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Disability Legislative and Policy Background in the Countries under Study 
	Country
	Ratified CRPD?[footnoteRef:1] [1:  The United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD) was adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in December 2006.  It came into force in May 2008, and as of November 1, 2010, it has been signed by 147 and ratified by 95 countries.  The CRPD approaches disability as a human rights and development issue.  Its purpose “is to promote, protect and ensure the full and equal enjoyment of all human rights and fundamental freedoms by all persons with disabilities, and to promote respect for their inherent dignity.”  Several articles of the CRPD are relevant to the economic well-being of persons with disabilities, in particular regarding the rights to education, health, work and employment, and finally the right to an adequate standard of living and social protection (articles 24, 25, 27 and 28 respectively).  The chart reflects CRPD status as of August 23rd, 2010, accessed at http://www.un.org/disabilities/countries.asp?id=166.] 

	National legislation covering disability rights?
	Social assistance program targeted at persons with disabilities as of 2003?
	General social assistance program as of 2003?

	
	Yes/No
Date
	Name of legislation if any
	Source
	Yes/No
	Source
	Yes/No
	Source

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Burkina Faso
	Yes
07/23/2009
	No information was found
	
	No
	SSA (2009)
	No
	SSA (2003), Africa

	Ghana
	No
	Persons with Disabilities Act - Act 715 (2006)
	http://www.gapagh.org/ghana%20disability%20act.pdf
	No
	SSA (2009), Africa, 
Jones et al. (2009)
	No
	SSA (2003), Africa

	Kenya
	Yes
05/19/2008
	Constitution article 82 (1997)
	http://www.crin.org/law/instrument.asp?instid=1443
	No
	SSA (2009)
	No
	SSA (2003), Africa

	Malawi
	Yes
08/27/2009
	Constitution chapter IV, article 20 (1994)
	http://www.dredf.org/international/malawi.html
	No
	SSA (2009)
	No
	SSA (2003), Africa

	Mauritius
	Yes
01/08/2010
	Training and Employment of Disabled Persons Act (1996)
	http://www.dredf.org/international/maurt1.html
	Yes, basic invalid's pension
	SSA (2008), GoM (2008)
	Yes
	SSA (2003), Africa

	Zambia
	Yes, 02/01/2010
	Persons with Disabilities Act (1996)
	http://www.dredf.org/international/zamb2.html
	No
	SSA (2009)
	No
	SSA (2003), Africa

	Zimbabwe
	No
	Disabled Persons Act (1992)
	http://www.dredf.org/international/zimb1.html
	Yes
	SSA (2009)
	No
	SSA (2003), Africa

	Asia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bangladesh
	Yes, 11/30/2007
	Persons with Disability Welfare Act (2001)
	UNESCAP (2009)
	Yes, Disability Allowance and Integrated Poverty Reduction Program
	Gooding and Marriott (2009), Ahmed (2009)
	Yes
	SSA (2002), Asia

	Lao PDR
	Yes, 09/25/2009
	None as of 2006
	UNESCAP (2009)
	No
	SSA (2008)
	No
	SSA (2002), Asia

	Pakistan
	No
	None as of 2006
	UNESCAP (2009)
	No
	SSA (2008)
	No
	SSA (2002), Asia

	Philippines
	Yes, 04/15/2008
	Republic Act no. 7277 (1991)
	UNESCAP (2009)
	No
	SSA (2008)
	No
	SSA (2003), Asia

	Latin America and the Caribbean

	Brazil
	Yes, 08/01/2008
	Constitution chapter II, article 7 (1988) (against discrimination in hiring individuals with disabilities).
	http://www.dredf.org/international/brazil.html
	Yes, beneficio de prestaçao continuada (bpc) disability
	Veras Suares et al. (2006)
	Yes
	SSA (2003), Americas

	Dominican republic 
	Yes, 08/18/2009
	Ley general sobre la discapacidad en república dominican republica (2000)
	http://www.primeradama.gob.do/trans/normativas%20-%20derechos%20de%20los%20ciudadanos/ley_general_sobre_discapacidad.pdf
	Yes, disability solidarity pension (pension solidaria por discapacidad)
	SSA (2009), Americas. http://cnss.gob.do/linkclick.aspx?fileticket=idc9qv%2fuijw%3d&tabid=106&mid=562
	Yes
	SSA (2003), Americas

	Mexico
	Yes, 12/17/2007
	Ley para personas con descapacidad del distrito federal (1995)
	http://www.dredf.org/international/mexico.html
	No
	SSA (2009), Americas
	No
	SSA (2003), Americas

	Paraguay
	Yes, 09/03/2008
	Political Constitution of 1992
	http://www.dredf.org/international/parag1.html
	No
	SSA (2008)
	No
	SSA (2003), Americas


Note:     Date of ratification is presented as day-month-year.  For Lao PDR and Pakistan, no information on legislation was in place as of 2006, when the UNESCAP (2009) report was prepared.
Source: United Nations Enable – Rights and Dignity of Persons with Disabilities website, accessed on August 23rd, 2010, at http://www.un.org/disabilities/countries.asp?id=166.  
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Appendix B

Results using the base disability measure are primarily in the body of the study.  Appendix B primarily presents the results using the expanded disability measure; individual and household level measures of economic status and poverty are presented in Tables B1 and B3 – B6.
Table B2 presents Disability Prevalence using the base measure by quintile for the asset index and non-medical PCE measures. 
This study also estimates multidimensional poverty measures, using the methods recently developed by Alkire and Foster (2009) and Bourguignon and Chakravarty (2003).[footnoteRef:2]  The latter method is used as part of robustness checks.  These results are presented in Tables B7 - B9. [2:  The idea behind multidimensional poverty measure is to capture the multidimensionality of poverty within a single indicator. Some of the technical limitations of the Alkire and Foster multidimensional poverty measure are noted in the main body of the study.     ] 

The overview Tables are intended to facilitate cross-country comparisons for particular indicators.

	Appendix B1: Disability Prevalence (Expanded Measure) among Working-Age Individuals in Developing Countries


	 
Country
	Disability Prevalence

	
	All
	Males
	Females
	Rural
	Urban

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Burkina Faso
	12.09
	(0.011)
	10.31
	(0.011)
	13.71
	(0.015)
	12.38
	(0.013)
	10.74
	(0.014)

	Ghana
	12.54
	(0.007)
	10.46
	(0.010)
	14.56
	(0.011)
	12.17
	(0.009)
	13.00
	(0.013)

	Kenya
	8.55
	(0.007)
	6.27
	(0.009)
	10.74
	(0.010)
	11.56
	(0.009)
	4.37
	(0.011)

	Malawi
	16.84
	(0.013)
	16.71
	(0.014)
	16.97
	(0.015)
	18.17
	(0.014)
	10.00
	(0.022)

	Mauritius
	14.31
	(0.010)
	11.43
	(0.012)
	17.24
	(0.013)
	15.34
	(0.014)
	12.83
	(0.014)

	Zambia
	9.03
	(0.008)
	6.30
	(0.010)
	11.63
	(0.010)
	9.88
	(0.010)
	7.47
	(0.012)

	Zimbabwe
	14.03
	(0.008)
	11.32
	(0.011)
	16.58
	(0.010)
	16.51
	(0.011)
	9.61
	(0.012)

	Asia
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Bangladesh
	19.56
	(0.010)
	13.37
	(0.011)
	27.20
	(0.015)
	20.99
	(0.012)
	15.31
	(0.013)

	Lao PDR
	12.66
	(0.007)
	11.53
	(0.009)
	13.78
	(0.010)
	13.60
	(0.009)
	9.61
	(0.012)

	Pakistan
	7.65
	(0.005)
	4.30
	(0.005)
	11.16
	(0.008)
	6.20
	(0.008)
	10.65
	(0.009)

	Philippines
	12.09
	(0.007)
	10.88
	(0.008)
	13.31
	(0.008)
	14.02
	(0.012)
	10.88
	(0.009)

	Latin America
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Brazil
	21.48
	(0.009)
	16.96
	(0.011)
	27.18
	(0.015)
	24.18
	(0.023)
	20.83
	(0.010)

	Dominican Republic
	13.33
	(0.008)
	9.50
	(0.011)
	17.31
	(0.012)
	12.95
	(0.013)
	13.58
	(0.010)

	Mexico
	7.44
	(0.002)
	5.59
	(0.003)
	9.16
	(0.003)
	7.64
	(0.005)
	7.37
	(0.003)

	Paraguay
	11.24
	(0.005)
	7.59
	(0.006)
	14.87
	(0.008)
	11.74
	(0.008)
	10.86
	(0.007)


Note:       All estimates are weighted.  Standard errors are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification.  Working-age individuals are aged 18 to 65.  For explanation of the expanded disability measure, see the main part of the study.  Number of observations for each country is shown in appendix 3.
Source:   Authors' analysis based on WHS data as described in the main part of the study.






	Appendix B2a: Disability Prevalence (Base Measure) among Working-Age Individuals, by Asset Index Quintile


	Country
	1st quintile
	2nd quintile
	3rd quintile
	4th quintile
	5th quintile

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Burkina Faso
	10.10
	8.63
	6.86
	8.25
	6.36

	Ghana
	6.75
	10.90
	7.89
	8.68
	7.34

	Kenya
	9.10
	5.79
	4.54
	2.20
	4.62

	Malawi
	15.08
	15.48
	14.34
	10.04
	9.74

	Mauritius
	16.32
	14.06
	11.36
	8.68
	8.56

	Zambia
	4.86
	8.71
	6.50
	4.95
	4.27

	Zimbabwe
	12.76
	14.68
	13.91
	8.30
	6.29

	Asia
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Bangladesh
	20.94
	17.68
	15.99
	17.13
	10.88

	Lao PDR
	3.96
	3.96
	2.10
	2.39
	2.95

	Pakistan
	5.34
	5.24
	4.69
	7.38
	7.75

	Philippines
	11.44
	10.65
	8.84
	6.22
	6.51

	Latin America and the Caribbean 
	
	
	
	
	

	Brazil
	18.87
	14.75
	14.84
	11.94
	7.34

	Dominican
	10.74
	7.30
	6.60
	11.04
	8.03

	Mexico
	4.79
	5.95
	5.68
	5.66
	4.53

	Paraguay
	7.71
	6.60
	8.25
	7.01
	5.05


  Note:     All estimates are weighted.  For explanations of the base disability measure, see the main part of the study.
  Source: Authors' analysis based on WHS data as described in the main part of the study.









	Appendix B2b: Disability Prevalence (Base Measure) among Working-Age Individuals,
by Non-medical PCE Quintile 


	Country
	1st quintile
	2nd quintile
	3rd quintile
	4th quintile
	5th quintile

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Burkina Faso 
	6.88
	7.27
	9.97
	8.30
	7.28

	Ghana
	9.18
	7.08
	8.38
	9.16
	8.24

	Kenya
	6.37
	5.72
	3.56
	7.88
	2.63

	Malawi
	14.49
	10.58
	13.69
	12.98
	13.13

	Mauritius
	13.42
	9.78
	12.94
	12.53
	8.04

	Zambia
	7.39
	6.92
	5.47
	5.48
	3.38

	Zimbabwe
	12.67
	10.81
	11.19
	11.63
	8.55

	Asia
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Bangladesh
	19.07
	16.15
	13.93
	17.30
	14.86

	Lao PDR
	4.69
	2.18
	2.75
	3.89
	1.75

	Pakistan
	6.87
	4.94
	4.32
	5.90
	7.60

	Philippines
	12.13
	7.88
	6.71
	6.85
	8.89

	Latin America and the Caribbean 
	
	
	
	
	

	Brazil
	18.20
	16.67
	11.56
	12.12
	7.30

	Dominican
	8.15
	7.61
	8.76
	7.28
	12.31

	Mexico
	5.66
	4.73
	5.66
	5.35
	5.08

	Paraguay
	7.01
	7.01
	7.91
	6.28
	5.98


  Note:     All estimates are weighted.  For explanations of the base disability measure, see the main part of the study.
  Source: Authors' analysis based on WHS data as described in the main part of the study.





	Appendix B2c: Disability (Expanded Measure) Prevalence among Working-Age Individuals, by Quintile

	Country
	Asset index
	PCE

	
	Bottom quintile
	Upper four quintiles
	p-value on bottom
vs. upper four quintiles
	Bottom quintile
	Upper four quintiles
	p-value on bottom vs. upper four quintiles

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Burkina Faso
	14.44
	(0.021)
	11.66
	(0.011)
	(0.21)
	11.49
	(0.017)
	12.25
	(0.012)
	(0.70)

	Ghana
	9.93
	(0.011)
	12.90
	(0.009)
	(0.04)
	13.30
	(0.017)
	12.32
	(0.009)
	(0.62)

	Kenya
	14.62
	(0.015)
	7.01
	(0.008)
	(0.00)
	11.48
	(0.014)
	7.72
	(0.007)
	(0.01)

	Malawi
	20.45
	(0.019)
	15.81
	(0.012)
	(0.01)
	18.45
	(0.017)
	16.44
	(0.013)
	(0.21)

	Mauritius
	19.64
	(0.021)
	13.42
	(0.010)
	(0.00)
	16.02
	(0.019)
	13.81
	(0.011)
	(0.27)

	Zambia
	8.71
	(0.016)
	9.20
	(0.009)
	(0.78)
	10.90
	(0.017)
	8.55
	(0.010)
	(0.30)

	Zimbabwe
	15.66
	(0.020)
	13.71
	(0.010)
	(0.40)
	16.27
	(0.020)
	13.46
	(0.009)
	(0.22)

	Asia
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Bangladesh
	22.86
	(0.019)
	18.91
	(0.010)
	(0.05)
	22.54
	(0.020)
	18.90
	(0.010)
	(0.07)

	Lao PDR
	17.47
	(0.021)
	11.44
	(0.007)
	(0.01)
	16.41
	(0.019)
	11.65
	(0.008)
	(0.02)

	Pakistan
	6.37
	(0.015)
	8.13
	(0.008)
	(0.40)
	8.58
	(0.012)
	7.39
	(0.005)
	(0.36)

	Philippines
	16.01
	(0.015)
	11.38
	(0.007)
	(0.00)
	17.21
	(0.015)
	10.77
	(0.007)
	(0.00)

	Latin America and the Caribbean
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Brazil
	27.83
	(0.024)
	19.86
	(0.010)
	(0.00)
	26.24
	(0.022)
	20.13
	(0.010)
	(0.01)

	Dominican Republic
	14.30
	(0.016)
	12.98
	(0.009)
	(0.46)
	12.68
	(0.016)
	13.51
	(0.009)
	(0.66)

	Mexico
	7.41
	(0.005)
	7.45
	(0.003)
	(0.95)
	8.02
	(0.005)
	7.29
	(0.003)
	(0.20)

	Paraguay
	12.59
	(0.011)
	10.94
	(0.006)
	(0.17)
	12.16
	(0.011)
	10.99
	(0.006)
	(0.34)


Note:     PCE is in local currency.  For explanations of the expanded disability measure, see the main part of the study.  Standard errors are reported in parentheses and are adjusted for the complex design of WHS.
Source: Authors' analysis based on WHS data as described in the main part of the study.




	Appendix B3: Disability (Expanded Measure) Prevalence, by Poverty Status


	Poverty measure
	Under $1.25 a day
	Under $2 a day
	Multidimensional poverty

	
	Among the poor
	Among the non-poor
	p-value on poor
vs. non-poor
	Among the poor
	Among the non-poor
	p-value on poor
vs. non-poor
	Among the poor
	Among the non-poor
	p-value on poor
vs. non-poor

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Burkina Faso
	12.41
	(0.012)
	11.05
	(0.013)
	0.36
	12.33
	(0.011)
	10.07
	(0.016)
	0.20
	12.44
	(0.01)
	7.18
	(0.01)
	0.00

	Ghana
	12.06
	(0.009)
	13.11
	(0.010)
	0.42
	12.42
	(0.009)
	12.93
	(0.014)
	0.75
	13.42
	(0.01)
	11.20
	(0.01)
	0.17

	Kenya
	9.83
	(0.011)
	7.60
	(0.009)
	0.12
	9.21
	(0.009)
	7.65
	(0.012)
	0.31
	11.11
	(0.01)
	5.70
	(0.01)
	0.00

	Malawi
	17.10
	(0.013)
	13.32
	(0.026)
	0.20
	16.88
	(0.013)
	15.61
	(0.034)
	0.73
	17.20
	(0.01)
	14.56
	(0.02)
	0.27

	Mauritius
	18.03
	(0.069)
	14.27
	(0.010)
	0.59
	17.39
	(0.025)
	14.07
	(0.010)
	0.21
	33.90
	(0.03)
	13.08
	(0.01)
	0.00

	Zambia
	9.54
	(0.008)
	5.82
	(0.009)
	0.00
	9.31
	(0.008)
	4.93
	(0.018)
	0.01
	9.83
	(0.01)
	6.83
	(0.01)
	0.01

	Zimbabwe
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Asia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bangladesh
	19.89
	(0.013)
	19.14
	(0.011)
	0.60
	19.78
	(0.011)
	18.64
	(0.018)
	0.57
	22.07
	(0.01)
	11.50
	(0.01)
	0.00

	Lao PDR
	13.72
	(0.010)
	10.16
	(0.010)
	0.02
	13.49
	(0.008)
	7.95
	(0.012)
	0.00
	14.50
	(0.01)
	9.54
	(0.01)
	0.00

	Pakistan
	7.40
	(0.006)
	7.88
	(0.008)
	0.63
	7.33
	(0.005)
	8.72
	(0.012)
	0.27
	8.36
	(0.01)
	6.06
	(0.01)
	0.02

	Philippines
	14.25
	(0.011)
	10.34
	(0.007)
	0.00
	12.97
	(0.008)
	9.94
	(0.008)
	0.00
	16.33
	(0.01)
	10.08
	(0.01)
	0.00

	Latin America and the Caribbean 

	Brazil
	27.46
	(0.023)
	20.02
	(0.010)
	0.00
	26.92
	(0.017)
	18.16
	(0.010)
	0.00
	34.87
	(0.03)
	18.57
	(0.01)
	0.00

	Dominican Republic
	12.21
	(0.017)
	13.62
	(0.009)
	0.47
	12.15
	(0.015)
	14.08
	(0.011)
	0.37
	16.26
	(0.02)
	12.19
	(0.01)
	0.04

	Mexico
	8.10
	(0.005)
	7.28
	(0.003)
	0.17
	7.82
	(0.004)
	7.22
	(0.003)
	0.18
	11.83
	(0.01)
	6.72
	(0.00)
	0.00

	Paraguay
	11.53
	(0.012)
	11.18
	(0.006)
	0.79
	11.45
	(0.008)
	11.13
	(0.007)
	0.76
	15.09
	(0.01)
	9.59
	(0.01)
	0.00


Note:      Households poverty status with respect to the US$1.25 or US$2 a day poverty line is found using household non-medical PCE adjusted for 2005 PPP.  All estimates are weighted.  Poverty estimates for Zimbabwe are omitted due to a lack of accurate PPP Figures for the years of analysis.  Standard errors are between parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification.
For explanations of the disability measure, see the main part of the study.
Source: Authors’ analysis based on WHS data as described in the main part of the study. 

 
	Appendix B4: Individual Level Economic Well-being across Disability Status (Expanded Measure) among Working-Age Individuals


	Country

	Number of  Observations
	Mean years of education
	
	Percentage of who completed primary school
	
	Percent employed
	

	
	Individual
with disability
	Individual
without disability
	Individuals
with disability
	Individuals
without disability
	p-value
	Individuals
with disability
	Individuals
without disability
	p-value
	Individuals
with disability
	Individuals
without disability
	p-value

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Burkina Faso
	300
	3,769
	1.30
	(0.055)
	1.36
	(0.030)
	(0.248)
	0.08
	(0.017)
	0.11
	(0.010)
	(0.140)
	0.41
	(0.043)
	0.59
	(0.018)
	(0.000)

	Ghana
	264
	2,360
	2.41
	(0.076)
	2.64
	(0.041)
	(0.006)
	0.54
	(0.031)
	0.65
	(0.017)
	(0.001)
	0.77
	(0.029)
	0.76
	(0.013)
	(0.892)

	Kenya
	282
	3,340
	3.17
	(0.176)
	3.50
	(0.056)
	(0.041)
	0.57
	(0.044)
	0.75
	(0.017)
	(0.000)
	0.62
	(0.040)
	0.62
	(0.014)
	(0.892)

	Malawi
	460
	3,834
	2.03
	(0.054)
	2.16
	(0.038)
	(0.005)
	0.21
	(0.027)
	0.28
	(0.016)
	(0.007)
	0.51
	(0.031)
	0.52
	(0.021)
	(0.691)

	Mauritius
	388
	2,857
	2.83
	(0.064)
	3.49
	(0.043)
	(0.000)
	0.69
	(0.028)
	0.88
	(0.009)
	(0.000)
	0.44
	(0.028)
	0.66
	(0.011)
	(0.000)

	Zambia
	178
	2,770
	2.43
	(0.084)
	2.65
	(0.061)
	(0.004)
	0.44
	(0.036)
	0.57
	(0.024)
	(0.000)
	0.61
	(0.044)
	0.60
	(0.022)
	(0.790)

	Zimbabwe
	386
	2,637
	2.83
	(0.072)
	3.35
	(0.043)
	(0.000)
	0.66
	(0.030)
	0.82
	(0.014)
	(0.000)
	0.34
	(0.032)
	0.32
	(0.018)
	(0.573)

	Asia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bangladesh
	751
	3,464
	2.12
	(0.071)
	2.54
	(0.047)
	(0.000)
	0.35
	(0.024)
	0.50
	(0.015)
	(0.000)
	0.39
	(0.022)
	0.57
	(0.014)
	(0.000)

	Lao PDR
	126
	3,494
	2.32
	(0.079)
	2.83
	(0.047)
	(0.000)
	0.40
	(0.031)
	0.57
	(0.015)
	(0.000)
	0.84
	(0.021)
	0.81
	(0.009)
	(0.268)

	Pakistan
	317
	4,929
	1.90
	(0.084)
	2.40
	(0.049)
	(0.000)
	0.28
	(0.027)
	0.43
	(0.013)
	(0.000)
	0.30
	(0.029)
	0.53
	(0.011)
	(0.000)

	Philippines
	850
	8,287
	3.41
	(0.057)
	3.74
	(0.029)
	(0.000)
	0.77
	(0.017)
	0.87
	(0.007)
	(0.000)
	0.50
	(0.020)
	0.55
	(0.009)
	(0.012)

	Latin America and the Caribbean

	Brazil
	399
	2,435
	2.91
	(0.063)
	3.77
	(0.049)
	(0.000)
	0.60
	(0.022)
	0.82
	(0.012)
	(0.000)
	0.49
	(0.023)
	0.62
	(0.014)
	(0.000)

	Dominican Republic
	352
	3,184
	2.66
	(0.084)
	2.80
	(0.050)
	(0.082)
	0.39
	(0.029)
	0.51
	(0.018)
	(0.000)
	0.54
	(0.029)
	0.63
	(0.014)
	(0.002)

	Mexico
	1,833
	32,002
	4.01
	(0.020)
	4.21
	(0.010)
	(0.000)
	0.60
	(0.015)
	0.76
	(0.006)
	(0.000)
	0.41
	(0.014)
	0.56
	(0.004)
	(0.000)

	Paraguay
	359
	4,201
	2.91
	(0.066)
	3.30
	(0.032)
	(0.000)
	0.57
	(0.024)
	0.73
	(0.009)
	(0.000)
	0.49
	(0.024)
	0.66
	(0.009)
	(0.000)


Note:      All estimates are weighted.  Standard errors are reported in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification.  P-value is reported in the difference between persons with and without disability.
Source: Authors' analysis based on WHS data as described in the main part of the study.




	Appendix B5: Household Level Economic Well-being Measures among Households with/without a Working-Age Person with Disability (Expanded Measure)


	Country
	Households
with disability
	Other
Households
	Households
with disability
	Other
Households
	p-value
	Households
with disability
	Other
Households
	p-value

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Number of  Observations
	Mean Asset Index
	Mean PCE

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Burkina Faso
	 300 
	 3,769 
	8.58
	(0.754)
	10.44
	(0.537)
	(0.016)
	29.96
	(2.024)
	31.31
	(1.294)
	(0.489)

	Ghana
	 264 
	 2,360 
	23.49
	(1.137)
	25.44
	(0.789)
	(0.089)
	59.02
	(5.684)
	64.45
	(6.871)
	(0.536)

	Kenya
	 282 
	 3,340 
	16.31
	(1.894)
	23.98
	(1.946)
	(0.003)
	63.97
	(6.536)
	96.62
	(19.260)
	(0.122)

	Malawi
	 460 
	 3,834 
	5.65
	(0.724)
	7.21
	(0.581)
	(0.001)
	14.48
	(3.061)
	14.89
	(0.970)
	(0.886)

	Mauritius
	 388 
	 2,857 
	75.91
	(0.873)
	79.54
	(0.666)
	(0.000)
	130.56
	(4.972)
	144.10
	(5.829)
	(0.030)

	Senegal
	 77 
	 829 
	42.89
	(5.603)
	46.04
	(1.670)
	(0.559)
	48.55
	(6.885)
	50.97
	(3.454)
	(0.728)

	Zambia
	178 
	 2,770 
	14.28
	(1.937)
	16.06
	(2.363)
	(0.268)
	 18.05
	(1.403)
	23.48
	(2.436)
	(0.043)

	Zimbabwe
	 386 
	 2,639 
	23.94
	(1.970)
	30.24
	(1.666)
	(0.000)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Asia
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Bangladesh
	 751 
	 3,464 
	12.76
	(0.964)
	16.23
	(0.781)
	(0.000)
	50.12
	(4.621)
	48.88
	(2.080)
	(0.800)

	Lao PDR
	 126 
	 3,494 
	21.74
	(1.134)
	26.75
	(0.942)
	(0.000)
	30.75
	(2.475)
	38.67
	(2.125)
	(0.010)

	Pakistan
	 317 
	 4,929 
	40.35
	(2.502)
	35.50
	(1.314)
	(0.008)
	49.69
	(5.150)
	47.59
	(2.746)
	(0.709)

	Philippines
	 850 
	 8,287 
	47.28
	(1.054)
	52.21
	(0.681)
	(0.000)
	48.18
	(2.212)
	53.80
	(1.754)
	(0.026)

	Latin America and the Caribbean

	Brazil
	 399 
	 2,435 
	81.52
	(1.089)
	85.59
	(0.586)
	(0.000)
	102.51
	(6.136)
	172.30
	(14.917)
	(0.000)

	Dominican Republic
	 352 
	 3,184 
	64.23
	(1.673)
	64.04
	(1.104)
	(0.894)
	140.36
	(17.206)
	115.25
	(5.597)
	(0.153)

	Mexico
	 1,833 
	 32,002 
	80.84
	(0.677)
	81.07
	(0.476)
	(0.634)
	239.49
	(24.083)
	189.49
	(6.724)
	(0.038)

	Paraguay
	 359 
	 4,201 
	48.22
	(1.068)
	51.89
	(0.516)
	(0.000)
	118.12
	(8.607)
	120.50
	(3.720)
	(0.794)


(Continued)





	Appendix B5: Household Level Economic Well-being Measures among Households with/without a Working-Age Person with Disability (Expanded Measure) (Continued)


	Country
	Households
with disability
	Other
Household
	p-value
	Households
with disability
	Other
Households
	p-value
	Households
with disability
	Other
Households
	p-value

	
	Ratio of medical to total expenditures
	% in bottom quintile asset index
	% in bottom quintile PCE

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Burkina Faso
	0.10
	(0.008)
	0.09
	(0.005)
	(0.280)
	0.26
	(0.032)
	0.19
	(0.019)
	(0.033)
	0.19
	(0.028)
	0.20
	(0.016)
	(0.691)

	Ghana
	0.11
	(0.010)
	0.08
	(0.004)
	(0.018)
	0.17
	(0.019)
	0.21
	(0.015)
	(0.050)
	0.21
	(0.025)
	0.20
	(0.012)
	(0.708)

	Kenya
	0.10
	(0.012)
	0.06
	(0.006)
	(0.028)
	0.34
	(0.037)
	0.19
	(0.017)
	(0.000)
	0.28
	(0.032)
	0.19
	(0.014)
	(0.004)

	Malawi
	0.06
	(0.007)
	0.04
	(0.004)
	(0.068)
	0.25
	(0.020)
	0.19
	(0.013)
	(0.007)
	0.23
	(0.021)
	0.20
	(0.015)
	(0.067)

	Mauritius
	0.09
	(0.007)
	0.07
	(0.003)
	(0.000)
	0.27
	(0.025)
	0.19
	(0.013)
	(0.001)
	0.22
	(0.026)
	0.20
	(0.015)
	(0.406)

	Senegal
	0.14
	(0.028)
	0.11
	(0.008)
	(0.314)
	0.29
	(0.061)
	0.19
	(0.026)
	(0.069)
	0.28
	(0.049)
	0.18
	(0.023)
	(0.052)

	Zambia
	0.02
	(0.008)
	0.02
	(0.002)
	(0.419)
	0.21
	(0.031)
	0.20
	(0.030)
	(0.834)
	0.26
	(0.039)
	0.19
	(0.028)
	(0.108)

	Zimbabwe
	0.05
	(0.009)
	0.03
	(0.004)
	(0.139)
	0.20
	(0.025)
	0.20
	(0.017)
	(0.793)
	0.23
	(0.026)
	0.19
	(0.012)
	(0.164)

	Asia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bangladesh
	0.16
	(0.006)
	0.12
	(0.003)
	(0.000)
	0.21
	(0.020)
	0.17
	(0.013)
	(0.038)
	0.22
	(0.019)
	0.18
	(0.010)
	(0.023)

	Lao PDR
	0.13
	(0.011)
	0.11
	(0.004)
	(0.068)
	0.28
	(0.033)
	0.19
	(0.017)
	(0.002)
	0.26
	(0.027)
	0.19
	(0.013)
	(0.014)

	Pakistan
	0.15
	(0.012)
	0.12
	(0.004)
	(0.028)
	0.17
	(0.055)
	0.22
	(0.033)
	(0.398)
	0.26
	(0.043)
	0.21
	(0.009)
	(0.209)

	Philippines
	0.10
	(0.007)
	0.08
	(0.003)
	(0.000)
	0.25
	(0.021)
	0.19
	(0.012)
	(0.003)
	0.27
	(0.020)
	0.19
	(0.009)
	(0.000)

	Latin America and the Caribbean
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Brazil
	0.14
	(0.010)
	0.12
	(0.005)
	(0.018)
	0.26
	(0.025)
	0.18
	(0.015)
	(0.000)
	0.25
	(0.022)
	0.18
	(0.012)
	(0.001)

	Dominican Republic
	0.16
	(0.015)
	0.10
	(0.005)
	(0.000)
	0.22
	(0.032)
	0.20
	(0.018)
	(0.294)
	0.20
	(0.024)
	0.20
	(0.010)
	(0.919)

	Mexico
	0.07
	(0.005)
	0.04
	(0.001)
	(0.000)
	0.20
	(0.014)
	0.20
	(0.010)
	(0.651)
	0.21
	(0.013)
	0.20
	(0.007)
	(0.516)

	Paraguay
	0.11
	(0.008)
	0.09
	(0.003)
	(0.004)
	0.23
	(0.019)
	0.20
	(0.009)
	(0.040)
	0.23
	(0.019)
	0.20
	(0.007)
	(0.114)


Note:      Standard errors are reported in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification.  Household poverty status with respect to the US$1.25 or US$2 a day poverty line is found using household non-medical PCE adjusted for 2005 PPP.
Source: Authors' analysis based on WHS data as described in the main part of the study.




	Appendix B6: Poverty Headcount, Gap, and Gap-Squared among Households with/without a Working-Age Person with Disability (Expanded Measure) based on Non-medical PCE


	Country
	Households
with disability
	Other
Households
	p-value
	Households
with disability
	Other
Households
	p-value
	Households
with disability
	Other
Households
	p-value

	
	Poverty headcount ($1.25 a day)
	Poverty gap ($1.25 a day)
	Poverty gap squared ($1.25 a day)

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Burkina Faso
	0.76
	(0.024)
	0.75
	(0.016)
	(0.614)
	0.38
	(0.021)
	0.39
	(0.014)
	(0.822)
	0.24
	(0.018)
	0.24
	(0.012)
	(0.741)

	Ghana
	0.46
	(0.026)
	0.49
	(0.015)
	(0.264)
	0.20
	(0.016)
	0.21
	(0.009)
	(0.533)
	0.12
	(0.012)
	0.12
	(0.006)
	(0.735)

	Kenya
	0.48
	(0.046)
	0.38
	(0.021)
	(0.021)
	0.24
	(0.023)
	0.18
	(0.011)
	(0.009)
	0.15
	(0.016)
	0.11
	(0.008)
	(0.021)

	Malawi
	0.95
	(0.013)
	0.92
	(0.009)
	(0.019)
	0.70
	(0.016)
	0.68
	(0.012)
	(0.094)
	0.56
	(0.017)
	0.54
	(0.013)
	(0.136)

	Mauritius
	0.02
	(0.006)
	0.01
	(0.002)
	(0.330)
	0.00
	(0.002)
	0.00
	(0.001)
	(0.615)
	0.00
	(0.001)
	0.00
	(0.000)
	(0.961)

	Senegal
	0.57
	(0.059)
	0.54
	(0.022)
	(0.525)
	0.35
	(0.039)
	0.26
	(0.016)
	(0.032)
	0.25
	(0.033)
	0.17
	(0.015)
	(0.022)

	Zambia
	0.88
	(0.020)
	0.84
	(0.024)
	(0.042)
	0.59
	(0.027)
	0.51
	(0.034)
	(0.023)
	0.44
	(0.027)
	0.37
	(0.031)
	(0.028)

	Zimbabwe
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Asia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bangladesh
	0.56
	(0.023)
	0.56
	(0.016)
	(0.948)
	0.19
	(0.011)
	0.17
	(0.007)
	(0.059)
	0.08
	(0.007)
	0.07
	(0.003)
	(0.042)

	Lao PDR
	0.73
	(0.026)
	0.68
	(0.017)
	(0.047)
	0.44
	(0.024)
	0.38
	(0.013)
	(0.015)
	0.32
	(0.023)
	0.26
	(0.011)
	(0.013)

	Pakistan
	0.48
	(0.044)
	0.48
	(0.018)
	(0.887)
	0.18
	(0.023)
	0.16
	(0.006)
	(0.380)
	0.09
	(0.013)
	0.08
	(0.004)
	(0.477)

	Philippines
	0.50
	(0.023)
	0.42
	(0.011)
	(0.001)
	0.22
	(0.013)
	0.16
	(0.006)
	(0.000)
	0.13
	(0.010)
	0.09
	(0.004)
	(0.000)

	Latin America and the Caribbean

	Brazil
	0.23
	(0.021)
	0.16
	(0.011)
	(0.000)
	0.10
	(0.011)
	0.07
	(0.006)
	(0.014)
	0.06
	(0.008)
	0.05
	(0.004)
	(0.135)

	Dominican Republic
	0.18
	(0.022)
	0.19
	(0.010)
	(0.900)
	0.10
	(0.014)
	0.08
	(0.005)
	(0.165)
	0.08
	(0.013)
	0.05
	(0.004)
	(0.055)

	Mexico
	0.19
	(0.013)
	0.18
	(0.007)
	(0.423)
	0.09
	(0.008)
	0.08
	(0.004)
	(0.099)
	0.06
	(0.007)
	0.05
	(0.003)
	(0.023)

	Paraguay
	0.19
	(0.018)
	0.16
	(0.007)
	(0.243)
	0.08
	(0.010)
	0.06
	(0.004)
	(0.176)
	0.05
	(0.008)
	0.04
	(0.003)
	(0.139)


(Continued)




	Appendix B6: Poverty Headcount, Gap, and Gap-Squared among Households with/without a Working-Age Person with Disability (Expanded Measure) based on Non-medical PCE (Continued)


	Country
	Households
with disability
	Other
Households
	p-value
	Households
with disability
	Other
Households
	p-value
	Households
with disability
	Other
Households
	p-value

	
	Poverty headcount ($2.00 a day)
	Poverty gap ($2.00 a day)
	Poverty gap squared ($2.00 a day)

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Burkina Faso
	0.90
	(0.017)
	0.88
	(0.010)
	(0.309)
	0.56
	(0.018)
	0.55
	(0.013)
	(0.803)
	0.39
	(0.018)
	0.39
	(0.013)
	(0.907)

	Ghana
	0.70
	(0.024)
	0.70
	(0.012)
	(0.976)
	0.35
	(0.017)
	0.36
	(0.010)
	(0.397)
	0.22
	(0.014)
	0.23
	(0.008)
	(0.488)

	Kenya
	0.62
	(0.051)
	0.52
	(0.026)
	(0.059)
	0.36
	(0.031)
	0.29
	(0.016)
	(0.011)
	0.25
	(0.023)
	0.19
	(0.011)
	(0.010)

	Malawi
	0.97
	(0.008)
	0.96
	(0.007)
	(0.188)
	0.80
	(0.013)
	0.78
	(0.010)
	(0.065)
	0.68
	(0.015)
	0.66
	(0.011)
	(0.093)

	Mauritius
	0.07
	(0.013)
	0.06
	(0.008)
	(0.245)
	0.02
	(0.004)
	0.01
	(0.002)
	(0.197)
	0.01
	(0.002)
	0.00
	(0.001)
	(0.339)

	Senegal
	0.72
	(0.054)
	0.75
	(0.019)
	(0.558)
	0.46
	(0.042)
	0.41
	(0.015)
	(0.189)
	0.35
	(0.037)
	0.28
	(0.015)
	(0.051)

	Zambia
	0.95
	(0.011)
	0.93
	(0.012)
	(0.134)
	0.71
	(0.021)
	0.65
	(0.027)
	(0.022)
	0.58
	(0.025)
	0.51
	(0.031)
	(0.022)

	Zimbabwe
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Asia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bangladesh
	0.81
	(0.019)
	0.81
	(0.012)
	(0.755)
	0.38
	(0.014)
	0.37
	(0.008)
	(0.471)
	0.21
	(0.010)
	0.20
	(0.006)
	(0.157)

	Lao PDR
	0.89
	(0.014)
	0.83
	(0.013)
	(0.000)
	0.59
	(0.020)
	0.52
	(0.013)
	(0.003)
	0.44
	(0.022)
	0.38
	(0.012)
	(0.008)

	Pakistan
	0.74
	(0.036)
	0.77
	(0.019)
	(0.488)
	0.35
	(0.025)
	0.35
	(0.010)
	(0.776)
	0.20
	(0.020)
	0.19
	(0.006)
	(0.537)

	Philippines
	0.73
	(0.020)
	0.68
	(0.011)
	(0.024)
	0.37
	(0.015)
	0.32
	(0.007)
	(0.000)
	0.24
	(0.012)
	0.19
	(0.006)
	(0.000)

	Latin America and the Caribbean

	Brazil
	0.45
	(0.024)
	0.32
	(0.016)
	(0.000)
	0.19
	(0.014)
	0.14
	(0.008)
	(0.000)
	0.11
	(0.010)
	0.08
	(0.006)
	(0.005)

	Dominican Republic
	0.34
	(0.038)
	0.35
	(0.014)
	(0.795)
	0.17
	(0.017)
	0.15
	(0.007)
	(0.466)
	0.11
	(0.014)
	0.09
	(0.005)
	(0.172)

	Mexico
	0.36
	(0.014)
	0.35
	(0.007)
	(0.616)
	0.16
	(0.009)
	0.15
	(0.005)
	(0.228)
	0.10
	(0.008)
	0.09
	(0.004)
	(0.092)

	Paraguay
	0.36
	(0.021)
	0.34
	(0.010)
	(0.280)
	0.15
	(0.012)
	0.13
	(0.005)
	(0.143)
	0.09
	(0.010)
	0.07
	(0.004)
	(0.137)


Note:    Standard errors are reported in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification. PCE stands for non-medical per capita expenditures. Household poverty status with respect to the $1.25 or $2 a day poverty line is found using household non-medical PCE adjusted for purchasing power parity (PPP) for 2005.  Poverty estimates for Zimbabwe are omitted due to a lack of accurate PPP Figures for the years of analysis.
Source: Author's analysis based on WHS data as described in the main part of the study.



