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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to critique econonmic analysis
of the Anmericans with Disabilities Act. Contrary to recent
research, we conclude that the |aw did not create

signi ficant amobunts of involuntary unenpl oynent for workers
with disabilities during the 1990s. Observed decreases in
enpl oynent for this group can be expl ai ned, instead, as
voluntary exits fromthe | abor force. Qur suggestions for
nor e bal anced econoni c anal ysis of the ADA concl ude the
paper.
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| NTRODUCTI ON

As an econom st and as a provider of services for students
with disabilities we share a comon interest in the success of
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). W view passage and
enforcenent of the ADA as part of the ongoing struggle to secure
a fairer society, one in which the quality of life is enhanced
for all people.

Qur strong bias for the ADA is chall enged by recent econonic
anal yses highlighting failures of the |aw. Notably, DelLeire
(2000) concludes, "The enploynment provisions of the ADA clearly
have failed to increase the enpl oynent of people with
disabilities and i ndeed very likely have led to | ower enpl oynent
for this disadvantaged group.” (DeLeire a, 11) Acenoglu and
Angri st (2001), while nore restrained than DeLeire in their fina
concl usi ons, nevertheless estimte statistically significant
decreases in weeks worked for younger workers with disabilities
foll owi ng enforcenent of the | aw

The purpose of this paper is to analyze the DelLeire and
Acenogl u and Angri st papers and to refrane the discussion in a
way that supports our bias for the ADA. The choice to acknow edge
our bias fromthe beginning is deliberate. W want to expose the
inmplicit biases of the authors' economic analysis, a priori
bi ases that reject government intervention as unnecessary and



counterproductive. In particular we reject DeLeire's concl usion
in a recent CATO Institute publication, that the ADA is yet
anot her exanple of the "law' of unintended consequences.

The paper is organized as follows: W first sumuari ze the
enpl oynent provisions of the ADA and the DelLeire and Acenoglu and
Angri st papers. We then develop alternative explanations for the
aut hors' findings, drawing from survey data and i nsurance conpany
data. W are heavily indebted to the existing literature,

i ncludi ng the work of Hale (2002), Schwochau and Bl anck (2000),
Stein (2000), Conti and Burton (1999), MNeil (2000), Snith and
Rooney (1999), and Yelin (1997).

We conclude that the ADA did not create significant anounts
of involuntary unenploynent for workers with disabilities during
the 1990s. Observed decreases in enploynent for this group can be
expl ai ned, instead, as voluntary exits fromthe |abor force. Qur
suggestions for nore bal anced econom ¢ anal ysis of the ADA
concl ude the paper.

1 BACKGROUND
1.1 Enpl oynent Provisions of the ADA

The ADA defines a person as disabled if he/she has "a
physi cal or nental inpairment that substantially limts one or

nore of the major life activities...; a record of such
i mpairment; or (is) regarded as having such an inpairnment." Major
life activities include walking, lifting, seeing, hearing,

breat hi ng, and working. (ADA, 1990) As of 1994, the ADA requires
firms with nore than 15 workers not to discrinminate in enploynment
or wages against qualified individuals with disabilities.1l To be
"qualified,"” a worker "...with or w thout reasonable
accommodati on, can performthe essential functions of the

enpl oynent position." (ADA, 1990)

In addition to prohibiting discrimnation in hiring and
wages, the law al so requires businesses to provide reasonabl e
accommodations to individuals with disabilities. For exanple, an
enpl oyer nmay be required to change existing facilities,
restructure jobs, nodify work schedul es, provide specia
equi pnent or assistance, provide training or other fornms of
support, or elimnate nonessential job functions for a disabled
wor ker. A business can legally avoid providing an acconmpdati on
only if it would cause "undue hardship" to its nature or
operation. (DeLeire, 696)2

Recent Suprene Court decisions have |linited the scope of the
| aw, especially with respect to how disabilities are defined,3
but the DelLeire and Acenoglu and Angri st papers analyze shorter
periods just after the | aw was passed and before enpl oyers knew
how t he Court would rule.

