
responsible for increased under-reporting.

Mantal status and age distribution of recipients for 1997 look similar in relevant respects
in administrative data and CPS, and so do not promise much help in understanding
reporting changes.?! On the other hand, sharp declines in caseloads, especially those
associated with higher employment levels, would tend to make it more hkely over this
period that sampled parents who received cash welfare during a survey s recall
reference period were, at the time of the survey, no longer receiving benefits or were
employed.

® In the March 1998 CPS, for example, 67.6 percent of recipients of cash welfare In famities with”
children reported that they received the beneflt for all twelve months, 6.2 percent reported six months, -
and the remalning recipients are spread out without pattern over lhe o(her possible regponses.
Goudreau op.cit..
! An appendix table provides detall.
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Another and perhaps related development has been reported by analysts working with
various surveys. We are told that respondents seem less willing lately to admit to
receiving welfare because welfare reform has increased the stigma associated with
dependency. So far, this effect is unmeasured However, characteristics found to be
associated with failure to report welfare age, marriage, and employment — may also
be correlated with sensntnwty to welfare shgma

Wlth another candidate to- explain mcreased failure to report welfare the gradual
increase in the share of cases with no adults in the assistance unit - a test using CPS.
data is possible. These “child only” icases have been on the increase for a decade.
The CPS cash welfare receipt questlon is designed to elicit an affirmative response .
when adults receive income on behalf of children. Nonetheless, respondents might
mistakenly suppose that they are bemg asked to report only transfers from which they
- themselves benef‘ t. :

However, when AFDCfT ANF recipi ents in CPS are grouped by the levels of such “child
only” cases in their states, no relatlonshtps between “child only” cases and failure to
report are evident. Recipients from:states with high percentages of “child only” cases in
their total caseloads are not more hkely to fail to report AFDC/TANF cash benefits than
recipients from other states. States with larger i increases from 1993 to 1997 in the
percentage of their caseloads made up of “child only” cases were not more llkely to see
larger increases in failure to report over the same period. ‘ =

u }

. State AJ DC cavslyads groupad raiative o “child-oidy” segmonls. ;': ! . 97-93
' ‘\ ) porecutage point
wes . 1894 100> . 1808 w8, 7 chenge
*Chilgonty” cavs avetage 27 poréent of coses W% 7O 88% - 60% 58%
[ 1,381,581 1,345,444 1957258 1,142,907 RHN200 1
sdministrative records 1,883,075 - 1813578 1850573 1.733.8%4 4,408,025 °
. R
“Chitd-only” cases sversys 18 percent of oases . 0% 2% Gh% 7% oo%
cPB 1,800,236 . 1,730,348 v 1580,142 1,491,126 14104868
adsediglrglive rends 2.4W,§21 2400653 2270148 2,002,653 1730408
“CHg-only" cuses aversye 10 percent 0 casns 843 % ) o2% 88% ¥6%
¢ ops - 4G, :02 466,556 585520 350,384 370,358
[sministrative recards 66 am £58 407 20404 572,181 dub a2

Percontage of cases thial a6 “chilg-only” average 118 percent Y . .
introuse Ta% : 73% s4% g% T Bh% 2%

- op§ ¢ ooaﬁa9 586,880 718,703 805540 640,440

admirgstrative touunds 1 zu 507 1218720 1120674 1,010,028 768,080 .

8 ~$
Porcontage of cases Urat aré "¢l diGony” average 87 percent

Woiasss g“ma 0% o - - 8e% ta% 7%
" oPE Z,M?MI 1,840,364 1,060,617 4,585,812 1,283,843
fministative recors 2,417 287 255,020 T 2,490,109 2268930 1951,164

Parcentage of cases it 6 "ChIG-ONlY" avarnge 11 perest : ?i ‘

Incraase iei?im Cors% Y ©BP% ta% 21%
: CP§ o38747 | s24788 703,406 742,238 552,000
sdnvolsirlive racorss T 1,006,081 ©o1,109.892° 142048 1078950 958,312

o
i

o
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We will start to learn more about any changes i in welfare reporting as data covering the
same period become available from other surveys. The Survey of Income and Program
Participation, which asks about monthly income, will be especially important. In the

!f

i

o
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mean time, we have to recognize that the apparent increase in failure to report raises
questions about the picture of welfare reform that CPS offers.