	
 Appendix B7: Multidimensional Poverty Analysis with k/d=30%
 

	 
	Persons with disabilities 
	Persons without disabilities

	
	Observations
	H
	
	P-value
	A
	
	P-value
	M0
	
	P-value
	Observations
	H
	
	A
	
	M0
	

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Burkina Faso
	301
	0.98
	(0.01)
	0.06
	0.76
	(0.02)
	0.00
	0.74
	(0.02)
	0.00
	3,792
	0.96
	(0.00)
	0.70
	(0.01)
	0.67
	(0.01)

	Ghana
	264
	0.85
	(0.02)
	0.01
	0.55
	(0.01)
	0.02
	0.46
	(0.02)
	0.00
	2,384
	0.78
	(0.01)
	0.52
	(0.00)
	0.41
	(0.01)

	Kenya
	283
	0.80
	(0.05)
	0.00
	0.61
	(0.02)
	0.04
	0.49
	(0.04)
	0.00
	3,356
	0.64
	(0.03)
	0.56
	(0.01)
	0.36
	(0.02)

	Malawi
	462
	0.98
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.66
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.65
	(0.01)
	0.00
	3,939
	0.96
	(0.01)
	0.63
	(0.01)
	0.60
	(0.01)

	Mauritius
	389
	0.44
	(0.03)
	0.00
	0.42
	(0.01)
	0.05
	0.18
	(0.01)
	0.00
	2,876
	0.17
	(0.01)
	0.40
	(0.00)
	0.07
	(0.00)

	Zambia
	179
	0.92
	(0.03)
	0.43
	0.59
	(0.01)
	0.02
	0.55
	(0.02)
	0.04
	2,795
	0.90
	(0.02)
	0.56
	(0.01)
	0.51
	(0.02)

	Asia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bangladesh
	927
	0.96
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.69
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.66
	(0.01)
	0.00
	3,968
	0.87
	(0.01)
	0.62
	(0.00)
	0.54
	(0.01)

	Lao PDR
	127
	0.90
	(0.03)
	0.00
	0.57
	(0.02)
	0.50
	0.52
	(0.03)
	0.00
	3,508
	0.79
	(0.02)
	0.56
	(0.01)
	0.44
	(0.01)

	Pakistan
	320
	0.86
	(0.03)
	0.22
	0.62
	(0.02)
	0.34
	0.54
	(0.03)
	0.18
	4,961
	0.83
	(0.01)
	0.61
	(0.01)
	0.50
	(0.01)

	Philippines
	852
	0.70
	(0.02)
	0.00
	0.50
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.35
	(0.01)
	0.00
	8,302
	0.57
	(0.01)
	0.46
	(0.00)
	0.26
	(0.01)

	Latin America and the Caribbean
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Brazil
	403
	0.62
	(0.03)
	0.00
	0.46
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.29
	(0.01)
	0.00
	2,442
	0.40
	(0.01)
	0.42
	(0.00)
	0.17
	(0.01)

	Dominican Republic
	354
	0.61
	(0.03)
	0.00
	0.50
	(0.01)
	0.07
	0.30
	(0.02)
	0.00
	3,198
	0.50
	(0.01)
	0.47
	(0.01)
	0.24
	(0.01)

	Mexico
	1,833
	0.51
	(0.02)
	0.00
	0.43
	(0.01)
	0.22
	0.22
	(0.01)
	0.00
	32,002
	0.34
	(0.01)
	0.42
	(0.00)
	0.15
	(0.00)

	Paraguay
	359
	0.62
	(0.03)
	0.00
	0.54
	(0.01)
	0.02
	0.33
	(0.02)
	0.00
	4,202
	0.46
	(0.01)
	0.51
	(0.00)
	0.23
	(0.01)


Note:     Standard errors in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification.  P-value for Adjusted Wald Test for difference in values across disability status.
Poverty Cutoff: k/d = 30%.  A person is considered poor if he/she is deprived in at least a sum of 4 out of 10 dimensions.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS data.






	Appendix B8: Multidimensional Poverty Analysis, with More Restrictive within Dimension Cutoffs


	Country
	Persons with disabilities 
	Persons without disabilities

	
	Observations
	H
	
	P-value
	A
	
	P-value
	M0
	
	P-value
	Observations
	H
	
	A
	
	M0
	

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Burkina Faso
	301
	0.95
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.73
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.69
	(0.02)
	0.00
	3,792
	0.90
	(0.01)
	0.69
	(0.01)
	0.62
	(0.01)

	Ghana
	264
	0.54
	(0.04)
	0.13
	0.58
	(0.01)
	0.07
	0.31
	(0.02)
	0.06
	2,384
	0.48
	(0.02)
	0.56
	(0.00)
	0.27
	(0.01)

	Kenya
	283
	0.63
	(0.07)
	0.00
	0.62
	(0.02)
	0.26
	0.40
	(0.04)
	0.00
	3,356
	0.44
	(0.02)
	0.60
	(0.01)
	0.27
	(0.02)

	Malawi
	462
	0.90
	(0.02)
	0.01
	0.67
	(0.01)
	0.02
	0.61
	(0.01)
	0.00
	3,939
	0.85
	(0.02)
	0.66
	(0.00)
	0.56
	(0.01)

	Mauritius
	389
	0.09
	(0.02)
	0.00
	0.52
	(0.01)
	0.52
	0.04
	(0.01)
	0.00
	2,876
	0.02
	(0.00)
	0.51
	(0.01)
	0.01
	(0.00)

	Zambia
	179
	0.80
	(0.04)
	0.01
	0.62
	(0.01)
	0.36
	0.49
	(0.03)
	0.01
	2,795
	0.70
	(0.04)
	0.61
	(0.01)
	0.43
	(0.02)

	Asia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bangladesh
	927
	0.80
	(0.02)
	0.00
	0.67
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.54
	(0.01)
	0.00
	3,968
	0.64
	(0.01)
	0.63
	(0.00)
	0.40
	(0.01)

	Lao PDR
	127
	0.62
	(0.06)
	0.35
	0.62
	(0.02)
	0.32
	0.38
	(0.04)
	0.26
	3,508
	0.56
	(0.02)
	0.60
	(0.00)
	0.34
	(0.01)

	Pakistan
	320
	0.61
	(0.04)
	0.31
	0.65
	(0.02)
	0.11
	0.40
	(0.04)
	0.18
	4,961
	0.57
	(0.01)
	0.62
	(0.00)
	0.36
	(0.01)

	Philippines
	852
	0.34
	(0.02)
	0.00
	0.58
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.19
	(0.01)
	0.00
	8,302
	0.23
	(0.01)
	0.55
	(0.00)
	0.13
	(0.01)

	Latin America and the Caribbean
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Brazil
	403
	0.23
	(0.02)
	0.00
	0.56
	(0.01)
	0.01
	0.13
	(0.01)
	0.00
	2,442
	0.10
	(0.01)
	0.54
	(0.01)
	0.06
	(0.01)

	Dominican Republic
	354
	0.30
	(0.03)
	0.00
	0.58
	(0.01)
	0.23
	0.17
	(0.02)
	0.00
	3,198
	0.20
	(0.01)
	0.56
	(0.01)
	0.11
	(0.01)

	Mexico
	1,833
	0.15
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.54
	(0.01)
	0.90
	0.08
	(0.01)
	0.00
	32,002
	0.09
	(0.01)
	0.54
	(0.00)
	0.05
	(0.00)

	Paraguay
	359
	0.35
	(0.03)
	0.00
	0.60
	(0.01)
	0.07
	0.21
	(0.02)
	0.00
	4,202
	0.22
	(0.01)
	0.57
	(0.00)
	0.13
	(0.00)


Note:     Standard errors in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification.  P-value for Adjusted Wald Test for difference in values across disability status.
Poverty Cutoff: k/d = 40%.  A person is considered poor if he/she is deprived in at least a sum of 4 out of 10 dimensions.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS data.






	Appendix B9: Multidimensional Poverty Analysis (Bourguignon and Chakravarty Method k/d=25%)


	Country
	Persons with disabilities
	Persons without disabilities

	
	Observations
	Headcount
	P-value
	Gap
	P-value
	Gap-squared
	P-value
	Observations
	Headcount
	Gap
	Gap-squared

	Sub-Saharan Africa

	Burkina Faso
	250
	0.98
	(0.01)
	0.26
	0.55
	(0.02)
	0.01
	0.33
	(0.02)
	0.04
	2,986
	0.97
	(0.00)
	0.50
	(0.01)
	0.29
	(0.01)

	Ghana
	236
	0.87
	(0.03)
	0.28
	0.28
	(0.01)
	0.01
	0.11
	(0.01)
	0.08
	2,091
	0.84
	(0.01)
	0.24
	(0.01)
	0.10
	(0.00)

	Kenya
	267
	0.74
	(0.08)
	0.24
	0.27
	(0.03)
	0.00
	0.12
	(0.02)
	0.00
	3,121
	0.66
	(0.03)
	0.17
	(0.01)
	0.06
	(0.00)

	Malawi
	410
	0.98
	(0.01)
	0.12
	0.45
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.24
	(0.01)
	0.00
	3,632
	0.97
	(0.01)
	0.40
	(0.01)
	0.20
	(0.01)

	Mauritius
	367
	0.50
	(0.03)
	0.00
	0.10
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.02
	(0.00)
	0.00
	2,666
	0.31
	(0.01)
	0.06
	(0.00)
	0.01
	(0.00)

	Zambia
	174
	0.97
	(0.01)
	0.24
	0.36
	(0.02)
	0.01
	0.16
	(0.01)
	0.02
	2,676
	0.95
	(0.01)
	0.31
	(0.02)
	0.13
	(0.01)

	Asia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bangladesh
	630
	0.95
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.35
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.17
	(0.01)
	0.00
	2,929
	0.88
	(0.01)
	0.27
	(0.01)
	0.11
	(0.01)

	Lao PDR
	127
	0.97
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.36
	(0.02)
	0.00
	0.17
	(0.02)
	0.01
	3,501
	0.90
	(0.01)
	0.28
	(0.01)
	0.11
	(0.00)

	Pakistan
	283
	0.90
	(0.03)
	0.92
	0.32
	(0.02)
	0.01
	0.13
	(0.01)
	0.03
	4,256
	0.89
	(0.01)
	0.29
	(0.01)
	0.12
	(0.00)

	Philippines
	840
	0.82
	(0.02)
	0.00
	0.16
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.04
	(0.00)
	0.00
	8,182
	0.76
	(0.01)
	0.13
	(0.00)
	0.03
	(0.00)

	Latin America
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Brazil
	388
	0.86
	(0.02)
	0.00
	0.20
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.07
	(0.00)
	0.00
	2,377
	0.66
	(0.01)
	0.13
	(0.00)
	0.04
	(0.00)

	Dominican Republic
	334
	0.72
	(0.04)
	0.01
	0.16
	(0.01)
	0.01
	0.05
	(0.01)
	0.02
	3,007
	0.62
	(0.01)
	0.13
	(0.00)
	0.03
	(0.00)

	Mexico
	1,832
	0.61
	(0.02)
	0.00
	0.13
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.04
	(0.00)
	0.00
	31,998
	0.50
	(0.01)
	0.09
	(0.00)
	0.02
	(0.00)

	Paraguay
	358
	0.68
	(0.03)
	0.00
	0.15
	(0.01)
	0.00
	0.05
	(0.01)
	0.00
	4,195
	0.57
	(0.01)
	0.10
	(0.00)
	0.03
	(0.00)


Note:     Standard errors in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification.  P-value for Adjusted Wald Test for difference in values across disability status.
Poverty cutoff:  A person is considered poor if he/she is deprived in at least one dimension.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS data.







[bookmark: _Toc275540557]Appendix C: Country Profiles

Appendix C presents country profiles of disability and poverty for each of the 15 developing countries included in the study.  These profiles are prepared using the methods described in Section 3.  The results presented in the profiles have the same data and measurement limitations, as explained in Section 3.  It is advised that the reader first becomes familiar with the data and methods before reading the profiles. 
The detailed data presented in the profiles are intended to serve as a source of basic information on the socioeconomic status of persons with disabilities in countries included in the study.  By no means can the profiles be used to inform the design of country specific disability policies and programs, or draw conclusions about their performance. The design of disability policies and programs and the assessment of their performance require empirical evidence and its in-depth analyses.  For example, in a country with a low employment rate for persons with disabilities compared to that for persons without disabilities, prior to developing a policy or program to enhance employment among persons with disabilities, one needs to find out why the employment rate is low.  The possible causes for a low employment rate among persons with disabilities are numerous. It could be that some people with disabilities were already not working prior to becoming disabled.  In some cases, the opportunity cost of working may be too high, which would be the case when disability benefits are higher than potential wage.  This may not be as much the case in developing as it is in developed countries because disability benefits are not as prevalent, but middle and upper middle income developing countries have both contributory and non-contributory disability benefits in cash.  It could also be due to how the underlying health conditions reduce the productivity of persons with disabilities for the types of jobs that are available in the labor market of the country under consideration. One would need to analyze a particular labor market conditions and assess how a particular functional or activity limitation (presented in the profile) may prevent labor force participation in a particular country under consideration.  Further, a low employment rate could also be due to a lack of access to assistive devices or personal assistance.  For each functional or activity limitation covered in this study, one could assess at the country level, to what extent relevant assistive devices are available and affordable (for example, availability of glasses for persons with seeing limitation).  A low employment rate could also result from contextual factors, for instance, a physically inaccessible work environment or negative attitudes with respect to the ability to work of persons with disabilities.  An analysis of the physical, social and cultural environment in the labor market would need to be conducted.  Once the main causes for low employment rates for persons with disabilities in a particular country are better understood, it becomes feasible to develop evidence-based programs and policies to promote employment among persons with disabilities.
The country profiles include most of the results presented in the overview Tables from the main text.  For Zimbabwe, however, PPP PCE data or poverty indicators based on PPP PCE are not presented due to the lack of reliable PPP exchange rates.  In Zimbabwe’s profile, PCE data is presented in local currency.  Country profiles also include additional information for each country.  All individual and household level indicators are presented separately for urban and rural areas.  At the individual level, information on the demographic characteristics of persons with and without disabilities and on the types of employment for workers with and without disabilities is presented.  At the household level, country profiles include data on the demographic characteristics, median non-medical PCE and living conditions of households with disabilities compared to other households.  The profiles also contain the results of a measure of asset deprivation.  The asset deprivation indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks.  If the household has a car or any two of the other assets, it is considered non-deprived.  
Profiles follow the same format for each country with data on prevalence, individual level and household level economic well-being indicators.  Profiles are presented in turn for countries in Africa, Asia, and Latin America and the Caribbean.


[bookmark: _Toc275540558]C.1. 	Profiles for Countries in Africa

C.1.1 Disability Profile: Burkina Faso 

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Burkina Faso, disability prevalence among working-age individuals stands at 7.9 percent.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 12.1 percent.
Prevalence rates in rural and urban areas are close (8.1 percent versus 7.2 percent respectively).  Disability prevalence is higher for women compared to men (9.0 percent versus 6.8 percent).  Prevalence rates for males and females increase by three to four percentage points using the expanded measure of disability.
The most common difficulties reported are those in learning a new task and in concentrating/remembering things for all individuals, males, and females; and in both rural and urban areas.
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Overall, demographic characteristics except for age are similar across disability.  The average individual with a disability is six years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 39 versus 32 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 33 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 15 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
We find no significant difference in educational outcomes across disability status. Approximately 11 percent of persons with and without disabilities have completed primary school (4 percent in rural areas; 39 percent in urban areas).  The average working-age person has completed just over one year of education in rural areas and two years of education in urban areas. 
Individuals with disabilities are less likely to work than their non-disabled counterparts for the entire country, and within rural and urban areas.  Indeed, persons with disabilities show higher rates of non-employment (66 percent versus 41 percent, Chi-sq<0.05). Despite this discrepancy in employment status, the breakdown by type of employment amongst the employed (government, non-government, self-employed, or employer) is similar across disability status.
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find little difference in average household size or number of children.  It is noteworthy though that the percentage of households headed by males is lower among households with a disability (85 percent versus 92 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  

	Table 1: Burkina Faso: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population 


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	2.4%
	2.5%
	1.6%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	1.3%
	1.4%
	1.0%

	Moving around
	2.8%
	2.8%
	2.9%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	4.2%
	4.4%
	3.2%

	Self-care
	0.9%
	0.9%
	0.8%

	Personal relationships
	2.5%
	2.7%
	1.6%

	Learning a new task
	5.0%
	5.3%
	3.6%

	Dealing with conflict
	0.9%
	0.8%
	1.4%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	7.9%
	8.1%
	7.2%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	12.1%
	12.4%
	10.7%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	1.9%
	2.1%
	1.3%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	1.2%
	1.2%
	1.2%

	Moving around
	2.4%
	2.4%
	2.5%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	3.8%
	3.7%
	4.1%

	Self-care
	0.9%
	0.9%
	0.7%

	Personal relationships
	2.6%
	2.9%
	1.6%

	Learning a new task
	3.8%
	3.8%
	3.6%

	Dealing with conflict
	0.8%
	0.7%
	1.1%

	Disability prevalence (base) a
	6.8%
	6.6%
	7.7%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b

b
	10.3%
	10.3%
	10.4%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing recognizing across the road
	2.8%
	2.9%
	1.9%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	1.4%
	1.5%
	0.8%

	Moving around
	3.2%
	3.2%
	3.3%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	4.6%
	5.1%
	2.2%

	Self-care
	0.9%
	0.9%
	0.9%

	Personal relationships
	2.5%
	2.6%
	1.7%

	Learning a new task
	6.1%
	6.6%
	3.6%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.0%
	0.8%
	1.6%

	Disability prevalence (base) a
	9.0%
	9.5%
	6.6%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	13.7%
	14.2%
	11.1%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	4,093
	2,413
	1,680

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	16,781,727
	13,779,604
	3,002,123


Note: a. Base measure of disability prevalence: a person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/ recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: a person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/ participation in the community; learning a new task; dealing with conflicts/ tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

	 Table 2: Burkina Faso: Sample Means  across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.60
	0.52
	-
	0.62
	0.53
	-
	0.45
	0.49
	-
	0.59
	0.51
	#
	0.61
	0.52
	#
	0.50
	0.49
	-

	Male
	0.40
	0.48
	-
	0.38
	0.47
	-
	0.55
	0.51
	-
	0.41
	0.49
	#
	0.39
	0.48
	#
	0.50
	0.51
	-

	Married
	0.73
	0.76
	-
	0.78
	0.81
	-
	0.47
	0.56
	-
	0.76
	0.76
	-
	0.81
	0.80
	-
	0.53
	0.56
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	38.73
	31.97
	
	39.01
	32.17
	
	37.25
	31.09
	
	37.16
	31.85
	
	37.33
	32.05
	
	36.25
	30.97
	

	
	(1.09)
	(0.31)
	*
	(1.26)
	(0.37)
	*
	(1.77)
	(0.40)
	*
	(0.97)
	(0.32)
	*
	(1.11)
	(0.38)
	*
	(1.62)
	(0.39)
	*

	18-30
	0.35
	0.56
	#
	0.34
	0.55
	#
	0.43
	0.59
	#
	0.42
	0.56
	#
	0.41
	0.55
	#
	0.45
	0.59
	#

	31-45
	0.31
	0.30
	#
	0.32
	0.30
	#
	0.27
	0.28
	#
	0.29
	0.30
	#
	0.30
	0.31
	#
	0.26
	0.28
	#

	46-65
	0.33
	0.15
	#
	0.34
	0.15
	#
	0.30
	0.14
	#
	0.29
	0.14
	#
	0.29
	0.14
	#
	0.29
	0.13
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.16
	0.18
	-
	-
	-
	0.16
	0.18
	-
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.84
	0.82
	-
	-
	-
	0.84
	0.82
	-
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	1.31
	1.36
	
	1.12
	1.15
	
	2.26
	2.30
	
	1.30
	1.36
	
	1.14
	1.15
	
	2.14
	2.32
	

	
	(0.07)
	(0.03)
	-
	(0.05)
	(0.02)
	-
	(0.22)
	(0.09)
	-
	(0.06)
	(0.03)
	-
	(0.05)
	(0.02)
	-
	(0.17)
	(0.09)
	-

	Less than primary school
	0.92
	0.89
	-
	0.98
	0.96
	-
	0.62
	0.61
	-
	0.92
	0.89
	-
	0.96
	0.96
	-
	0.68
	0.60
	-

	Primary school completed
	0.08
	0.11
	-
	0.02
	0.04
	-
	0.38
	0.39
	-
	0.08
	0.11
	-
	0.04
	0.04
	-
	0.32
	0.40
	-

	Not employed
	0.66
	0.41
	#
	0.68
	0.41
	#
	0.58
	0.42
	#
	0.59
	0.41
	#
	0.59
	0.40
	#
	0.56
	0.42
	#

	Employed
	0.34
	0.59
	#
	0.32
	0.59
	#
	0.42
	0.58
	#
	0.41
	0.59
	#
	0.41
	0.60
	#
	0.44
	0.58
	#

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	. Government
	0.02
	0.02
	-
	0.02
	0.01
	-
	0.04
	0.09
	-
	0.02
	0.03
	-
	0.01
	0.01
	-
	0.06
	0.09
	-

	. Non-government
	0.04
	0.05
	-
	-
	0.02
	-
	0.21
	0.20
	-
	0.05
	0.06
	-
	-
	0.03
	-
	0.27
	0.19
	-

	. Self-employed
	0.94
	0.91
	-
	0.98
	0.96
	-
	0.75
	0.71
	-
	0.93
	0.91
	-
	0.99
	0.95
	-
	0.67
	0.71
	-

	. Employer
	-
	0.01
	-
	-
	0.01
	-
	-
	0.01
	-
	0.00
	0.01
	-
	0.00
	0.01
	-
	-
	0.01
	-

	Multidimensional Poverty Indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally Poor (AF method k/d=40%)c
	0.96
	0.93
	#
	0.99
	0.98
	-
	0.79
	0.70
	-
	0.96
	0.93
	#
	0.99
	0.98
	-
	0.80
	0.69
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	301
	3,792
	
	200
	2,213
	
	101
	1,579
	
	468
	3,601
	
	314
	2,085
	
	154
	1,516
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted and adjusted for survey clustering and stratification.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in text.
* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "No" at 5%
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.


	Table 3: Burkina Faso: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	
	By Disability (Base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Urban
	Rural
	All
	Urban
	Rural

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household size
	6.14
	5.88
	
	6.16
	5.92
	
	6.04
	5.71
	
	5.86
	5.91
	
	5.86
	5.94
	
	5.80
	5.72
	

	
	(0.26)
	(0.09)
	-
	(0.29)
	(0.11)
	-
	(0.36)
	(0.12)
	-
	(0.22)
	(0.09)
	-
	(0.25)
	(0.11)
	-
	(0.30)
	(0.12)
	-

	Number of children 0-17
	3.36
	3.21
	
	3.46
	3.29
	
	2.69
	2.75
	
	3.17
	3.22
	
	3.26
	3.31
	
	2.57
	2.76
	

	
	(0.17)
	(0.07)
	-
	(0.19)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.17)
	(0.09)
	-
	(0.15)
	(0.07)
	-
	(0.18)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.15)
	(0.09)
	-

	Male headed household
	0.85
	0.92
	#
	0.87
	0.93
	#
	0.74
	0.84
	#
	0.86
	0.92
	#
	0.88
	0.93
	#
	0.77
	0.84
	#

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset indexc
	8.02
	10.42
	
	4.42
	5.83
	
	31.58
	35.15
	
	8.58
	10.44
	
	4.82
	5.84
	
	33.06
	35.04
	

	
	(0.80)
	(0.52)
	*
	(0.50)
	(0.33)
	*
	(2.38)
	(1.62)
	-
	(0.75)
	(0.54)
	*
	(0.44)
	(0.34)
	*
	(2.70)
	(1.61)
	-

	Asset deprivationd
	0.91
	0.90
	-
	0.95
	0.96
	-
	0.66
	0.57
	#
	0.90
	0.90
	-
	0.94
	0.96
	-
	0.63
	0.57
	-

	Living conditionsd
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household lacks electricity
	0.95
	0.91
	#
	0.99
	0.98
	-
	0.64
	0.56
	-
	0.94
	0.92
	-
	0.99
	0.98
	-
	0.59
	0.56
	-

	Household lacks clean water source
	0.55
	0.47
	-
	0.59
	0.52
	-
	0.24
	0.24
	-
	0.54
	0.47
	-
	0.59
	0.51
	-
	0.24
	0.24
	-

	Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.94
	0.89
	#
	0.98
	0.95
	#
	0.64
	0.59
	-
	0.93
	0.89
	#
	0.97
	0.94
	#
	0.62
	0.59
	-

	Household lacks a hard floor
	0.80
	0.76
	-
	0.89
	0.86
	-
	0.20
	0.25
	-
	0.79
	0.76
	-
	0.88
	0.86
	-
	0.21
	0.25
	-

	Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.99
	0.97
	#
	0.99
	0.99
	-
	0.95
	0.87
	#
	0.99
	0.97
	-
	0.99
	0.99
	-
	0.93
	0.87
	-

	Non-medical household PCE (international $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	30.91
	31.38
	
	26.44
	26.88
	
	60.45
	55.27
	
	29.96
	31.31
	
	25.73
	26.73
	
	57.72
	55.45
	

	
	(2.63)
	(1.30)
	-
	(1.65)
	(1.41)
	-
	(16.17)
	(3.19)
	-
	(2.02)
	(1.29)
	-
	(1.45)
	(1.42)
	-
	(11.22)
	(3.18)
	-

	Median
	20.11
	19.57
	
	19.43
	17.49
	
	30.50
	34.05
	
	20.08
	19.68
	
	19.38
	17.49
	
	29.73
	34.39
	

	Medical expenditures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.10
	0.09
	
	0.10
	0.08
	
	0.14
	0.11
	
	0.10
	0.09
	
	0.09
	0.08
	
	0.14
	0.11
	

	
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	*



	Table 3: Burkina Faso: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued)


	
	By Disability (Base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Urban
	Rural
	All
	Urban
	Rural

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom asset index score quintilec
	0.28
	0.19
	#
	0.31
	0.23
	#
	0.02
	0.02
	-
	0.26
	0.19
	#
	0.29
	0.22
	#
	0.01
	0.02
	#

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditurese
	0.17
	0.20
	-
	0.18
	0.23
	-
	0.11
	0.05
	-
	0.19
	0.20
	-
	0.20
	0.23
	-
	0.10
	0.06
	-

	Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.75
	0.75
	-
	0.78
	0.80
	-
	0.55
	0.48
	-
	0.76
	0.75
	-
	0.79
	0.80
	-
	0.55
	0.48
	-

	Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.90
	0.88
	-
	0.92
	0.92
	-
	0.73
	0.70
	-
	0.90
	0.88
	-
	0.93
	0.92
	-
	0.73
	0.70
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	301
	3,792
	
	200
	2,213
	
	101
	1,579
	
	468
	3,601
	
	314
	2,085
	
	154
	1,516
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification; estimates are weighted and adjusted for survey clustering and stratification.
  	* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see the main part of the study.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow. For more information, see the main part of the study.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet the MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet the MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking Fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

For the overall population, asset index scores are lower for households with a disability compared to other households.  The asset index score for households with a disabled member is 8.02, while the score for other households is 10.42 (p<0.05).  The left panel of Figure 1 shows the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the asset index scores for both households with and without disability.  The CDFs for the two groups are relatively close but the CDF for households with disabilities resides to the left and above the CDF for households without disability, suggesting lower asset ownership levels for households with disability.  

Figure 1: Burkina Faso: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	
	


Note:  HH stands for household.

A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washing machines and dish washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is similar for households across disability status, approximately 90 percent for each group.  However, the share of households lacking electricity, adequate sanitation, and adequate cooking fuel sources is higher for households with disability (Chi-sq<0.05). 
Mean and median non-medical monthly PCE are similar for households with disabilities compared to other households (median PCE: US$20.11 versus US$19.57; mean PCE: US$30.91 versus US$31.38).[footnoteRef:3]  The right panel of Figure 1 above shows the cumulative distribution function of PCE for both households with and without disabilities.  Differences in the ratio of medical to total monthly expenditures are not statistically different across disability status; they are near 10 percent for both groups.  [3:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, a$1.25 and $2/day poverty line.f asset index and PCE quintiles poverty lines.2005 PPP, adjusted for inflation.] 

Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a. Individuals with disability face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disability (96 percent versus 93 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  This result is similar for both disability measures.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disability to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure.  The plots represent deprivation rates for each dimension.  The plot for persons with disabilities trails the plot for persons without disabilities in almost every dimension, suggesting similar rates of deprivation.  However, the plots separate at employment, reflecting the higher unemployment rates for individuals reporting disabilities.

Figure 2a: Burkina Faso: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities







Figure 2b: Burkina Faso: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disability that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile.  For instance, if more than 20 percent of households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for non-medical PCE. As shown in Table 3, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom asset index score quintile of all households, with 28 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  However, differences in households falling in the bottom PCE quintile fail significance tests.
Overall, three quarters of all households in Burkina Faso fall below PPP US$1.25 per day, and 88 percent are below PPP US$2.00 per day.  We find no statistically significant difference in poverty rates across disability status.  Figures 3a and 3b show these comparisons.






	Figure 3a: Burkina Faso: Poverty Rates (Percentage below PPP US$1.25 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	 Figure 3b: Burkina Faso: Poverty Rates (Percentage below PPP US$2.00 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	

	




Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for poor versus non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence is four to five percentage points higher for the multidimensional poor, depending on the disability measures employed (p<0.05).  Using the base disability measure for the entire country, 8.20 percent of multidimensionally poor persons report a disability, compared to 4.50 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).
Across the other four poverty measures used, differences in disability prevalence across poverty status are not statistically significant (whether measured as a comparison of the bottom versus upper quintiles for asset index and PCE, or measured as falling below or above a US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty line).
 














	Table 4: Burkina Faso: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Statusa


	Poverty identification
	Individuals who are multi-dimensionally poorb
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintilec
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintiled
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor

	All
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	8.20
	4.50
	*
	10.10
	7.49
	
	6.88
	8.23
	
	8.10
	7.46
	
	8.11
	6.57
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	12.44
	7.18
	*
	14.44
	11.66
	
	11.49
	12.25
	
	12.41
	11.05
	
	12.33
	10.07
	

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	8.22
	2.69
	*
	10.11
	7.54
	
	6.47
	8.64
	
	8.18
	7.83
	
	8.27
	6.09
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	12.49
	6.56
	
	14.50
	11.83
	
	11.04
	12.81
	
	12.51
	11.79
	
	12.57
	9.92
	

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	8.08
	5.01
	
	9.22
	7.32
	
	13.94
	6.70
	
	7.48
	6.83
	
	7.19
	7.11
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	12.16
	7.36
	*
	9.22
	11.05
	
	19.20
	10.17
	
	11.63
	9.79
	
	10.94
	10.25
	


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.   
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
 For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "Non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

Conclusion
In Burkina Faso, results from the analysis of WHS data suggest that disability is associated with lower levels of economic well-being for several household- and individual-level indicators.  Households with disability have lower asset index scores and higher rates of households that lack electricity and adequate sanitation.  Multidimensional poverty rates are higher for persons with disabilities.  Working-age persons with disabilities have lower employment rates.

 




C.1.2 Disability Profile: Ghana

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Ghana, disability prevalence among working-age individuals stands at 8.4 percent. With the expanded measure of disability, the prevalence stands at 12.5 percent.
Prevalence rates in rural and urban areas are close (8.2 percent versus 8.6 percent respectively).  Disability prevalence is higher for women (10.6 percent) compared to men (6.2 percent).  Prevalence rates for males and females increase by three to four percentage points using the expanded measure of disability.  The most common difficulties are those in learning a new task and in concentrating/remembering things for all individuals, and for males and females separately. 
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Age and gender profiles differ significantly across disability.  Persons with disabilities are 64 percent female compared to 50 percent for persons without disabilities.  The average individual with a disability is eight years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 41versus 33 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 38 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 17 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disabilities have significantly lower educational attainment.  Years of education completed are 2.41 for persons with disabilities, compared to 2.63 for persons without disabilities (p<0.05).  In addition, only 54 percent of persons with disabilities have completed primary school compared to 65 percent of persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  It should be noted that in rural areas, differences in educational attainment across disability status are not statistically significant. 
Analyzing employment outcomes across disability status, we find no significant difference for employment rates or types of employment.
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find no significant difference in average household size or in the number of children. However, we find that the percentage of households headed by males is lower for households with a disabled member compared to other households (60 percent versus 74 percent, Chi-sq<0.05). 