1.2 To Work or Not To Wbrk? (DeLeire, JHR, 2000)

Bot h papers use neocl assical econom c theory to nodel hiring
deci sions made by firns. Businesses are assuned to naxinize
profits. If the ADA increases the costs of hiring workers with
disabilities, then the "rational" firmw ||l decrease the quantity
of | abor demanded for this group of workers at any given wage
rate. 4

DelLeire argues the ADA could increase the cost of hiring a
worker with disabilities for two reasons. First, there could be



nor e expensi ve job acconmodati ons. Second, with the ADA, workers
can initiate lawsuits to secure accommodati ons or to prevent
term nations.5 To avoid potential litigation costs, firms my
decide not to hire workers with disabilities. The | east
productive or highest margi nal cost workers are at greatest risk.

DeLeire's study relies on ten panels of data fromthe Survey
of Incone and Program Participation (SIPP) from 1984-1995.
Respondents i nclude only nen aged 18-64. Wthin each panel of
data each respondent is interviewed six to nine tinmes. Questions
about disabilities are asked only once of each respondent in each
panel .

Paranmeters are estimated for two nodels of the hiring
choice. The first nodel estinmates year-specific effects from 1986
to 1995. DeLeire concludes that there was a 7.2 % decrease in the
enpl oynent rates of nen with disabilities relative to that of nen
wi thout disabilities follow ng passage of the ADA. According to
his estimates, "these enpl oynent declines first began in 1990 and
conti nued each year through 1995." (DelLeire a, 705)

The second nodel isolates disability specific effects and
job specific effects on enpl oynent. DelLeire finds, "Men with
physi cal and nental disabilities experienced |arge enpl oynent
declines of 8.9 and 8.5 percentage points respectively, while nen
with other disabilities (including heart disease, asthma, high
bl ood pressure, and others) were unaffected by the ADA."

Gover nment workers al so were unaffected by the ADA. (DeLeire a,
705)

1.3 How Many Weeks Shall We Work? (Acenoglu and Angrist, JPE
2001)

Acenogl u and Angrist devel op a nodel in which the costs of
hiring and firing decisions are separated. Accommodati on and
firing costs are basically the sane as those described by
DeLeire. Hiring costs in Acenmoglu and Angrist's nodel are the
litigation costs firms can expect if they choose not to hire
workers with disabilities. "Accommpdation and firing costs are
likely to reduce enploynent, whereas hiring costs have the
opposite effect.” (Acenoglu and Angrist, 10)

The dependent variable in the analysis is the nunber of
weeks worked annually. This variable is regressed on various
conbi nati ons of independent variables to isolate the effects of
the ADA on weeks worked and to check paraneter estimates for
robust ness. Acenoglu and Angrist use data fromthe Current
Popul ati on Survey (CPS), spanning 1988-1997. Men and wonen are
i ncluded in the study, and the sanple is split into two age
groups: 21-39 and 40-58.

The following is excerpted fromthe concl usion of the paper

In 1993, the year after the ADA cane into effect, there were
mar ked drops in enploynent of disabled nmen aged 21-39, both
in absolute terns and relative to the nondisabled. A simlar
drop is observed in 1992 for disabled wonen aged 21-39.
...In contrast to the results for younger groups, we find no
decline in the enploynment of disabled wonen aged 40-58.

Mor eover, in sone specifications the decline in the

enpl oynment of disabl ed nmen aged 40-58 can be accounted for
by increased transfers. (Acenpglu and Angrist, 36)



2 ALTERNATI VE EXPLANATI ONS

2.1 The Sanples are Poorly Defined: People wthout

Disabilities Are Defined as Di sabl ed.