Cash welfare as earnings

We might be tempted to infer from the increasing gap between the number of cases in
administrative records and the number showing up in CPS that income must be under-
reported to a growing extent over this period. If that were true, the economic situation of
families with children would be a little brighter in 1997, relative to 1993 or 1995, than it
locks in CPS. However, at this point, we cannot rule out the possibility that some
benefit dollars are not unreported but rather are mis-reported as something other than
cash welfare, earnings for example.

In addition to promoting emplayment among welfare parents that will enable them to
leave the rolls, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 emphaslzes work activities for parents receiving aid. States must see to it that
increasing proportions of their current caseloads are participating in a narrow range of
activities that emphasize attachment to the work force. And families receiving benefits
for more than two years are to be engaged in community service activities.

It would be understandabie if parents who participate in activities such as community
service or workfare, on the job training, or employment with hiring and wage subsidies,
reported that they worked for pay rather than that they received cash welfare. |f that
were to happen, some outlays by cash welfare programs such as TANF would be
captured in surveys as earnings rather than means-tested program benefits, and some
apparent earnings gains among female family heads with children might actually
represent mis-reported cash welfare. - :

While we don't have strictly comparable data about the activities of AFDC/TANF parents
for all years from 1993 to 1997, it is clear that the number and share participating in the
kinds of activities that might lead benefits to be reported as earnings have increased. In
an average month in 1995, 28,442 AFDC recipients were counted as patticipating in on-
the-job-training, work supplementation, or work experience.?? In an average month from
July — September 1997 , 100,852 TANF recipients in 39 states were counted as
participating in subsadlzed employment, on-the—;ob training, work experience,

community service, or were providing child care.”® However, while the proporttonal
increase in such activities has been dramatic, even if we assume that e very participant
reported all benefits as earnings, only a fraction of the repomng decline in CPS would
be explained. If the ratio of caseloads in CPS to caseloads in administrative data
remained at the 1993 level, the March 1998 CPS would include about half a million
more welfare parents than it does.

22 1998 Green Book, Committee on Ways and Means, WMCP: 105-7, May 19, 1998, Tabla 7-35.

http Itwww.act.dhhs. gov/programs/opre/particip/pr1997t2.htm, as of January 20, 1999, In both years,
because only those active for a required number of hours were counted, the number actually participating
in each kind of activity probably was higher. .

B
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Conclusion AR
Large AFDC/TANF caseload declines over the last several years can't be explained -
fully by the strong economy. Welfare reform — construed broadly to include the actual
effects of earlier demonstration waivers, the early implementation of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportumty Recongiliation Act of 1996, and behavioral /
responses to the media spotlight on welfare reform — appears to have contributed to the
caseload decline as well. In CPS data, the big story of the welfare caseload decline .
from-1993 to 1997 is that welfare benefits are being replaced by earnings in a strong
economy, even near the bottom of the income distribution. Supporters of the 1996
statute will view these data as ewdence of success so far, but several cautions are
warranted. : )

CPS data complement a simple caseload model's message that the caseload decline
had one character from 1993 to 1995, and another from 1995 to 1997. CPS shows that
both periods saw strong employment gains among female family heads with children,
including those reporting receipt of non-SSt cash welfare. The caseload change model
indicates that no additional explanatory factors, such as welfare reform, are needed to
account for caseload declines through 1995, but subsequent sharp drops are not
explained by pre-reform relationships between employment and caseloads. We find .
corroboration in the CPS data, where lower welfare income was more than offset by
earnings gains from 1993 to 1995 but not from 1995 to 1997.