	Table 1: Ghana: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population 


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.0%
	2.8%
	3.3%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.2%
	2.5%
	1.9%

	Moving around
	2.1%
	2.3%
	1.9%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	4.0%
	4.3%
	3.7%

	Self-care
	0.9%
	0.7%
	1.2%

	Personal relationships
	1.8%
	2.0%
	1.5%

	Learning a new task
	3.4%
	3.0%
	3.8%

	Dealing with conflict
	2.1%
	2.1%
	2.0%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	8.4%
	8.2%
	8.6%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	12.5%
	12.2%
	13.0%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	2.3%
	2.3%
	2.3%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.2%
	2.6%
	1.8%

	Moving around
	2.1%
	2.2%
	1.9%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	2.5%
	3.2%
	1.7%

	Self-care
	0.9%
	0.7%
	1.1%

	Personal relationships
	1.6%
	1.8%
	1.4%

	Learning a new task
	2.7%
	2.2%
	3.4%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.6%
	1.7%
	1.4%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	6.2%
	6.4%
	5.9%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	10.5%
	10.3%
	10.7%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.7%
	3.2%
	4.2%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.3%
	2.4%
	2.1%

	Moving around
	2.1%
	2.3%
	1.9%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	5.5%
	5.4%
	5.6%

	Self-care
	0.9%
	0.6%
	1.2%

	Personal relationships
	1.9%
	2.1%
	1.7%

	Learning a new task
	4.0%
	3.8%
	4.2%

	Dealing with conflict
	2.5%
	2.4%
	2.6%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	10.6%
	10.0%
	11.2%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	14.6%
	14.1%
	15.1%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	2,648
	1,633
	1,015

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	23,080,785
	12,671,619
	10,409,166


Note: a. Base measure of disability prevalence: a person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: a person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/ participation in the community; learning a new task; dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

	Table 2: Ghana: Sample Means  across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	 
	By Disability 
	By Disability (Expanded)

	 
	All
	 Rural
	Urban
	All
	 Rural
	Urban

	 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.64
	0.50
	#
	0.62
	0.49
	#
	0.67
	0.50
	#
	0.59
	0.50
	#
	0.58
	0.49
	#
	0.60
	0.50
	-

	Male
	0.36
	0.50
	#
	0.38
	0.51
	#
	0.33
	0.50
	#
	0.41
	0.50
	#
	0.42
	0.51
	#
	0.40
	0.50
	-

	Married
	0.58
	0.56
	-
	0.62
	0.62
	-
	0.53
	0.49
	-
	0.58
	0.56
	-
	0.63
	0.62
	-
	0.52
	0.49
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	40.96
	32.69
	
	40.96
	32.88
	
	40.95
	32.46
	
	39.20
	32.56
	
	39.82
	32.66
	
	38.49
	32.43
	

	
	(0.97)
	(0.29)
	*
	(1.35)
	(0.39)
	*
	(1.41)
	(0.44)
	*
	(0.91)
	(0.30)
	*
	(1.20)
	(0.40)
	*
	(1.39)
	(0.44)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18-30
	0.27
	0.53
	#
	0.25
	0.53
	#
	0.28
	0.53
	#
	0.33
	0.53
	#
	0.29
	0.53
	#
	0.36
	0.53
	#

	31-45
	0.35
	0.31
	#
	0.38
	0.30
	#
	0.32
	0.32
	#
	0.34
	0.31
	#
	0.35
	0.30
	#
	0.32
	0.31
	#

	46-65
	0.38
	0.17
	#
	0.37
	0.17
	#
	0.40
	0.16
	#
	0.34
	0.16
	#
	0.35
	0.17
	#
	0.32
	0.16
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.46
	0.45
	-
	-
	-
	0.47
	0.45
	-
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.54
	0.55
	-
	-
	-
	0.53
	0.55
	-
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	2.41
	2.63
	
	2.28
	2.41
	
	2.56
	2.89
	
	2.41
	2.64
	
	2.23
	2.42
	
	2.62
	2.90
	

	
	(0.09)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.10)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.16)
	(0.07)
	*
	(0.08)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.09)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.12)
	(0.07)
	*

	Less than primary school
	0.46
	0.35
	#
	0.49
	0.41
	-
	0.43
	0.28
	#
	0.46
	0.35
	#
	0.52
	0.40
	#
	0.38
	0.28
	-

	Primary school completed
	0.54
	0.65
	#
	0.51
	0.59
	-
	0.57
	0.72
	#
	0.54
	0.65
	#
	0.48
	0.60
	#
	0.62
	0.72
	-

	Not employed
	0.22
	0.24
	-
	0.18
	0.18
	-
	0.27
	0.31
	-
	0.23
	0.24
	-
	0.19
	0.18
	-
	0.28
	0.31
	-

	Employed
	0.78
	0.76
	-
	0.82
	0.82
	-
	0.73
	0.69
	-
	0.77
	0.76
	-
	0.81
	0.82
	-
	0.72
	0.69
	-

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	. Government
	0.10
	0.08
	-
	0.04
	0.04
	-
	0.17
	0.13
	-
	0.08
	0.08
	-
	0.05
	0.04
	-
	0.13
	0.13
	-

	. Non-government
	0.06
	0.07
	-
	0.04
	0.03
	-
	0.08
	0.14
	-
	0.07
	0.07
	-
	0.03
	0.03
	-
	0.12
	0.14
	-

	. Self-employed
	0.84
	0.84
	-
	0.91
	0.93
	-
	0.75
	0.72
	-
	0.84
	0.85
	-
	0.92
	0.93
	-
	0.74
	0.73
	-

	. Employer
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	-
	-
	0.01
	-
	0.00
	0.01
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	-
	-
	0.01
	-

	Multidimensional poverty indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally poor (AF method k/d=40%)c
	0.67
	0.60
	-
	0.79
	0.73
	-
	0.53
	0.43
	-
	0.65
	0.60
	-
	0.80
	0.73
	-
	0.47
	0.43
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	264
	2,384
	
	161
	1,472
	
	103
	912
	
	376
	2,248
	
	231
	1,389
	
	145
	859
	


Note: 	  a For details on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in the main part of the 		  study.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "No" at 5%
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

	Table 3: Ghana: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household size
	4.96
	5.18
	
	5.06
	5.42
	
	4.85
	4.88
	
	5.03
	5.18
	
	5.30
	5.40
	
	4.70
	4.90
	

	
	(0.21)
	(0.07)
	-
	(0.23)
	(0.10)
	-
	(0.36)
	(0.11)
	-
	(0.16)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.20)
	(0.10)
	-
	(0.27)
	(0.11)
	-

	Number of children 0-17
	2.47
	2.53
	
	2.66
	2.79
	
	2.24
	2.19
	
	2.53
	2.52
	
	2.87
	2.76
	
	2.11
	2.20
	

	
	(0.13)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.17)
	(0.07)
	-
	(0.22)
	(0.07)
	-
	(0.11)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.15)
	(0.07)
	-
	(0.17)
	(0.07)
	-

	Male headed household
	0.60
	0.74
	#
	0.61
	0.77
	#
	0.58
	0.69
	#
	0.64
	0.74
	#
	0.64
	0.78
	#
	0.64
	0.69
	-

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset indexc
	23.55
	25.49
	
	13.53
	14.43
	
	36.25
	40.19
	
	23.49
	25.44
	
	13.76
	14.37
	
	36.19
	40.17
	

	
	(1.35)
	(0.79)
	-
	(1.05)
	(0.75)
	-
	(2.46)
	(1.38)
	-
	(1.14)
	(0.79)
	-
	(1.00)
	(0.75)
	-
	(2.11)
	(1.40)
	-

	Asset Deprivationd
	0.78
	0.71
	#
	0.92
	0.88
	-
	0.60
	0.49
	#
	0.78
	0.71
	#
	0.92
	0.87
	#
	0.61
	0.49
	#

	Living conditionsd
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HH lacks electricity
	0.52
	0.50
	-
	0.75
	0.73
	-
	0.24
	0.20
	-
	0.52
	0.50
	-
	0.75
	0.73
	-
	0.24
	0.20
	-

	HH lacks clean water source
	0.30
	0.27
	-
	0.46
	0.38
	-
	0.11
	0.13
	-
	0.30
	0.27
	-
	0.46
	0.38
	#
	0.11
	0.12
	-

	HH lacks adequate sanitation
	0.86
	0.85
	-
	0.91
	0.92
	-
	0.79
	0.77
	-
	0.85
	0.85
	-
	0.92
	0.92
	-
	0.77
	0.77
	-

	HH lacks a hard floor
	0.27
	0.23
	-
	0.41
	0.35
	-
	0.10
	0.07
	-
	0.25
	0.23
	-
	0.37
	0.36
	-
	0.11
	0.07
	-

	HH cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.90
	0.86
	-
	0.99
	0.97
	-
	0.79
	0.73
	-
	0.90
	0.87
	-
	0.98
	0.97
	-
	0.80
	0.73
	-

	Household non-medical PCE (international $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	62.16
	63.69
	
	49.09
	42.65
	
	77.93
	90.40
	
	59.02
	64.45
	
	45.51
	42.98
	
	75.63
	91.75
	

	
	(7.85)
	(6.47)
	-
	(8.43)
	(2.19)
	-
	(13.83)
	(14.37)
	-
	(5.68)
	(6.87)
	-
	(6.29)
	(2.25)
	-
	(9.91)
	(15.31)
	-

	Median
	32.44
	31.86
	
	27.76
	26.70
	
	45.62
	43.70
	
	33.11
	31.47
	
	27.16
	26.43
	
	46.99
	43.45
	

	Medical expenditures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.11
	0.08
	
	0.12
	0.08
	
	0.09
	0.08
	
	0.11
	0.08
	
	0.11
	0.08
	
	0.10
	0.08
	

	
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.02)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	-



	Table 3: Ghana: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued) 


	
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom asset index score quintilec
	0.16
	0.20
	-
	0.27
	0.33
	-
	0.03
	0.03
	-
	0.17
	0.21
	-
	0.27
	0.34
	#
	0.03
	0.03
	-

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditurese
	0.20
	0.20
	-
	0.26
	0.27
	-
	0.14
	0.10
	-
	0.21
	0.20
	-
	0.28
	0.27
	-
	0.11
	0.11
	-

	Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.47
	0.49
	-
	0.59
	0.62
	-
	0.33
	0.33
	-
	0.46
	0.49
	-
	0.60
	0.62
	-
	0.29
	0.33
	-

	Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.71
	0.70
	-
	0.80
	0.81
	-
	0.61
	0.55
	-
	0.70
	0.70
	-
	0.82
	0.81
	-
	0.55
	0.56
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	264
	2,384
	
	161
	1,472
	
	103
	912
	
	376
	2,248
	
	231
	1,389
	
	145
	859
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
  	* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see the main part of the study.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow.  For more information, see the main part of the study.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet the MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet the MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking Fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

Asset index scores show no significant difference when measured across disability status.  The left panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of the asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities, with little difference between the two.  A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is higher for households with disability compared to other households (78 percent versus 71 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  The share of households lacking electricity, a clean water source, adequate sanitation, and a hard floor is similar across household disability status. 

Figure 1: Ghana: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	
	


Note:  HH stands for household.

Mean and median monthly, non-medical PCE are similar for households with disabilities compared to other households (mean PCE: US$62.16 versus US$63.69; median PCE: US$32.44 versus US$31.86).[footnoteRef:4]  Households with disabilities show a higher ratio of medical to total monthly expenditures compared to households without disabilities (11 percent versus 8 percent, p<0.05). The right panel of Figure 1 shows the cumulative distribution functions of the asset index score and non-medical PCE for both households with disabilities and other households.  There is little difference across disability status in the distributions of these two household economic indicators.  [4:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 


Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or non-medical PCE quintile, and living under PPP US$1.25 or PPP US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (67 percent versus 60 percent), but this difference is not statistically significant at 5 percent.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disabilities to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure.  The plot for persons with disabilities falls on the plot for persons without disabilities in almost every dimension, suggesting similar rates of deprivation.  However, the plots separate at asset deprivation and lack of primary education, reflecting the higher rates for individuals reporting disabilities.

Figure 2a: Ghana: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities

 




Figure 2b: Ghana: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for non-medical PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households show no differences in either the bottom asset index score quintile or the bottom PCE quintile, with both groups close to the expected 20 percent.
Identifying poverty by comparing PCE to international poverty lines shows no statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Approximately 49 percent of households in each group (with and without disabled members) fall below the extreme poverty threshold (US$1.25 per day) and 70 percent fall below the poverty threshold (US$2.00 per day). Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability for the US$1.25 and US$2.00 a day poverty lines.



	Figure 3a: Ghana: Poverty Rates 
(Percentage below PPP US$1.25 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Ghana: Poverty Rates 
(Percentage below PPP US$2.00 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	
	



Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence is approximately two percentage points higher for the multidimensional poor, but this difference is not statistically significant. Using the base disability measure for the entire country, 9.37 percent of multidimensionally poor persons have a disability, compared to 6.94 percent of non-poor persons.
Across the other four poverty definitions used, differences in disability prevalence across poverty status are not statistically significant (whether measured as a comparison of the bottom versus upper quintiles for asset index and non-medical PCE, or measured as falling below or above a US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines).  Interestingly, when using the expanded measure of disability, we find that disability prevalence is lower for households in the bottom asset index quintile compared to upper quintiles (9.03 percent versus 12.90 percent, p<0.05).





	Table 4: Ghana: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Statusa


	Poverty identification
	Individuals who are multi-dimensionally poorb
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintilec
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintiled
	Individuals in HHs with PCE Below $1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor

	All
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	9.37
	6.94
	
	6.75
	8.65
	
	9.18
	8.18
	
	8.57
	8.22
	
	8.76
	7.32
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	13.42
	11.20
	
	9.93
	12.90
	*
	13.30
	12.32
	
	12.06
	13.11
	
	12.42
	12.93
	

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	8.81
	6.49
	
	6.66
	8.95
	
	9.30
	7.74
	
	8.43
	7.76
	
	8.22
	8.10
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	13.14
	9.40
	
	9.96
	13.21
	
	13.43
	11.64
	
	12.10
	12.32
	
	12.12
	12.48
	

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	10.50
	7.20
	
	8.32
	8.39
	
	8.84
	8.62
	
	8.87
	8.51
	
	9.67
	6.97
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	14.00
	12.21
	
	9.57
	12.62
	
	12.95
	13.00
	
	11.97
	13.63
	
	12.91
	13.13
	


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see main part of the study.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "Non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: 	Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

Conclusion
In Ghana, an analysis of WHS data suggests that households with disabilities experience lower levels of economic well-being primarily through lower asset ownership and higher medical to total expenditure ratios.  At the individual level, on average, persons with disabilities have fewer years of education and lower primary school completion rates, than persons without disabilities.


C.1.3 Disability Profile: Kenya

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Kenya, disability prevalence among working-age individuals stands at 5.3 percent.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 8.6 percent.
Prevalence rates are higher in rural than urban areas (6.9 percent versus 3.0 percent respectively). Disability prevalence for women is approximately double that of men (6.8 percent versus 3.7 percent respectively).  Seeing/recognizing at arm’s length and moving around are the most commonly reported difficulties.
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Age, gender, and marital characteristics differ across disabilities.  Persons with disabilities are 66 percent female compared to 50 percent for persons without disability (Chi-sq<0.05).  The average individual with a disability is six years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 37 versus 31 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 29 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 13 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Additionally, 76 percent of individuals with disabilities are married, compared to only 62 percent of others (Chi-sq<0.05).  Seventy-six percent of individuals with disabilities live in rural areas compared to only 57 percent of others (Chi-sq<0.05).
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disabilities have lower educational attainment.  While the years of education completed is just over three years for all persons, only 59 percent of persons with disabilities have completed primary school compared to 74 percent of persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).
We find a significant difference in employment outcomes based on disability status for individuals living in urban areas where 34 percent of persons with disabilities are employed compared to 66 percent of persons without (Chi-sq<0.05).  Differences in employment rates are not statistically significant in rural areas.  The breakdown by type of employment held amongst the employed differs across disability status.  For the country as a whole, persons with disabilities rely more heavily on self-employment than individuals without disabilities (75 percent to 62 percent respectively, Chi-sq<0.05).
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, households with disabilities are larger in size (mean size: 4.61 versus 4.03 persons respectively, p<0.05) and in the number of children (2.47 versus 1.94 children, p<0.05).  The percentage of households headed by a male member is not statistically different across disability status, however.
	Table 1: Kenya: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population (%)


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	1.6%
	1.8%
	1.3%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.8%
	3.8%
	1.4%

	Moving around
	2.2%
	3.2%
	0.8%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	1.8%
	2.7%
	0.7%

	Self-care
	0.9%
	0.9%
	0.9%

	Personal relationships
	1.0%
	1.6%
	0.0%

	Learning a new task
	1.1%
	1.6%
	0.4%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.4%
	1.8%
	0.7%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	5.3%
	6.9%
	3.0%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	8.6%
	11.6%
	4.4%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	1.0%
	1.7%
	0.0%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	1.8%
	3.0%
	0.1%

	Moving around
	1.5%
	1.8%
	0.9%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	1.4%
	1.6%
	1.0%

	Self-care
	0.9%
	0.5%
	1.5%

	Personal relationships
	0.5%
	0.8%
	0.0%

	Learning a new task
	1.0%
	1.2%
	0.7%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.2%
	1.2%
	1.1%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	3.7%
	4.6%
	2.5%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	6.3%
	8.5%
	3.1%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	2.2%
	2.0%
	2.5%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	3.8%
	4.6%
	2.7%

	Moving around
	2.9%
	4.6%
	0.7%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	2.3%
	3.7%
	0.3%

	Self-care
	0.9%
	1.2%
	0.4%

	Personal relationships
	1.4%
	2.4%
	0.0%

	Learning a new task
	1.3%
	2.1%
	0.2%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.6%
	2.4%
	0.3%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	6.8%
	9.1%
	3.5%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	10.7%
	14.5%
	5.6%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	3,639
	2,429
	1,210

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	34,507,506
	20,104,162
	14,403,343


Note:  a. Base measure of disability prevalence: a person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: a person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/participation in the community; learning a new task; dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.
	Table 2: Kenya: Sample Means across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	
	By Disability (Base)
	By Disability (Expanded)
	

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.66
	0.50
	#
	0.68
	0.50
	#
	0.60
	0.51
	-
	0.64
	0.50
	#
	0.64
	0.49
	#
	0.66
	0.51
	-

	Male
	0.34
	0.50
	#
	0.32
	0.50
	#
	0.40
	0.49
	-
	0.36
	0.50
	#
	0.36
	0.51
	#
	0.34
	0.49
	-

	Married
	0.76
	0.62
	#
	0.75
	0.63
	#
	0.79
	0.60
	-
	0.75
	0.62
	#
	0.74
	0.63
	#
	0.77
	0.60
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	37.46
	31.36
	
	39.05
	32.97
	
	32.41
	29.21
	
	38.47
	31.04
	
	40.51
	32.45
	
	30.93
	29.22
	

	
	(1.24)
	(0.39)
	*
	(1.35)
	(0.35)
	*
	(2.12)
	(0.82)
	-
	(0.89)
	(0.39)
	*
	(0.89)
	(0.34)
	*
	(1.59)
	(0.83)
	-

	18-30
	0.38
	0.60
	#
	0.33
	0.54
	#
	0.54
	0.68
	-
	0.37
	0.60
	#
	0.30
	0.55
	#
	0.64
	0.68
	-

	31-45
	0.33
	0.27
	#
	0.30
	0.29
	#
	0.42
	0.25
	-
	0.29
	0.27
	#
	0.28
	0.29
	#
	0.32
	0.25
	-

	46-65
	0.29
	0.13
	#
	0.37
	0.18
	#
	0.04
	0.07
	-
	0.34
	0.12
	#
	0.42
	0.16
	#
	0.05
	0.07
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.24
	0.43
	#
	-
	-
	0.21
	0.44
	#
	-
	-
	

	Rural
	0.76
	0.57
	#
	-
	-
	0.79
	0.56
	#
	-
	-
	

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	3.24
	3.48
	
	2.80
	3.10
	
	4.65
	3.99
	
	3.17
	3.50
	
	2.82
	3.11
	
	4.48
	3.99
	

	
	(0.25)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.15)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.49)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.18)
	(0.06)
	*
	(0.11)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.38)
	(0.08)
	-

	Less than primary school
	0.41
	0.26
	#
	0.49
	0.37
	#
	0.15
	0.11
	-
	0.43
	0.25
	#
	0.50
	0.36
	#
	0.18
	0.11
	-

	Primary school completed
	0.59
	0.74
	#
	0.51
	0.63
	#
	0.85
	0.89
	-
	0.57
	0.75
	#
	0.50
	0.64
	#
	0.82
	0.89
	-

	Not employed
	0.43
	0.37
	-
	0.36
	0.40
	-
	0.66
	0.34
	#
	0.38
	0.38
	-
	0.35
	0.40
	-
	0.49
	0.34
	-

	Employed
	0.57
	0.63
	-
	0.64
	0.60
	-
	0.34
	0.66
	#
	0.62
	0.62
	-
	0.65
	0.60
	-
	0.51
	0.66
	-

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	. Government
	0.09
	0.04
	#
	0.11
	0.05
	-
	0.00
	0.03
	-
	0.07
	0.04
	#
	0.08
	0.05
	-
	0.01
	0.03
	-

	. Non-government
	0.16
	0.33
	#
	0.15
	0.24
	-
	0.21
	0.44
	-
	0.15
	0.34
	#
	0.14
	0.25
	-
	0.23
	0.45
	-

	. Self-employed
	0.75
	0.62
	#
	0.74
	0.70
	-
	0.79
	0.52
	-
	0.78
	0.61
	#
	0.78
	0.69
	-
	0.76
	0.51
	-

	. Employer
	-
	0.01
	#
	-
	0.01
	-
	-
	0.01
	-
	-
	0.01
	#
	-
	0.01
	-
	-
	0.01
	-

	Multidimensional poverty indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally poor (AF method k/d=40%)c
	0.67
	0.52
	#
	0.77
	0.74
	-
	0.35
	0.23
	-
	0.69
	0.51
	#
	0.80
	0.73
	-
	0.27
	0.23
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	283
	3,356
	
	209
	2,220
	
	74
	1,136
	
	435
	3,187
	
	326
	2,091
	
	109
	1,096
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in the main part of the study.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "No" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.


	Table 3: Kenya: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	
	By Disability (Base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household size
	4.61
	4.03
	
	4.82
	4.81
	
	3.95
	3.07
	
	4.50
	4.02
	
	4.72
	4.82
	
	3.74
	3.07
	

	
	(0.18)
	(0.12)
	*
	(0.17)
	(0.10)
	-
	(0.40)
	(0.23)
	*
	(0.16)
	(0.12)
	*
	(0.16)
	(0.11)
	-
	(0.30)
	(0.24)
	-

	Number of children 0-17
	2.47
	1.94
	
	2.63
	2.56
	
	1.99
	1.18
	
	2.42
	1.93
	
	2.56
	2.56
	
	1.94
	1.17
	

	
	(0.16)
	(0.09)
	*
	(0.15)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.38)
	(0.17)
	*
	(0.14)
	(0.09)
	*
	(0.15)
	(0.09)
	-
	(0.28)
	(0.18)
	*

	Male headed household
	0.71
	0.69
	-
	0.67
	0.67
	-
	0.83
	0.71
	-
	0.64
	0.70
	-
	0.63
	0.68
	-
	0.66
	0.72
	-

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset indexc
	17.27
	23.64
	
	10.48
	11.71
	
	38.34
	38.32
	
	16.31
	23.98
	
	9.78
	11.88
	
	39.00
	38.32
	

	
	(2.79)
	(1.88)
	*
	(1.90)
	(1.10)
	-
	(4.47)
	(2.84)
	-
	(1.89)
	(1.95)
	*
	(1.20)
	(1.15)
	-
	(3.26)
	(2.88)
	-

	Asset deprivationd
	0.77
	0.79
	-
	0.85
	0.84
	-
	0.52
	0.73
	-
	0.80
	0.79
	-
	0.86
	0.84
	-
	0.58
	0.73
	-

	Living conditionsd
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HH lacks electricity
	0.77
	0.70
	-
	0.92
	0.91
	-
	0.30
	0.44
	-
	0.84
	0.69
	#
	0.95
	0.90
	-
	0.44
	0.43
	-

	HH lacks clean water source
	0.44
	0.32
	#
	0.50
	0.54
	-
	0.25
	0.05
	#
	0.47
	0.31
	#
	0.56
	0.53
	-
	0.17
	0.05
	-

	HH lacks adequate sanitation
	0.61
	0.62
	-
	0.54
	0.47
	-
	0.82
	0.80
	-
	0.60
	0.62
	-
	0.54
	0.47
	#
	0.79
	0.81
	-

	HH lacks a hard floor
	0.58
	0.41
	#
	0.75
	0.71
	-
	0.06
	0.05
	-
	0.60
	0.41
	#
	0.76
	0.71
	-
	0.06
	0.05
	-

	HH cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.78
	0.59
	#
	0.94
	0.93
	-
	0.26
	0.17
	-
	0.79
	0.58
	#
	0.95
	0.93
	-
	0.25
	0.16
	-

	Household non-medical PCE (international $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	65.51
	95.51
	
	49.41
	49.97
	
	116.17
	152.10
	
	63.97
	96.62
	
	49.65
	49.73
	
	114.48
	152.74
	

	
	(9.19)
	(18.53)
	-
	(6.63)
	(2.61)
	-
	(31.27)
	(41.53)
	-
	(6.54)
	(19.26)
	-
	(5.42)
	(2.70)
	-
	(21.75)
	(42.26)
	-

	Median
	30.14
	32.29
	
	28.26
	26.91
	
	92.93
	81.00
	
	30.14
	32.29
	
	27.78
	26.91
	
	92.93
	81.00
	

	Medical expenditures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.12
	0.06
	
	0.11
	0.06
	
	0.14
	0.07
	
	0.10
	0.06
	
	0.09
	0.06
	
	0.10
	0.07
	

	
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.07)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.05)
	(0.01)
	-

	Table 3: Kenya: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued)
 

	
	By Disability (Base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom asset index score quintilec
	0.36
	0.19
	#
	0.47
	0.35
	#
	0.02
	0.00
	#
	0.34
	0.19
	#
	0.43
	0.34
	#
	0.01
	0.00
	#

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditurese
	0.26
	0.20
	-
	0.34
	0.33
	-
	0.01
	0.04
	-
	0.28
	0.19
	#
	0.36
	0.32
	-
	0.01
	0.04
	-

	Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.50
	0.38
	#
	0.61
	0.58
	-
	0.15
	0.14
	-
	0.48
	0.38
	#
	0.59
	0.58
	-
	0.12
	0.14
	-

	Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.62
	0.53
	-
	0.74
	0.74
	-
	0.21
	0.26
	-
	0.62
	0.52
	-
	0.74
	0.74
	-
	0.18
	0.26
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	283
	3,356
	
	209
	2,220
	
	74
	1,136
	
	435
	3,187
	
	326
	2,091
	
	109
	1,096
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
  	* T-Test suggests significant difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see the main part of the study.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow. For more information, see the main part of the study.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet the MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet the MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking Fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.


For the overall population, the asset index score is lower for households with disabilities compared to other households.  The asset score for households with a disability is 17.27 while the score for other households is 23.64 (p<0.05).  A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is similar for households compared across disability status, with both rates close to 79 percent.  However, the share of households lacking a clean water source, a hard floor, and a higher-quality cooking apparatus is higher for households with disabilities compared to other households (Chi-sq<0.05, for each). 

Figure 1: Kenya: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	
	


Note:  HH stands for Household.

Median monthly non-medical PCE are slightly lower for households with disabilities compared to other households (median PCE: US$30.14 versus US$32.20).[footnoteRef:5]  Differences in mean PCE across disability status are not statistically significant (mean PCE: US$65.51 versus US$95.50).  The right panel of Figure 1 shows the cumulative distribution function of non-medical expenditures for both households with and without disabilities.  Despite similar results for PCE, households with disabilities show a much higher ratio of medical to total monthly expenditures (12 percent versus 6 percent, p<0.05).  The combination of similar PCE, higher medical expenditure, and lower asset accumulation for households with a disabled member suggests that these households may have less ability to save and invest in long-term assets and living condition improvements, due to higher medical expenses. [5:  Monthly non-medical PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 

Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index and non-medical PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (67 percent versus 52 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  This result is similar across rural/urban regions and for both disability measures.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disabilities to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure.  The plots represent deprivation rates for each dimension.  The plot for persons with disabilities falls outside of the plot for persons without disabilities in almost every dimension, suggesting higher rates of deprivation.

Figure 2a: Kenya: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities











Figure 2b: Kenya: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile.  For instance, if more than 20 percent of households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households with disabilities are significantly overrepresented in the bottom asset index score quintile of all households, with 36 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Using the expanded definition of disability, households with disabilities are also overrepresented in the bottom PCE quintile of all households, with 28 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).
Identifying poverty by comparing non-medical PCE to international poverty lines also shows a statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Approximately 50 percent of households with disabilities fall below the US$1.25 a day poverty line, compared to 38 percent of other households (Chi-sq<0.05).  The difference across poverty status across disability status is not statistically significant at the US$2 a day poverty line (62 percent versus 53 percent).  Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability for the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines.

	Figure 3a: Kenya: Poverty Rates 
(Percentage below PPP US$1.25 a day) for 
Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Kenya: Poverty Rates 
(Percentage below PPP US$2.00 a day) for 
Household with/without a Disabled Member

	
	



Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence is approximately three to five percentage points higher for the multidimensional poor, depending on the disability measures employed (p<0.05).  Using the base disability measure for the entire country, 6.71 percent of multidimensionally poor persons have a disability, compared to 3.71 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).
For households in the bottom asset index and non-medical PCE quintile, prevalence of disability is higher compared to higher quintiles.  The bottom asset index quintile of households shows disability prevalence rates of 9.10 percent, compared to 4.32 percent for households in higher quintiles (p<0.05).  For PCE comparisons, the bottom quintile shows expanded disability prevalence rates of 11.48 percent, compared to 7.72 percent for other households (p<0.05). Differences in disability prevalence across poverty status are not statistically significant when poverty is measured as falling below PPP US$1.25 and PPP US$2 a day poverty lines.










	Table 4: Kenya: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Statusa


	Poverty identification
	Individuals who are multi-dimensionally Poorb
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintilec
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintiled
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor
	Poor
	Non-poor

	All
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	6.71
	3.71
	*
	9.10
	4.32
	*
	6.37
	4.99
	
	6.20
	4.62
	
	5.53
	4.98
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	11.11
	5.70
	*
	14.62
	7.01
	*
	11.48
	7.72
	*
	9.83
	7.60
	
	9.21
	7.65
	

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	7.18
	6.13
	
	8.95
	5.81
	*
	6.83
	6.95
	
	6.96
	6.82
	
	6.54
	8.18
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	12.48
	8.93
	*
	14.48
	10.02
	*
	12.30
	11.16
	
	11.24
	12.06
	
	11.16
	12.94
	

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	4.63
	2.57
	
	49.14
	2.99
	
	0.80
	3.14
	*
	2.27
	3.20
	
	1.93
	3.54
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	5.03
	4.17
	
	52.73
	4.33
	*
	1.63
	4.49
	*
	2.66
	4.72
	
	2.33
	5.28
	


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in the main part of the study.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see main part of the study.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "Non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.
   
Conclusion
In Kenya, descriptive analysis of WHS data suggests that disability is related to negative economic outcomes in a number of areas.  At the individual level, persons with disabilities have lower primary education completion rates and higher rates of multidimensional poverty than persons not reporting disabilities.  Households with disabilities have a lower mean asset ownership index than other households, as well as higher rates of deprivation in several important living conditions.  As a group, these households show higher rates of extreme poverty (under PPP US$1.25 a day) and are also overrepresented in the bottom quintile of the asset index and PCE, compared to households without disabilities.




C.1.4 Disability Profile: Malawi

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Malawi, disability prevalence among working-age individuals stands at 13.0 percent. With the expanded measure of disability, the prevalence goes up to 16.8 percent.
Prevalence rates are higher in rural than urban areas (14.1 percent versus 7.5 percent respectively).  Disability prevalence for women is higher than that of men (13.5 percent versus 12.4 percent respectively).  When using the expanded measure of disability, prevalence rates increase by approximately four percentage points for both males and females.  Difficulties in concentrating/remembering things and moving around are most commonly reported.
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Age characteristics differ across disability status.  The average individual with a disability is four years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 37 versus 33 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 29 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 17 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Differences in gender and marital status across disability are not statistically significant.
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disability have lower educational attainment.  Persons with disabilities have 1.97 years of education on average, compared to 2.17 years for persons without disabilities (p<0.05) and lower completion rates of primary school compared to persons without disabilities (18 percent versus 28 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).   It should be noted that differences in educational attainment are insignificant in urban areas, but this may be due to the relatively small sample size of persons with disabilities.
Employment rates are similar across disability status, with 51 percent of persons with disabilities employed compared to 52 percent of other persons.  We do find a difference in the employment makeup of employed individuals, with a higher percentage of individuals with disabilities relying on self-employment compared to other individuals (84 percent versus 73 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find no significant difference in average household size, number of children, or percentage of households headed by a male member.




	Table 1: Malawi: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.6%
	3.8%
	2.5%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	1.9%
	2.0%
	1.3%

	Moving around
	5.9%
	6.6%
	2.4%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	6.1%
	6.6%
	3.4%

	Self-care
	2.3%
	2.5%
	1.6%

	Personal relationships
	3.5%
	4.1%
	0.3%

	Learning a new task
	3.4%
	3.6%
	2.5%

	Dealing with conflict
	3.1%
	3.2%
	2.6%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	13.0%
	14.1%
	7.5%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	16.8%
	18.2%
	10.0%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.0%
	3.3%
	1.6%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	1.2%
	1.4%
	0.5%

	Moving around
	6.0%
	6.8%
	2.3%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	5.4%
	6.3%
	1.3%

	Self-care
	2.2%
	2.7%
	0.2%

	Personal relationships
	3.6%
	4.4%
	0.2%

	Learning a new task
	2.8%
	3.2%
	0.7%

	Dealing with conflict
	2.9%
	3.0%
	2.3%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	12.4%
	14.0%
	5.1%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	16.7%
	18.8%
	7.3%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	4.2%
	4.3%
	3.6%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.6%
	2.7%
	2.1%

	Moving around
	5.7%
	6.3%
	2.6%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	6.8%
	6.9%
	5.8%

	Self-care
	2.5%
	2.3%
	3.3%

	Personal relationships
	3.4%
	3.9%
	0.4%

	Learning a new task
	4.0%
	3.9%
	4.8%

	Dealing with conflict
	3.3%
	3.4%
	3.0%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	13.5%
	14.1%
	10.2%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	17.0%
	17.6%
	13.3%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	4,401
	3,683
	718

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	15,629,666
	13,049,033
	2,580,632


Note: a. Base measure of disability prevalence: a person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/ recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: a person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/ participation in the community; learning a new task; dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

	Table 2: Malawi: Sample Means across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	 
	By Disability (Base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	 
	All
	 Rural
	Urban
	All
	 Rural
	Urban

	 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.52
	0.50
	-
	0.51
	0.51
	-
	0.63
	0.45
	-
	0.51
	0.50
	-
	0.50
	0.52
	-
	0.60
	0.43
	-

	Male
	0.48
	0.50
	-
	0.49
	0.49
	-
	0.37
	0.55
	-
	0.49
	0.50
	-
	0.50
	0.48
	-
	0.40
	0.57
	-

	Married
	0.70
	0.73
	-
	0.71
	0.73
	-
	0.56
	0.71
	-
	0.69
	0.73
	-
	0.70
	0.74
	-
	0.54
	0.71
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	36.67
	32.80
	
	37.14
	33.17
	
	32.16
	31.02
	
	35.97
	32.78
	
	36.38
	33.14
	
	32.10
	31.11
	

	
	(0.94)
	(0.40)
	*
	(1.01)
	(0.46)
	*
	(2.04)
	(0.80)
	-
	(0.95)
	(0.41)
	*
	(1.03)
	(0.46)
	*
	(1.74)
	(0.87)
	-

	18-30
	0.42
	0.54
	#
	0.40
	0.53
	#
	0.61
	0.58
	-
	0.44
	0.54
	#
	0.43
	0.53
	#
	0.59
	0.58
	-

	31-45
	0.28
	0.29
	#
	0.28
	0.28
	#
	0.27
	0.33
	-
	0.27
	0.29
	#
	0.27
	0.29
	#
	0.30
	0.33
	-

	46-65
	0.29
	0.17
	#
	0.31
	0.19
	#
	0.11
	0.09
	-
	0.28
	0.17
	#
	0.30
	0.19
	#
	0.12
	0.09
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.10
	0.18
	#
	-
	-
	0.10
	0.18
	#
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.90
	0.82
	#
	-
	-
	0.90
	0.82
	#
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	1.97
	2.17
	
	1.87
	2.05
	
	2.88
	2.71
	
	2.03
	2.16
	
	1.93
	2.05
	
	2.99
	2.67
	

	
	(0.06)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.04)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.32)
	(0.17)
	-
	(0.05)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.03)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.28)
	(0.17)
	-

	Less than primary school
	0.82
	0.72
	#
	0.86
	0.77
	#
	0.44
	0.49
	-
	0.79
	0.72
	#
	0.84
	0.77
	#
	0.37
	0.51
	-

	Primary school completed
	0.18
	0.28
	#
	0.14
	0.23
	#
	0.56
	0.51
	-
	0.21
	0.28
	#
	0.16
	0.23
	#
	0.63
	0.49
	-

	Not employed
	0.49
	0.48
	-
	0.48
	0.48
	-
	0.62
	0.47
	-
	0.49
	0.48
	-
	0.48
	0.48
	-
	0.55
	0.47
	-

	Employed
	0.51
	0.52
	-
	0.52
	0.52
	-
	0.38
	0.53
	-
	0.51
	0.52
	-
	0.52
	0.52
	-
	0.45
	0.53
	-

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	. Government
	0.01
	0.07
	#
	0.01
	0.06
	-
	0.06
	0.12
	-
	0.03
	0.07
	-
	0.02
	0.06
	-
	0.18
	0.11
	-

	. Non-Government
	0.14
	0.18
	#
	0.14
	0.14
	-
	0.22
	0.41
	-
	0.16
	0.18
	-
	0.16
	0.13
	-
	0.18
	0.41
	-

	. Self-Employed
	0.84
	0.73
	#
	0.85
	0.80
	-
	0.72
	0.44
	-
	0.80
	0.74
	-
	0.82
	0.81
	-
	0.64
	0.45
	-

	. Employer
	-
	0.01
	#
	-
	0.01
	-
	-
	0.03
	-
	-
	0.01
	-
	-
	0.01
	-
	-
	0.04
	-

	Multidimensional Poverty Indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally Poor (AF Method k/d=40%)c
	0.90
	0.86
	*
	0.92
	0.91
	-
	0.78
	0.64
	*
	0.88
	0.86
	-
	0.91
	0.91
	-
	0.65
	0.65
	-

	Number of observations (Unweighted)
	462
	3,939
	
	421
	3,262
	
	41
	677
	
	605
	3,689
	
	548
	3,046
	
	57
	643
	


Note: 	   a For details on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster Method k/d=40%, as described in text.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "No" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

	Table 3: Malawi: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	
	By Disability (Base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Household size
	4.37
	4.30
	
	4.33
	4.29
	
	4.84
	4.39
	
	4.45
	4.32
	
	4.43
	4.30
	
	4.73
	4.46
	

	 
	(0.12)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.13)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.38)
	(0.10)
	-
	(0.12)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.12)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.30)
	(0.11)
	-

	   Number of children 0-17
	2.28
	2.20
	
	2.29
	2.21
	
	2.20
	2.14
	
	2.36
	2.22
	
	2.38
	2.22
	
	2.16
	2.19
	

	 
	(0.12)
	(0.03)
	-
	(0.13)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.25)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.10)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.11)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.26)
	(0.06)
	-

	   Male headed household 
	0.73
	0.76
	-
	0.74
	0.75
	-
	0.66
	0.81
	-
	0.73
	0.76
	-
	0.74
	0.75
	-
	0.67
	0.81
	#

	Assets 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Asset indexc
	5.16
	7.27
	
	4.12
	5.05
	
	17.85
	18.86
	
	5.65
	7.21
	
	4.32
	5.08
	
	21.00
	18.35
	

	 
	(0.69)
	(0.60)
	*
	(0.46)
	(0.38)
	*
	(5.60)
	(3.14)
	-
	(0.72)
	(0.58)
	*
	(0.49)
	(0.38)
	-
	(5.01)
	(3.05)
	-

	   Asset Deprivationd
	0.96
	0.95
	-
	0.98
	0.97
	-
	0.78
	0.85
	-
	0.95
	0.95
	-
	0.97
	0.97
	-
	0.76
	0.86
	#

	Living conditionsd 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Household lacks electricity
	0.96
	0.92
	#
	0.97
	0.96
	-
	0.75
	0.73
	-
	0.95
	0.93
	#
	0.97
	0.96
	-
	0.73
	0.75
	-

	   Household lacks clean water source
	0.34
	0.25
	#
	0.37
	0.29
	#
	0.02
	0.03
	-
	0.31
	0.25
	#
	0.34
	0.29
	-
	0.01
	0.03
	-

	   Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.44
	0.41
	-
	0.44
	0.39
	-
	0.48
	0.48
	-
	0.43
	0.40
	-
	0.43
	0.39
	-
	0.45
	0.48
	-

	   Household lacks a hard floor
	0.83
	0.77
	#
	0.86
	0.84
	-
	0.47
	0.40
	-
	0.83
	0.77
	#
	0.86
	0.84
	-
	0.41
	0.41
	-

	   Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.99
	0.97
	#
	1.00
	0.99
	-
	0.94
	0.90
	-
	0.98
	0.98
	-
	0.99
	0.99
	-
	0.90
	0.90
	-

	Household non-medical PCE (International $, PPP 2005) 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Mean
	14.65
	14.90
	
	10.36
	11.57
	
	65.34
	32.22
	
	14.48
	14.89
	
	10.38
	11.65
	
	60.68
	31.87
	

	 
	(3.63)
	(0.99)
	-
	(0.60)
	(0.68)
	-
	(39.76)
	(5.15)
	-
	(3.06)
	(0.97)
	-
	(0.52)
	(0.71)
	-
	(30.42)
	(4.92)
	-

	   Median
	7.79
	7.34
	
	7.53
	6.78
	
	17.38
	16.94
	
	7.86
	7.29
	
	7.53
	6.78
	
	20.08
	16.94
	

	Medical expenditures 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.05
	0.04
	
	0.05
	0.04
	
	0.06
	0.04
	
	0.06
	0.04
	
	0.06
	0.04
	
	0.06
	0.03
	

	 
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.04)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.03)
	(0.00)
	-



	Table 3: Malawi: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued) 


	
	By Disability (Base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom Asset Index Score quintilec
	0.23
	0.20
	-
	0.25
	0.23
	-
	0.07
	0.04
	-
	0.25
	0.19
	#
	0.26
	0.22
	#
	0.08
	0.04
	-

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditurese
	0.23
	0.20
	#
	0.23
	0.22
	-
	0.22
	0.07
	#
	0.23
	0.20
	-
	0.24
	0.22
	-
	0.18
	0.06
	#

	Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.96
	0.92
	#
	0.97
	0.96
	-
	0.80
	0.75
	-
	0.95
	0.92
	-
	0.97
	0.96
	-
	0.69
	0.76
	-

	Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.98
	0.96
	#
	0.99
	0.98
	-
	0.87
	0.86
	-
	0.97
	0.96
	-
	0.99
	0.98
	-
	0.79
	0.86
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	462
	3,939
	
	421
	3,262
	
	41
	677
	
	605
	3,689
	
	548
	3,046
	
	57
	643
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
  	* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "None" at 5%
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%
b For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see the main part of the study.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow. For more information, see the main part of the study.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet the MDG definitions, or is more than 30 mins walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet the MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking Fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

For the overall population, the asset index score is lower for households with disabilities compared to other households.  The asset score for households with disabilities is 5.16 while the score for other households is 7.27 (p<0.05).  The left panel of Figure 1shows the CDF of asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities.  The CDF for households with disabilities resides to the left and above the CDF for households without disabilities, suggesting lower asset ownership. 