Theory is elegant. Statistics are nessy. |In both papers,
peopl e who do not have a disability are incorrectly recorded as
respondents with disabilities. Hale reports that the CPS question
whi ch Acenmpglu and Angrist use to define disability "...also my
identify people with the flu, colds, broken | egs, and other
tenmporary illnesses or conditions." (Hale, 3 of 5) He concl udes:

gi ven that questions in the CPS are not designed to
measure a specific definition of disability, the burden of
proof is on those who use the data to infer the | abor force
status of people with disabilities. To proceed as though the
data are valid neasures of disabilities turns a data issue
into a policy issue. (5 of 5)

In DeLeire's SIPP sanmple,6 one-third of the respondents |i st
heart problens, asthma, diabetes, cancer, high blood pressure,
ki dney or stomach ailnments, HV or AIDS, or "other" inpairnments
as their type of disability. 27% of the respondents report back
i mpairments as their disability, and 10% do not have a specific
record for type of inmpairment. It is unclear how many people in
this conmbi ned group, 70% of the "di sabl ed" sanple, are disabled
as defined by the ADA. DelLeire observes, "The group commonly
t hought of as disabled - those with nobility, vision, or hearing
i mpai rments - represent nmerely 17 percent of the (sanple) of nen
with disabilities."” (DeLeire a, 700)

McNei | describes other problems with the SIPP data. He
concludes, "...regarding the neasurenent over tinme of the
enpl oynent status of individuals with disabilities..
there is currently no satisfactory vehicle for producing such a
measure." (MNeil, 17-18)

It is a poor beginning. The key variable of interest is
crudely defined in both papers, so the sanples may be badly
drawn. It is inpossible to know if the papers' conclusions are
af fected, but the use of poorly constructed sanples raises doubt.
It is possible that the statistical estimtes are biased by such
errors.

2.2 Fewer People with Disabilities Wre Able to
Work as the Decade Progressed.

The premise in both papers is that decreased hiring caused
the observed decreases in enploynment anong people with
di sabilities during the 1990s. Surveys of individuals with
di sabilities provide another explanation. The drop in enpl oynent
seenms to have been caused by people with disabilities |eaving the
| abor force, not to less hiring.

According to the Harris Survey conm ssioned by the Nationa
Organi zation of Disabilities (NOD), the nunber of individuals
with disabilities who were unable to work increased throughout
the decade, and for those who renmi ned enpl oyabl e, enpl oynent
actually increased. Fromthe 2000 NOD/ Harris Survey:

Over the past fourteen years, the percentage of people (with
disabilities age 18-64) who say they are unable to work has



risen steadily from29%to 43% .. Mst inportantly, while

t he percentage of all people with disabilities who are
wor ki ng has remai ned rel atively stable over the past
fourteen years, there has been a significant increase in the
percentage of people with disabilities who are able to work
and are working from46%in 1986 to 56% today. (Tables 3D &
3F) (27-28)

I ncl udi ng respondents with disabilities who can not work
will overstate the effect of the ADA on enpl oynent because these
peopl e are not protected by the ADA. As Schwochau and Bl anck
expl ai n,

Because the studies rely on conparisons of the disabled and
t he nondi sabl ed, inclusion in the category of the disabl ed

i ndi vi dual s who cannot work at all would depress
coefficients associated with disability and nmeke differences
nore likely to be found. (Schwochau and Bl anck, 301)

The drop in enploynment during the 1990s need not be expl ai ned by
"fewer hires" as margi nal costs increased; instead, there seens
to have been "nore quits" as disabilities worsened.

An increase in the nunber of individuals exiting the |abor
force is not evidence of any failure of the ADA. On the contrary,
given that individuals with disabilities who are able to work
actually report that they are working nore, the ADA seens to have
had some success realizing its enploynent goals.

2.3 Mergers and Layoffs Triggered More Disabilities.

We now shift the discussion to the issue of cause and
effect. Did the ADA increase the cost of disability
accommodat i ons and cause a decrease in enploynent, or did
decreases in enploynent cause nore disabilities?