If welfare reform is reducing. case!oads below what a strong economy would have in the
past, that, after all, was the whole ldea So far, CPS data do not support the hope that
this can be achieved without any loss of income by families with children, including
those with the least to offer the labor market. In the second phase, when caseload
changes are not well-explained by émployment gains, income gains among female
family heads with children are visible only at the top of the dlstnbut ion and losses are
appearing at the bottom .z
We have only a few years of data for each phase of the caseload decline, and the

picture of more recent years may be distorted by increased under-reporting of welfare
receipt in CPS. Moreover, .a more posntwe third phase may well emerge. However, itis’
sobering to consider that welfare reform ‘has taken place in an unusually favorable '
employment market so far. It remams to be seen whether income gains that have
occurred can be maintained duringian economic downturn and when the most dramatic
feature of the Personal Responsxbmty and Work Opportunity Reconczhataon Act of 1996
the five-year time-limit on federal assnstance takes effect.
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Appendix A.

The following tables present details for families with children and a female head when those families are
distributed by income. Two distributions are shown, First, descriptions of families that fall into each
quintile when only pre-transfer money income is the basis for the distribution are presented. Next, the
same types of information are presented for families that fall into each quintile when the underlying
distribution is based on a more comprehensive definition of income that includes the effects of cash and
non-medical noncash transfers, as well as direct taxes. It is important to keep In mind that, when different
income definitions are the basis of the underlying distribution, a family may falt Into different quintiles.

Income amounts are means. Each table first displays mean income amounts when the sum of the -
indicated income type is divided by all families on the table, whether or not they received that type of

income. Below the lines showing the rates at which earnings increases are offset by lower {ransfers and
higher taxes, rates of employment and program participation are shown along with mean amounts of

income for those recelving that type of income. - ‘

in some cases, apparent differences among years or quintiles in the following tables may not be
statistically significant.

feinale femity heads with children 1987 1a97 1097 1987

4981 dollars 1994 dollers 1995 doliern 1998 dollaes 4007 808 05-87