Figure 1: Malawi: Cumulative Distributions of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	
	


Note:  HH stands for Household.

A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is high for all households, with no significant difference across disability status (96 percent versus 95 percent). The share of households lacking electricity, a clean water source, a hard floor, and high-quality cooking fuel is also higher for households with disability (Chi-sq<0.05 for each measure except sanitation). 
Mean and median per-capita total monthly, non-medical PCE are similar for households with disabilities compared to other households (mean PCE: US$14.65 versus US$14.90; median PCE: US$7.79 versus US$7.34).[footnoteRef:6]  The right panel of Figure 1 shows that the cumulative distribution functions of non-medical expenditures for both households with and without disabilities are similar.  In addition to similar results for asset ownership and PCE, households with disabilities have a similar ratio of medical to total monthly expenditures compared to households without disabilities (5 percent versus 4 percent). [6:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international PPP dollars (2005), adjusted for inflation.] 

Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (90 percent versus 86 percent), but this difference is not statistically significant at 5 percent.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disabilities to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure.  The plot for persons with disabilities covers the plot for persons without disabilities in almost every dimension, suggesting similar rates of deprivation.  However, the plots separate at lack of primary education and lack of clear water source, reflecting the higher deprivation rates for individuals reporting disabilities.

Figure 2a: Malawi: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities






Figure 2b: Malawi: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households with (expanded) disabilities are significantly overrepresented in the bottom PCE quintile of all households, with 23 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to the expected 20 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Using the expanded definition of disability, households with disabilities are also overrepresented in the bottom asset index score quintile of all households, with 25 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).
Identifying poverty by comparing PCE to international poverty lines also shows a statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Approximately 96 percent of households with disabilities fall below the US$1.25 a day poverty line, compared to 92 percent of other households (Chi-sq<0.05).  Poverty rates for both groups increase when using the US$2 a day poverty line (98 percent versus 96 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability status for the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines.
	Figure 3a: Malawi: Poverty Rates (Percentage below PPP US$1.25 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Malawi: Poverty Rates (Percentage below PPP US$2.00 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	
	



Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence is approximately four percentage points higher for the multidimensional poor than the non-poor (13.54 percent versus 9.29 percent, p<0.05).
For households in the bottom asset index quintile, prevalence of (expanded) disability is higher compared to households in the upper asset index quintiles (20.45 percent versus 15.81 percent, p<0.05).  Additionally, households that fall below the US$1.25 a day poverty line show higher disability prevalence compared to households above the poverty line.  For the country as a whole, 13.41 percent of households under the poverty line contain a working-age member with a disability, compared to 7.04 percent of households above the poverty line (p<0.05).  Differences in disability prevalence across poverty status measured by the bottom PCE quintile and at the US$2 a day poverty line are not statistically significant.











	Table 4: Malawi: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Statusa


	Poverty identification
	Individuals who are multi-dimensionally Poorb
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintilec
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintiled
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 

	All
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	13.54
	9.29
	*
	15.08
	12.27
	 
	14.49
	12.60
	 
	13.41
	7.04
	*
	13.11
	8.88
	 

	   Disability prevalence (expanded)
	17.20
	14.56
	 
	20.45
	15.81
	*
	18.45
	16.44
	 
	17.10
	13.32
	 
	16.88
	15.61
	 

	Rural
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	14.18
	12.77
	 
	15.26
	13.62
	 
	14.44
	13.95
	 
	14.20
	10.29
	 
	14.03
	15.56
	 

	   Disability prevalence (expanded)
	18.20
	17.92
	 
	20.71
	17.39
	 
	18.52
	18.07
	 
	18.26
	15.90
	 
	18.14
	20.30
	 

	Urban
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	8.98
	4.65
	 
	10.09
	6.56
	 
	15.08
	6.77
	 
	8.42
	4.29
	 
	7.89
	4.54
	 

	   Disability prevalence (expanded)
	10.00
	10.01
	 
	13.05
	9.02
	 
	17.42
	9.34
	 
	9.69
	11.07
	 
	9.64
	12.55
	 


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster Method k=40%, as described in text.  
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see the main part of the study.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
HH stands for household.
* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "Non-poor" at 5%.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design. 

Conclusion
In Malawi, descriptive statistics suggest that persons with disabilities have lower rates of primary school completion and fewer years of education compared to persons without disabilities.  We also find that households with disabilities have higher rates of PPP US$1.25 and PPP US$2 a day poverty, lower asset ownership scores, worse living conditions, and are overrepresented in the bottom asset index score and PCE quintile.  In addition, individuals with disabilities show higher rates of multidimensional poverty compared to other individuals.



C.1.5 Disability Profile: Mauritius

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Mauritius, disability prevalence among working-age individuals stands at 11.4 percent.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 14.3 percent.
Prevalence rates are higher in rural than in urban areas (12.3 percent versus 10.1 percent respectively), as are rates for women compared to men (13.9 percent versus 9.0 percent respectively).  When using the expanded measure of disability, prevalence rates increase by two to three percentage points for both males and females.  This jump in rates is due to the relatively high rates of reported difficulty in learning a new task, which is a component of the expanded definition of disability.  Only difficulties in concentrating/remembering things are reported at higher rates than learning a new task.
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Age and gender characteristics differ across disability status.  Persons with disabilities are 60 percent female, while persons without disabilities are only 48 percent female.  The average individual with a disability is seven years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 44 versus 37 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 48 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 25 percent for persons without disabilities. 
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disabilities have statistically significant lower educational attainment and employment.  Persons with disabilities have approximately 0.69 less years of education (2.78 versus 3.47 years, p<0.05) and lower completion rates of primary school compared to persons without disabilities (67 percent versus 87 percent, Chi-sq<0.05). 
Forty-two percent of persons with disabilities are employed, compared to 66 percent of persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Differences in the type of work that employed individuals do are not statistically significant across disability status.
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find no significant difference in average household size or number of children.  However, a lower percentage of households with disabilities are headed by a male member (79 percent versus 88 percent for other households, Chi-sq<0.05).








	Table 1: Mauritius: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	4.2%
	4.5%
	3.7%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	3.7%
	4.2%
	3.0%

	Moving around
	4.2%
	4.5%
	3.8%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	5.7%
	5.9%
	5.2%

	Self-care
	1.8%
	1.9%
	1.6%

	Personal relationships
	1.4%
	1.1%
	1.7%

	Learning a new task
	4.7%
	4.8%
	4.5%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.6%
	1.3%
	1.9%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	11.4%
	12.3%
	10.2%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	14.3%
	15.3%
	12.8%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.6%
	4.0%
	3.1%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.4%
	2.3%
	2.5%

	Moving around
	3.2%
	3.0%
	3.4%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	4.0%
	3.9%
	4.3%

	Self-care
	1.6%
	2.0%
	1.0%

	Personal relationships
	1.2%
	1.2%
	1.3%

	Learning a new task
	3.6%
	3.4%
	3.8%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.5%
	1.6%
	1.3%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	9.1%
	9.4%
	8.6%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	11.4%
	11.8%
	10.8%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	4.7%
	5.0%
	4.3%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	5.0%
	6.1%
	3.6%

	Moving around
	5.3%
	6.1%
	4.1%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	7.3%
	8.1%
	6.2%

	Self-care
	2.0%
	1.9%
	2.2%

	Personal relationships
	1.5%
	1.1%
	2.1%

	Learning a new task
	5.9%
	6.3%
	5.2%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.7%
	1.0%
	2.6%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	13.9%
	15.4%
	11.7%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	17.2%
	19.0%
	14.8%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	3,265
	1,890
	1,375

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	1,268,935
	748,682
	520,253


Note: 	a. Base measure of disability prevalence: A person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/ recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: A person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/participation in the community; learning a new task; or dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.



	Table 2: Mauritius: Sample Means across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	
	By Disability (Base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.60
	0.48
	#
	0.61
	0.47
	#
	0.58
	0.49
	-
	0.60
	0.48
	#
	0.61
	0.47
	#
	0.58
	0.49
	#

	Male
	0.40
	0.52
	#
	0.39
	0.53
	#
	0.42
	0.51
	-
	0.40
	0.52
	#
	0.39
	0.53
	#
	0.42
	0.51
	#

	Married
	0.67
	0.68
	-
	0.65
	0.70
	-
	0.72
	0.65
	-
	0.66
	0.68
	-
	0.63
	0.70
	-
	0.71
	0.64
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	44.10
	36.59
	
	44.12
	36.19
	
	44.08
	37.16
	
	43.99
	36.39
	
	44.19
	35.92
	
	43.64
	37.05
	

	
	(0.73)
	(0.27)
	*
	(0.97)
	(0.30)
	*
	(1.07)
	(0.49)
	*
	(0.66)
	(0.28)
	*
	(0.89)
	(0.31)
	*
	(0.95)
	(0.50)
	*

	18-30
	0.16
	0.37
	#
	0.16
	0.37
	#
	0.17
	0.36
	#
	0.17
	0.38
	#
	0.16
	0.38
	#
	0.18
	0.37
	#

	31-45
	0.35
	0.38
	#
	0.35
	0.39
	#
	0.36
	0.36
	#
	0.34
	0.38
	#
	0.34
	0.39
	#
	0.34
	0.37
	#

	46-65
	0.48
	0.25
	#
	0.49
	0.24
	#
	0.47
	0.27
	#
	0.49
	0.24
	#
	0.50
	0.23
	#
	0.48
	0.26
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.36
	0.42
	-
	-
	-
	0.37
	0.42
	-
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.64
	0.58
	-
	-
	-
	0.63
	0.58
	-
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	2.78
	3.47
	
	2.73
	3.39
	
	2.85
	3.59
	
	2.83
	3.49
	
	2.77
	3.40
	
	2.92
	3.60
	

	
	(0.07)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.09)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.09)
	(0.07)
	*
	(0.06)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.09)
	(0.06)
	*
	(0.08)
	(0.07)
	*

	Less than primary school
	0.33
	0.13
	#
	0.36
	0.14
	#
	0.29
	0.10
	#
	0.31
	0.12
	#
	0.35
	0.14
	#
	0.25
	0.10
	#

	Primary school completed
	0.67
	0.87
	#
	0.64
	0.86
	#
	0.71
	0.90
	#
	0.69
	0.88
	#
	0.65
	0.86
	#
	0.75
	0.90
	#

	Not employed
	0.58
	0.34
	#
	0.60
	0.35
	#
	0.55
	0.34
	#
	0.56
	0.34
	#
	0.57
	0.34
	#
	0.53
	0.33
	#

	Employed
	0.42
	0.66
	#
	0.40
	0.65
	#
	0.45
	0.66
	#
	0.44
	0.66
	#
	0.43
	0.66
	#
	0.47
	0.67
	#

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	. Government
	0.14
	0.17
	-
	0.18
	0.17
	-
	0.08
	0.16
	-
	0.12
	0.17
	-
	0.15
	0.17
	-
	0.08
	0.17
	-

	. Non-government
	0.54
	0.60
	-
	0.52
	0.60
	-
	0.57
	0.60
	-
	0.57
	0.60
	-
	0.57
	0.59
	-
	0.56
	0.60
	-

	. Self-employed
	0.28
	0.20
	-
	0.30
	0.21
	-
	0.26
	0.20
	-
	0.27
	0.20
	-
	0.27
	0.21
	-
	0.28
	0.19
	-

	. Employer
	0.04
	0.03
	-
	0.01
	0.03
	-
	0.09
	0.04
	-
	0.04
	0.03
	-
	0.02
	0.03
	-
	0.08
	0.04
	-

	Multidimensional Poverty Indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally Poor (AF method k/d=40%)c
	0.15
	0.05
	#
	0.17
	0.06
	#
	0.13
	0.03
	#
	0.14
	0.05
	#
	0.15
	0.06
	#
	0.12
	0.03
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	389
	2,876
	
	241
	1,649
	
	148
	1,227
	
	480
	2,765
	
	295
	1,580
	
	185
	1,185
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster Method k/d=40%, as described in text.
   	* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "No" at 5%
  	# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%
Source: 	Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

	Table 3: Mauritius: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	 
	By Disability (base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	 
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics 

	   Household size
	3.71
	3.86
	 
	3.71
	3.94
	 
	3.70
	3.76
	 
	3.70
	3.88
	 
	3.73
	3.95
	 
	3.65
	3.77
	 

	 
	(0.09)
	(0.04)
	 - 
	(0.12)
	(0.05)
	 * 
	(0.14)
	(0.05)
	 - 
	(0.08)
	(0.04)
	 * 
	(0.11)
	(0.05)
	 - 
	(0.12)
	(0.05)
	 - 

	   Number of children 0-17
	1.09
	1.20
	 
	1.04
	1.26
	 
	1.17
	1.11
	 
	1.06
	1.21
	 
	1.02
	1.27
	 
	1.11
	1.12
	 

	 
	(0.06)
	(0.02)
	 - 
	(0.07)
	(0.03)
	 * 
	(0.11)
	(0.04)
	 - 
	(0.05)
	(0.03)
	 * 
	(0.07)
	(0.03)
	 * 
	(0.08)
	(0.04)
	 - 

	   Male headed household 
	0.79
	0.88
	 # 
	0.77
	0.90
	 # 
	0.82
	0.86
	 - 
	0.81
	0.88
	 # 
	0.79
	0.90
	 # 
	0.83
	0.86
	 - 

	Assets 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Asset index c
	75.21
	79.54
	 
	74.62
	77.87
	 
	76.25
	81.89
	 
	75.91
	79.54
	 
	75.48
	77.77
	 
	76.65
	82.01
	 

	 
	(0.97)
	(0.65)
	 * 
	(1.24)
	(0.87)
	 * 
	(1.49)
	(0.92)
	 * 
	(0.87)
	(0.67)
	 * 
	(1.13)
	(0.89)
	 - 
	(1.34)
	(0.91)
	 * 

	   Asset Deprivation d
	0.07
	0.03
	 # 
	0.07
	0.04
	 # 
	0.05
	0.02
	 # 
	0.06
	0.04
	 # 
	0.06
	0.04
	 - 
	0.05
	0.02
	 # 

	Living conditions d  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Household lacks DVD/VCR
	0.41
	0.33
	 # 
	0.43
	0.35
	 # 
	0.39
	0.31
	 - 
	0.39
	0.33
	 # 
	0.40
	0.35
	 - 
	0.37
	0.31
	 - 

	   Household lacks clean water source
	0.00
	0.00
	 - 
	0.00
	0.00
	 - 
	0.00
	0.00
	 - 
	0.00
	0.00
	 - 
	0.00
	0.00
	 - 
	0.00
	0.00
	 - 

	   Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.08
	0.05
	 # 
	0.07
	0.06
	 - 
	0.11
	0.04
	 # 
	0.09
	0.05
	 # 
	0.08
	0.06
	 - 
	0.10
	0.04
	 # 

	   Household lacks a hard floor
	0.00
	0.00
	 # 
	0.00
	0.00
	 # 
	0.00
	0.00
	 - 
	0.00
	0.00
	 # 
	0.00
	0.00
	 # 
	0.00
	0.00
	 - 

	   Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.02
	0.01
	 - 
	0.03
	0.02
	 - 
	0.01
	0.00
	 # 
	0.02
	0.01
	 - 
	0.03
	0.02
	 - 
	0.01
	0.00
	 # 

	Household non-medical PCE (International $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Mean
	127.65
	145.80
	 
	121.59
	132.49
	 
	137.78
	164.33
	 
	130.56
	144.10
	 
	123.60
	129.20
	 
	141.87
	164.71
	 

	 
	(5.42)
	(5.95)
	 * 
	(7.25)
	(8.18)
	 - 
	(7.60)
	(8.11)
	 * 
	(4.97)
	(5.83)
	 * 
	(6.70)
	(7.79)
	 - 
	(6.83)
	(8.22)
	 * 

	   Median
	109.62
	110.32
	 
	102.70
	103.30
	 
	119.82
	123.95
	 
	113.11
	108.46
	 
	103.81
	103.30
	 
	121.48
	123.95
	 

	Medical Expenditures 

	   Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.10
	0.07
	 
	0.09
	0.06
	 
	0.11
	0.07
	 
	0.09
	0.07
	 
	0.09
	0.06
	 
	0.10
	0.07
	 

	 
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	 * 
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	 * 
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	 * 
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	 * 
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	 * 
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	 * 



	Table 3: Mauritius: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued) 


	 
	By Disability (base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	 
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household Poverty Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Bottom asset index score quintile c
	0.28
	0.19
	 # 
	0.31
	0.22
	 # 
	0.23
	0.14
	 # 
	0.27
	0.19
	 # 
	0.29
	0.22
	 # 
	0.24
	0.14
	 # 

	   Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditures e
	0.23
	0.20
	 - 
	0.27
	0.23
	 - 
	0.16
	0.14
	 - 
	0.22
	0.20
	 - 
	0.26
	0.24
	 - 
	0.16
	0.14
	 - 

	   Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.02
	0.01
	 - 
	0.02
	0.01
	 - 
	0.01
	0.01
	 - 
	0.02
	0.01
	 - 
	0.02
	0.01
	 - 
	0.01
	0.01
	 - 

	   Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.08
	0.06
	 - 
	0.10
	0.08
	 - 
	0.03
	0.03
	 - 
	0.07
	0.06
	 - 
	0.10
	0.08
	 - 
	0.03
	0.03
	 - 

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	389
	2,876
	 
	241
	1,649
	 
	148
	1,227
	 
	480
	2,765
	 
	295
	1,580
	 
	185
	1,185
	 


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
  	* T-Test suggests significant difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see the main part of the study.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow. For more information, see the main part of the study.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet the MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet the MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking Fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

For the overall population, as well as in rural and urban areas separately, asset index scores are lower for households with a disabled member compared to other households.  The overall asset score for households with a disabled member is 75.21, while the score for other households is 79.54 (p<0.05).  The left panel of Figure 1shows the CDF of asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities.  The CDFs for the two groups are relatively close but the CDF for households with disabilities resides to the left and above the CDF for households without disabilities, suggesting lower asset ownership levels for households with disabilities.
A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is higher for households with disability compared to other households (7 percent versus 3 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  The share of households lacking DVD/VCR,[footnoteRef:7] a clean water source, and adequate sanitation is also higher for households with disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  [7:  Unlike most countries under study, Mauritius WHS data does not have data on electricity in the household.  Instead, we assess whether the household has a DVD/VCR.] 


Figure 1: Mauritius: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	
	


Note:  HH stands for household.

Median total monthly, non-medical PCE are similar across households (median PCE: US$109.62 versus US$110.32).[footnoteRef:8]  However, mean PCE is lower for households with disabilities compared to other households (mean PCE: US$127.65 versus US$145.80, p<0.05).  We find a higher ratio of medical to total expenditures across disability status (10 percent versus 7 percent, p<0.05).  The right panel of Figure 1shows the CDF of PCE for both households with and without disabilities. The combination of lower PCE, higher medical expenditure, and lower asset accumulation for households with a disabled member suggests that these households may have less ability to save and invest in long-term assets and living condition improvements, partially due to higher medical expenses. [8:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 

Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (15 percent versus 5 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  This result holds across rural/urban regions and for both disability measures. The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disability to those without for each dimension used in this poverty measure. The plots represent deprivation rates for each dimension. The plot for persons with disability falls outside of the plot for persons without disability in about half of the measured dimensions, suggesting higher rates of deprivation in these areas.

Figure 2a: Mauritius: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities

 


Figure 2b: Mauritius: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disability



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households with disabilities are significantly overrepresented in the bottom asset index score quintile of all households, with 28 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Households with disabilities are also overrepresented in the bottom PCE quintile of all households, with 23 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 20 percent of households without disabilities; however, this difference is not statistically significant.
Identifying poverty by comparing non-medical PCE to international poverty lines shows no statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability for the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines.

	Figure 3a: Mauritius: Poverty Rates (Percentage below PPP US$1.25 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Mauritius: Poverty Rates (Percentage below PPP US$2.00 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	

	




Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for poor vs. non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence is about 20 percentage points higher for the multidimensional poor, compared to the non-poor (p<0.05).  Using the base disability measure for the entire country, 29.54 percent of multidimensionally poor persons have a disability, compared to 10.30 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).
For households in the bottom asset index quintile, prevalence of disability is higher compared to higher quintiles.  The bottom asset index quintile of households shows disability prevalence rates of 16.32 percent, compared to 10.58 percent for households in higher quintiles (p<0.05). 
Across the other three poverty definitions used, differences in disability prevalence across poverty status are not statistically significant (whether measured as a comparison of the bottom versus upper quintiles for non-medical PCE, or measured as falling below or above a US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty line).






	Table 4: Mauritius: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Statusa


	Poverty identification
	Individuals who are multidimensionally Poorb
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintilec
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintiled
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	

	All
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	29.54
	10.30
	*
	16.32
	10.58
	*
	13.42
	10.85
	
	14.78
	11.39
	
	13.76
	11.24
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	33.90
	13.08
	*
	19.64
	13.42
	*
	16.02
	13.81
	
	18.03
	14.27
	
	17.39
	14.07
	

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	28.27
	11.06
	*
	16.44
	11.67
	*
	14.87
	11.39
	
	16.78
	12.25
	
	16.17
	11.91
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	32.57
	13.99
	*
	19.19
	14.79
	
	17.58
	14.53
	
	20.86
	15.26
	
	19.77
	14.88
	

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	32.89
	9.23
	*
	16.02
	9.12
	*
	10.10
	10.17
	
	6.84
	10.17
	
	5.64
	10.35
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	37.44
	11.82
	*
	20.67
	11.59
	*
	12.44
	12.90
	
	6.84
	12.86
	
	9.35
	12.97
	


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see the main part of the study.  
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household PCE.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source:  Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.   

Conclusion
In Mauritius, results from the descriptive analysis of WHS data suggest that disability is associated with lower levels of economic well being for most household- and individual-level indicators used in this study.  At the individual level, this is shown by lower average schooling outcomes, lower rates of employment among working-age persons with disabilities, and higher rates of multidimensional poverty.  Households with disabilities also have, on average, worse living conditions, fewer assets, and are more likely to be in the bottom quintile of asset index score.  Additionally, households with disabilities have lower mean PCE and higher ratio of medical to non-medical expenditures than other households.





C.1.6 Disability Profile: Zambia

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Zambia, disability prevalence among working-age individuals stands at 5.8 percent.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 9.0 percent.
Disability prevalence is higher in rural than urban areas (6.6 percent versus 4.3 percent respectively) and the rate for women is double that of men (7.5 percent versus 4.0 percent respectively).  When using the expanded measure of disability, prevalence rates increase by two to four percentage points for both males and females.  This jump in rates is due to the relatively higher rates of reported difficulty in dealing with conflict, which is a component of the expanded definition of disability. 
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Age and gender differ significantly across disability.  Persons with disabilities are 66 percent female compared to 50 percent for persons without disabilities.  The average individual with a disability is six years older than the average individual without a disability (39 versus 33 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 41 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 18 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disabilities have lower educational attainment.  Years of education completed are 2.36 for persons with disabilities, compared to 2.66 for persons without disabilities (p<0.05). In addition, only 43 percent of persons with disabilities have completed primary school compared to 57 percent of persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  It should be noted though that, in urban areas, educational attainment is similar across disability status. 
Analyzing employment outcomes across disability status, we find no significant difference for employment rates.  The breakdown by type of employment held amongst the employed differs across disability status.  For the country as a whole, persons with disabilities rely more heavily on self-employment than individuals with no disabilities (90 percent to 82 percent respectively, Chi-sq<0.05).
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find a significant difference in average household size (4.94 versus 5.48 respectively, p<0.05) but not in the number of children.  A lower percentage of households with disabilities are headed by a male member (69 percent versus 79 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).





	Table 1: Zambia: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	2.2%
	2.5%
	1.5%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	1.8%
	1.9%
	1.4%

	Moving around
	2.7%
	3.2%
	1.9%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	2.4%
	2.9%
	1.5%

	Self-care
	0.9%
	1.1%
	0.4%

	Personal relationships
	1.8%
	1.9%
	1.5%

	Learning a new task
	1.3%
	1.7%
	0.5%

	Dealing with conflict
	2.8%
	2.8%
	2.6%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	5.8%
	6.6%
	4.3%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	9.0%
	9.9%
	7.5%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	1.5%
	1.7%
	1.1%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	1.4%
	1.4%
	1.3%

	Moving around
	1.9%
	2.3%
	1.1%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	1.8%
	1.9%
	1.5%

	Self-care
	0.8%
	1.1%
	0.2%

	Personal relationships
	1.1%
	1.5%
	0.5%

	Learning a new task
	0.8%
	1.0%
	0.5%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.7%
	2.1%
	1.0%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	4.0%
	4.6%
	2.8%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	6.3%
	7.6%
	4.0%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	2.8%
	3.2%
	2.0%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.1%
	2.4%
	1.6%

	Moving around
	3.6%
	4.0%
	2.8%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	3.0%
	3.9%
	1.5%

	Self-care
	0.9%
	1.1%
	0.7%

	Personal relationships
	2.4%
	2.3%
	2.5%

	Learning a new task
	1.7%
	2.4%
	0.6%

	Dealing with conflict
	3.8%
	3.5%
	4.2%

	Disability prevalence (base)a
	7.5%
	8.4%
	5.8%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	11.6%
	12.0%
	10.9%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	2,974
	1,821
	1,153

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	9,598,719
	6,225,274
	3,373,445


Note: a. Base measure of disability prevalence: a person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: a person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/participation in the community; learning a new task; dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.


	Table 2: Zambia: Sample Means across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	 
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	 
	All
	 Rural
	Urban
	All
	 Rural
	Urban

	 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Female
	0.66
	0.50
	#
	0.66
	0.50
	#
	0.68
	0.50
	#
	0.66
	0.50
	#
	0.63
	0.50
	#
	0.74
	0.49
	#

	   Male
	0.34
	0.50
	#
	0.34
	0.50
	#
	0.32
	0.50
	#
	0.34
	0.50
	#
	0.37
	0.50
	#
	0.26
	0.51
	#

	   Married
	0.66
	0.59
	-
	0.65
	0.62
	-
	0.68
	0.55
	-
	0.62
	0.60
	-
	0.63
	0.62
	-
	0.60
	0.55
	-

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Age 
	39.06
	32.66
	
	40.60
	33.44
	
	34.71
	31.26
	
	37.80
	32.60
	
	38.80
	33.42
	
	35.33
	31.11
	

	 
	(1.55)
	(0.32)
	*
	(1.99)
	(0.42)
	*
	(1.40)
	(0.56)
	*
	(1.19)
	(0.32)
	*
	(1.53)
	(0.39)
	*
	(1.30)
	(0.66)
	*

	   18-30
	0.37
	0.55
	#
	0.34
	0.53
	#
	0.47
	0.58
	#
	0.43
	0.54
	#
	0.42
	0.52
	#
	0.46
	0.58
	#

	   31-45
	0.22
	0.27
	#
	0.20
	0.27
	#
	0.27
	0.28
	#
	0.20
	0.28
	#
	0.18
	0.27
	#
	0.27
	0.29
	#

	   46-65
	0.41
	0.18
	#
	0.46
	0.20
	#
	0.26
	0.14
	#
	0.36
	0.18
	#
	0.40
	0.20
	#
	0.27
	0.13
	#

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Urban
	0.26
	0.36
	-
	-
	-
	0.29
	0.36
	-
	-
	-

	   Rural
	0.74
	0.64
	-
	-
	-
	0.71
	0.64
	-
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	2.36
	2.65
	
	2.15
	2.39
	
	2.96
	3.11
	
	2.43
	2.65
	
	2.23
	2.39
	
	2.92
	3.12
	

	 
	(0.09)
	(0.06)
	*
	(0.10)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.13)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.08)
	(0.06)
	*
	(0.09)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.10)
	(0.06)
	-

	Less than primary school
	0.57
	0.43
	#
	0.68
	0.54
	#
	0.26
	0.25
	-
	0.56
	0.43
	#
	0.65
	0.54
	#
	0.32
	0.24
	-

	Primary school completed
	0.43
	0.57
	#
	0.32
	0.46
	#
	0.74
	0.75
	-
	0.44
	0.57
	#
	0.35
	0.46
	#
	0.68
	0.76
	-

	Not employed
	0.40
	0.40
	-
	0.34
	0.34
	-
	0.56
	0.52
	-
	0.39
	0.40
	-
	0.34
	0.34
	-
	0.51
	0.52
	-

	Employed
	0.60
	0.60
	-
	0.66
	0.66
	-
	0.44
	0.48
	-
	0.61
	0.60
	-
	0.66
	0.66
	-
	0.49
	0.48
	-

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Government
	0.03
	0.04
	#
	0.02
	0.03
	-
	0.08
	0.07
	-
	0.04
	0.04
	-
	0.03
	0.03
	-
	0.08
	0.07
	-

	Non-government
	0.06
	0.12
	#
	0.01
	0.05
	-
	0.30
	0.29
	-
	0.08
	0.13
	-
	0.04
	0.05
	-
	0.21
	0.30
	-

	Self-employed
	0.90
	0.82
	#
	0.97
	0.91
	-
	0.60
	0.60
	-
	0.88
	0.82
	-
	0.93
	0.91
	-
	0.69
	0.59
	-

	Employer
	0.00
	0.01
	#
	-
	0.01
	-
	0.02
	0.03
	-
	0.00
	0.02
	-
	-
	0.01
	-
	0.01
	0.03
	-

	Multidimensional Poverty Indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally poor (AF method k/d=40%)c
	0.81
	0.73
	#
	0.91
	0.87
	-
	0.52
	0.47
	-
	0.80
	0.73
	#
	0.91
	0.87
	-
	0.53
	0.47
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted) 
	179
	2,795
	
	122
	1,699
	
	57
	1,096
	
	279
	2,669
	
	186
	1,623
	
	93
	1,046
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster Method k/d=40%, as described in text.
   	* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "No" at 5%.
  	# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
Source: 	Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

	Table 3: Zambia: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	
	By Disability (base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household size
	4.94
	5.48
	
	5.00
	5.42
	
	4.77
	5.58
	
	4.94
	5.49
	
	4.86
	5.45
	
	5.17
	5.57
	

	
	(0.19)
	(0.07)
	*
	(0.23)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.32)
	(0.14)
	*
	(0.15)
	(0.07)
	*
	(0.19)
	(0.08)
	*
	(0.20)
	(0.14)
	-

	Number of children 0-17
	2.61
	2.92
	
	2.68
	2.95
	
	2.42
	2.87
	
	2.61
	2.93
	
	2.59
	2.97
	
	2.65
	2.85
	

	
	(0.17)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.21)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.28)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.12)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.16)
	(0.06)
	*
	(0.16)
	(0.06)
	-

	Male headed household
	0.69
	0.79
	#
	0.68
	0.79
	#
	0.71
	0.79
	-
	0.68
	0.80
	#
	0.66
	0.80
	#
	0.72
	0.79
	-

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset index c
	13.82
	16.11
	
	6.08
	6.67
	
	34.96
	34.26
	
	14.28
	16.06
	
	6.58
	6.59
	
	34.63
	34.24
	

	
	(2.26)
	(2.31)
	-
	(0.97)
	(0.64)
	-
	(5.38)
	(1.89)
	-
	(1.94)
	(2.36)
	-
	(0.90)
	(0.59)
	-
	(4.42)
	(1.93)
	-

	Asset Deprivation d
	0.88
	0.85
	-
	0.96
	0.93
	-
	0.66
	0.71
	-
	0.87
	0.85
	-
	0.96
	0.93
	-
	0.63
	0.71
	-

	Living conditions d
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household lacks electricity
	0.86
	0.83
	-
	0.97
	0.95
	-
	0.57
	0.62
	-
	0.86
	0.83
	-
	0.96
	0.95
	-
	0.58
	0.61
	-

	Household lacks clean water source
	0.45
	0.44
	-
	0.59
	0.62
	-
	0.07
	0.11
	-
	0.46
	0.45
	-
	0.61
	0.62
	-
	0.06
	0.11
	-

	Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.38
	0.49
	#
	0.36
	0.49
	#
	0.43
	0.49
	-
	0.42
	0.49
	-
	0.43
	0.49
	-
	0.41
	0.49
	-

	Household lacks a hard floor
	0.69
	0.63
	-
	0.85
	0.86
	-
	0.24
	0.21
	-
	0.68
	0.63
	-
	0.85
	0.86
	-
	0.26
	0.21
	-

	Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.90
	0.88
	-
	0.99
	0.98
	-
	0.67
	0.69
	-
	0.90
	0.88
	-
	0.98
	0.98
	-
	0.68
	0.69
	-

	Household non-medical PCE (International $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	18.81
	23.26
	
	11.39
	16.35
	
	39.27
	36.21
	
	18.05
	23.48
	
	11.46
	16.54
	
	35.24
	36.45
	

	
	(1.83)
	(2.34)
	-
	(0.80)
	(1.22)
	*
	(5.61)
	(1.77)
	-
	(1.40)
	(2.44)
	*
	(0.82)
	(1.25)
	*
	(4.25)
	(1.88)
	-

	Median
	10.57
	14.09
	
	8.22
	9.86
	
	24.66
	24.66
	
	11.27
	14.09
	
	8.63
	9.86
	
	24.57
	24.66
	

	Medical expenditures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.02
	0.02
	
	0.01
	0.02
	
	0.03
	0.02
	
	0.02
	0.02
	
	0.01
	0.02
	
	0.05
	0.01
	

	
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.00)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.02)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.00)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.03)
	(0.00)
	-

	Table 3: Zambia: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued) 


	
	By Disability (base)
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom asset index score quintile c
	0.18
	0.20
	-
	0.24
	0.30
	-
	0.01
	0.02
	-
	0.21
	0.20
	-
	0.28
	0.30
	-
	0.01
	0.02
	-

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditures e
	0.26
	0.20
	-
	0.34
	0.27
	-
	0.05
	0.06
	-
	0.26
	0.19
	-
	0.33
	0.27
	-
	0.09
	0.05
	-

	Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.86
	0.84
	-
	0.95
	0.92
	-
	0.62
	0.69
	-
	0.88
	0.84
	#
	0.96
	0.92
	-
	0.68
	0.69
	-

	Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.95
	0.93
	-
	1.00
	0.97
	-
	0.81
	0.86
	-
	0.95
	0.93
	-
	1.00
	0.97
	-
	0.83
	0.86
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	179
	2,795
	
	122
	1,699
	
	57
	1,096
	
	279
	2,669
	
	186
	1,623
	
	93
	1,046
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
  	* T-Test suggests significant difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see the main part of the study.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow.  For more information, see the main part of the study.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet the MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet the MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking Fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

For the overall population, as well as for rural and urban subpopulations, the asset index score is similar for households with disabilities compared to other households.  The left panel of Figure 1shows the CDF of the asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities.  The CDFs for the two groups are relatively close, but the CDF for households with disabilities resides to the left and above the CDF for households without disabilities, suggesting lower asset ownership levels for households with disabilities. 

Figure 1: Zambia: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	
	



A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is also similar for households compared across disability status, with both rates close to 85 percent.  The share of households lacking adequate sanitation is lower for households with disability compared to other households (38 percent versus 49 percent, Chi-sq<0.05). 
Median per-capita total monthly, non-medical PCE are lower for households with disabilities compared to other households (median PCE: US$10.57 versus US$14.09).[footnoteRef:9]  Using the expanded definition of disability, mean PCE is also lower for households with disabilities compared to other households (mean PCE: US$18.05 versus US$23.48, p<0.05).  The right panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of non-medical household expenditures for both households with and without disabilities.  Households with disabilities show a similar ratio of medical to total monthly expenditures (2 percent for each group).  [9:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 

Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or non-medical PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (81 percent versus 73 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  This finding is robust across the definition of disability used, but not robust across urban/ rural sub-populations, likely due to the lower number of observations in rural and urban areas separately.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disabilities to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure.  The plots represent deprivation rates for each dimension.  The plot for persons with disabilities is similar to the plot for persons without disabilities in most dimensions, suggesting similar deprivation rates across disability status in these areas.

Figure 2a: Zambia: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities







Figure 2b: Zambia: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households show no statistically significant difference in neither representation of the bottom asset index quintile nor the bottom PCE quintile, with both groups close to the expected 20 percent. 
Identifying poverty by comparing non-medical PCE to international poverty lines shows no statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability for the PPP US$1.25 and PPP US$2 a day poverty lines.



	Figure 3a: Zambia: Poverty Rates 
(Percentage below PPP US$1.25 a day) for Households with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Zambia: Poverty Rates 
(Percentage below PPP US$2.00 a day) for Households with/without a Disabled Member

	

	




Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty mentioned above.  Disability prevalence is approximately two to three percentage points higher for the multidimensional poor, depending on the disability measures employed.  Using the disability measure for all population 6.39 percent of multidimensional poor persons have a disability, compared to 4.10 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).
For households living under the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines, prevalence of disability is higher compared to non-poor households.  Households under the US$1.25 a day line, as a group, show disability prevalence rates of 6.07 percent, compared to 3.97 percent of non-poor households (p<0.05).  Households under the US$2 a day line, as a group, show disability prevalence rates of 5.97 percent, compared to 2.89 percent of non-poor households (p<0.05). Differences in prevalence for both US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines are significant in the case of both base and expanded measures of disability.  However, differences in disability prevalence across poverty status are not statistically significant when poverty is measured as falling in the bottom asset index or PCE quintile.





	Table 4: Zambia: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Statusa


	Poverty Identification
	Individuals who are Multidimensionally Poorb
	Individuals in HHs in Bottom Asset Index Quintilec
	Individuals in HHs in Bottom PCE Quintiled
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $1.25 
PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $2.00 
PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 

	All
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	6.39
	4.10
	*
	4.86
	6.02
	 
	7.39
	5.36
	 
	6.07
	3.97
	*
	5.97
	2.89
	*

	   Disability prevalence (expanded)
	9.83
	6.83
	*
	8.71
	9.20
	 
	10.90
	8.55
	 
	9.54
	5.82
	*
	9.31
	4.93
	*

	Rural
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	6.88
	4.52
	
	4.98
	7.09
	 
	7.98
	6.03
	 
	6.78
	3.56
	
	6.74
	0.00
	*

	   Disability prevalence (expanded)
	10.27
	7.14
	
	8.87
	10.22
	 
	10.69
	9.56
	 
	10.25
	4.35
	*
	10.12
	0.00
	*

	Urban
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	4.72
	3.92
	
	1.30
	4.51
	*
	2.80
	4.41
	 
	4.36
	4.14
	
	4.37
	3.85
	

	   Disability prevalence (expanded)
	8.33
	6.69
	
	4.14
	7.75
	 
	12.45
	7.11
	 
	7.86
	6.45
	
	7.60
	6.61
	


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes to Table 1.
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see the main part of the study.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household PCE.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "Non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: 	Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.
 