Mergers and | ayoffs caused stress-related disabilities to
i ncrease sharply during the tine period follow ng passage of the
ADA. Conti and Burton report insurance conmpany data fromthe
early 1990s:

UNUM Li fe Insurance Conpany of America ranks mental and
nervous disorders as their fourth-fastest-grow ng cause of
wor kpl ace disabilities, with a growth rate of 335% bet ween
1989 and 1995... A prelimnary report of a survey sponsored
by UNUM .. shows a clear correlation between |ayoffs and
nmergers and high nental and nervous disorders clai ns
experience. For example, surveyed conpanies that recently
experienced nmergers that led to layoffs reported a 33%

hi gher nmental and nervous di sorders clains incidence.
(319-20)

They conti nue:

A survey rel eased by the Anmerican Managenent Associ ation and
CI GNA Corporation in 1996 showed that conpani es that
elimnated jobs between 1990 and 1995 were nore likely to
report increases in seven of eight disability categories
listed in the survey questionnaire than in conpanies that
did not elimnate jobs. The differential was greatest anong



psychiatric and substance abuse di sorders. (320)

The issue of cause and effect is a sinple one: Wich cane
first, the disability or the unenploynment? Neither DelLeire nor
Acenoglu and Angrist tell us. Including respondents who becane
di sabl ed because they lost an existing job will overstate the
case against the ADA. No effort is made by these authors to
di stingui sh between "disability-induced unenpl oynent" and
"“unenpl oynent -i nduced disability."

2.4 More People with Disabilities Went to Coll ege during the
1990s.
The ADA | owers barriers to education by requiring reasonable
academ ¢ accommpdati ons, nmki ng education nore attractive (i.e.
| ess costly) to people with disabilities. This is consistent with
the neocl assical "rational agent" story in both papers, but
nei ther study controls for this possibility.
Data are readily available indicating that schoo
enroll ments for people with disabilities increased during the
past decade. After conducting four national surveys of Americans
with disabilities, Harris Interactive reported in 2000:

over the past fourteen years, there has been nmarked
progress in the area of education. In fact, alnbst 8 out of
10 people with disabilities (779 have graduated from high
school today, conpared to 6 out of 10 (61% in 1986.
(Harris, 8)

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
attributes increases in college attendance during the early 1990s
to the ADA and ot her |egislation:

The passage of the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (I DEA) and other |aws such as the Rehabilitation Act in
1973 and the ADA in 1990, which ensure equal access to
education for individuals with disabilities, have catal yzed
an increase in postsecondary enroll ment anpng students with
disabilities. In 1994, approxinmately 45 percent of persons
16 or ol der who reported having a disability had either
attended sone coll ege or had a bachel or's degree or higher
In contrast, 29 percent had reported doing so in 1986...
(NCES, 1)7

The increase in school attendance may expl ain why enpl oynent
decreased for individuals with disabilities during the 1990s.
This finding also may explain why Acenpglu and Angrist's negative
enpl oynment effects are nore pronounced for the 21-39 age group
Younger people are nore likely to attend school, so after the ADA
was enforced one woul d expect to see enploynment for this group
decrease. But this is a success of the ADA, not failure, and a
person can only wonder why this possibility is ignored in the
st udi es bei ng consi dered.

2.5 Transfer Payments I|ncreased.

Anot her expl anation for the decrease in enploynent is that
increases in disability insurance (DI) and Suppl enmental Security
Incone (SSI) payments made it possible for people with



disabilities to work | ess. DelLeire discusses this possibility and
rejects it, but he admits, "...the enpirical approach used in
this paper cannot separately identify the effects of the ADA from
any effects of other programs...." (DeLeire a, 709) Acenpglu and
Angrist control for changes in DI paynents and SSI benefits to
test the robustness of their initial results, and they concl ude
that increased transfers have a small, statistically significant
negati ve effect on enpl oynment.