predransdor Income 13,502 17330 16,685 18.081 18,763 19,760 19853 20,002 20,473 2420 23
pro-welle Iheots 18,788 180401 17010 16486 20003 21,087 20777 21253 21804 2422 837
post-bansior Income 20000 22345 24258 23,021 23431 M0 a1 24268 24588 2046 G
posttax, postuansferincome 18308 20337 1R484 21901 20 22378 1080 22501 20554 2047 175
Coeamings 13,208 1466B 14443 13842 16087 168642 18063 17363 {1046 2273 04
| il support 1027 1,440 1073 1162 1169 1,234 1,241 1270 1,298 4] (14)
ollee pre-Uratfer 1,470 1,52¢ 2482 2,687 1,487 1517 2287 2350 1690 56 31
social msurance 4,104 1315 1.2680 1,386 1350 1317 1224 . 4,252 1425 ? 100
moang-losted nash 4,730 - s 1668 ' 1820 1.508 1.681 1,423 1,458 1234 (241 {47y
sohool karich 244 27y 265 207 269 3. 87 275 267 12 {26y
food slamps 843 96¢ $12 - DAR 843 By7 vos 625 741 () {146
Tk 487 [3F 416 450 420 442 441, 4b2 435 - (18} [t4]
taner Q23] (PAB1) (2474 (070) {2742y (2508) {2724y (2.788)  (R.004) (o7 (1773
. EITC 444 480 T02 760 £at D06 1.00G 1,626 1,052 408 148
4Mocton fers of 3 doflar of k {0.18) {0.73)
offoud e (s O @ dollar of carnings o.00 {004}
with family eprrings 7d4% 76% % 80% 82% %, 3%
camings of families witl marnlis 17850 D47 SUBG . 20517 20,389 21473 24413 21597 21643 1525 7
full-titnes, yept-ioieng wotkaes pat bamily 047 G 46 npe 083 0.55 007 0.02
family head worked GB% 7% 73% 4% 5% 5% 3%
ek workad by family head 431 433 444 437 a4 13 02}
sasuat huurs per waok Ho M4 e S1.4 He 0.4 00
sarnings of working family hoad 16,028 17,803 18,000 18403  1B030 180Uy 10,653 48,380 18,958 1192 {37y
fecalved ¢hig suppont I0% 31% 2% 32% S0% 2% 2%
fainiling with non.E&1 cach wellare 3% A% 20%, % 23% -8% -B%
brotmhil lo (ecipienis 3978 4410 4,90 4451 4,081 4,308 3 1,867 2,576 {440} 73%)
family hoad with Cash wltare . % 29% 2% 24% 2% -fi% ~5%
months of cash wellare 103 163 0.4 103 1o LA 0.4
toih gamings and welfane in year 46% 4% 53% 53% 58% 14 5%
famities wil food slatopn 42% 4% 37% 0% 3% 5% 4%
bansf w ruciplonts 2,073 2258 2235 2421 2210 2501 2,220 2211 2,263 13 126}
funsilles with rental sseistanch 20% 18% 8% e 18% -2% 0%
barefit 16 raciinnis 2,370 2,643 2343 2,53 2341 2408 2447 2,803 2,408 {17 (8)
tanililios with EITE 7% Go% BI% 56% 0% 6% I%
benatl o reciplents 652 1.058 1,404 1,517 182G 1718 1,768 1,820 1,881 854 168
tamily head drupped out befure Tk §0ixol T% o% 7% 8% 7% 0% %
Tamily hoad gropped aut In high school 19% 8% 17% 17% 18% 3%, -2
unrpiated xibtamily 8% % 4% 5% 5% 1%, %
lived with non-tamily housshold mexmbers 16% 18% 18% 8% 18% 1% U%
ftjdnd ncome fiom nonandy houschold members 18,651 20,718 20001 20,685 22840 wNGY 22473 22900 2320 3453 {138)