Conclusion
In Zambia, descriptive statistics based on WHS data suggests that levels of economic well being significantly vary across disability status for several individual- and household- level indicators. At the individual level, persons with disabilities are found to have a lower primary school completion rate, a higher rate of multidimensional poverty, and higher reliance on self-employment, amongst employed respondents.  At the household level, (expanded) disability status is associated with lower levels of per capita non-medical household expenditures and higher rates of PPP US$1.25 a day poverty. 
It should be noted that, in the case of Zambia, the association between disability and a lower economic well-being seems to depend on which disability measure is used.  In some cases, this could well result from a relatively small sample size of persons with disabilities as defined by the base measure.





C.1.7 	 Disability Profile: Zimbabwe

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Zimbabwe, disability prevalence among working-age individuals stands at 11.0 percent.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 14.0 percent.
Prevalence rates are higher in rural than urban areas (12.9 percent versus 7.5 percent respectively).  Disability prevalence for women is higher than that of men (12.9 percent versus 9.0 percent respectively).  When using the expanded measure of disability, prevalence rates increase by 2.4 percentage points for both males and 3.5 percentage points for females. Concentrating/remembering things and moving around are the most commonly reported difficulties.
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Age, gender, and marital characteristics differ across disability status.  The average individual with a disability is seven years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 41 versus 31 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 43 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 16 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Sixty percent of persons with disabilities are female, compared to 50 percent of other individuals (Chi-sq<0.05).  Additionally, persons with (expanded) disabilities are married at higher rates than persons without disabilities (65 percent versus 58 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disabilities have lower educational attainment and greater reliance on self-employment.  Persons with disabilities have 2.82 years of education, compared to 3.34 years for persons without disabilities (p<0.05).  Individuals with disabilities also have lower completion rates of primary school (65 percent versus 82 percent for persons without disabilities, Chi-sq<0.05).  Such lower educational attainment outcomes for persons with disabilities occur in both rural and urban areas.
Employment rates are similar across disability status, as 34 percent of persons with disabilities are employed compared to 32 percent of other persons.  We do find a difference in the employment makeup of employed individuals, with a higher percentage of individuals with disability relying on self-employment compared to other individuals (67 percent versus 45 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find no significant difference in average household size or number of children.  Households with disabilities do have a lower percentage of households headed by a male member (58 percent versus 67 percent for other households, Chi-sq<0.05).


	Table 1: Zimbabwe: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population 


	
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	
	
	

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.7%
	4.1%
	2.9%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	3.0%
	3.8%
	1.5%

	Moving around
	4.7%
	5.6%
	3.1%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	5.3%
	6.7%
	2.7%

	Self-care
	1.5%
	2.0%
	0.6%

	Personal relationships
	1.8%
	2.5%
	0.6%

	Learning a new task
	2.1%
	2.7%
	0.9%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.9%
	2.2%
	1.3%

	Disability prevalence a
	11.0%
	12.9%
	7.5%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	14.0%
	16.5%
	9.6%

	Males
	
	
	

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.3%
	3.7%
	2.8%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.6%
	3.6%
	1.0%

	Moving around
	4.3%
	5.2%
	2.7%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	3.3%
	4.1%
	2.0%

	Self-care
	1.3%
	2.0%
	0.1%

	Personal relationships
	1.4%
	2.0%
	0.4%

	Learning a new task
	1.0%
	1.4%
	0.4%

	Dealing with conflict
	0.9%
	1.0%
	0.6%

	Disability prevalence a
	9.0%
	10.2%
	6.9%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	11.3%
	13.2%
	8.2%

	Females
	
	
	

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	4.0%
	4.5%
	3.0%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	3.3%
	4.0%
	2.0%

	Moving around
	5.1%
	6.0%
	3.4%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	7.2%
	9.1%
	3.5%

	Self-care
	1.7%
	2.0%
	1.1%

	Personal relationships
	2.2%
	2.9%
	0.8%

	Learning a new task
	3.1%
	3.9%
	1.4%

	Dealing with conflict
	2.8%
	3.3%
	2.0%

	Disability prevalence a
	12.9%
	15.3%
	8.2%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	16.6%
	19.5%
	11.1%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	3,046
	1,981
	1,065

	Number of observations (weighted)
	10,100,822
	6,479,093
	3,621,729


Note: 	a. Base measure of disability prevalence: A person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care.
   	b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: A person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/ participation in the community; learning a new task; dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.



	Table 2: Zimbabwe: Sample Means  across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.60
	0.50
	#
	0.62
	0.51
	#
	0.54
	0.49
	-
	0.61
	0.50
	#
	0.62
	0.51
	#
	0.57
	0.49
	-

	Male
	0.40
	0.50
	#
	0.38
	0.49
	#
	0.46
	0.51
	-
	0.39
	0.50
	#
	0.38
	0.49
	#
	0.43
	0.51
	-

	Married
	0.65
	0.58
	-
	0.66
	0.61
	-
	0.61
	0.53
	-
	0.65
	0.58
	#
	0.66
	0.61
	-
	0.63
	0.52
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	40.77
	31.45
	
	41.74
	32.44
	
	37.78
	29.78
	
	40.34
	31.23
	
	41.25
	32.18
	
	37.57
	29.66
	

	
	(1.05)
	(0.34)
	*
	(1.29)
	(0.46)
	*
	(1.74)
	(0.50)
	*
	(0.91)
	(0.35)
	*
	(1.12)
	(0.47)
	*
	(1.61)
	(0.50)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18-30
	0.29
	0.59
	#
	0.28
	0.56
	#
	0.33
	0.64
	#
	0.32
	0.59
	#
	0.30
	0.57
	#
	0.37
	0.64
	#

	31-45
	0.28
	0.25
	#
	0.24
	0.25
	#
	0.38
	0.26
	#
	0.25
	0.25
	#
	0.23
	0.25
	#
	0.32
	0.26
	#

	46-65
	0.43
	0.16
	#
	0.48
	0.19
	#
	0.29
	0.11
	#
	0.43
	0.15
	#
	0.47
	0.18
	#
	0.31
	0.10
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.25
	0.37
	#
	-
	-
	0.25
	0.38
	#
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.75
	0.63
	#
	-
	-
	0.75
	0.62
	#
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	2.82
	3.34
	
	2.72
	3.10
	
	3.14
	3.73
	
	2.83
	3.35
	
	2.74
	3.11
	
	3.14
	3.74
	

	
	(0.08)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.09)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.15)
	(0.06)
	*
	(0.07)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.08)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.14)
	(0.06)
	*

	Less than primary school
	0.35
	0.18
	#
	0.38
	0.24
	#
	0.25
	0.08
	#
	0.34
	0.18
	#
	0.37
	0.24
	#
	0.24
	0.08
	#

	Primary school completed
	0.65
	0.82
	#
	0.62
	0.76
	#
	0.75
	0.92
	#
	0.66
	0.82
	#
	0.63
	0.76
	#
	0.76
	0.92
	#

	Not employed
	0.66
	0.68
	-
	0.68
	0.75
	-
	0.60
	0.57
	-
	0.66
	0.68
	-
	0.67
	0.76
	#
	0.64
	0.56
	-

	Employed
	0.34
	0.32
	-
	0.32
	0.25
	-
	0.40
	0.43
	-
	0.34
	0.32
	-
	0.33
	0.24
	#
	0.36
	0.44
	-

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Government
	0.12
	0.16
	#
	0.10
	0.16
	#
	0.18
	0.16
	-
	0.14
	0.16
	#
	0.14
	0.15
	#
	0.16
	0.16
	-

	Non-government
	0.21
	0.39
	#
	0.15
	0.35
	#
	0.36
	0.43
	-
	0.21
	0.39
	#
	0.15
	0.36
	#
	0.39
	0.42
	-

	Self-employed
	0.67
	0.45
	#
	0.75
	0.49
	#
	0.46
	0.42
	-
	0.65
	0.45
	#
	0.72
	0.48
	#
	0.45
	0.42
	-

	Employer
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Multidimensional poverty indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensional Poor (AF method k/d=40%)c
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Number of observations (Unweighted)
	390
	2,656
	
	287
	1,694
	
	103
	962
	
	491
	2,532
	
	365
	1,599
	
	126
	933
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes in Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in text.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "No" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%. 
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.  

	Table 3: Zimbabwe: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	 
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	 
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Household size
	4.88
	4.87
	
	5.12
	5.15
	
	4.15
	4.37
	
	4.84
	4.88
	
	5.05
	5.17
	
	4.17
	4.37
	

	
	(0.16)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.21)
	(0.11)
	-
	(0.18)
	(0.09)
	-
	(0.16)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.20)
	(0.10)
	-
	(0.19)
	(0.10)
	-

	Number of children 0-17
	2.47
	2.39
	
	2.64
	2.71
	
	1.92
	1.79
	
	2.47
	2.38
	
	2.66
	2.72
	
	1.88
	1.79
	

	
	(0.11)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.14)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.14)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.11)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.14)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.15)
	(0.08)
	-

	Male headed HH
	0.58
	0.67
	#
	0.57
	0.64
	-
	0.60
	0.73
	#
	0.56
	0.68
	#
	0.55
	0.65
	#
	0.62
	0.73
	#

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset index c
	22.51
	30.18
	
	12.69
	15.89
	
	54.11
	57.14
	
	23.94
	30.24
	
	14.57
	15.61
	
	54.47
	57.10
	

	
	(1.85)
	(1.68)
	*
	(0.86)
	(1.51)
	*
	(4.27)
	(2.64)
	-
	(1.97)
	(1.67)
	*
	(1.62)
	(1.39)
	-
	(4.15)
	(2.68)
	-

	Asset Deprivation d
	0.79
	0.70
	#
	0.88
	0.84
	-
	0.52
	0.44
	-
	0.78
	0.70
	#
	0.86
	0.84
	-
	0.53
	0.44
	-

	Living conditions d
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household lacks electricity
	0.74
	0.63
	#
	0.87
	0.83
	-
	0.32
	0.28
	-
	0.73
	0.63
	#
	0.86
	0.83
	-
	0.32
	0.28
	-

	Household lacks clean water source
	0.31
	0.28
	-
	0.39
	0.41
	-
	0.06
	0.04
	-
	0.33
	0.27
	-
	0.42
	0.40
	-
	0.06
	0.04
	-

	Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.46
	0.49
	-
	0.48
	0.55
	-
	0.41
	0.37
	-
	0.47
	0.48
	-
	0.49
	0.55
	-
	0.40
	0.37
	-

	Household lacks a hard floor
	0.31
	0.27
	-
	0.40
	0.39
	-
	0.02
	0.05
	-
	0.30
	0.27
	-
	0.39
	0.40
	-
	0.02
	0.05
	#

	Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.79
	0.69
	#
	0.96
	0.94
	-
	0.27
	0.25
	-
	0.78
	0.69
	#
	0.94
	0.94
	-
	0.29
	0.25
	-

	Household non-medical PCE (ZWD, 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	574,417
	827,354
	
	536,890
	762,270
	
	691,213
	946,274
	
	648,598
	824,993
	
	620,553
	756,351
	
	737,856
	946,939
	

	
	(71,225)
	(173,810)
	-
	(88,544)
	(266,233)
	-
	(104,163)
	(82,910)
	*
	(102,859)
	(183,548)
	-
	(131,643)
	(284,025)
	-
	(106,348)
	(82,085)
	-

	Median
	307,548
	341,720
	
	256,290
	219,677
	
	484,388
	544,974
	
	307,548
	341,720
	
	292,170
	215,283
	
	461,321
	548,460
	

	Medical Expenditures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.04
	0.03
	
	0.03
	0.03
	
	0.09
	0.04
	
	0.05
	0.03
	
	0.04
	0.03
	
	0.08
	0.04
	

	
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.03)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	-

	Table 3: Zimbabwe: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued)


	 
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	 
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household Poverty Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom asset index score quintilec
	0.21
	0.20
	-
	0.27
	0.29
	-
	0.03
	0.03
	-
	0.20
	0.20
	-
	0.26
	0.29
	-
	0.02
	0.03
	-

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditurese
	0.22
	0.20
	-
	0.24
	0.26
	-
	0.18
	0.07
	#
	0.23
	0.19
	-
	0.25
	0.26
	-
	0.17
	0.07
	#

	Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	390
	2,658
	
	287
	1,694
	
	103
	964
	
	492
	2,533
	
	365
	1,599
	
	127
	934
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see text or Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow.  For more information, see text.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking Fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.


For the overall population, the asset index score is lower for households with disability compared to other households.  The asset score for households with a disability is 22.51 while the score for other households is 30.18 (p<0.05).  The left panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities.  The CDF for households with disabilities resides to the left and above the CDF for households without disabilities, suggesting lower asset ownership. 

Figure 1: Zimbabwe: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	
	


Note: HH stands for Household.

A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is higher for households with disabilities compared to others (79 percent versus 70 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  The share of households lacking electricity and higher-quality cooking fuel is also higher for households with disabilities compared to other households (Chi-sq<0.05 for each measure).
Median per-capita total monthly, non-medical PCE are 10 percent lower for households with disabilities compared to other households (ZWD 307,548 versus ZWD 341,720).  In urban areas, PCE are also lower for households with disabilities (ZWD 691,213 versus ZWD 946,274, p<0.05).  The right panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of non-medical expenditures for both households with and without disabilities.  Households with disabilities show a similar ratio of medical to total monthly expenditures (approximately 3 percent for each group).
Disability and poverty (Tables 3 and 4)[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Due to a lack of 2003 and 2005 PPP estimates for Zimbabwe, we are unable to compare household PCE to US$1.25 and US$2 a day international poverty lines, as we do for the other countries in the larger analysis. Multidimensional rates are also not calculated due to this restriction.] 

Poverty is compared across disability status using two different methods to identify the poor: the bottom asset index or PCE quintile.  All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile.  For instance, if more than 20 percent of households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households show no statistically significant difference in representation of the bottom asset index quintile, with both groups close to the expected 20 percent.  In urban areas, however, we find that households with disabilities have higher representation in the bottom PCE quintile (of the entire country) than other households (18 percent versus 7 percent, p<0.05). 
Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using both definitions of poverty mentioned above.  However, differences in disability prevalence across poverty status are not statistically significant when poverty is measured as falling in the bottom asset index or PCE quintile.

	Table 4: Zimbabwe: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Statusa


	Poverty Identification
	Individuals who are multi-dimensionally Poorb
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintilece
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintiled
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	

	All
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	-
	-
	
	12.76
	10.57
	
	12.67
	10.55
	
	-
	-
	
	-
	-
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	-
	-
	
	15.66
	13.71
	
	16.27
	13.46
	
	-
	-
	
	-
	-
	

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	-
	-
	
	12.69
	13.02
	
	12.64
	13.02
	
	-
	-
	
	-
	-
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	-
	-
	
	15.74
	16.80
	
	16.04
	16.68
	
	-
	-
	
	-
	-
	

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	-
	-
	
	14.07
	7.20
	
	12.85
	6.95
	
	-
	-
	
	-
	-
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	-
	-
	
	14.07
	9.46
	
	17.35
	8.77
	
	-
	-
	
	-
	-
	


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes in text or Table 1.       
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster Method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "Non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

Conclusion
In Zimbabwe, the descriptive analysis of WHS data suggests that households and individuals with disabilities have lower levels of economic wellbeing for a number of indicators.  Individuals with disabilities have lower rates of primary school completion and fewer mean years of education completed.  Households with disabilities have lower asset ownership scores and less access to high quality living conditions.  Households with disabilities in urban areas face lower mean PCE and a higher representation in the bottom PCE quintile.


[bookmark: _Toc275540559]C.2. 	PROFILES FOR COUNTRIES IN ASIA

C.2.1	Disability Profile: Bangladesh

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Bangladesh, disability prevalence stands at 16.2 percent among working-age individuals.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 19.6 percent.
Disability prevalence is higher in rural areas compared to urban areas (17.3 percent versus 12.9 percent) and is more than double among women than men (22.9 percent versus 9.9 percent). Such patterns remain if we use the expanded measure of disability.
Difficulties in moving around, concentrating/remembering things, and learning a new task consistently show the highest prevalence rates for all individuals, across gender and rural/urban areas.  For every domain of functioning, women report higher rates of difficulty than men.  The difficulties with the largest differences across men and women are difficulties in seeing across the road, moving around, and concentrating/remembering things.
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Working-age persons with disabilities are more likely to be female and older.  Persons with disabilities are 69 percent female.  The average individual with a disability is seven years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 40 versus 33 years).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 40 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 15 percent for persons without disabilities. 
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disabilities have a lower economic status regarding education and employment compared to individuals without disabilities.  On average, a person with a disability has two years of education, compared to 2.5 for a person without a disability (p<0.05).  For persons in rural areas, 26 percent with disabilities have completed primary school compared to 41 percent for individuals not reporting disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  For individuals in urban areas, primary school completion is 47 percent and 65 percent for persons with and without disabilities respectively (Chi-sq<0.05).  
Persons with disabilities show higher rates of non-employment (65 percent versus 46 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  Differences in the breakdown by type of employment held amongst the employed (government, non-government, self-employed, or employer) vary across disability status, as persons with disabilities rely more on self-employment (88 percent versus 81 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age member with disability to other households of working-age adults, we find no significant difference in the number of children.  However, fewer households with disabilities are male-headed compared to other households (82 percent versus 92 percent, Chi-sq<0.05). 
	Table 1: Bangladesh: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	4.9%
	5.5%
	3.2%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.2%
	2.5%
	1.2%

	Moving around
	8.2%
	8.8%
	6.3%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	8.3%
	8.8%
	6.5%

	Self-care
	4.1%
	4.4%
	3.3%

	Personal relationships
	4.1%
	4.4%
	3.4%

	Learning a new task
	6.3%
	6.9%
	4.5%

	Dealing with conflict
	3.8%
	4.2%
	2.5%

	Disability prevalence a
	16.2%
	17.3%
	12.9%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	19.6%
	21.0%
	15.3%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	1.8%
	2.3%
	0.6%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	1.2%
	1.4%
	0.6%

	Moving around
	4.9%
	6.0%
	1.9%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	4.9%
	5.1%
	4.5%

	Self-care
	1.9%
	2.1%
	1.2%

	Personal relationships
	2.8%
	2.8%
	2.8%

	Learning a new task
	4.3%
	4.6%
	3.6%

	Dealing with conflict
	2.5%
	2.7%
	2.0%

	Disability prevalence a
	9.9%
	11.3%
	6.2%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	13.4%
	14.5%
	10.3%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	8.1%
	8.7%
	6.4%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	3.2%
	3.6%
	1.9%

	Moving around
	11.7%
	11.7%
	11.7%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	11.8%
	12.6%
	8.9%

	Self-care
	6.5%
	6.7%
	5.8%

	Personal relationships
	5.5%
	5.9%
	4.2%

	Learning a new task
	8.7%
	9.6%
	5.9%

	Dealing with conflict
	5.1%
	5.7%
	3.1%

	Disability prevalence a
	22.9%
	23.4%
	21.1%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	27.2%
	28.5%
	22.7%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	4,895
	3,186
	1,709

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	166,000,000
	124,300,000
	41,676,366


Note: 	a. Base measure of disability prevalence: A person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: A person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/participation in the community; learning a new task; dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.



	Table 2: Bangladesh: Sample Means  across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.69
	0.45
	#
	0.67
	0.46
	#
	0.73
	0.41
	#
	0.62
	0.40
	#
	0.63
	0.42
	#
	0.60
	0.37
	#

	Male
	0.31
	0.55
	#
	0.33
	0.54
	#
	0.27
	0.59
	#
	0.38
	0.60
	#
	0.37
	0.58
	#
	0.40
	0.63
	#

	Married
	0.75
	0.75
	-
	0.76
	0.78
	-
	0.71
	0.67
	-
	0.75
	0.74
	-
	0.75
	0.77
	-
	0.75
	0.65
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	40.32
	32.97
	
	41.13
	33.17
	
	37.10
	32.39
	
	39.24
	32.62
	
	40.04
	32.76
	
	36.02
	32.23
	

	
	(0.55)
	(0.23)
	*
	(0.65)
	(0.27)
	*
	(0.97)
	(0.47)
	*
	(0.54)
	(0.24)
	*
	(0.65)
	(0.28)
	*
	(0.87)
	(0.47)
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18-30
	0.30
	0.49
	#
	0.28
	0.48
	#
	0.36
	0.52
	#
	0.33
	0.50
	#
	0.31
	0.49
	#
	0.41
	0.53
	#

	31-45
	0.30
	0.36
	#
	0.29
	0.37
	#
	0.37
	0.34
	#
	0.31
	0.36
	#
	0.30
	0.37
	#
	0.34
	0.34
	#

	46-65
	0.40
	0.15
	#
	0.43
	0.15
	#
	0.27
	0.14
	#
	0.37
	0.14
	#
	0.40
	0.14
	#
	0.24
	0.14
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.20
	0.26
	#
	-
	-
	0.20
	0.27
	#
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.80
	0.74
	#
	-
	-
	0.80
	0.73
	#
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	1.97
	2.48
	
	1.82
	2.24
	
	2.57
	3.14
	
	2.12
	2.54
	
	1.97
	2.30
	
	2.75
	3.19
	

	
	(0.06)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.05)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.18)
	(0.12)
	*
	(0.07)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.07)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.22)
	(0.12)
	*

	Less than primary school
	0.70
	0.52
	#
	0.74
	0.59
	#
	0.53
	0.35
	#
	0.65
	0.50
	#
	0.69
	0.56
	#
	0.45
	0.34
	#

	Primary school completed
	0.30
	0.48
	#
	0.26
	0.41
	#
	0.47
	0.65
	#
	0.35
	0.50
	#
	0.31
	0.44
	#
	0.55
	0.66
	#

	Not employed
	0.65
	0.46
	#
	0.65
	0.47
	#
	0.67
	0.44
	#
	0.61
	0.43
	#
	0.62
	0.44
	#
	0.59
	0.41
	#

	Employed
	0.35
	0.54
	#
	0.35
	0.53
	#
	0.33
	0.56
	#
	0.39
	0.57
	#
	0.38
	0.56
	#
	0.41
	0.59
	#

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	. Government
	0.02
	0.04
	#
	0.01
	0.03
	-
	0.07
	0.09
	-
	0.02
	0.05
	-
	0.00
	0.03
	-
	0.06
	0.08
	-

	. Non-government
	0.10
	0.14
	#
	0.06
	0.09
	-
	0.28
	0.26
	-
	0.13
	0.14
	-
	0.07
	0.09
	-
	0.34
	0.27
	-

	. Self-employed
	0.88
	0.81
	#
	0.93
	0.87
	-
	0.65
	0.65
	-
	0.85
	0.81
	-
	0.91
	0.87
	-
	0.59
	0.64
	-

	. Employer
	0.00
	0.01
	#
	0.00
	0.01
	-
	-
	0.00
	-
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	-
	-
	0.00
	-

	Multidimensional poverty indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally poor (AF Method k/d=40%)c
	0.88
	0.75
	#
	0.93
	0.85
	#
	0.68
	0.48
	#
	0.86
	0.74
	#
	0.91
	0.84
	#
	0.64
	0.47
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	927
	3,968
	
	665
	2,521
	
	262
	1,447
	
	976
	3,239
	
	713
	2,059
	
	263
	1,180
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes in Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in text.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "No" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

	Table 3: Bangladesh: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household size
	4.95
	5.17
	
	4.96
	5.20
	
	4.91
	5.10
	
	5.05
	5.22
	
	5.09
	5.25
	
	4.86
	5.12
	

	
	(0.09)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.11)
	(0.06)
	*
	(0.18)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.09)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.10)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.19)
	(0.08)
	-

	Number of children 0-17
	2.22
	2.33
	
	2.27
	2.42
	
	2.01
	2.04
	
	2.27
	2.34
	
	2.33
	2.45
	
	1.97
	2.02
	

	
	(0.07)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.08)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.12)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.06)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.07)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.13)
	(0.06)
	-

	Male headed household
	0.82
	0.92
	#
	0.82
	0.92
	#
	0.84
	0.91
	#
	0.83
	0.92
	#
	0.83
	0.92
	#
	0.85
	0.91
	#

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset index c
	11.75
	15.54
	
	7.29
	9.04
	
	31.53
	36.60
	
	12.76
	16.23
	
	8.07
	9.46
	
	33.34
	37.65
	

	
	(0.80)
	(0.71)
	*
	(0.39)
	(0.49)
	*
	(3.30)
	(2.43)
	*
	(0.96)
	(0.78)
	*
	(0.48)
	(0.56)
	*
	(3.80)
	(2.44)
	-

	Asset deprivation d
	0.88
	0.83
	#
	0.94
	0.90
	#
	0.65
	0.60
	-
	0.88
	0.82
	#
	0.93
	0.89
	#
	0.64
	0.60
	-

	Living conditions d
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household lacks electricity
	0.69
	0.61
	#
	0.79
	0.75
	-
	0.23
	0.17
	#
	0.66
	0.59
	#
	0.77
	0.74
	-
	0.20
	0.15
	-

	Household lacks clean water source
	0.06
	0.04
	#
	0.08
	0.05
	#
	0.01
	0.00
	#
	0.07
	0.04
	#
	0.08
	0.05
	#
	0.01
	0.00
	-

	Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.65
	0.56
	#
	0.67
	0.61
	#
	0.54
	0.40
	#
	0.60
	0.55
	#
	0.62
	0.60
	-
	0.53
	0.38
	#

	Household lacks a hard floor
	0.88
	0.81
	#
	0.96
	0.93
	#
	0.53
	0.44
	#
	0.88
	0.80
	#
	0.95
	0.92
	#
	0.53
	0.42
	#

	Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.79
	0.75
	-
	0.83
	0.82
	-
	0.58
	0.52
	-
	0.83
	0.76
	#
	0.89
	0.84
	#
	0.57
	0.50
	-

	Household non-medical PCE (International $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	51.38
	47.60
	
	47.74
	40.61
	
	67.56
	70.01
	
	50.12
	48.88
	
	46.62
	41.34
	
	65.65
	72.50
	

	
	(4.72)
	(1.81)
	-
	(5.53)
	(1.52)
	-
	(7.24)
	(5.55)
	-
	(4.62)
	(2.08)
	-
	(5.33)
	(1.83)
	-
	(8.28)
	(5.99)
	-

	Median
	30.56
	31.51
	
	29.03
	29.79
	
	43.55
	44.81
	
	31.17
	32.09
	
	29.47
	30.56
	
	45.18
	45.84
	

	Medical expenditures

	Ratio of Medical Expenditures to Total Expenditures
	0.16
	0.11
	
	0.16
	0.12
	
	0.15
	0.11
	
	0.16
	0.12
	
	0.16
	0.12
	
	0.15
	0.11
	

	
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	*



	Table 3: Bangladesh: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued) 


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom asset index score quintile c
	0.25
	0.19
	#
	0.29
	0.23
	#
	0.06
	0.04
	-
	0.21
	0.17
	#
	0.25
	0.22
	-
	0.04
	0.03
	-

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditures e
	0.23
	0.19
	#
	0.26
	0.22
	-
	0.12
	0.10
	-
	0.22
	0.18
	#
	0.24
	0.21
	-
	0.13
	0.08
	#

	Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.57
	0.58
	-
	0.62
	0.65
	-
	0.34
	0.34
	-
	0.56
	0.56
	-
	0.61
	0.63
	-
	0.34
	0.32
	-

	Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.82
	0.81
	-
	0.87
	0.87
	-
	0.63
	0.62
	-
	0.81
	0.81
	-
	0.85
	0.87
	-
	0.64
	0.60
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	927
	3,968
	
	665
	2,521
	
	262
	1,447
	
	976
	3,239
	
	713
	2,059
	
	263
	1,180
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see text or Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow.  For more information, see text.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

For the overall population, as well as in rural and urban areas separately, asset index scores are lower for households with a disability compared to other households.  The overall asset score for households with a disabled member is 11.75, while the score for other households is 15.54 (p<0.05).  The left panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of the asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities.  The CDFs for the two groups are relatively close but the CDF for households with disabilities resides to the left and above the CDF for households without disabilities, suggesting lower asset ownership levels for households with disabilities. 

Figure 1: Bangladesh: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	
	


Note:  HH stands for Household.

A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is higher for households with disabilities compared to other households (88 percent versus 83 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  The share of households lacking electricity, a clean water source, and adequate sanitation is also higher for households with disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05). 
Mean and median per-capita total monthly non-medical PCE are similar for households with disabilities compared to other households (median PCE: US$30.56 versus US$31.51).[footnoteRef:11]  The right panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of non-medical expenditures for both households with and without disabilities.  Households with disabilities show a higher ratio of medical to total monthly expenditures (16 percent versus 11 percent, p<0.05).  The combination of similar PCE, higher medical expenditure, and lower asset accumulation for households with a disabled member suggests that these households may have less ability to save and invest toward asset accumulation and living condition improvements, due to higher medical expenses. [11:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 

Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (88 percent versus 75 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  This result is similar across rural/ urban regions and for both disability measures.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disabilities to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure.  The plots represent deprivation rates for each dimension.  The plot for persons with disabilities falls outside of the plot for persons without disabilities in almost every dimension, suggesting higher rates of deprivation.

Figure 2a: Bangladesh: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities



Figure 2b: Bangladesh: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households with disabilities are significantly overrepresented in the bottom asset index score quintile of all households, with 25 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Households with disabilities are also overrepresented in the bottom PCE quintile of all households, with 23 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).
However, identifying poverty by comparing PCE to international poverty lines shows no statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Approximately 57 percent of households in each group (with and without disabled members) fall below the extreme poverty threshold (US$1.25 per day) and above 80 percent falling below the poverty threshold (US$2.00 per day).  Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability for the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines.


	Figure 3a: Bangladesh: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$1.25 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Bangladesh: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$2.00 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	

	




Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence is some 10 percentage points higher for the multidimensional poor, compared to the non-poor, across all areas and both disability measures (p<0.05).  Using the base disability measure for the entire country, 18.49 percent of multidimensionally poor persons have a disability, compared to 8.47 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).
For households in the bottom asset index and PCE quintile, prevalence of disability is higher compared to higher quintiles.  The bottom asset index quintile of households shows disability prevalence rates of 20.94 percent, compared to 15.23 percent for households in higher quintiles; however, this difference is not statistically significant.  For PCE comparisons, the bottom quintile also shows higher disability prevalence (19.07 percent versus 15.53 percent, p<0.05).
Comparing households that fall above or below US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines, approximately 16 percent of households in each group contain a working-age member with a disability, with no significant difference across poverty status.  Using the expanded definition of disability, there also is no significant difference in disability prevalence across poverty status using the US$1.25 and US$2 a day measures: approximately 19 percent of individuals, in poor or non-poor households, have a disability.


	Table 4: Bangladesh: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Status a


	Poverty Identification
	Individuals who are Multidimensionally Poorb
	Individuals in HHs in Bottom Asset Index Quintilec
	Individuals in HHs in Bottom PCE Quintiled
	Individuals in HHs with PCE Below $1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE Below $2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	

	All
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Disability prevalence (base)
	18.49
	8.47
	*
	20.94
	15.23
	*
	19.07
	15.53
	*
	16.44
	15.90
	
	16.63
	14.39
	

	 Disability prevalence (expanded)
	22.07
	11.50
	*
	22.86
	18.91
	*
	22.54
	18.90
	
	19.89
	19.14
	
	19.78
	18.64
	

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	18.73
	8.59
	*
	21.10
	16.23
	*
	19.74
	16.61
	
	17.16
	17.61
	
	17.44
	16.46
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	22.48
	12.29
	*
	23.13
	20.35
	
	22.93
	20.47
	
	20.76
	21.40
	
	20.68
	23.08
	

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Disability prevalence (base)
	17.31
	8.36
	*
	17.65
	12.78
	
	14.29
	12.78
	
	12.42
	13.18
	
	13.33
	12.20
	

	 Disability prevalence (expanded)
	19.93
	10.83
	*
	16.57
	15.38
	
	19.76
	14.88
	
	14.93
	15.51
	
	16.10
	13.98
	


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes in text or Table 1.       
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household PCE.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

Conclusion
In conclusion, in Bangladesh, descriptive analysis of WHS data suggests that disability is associated with a lower economic well-being for several individual- and household-level indicators.  At the individual level, working-age persons with disabilities have lower rates of employment and primary education completion.  Persons with disabilities are also found to have higher rates of multidimensional poverty.  At the household-level, households with disabilities have lower mean asset index scores, less access to adequate living conditions, and higher medical to non-medical expenditure ratios compared to other households.  Additionally, households with disabilities, as a group, are overrepresented in the bottom asset index score and PCE quintiles of all households.








C.2.2	Disability Profile: Lao PDR

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Laos, disability prevalence among working-age individuals stands at 3.1 percent.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 12.7 percent.
Prevalence rates in rural and urban areas are close (3.2 percent versus 2.7 percent respectively), as are rates for females and males (3.5 percent versus 2.7 percent respectively).  When using the expanded measure of disability, prevalence rates are as high as 13.8 percent and 11.5 percent for females and males.  This jump is due to the relatively higher rates of difficulty in learning a new task, which is a component of the expanded definition of disability.  
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Demographic characteristics around gender and marital status do not differ across disability. However, the average individual with a disability is 10 years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 44 versus 34 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 50 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 18 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disability have a statistically significant lower mean educational attainment.  The average person with disability has 2.35 years of education, compared to 2.78 for the average person without a disability (p<0.05).  Additionally, individuals with disabilities experience lower completion rates of primary school compared to persons without disabilities (43 percent versus 55 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  Differences in rates of employment are not statistically significant across disability status.  However, using the expanded definition of disability, employed persons with disabilities show higher rates of self-employment than others (87 percent versus 81 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find no significant difference in average household size, number of children, or percentage of households headed by a male member.