This hardly seens to be evidence that increases in transfers
expl ain the reductions in enploynent anmong workers with
di sabilities, until one considers the dependent variables in
guestion. Acenpglu and Angrist are exam ning variations in tota
weeks worked. DelLeire is studying the work, not work event. It is
quite possible that DI and SSI have a nore pronounced effect on
the decision to work rather than on the number of weeks worked.

This argunment is supported by the literature about wage
effects on femal e | abor supply decisions. Borjas explains:

femal e | abor force participation rates are very
responsi ve to changes in the wage. Anpbng wor ki ng wonen,
however, there is grow ng evidence that hours of work, |ike
t hose of nen, are not very responsive to changes in the
wage. Put differently, female |abor supply mainly responds
to economc factors at the "extensive" margin (that is, the
deci si on of whether to work or not), rather than at the
intensive margin (that is, the decision of how many hours to
wor k). (Bjoras, 54-55)

To place the argunment in the context of our discussion
Acenogl u and Angrist offer evidence that changes in disability
i nsurance and SSI had weak but statistically significant effects
at the "intensive margin." DelLeire has no data to test the
possi bl e effects of such changes at the "extensive margin."
Failing to control for such changes neans that DelLeire's
estimates are contaminated by omitted variable bias, and it is
qui te possible that his conclusions about the negative enpl oynent
effects of the ADA are exaggerated as wel |

2.6 Part-tinme Enploynent I|ncreased.

One argunent that is specific to Acenoglu and Angrist's
research is that they do not control for the possibility that
people with disabilities worked part-tinme nore after passage of
the ADA. Part-tinme work could be part of a strategy to offer nore
fl exible hours, which would be consistent with the nandate of the
| aw to provide reasonabl e accommdati ons. Yelin reports

Persons without disabilities experienced no change in the
proportion working full-time over the period 1981-93. In
contrast, the proportion of persons with disabilities
working full-time declined from72 to 66 percent, or by 8
percent in relative terns." (Yelin, 125)

The finding by Acenpglu and Angrist that the number of weeks
wor ked by people with disabilities declined after passage of the
ADA coul d be explained by a continuation of the trend to nore
part-time enploynment by this group. Again, this would be evidence
of the success of the ADA.



3 DI SCUSSI ON

To this point we have devel oped several alternative
expl anations for the DeLeire and Acenpglu and Angrist results.
The use of inaccurate data, problens with cause and effect, and
voluntary exits fromthe | abor force may be sone of the reasons
these authors attribute negative enploynent effects to the ADA
In this section, we offer some general comments to chall enge both
the veracity and the rel evance of these papers.

3.1 Many People with Disabilities Report that the ADA Made Life
Better.

If the DeLeire and Acenpglu and Angrist theories are
correct, then people with disabilities experienced significant
i ncreases in involuntary unenploynent follow ng passage of the
ADA. But in the 2000 NOD/Harris Survey, in response to the
qguestion, "Do you think that the Americans with Disabilities Act
made your life better, worse, or made no difference?" 28%
answered that the ADA nmade life better, while only 2% reported
that the ADA made |life worse. (Harris, 98)

Why woul d nearly 30% of people with disabilities credit a
law with inproving their quality of life if that |aw was the
source of reduced enpl oynment opportunities and increased
unenpl oynment ? Why woul d only two percent conplain about the ADA
if a significant nunber of workers with disabilities lost their
jobs follow ng passage of the | aw?

3.2 The Conpl ete Enpl oynent Effects of the ADA May Require Mre

Time to be Observed.

There are at |east two reasons why enpl oynent gains of the
ADA may not be able to be neasured accurately for many years.
First, inproving access to education is intended to help people
with disabilities secure better jobs, but such enploynent effects
will be | agged, appearing several years (at the earliest) after
enactment of the |aw. DelLeire's data extends only to 1995, and
Acenogl u and Angrist have data only through 1997.