Boppot, March LS5, Temaly tendly heads {fousmbsdars and faete of urvsisted subdurnibies wid; duio e},
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fomale famity hoads with ¢hlldrn’ 1w T 1997 1997 1097

. 1993 dollars 1904 dollars 1005 daollars 1906 doVers 1047 (22 ]] 9507
bottom quintile, pre-tranafer incoing : Wi C :
t . pre-trormiot knawnm 1? 14 6Y 49 195 205 302 300 83 161 180
pre-weltare Income 1,158 1,287 1,405 1619 1074 1wy 1778 1.8v7 2.504 a7o 647
pOst-trangfor Incanw B,74C 8,714 6,868 10,468 2.8 2,879 0,464 0,683 8,946 1685 (5a4)
post-lax, post.iransfer Incoma 8.744 9.712 n.(‘ano 10,462 3,360 9,085 0,480 707 Q384 173 {601}
. . oamwygs 15 18 1 1 ur 102 190 184 231 .8y 120
T co child suppon “ 157 a2 35 54 56 [1] [ 88 41 P
* oltier pre-Uuisio) (16) {18) 1,26 26 B 1 LN 152 165 4 84 (1)
soclal Insucance 1,146 1,273 1,441 1,600 1,578 1,452 1474 1.507 2,140 17y 60?
mepng-tasted cash 4,208 4,674 450 4803 ¢ 45\ 4,565 4114 4,208 3.581 (108) (RRY)
sctwol lunch 369 440 40 430 2 402 408 418 387 w (16)
000 stamps. 1,822 2,135 FEAT 2,288 2.016° 2483 1672 2,017 1815 (12) (308) ,
twushy | 1,088 1,208 1,044 1,134 1,075 1132 1,164 1.224 1,080 (18) @4) :
taxes () @) ‘o @) (10) (1 (15 (15) (18 [ o)
. ETC o 4 10 | 15 18 40 41 by 16 41
sllect on transfars of @ dollar of camings : [ ’ ' . (0.30) (6.37)
cffect on taxex of » dollar of warnings ) N . 0.08 025
. i : .
with fainily sainvigy 8% £10% 5% 2% 268% 8% 1%
oprninge of famflies with earnings ' 157 174 L4 18 630 8682 848 886 24 TR 11} 215
full-ine, yoar<found workers per temiy v 0.01 0.00 0.00 Q.01 0.00 0.0
femily head workoad ’ 8% ' 8% 1% 18% 22% YT 8%
weeks worked by fanily head 78 ;10.9 13.1 11.8 o182 53 3.0
5181 hOLTE por week 248 23.8 220 21d 270 06 5.0
aaringy of working famity hesd 140 . 158 10 100 823 oa6 o 638 815 501 19
recuived o fid suppon ™ . !«? &% 12% 1M% - 1%, % -1%%
famiilics with non.55! cash welfare -T0% l7d% ' . 68% AAY, Lo% 6% “10%
benefit to rectplents 4.580 5,085 4,837 6,238 4,691 4,078 4375 4478 4,262 (188) 816
funily hoad wilh cash wellera T4% ) TOT2% B65%, 4% C85% -R% 1%
months of cash wellare B K 1118 BRIR 1.2 11.0 0.4) 01)
both earnings and wellare b yes 10% RE1" 16% 22% 26%, B% 10%
fumiltes with fuod st@mps 00% 9% . 76% 78% 0% . 5% Ay,
bensfit o reciplents 2204 2,000 2675 2,08 2,683 2,804 -.2600 ‘2,880 2,607 140 (er)
taillles With rntal assistance 3% {87, % . - 3% M% 2% -39,
Ll to rechuonts 2,800 “3.10 2,u41 %077 2,600 043 3075 1 3140 3,148 [CH) n
funllies with EITC % oo% 4% % 1% A% %
benelit W recigients 20 20 11l 122 362 361 498 470 21 352 185
[N '
tamily héad dropped put before high sctool 18% ) 1% 13% 1% - . 12% 0% %
farndly tread eopped out In high school 37T \ J6% MY 3% 2% . 3% 2%
unrelated subfamily % LM% 5% 4% TR 2% 1%
bved with non-faily b hold b 1% ' 15% 7% 16% . 21% 0% 49,
added INComc trom non-famity housetiold members 13,812 15.118 17.580 19,039 14,6804 15,412 15,548 15,805 16,874 293 1,402