	Table 1: Lao PDR: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/Recognizing across the road
	0.9%
	1.0%
	0.6%

	Seeing/Recognizing at arm's length
	1.4%
	1.5%
	1.1%

	Moving around
	1.4%
	1.3%
	1.5%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	1.3%
	1.4%
	0.8%

	Self-care
	0.2%
	0.3%
	0.1%

	Personal relationships
	3.5%
	3.7%
	2.9%

	Learning a new task
	7.9%
	8.9%
	4.7%

	Dealing with conflict
	0.9%
	1.0%
	0.3%

	Disability prevalencea
	3.1%
	3.2%
	2.7%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	12.7%
	13.6%
	9.6%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/Recognizing across the road
	1.0%
	1.0%
	1.0%

	Seeing/Recognizing at arm's length
	1.6%
	1.6%
	1.4%

	Moving around
	1.0%
	0.9%
	1.2%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	0.7%
	0.9%
	0.1%

	Self-care
	0.4%
	0.5%
	0.1%

	Personal relationships
	4.0%
	4.4%
	2.7%

	Learning a new task
	6.6%
	7.6%
	3.1%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.0%
	1.2%
	0.2%

	Disability prevalencea
	2.7%
	2.9%
	2.2%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	11.5%
	12.6%
	7.8%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/Recognizing across the road
	0.9%
	1.0%
	0.3%

	Seeing/Recognizing at arm's length
	1.2%
	1.4%
	0.8%

	Moving around
	1.8%
	1.7%
	1.8%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	1.8%
	1.9%
	1.5%

	Self-care
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Personal relationships
	3.0%
	3.0%
	3.2%

	Learning a new task
	9.2%
	10.2%
	6.1%

	Dealing with conflict
	0.8%
	0.9%
	0.4%

	Disability prevalencea
	3.5%
	3.5%
	3.2%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	13.8%
	14.6%
	11.3%

	Number of observations (Unweighted)
	3,635
	2,588
	1,047

	Number of observations (Weighted) 
	4,912,890
	3,763,169
	1,149,722


Note: 	a. Base measure of disability prevalence: A person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road, moving around, concentrating or remembering things, self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: A person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road, moving around, concentrating or remembering things, self care, seeing/recognizing object at arm's length, personal relationships/participation in the community, learning a new task, or dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

	Table 2: Lao PDR: Sample Means  across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.56
	0.50
	-
	0.55
	0.49
	-
	0.61
	0.52
	-
	0.55
	0.49
	-
	0.53
	0.49
	-
	0.61
	0.51
	-

	Male
	0.44
	0.50
	-
	0.45
	0.51
	-
	0.39
	0.48
	-
	0.45
	0.51
	-
	0.47
	0.51
	-
	0.39
	0.49
	-

	Married
	0.75
	0.78
	-
	0.74
	0.81
	-
	0.77
	0.70
	-
	0.80
	0.78
	-
	0.81
	0.81
	-
	0.75
	0.69
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	44.09
	34.08
	
	44.55
	34.00
	
	42.33
	34.32
	
	38.03
	33.87
	
	37.99
	33.78
	
	38.21
	34.14
	

	
	(1.39)
	(0.25)
	*
	(1.55)
	(0.29)
	*
	(3.14)
	(0.50)
	*
	(0.64)
	(0.27)
	*
	(0.74)
	(0.31)
	*
	(1.32)
	(0.50)
	*

	18-30
	0.19
	0.47
	#
	0.18
	0.48
	#
	0.27
	0.46
	-
	0.37
	0.48
	#
	0.37
	0.48
	#
	0.37
	0.46
	-

	31-45
	0.30
	0.34
	#
	0.29
	0.34
	#
	0.34
	0.35
	-
	0.33
	0.34
	#
	0.33
	0.34
	#
	0.36
	0.35
	-

	46-65
	0.50
	0.18
	#
	0.53
	0.18
	#
	0.39
	0.19
	-
	0.29
	0.18
	#
	0.30
	0.18
	#
	0.27
	0.19
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.21
	0.23
	-
	-
	-
	0.18
	0.24
	#
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.79
	0.77
	-
	-
	-
	0.82
	0.76
	#
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	2.35
	2.78
	
	2.13
	2.50
	
	3.18
	3.71
	
	2.32
	2.83
	
	2.15
	2.53
	
	3.11
	3.75
	

	
	(0.15)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.15)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.33)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.08)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.08)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.16)
	(0.08)
	*

	Less than primary school
	0.57
	0.45
	#
	0.64
	0.53
	-
	0.30
	0.18
	-
	0.60
	0.43
	#
	0.66
	0.52
	#
	0.34
	0.17
	#

	Primary school completed
	0.43
	0.55
	#
	0.36
	0.47
	-
	0.70
	0.82
	-
	0.40
	0.57
	#
	0.34
	0.48
	#
	0.66
	0.83
	#

	Not employed
	0.23
	0.18
	-
	0.24
	0.17
	-
	0.19
	0.22
	-
	0.16
	0.19
	-
	0.15
	0.17
	-
	0.21
	0.22
	-

	Employed
	0.77
	0.82
	-
	0.76
	0.83
	-
	0.81
	0.78
	-
	0.84
	0.81
	-
	0.85
	0.83
	-
	0.79
	0.78
	-

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Government
	0.08
	0.09
	-
	0.03
	0.05
	-
	0.23
	0.22
	-
	0.06
	0.09
	#
	0.04
	0.06
	-
	0.19
	0.22
	-

	Non-government
	0.06
	0.09
	-
	0.06
	0.08
	-
	0.08
	0.11
	-
	0.06
	0.09
	#
	0.05
	0.09
	-
	0.07
	0.12
	-

	Self-employed
	0.85
	0.82
	-
	0.90
	0.86
	-
	0.69
	0.66
	-
	0.87
	0.81
	#
	0.90
	0.86
	-
	0.72
	0.65
	-

	Employer
	0.01
	0.00
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	-
	-
	0.01
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	#
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	0.02
	0.01
	-

	Multidimensional poverty indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionsally poor (AF Method k/d=40%)c
	0.72
	0.63
	-
	0.81
	0.75
	-
	0.35
	0.23
	-
	0.72
	0.62
	#
	0.80
	0.74
	#
	0.34
	0.23
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	127
	3,508
	
	95
	2,493
	
	32
	1,015
	
	458
	3,162
	
	349
	2,226
	
	109
	936
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes in Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in text.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "No" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

	Table 3: Lao PDR: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household size
	5.39
	5.55
	
	5.42
	5.65
	
	5.31
	5.29
	
	5.72
	5.52
	
	5.85
	5.61
	
	5.24
	5.29
	

	
	(0.20)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.21)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.47)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.12)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.14)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.21)
	(0.09)
	-

	Number of children 0-17
	2.74
	2.72
	
	2.80
	2.87
	
	2.55
	2.31
	
	2.88
	2.70
	
	3.01
	2.85
	
	2.45
	2.30
	

	
	(0.17)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.18)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.39)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.10)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.12)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.18)
	(0.09)
	-

	Male headed household
	0.91
	0.92
	-
	0.93
	0.94
	-
	0.84
	0.87
	-
	0.93
	0.92
	-
	0.94
	0.94
	-
	0.88
	0.87
	-

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset index c
	21.73
	26.26
	
	16.17
	19.17
	
	39.21
	44.86
	
	21.74
	26.75
	
	16.46
	19.45
	
	39.62
	45.28
	

	
	(1.75)
	(0.92)
	*
	(1.62)
	(0.78)
	-
	(3.46)
	(1.92)
	-
	(1.13)
	(0.94)
	*
	(0.95)
	(0.80)
	*
	(2.56)
	(1.91)
	*

	Asset Deprivation d
	0.66
	0.60
	-
	0.76
	0.73
	-
	0.34
	0.26
	-
	0.71
	0.59
	#
	0.80
	0.73
	#
	0.37
	0.25
	#

	Living conditions d
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household lacks electricity
	0.58
	0.53
	-
	0.69
	0.68
	-
	0.22
	0.15
	-
	0.65
	0.52
	#
	0.78
	0.67
	#
	0.22
	0.15
	-

	Household lacks clean water source
	0.53
	0.43
	-
	0.62
	0.53
	-
	0.24
	0.18
	-
	0.46
	0.43
	-
	0.53
	0.53
	-
	0.22
	0.17
	-

	Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.65
	0.59
	-
	0.78
	0.72
	-
	0.25
	0.25
	-
	0.65
	0.58
	#
	0.77
	0.71
	#
	0.26
	0.24
	-

	Household lacks a hard floor
	0.07
	0.06
	-
	0.06
	0.06
	-
	0.10
	0.05
	-
	0.08
	0.06
	-
	0.08
	0.06
	-
	0.06
	0.05
	-

	Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.99
	0.96
	-
	1.00
	0.99
	-
	0.94
	0.88
	-
	0.98
	0.96
	#
	1.00
	0.99
	-
	0.93
	0.87
	-

	Household non-medical PCE (International $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	29.86
	37.92
	
	24.38
	27.08
	
	47.08
	66.23
	
	30.75
	38.67
	
	24.50
	27.37
	
	51.94
	67.27
	

	
	(4.18)
	(1.98)
	-
	(4.70)
	(1.20)
	-
	(8.24)
	(5.56)
	-
	(2.48)
	(2.12)
	*
	(2.59)
	(1.27)
	-
	(5.88)
	(5.80)
	*

	Median
	20.45
	22.21
	
	14.24
	17.01
	
	38.14
	44.06
	
	18.46
	22.67
	
	14.24
	17.40
	
	38.76
	44.29
	

	Medical expenditures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.15
	0.11
	
	0.17
	0.13
	
	0.08
	0.07
	
	0.13
	0.11
	
	0.15
	0.13
	
	0.06
	0.07
	

	
	(0.02)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.03)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	-



	Table 3: Lao PDR: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued) 


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom asset index score quintile c
	0.28
	0.20
	-
	0.35
	0.27
	-
	0.09
	0.02
	#
	0.28
	0.19
	#
	0.35
	0.26
	#
	0.05
	0.01
	#

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditures e
	0.31
	0.20
	#
	0.39
	0.25
	#
	0.06
	0.06
	-
	0.26
	0.19
	#
	0.32
	0.24
	#
	0.06
	0.06
	-

	Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.71
	0.69
	-
	0.80
	0.79
	-
	0.40
	0.41
	-
	0.73
	0.68
	-
	0.83
	0.79
	-
	0.42
	0.41
	-

	Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.91
	0.84
	#
	0.95
	0.91
	-
	0.78
	0.64
	-
	0.89
	0.83
	#
	0.93
	0.91
	-
	0.78
	0.63
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	127
	3,508
	
	95
	2,493
	
	32
	1,015
	
	458
	3,162
	
	349
	2,226
	
	109
	936
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "none" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see text or Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow.  For more information, see text.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking Fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.


For the overall population, asset index scores are significantly lower for households with a disabled member compared to other households.  The overall asset score for households with a disabled member is 21.73 while the score for other households is 26.26 (p<0.05).  Similar results hold for differences across the expanded measure of disability.  The left panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of the asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities.  The CDFs for the two groups are relatively close but the CDF for households with disabilities resides to the left and above the CDF for households without disabilities, suggesting lower asset ownership levels for households with disabilities. 

Figure 1: Lao PDR: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	
	


Note: HH stands for Household.

A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  Using the expanded measure of disability, the percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is higher for households with disabilities compared to other households, but the difference across disability status is statistically significant only for the expanded disability measure (71 percent versus 59 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).[footnoteRef:12] The share of households lacking electricity, adequate sanitation, and higher-quality cooking fuel is also significantly higher for households with (expanded) disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  [12:  That differences are statistically significant only for the expanded measure is likely due to the additional number of observations of persons with disabilities captured by the expanded measure.] 

Median per-capita total monthly, non-medical PCE are lower for households with disabilities compared to other households for both disability measures.[footnoteRef:13]  Mean PCE across disability status are also lower for households with disabilities and the difference is statistically significant only when the expanded disability measure is used (mean PCE: US$30.75 versus US$38.67).  The right panel of Figure 1 shows the cumulative distribution function of non-medical expenditures for both households with and without disabilities.  Households with disabilities show a higher ratio of medical to total monthly expenditures (13 percent versus 11 percent), but this result is not statistically significant. [13:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 

Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (72 percent versus 63 percent).  Using the expanded definition of disability, this result holds and is statistically significant across rural/urban regions.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disabilities to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure.  The plots represent deprivation rates for each dimension.  The plot for persons with disabilities falls well outside of the plot for persons without disabilities in about half of the dimensions, suggesting higher rates of deprivation.

Figure 2a: Lao PDR: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities



Figure 2b: Lao PDR: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities




All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of the households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households with (expanded) disabilities are significantly overrepresented in the bottom asset index score quintile of all households, with 28 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Households with (expanded) disabilities are also overrepresented in the bottom PCE quintile of all households, with 26 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).
Identifying poverty by comparing PCE to international poverty lines also shows a statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Approximately 89 percent of households with (expanded) disabilities fall below the US$2 a day poverty line, compared to 83 percent of other households (Chi-sq<0.05).  This difference across poverty status is not statistically significant when using the US$1.25 a day poverty line (73 percent versus 68 percent).  Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability for the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines.
	Figure 3a: Lao PDR: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$1.25 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Lao PDR: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$2.00 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	
	



Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Using the expanded disability measure for the entire country, 14.50 percent of multidimensionally poor persons have a disability, compared to 9.54 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).  For households in the bottom asset index and PCE quintile, prevalence of (expanded) disability is higher compared to higher quintiles.  The bottom asset index quintile of households shows (expanded) disability prevalence rates of 17.47 percent, compared to 11.44 percent for households in higher quintiles (p<0.05).  For PCE comparisons, the bottom quintile also shows higher (expanded) disability prevalence (16.41 percent versus 11.65 percent, p<0.05).
Households that fall below both the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines also show higher disability prevalence compared to households above the respective poverty lines.  Using the US$1.25 a day threshold, 13.72 percent of households under the poverty line contain a working-age member with a (expanded) disability, compared to 10.16 percent of households above the poverty line (p<0.05).  Similar results are found using the US$2 a day poverty line. 










	Table 4: Lao PDR: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Status a


	Poverty identification
	Individuals who are multidimensionally poor b
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintile c
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintile d
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $1.25 
PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	

	All
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	3.53
	2.33
	
	3.96
	2.86
	
	4.69
	2.65
	
	3.18
	2.85
	
	3.33
	1.66
	*

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	14.50
	9.54
	*
	17.47
	11.44
	*
	16.41
	11.65
	*
	13.72
	10.16
	*
	13.49
	7.95
	*

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	3.47
	2.35
	
	3.83
	2.97
	
	4.86
	2.60
	
	3.26
	2.92
	
	3.33
	1.71
	*

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	14.58
	10.66
	*
	17.25
	12.30
	*
	16.93
	12.42
	*
	14.27
	10.97
	
	13.94
	9.87
	

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	4.08
	2.31
	
	12.91
	2.61
	
	2.07
	2.76
	
	2.64
	2.78
	
	3.34
	1.63
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	13.64
	8.36
	
	33.11
	9.35
	
	8.22
	9.69
	
	10.12
	9.27
	
	11.37
	6.47
	*


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes in text or Table 1.       
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.
 
Conclusion
In Lao PDR, results from the descriptive analysis of WHS data suggest that disability is associated with lower levels of economic well-being across a number of household- and individual-level indicators.  Households with disabilities have higher poverty rates (under PPP US$2 a day) and are overrepresented in the bottom asset index and PCE quintile.  At the individual level, working-age persons with disabilities have lower educational attainment and mean years of schooling. 
It should be noted that, in the case of Lao PDR, the association between disability and a lower economic well-being seems to depend on which disability measure is used, and whether the respondent is the household head.  In some cases, this could well result from a relatively small sample size of persons with disabilities as defined by the base measure.






C.2.3	Disability Profile: Pakistan

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Pakistan, disability prevalence among working-age individuals stands at 6.0 percent.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 7.6 percent.
Prevalence rates in rural areas are half those in urban areas (4.5 percent versus 9.0 percent respectively).  Individuals in urban areas report higher rates of difficulty across every task compared to individuals in rural areas.  Prevalence rates for women are triple those of men (9.1 percent versus 3.0 percent respectively for the standard disability measure).  The discrepancy in gender is driven by the higher rates of difficulty for females for every task.  Difficulties in moving around and concentrating/remembering things are the most common difficulties for men and women in rural and urban areas.
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
In Pakistan, the disability status of an individual is related to the age and gender of the individual.  Persons with disabilities are 74 percent female compared to 47 percent for persons without disabilities.  The average individual with a disability is six years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 40 versus 34 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 35 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 20 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  There is no significant difference in marital status between persons with and without a disability.
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
 Individuals with disabilities have lower educational attainment and employment rates.  Persons with disabilities have 0.48 less years of education (mean years of education: 2.38 – 1.90 years, p<0.05) and lower completion rates of primary school compared to persons without disabilities (27 percent versus 42 percent for persons without disabilities, Chi-sq<0.05).  This education gap is especially high in urban areas (35 percent versus 53 percent completion for non-disabled, Chi-sq<0.05).
Twenty-nine percent of persons with disabilities are employed, compared to 52 percent of persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Again, the gap is greater in urban areas (23 percent versus 50 percent non-disabled employed, Chi-sq<0.05).  Differences in the type of work that employed individuals do are not statistically significant across disability status.
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find no significant difference in average household size, number of children, or percentage headed by a male member.


	Table 1: Pakistan: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	1.3%
	1.0%
	2.1%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	1.4%
	1.1%
	1.9%

	Moving around
	2.8%
	1.9%
	4.7%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	2.6%
	2.0%
	3.9%

	Self-care
	1.0%
	0.9%
	1.3%

	Personal relationships
	1.2%
	1.1%
	1.3%

	Learning a new task
	1.9%
	1.6%
	2.6%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.6%
	1.6%
	1.6%

	Disability prevalence a
	6.0%
	4.5%
	9.0%

	Disability prevalence (expanded) b
	7.6%
	6.2%
	10.6%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	0.6%
	0.4%
	1.1%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	0.4%
	0.3%
	0.7%

	Moving around
	1.5%
	1.4%
	1.6%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	1.3%
	0.9%
	2.1%

	Self-care
	0.6%
	0.7%
	0.4%

	Personal relationships
	0.5%
	0.5%
	0.6%

	Learning a new task
	0.6%
	0.4%
	0.9%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.1%
	1.2%
	1.0%

	Disability prevalence a
	3.0%
	2.8%
	3.6%

	Disability prevalence (expanded) b
	4.3%
	4.1%
	4.9%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	2.1%
	1.6%
	3.0%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.4%
	2.0%
	3.0%

	Moving around
	4.2%
	2.5%
	7.4%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	4.0%
	3.2%
	5.5%

	Self-care
	1.4%
	1.0%
	2.1%

	Personal relationships
	1.9%
	1.8%
	2.0%

	Learning a new task
	3.4%
	2.9%
	4.2%

	Dealing with conflict
	2.1%
	2.1%
	2.1%

	Disability prevalence a
	9.1%
	6.5%
	13.9%

	Disability prevalence (expanded) b
	11.2%
	8.6%
	15.8%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	5,281
	3,147
	2,134

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	191,400,000
	129,000,000
	62,371,232


Note: 	a. Base measure of disability prevalence: A person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; or self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: A person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/participation in the community; learning a new task; dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.


	Table 2: Pakistan: Sample Means  across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.74
	0.47
	#
	0.68
	0.46
	#
	0.81
	0.50
	#
	0.71
	0.47
	#
	0.65
	0.46
	#
	0.78
	0.50
	#

	Male
	0.26
	0.53
	#
	0.32
	0.54
	#
	0.19
	0.50
	#
	0.29
	0.53
	#
	0.35
	0.54
	#
	0.22
	0.50
	#

	Married
	0.78
	0.71
	#
	0.76
	0.73
	-
	0.81
	0.66
	#
	0.76
	0.71
	-
	0.74
	0.74
	-
	0.79
	0.66
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	39.55
	33.89
	
	39.54
	33.83
	
	39.55
	34.02
	
	40.39
	33.70
	
	40.36
	33.65
	
	40.42
	33.79
	

	
	(1.14)
	(0.25)
	*
	(1.89)
	(0.26)
	*
	(1.20)
	(0.55)
	*
	(0.92)
	(0.25)
	*
	(1.44)
	(0.27)
	*
	(1.03)
	(0.57)
	*

	18-30
	0.31
	0.51
	#
	0.35
	0.51
	#
	0.28
	0.50
	#
	0.29
	0.52
	#
	0.32
	0.52
	#
	0.26
	0.51
	#

	31-45
	0.34
	0.29
	#
	0.27
	0.29
	#
	0.41
	0.29
	#
	0.33
	0.29
	#
	0.27
	0.30
	#
	0.41
	0.29
	#

	46-65
	0.35
	0.20
	#
	0.38
	0.19
	#
	0.31
	0.21
	#
	0.38
	0.19
	#
	0.42
	0.18
	#
	0.33
	0.20
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.49
	0.32
	#
	-
	-
	0.45
	0.32
	#
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.51
	0.68
	#
	-
	-
	0.55
	0.68
	#
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	1.90
	2.38
	
	1.56
	2.13
	
	2.24
	2.92
	
	1.90
	2.40
	
	1.65
	2.14
	
	2.21
	2.95
	

	
	(0.10)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.14)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.17)
	(0.15)
	*
	(0.08)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.10)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.15)
	(0.15)
	*

	Less than primary school
	0.73
	0.58
	#
	0.80
	0.63
	#
	0.65
	0.47
	#
	0.72
	0.57
	#
	0.78
	0.63
	#
	0.66
	0.46
	#

	Primary school completed
	0.27
	0.42
	#
	0.20
	0.37
	#
	0.35
	0.53
	#
	0.28
	0.43
	#
	0.22
	0.37
	#
	0.34
	0.54
	#

	Not employed
	0.71
	0.48
	#
	0.64
	0.47
	#
	0.77
	0.50
	#
	0.70
	0.47
	#
	0.65
	0.46
	#
	0.76
	0.49
	#

	Employed
	0.29
	0.52
	#
	0.36
	0.53
	#
	0.23
	0.50
	#
	0.30
	0.53
	#
	0.35
	0.54
	#
	0.24
	0.51
	#

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Government
	0.03
	0.11
	-
	0.02
	0.10
	-
	0.06
	0.12
	-
	0.05
	0.11
	-
	0.03
	0.10
	-
	0.08
	0.12
	-

	Non-government
	0.23
	0.19
	-
	0.20
	0.14
	-
	0.30
	0.31
	-
	0.24
	0.19
	-
	0.20
	0.14
	-
	0.31
	0.31
	-

	Self-employed
	0.71
	0.69
	-
	0.76
	0.75
	-
	0.64
	0.56
	-
	0.69
	0.69
	-
	0.74
	0.75
	-
	0.61
	0.55
	-

	Employer
	0.02
	0.01
	-
	0.03
	0.01
	-
	-
	0.01
	-
	0.01
	0.01
	-
	0.02
	0.01
	-
	0.00
	0.01
	-

	Multidimensional Poverty Indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally poor (AF Method k/d=40%)c
	0.74
	0.69
	-
	0.87
	0.78
	-
	0.61
	0.48
	#
	0.75
	0.68
	#
	0.88
	0.78
	#
	0.61
	0.47
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	320
	4,961
	
	147
	3,000
	
	173
	1,961
	
	410
	4,836
	
	196
	2,929
	
	214
	1,907
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes in Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in text.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "No" at 5%.
  	# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.



	Table 3: Pakistan: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household size
	7.16
	7.13
	
	7.10
	7.51
	
	7.22
	6.56
	
	7.34
	7.05
	
	7.40
	7.51
	
	7.25
	6.25
	

	
	(0.23)
	(0.18)
	-
	(0.27)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.40)
	(0.41)
	-
	(0.19)
	(0.17)
	-
	(0.20)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.36)
	(0.33)
	-

	Number of children 0-17
	3.53
	3.37
	
	3.37
	3.61
	
	3.71
	3.02
	
	3.58
	3.31
	
	3.52
	3.60
	
	3.67
	2.81
	

	
	(0.27)
	(0.11)
	-
	(0.32)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.47)
	(0.24)
	-
	(0.21)
	(0.10)
	-
	(0.22)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.42)
	(0.18)
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male headed household
	0.97
	0.98
	-
	0.95
	0.98
	-
	0.98
	0.98
	-
	0.97
	0.98
	-
	0.96
	0.98
	-
	0.98
	0.98
	-

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset index c
	40.61
	36.05
	
	32.92
	29.94
	
	49.20
	45.14
	
	40.35
	35.50
	
	33.35
	29.80
	
	49.50
	45.70
	

	
	(2.49)
	(1.34)
	*
	(3.32)
	(1.08)
	-
	(5.28)
	(3.89)
	-
	(2.50)
	(1.31)
	*
	(3.77)
	(1.02)
	-
	(4.67)
	(4.96)
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset Deprivation d
	0.60
	0.67
	-
	0.70
	0.73
	-
	0.48
	0.60
	-
	0.58
	0.65
	-
	0.68
	0.73
	-
	0.46
	0.51
	-

	Living conditions d 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household lacks electricity
	0.15
	0.19
	-
	0.19
	0.26
	-
	0.11
	0.09
	-
	0.15
	0.21
	-
	0.19
	0.26
	-
	0.10
	0.11
	-

	Household lacks clean water source
	0.08
	0.11
	-
	0.09
	0.15
	-
	0.06
	0.05
	-
	0.09
	0.12
	-
	0.12
	0.15
	-
	0.05
	0.06
	-

	Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.33
	0.52
	#
	0.37
	0.56
	#
	0.30
	0.45
	-
	0.33
	0.48
	#
	0.37
	0.56
	#
	0.27
	0.34
	-

	Household lacks a hard floor
	0.50
	0.56
	-
	0.65
	0.71
	-
	0.35
	0.33
	-
	0.50
	0.60
	#
	0.63
	0.72
	-
	0.34
	0.40
	-

	Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.60
	0.79
	#
	0.82
	0.89
	#
	0.37
	0.64
	#
	0.61
	0.78
	#
	0.80
	0.89
	#
	0.37
	0.57
	#

	Household non-medical PCE (International $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	53.25
	45.80
	
	54.88
	39.35
	
	51.43
	55.29
	
	49.69
	47.59
	
	48.52
	39.50
	
	51.22
	61.78
	

	
	(6.80)
	(2.79)
	-
	(9.21)
	(0.81)
	-
	(6.05)
	(7.98)
	-
	(5.15)
	(2.75)
	-
	(7.15)
	(0.82)
	-
	(5.30)
	(8.65)
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Median
	37.72
	33.01
	
	37.72
	32.82
	
	40.74
	33.95
	
	36.31
	34.76
	
	33.95
	33.01
	
	42.12
	42.44
	

	Table 3: Pakistan: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued) 


	
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medical expenditures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.15
	0.12
	
	0.17
	0.13
	
	0.13
	0.11
	
	0.15
	0.12
	
	0.16
	0.13
	
	0.14
	0.11
	

	
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.02)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.02)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	-

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom asset index score quintile c
	0.17
	0.20
	-
	0.22
	0.25
	-
	0.11
	0.13
	-
	0.17
	0.22
	-
	0.22
	0.26
	-
	0.10
	0.15
	-

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditures e
	0.27
	0.20
	-
	0.30
	0.24
	-
	0.23
	0.13
	-
	0.26
	0.21
	-
	0.29
	0.24
	-
	0.22
	0.15
	-

	Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.46
	0.52
	-
	0.47
	0.54
	-
	0.44
	0.49
	-
	0.48
	0.48
	-
	0.52
	0.54
	-
	0.42
	0.39
	-

	Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.70
	0.79
	-
	0.72
	0.84
	#
	0.68
	0.71
	-
	0.74
	0.77
	-
	0.79
	0.84
	-
	0.69
	0.65
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	320
	4,961
	
	147
	3,000
	
	173
	1,961
	
	410
	4,836
	
	196
	2,929
	
	214
	1,907
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "None" at 5%.
  	# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see text or Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow.  For more information, see text.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

Households with disabilities report higher asset ownership and living condition outcomes than other households.  On average, households with disabilities have higher asset ownership scores than other households (mean score: 40.61 versus 36.05 respectively, p<0.05).  The left panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities. The CDFs for the two groups are relatively close but the CDF for households with disabilities resides to the right of the CDF for households without disabilities, suggesting higher asset ownership levels for households with disabilities. 
A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is lower for households with disabilities (60 percent versus 67 percent), but this difference is not statistically significant.  The share of households lacking adequate sanitation and higher-quality cooking fuel sources is lower for households with a working-age adult with disability (Chi-sq<0.05, for each measure).

Figure 1: Pakistan: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	[image: ]
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Note: HH stands for household.

Median per-capita total monthly, non-medical PCE are higher for households with disabilities compared to other households (median PCE: US$37.72 versus US$33.01).[footnoteRef:14]  Mean PCE is also higher for households with disabilities than other households but the difference is not statistically different from zero (mean PCE: US$53.25 versus US$45.80).  The right panel of Figure 1 shows the cumulative distribution function of non-medical expenditures for both households with and without disabilities.  In addition to higher asset ownership and median PCE, households with disabilities have higher ratios of medical to total expenditures (15 percent versus 12 percent for other households, p<0.05). [14:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 

Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Using the expanded measure of disability, individuals with (expanded) disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (75 percent versus 68 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  For urban areas, individuals with disabilities have statistically significant higher poverty rates (61 percent versus 48 percent, Chi-sq<0.05), which is robust across both disability measures.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disabilities to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure.  The plots represent deprivation rates for each dimension.  The plot for persons with disabilities falls outside of the plot for persons without disabilities in two dimensions: no employment and no primary education, reflecting higher rates of deprivation in these areas.  However, the plot for persons without disabilities falls outside the other for asset deprivation, adequate living conditions, and PCE under US$2 a day, suggesting higher deprivation rates for persons without disabilities in these areas.

Figure 2a: Pakistan: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities



Figure 2b: Pakistan: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of the households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households show no statistically significant difference in neither representation of the bottom asset index quintile nor the bottom PCE quintile, with both groups close to the expected 20 percent. 
Identifying poverty by comparing PCE to international poverty lines shows no statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability for the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines.





	Figure 3a: Pakistan: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$1.25 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Pakistan: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$2.00 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	

	




Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence is two to five percentage points higher for the multidimensionally poor, depending on the disability measures employed and the area analyzed.  Using the expanded disability measure for the entire country, 8.36 percent of multidimensionally poor persons have a disability, compared to 6.06 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).
Across the other four poverty definitions used, differences in disability prevalence across poverty status are not statistically significant (whether measured as a comparison of the bottom versus upper quintiles for asset index and PCE, or measured as falling below or above a US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty line).















	Table 4: Pakistan: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Status a


	Poverty identification
	Individuals who are multi-dimensionally poor b
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintile c
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintile d
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $1.25 
PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below $2.00 
PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	

	All
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	6.41
	5.06
	
	5.34
	6.25
	
	6.87
	5.75
	
	5.58
	6.38
	
	5.47
	7.77
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	8.36
	6.06
	*
	6.37
	8.13
	
	8.58
	7.39
	
	7.40
	7.88
	
	7.33
	8.72
	

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	4.97
	2.88
	*
	4.43
	4.64
	
	5.69
	4.15
	
	4.24
	4.87
	
	4.13
	6.55
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	6.87
	3.66
	*
	5.56
	6.54
	
	7.56
	5.75
	
	6.22
	6.17
	
	6.00
	7.20
	

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	11.22
	6.91
	*
	9.82
	9.10
	
	10.80
	8.70
	
	9.69
	8.62
	
	9.06
	8.93
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	13.38
	8.08
	*
	10.37
	10.92
	
	12.02
	10.40
	
	11.04
	10.42
	
	10.92
	10.15
	


Note:  	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes in text or Table 1.       
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

Conclusion
In Pakistan, descriptive results on the association between disability and economic well-being are mixed.  At the individual level, working-age persons with disabilities have lower rates of primary education completion and lower rates of employment.  At the household level, a household with disability has on average a higher ratio of medical to total expenditures.  At the same time, households with disabilities tend to own more assets, and in rural areas have a lower rate of PPP US$2 a day poverty.


C.2.4	Disability Profile: Philippines

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In the Philippines, disability prevalence among working-age individuals stands at 8.5 percent.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 12.1 percent.
Prevalence rates are higher in rural than in urban areas (9.8 percent versus 7.7 percent respectively), as are rates for women compared to men (9.3 percent versus 7.7 percent respectively).  When using the expanded measure of disability, prevalence rates increase by three to four percentage points for both males and females.  This jump in rates is due to the relatively higher rates of reported difficulty in learning a new task and seeing/recognizing at arm’s length, which are components of the expanded definition of disability.  Difficulties in concentrating/remembering things are reported at higher rates than all other tasks.
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Age and gender characteristics differ significantly across disability.  Persons with disabilities are 55 percent female compared to 49 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  The average individual with a disability is seven years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 41 versus 34 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 39 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 20 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  In both groups, more than 60 percent of individuals are married.
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disabilities have lower educational attainment and employment compared to other individuals.  Persons with disabilities have 3.41 years of education, compared to 3.73 years for persons without disabilities (p<0.05).  As a group, individuals with disabilities have lower primary school completion rates compared to persons without disabilities (76 percent versus 86 percent, Chi-sq<0.05). 
Forty-nine percent of persons with disabilities are employed, compared to 55 percent of persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Differences in the type of work that employed individuals do are also statistically significant across disability status, as persons with disabilities rely more on self-employment compared to persons without (62 percent versus 50 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find no significant difference in average household size or number of children.  However, a lower percentage of households with disabilities are headed by a male member (83 percent versus 86 percent for other households, Chi-sq<0.05).


	Table 1: Philippines: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.6%
	4.0%
	3.3%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	3.6%
	4.5%
	3.1%

	Moving around
	2.1%
	2.9%
	1.6%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	3.9%
	4.6%
	3.5%

	Self-care
	0.8%
	1.0%
	0.7%

	Personal relationships
	1.6%
	1.9%
	1.3%

	Learning a new task
	2.9%
	4.2%
	2.1%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.7%
	2.1%
	1.5%

	Disability prevalencea
	8.5%
	9.8%
	7.7%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	12.1%
	14.0%
	10.9%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.2%
	3.3%
	3.1%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	3.2%
	3.7%
	2.8%

	Moving around
	1.9%
	2.4%
	1.5%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	3.5%
	4.4%
	2.8%

	Self-care
	0.7%
	1.0%
	0.5%

	Personal relationships
	1.5%
	2.0%
	1.2%

	Learning a new task
	2.7%
	3.7%
	2.1%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.7%
	2.3%
	1.4%

	Disability prevalencea
	7.7%
	9.0%
	6.9%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	10.9%
	12.9%
	9.6%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	4.0%
	4.7%
	3.6%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	4.1%
	5.3%
	3.4%

	Moving around
	2.3%
	3.3%
	1.6%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	4.4%
	4.8%
	4.1%

	Self-care
	1.0%
	1.1%
	0.9%

	Personal relationships
	1.6%
	1.8%
	1.5%

	Learning a new task
	3.0%
	4.6%
	2.1%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.6%
	1.8%
	1.5%

	Disability prevalencea
	9.3%
	10.6%
	8.5%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	13.3%
	15.2%
	12.2%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	9,154
	3,728
	5,426

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	76,880,688
	29,516,106
	47,364,582


Note: 	a. Base measure of disability prevalence: A person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; or self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: A person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/participation in the community; learning a new task; or dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.


	Table 2: Philippines: Sample Means  across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.55
	0.49
	#
	0.53
	0.49
	-
	0.56
	0.50
	-
	0.55
	0.49
	#
	0.53
	0.48
	-
	0.56
	0.50
	#

	Male
	0.45
	0.51
	#
	0.47
	0.51
	-
	0.44
	0.50
	-
	0.45
	0.51
	#
	0.47
	0.52
	-
	0.44
	0.50
	#

	Married
	0.65
	0.61
	-
	0.68
	0.66
	-
	0.62
	0.58
	-
	0.65
	0.61
	#
	0.70
	0.65
	-
	0.62
	0.58
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	40.59
	34.34
	
	42.34
	34.97
	
	39.21
	33.96
	
	40.09
	34.16
	
	41.96
	34.67
	
	38.58
	33.85
	

	
	(0.67)
	(0.19)
	*
	(0.94)
	(0.33)
	*
	(0.91)
	(0.23)
	*
	(0.60)
	(0.19)
	*
	(0.79)
	(0.34)
	*
	(0.83)
	(0.23)
	*

	18-30
	0.31
	0.46
	#
	0.25
	0.43
	#
	0.35
	0.48
	#
	0.32
	0.46
	#
	0.25
	0.43
	#
	0.37
	0.48
	#

	31-45
	0.30
	0.34
	#
	0.30
	0.36
	#
	0.30
	0.33
	#
	0.30
	0.34
	#
	0.32
	0.36
	#
	0.28
	0.33
	#

	46-65
	0.39
	0.20
	#
	0.45
	0.21
	#
	0.35
	0.19
	#
	0.38
	0.19
	#
	0.43
	0.20
	#
	0.35
	0.19
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.56
	0.62
	-
	-
	-
	0.55
	0.62
	#
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.44
	0.38
	-
	-
	-
	0.45
	0.38
	#
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	3.41
	3.73
	
	3.03
	3.41
	
	3.71
	3.92
	
	3.41
	3.74
	
	3.03
	3.43
	
	3.72
	3.93
	

	
	(0.06)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.07)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.08)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.06)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.07)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.08)
	(0.03)
	*

	Less than primary school
	0.24
	0.14
	#
	0.34
	0.22
	#
	0.16
	0.09
	#
	0.23
	0.13
	#
	0.33
	0.22
	#
	0.14
	0.09
	#

	Primary school completed
	0.76
	0.86
	#
	0.66
	0.78
	#
	0.84
	0.91
	#
	0.77
	0.87
	#
	0.67
	0.78
	#
	0.86
	0.91
	#

	Not employed
	0.51
	0.45
	#
	0.46
	0.42
	-
	0.55
	0.47
	#
	0.50
	0.45
	#
	0.46
	0.42
	-
	0.54
	0.47
	#

	Employed
	0.49
	0.55
	#
	0.54
	0.58
	-
	0.45
	0.53
	#
	0.50
	0.55
	#
	0.54
	0.58
	-
	0.46
	0.53
	#

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	. Government
	0.10
	0.11
	#
	0.11
	0.10
	-
	0.09
	0.11
	#
	0.11
	0.10
	#
	0.12
	0.10
	-
	0.10
	0.11
	#

	. Non-government
	0.19
	0.31
	#
	0.13
	0.19
	-
	0.24
	0.40
	#
	0.21
	0.32
	#
	0.13
	0.19
	-
	0.28
	0.40
	#

	. Self-employed
	0.62
	0.50
	#
	0.67
	0.63
	-
	0.57
	0.42
	#
	0.60
	0.50
	#
	0.66
	0.62
	-
	0.54
	0.42
	#

	. Employer
	0.09
	0.08
	#
	0.08
	0.08
	-
	0.10
	0.07
	#
	0.09
	0.08
	#
	0.09
	0.08
	-
	0.08
	0.07
	#

	Multidimensional Poverty Indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally poor (AF Method k/d=40%)c
	0.44
	0.31
	#
	0.58
	0.45
	#
	0.33
	0.23
	#
	0.43
	0.31
	#
	0.58
	0.44
	#
	0.31
	0.22
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	852
	8,302
	
	399
	3,329
	
	453
	4,973
	
	1,182
	7,955
	
	556
	3,166
	
	626
	4,789
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes in Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in text.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "No" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

	Table 3: Philippines: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	 
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	 
	All
	 Rural
	Urban
	All
	 Rural
	Urban

	 
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Household size
	5.25
	5.34
	
	5.31
	5.33
	
	5.19
	5.34
	
	5.29
	5.33
	
	5.32
	5.33
	
	5.27
	5.34
	

	 
	(0.12)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.17)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.16)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.10)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.14)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.14)
	(0.05)
	-

	   Number of children 0-17
	2.30
	2.35
	
	2.43
	2.47
	
	2.19
	2.27
	
	2.32
	2.35
	
	2.40
	2.47
	
	2.25
	2.26
	

	 
	(0.09)
	(0.03)
	-
	(0.14)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.11)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.08)
	(0.03)
	-
	(0.12)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.10)
	(0.04)
	-

	   Male headed household 
	0.83
	0.86
	#
	0.88
	0.90
	-
	0.79
	0.84
	#
	0.83
	0.86
	#
	0.88
	0.90
	-
	0.79
	0.84
	#

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Asset index c
	47.23
	52.03
	
	38.56
	41.35
	
	54.77
	59.22
	
	47.28
	52.21
	
	38.36
	41.48
	
	55.23
	59.33
	

	 
	(1.15)
	(0.67)
	*
	(1.26)
	(1.17)
	*
	(1.45)
	(0.79)
	*
	(1.05)
	(0.68)
	*
	(1.25)
	(1.20)
	*
	(1.29)
	(0.80)
	*

	   Asset deprivation d
	0.53
	0.42
	#
	0.68
	0.60
	#
	0.39
	0.30
	#
	0.53
	0.41
	#
	0.70
	0.59
	#
	0.38
	0.30
	#

	Living conditions d
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Household lacks electricity
	0.25
	0.20
	#
	0.37
	0.36
	-
	0.15
	0.09
	#
	0.26
	0.20
	#
	0.40
	0.35
	-
	0.13
	0.09
	#

	   Household lacks clean water source
	0.16
	0.14
	-
	0.16
	0.14
	-
	0.16
	0.13
	-
	0.16
	0.14
	-
	0.16
	0.14
	-
	0.15
	0.13
	-

	   Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.27
	0.25
	-
	0.27
	0.29
	-
	0.27
	0.22
	-
	0.27
	0.25
	-
	0.28
	0.29
	-
	0.26
	0.22
	#

	   Household lacks a hard floor
	0.10
	0.07
	-
	0.13
	0.12
	-
	0.06
	0.04
	-
	0.09
	0.07
	-
	0.13
	0.12
	-
	0.05
	0.04
	-

	   Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.53
	0.41
	#
	0.77
	0.67
	#
	0.33
	0.23
	#
	0.52
	0.41
	#
	0.75
	0.67
	#
	0.32
	0.23
	#

	Household non-medical PCE (International $, PPP 2005) 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Mean
	49.89
	53.37
	
	38.21
	40.51
	
	60.11
	61.93
	
	48.18
	53.80
	
	37.41
	40.78
	
	57.81
	62.34
	

	 
	(2.65)
	(1.70)
	-
	(4.19)
	(1.86)
	-
	(2.99)
	(2.55)
	-
	(2.21)
	(1.75)
	*
	(3.28)
	(1.93)
	-
	(2.75)
	(2.61)
	-

	   Median
	31.45
	37.57
	
	23.59
	30.32
	
	46.50
	46.94
	
	31.45
	37.74
	
	24.76
	30.40
	
	42.45
	47.17
	

	Medical expenditures  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.11
	0.08
	
	0.12
	0.07
	
	0.11
	0.08
	
	0.10
	0.08
	
	0.11
	0.07
	
	0.10
	0.08
	

	 
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*




	Table 3: Philippines: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued)


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	 Rural
	Urban
	All
	 Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	Household Poverty Indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Bottom Asset Index Score Quintilec
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.39
	0.37
	-
	0.13
	0.08
	#

	   Bottom PCE Quintile, non-medical expenditurese
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.38
	0.28
	#
	0.18
	0.13
	#

	   Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.49
	0.43
	#
	0.65
	0.58
	#
	0.34
	0.32
	-
	0.50
	0.42
	#
	0.64
	0.58
	-
	0.37
	0.32
	-

	   Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.71
	0.69
	-
	0.85
	0.82
	-
	0.59
	0.60
	-
	0.73
	0.68
	#
	0.85
	0.82
	-
	0.63
	0.60
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	852
	8,302
	
	399
	3,329
	
	453
	4,973
	
	1,182
	7,955
	
	556
	3,166
	
	626
	4,789
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see text or Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow. For more information, see text.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS. All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

For the overall population, as well as in rural and urban areas separately, asset index scores are lower for households with a disability compared to other households.  The mean asset score for households with a disability is 47.23 while the score for other households is 52.03 (p<0.05).  The left panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities.  The CDF for households with disabilities resides to the left and above the CDF for households without disabilities, suggesting lower asset ownership levels for this group.
A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is higher for households with disabilities (53 percent versus 42 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  Additionally, the share of households lacking electricity and adequate cooking fuel sources is higher for households with a working-age adult with disability (Chi-sq<0.05 for both measures).