Second, given that the |law was witten to combat
di scrim nation against individuals with disabilities, the I ong
run success of the ADA depends on overconing prejudice and
i gnorance. Initially, one would expect sone firms to inplenent

the law nore willingly than other firns. Eventually, a record of
best managenent practices toward specific disabilities should
accunul ate that will serve as nodels for other, nore reticent
firms.

The case of L.L. Bean is worth noting. The cat al ogue
retailer began instituting disability nmanagenment prograns in 1990
and i npl emented a formal Enpl oyee Assistance Plan (EAP) in 1995.
Smith and Rooney (1999) summmrize the results:

From 1990 to 1997, L.L. Bean experienced a 47% reduction in
work-related lost-time injuries, and an 85% reduction in
injuries for which three or nore weeks of work are | ost.
This latter neasure is especially significant because the

i njury managenent systemis targeted at mninm zing
disability once enpl oyees experience a health-rel ated



problem .. L.L. Bean sees the contribution of the EAP, with
its focus on behavioral health care, as a nmjor contributor
to these reductions. (Smith and Rooney, 355-6)

As firns such as L.L. Bean devel op successful strategies for
workers with disabilities, other businesses undoubtedly wll
follow suit, and as nore managers becone nore aware of the ADA
they may di scover that there are hidden benefits to accommdating
people with disabilities. Stein suggests,

Anmong such desirabl e consequences are higher productivity,
greater dedication, better identification of qualified
candi dates for pronotion, fewer insurance clains, reduced
post-injury rehabilitation costs, inproved corporate
culture, and nore wi despread use of avail abl e technol ogi es.
(Stein, 326)

Wth regard to the DeLeire and Acenpglu and Angrist papers,
t he assunption that the ADA nmust raise costs is too sinple. As
busi nesses | earn how to better accommpdate workers with
di sabilities, experience should lead to | ower costs and greater
rewards attributed to these workers. G ven enough tine, the ADA
may significantly increase the enploynent of workers with
di sabilities.

3.3 O her Social Benefits Flow fromthe ADA

To assess whether or not the ADA is an effective | aw, one
can not ignore social benefits that flow fromthe |egislation
Stein lists some of these intangibles:

These benefits include placing people with disabilities in a
position to exercise all the responsibilities of

citizenship, acknow edgi ng that capabl e individuals have a
"right" to work, permtting the disabled to achieve dignity
t hrough | abor and productivity, and realizing the value of a
di verse society. The value of these gains, as well as what
any of themis worth to individual enployers, is not
necessarily negligible even if it is unclear. (Stein, 327)

VWil e DeLeire discusses difficult-to-measure costs of the ADA, 8
he ignores the possibility of external benefits, and externa
benefits nust be included in any bal anced assessnment of the ADA

4 CONCLUSI ON

DeLeire and Acenpglu and Angrist conclude that significant
decreases in enployment anong people with disabilities during the
1990s can be attributed to the ADA. DelLeire abandons the carefu
| anguage of statistical inference in a CATO Institute publication
and clainms that the "ADA caused a decrease of about 8 percentage
points in the enploynent rates of nen with disabilities," and
that it "is a striking exanple of the |aw of unintended
consequences." (DeLeire b, 23)

This claimis an overstatenment, nore representative of
DeLeire's bias than of good science. Both studies nake use of
i naccurate neasures of disability. People who are not disabl ed
and people who are unable to work are included as respondents in



the sanples. Neither group is protected by the ADA, and the
latter group increased in nunbers as the decade progressed.

The studies also do not differentiate between unenpl oynent
"caused" by the ADA and disabilities caused by unenpl oynent.

I nsurance conpany data fromthe early 1990s indicate that stress-
rel ated disabilities spiked during the period as corporate
Anerica "downsized." This fact may explain why both studies find
a negative correl ati on between the ADA and enpl oynent.