Coucns: Much CFZ, female femily heads (housstndde v orid 14 of Levalaiat Ltd/amiiae with chikdrsn)
[N
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female fanily headr with chlldran 1667 1497 87 1997

1983 dotiare 1994 doliare 1988 doliare 10ee doflars 1397 9305 597
sacond quintie, pra-dansler lncoma )
pre-b iy Moome 2754 3.068 3844 3,046 b488 5441 5208 8927 8,138 7581 UL
pra-weifare nooine 4,059 45 5172 5801 6504 1L 6,662 6,78% T 234¢ 744
posthanifed income G884 10845 10085 10000 11,416 14,707 10547 11,980 11578 1,001 (126)
post-lax, post-pnsky lncome 8,714 10,780 10,502 11,304 11,925 17059 11,040 12,120 1272 1,769 168
N .
soralnge 1,651 1833 2595 2810 3630 4,042 3824 32 4.781 2,209 78
NIt spport a5 404 418 - 452 553 ogz - 610 824 S61 . a8 {1)
other pre-linisler 50 132 1,548 1,077 s 817 817 o3 768 A% [73)]
Bocinl Insurpnce 1,905 1448 \heR 1,655 1338 1409 1,434 1.467 1450 (59} a
means testod cashe 2,880 3z 2,408 2.600 2,187 2,303 1,837 1,082 D89 879) {740)
$ehoot nch 308 M0 133 364 347 AGS 334 342 & I 5 (26)
food stemype 1,807 1674 1443 1562 1,332 1,403 1408 1,380 1,265 - q272) [1K}51
Dovuing 840 (1 708 7/7 146 us 72 730 817 | (184} a1
RS {134) (140) (20) (220} {408} (324) (4186 (24 {378} (135} {543
. BTC 204 20 64 [0 1,117 1,177 1,223 1.251 1525 -] 348
offac) o0 rangtrs o a dollar of earnings {0.80) [ RV}
effect vt texes of 9 doliar of carmings 9.32 C.40
with famlly carmings 6% 7 8% B2% BE% 15% 5%
eariogs of [amiles with carnings 2454 2,726 3355 1633 4,851 4,500 4642 4748 5458 2472 §58
{ull-mog, year.round workets per famity 008 vy 015 010 0 0.08 0.01
1amily head workad . 8% 8% 3% 3% 8% 1% 8%
woeks worked by tamiy head . s 26 . B4 Al 3R 85 15
usital hatrs pet wesk 183 168 202 210 pi¥ ] LA 12
carrbigy of working family hoad ZAYY 2701 3302 3676 4524 4817 4577 4,062 5410 AW 560
recelved cldid suppart F% R 27% W% 79% 24% 1% 7%
fanllion with non-S&1 cash welfare a1% 53% ir% 42% 6% 4% A%
hoonfit o rociplants 3,874 4,303 1509 3,885 3.557 3,748 3,383 3401 1,076 {5873 (870)
{5ty gad with cash welfare % 50%, 4% 39% 3% 4% A%
muedtis of cosh wollare : 0.1 #8 vy 9.7 2.3 0.3 (U.b)
both garnings and woltars In year Bi% 74% 809, 76% BY% 17% Y,
Tamigs with 1o0d stampx 1% 7% 82% 6% 55% ~B% %
beneft W ceckiiénts 2,487 2T 2337 234 2,142 2286 2205 2,206 2,504 t1n 48
tamities with ronisl asslstance 32% &% 0%, 28% 3% 2% 1%
banefit lo recipients 2,646 2841 2,808 2,826 2485, 2417 2,615 2875 2.6% {424y 17
{amiliey wih ENC A7% . 2% TI% . 3% 8% 0% D%
boncit (o recipiens 567 (319 1009 {425 1.528 1.609 1,684 1,727 1,943 880 I
tamily head doppad oul bafong high schoul ™ ' % % 8% % 1% o%
Temily hopd dropped out In high school 26% 74% 23% 2% 20%, % -3%
tinratatlad sutdamily 8% 0% % i % % 0%
tived with nan-tamily household members 1% 7% 18% 3% Fe3 U 2%

saded income fam non-fantly household members 18008 17780 17499 18051 22740  7aph 9215 10858 74184 8474 {2,766

fowrcas Marc G, fmndd faly headi (hrsisatolcers and herts of ureslobnd 64200 Vies wiin 2V on}
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femala tamlly hepds with chilaren

nilddle quintite, predransfer Income
: e-fansler kuoine
pro-wellare moorme
post-wanafer income
post-tax, postiransinr income

DINAGS

child support

other peo-trpnsicr
sovint insurance
means-toon cash
Hehool kegh

1000 & tomps”

housing
taxes
CiT¢
etfect on tansle of u dollar of earnings
ehoct on takak of R doliae of eatnings

wdth farnlly saesiings -

earnings of families with sarndngs

full tme, year.raund workess por tamily
famtity hoad worksd .

wonks warkixg by tamity hoadt

ubual hours per week .

earnings of working fenily hasd

1ACRIved ohild suppart

tomilics wiky nenB bt cash wallacg
. berwlit 1o rociplents
facrdly hood with cash weifare
manths of cash wallar
Listh st ki i wslfare In year
fandlivs with food samps .
banvalit 1o rockrams
Tomiiles with rental agslatance
beonefit ta racipionis
farlilar Wwith EITC

Banetit to recipiants |

{serilly tirad deoppasd out bokure high schiool
famity head dmppad ol in high $ahoo!

unralpted sub!nmily

Iived with non-tamity Bausanold memders
2dded incomne from confandy househals members

Foukran March CPR, ferrde forairy fmants (taarsel ddw s ond hasss o uresisiad subinmiliss with chisan).