Figure 1: Philippines: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	[image: ]
	[image: ]


Note: HH stands for household.

Median household non-medical PCE are 16 percent lower for households with disabilities compared to other households (median PCE: US$31.45 versus US$37.57).[footnoteRef:15]  While we do not find any statistically significant difference in mean PCE, households with disabilities have higher ratios of medical to total expenditures (11 percent versus 8 percent, p<0.05).  The right panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of non-medical expenditures for both households with and without disabilities.  The combination of similar PCE, higher medical expenditure, and lower asset accumulation for households with a disabled member suggests that these households may have less ability to save and invest in long-term assets, partially due to higher medical expenses. [15:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 

Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (44 percent versus 31 percent, p<0.05).  This result is found across both rural and urban areas and across both measures of disability.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disabilities to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure. The plot for persons with disabilities falls well outside of the plot for persons without disabilities in about half of the reported dimensions, reflecting higher rates of deprivation in these areas.

Figure 2a: Philippines: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities





Figure 2b: Philippines: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of the households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, they are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households with (expanded) disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom asset index score quintile of all households, with 25 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05). Households with disabilities are even more overrepresented in the bottom PCE quintile, with 28 percent of these households in the bottom quintile, compared to 19 percent of other households (Chi-sq<0.05).
Identifying poverty by comparing PCE to international poverty lines also shows a statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Approximately 49 percent of households with disabilities fall below the US$1.25 a day poverty line, compared to 43 percent of other households (Chi-sq<0.05).  Poverty rates for both groups increase when using the US$2 a day poverty line (71 percent versus 69 percent), but differences across disability status are not statistically significant.  Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability for the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines.
	Figure 3a: Philippines: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$1.25 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Philippines: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$2.00 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	

	




Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence is four to seven percentage points higher for the multidimensionally poor, compared to the non-poor, for rural and urban areas and both disability measures (p<0.05).  Using the base disability measure for the entire country, 11.67 percent of multidimensionally poor persons have a disability, compared to 6.99 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).
For households in the bottom asset index and PCE quintile, prevalence of disability is higher compared to higher quintiles.  The bottom asset index quintile of households shows disability prevalence rates of 11.44 percent, compared to 7.95 percent for households in higher quintiles (p<0.05).  For PCE comparisons, the bottom quintile also shows higher disability prevalence (12.13 percent versus 7.56 percent, p<0.05).
Households that fall below both the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines also show higher disability prevalence compared to households above the respective poverty lines.  Using the US$1.25 a day threshold, 9.64 percent of households under the poverty line contain a working-age member with a disability, compared to 7.57 percent of households above the poverty line (p<0.05).  Using the expanded measure of disability, 12.97 percent of households under the $2 a day poverty line contain a working-age member with a disability, compared to 9.94 percent of other households (p<0.05). 






	Table 4: Philippines: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Status a


	Poverty Identification
	Individuals who are multi-dimensionally poorb
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintilec
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintiled
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 

	All
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	11.67
	6.99
	*
	11.44
	7.95
	*
	12.13
	7.56
	*
	9.64
	7.57
	*
	8.84
	7.64
	 

	   Disability prevalence (expanded)
	16.33
	10.08
	*
	16.01
	11.38
	*
	17.21
	10.77
	*
	14.25
	10.34
	*
	12.97
	9.94
	*

	Rural
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	12.35
	7.57
	*
	10.83
	9.23
	 
	13.21
	8.27
	*
	10.85
	8.13
	*
	10.10
	8.11
	 

	   Disability prevalence (expanded)
	17.76
	10.85
	*
	15.48
	13.34
	 
	18.77
	11.96
	*
	15.57
	11.70
	*
	14.63
	11.09
	*

	Urban
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	10.85
	6.73
	*
	13.21
	7.36
	*
	10.71
	7.19
	*
	8.35
	7.35
	 
	7.81
	7.50
	 

	   Disability prevalence (expanded)
	14.59
	9.75
	*
	17.56
	10.49
	*
	15.15
	10.17
	*
	12.85
	9.81
	 
	11.62
	9.61
	 


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes in text or Table 1.     
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "Non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

Conclusion
In the Philippines, results from the descriptive analysis of WHS data suggest that disability is associated with lower levels of economic well-being across a number of economic indicators and poverty measures analyzed.  Households with disability are overrepresented in the bottom asset index and PCE quintiles, have higher rates of PPP US$1.25 a day poverty, own fewer assets, and have a higher ratio of medical to total expenditures.  Additionally, households with disabilities report lower access to high quality living conditions.  At the individual level, working-age persons with disabilities have lower rates of employment and primary education completion and higher rates of multidimensional poverty.
[bookmark: _Toc275540560]

C.3.	 Profiles for Countries in Latin America and the Caribbean
C.3.1 Disability Profile: Brazil
Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Brazil, disability prevalence stands at 13.5 percent among the working-age population.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 21.5 percent.  Prevalence is higher in rural areas (16.3 percent) compared to urban areas (12.8 percent).  Disability prevalence is also higher among women (16.4 percent) than men (11.1 percent).  Such patterns remain if we use the expanded measure of disability.  Regarding disability types, difficulties in concentrating/ remembering things and dealing with conflict consistently rank as the most common difficulties for all individuals, across gender and rural/urban areas.  Women report severe or extreme difficulty at higher rates than men in every category, with the largest differences in dealing with conflict, concentrating/remembering things, and moving around.
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Age, gender, and marital characteristics differ across disability status.  Persons with disabilities are 54 percent female, while only 43 percent of persons without disabilities are female.  The average individual with a disability is six years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 41 versus 35 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 42 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 22 percent for persons without disabilities.  Fifty eight percent of persons with disabilities are married compared to 51 percent of those without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disabilities are less educated and have lower employments rates than their nondisabled counterparts for the entire country, and within rural and urban areas.  Results are similar using the expanded definition of disability.
The average person with disability has 2.8 years of education, compared to 3.7 for the average person without a disability (p<0.05).  In rural areas, 42 percent of persons reporting disabilities have completed primary school compared to 64 percent of those not reporting disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  For urban individuals, primary school completion is 62 percent and 84 percent for persons with and without disabilities respectively (Chi-sq<0.05).   
Persons with disabilities show higher rates of unemployment (52 percent versus 39 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  In urban areas, the breakdown of the type of employment held amongst the employed (government, non-government, self-employed, or employer) differs significantly across disability status, with a higher percentage of persons with disabilities relying on self-employment (49 percent versus 36 percent for persons without disabilities, Chi-sq<0.05).  A similar trend is shown in rural areas, although this difference across disability status is not significant.
	Table 1: Brazil: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population


	
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	
	
	

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.5%
	3.8%
	3.4%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	4.7%
	5.2%
	4.6%

	Moving around
	3.8%
	5.0%
	3.5%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	8.4%
	10.7%
	7.8%

	Self-care
	1.4%
	1.1%
	1.4%

	Personal relationships
	3.1%
	3.4%
	3.0%

	Learning a new task
	5.5%
	7.1%
	5.1%

	Dealing with conflict
	6.5%
	5.0%
	6.9%

	Disability prevalence a
	13.5%
	16.3%
	12.8%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	21.5%
	24.2%
	20.8%

	Males
	
	
	

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	2.7%
	2.3%
	2.8%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	4.1%
	4.2%
	4.1%

	Moving around
	2.5%
	4.8%
	1.9%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	7.1%
	9.7%
	6.5%

	Self-care
	1.0%
	0.9%
	1.1%

	Personal relationships
	1.9%
	2.6%
	1.7%

	Learning a new task
	4.1%
	6.5%
	3.6%

	Dealing with conflict
	4.1%
	3.4%
	4.3%

	Disability prevalence a
	11.1%
	14.7%
	10.3%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	17.0%
	21.7%
	15.8%

	Females
	
	
	

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	4.5%
	5.6%
	4.2%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	5.5%
	6.4%
	5.3%

	Moving around
	5.5%
	5.2%
	5.5%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	10.0%
	11.9%
	9.6%

	Self-care
	1.7%
	1.3%
	1.8%

	Personal relationships
	4.6%
	4.4%
	4.7%

	Learning a new task
	7.2%
	7.9%
	7.0%

	Dealing with conflict
	9.6%
	7.0%
	10.2%

	Disability prevalence a
	16.4%
	18.3%
	15.9%

	Disability prevalence (expanded) b
	27.2%
	27.3%
	27.2%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	2,845
	569
	2,276

	Number of observations (weighted)
	120,000,000
	23,492,669
	96,538,896


Note: a. Base measure of disability prevalence: A person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care.
b.  Expanded measure of disability prevalence: A person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/participation in the community; learning a new task; dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.



	Table 2: Brazil: Sample Means across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	 
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	 
	All
	 Rural
	Urban
	All
	 Rural
	Urban

	 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 
	 Yes 
	 No 

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.54
	0.43
	#
	0.50
	0.44
	-
	0.55
	0.43
	#
	0.56
	0.41
	#
	0.50
	0.43
	-
	0.58
	0.41
	#

	Male
	0.46
	0.57
	#
	0.50
	0.56
	-
	0.45
	0.57
	#
	0.44
	0.59
	#
	0.50
	0.57
	-
	0.42
	0.59
	#

	Married
	0.58
	0.51
	#
	0.62
	0.55
	-
	0.57
	0.50
	#
	0.57
	0.50
	#
	0.63
	0.55
	-
	0.55
	0.49
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	40.85
	35.33
	
	41.01
	34.70
	
	40.80
	35.47
	
	40.08
	34.98
	
	40.86
	34.12
	
	39.86
	35.18
	

	
	(0.75)
	(0.34)
	*
	(1.55)
	(0.89)
	*
	(0.85)
	(0.37)
	*
	(0.59)
	(0.36)
	*
	(1.18)
	(0.90)
	*
	(0.68)
	(0.40)
	*

	18-30
	0.26
	0.42
	#
	0.30
	0.44
	#
	0.25
	0.42
	#
	0.30
	0.43
	#
	0.28
	0.46
	#
	0.30
	0.42
	#

	31-45
	0.32
	0.36
	#
	0.27
	0.36
	#
	0.33
	0.36
	#
	0.32
	0.36
	#
	0.32
	0.36
	#
	0.32
	0.36
	#

	46-65
	0.42
	0.22
	#
	0.43
	0.20
	#
	0.42
	0.23
	#
	0.38
	0.21
	#
	0.40
	0.19
	#
	0.38
	0.22
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.76
	0.81
	-
	-
	-
	0.78
	0.81
	-
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.24
	0.19
	-
	-
	-
	0.22
	0.19
	-
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	2.83
	3.70
	
	2.24
	2.87
	
	3.01
	3.90
	
	2.91
	3.77
	
	2.23
	2.95
	
	3.11
	3.96
	

	
	(0.08)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.12)
	(0.10)
	*
	(0.09)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.06)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.10)
	(0.09)
	*
	(0.07)
	(0.06)
	*

	Less than primary school
	0.43
	0.19
	#
	0.58
	0.36
	#
	0.38
	0.16
	#
	0.40
	0.18
	#
	0.59
	0.33
	#
	0.34
	0.14
	#

	Primary school completed
	0.57
	0.81
	#
	0.42
	0.64
	#
	0.62
	0.84
	#
	0.60
	0.82
	#
	0.41
	0.67
	#
	0.66
	0.86
	#

	Not employed
	0.52
	0.39
	#
	0.52
	0.38
	#
	0.52
	0.40
	#
	0.51
	0.38
	#
	0.51
	0.36
	#
	0.51
	0.39
	#

	Employed
	0.48
	0.61
	#
	0.48
	0.62
	#
	0.48
	0.60
	#
	0.49
	0.62
	#
	0.49
	0.64
	#
	0.49
	0.61
	#

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	. Government
	0.05
	0.12
	#
	0.02
	0.08
	-
	0.05
	0.13
	#
	0.07
	0.12
	#
	0.03
	0.09
	-
	0.08
	0.13
	#

	. Non-government
	0.39
	0.44
	#
	0.25
	0.28
	-
	0.43
	0.48
	#
	0.37
	0.45
	#
	0.23
	0.29
	-
	0.41
	0.49
	#

	. Self-Employed
	0.54
	0.41
	#
	0.73
	0.63
	-
	0.49
	0.36
	#
	0.55
	0.40
	#
	0.74
	0.61
	-
	0.50
	0.35
	#

	. Employer
	0.02
	0.03
	#
	-
	0.01
	-
	0.03
	0.03
	#
	0.01
	0.03
	#
	-
	0.01
	-
	0.02
	0.03
	#

	Multidimensional poverty indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally poor (AF method k/d=40%)c
	0.32
	0.16
	#
	0.54
	0.34
	#
	0.25
	0.12
	#
	0.29
	0.15
	#
	0.54
	0.32
	#
	0.22
	0.11
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	403
	2,442
	
	99
	470
	
	304
	1,972
	
	640
	2,194
	
	147
	420
	
	493
	1,774
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes in Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in text.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "No" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.


	Table 3: Brazil: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	 
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	 
	All
	 Rural
	Urban
	All
	 Rural
	Urban

	 
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household size
	4.08
	3.89
	
	4.02
	4.25
	
	4.10
	3.81
	
	4.11
	3.87
	
	4.18
	4.22
	
	4.09
	3.79
	

	
	(0.10)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.24)
	(0.12)
	-
	(0.10)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.08)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.22)
	(0.13)
	-
	(0.09)
	(0.06)
	*

	Number of children 0-17
	1.39
	1.30
	
	1.46
	1.64
	
	1.37
	1.22
	
	1.44
	1.28
	
	1.63
	1.60
	
	1.38
	1.20
	

	
	(0.07)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.17)
	(0.10)
	-
	(0.08)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.06)
	(0.04)
	*
	(0.16)
	(0.11)
	-
	(0.07)
	(0.04)
	*

	Male headed household
	0.96
	0.97
	-
	0.97
	0.99
	#
	0.96
	0.96
	-
	0.97
	0.96
	-
	0.98
	0.99
	-
	0.96
	0.96
	-

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset index c 
	80.64
	85.33
	
	62.55
	67.30
	
	86.80
	89.54
	
	81.52
	85.59
	
	63.28
	67.56
	
	87.14
	89.77
	

	
	(1.27)
	(0.58)
	*
	(3.40)
	(2.36)
	-
	(0.86)
	(0.50)
	*
	(1.09)
	(0.59)
	*
	(3.14)
	(2.33)
	-
	(0.71)
	(0.51)
	*

	Asset Deprivation d
	0.01
	0.00
	#
	0.01
	0.00
	#
	0.01
	0.00
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	#
	0.01
	0.00
	#
	0.01
	0.00
	#

	Living conditions d
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household lacks DVD/VCR
	0.01
	0.01
	#
	0.04
	0.03
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	#
	0.01
	0.01
	#
	0.04
	0.02
	-
	0.00
	0.00
	-

	Household lacks clean water source
	0.07
	0.04
	#
	0.25
	0.18
	-
	0.02
	0.01
	-
	0.06
	0.04
	-
	0.21
	0.18
	-
	0.01
	0.01
	-

	Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.13
	0.09
	#
	0.33
	0.29
	-
	0.06
	0.05
	-
	0.12
	0.09
	#
	0.33
	0.28
	-
	0.06
	0.05
	-

	Household lacks a hard floor
	0.06
	0.03
	#
	0.13
	0.08
	-
	0.03
	0.02
	-
	0.05
	0.03
	#
	0.11
	0.08
	-
	0.02
	0.02
	-

	Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.17
	0.12
	#
	0.51
	0.51
	-
	0.06
	0.03
	#
	0.17
	0.11
	#
	0.56
	0.49
	-
	0.05
	0.03
	#

	Household non-medical PCE (International $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	96.50
	166.12
	
	55.27
	64.84
	
	110.16
	189.41
	
	102.51
	172.30
	
	53.91
	66.53
	
	117.17
	196.40
	

	
	(6.41)
	(13.65)
	*
	(7.38)
	(5.65)
	-
	(8.09)
	(16.58)
	*
	(6.14)
	(14.92)
	*
	(6.01)
	(5.96)
	-
	(7.70)
	(18.05)
	*

	Median
	58.05
	79.45
	
	36.28
	41.46
	
	65.30
	90.70
	
	60.47
	81.63
	
	36.28
	41.79
	
	69.48
	92.51
	

	Medical expenditures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.16
	0.12
	
	0.15
	0.12
	
	0.16
	0.12
	
	0.14
	0.12
	
	0.14
	0.12
	
	0.14
	0.12
	

	
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	*



	Table 3: Brazil: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued) 


	 
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	 
	All
	 Rural
	Urban
	All
	 Rural
	Urban

	 
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom Asset Index Score Quintilec
	0.28
	0.19
	#
	0.72
	0.62
	-
	0.14
	0.09
	#
	0.26
	0.18
	#
	0.69
	0.62
	-
	0.13
	0.08
	#

	Bottom PCE Quintile, non-medical expenditurese
	0.28
	0.19
	#
	0.47
	0.43
	-
	0.21
	0.13
	#
	0.25
	0.18
	#
	0.48
	0.42
	-
	0.19
	0.13
	#

	Extremely poor (PCE below $1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.24
	0.16
	#
	0.43
	0.36
	-
	0.18
	0.12
	#
	0.23
	0.16
	#
	0.44
	0.35
	-
	0.17
	0.11
	#

	Poor (PCE below $2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.47
	0.33
	#
	0.75
	0.62
	#
	0.38
	0.26
	#
	0.45
	0.32
	#
	0.70
	0.62
	-
	0.37
	0.25
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	403
	2,442
	
	99
	470
	
	304
	1,972
	
	640
	2,194
	
	147
	420
	
	493
	1,774
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see text or Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow.  For more information, see text.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find little or no significant difference in household size, average number of children and percentage of households headed by males.
For the overall population, as well as in rural and urban areas separately, asset index scores are lower for households with a disability compared to other households, signifying lower levels of asset ownership.  The overall asset score for households with a disabled member is 80.64, while the score for other households is 85.33 (p<0.05).  The left panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of the asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities.  The CDFs for the two groups are relatively close but the CDF for households with disabilities resides to the left and above the CDF for households without disabilities, suggesting lower asset ownership levels for households with disabilities. 

Figure 1: Brazil: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
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A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is close to zero for both groups (1 percent versus 0 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  The share of households lacking a clean water source, adequate sanitation, a hard floor, and adequate cooking fuel sources is also higher for households with disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05 for each measure). 
Median and mean per-capita total monthly, non-medical PCEs are lower for households with disabilities compared to other households (median PCE: US$58.05 versus US$79.45; mean PCE: US$96.50 versus US$166.12, p<0.05).[footnoteRef:16]  The right panel of Figure 1 shows the cumulative CDF of non-medical expenditures for both households with and without disabilities.  In addition to lower PCE, households with disabilities show higher medical to total expenditure ratios (16 percent versus 12 percent, p<0.05).  The combination of lower PCE, higher medical expenditure, and lower asset accumulation for households with a disabled member suggests that these households may have less ability to save and invest in long-term assets and living condition improvements, partially due to higher medical expenses. [16:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 

Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (32 percent versus 16 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  This result holds across rural/ urban regions and for both disability measures.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disability to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure.  The plots represent deprivation rates for each dimension.  The plot for persons with disabilities falls outside of the plot for persons without disabilities in almost every dimension, suggesting higher rates of deprivation.

Figure 2a: Brazil: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities


Figure 2b: Brazil: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of the households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, they are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households with disabilities are significantly overrepresented in the bottom asset index score quintile of all households, with 28 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Households with disabilities are also overrepresented in the bottom PCE quintile of all households, with 28 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).
Identifying poverty by comparing PCE to international poverty lines also shows a statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Approximately 24 percent of households with disabilities fall below the US$1.25 a day poverty line, compared to 16 percent of other households (Chi-sq<0.05).  This difference across poverty status increases when using the US$2 a day poverty line (47 percent versus 33 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability for the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines.

	Figure 3a: Brazil: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$1.25 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Brazil: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$2.00 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	

	




Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence ranges from 10- to 17- percentage points higher for the multidimensional poor, compared to the non-poor, ranging across rural and urban area and for both disability measures (p<0.05).  Using the base disability measure for the entire country, 23.75 percent of multidimensionally poor persons have a disability, compared to 11.20 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).
For households in the bottom asset index and PCE quintile, prevalence of disability is higher compared to higher quintiles.  The bottom asset index quintile of households shows disability prevalence rates of 18.87 percent, compared to 12.14 percent for households in higher quintiles (p<0.05).  For PCE comparisons, the bottom quintile also shows higher disability prevalence (18.20 percent versus 12.10 percent, p<0.05).
Households that fall below both the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines also show higher disability prevalence compared to households above the respective poverty lines.  Using the US$1.25 a day threshold, 18.53 percent of households under the poverty line contain a working-age member with a disability, compared to 12.21 percent of households above the poverty line (p<0.05).  Using the expanded measure of disability, 27.46 percent of households under the US$1.25 a day poverty line contain a working-age member with a disability, compared to 20.02 percent of other households (p<0.05).  Similar results are found using the US$2 a day poverty line. 


	Table 4: Brazil: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Status a


	Poverty identification
	Individuals who are multidimensionally poor b
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintile c
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintile d
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 
	Poor
	Non-poor
	 

	All
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	23.75
	11.20
	*
	18.87
	12.14
	*
	18.20
	12.10
	*
	18.53
	12.21
	*
	17.95
	10.70
	*

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	34.87
	18.57
	*
	27.83
	19.86
	*
	26.24
	20.13
	*
	27.46
	20.02
	*
	26.92
	18.16
	*

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	24.05
	11.78
	*
	19.13
	11.78
	*
	18.11
	14.71
	
	19.37
	14.14
	
	19.11
	10.34
	*

	   Disability prevalence (expanded)
	35.34
	17.62
	*
	26.48
	20.07
	
	27.14
	21.56
	
	29.27
	20.59
	
	26.82
	18.55
	*

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Disability prevalence (base)
	23.56
	11.10
	*
	18.41
	12.18
	
	18.26
	11.70
	*
	17.94
	11.89
	*
	17.32
	10.74
	*

	   Disability prevalence (expanded)
	34.55
	18.74
	*
	30.28
	19.84
	*
	25.60
	19.91
	*
	26.19
	19.93
	*
	26.98
	18.12
	*


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes in text or Table 1.       
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "Non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

Conclusion
In conclusion, in Brazil, descriptive analysis of WHS data suggests that disability is associated with lower economic well-being for all the individual- and household- level well-being dimensions under study.  Households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom asset index and PCE quintiles, have higher rates of PPP US$2 a day poverty, own fewer assets, have lower mean PCE, and have a higher ratio of medical to total expenditures.  Additionally, households with disabilities report lower access to high quality living conditions. At the individual level, working-age persons with disabilities have lower rates of employment and primary education completion and higher rates of multidimensional poverty.




C.3.2	Disability Profile: Dominican Republic

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In the Dominican Republic, disability prevalence stands at 8.7 percent among working-age individuals.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 13.3 percent.
Disability prevalence among women is close to double that among men (11.2 percent versus 6.3 percent).  The difficulties that most commonly found among females include seeing/recognizing at arm’s length, concentrating/remembering things, and learning a new task.  Concentration and sight are also the most frequent difficulties among men.  For every disability type, women report difficulties at higher rates than men except for self-care: the difficulties with the largest differences across men and women are difficulties in seeing at arm’s length and in learning a new task.
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Working-age persons with disabilities are more likely to be female and older.  Persons with disabilities are 63 percent female, compared to 48 percent of persons without disabilities.  The average individual with a disability is six years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 41 versus 35 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 40 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 22 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05). 
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
As a group, individuals with disabilities have lower primary school completion and are less likely to work compared to individuals without disabilities.  The average person has less than three years of education regardless of disability status.  For the country as a whole, 42 percent reporting disabilities have completed primary school compared to 50 percent for individuals not reporting disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05). 
Persons with disabilities show higher rates of non-employment than other persons (46 percent versus 37 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  The breakdown by type of employment held amongst the employed is similar across disability status.  A statistically significant difference appears using the expanded definition of disability and suggests that persons with (expanded) disabilities rely more heavily on self-employment than individuals with no disabilities (58 percent to 47 percent respectively, Chi-sq<0.05).
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find no significant difference in average household size, but the average number of children in the household is lower (mean number of children: 1.50 versus 1.74, p<0.05).  The percentage of households headed by males is lower for households with a disabled member compared to other households (63 percent versus 73 percent, Chi-sq<0.05). 

	Table 1: Dominican Republic: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population 


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.3%
	3.1%
	3.4%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	4.6%
	4.0%
	5.0%

	Moving around
	2.8%
	3.0%
	2.7%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	4.0%
	4.1%
	4.0%

	Self-care
	1.0%
	0.3%
	1.4%

	Personal relationships
	1.0%
	1.2%
	0.8%

	Learning a new task
	3.5%
	3.8%
	3.3%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.6%
	1.0%
	1.9%

	Disability prevalence a
	8.7%
	7.8%
	9.3%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	13.3%
	13.0%
	13.6%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	2.0%
	2.5%
	1.6%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	3.0%
	2.3%
	3.6%

	Moving around
	1.8%
	1.8%
	1.8%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	3.1%
	2.8%
	3.2%

	Self-care
	1.2%
	0.2%
	2.0%

	Personal relationships
	1.0%
	1.4%
	0.8%

	Learning a new task
	2.1%
	1.8%
	2.4%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.6%
	1.2%
	1.9%

	Disability prevalence a
	6.3%
	5.4%
	7.0%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	9.5%
	8.7%
	10.1%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	4.6%
	3.7%
	5.1%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	6.2%
	6.0%
	6.3%

	Moving around
	3.9%
	4.4%
	3.6%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	5.0%
	5.5%
	4.7%

	Self-care
	0.7%
	0.5%
	0.8%

	Personal relationships
	0.9%
	1.1%
	0.8%

	Learning a new task
	4.9%
	6.3%
	4.1%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.5%
	0.7%
	1.9%

	Disability prevalence a
	11.2%
	10.8%
	11.5%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	17.3%
	18.2%
	16.8%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	3,552
	1,571
	1,981

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	9,344,603
	3,754,897
	5,589,705


Note: 	a. Base measure of disability prevalence: A person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; or self care.
b.  Expanded measure of disability prevalence: A person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/ participation in the community; learning a new task; or dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.


	Table 2: Dominican Republic: Sample Means across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.63
	0.48
	#
	0.62
	0.44
	#
	0.63
	0.50
	#
	0.64
	0.47
	#
	0.63
	0.42
	#
	0.64
	0.50
	#

	Male
	0.37
	0.52
	#
	0.38
	0.56
	#
	0.37
	0.50
	#
	0.36
	0.53
	#
	0.37
	0.58
	#
	0.36
	0.50
	#

	Married
	0.30
	0.23
	-
	0.39
	0.18
	#
	0.24
	0.26
	-
	0.29
	0.22
	#
	0.32
	0.18
	#
	0.28
	0.26
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	40.90
	35.29
	
	42.20
	35.29
	
	40.17
	35.29
	
	40.29
	35.10
	
	40.46
	35.11
	
	40.18
	35.09
	

	
	(1.08)
	(0.29)
	*
	(1.82)
	(0.49)
	*
	(1.36)
	(0.38)
	*
	(0.90)
	(0.30)
	*
	(1.54)
	(0.52)
	*
	(1.12)
	(0.37)
	*

	18-30
	0.28
	0.43
	#
	0.23
	0.43
	#
	0.31
	0.43
	#
	0.28
	0.44
	#
	0.27
	0.44
	#
	0.29
	0.43
	#

	31-45
	0.32
	0.35
	#
	0.35
	0.35
	#
	0.30
	0.35
	#
	0.35
	0.35
	#
	0.37
	0.35
	#
	0.34
	0.35
	#

	46-65
	0.40
	0.22
	#
	0.42
	0.21
	#
	0.38
	0.22
	#
	0.37
	0.21
	#
	0.36
	0.21
	#
	0.37
	0.22
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.64
	0.59
	-
	-
	-
	0.61
	0.60
	-
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.36
	0.41
	-
	-
	-
	0.39
	0.40
	-
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	2.72
	2.79
	
	2.23
	2.44
	
	3.00
	3.03
	
	2.66
	2.80
	
	2.26
	2.45
	
	2.92
	3.05
	

	
	(0.11)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.13)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.14)
	(0.07)
	-
	(0.08)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.08)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.11)
	(0.07)
	-

	Less than primary school
	0.58
	0.50
	#
	0.71
	0.63
	-
	0.51
	0.41
	-
	0.61
	0.49
	#
	0.73
	0.62
	#
	0.53
	0.40
	#

	Primary school completed
	0.42
	0.50
	#
	0.29
	0.37
	-
	0.49
	0.59
	-
	0.39
	0.51
	#
	0.27
	0.38
	#
	0.47
	0.60
	#

	Not employed
	0.46
	0.37
	#
	0.42
	0.37
	-
	0.48
	0.38
	#
	0.46
	0.37
	#
	0.48
	0.36
	#
	0.45
	0.38
	#

	Employed
	0.54
	0.63
	#
	0.58
	0.63
	-
	0.52
	0.62
	#
	0.54
	0.63
	#
	0.52
	0.64
	#
	0.55
	0.62
	#

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	. Government
	0.10
	0.12
	-
	0.10
	0.10
	-
	0.10
	0.13
	-
	0.09
	0.12
	#
	0.07
	0.11
	-
	0.11
	0.13
	-

	. Non-government
	0.36
	0.40
	-
	0.30
	0.35
	-
	0.40
	0.44
	-
	0.32
	0.41
	#
	0.28
	0.36
	-
	0.34
	0.45
	-

	. Self-employed
	0.54
	0.47
	-
	0.60
	0.54
	-
	0.51
	0.43
	-
	0.58
	0.47
	#
	0.65
	0.54
	-
	0.55
	0.42
	-

	. Employer
	-
	0.00
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.00
	-
	-
	0.00
	#
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.00
	-

	Multidimensional poverty indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally poor (AF Method k/d=40%)c
	0.38
	0.27
	#
	0.54
	0.40
	#
	0.29
	0.18
	#
	0.34
	0.27
	#
	0.47
	0.40
	-
	0.26
	0.18
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	354
	3,198
	
	134
	1,437
	
	220
	1,761
	
	497
	3,039
	
	191
	1,374
	
	306
	1,665
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes in Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in text.
* T-Test suggests significant Difference from "No" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.



	Table 3: Dominican Republic: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household size
	3.82
	4.05
	
	3.68
	4.00
	
	3.90
	4.09
	
	3.82
	4.07
	
	3.73
	4.01
	
	3.87
	4.10
	

	
	(0.15)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.24)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.19)
	(0.07)
	-
	(0.13)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.17)
	(0.08)
	-
	(0.18)
	(0.07)
	-

	Number of children 0-17
	1.50
	1.74
	
	1.62
	1.77
	
	1.43
	1.72
	
	1.53
	1.75
	
	1.60
	1.78
	
	1.48
	1.73
	

	
	(0.11)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.20)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.13)
	(0.07)
	*
	(0.09)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.14)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.11)
	(0.07)
	*

	Male headed household
	0.63
	0.73
	#
	0.78
	0.79
	-
	0.55
	0.69
	#
	0.65
	0.73
	#
	0.74
	0.80
	-
	0.59
	0.69
	#

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset index c
	63.04
	64.17
	
	49.41
	51.97
	
	71.25
	71.82
	
	64.23
	64.04
	
	51.72
	51.77
	
	71.96
	71.73
	

	
	(1.96)
	(1.09)
	-
	(2.97)
	(1.76)
	-
	(1.62)
	(1.03)
	-
	(1.67)
	(1.10)
	-
	(2.47)
	(1.73)
	-
	(1.49)
	(1.07)
	-

	Asset Deprivation d
	0.23
	0.19
	-
	0.41
	0.31
	-
	0.13
	0.11
	-
	0.20
	0.19
	-
	0.34
	0.32
	-
	0.12
	0.11
	-

	Living conditions d
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household lacks electricity
	0.11
	0.08
	-
	0.27
	0.18
	#
	0.02
	0.01
	-
	0.09
	0.08
	-
	0.21
	0.18
	-
	0.02
	0.01
	-

	Household lacks clean water source
	0.17
	0.17
	-
	0.29
	0.29
	-
	0.11
	0.09
	-
	0.16
	0.17
	-
	0.24
	0.30
	-
	0.11
	0.09
	-

	Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.21
	0.20
	-
	0.29
	0.25
	-
	0.16
	0.17
	-
	0.21
	0.20
	-
	0.27
	0.25
	-
	0.17
	0.17
	-

	Household lacks a hard floor
	0.04
	0.06
	-
	0.08
	0.11
	-
	0.01
	0.02
	-
	0.05
	0.06
	-
	0.12
	0.11
	-
	0.01
	0.03
	-

	Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.13
	0.12
	-
	0.30
	0.26
	-
	0.04
	0.03
	-
	0.13
	0.12
	-
	0.27
	0.26
	-
	0.04
	0.03
	-

	Household non-medical PCE (International $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	127.38
	118.10
	
	91.37
	95.67
	
	147.84
	132.44
	
	140.36
	115.25
	
	133.14
	89.15
	
	144.80
	131.88
	

	
	(12.49)
	(5.75)
	-
	(13.66)
	(8.01)
	-
	(17.56)
	(8.17)
	-
	(17.21)
	(5.60)
	-
	(41.08)
	(5.20)
	-
	(13.17)
	(8.48)
	-

	Median
	78.69
	71.19
	
	62.52
	58.03
	
	83.57
	79.70
	
	77.38
	70.93
	
	62.87
	58.03
	
	90.27
	77.38
	

	Medical expenditures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.17
	0.10
	
	0.17
	0.10
	
	0.18
	0.10
	
	0.16
	0.10
	
	0.15
	0.10
	
	0.16
	0.10
	

	
	(0.02)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.04)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.03)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	*

	Table 3: Dominican Republic: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued) 


	
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom asset index score quintilec
	0.26
	0.19
	-
	0.54
	0.38
	#
	0.09
	0.07
	-
	0.22
	0.20
	-
	0.47
	0.39
	-
	0.07
	0.08
	-

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditurese
	0.21
	0.20
	-
	0.27
	0.26
	-
	0.18
	0.16
	-
	0.20
	0.20
	-
	0.25
	0.27
	-
	0.17
	0.16
	-

	Extremely poor (PCE below US$1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.20
	0.18
	-
	0.26
	0.25
	-
	0.16
	0.14
	-
	0.18
	0.19
	-
	0.25
	0.25
	-
	0.14
	0.14
	-

	Poor (PCE below US$2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.35
	0.35
	-
	0.44
	0.44
	-
	0.29
	0.30
	-
	0.34
	0.35
	-
	0.43
	0.44
	-
	0.29
	0.30
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	354
	3,198
	
	134
	1,437
	
	220
	1,761
	
	497
	3,039
	
	191
	1,374
	
	306
	1,665
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see text or Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow.  For more information, see text.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

Asset index scores show no significant difference when measured across disability status.  The left panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of the asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities, with little difference between the two.  A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is higher for households with disabilities compared to other households (23 percent versus 19 percent), however this difference is not statistically significant.  In addition, the share of households lacking electricity, a clean water source, adequate sanitation, and a hard floor is similar across household disability status. 

Figure 1: Dominican Republic: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
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Median per-capita total monthly, non-medical PCE are higher for households with disabilities compared to other households (median PCE: US$78.69 versus US$71.19).[footnoteRef:17]  Differences in mean PCE across disability status are not statistically significant (mean PCE: US$127.38 versus US$118.10).  The right panel of Figure 1 shows the cumulative distribution function of non-medical expenditures for both households with and without disabilities.  Despite similar results for asset ownership and PCE, households with disabilities show a much higher ratio of medical to total monthly expenditures (17 percent versus 10 percent, p<0.05). [17:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 



Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (38 percent versus 27 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  This result is similar across rural/ urban regions and for both disability measures.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disabilities to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure.  The plots represent deprivation rates for each dimension.  The plot for persons with disabilities falls well outside of the plot for persons without disabilities in three dimensions: no employment, less than primary education, and medical expense ratio above 10 percent, reflecting higher rates of deprivation in these areas.

Figure 2a: Dominican Republic: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities







Figure 2b: Dominican Republic: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of the households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, they are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households with disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom asset index score quintile of all households, with 26 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to 19 percent of households without disabilities.  Households show no differences in representation of the bottom PCE quintile, with both groups forming the expected 20 percent.
Identifying poverty by comparing PCE to international poverty lines shows no statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Approximately 18 percent of households in each group (with and without disabled members) fall below the extreme poverty threshold (US$1.25 per day) and above 35 percent fall below the poverty threshold (US$2.00 per day).  Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability status for the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines.

	Figure 3a: Dominican Republic: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$1.25 a Day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Dominican Republic: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$2.00 a Day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	

	



 
Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence is approximately four percentage points higher for the multidimensional poor (p<0.05).  For instance, using the base disability measure for the entire country, 11.87 percent of multidimensionally poor persons have a disability, compared to 7.49 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).
Across the other four poverty definitions used, differences in disability prevalence across poverty status are not statistically significant (whether measured as a comparison of the bottom versus upper quintiles for asset index and PCE, or measured as falling below or above a US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty line).









	Table 4: Dominican Republic: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Status a


	Poverty identification
	Individuals who are multi-dimensionally poor b
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintile c
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintile d
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	

	All
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	11.87
	7.49
	*
	10.74
	8.26
	
	8.15
	8.88
	
	8.15
	8.87
	
	7.91
	9.24
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	16.26
	12.19
	*
	14.30
	12.98
	
	12.68
	13.51
	
	12.21
	13.62
	
	12.15
	14.08
	

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	10.13
	6.19
	*
	10.75
	6.52
	
	7.04
	8.14
	
	6.73
	8.24
	
	6.98
	8.58
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	14.88
	11.60
	
	14.65
	11.70
	
	11.57
	13.53
	
	11.42
	13.55
	
	11.64
	14.15
	

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	14.42
	8.13
	*
	10.70
	9.06
	
	9.39
	9.31
	
	9.84
	9.22
	
	8.80
	9.58
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	18.27
	12.48
	*
	12.90
	13.57
	
	13.92
	13.50
	
	13.15
	13.66
	
	12.65
	14.04
	


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes in text or Table 1.       
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "Non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

Conclusion
In the Dominican Republic, the descriptive analysis of WHS data suggests that disparities in economic well-being across disability status mostly arise with respect to the ratio of medical to total expenditures, employment, and primary education completion.  Households with disabilities have a lower mean ratio of medical to total expenditures compared to other households. Individuals reporting disabilities have lower primary education completion rates and lower rates of employment compared to individuals not reporting disabilities.  Disparities in these dimensions play a factor in persons with disabilities having higher rates of multidimensional poverty, compared to persons without disabilities.  While we do not find any statistically significant difference across disability status with regards to mean asset index score, PCE, and rates of PPP US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty, we do find that households with a working-age member with disability are more likely to be in the bottom quintile of the asset index score in rural areas.