Most inmportant, surveys of people with disabilities indicate
t hat enpl oynment actually increased throughout the 1990s for those
who remained able to work. We conclude that decreases in
enpl oynment can be attributed to voluntary exits fromthe | abor
force. The decrease in | abor force participation my be expl ai ned
by increases in the nunber of people who were unable to work, or
who returned to school, or who chose to rely on transfer paynents
rather than work. An increase in part-tine work also may explain
decreases in weeks worked.

Rat her than being a failure, the ADA has enjoyed success.
The fact that enploynent increased anong those who remnai ned
enpl oyabl e is evidence of success, and people with disabilities
are nore likely to credit the law with inproving their lives than
not. Also, the conplete effects of the ADA nay take time to
mat eri al i ze as busi nesses gain nore experience accommdati ng
workers with disabilities. The external social benefits of the
policy also need to be assessed.

Qur positive conclusions about the ADA reflect our bias for
the law, but at |east we acknow edge this bias, and we have
framed our analysis in terns that are nore specul ative than
DeLeire's. It may be that sonme firnms did hire fewer workers with
disabilities for reasons associated with costly accommopdati ons,
but this hardly constitutes a conplete story of the enpl oynent
experiences of workers with disabilities during the 1990s. A
reading of the larger literature indicates a nmuch nore conpl ex,
richer story than either DeLeire or Acenoglu and Angrist suggest.

Many questions renmain that have not been answered. How
shoul d disability be defined for the purposes of such studies?
What is the appropriate tinme frame for analysis? Can a nodel be
devel oped that includes all conpeting hypotheses? And how wi ||
soci al scientists nmeasure external benefits such as dignity and
enhanced sel f-worth?

Perhaps the Suprene Court will limt the scope of the ADA so
much that the law will have little relevance to firms and to
workers. Still, econom sts have an obligation to consider such

questions. To ignore difficulties because the data are not
avail abl e or because the questions are too difficult is to
represent bias as science. The public deserves better analysis.
People with disabilities deserve better treatnent.

ENDNOTES

1. The | aw was passed in 1990, initially enforced for firns
with 25 or nore enployees in 1992, and extended to firns with 15
or nore workers in 1994.

2. Schwochau and Bl anck (2000) provide a thorough analysis
of the enpl oyment provisions of the ADA and the predicted
enpl oynent effects of the legislation in neoclassical economc



t heory.

3. Sutton v. United Air Lines, 527 U.S. 471 (1999); Murphy
v. United Parcel Service, 527 U.S. 516 (1999); Albertson's, Inc.
v. Kirkingburg, 527 U. S. 555 (1999).

4. Firns could offset the increased |abor costs of the ADA
by reduci ng wages paid to workers with disabilities at given
enpl oynent | evels. Both papers test for this possibility, and
neither finds that the ADA significantly affected relative wages.

5. DeLeire reports that the Equal Enploynment Opportunity
Commi ssi on (EEOCC) resol ved 106, 988 cases invol ving the ADA
between 1992 and 1998. In 14% of these cases discrimnation was
found and a settlenent awarded. The average payment was $14, 325.

6. DelLeire also uses data fromthe Panel Survey of I|Incone
Dynam cs (PSID) in unpublished work. The CPS question used to
identify disabilities is simlar to the ones used in the PSID and
SI PP questionnaires. It follows that the PSID data woul d be
subject to the sanme data problens.

7. Daniel Gardner, information specialist for HEATH Resource
Center, wites that according to the American Freshman: Nationa
Norms survey, "... in 1978... 2.6 percent of first-tinme, full-
time freshmen reported having at |east one disability. Since
1991, a steady average of nore than 9 percent of first-tine,
full-time freshnen have reported having at | east one disability."
(Gardner, 2 of 3)

8. Regul ation, 22.
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