1993
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13,005
14,151

aaz
T48
a8
1,200
881
271
(7
304
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1,130

X
0422
.41
7%
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283
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1475
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1995

R ER

14.877
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12,436
1]
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1,082
9
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8%
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0.62

- Q2%
47.2
3.8
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16%
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8.2
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3%
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1.233
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14,708
18,388
17,309

11,u47
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15,680
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12,700
1004
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1,075
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{1,250}
2,307

8%
13,000
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2%
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. tamaie farnily hoads with childon wer 107 . e 1897 :
' 193 doflars 1904 dolisrs 1088 dollars 1996 dollars 1667 (221 [1¥ 18
fourth quintiie, pee-tranafor iocome
pre-banafer income 20395 22,653 22148 24850 2a,30% 25386 2883 24,320 254K 2,044 (108
prée-weltare npome 21,330 P1R3R DAA4R DAY ORD5T  PRS59Q 24850 25216 28822 2801 2
poal-raneler ncome 22232 24,863 24201 26807 26456 22630 b3 46,004 ayezg 2883 {1y
poslipx, past.wanstor inpoma 20585 22831 22587 24,461 24,088 25378 237228 24273 25028 2,548 {350
LNl 18,208 20,228 10,420 wer - ey 22402 Q1302 2470 23027 2,207 34
child suppart - 1,187 1018 1577 1.708 | 1.682 1750 1657 1,685 1441 432 {308}
vther pre tansler ous 1,100 2w 2,044 1280 1,354 764 82 1526 245 172
BOuIed sy /gl 1.045 1.228 1,330 852 1,000 24 8ar 1,426 (42} 126
means-tazted cash 453 504 433 460 440 an 00 307 224 an (24)
achool kncti 184 204 200 217 108 207 202 208 188 3 {2n
foad stanps 188 200 230 249 7¢ 180 163 147 118 {20 3
hogsing " 7% L) L4 17 6t . 68 8 a3 ] 2
Lxes  (4334) (RMEU)  {25I8) [L7EE) (@802)  (3,110)  (@BLL Q030 {1204 (&23) (8}
EMC 860 733 874 847 - D03 951 121 1230 1004 218 53
eflect ue feansfors of a dollar of eamings (0.04} (6.30)
eftect on laxes of 5 dallar of sermings ) [(AE] .06}
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' hongfit to reciplents  $,000  © 5853 A8TY 6276 41 Cagn 3,053 4,044 3.088 1H83} By
{amilly hoad with cash weitare : 12% 1% 1, ) % 8% A% 3%
manths of Caoh wellare 0.4 1] 10.4 b1 X 98 [+24] (OB}
bath sarnings s wellare n yesr 12% (1% 12% % - 10% 0% 2%
tomities with food GU0IPps 2% 7%, 10% 0% 18% 4% 3%
beneft wrscipignis 2,081 2,314 2,083 2.258 7443 s 2,508 2358 2,176 202 (N
Tamitios wiirends! sssistance 0% J10% 10% 10% 2% % A%
benafil {0 reciplents 1,382 1,548 1200 - 15Q7 1284 1,540 1,303 1333 1,308 - (186} 43
. Dol wlhy BTG ‘ 4% "o 0% 7% 83% A 5%
banaft to rocipinnts. B0 - 80 1483 1,202 1443 1520 1718 L0G 1.735 810 248
family head droppad aut Betore high 5chioe! % Fan % % % 2% 2%
furtilly hoad Hopped out in Nigh sehool . 11% ;0% E 1R % W . W 1%
¥ eipted sublamtty 5% R TS 4% . 4% % Lot 1%
v ) .
lived vth non. familly household nwirbers 15% i 17% 17% 15% 5% - 2% -2%

“udded n00Me fom forutamily houschold mambers 21,603 20095 20955 22 gvt 23,558 J4R10 ERII0 - 22740 28882 ° 815 4072
: i .
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1997

1993 dollars

top guintite, posi4ss, post é

provtransier ocome 42,804 47,540
wo-wellprg Income  45,13% 50,137
post-ranefer ooma  $0,202 51418
posi-ax, poshtranater nporme 30,050 43,374
camings 35523 30456
chifd support 2,857 2451
other pro-transfer 4,801 bANY
socil ndrence 2338 2590
Rre-lostad cash 811 DO
school hungh 12 128
kg stamps 168 220
houskg Az 35
mos  (74¥2)  (8.322)
. EITC 250 214
eiluci on ansters of a dolly uf earings.
effect on luxes of & Cotlar of earings
with tnmily earmisgs 8%
gulngs of tamities with 68INDR 36874 40,067
fll-utne. yerr-ound workers por {smity 102
12milly haend worked . B88%
woaks worked by fandly head 448
wbUsl heuirs por waok hiZ
earrdigs of woeking tamiy hesd N8 34,000
revolved cld sipport 44%
families with non.S51 cauh wellare %
benofi l reciplonts 4,754 5.2
family hoad with cash wellare 4%
monthy of cash welfare 10.0
both eamiligs and wellare i year %
{amiias vith xod stanps 4%
beneft o reciplonts 1,878 2084
fanifilps whh rental assistanos | 2%
beelil to recipionts 1,206 1438
families wm E11C . 2%
benefitlo reciplenix pa4 1.040
taenly hieatd GropPod ot betors High ON0O! (A
fartty head droppsd ot in high school 1L
urrelvied mabfendy %
Hvod with nor-farmily houeehold mombees 10%
nddded income from non family household members 27,164 30,471
Brurcss bl CF, ferrde Taty s ( 4 1ot of vwioind K,

1994

44023
46807
AT,004
40,15

37,470
2507
5043
2844

801
134
243

e

[EREC

ki

98%
38,781
100
[LA]
368
3252

A%

In

14%,

25373 .

wAls oAk an)

1997,
dotlars

47,877
sub4at
$1.858
43,467

43,432
2715
6,326
2,864

(3
145
63

82

{881%)

a2

41,000

5,20

2503
1430

1442

71470

W85

48,727
51478
02,1314
44448

41100
2.6
4062
2704

845
147
267
41
{u.r81)
s

BE%:

41,792
104

8.7
e
33.906

42%

2%
5,804
5%
104
ax,
1%
2450
kA
1,362
3%
1,552

4%
&%

%

1%
8018

1607

doliare

$1,317
54,162
56533
48,806

43,208
2807
228
25

L)
155
e

43

(8.227)
00

44,013
45,708

8,708

40,881
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1998

51,806
4297
55,222

47 260

LYE
2,850
8.4t
Z4M

629
144
160
59
(8,558}
603

8%
45,20

o1%

1357

105
0%
1,744

4%
%

13%
30,303

1987
dollars

52,090
b5 402
S84RD
4B,35¢

45,648
3018
5,228
74R7

844
148
163
52
8.752)
817

46270
$8,000

4,884

30,908

June 3, 1999

1997

53,075
56,97
67,858
<B,340

45,810
2078
5,278
3,004

576

139

138

-]
{10,030}

S21

8%
46,644
1

83%
448
36.3
87,738

43%

4%
3760
2%
8.7
4%
B%
2,190
*
1,333
K
1.647

%
5%

19%

1%
31851

£3+-21 No.UUS P28

0305

arn
4029
4115
3432

3.628
(144}
a3
248
{10}
an

]
19
{6us)
222
a0
{0.18)

927
%
o4
1%
0%
468
1%
{5
%
586

%
1%

a%

1%
10710

23487

2,656
2,017
T
1.543

2835
71

52

- 15
(314)
(18}
(142)
{20}
803
2

{0.43)
©.3)

0%
2631
our
-2%
LR H)
e
7030

1%

5%
{2428}
3%
©.7y
~5%
5%
(381}
-t%
{1oy
U
53

0%
3%

1%

o%
(#,330)
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Appendix B. Sy
Age and marital status of AFDC/ITANF case head, 1997
- ;
administrative i o o
data -CPS
maried  162%  17.5%
fomerly married 38.5% 31.5%
never married - 45.3% 51.1%
: age 1( ‘
less then 20 8.0% +8.2%
- 20-29 39.8% 138.5%
30-39 34.0% 133.6%
40-49 14.7% 13.9%
50 or older 35% | 5.8%

. I
i
Source: Administrative data from 39 states for J uty-’S!gzptambar 1897
hitp:/iwww.acl «dhhs gov/programs/opre/pacicip/table]o.htm
Janurary 22, 19589 o g
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