C.3.3	Disability Profile: Mexico

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In the Mexico, disability prevalence stands at 5.3 percent among working-age individuals.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 7.4 percent.
Prevalence rates in rural and urban areas are close (5.1 percent versus 5.4 percent respectively), while rates for women are higher than those for men (6.5 percent versus 4.0 percent respectively).  When using the expanded measure of disability, prevalence rates increase by 2.7 percentage points for females and 1.6 percentage points for men.  The most common difficulties for both males and females are those in seeing/recognizing across the road and at arm’s length. 
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Demographic characteristics around gender, age, and marital status differ across disability.  Sixty-three percent of persons with disabilities are female, compared to 51 percent of non-disabled persons (Chi-sq<0.05).  The average individual with a disability is seven years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 42 versus 35 years, p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 43 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 21 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  A higher percentage of individuals with disabilities are married compared to others (60 percent versus 55 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disabilities are less educated and have lower employment rates than their non-disabled counterparts for the entire country, and within rural and urban areas.  Results are similar using the expanded definition of disability.
The average person with a disability has 4.01 years of education, compared to 4.20 for the average person without a disability (p<0.05).  For persons living in rural areas, 38 percent reporting disability have completed primary school compared to 55 percent for individuals not reporting disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  For urban individuals, primary school completion is 69 percent and 83 percent for persons with and without disabilities respectively (Chi-sq<0.05).
For the country as a whole, 39 percent of persons with disabilities are employed, compared to 56 percent of non-disabled, working-age persons (Chi-sq<0.05).  Additionally, the type of work that employed individuals do differs across disability status, as disabled individuals rely more heavily on self-employment compared to non-disabled individuals (53 percent versus 46 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
On average, households with a working-age adult with a disability have fewer members than other households (mean size: 4.26 versus 4.40, p<0.05) and fewer children in the household (mean number of children: 1.62 versus 1.77, p<0.05).  The percentage of households headed by males is lower for households with a disabled member compared to other households (74 percent versus 82 percent, Chi-sq<0.05). 
	Table 1: Mexico: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	2.4%
	2.3%
	2.5%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.3%
	2.7%
	2.1%

	Moving around
	1.7%
	1.8%
	1.7%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	1.8%
	1.8%
	1.9%

	Self-care
	0.6%
	0.7%
	0.6%

	Personal relationships
	0.8%
	0.5%
	1.0%

	Learning a new task
	1.5%
	1.6%
	1.5%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.2%
	1.3%
	1.1%

	Disability prevalence a
	5.3%
	5.1%
	5.4%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	7.4%
	7.6%
	7.4%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	1.9%
	1.9%
	1.9%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	1.8%
	2.1%
	1.6%

	Moving around
	1.3%
	1.7%
	1.2%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	1.3%
	1.6%
	1.2%

	Self-care
	0.6%
	1.0%
	0.5%

	Personal relationships
	0.7%
	0.5%
	0.8%

	Learning a new task
	0.9%
	1.0%
	0.9%

	Dealing with conflict
	0.8%
	1.0%
	0.8%

	Disability prevalence a
	4.0%
	4.6%
	3.8%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	5.6%
	6.7%
	5.2%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	2.9%
	2.7%
	3.0%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.8%
	3.3%
	2.6%

	Moving around
	2.0%
	1.8%
	2.1%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	2.4%
	2.0%
	2.5%

	Self-care
	0.6%
	0.4%
	0.7%

	Personal relationships
	1.0%
	0.5%
	1.1%

	Learning a new task
	2.0%
	2.2%
	2.0%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.5%
	1.5%
	1.5%

	Disability prevalence a
	6.5%
	5.5%
	6.8%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	9.2%
	8.6%
	9.3%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	33,835
	7,946
	25,889

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	106,800,000
	26,248,248
	80,508,960


Note: 	a. Base measure of disability prevalence: A person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; or self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: A person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/participation in the community; learning a new task; or dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.


	Table 2: Mexico: Sample Means across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.63
	0.51
	#
	0.54
	0.50
	-
	0.66
	0.51
	#
	0.64
	0.51
	#
	0.56
	0.49
	#
	0.66
	0.51
	#

	Male
	0.37
	0.49
	#
	0.46
	0.50
	-
	0.34
	0.49
	#
	0.36
	0.49
	#
	0.44
	0.51
	#
	0.34
	0.49
	#

	Married
	0.60
	0.55
	#
	0.62
	0.58
	-
	0.59
	0.54
	#
	0.59
	0.55
	#
	0.62
	0.58
	-
	0.58
	0.54
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	41.73
	34.88
	
	43.06
	34.93
	
	41.33
	34.86
	
	41.47
	34.74
	
	42.51
	34.75
	
	41.12
	34.74
	

	
	(0.48)
	(0.11)
	*
	(1.05)
	(0.20)
	*
	(0.54)
	(0.13)
	*
	(0.39)
	(0.11)
	*
	(0.84)
	(0.20)
	*
	(0.43)
	(0.13)
	*

	18-30
	0.28
	0.44
	#
	0.26
	0.44
	#
	0.29
	0.45
	#
	0.28
	0.45
	#
	0.26
	0.44
	#
	0.28
	0.45
	#

	31-45
	0.29
	0.34
	#
	0.26
	0.35
	#
	0.30
	0.34
	#
	0.30
	0.34
	#
	0.27
	0.35
	#
	0.31
	0.34
	#

	46-65
	0.43
	0.21
	#
	0.48
	0.21
	#
	0.41
	0.21
	#
	0.42
	0.21
	#
	0.47
	0.21
	#
	0.41
	0.21
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.76
	0.75
	-
	-
	-
	0.75
	0.75
	-
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.24
	0.25
	-
	-
	-
	0.25
	0.25
	-
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	4.01
	4.20
	
	3.77
	3.92
	
	4.08
	4.30
	
	4.01
	4.21
	
	3.78
	3.92
	
	4.09
	4.30
	

	
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	*
	(0.04)
	(0.02)
	*
	(0.03)
	(0.01)
	*
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	*
	(0.03)
	(0.02)
	*
	(0.02)
	(0.01)
	*

	Less than primary school
	0.39
	0.24
	#
	0.62
	0.45
	#
	0.31
	0.17
	#
	0.40
	0.24
	#
	0.63
	0.45
	#
	0.32
	0.17
	#

	Primary school completed
	0.61
	0.76
	#
	0.38
	0.55
	#
	0.69
	0.83
	#
	0.60
	0.76
	#
	0.37
	0.55
	#
	0.68
	0.83
	#

	Not employed
	0.61
	0.44
	#
	0.55
	0.47
	#
	0.62
	0.43
	#
	0.59
	0.44
	#
	0.56
	0.46
	#
	0.60
	0.43
	#

	Employed
	0.39
	0.56
	#
	0.45
	0.53
	#
	0.38
	0.57
	#
	0.41
	0.56
	#
	0.44
	0.54
	#
	0.40
	0.57
	#

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	. Government
	0.18
	0.19
	#
	0.07
	0.10
	-
	0.23
	0.22
	-
	0.18
	0.19
	#
	0.07
	0.10
	-
	0.22
	0.22
	#

	. Non-government
	0.28
	0.35
	#
	0.18
	0.21
	-
	0.32
	0.39
	-
	0.28
	0.35
	#
	0.16
	0.21
	-
	0.33
	0.39
	#

	. Self-employed
	0.53
	0.46
	#
	0.75
	0.69
	-
	0.45
	0.39
	-
	0.54
	0.46
	#
	0.76
	0.68
	-
	0.45
	0.39
	#

	. Employer
	0.01
	0.00
	#
	0.01
	0.01
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	#
	0.01
	0.01
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	#

	Multidimensional poverty indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally poor (AF Method k/d=40%)c
	0.22
	0.14
	#
	0.46
	0.35
	#
	0.14
	0.07
	#
	0.22
	0.13
	#
	0.45
	0.34
	#
	0.14
	0.06
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	1,833
	32,002
	
	433
	7,513
	
	1,400
	24,489
	
	2,585
	31,250
	
	644
	7,302
	
	1,941
	23,948
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes in Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in text.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "No" at 5%.
 Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.


	Table 3: Mexico: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household size
	4.26
	4.40
	
	4.68
	4.73
	
	4.14
	4.29
	
	4.31
	4.40
	
	4.61
	4.73
	
	4.21
	4.28
	

	
	(0.07)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.16)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.07)
	(0.02)
	*
	(0.06)
	(0.02)
	-
	(0.15)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.06)
	(0.02)
	-

	Number of children 0-17
	1.62
	1.77
	
	2.02
	2.23
	
	1.50
	1.60
	
	1.64
	1.77
	
	1.96
	2.24
	
	1.53
	1.60
	

	
	(0.05)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.13)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.05)
	(0.02)
	*
	(0.05)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.12)
	(0.06)
	*
	(0.05)
	(0.02)
	-

	Male headed household
	0.74
	0.82
	#
	0.78
	0.86
	#
	0.72
	0.81
	#
	0.74
	0.82
	#
	0.78
	0.86
	#
	0.73
	0.81
	#

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset index c
	81.63
	81.02
	
	65.85
	64.01
	
	86.43
	86.94
	
	80.84
	81.07
	
	64.79
	64.04
	
	86.33
	86.96
	

	
	(0.61)
	(0.48)
	-
	(1.90)
	(1.43)
	-
	(0.34)
	(0.25)
	-
	(0.68)
	(0.48)
	-
	(1.93)
	(1.42)
	-
	(0.33)
	(0.25)
	*

	Asset Deprivation d
	0.01
	0.01
	-
	0.02
	0.02
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	#
	0.01
	0.01
	-
	0.01
	0.02
	-
	0.01
	0.00
	#

	Living conditions d
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household lacks DVD/VCR
	0.02
	0.02
	-
	0.06
	0.05
	-
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	0.02
	0.01
	-
	0.07
	0.05
	-
	0.00
	0.00
	-

	Household lacks clean water source
	0.04
	0.05
	-
	0.14
	0.14
	-
	0.01
	0.01
	-
	0.05
	0.05
	-
	0.15
	0.14
	-
	0.01
	0.01
	-

	Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.04
	0.05
	-
	0.17
	0.15
	-
	0.01
	0.01
	#
	0.05
	0.05
	-
	0.16
	0.16
	-
	0.01
	0.01
	-

	Household lacks a hard floor
	0.07
	0.10
	#
	0.21
	0.27
	#
	0.03
	0.04
	-
	0.09
	0.10
	-
	0.22
	0.27
	#
	0.04
	0.04
	-

	Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.12
	0.14
	-
	0.40
	0.43
	-
	0.03
	0.03
	-
	0.13
	0.14
	-
	0.43
	0.43
	-
	0.03
	0.03
	-

	Household non-medical PCE (International $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	247.55
	190.16
	
	170.64
	117.01
	
	270.89
	215.63
	
	239.49
	189.49
	
	158.04
	116.54
	
	267.36
	214.72
	

	
	(28.90)
	(6.72)
	*
	(46.17)
	(9.57)
	-
	(34.88)
	(8.56)
	-
	(24.08)
	(6.72)
	*
	(34.50)
	(9.62)
	-
	(29.90)
	(8.55)
	-

	Median
	71.15
	71.15
	
	37.44
	39.13
	
	83.35
	85.38
	
	71.15
	71.15
	
	39.85
	39.13
	
	82.22
	85.38
	

	Medical expenditures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.08
	0.04
	
	0.07
	0.05
	
	0.08
	0.04
	
	0.07
	0.04
	
	0.06
	0.05
	
	0.07
	0.04
	

	
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*



	Table 3: Mexico: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued) 


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom asset index score quintile c
	0.18
	0.20
	#
	0.54
	0.57
	-
	0.07
	0.07
	-
	0.20
	0.20
	-
	0.56
	0.57
	-
	0.07
	0.07
	-

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditures e
	0.20
	0.20
	-
	0.44
	0.45
	-
	0.13
	0.11
	-
	0.21
	0.20
	-
	0.44
	0.45
	-
	0.13
	0.11
	-

	Extremely poor (PCE below US$1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.19
	0.18
	-
	0.43
	0.42
	-
	0.12
	0.10
	-
	0.19
	0.18
	-
	0.42
	0.42
	-
	0.12
	0.10
	-

	Poor (PCE below US$2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.35
	0.35
	-
	0.61
	0.64
	-
	0.27
	0.25
	-
	0.36
	0.35
	-
	0.61
	0.64
	-
	0.27
	0.25
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	1,833
	32,002
	
	433
	7,513
	
	1,400
	24,489
	
	2,585
	31,250
	
	644
	7,302
	
	1,941
	23,948
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
* T-Test suggests Significant Difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see text or Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow.  For more information, see text.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking Fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

Asset index scores show no significant difference when measured across disability status.  The left panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of the asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities, with little difference between the two.  A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is close to 1 percent for both groups.  Differences in livings conditions across household disability status are also statistically insignificant. 

Figure 1: Mexico: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	
	


 Note: HH stands for Household.

Median per-capita total monthly, non-medical PCE are similar for households with disabilities compared to other households (median PCE: US$71.15 for each group).[footnoteRef:18]  Mean PCE is higher for households with disabilities than other households (mean PCE: US$247.55 versus US$190.16, p<0.05).  The right panel of Figure 1 shows the cumulative distribution function of non-medical expenditures for both households with and without disabilities.  In addition to higher non-medical expenditures, households with disabilities show a higher ratio of medical to total monthly expenditures (8 percent versus 4 percent, p<0.05). [18:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 



Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (22 percent versus 14 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  This result is similar across rural/ urban regions and for both disability measures.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disabilities to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure.  The plots represent deprivation rates for each dimension.  The plot for persons with disabilities falls outside of the plot for persons without disabilities in three dimensions: no employment, no primary education, and medical expense ratio above 10 percent, reflecting higher rates of deprivation in these areas.

Figure 2a: Mexico: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities






Figure 2b: Mexico: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of the households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, they are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households with disabilities are significantly underrepresented in the bottom asset index score quintile of all households, with only 18 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to the expected 20 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Households across disability status show no difference in representation of the bottom PCE quintile, with both groups forming the expected 20 percent.
Identifying poverty by comparing PCE to international poverty lines shows no statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Approximately 18 percent of households in each group (with and without disabled members) fall below the extreme poverty threshold (US$1.25 per day) and above 35 percent fall below the poverty threshold (US$2.00 per day).  Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability for the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines.


	Figure 3a: Mexico: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$1.25 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Mexico: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$2.00 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	

	




Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence is approximately two to nine percentage points higher for the multidimensional poor, depending on the disability measures employed and the area analyzed (p<0.05 for each).  Using the base disability measure for the entire country, 8.30 percent of multidimensionally poor persons have a disability, compared to 4.81 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).  Across the other four poverty definitions used, differences in disability prevalence across poverty status are not statistically significant (whether measured as a comparison of the bottom versus upper quintiles for asset index and PCE, or measured as falling below or above the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines).








	Table 4: Mexico: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Status a


	Poverty identification
	Individuals 
who are 
multidimensionally poor b
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintile c
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintile d
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	

	All
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	8.30
	4.81
	*
	4.79
	5.42
	
	5.66
	5.21
	
	5.79
	5.18
	
	5.44
	5.22
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	11.83
	6.72
	*
	7.41
	7.45
	
	8.02
	7.29
	
	8.10
	7.28
	
	7.82
	7.22
	

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	6.67
	4.20
	*
	4.83
	5.37
	
	5.13
	5.01
	
	5.31
	4.88
	
	4.93
	5.34
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	9.79
	6.47
	*
	7.56
	7.75
	
	7.78
	7.53
	
	7.91
	7.44
	
	7.47
	7.98
	

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	10.96
	4.95
	*
	4.66
	5.42
	
	6.30
	5.25
	
	6.42
	5.25
	
	5.84
	5.20
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	15.18
	6.78
	*
	6.99
	7.40
	
	8.31
	7.24
	
	8.36
	7.25
	
	8.11
	7.10
	


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes in text or Table 1.       
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "Non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

Conclusion
In Mexico, descriptive analysis of WHS data suggests that disability is associated with lower levels of economic well-being across a number of individual- and household- level indicators.  At the individual level, working-age persons with disabilities have lower employment rates, rely more heavily on self-employment, and have lower primary education completion rates.  In addition, individuals with disabilities are found to have higher rates of multidimensional poverty. At the household level, households with disabilities have a higher ratio of medical to total expenditures.  On the other hand, households with disabilities, on average, have higher mean PCE than other households.
 


C.3.4	Disability Profile: Paraguay

Prevalence of disability among working-age population, 18-65 years (Table 1)
In Paraguay, disability prevalence among working-age individuals stands at 6.9 percent.  With the expanded measure of disability, prevalence goes up to 11.2 percent.
Prevalence rates are similar across rural and urban areas (7.1 percent versus 6.7 percent respectively) but differ across gender.  Prevalence rates for women are double those of men (9.7 percent versus 4.0 percent respectively).  The discrepancy in gender is driven by the higher rates of difficulty for females for every task.  Seeing/recognizing at arm’s length and concentrating/ remembering things have the highest prevalence rates for males, females, and in both rural and urban areas.
Demographic characteristics (Table 2)
Age, gender, and marital characteristics differ significantly across disability.  Persons with disabilities are 71 percent female compared to 49 percent for persons without disabilities.  The average individual with a disability is eight years older than the average individual without a disability (mean age: 42 versus 34 years p<0.05).  The oldest age group (46-65 years) makes up 45 percent of working-age persons with disabilities, compared to only 20 percent for persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Forty-nine percent of individuals with disability are married, compared to 41 percent of individuals without.
Education and labor market status (Table 2)
Individuals with disabilities have lower educational attainment and employment.  Persons with disabilities have approximately 0.45 less years of education (mean age: 3.29 - 2.84 years, p<0.05) and lower completion rates of primary school compared to persons without disabilities (56 percent versus 72 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).  This gap in primary school completion rates is especially high in rural areas (38 percent versus 56 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).
Forty-nine percent of persons with disabilities are employed, compared to 65 percent of persons without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Again, the gap is greater in rural areas (47 percent versus 66 percent non-disabled employed, Chi-sq<0.05).  Differences in the type of work that employed individuals do are also statistically significant across disability status, with self-employment making up a greater percentage of employment for persons with disabilities (68 percent versus 52 percent, Chi-sq<0.05).
Household characteristics, assets, living conditions, and expenditures (Table 3)
Comparing households with a working-age adult with a disability to other households, we find no significant difference in average household size or number of children.  However, a lower percentage of households with disabilities are headed by a male member (71 percent versus 76 percent for other households, Chi-sq<0.05).


	Table 1: Paraguay: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population


	 
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	All
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	2.6%
	2.8%
	2.5%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	4.0%
	5.5%
	2.9%

	Moving around
	1.7%
	1.7%
	1.7%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	3.5%
	3.6%
	3.4%

	Self-care
	0.5%
	0.7%
	0.4%

	Personal relationships
	1.0%
	0.9%
	1.0%

	Learning a new task
	2.3%
	3.0%
	1.8%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.9%
	1.4%
	2.2%

	Disability prevalence a
	6.9%
	7.1%
	6.7%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	11.2%
	11.7%
	10.9%

	Males
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	1.4%
	1.5%
	1.3%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	2.8%
	3.6%
	2.1%

	Moving around
	0.8%
	1.0%
	0.6%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	1.8%
	2.1%
	1.5%

	Self-care
	0.4%
	0.5%
	0.4%

	Personal relationships
	0.5%
	0.7%
	0.4%

	Learning a new task
	1.2%
	1.5%
	1.0%

	Dealing with conflict
	1.4%
	1.5%
	1.4%

	Disability prevalence a
	4.0%
	4.4%
	3.5%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	7.6%
	8.3%
	7.0%

	Females
	 
	 
	 

	Seeing/recognizing across the road
	3.8%
	4.3%
	3.5%

	Seeing/recognizing at arm's length
	5.2%
	7.8%
	3.6%

	Moving around
	2.6%
	2.4%
	2.6%

	Concentrating/remembering things
	5.2%
	5.4%
	5.1%

	Self-care
	0.6%
	0.9%
	0.5%

	Personal relationships
	1.4%
	1.3%
	1.5%

	Learning a new task
	3.4%
	4.7%
	2.6%

	Dealing with conflict
	2.3%
	1.3%
	3.0%

	Disability prevalence a
	9.7%
	10.4%
	9.3%

	Disability prevalence (expanded)b
	14.9%
	15.9%
	14.2%

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	4,561
	2,436
	2,125

	Number of observations (weighted) 
	7,054,755
	3,069,450
	3,985,304


Note: 	a. Base measure of disability prevalence: A person is considered to have a disability as per the base measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; or self care.
b. Expanded measure of disability prevalence: A person has a disability as per the expanded measure if he/she reports that he/she is unable to do or has severe or extreme difficulty for at least one of the following: seeing/recognizing people across the road; moving around; concentrating or remembering things; self care; seeing/recognizing object at arm's length; personal relationships/ participation in the community; learning a new task; or dealing with conflicts/tension with others.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.


	Table 2: Paraguay: Sample Means across Disability Status among Working-Age (18-65) Individuals a b


	
	By Disability
	By Disability (Expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.71
	0.49
	#
	0.66
	0.44
	#
	0.76
	0.52
	#
	0.66
	0.48
	#
	0.61
	0.43
	#
	0.71
	0.52
	#

	Male
	0.29
	0.51
	#
	0.34
	0.56
	#
	0.24
	0.48
	#
	0.34
	0.52
	#
	0.39
	0.57
	#
	0.29
	0.48
	#

	Married
	0.49
	0.41
	#
	0.53
	0.43
	#
	0.46
	0.40
	-
	0.50
	0.40
	#
	0.58
	0.42
	#
	0.44
	0.39
	-

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	41.98
	34.06
	
	44.11
	34.17
	
	40.23
	33.97
	
	40.88
	33.80
	
	43.43
	33.74
	
	38.76
	33.85
	

	
	(0.89)
	(0.23)
	*
	(1.15)
	(0.30)
	*
	(1.28)
	(0.33)
	*
	(0.71)
	(0.23)
	*
	(0.86)
	(0.30)
	*
	(1.05)
	(0.34)
	*

	18-30
	0.24
	0.46
	#
	0.19
	0.45
	#
	0.27
	0.47
	#
	0.27
	0.47
	#
	0.20
	0.46
	#
	0.33
	0.47
	#

	31-45
	0.31
	0.34
	#
	0.28
	0.35
	#
	0.34
	0.33
	#
	0.30
	0.34
	#
	0.31
	0.35
	#
	0.29
	0.34
	#

	46-65
	0.45
	0.20
	#
	0.53
	0.20
	#
	0.39
	0.20
	#
	0.43
	0.19
	#
	0.49
	0.19
	#
	0.38
	0.19
	#

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	0.55
	0.57
	-
	-
	-
	0.55
	0.57
	-
	-
	-

	Rural
	0.45
	0.43
	-
	-
	-
	0.45
	0.43
	-
	-
	-

	Education and labor market status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years of education
	2.84
	3.29
	
	2.37
	2.72
	
	3.23
	3.73
	
	2.91
	3.30
	
	2.43
	2.73
	
	3.31
	3.74
	

	
	(0.08)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.08)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.12)
	(0.05)
	*
	(0.07)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.07)
	(0.03)
	*
	(0.10)
	(0.05)
	*

	Less than primary school
	0.44
	0.28
	#
	0.62
	0.44
	#
	0.29
	0.15
	#
	0.43
	0.27
	#
	0.62
	0.44
	#
	0.28
	0.14
	#

	Primary school completed
	0.56
	0.72
	#
	0.38
	0.56
	#
	0.71
	0.85
	#
	0.57
	0.73
	#
	0.38
	0.56
	#
	0.72
	0.86
	#

	Not employed
	0.51
	0.35
	#
	0.53
	0.34
	#
	0.50
	0.35
	#
	0.51
	0.34
	#
	0.48
	0.34
	#
	0.53
	0.34
	#

	Employed
	0.49
	0.65
	#
	0.47
	0.66
	#
	0.50
	0.65
	#
	0.49
	0.66
	#
	0.52
	0.66
	#
	0.47
	0.66
	#

	Type of employment among the employed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Government
	0.06
	0.12
	#
	0.02
	0.07
	-
	0.09
	0.17
	#
	0.07
	0.12
	#
	0.05
	0.06
	-
	0.09
	0.17
	#

	Non-government
	0.26
	0.34
	#
	0.16
	0.22
	-
	0.34
	0.43
	#
	0.26
	0.34
	#
	0.14
	0.23
	-
	0.37
	0.43
	#

	Self-employed
	0.68
	0.52
	#
	0.82
	0.71
	-
	0.57
	0.38
	#
	0.66
	0.52
	#
	0.81
	0.70
	-
	0.53
	0.37
	#

	Employer
	-
	0.02
	#
	-
	0.00
	-
	-
	0.02
	#
	0.01
	0.02
	#
	-
	0.01
	-
	0.01
	0.02
	#

	Multidimensional Poverty Indicator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multidimensionally poor (AF Method k/d=40%)c
	0.40
	0.29
	#
	0.65
	0.52
	#
	0.18
	0.12
	#
	0.40
	0.29
	#
	0.65
	0.52
	#
	0.20
	0.11
	#

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	359
	4,202
	
	201
	2,235
	
	158
	1,967
	
	585
	3,975
	
	329
	2,107
	
	256
	1,868
	


Note: 	a For details on the disability measures, see notes in Table 1.
b Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
c Multidimensional measure developed by Alkire and Foster method k/d=40%, as described in text.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "No" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

	Table 3: Paraguay: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status a b


	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Demographics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household size
	4.71
	4.80
	
	4.97
	5.08
	
	4.50
	4.58
	
	4.73
	4.80
	
	4.94
	5.09
	
	4.55
	4.57
	

	
	(0.12)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.19)
	(0.07)
	-
	(0.16)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.10)
	(0.05)
	-
	(0.16)
	(0.07)
	-
	(0.12)
	(0.06)
	-

	Number of children 0-17
	2.15
	2.11
	
	2.39
	2.49
	
	1.96
	1.80
	
	2.12
	2.11
	
	2.36
	2.50
	
	1.92
	1.80
	

	
	(0.10)
	(0.03)
	-
	(0.15)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.13)
	(0.04)
	-
	(0.08)
	(0.03)
	-
	(0.13)
	(0.06)
	-
	(0.11)
	(0.04)
	-

	Male headed household
	0.71
	0.76
	#
	0.81
	0.83
	-
	0.62
	0.70
	#
	0.72
	0.76
	-
	0.82
	0.83
	-
	0.64
	0.70
	#

	Assets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asset index c
	48.23
	51.73
	
	33.74
	36.38
	
	60.24
	63.98
	
	48.22
	51.89
	
	34.14
	36.47
	
	60.41
	64.12
	

	
	(1.38)
	(0.51)
	*
	(1.43)
	(0.74)
	-
	(1.61)
	(0.68)
	*
	(1.07)
	(0.52)
	*
	(1.16)
	(0.74)
	*
	(1.35)
	(0.67)
	*

	Asset deprivation d
	0.27
	0.25
	-
	0.44
	0.41
	-
	0.14
	0.12
	-
	0.28
	0.24
	-
	0.44
	0.40
	-
	0.14
	0.12
	-

	Living conditions d
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household lacks electricity
	0.09
	0.08
	-
	0.18
	0.15
	-
	0.02
	0.02
	-
	0.09
	0.08
	-
	0.18
	0.15
	-
	0.02
	0.02
	-

	Household lacks clean water source
	0.30
	0.26
	-
	0.56
	0.47
	#
	0.09
	0.09
	-
	0.31
	0.26
	#
	0.56
	0.47
	#
	0.10
	0.09
	-

	Household lacks adequate sanitation
	0.40
	0.39
	-
	0.70
	0.66
	-
	0.16
	0.17
	-
	0.43
	0.38
	#
	0.73
	0.66
	#
	0.18
	0.17
	-

	Household lacks a hard floor
	0.22
	0.18
	-
	0.41
	0.36
	-
	0.06
	0.04
	-
	0.20
	0.18
	-
	0.38
	0.37
	-
	0.05
	0.04
	-

	Household cooks on wood, charcoal, or dung
	0.57
	0.50
	#
	0.82
	0.79
	-
	0.36
	0.27
	#
	0.59
	0.50
	#
	0.84
	0.79
	-
	0.39
	0.26
	#

	Household non-medical PCE (International $, PPP 2005)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean
	108.76
	121.19
	
	69.62
	77.61
	
	141.04
	155.99
	
	118.12
	120.50
	
	75.72
	77.16
	
	154.71
	154.84
	

	
	(7.72)
	(3.70)
	-
	(4.49)
	(2.79)
	-
	(12.89)
	(6.19)
	-
	(8.61)
	(3.72)
	-
	(4.48)
	(2.92)
	-
	(15.26)
	(6.16)
	-

	Median
	71.07
	73.31
	
	51.92
	51.62
	
	96.00
	102.11
	
	74.62
	73.00
	
	51.92
	51.62
	
	100.54
	101.59
	

	Medical expenditures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ratio of medical expenditures to total expenditures
	0.12
	0.09
	
	0.12
	0.10
	
	0.11
	0.08
	
	0.11
	0.09
	
	0.12
	0.10
	
	0.11
	0.08
	

	
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.02)
	(0.00)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	-
	(0.01)
	(0.00)
	*

	Table 3: Paraguay: Characteristics and Economic Well-being of Households across Disability Status (Continued)
 

	
	By disability (base)
	By disability (expanded)

	
	All
	Rural
	Urban
	All
	Rural
	Urban

	
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs
	HHs of working-age adults with disability
	Other 
HHs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Household poverty indicators
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bottom asset index score quintile c
	0.23
	0.20
	-
	0.44
	0.40
	-
	0.06
	0.04
	-
	0.23
	0.20
	#
	0.42
	0.40
	-
	0.07
	0.04
	#

	Bottom PCE quintile, non-medical expenditures e
	0.21
	0.20
	-
	0.36
	0.34
	-
	0.09
	0.09
	-
	0.23
	0.20
	-
	0.37
	0.34
	-
	0.10
	0.09
	-

	Extremely poor (PCE below US$1.25 in 2005 PPP)
	0.18
	0.17
	-
	0.30
	0.29
	-
	0.08
	0.07
	-
	0.19
	0.16
	-
	0.30
	0.29
	-
	0.08
	0.07
	-

	Poor (PCE below US$2 in 2005 PPP)
	0.36
	0.34
	-
	0.53
	0.53
	-
	0.21
	0.19
	-
	0.36
	0.34
	-
	0.53
	0.53
	-
	0.21
	0.19
	-

	Number of observations (unweighted)
	359
	4,202
	
	201
	2,235
	
	158
	1,967
	
	585
	3,975
	
	329
	2,107
	
	256
	1,868
	


Note: 	a Standard deviations are in parentheses and are adjusted for survey clustering and stratification, estimates are weighted.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "None" at 5%.
# Pearson's Chi-Sq Test, p-value less than 5%.
b For explanations on the disability measures, see text or Table 1.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d Explanations for calculations for asset and living condition deprivations follow.  For more information, see text.
- Assets: The assets indicator considers small assets as TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets as cars or trucks.  We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.
- Electricity: If household does not have electricity.
- Drinking water: If water source does not meet MDG definitions, or is more than 30-minute walk from water source.
- Sanitation: If toilet facilities do not meet MDG definitions, or the toilet is shared.
- Flooring: If the floor is dirt or sand.
- Cooking Fuel: If they cook with wood, charcoal, or dung.
e PCE quintiles for non-medical expenditures were calculated for all working-age households.
HH stands for Household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjusted for WHS complex design.

Households with disabilities have a lower asset ownership score than other households (48.23 versus 51.73 respectively, p<0.05).  The left panel of Figure 1 shows the CDF of asset index scores for both households with and without disabilities.  The CDFs for the two groups are relatively close but the CDF for households with disabilities resides to the left and above the CDF for households without disabilities, suggesting lower asset ownership levels for households with disabilities. 
A second indicator for asset ownership considers small assets including TVs, radios, telephones (landline or mobile), refrigerators, washers, motorcycles, and big assets including cars or trucks. We require the household to have a car or any two of the other assets to be considered non-deprived.  The percentage of households that are asset-deprived, by this measure, is higher for households with disabilities (27 percent versus 25 percent), but this difference is not statistically significant.  The share of households lacking adequate cooking fuel sources is higher for households with a working-age adult with disability (Chi-sq<0.05).

Figure 1: Paraguay: Cumulative Distribution of Asset Index Score and Per Capita Household Expenditures
	[image: ]
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Note: HH stands for household.

Median household non-medical PCEs are similar for households with disabilities compared to other households (median PCE: US$71.07 versus US$73.31).[footnoteRef:19]  While we find no significant difference in mean PCE (US$108.76 versus US$121.19 for other households), households with disabilities have a higher mean ratio of medical to total expenditures (12 percent versus 9 percent for other households, p<0.05).  The right panel of Figure 1 shows the cumulative distribution function of non-medical expenditures for both households with and without disabilities.  The combination of similar PCE, higher medical expenditure, and lower asset accumulation for households with a disabled member suggests that these households may have less ability to save and invest in long-term assets, partially due to higher medical expenses. [19:  Monthly PCE Figures are denoted in international $, PPP 2005, adjusted for inflation.] 

Disability and poverty (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Figures 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b)
Poverty is compared across disability status using five different methods to identify the poor: a multidimensional method, the bottom asset index or PCE quintile, and living under US$1.25 or US$2.00 a day.
Multidimensional poverty rates are shown at the bottom of Table 2 and in Figure 2a.  Individuals with disabilities face higher multidimensional poverty rates compared to persons without disabilities (40 percent versus 29 percent, p<0.05).  This result is found across both rural and urban areas and across both measures of disability.  The spider chart in Figure 2b compares individuals with disabilities to those without across each dimension used in this poverty measure. The plot for persons with disabilities falls well outside of the plot for persons without disabilities in three dimensions: no employment, no primary education, and medical expense ratio above 10 percent, reflecting higher rates of deprivation in these areas.

Figure 2a: Paraguay: Multidimensional Poverty Rates for Individuals with and without Disabilities




Figure 2b: Paraguay: Deprivation Rates across Multiple Dimensions for Individuals with and without Disabilities



All households are ranked by their asset index score from the lowest (bottom) to the highest asset index score, and categorized by quintile (with cutoffs at the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles for the five quintiles).  Then, the percentage of households with disabilities that are in the bottom quintile is presented and compared to the percentage of other households in the bottom quintile. For instance, if more than 20 percent of the households with disabilities are in the bottom quintile, they are overrepresented in the bottom quintile.  This procedure is repeated for PCE.  As shown in Table 3, households with (expanded) disabilities are overrepresented in the bottom asset index score quintile of all households, with 23 percent of households with disabilities forming part of this group, compared to the expected 20 percent of households without disabilities (Chi-sq<0.05).  Households across disability status show no difference in representation of the bottom PCE quintile, with both groups forming the expected 20 percent.
Identifying poverty by comparing PCE to international poverty lines shows no statistically significant difference across household disability status.  Approximately 17 percent of households in each group (with and without disabled members) fall below the extreme poverty threshold (US$1.25 per day) and 34 percent fall below the poverty threshold (US$2.00 per day). Figures 3a and 3b illustrate poverty comparisons across disability for the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines.

	Figure 3a: Paraguay: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$1.25 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member
	Figure 3b: Paraguay: Poverty Rates (Percentage below US$2.00 a day) for Household with/without a Disabled Member

	

	




Table 4 shows the disability prevalence for the poor versus the non-poor, using each of the five definitions of poverty studied above.  Disability prevalence ranges from three to eight percentage points higher for the multidimensional poor, compared to the non-poor, ranging across rural and urban area and for both disability measures (p<0.05).  Using the base disability measure for the entire country, 9.06 percent of multidimensionally poor persons have a disability, compared to 5.93 percent of non-poor persons (p<0.05).
Across the other four poverty definitions used, differences in disability prevalence across poverty status are not statistically significant (whether measured as a comparison of the bottom versus upper quintiles for asset index and PCE, or measured as falling below or above the US$1.25 and US$2 a day poverty lines).









	Table 4: Paraguay: Prevalence of Disability among Working-Age (18-65) Population across Poverty Status a 


	Poverty identification
	Individuals who are multi-dimensionally poor b
	Individuals in HHs in bottom asset index quintile c
	Individuals in HHs in bottom PCE quintile d
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$1.25 PPP 2005
	Individuals in HHs with PCE below US$2.00 PPP 2005

	Poverty status
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	
	Poor
	Non-poor
	

	All
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	9.06
	5.93
	*
	7.71
	6.67
	
	7.01
	6.83
	
	6.96
	6.85
	
	7.08
	6.75
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	15.09
	9.59
	*
	12.59
	10.94
	
	12.16
	10.99
	
	11.53
	11.18
	
	11.45
	11.13
	

	Rural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	8.75
	5.30
	*
	7.71
	6.81
	
	7.39
	6.99
	
	7.07
	7.17
	
	7.10
	7.19
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	14.34
	8.77
	*
	12.10
	11.55
	
	12.80
	11.12
	
	11.85
	11.69
	
	11.80
	11.66
	

	Urban
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disability prevalence (base)
	10.10
	6.19
	
	7.72
	6.60
	
	5.95
	6.74
	
	6.62
	6.66
	
	7.05
	6.56
	

	Disability prevalence (expanded)
	17.62
	9.93
	*
	17.25
	10.65
	
	10.35
	10.92
	
	10.53
	10.89
	
	10.71
	10.90
	


Note: 	a For explanations on the disability measures, see notes in text or Table 1.       
b Multidimensional variable as developed by Alkire and Foster method k=40%, as described in text.
c For explanations on the calculation of the asset index, see text.
d PCE refers to monthly, non-medical household per-capita expenditures.
* T-Test suggests significant difference from "Non-poor" at 5%.
HH stands for household.
Source: Authors' calculations based on WHS.  All estimates are weighted and adjust for WHS complex design.

Conclusion
In Paraguay, results from the descriptive analysis of WHS data suggest that disability is associated with lower levels of economic well-being across a number of household- and individual- level indicators.  Households with disabilities have lower mean asset index scores compared to other households and a higher ratio of medical to total expenditures.  At the individual level, working-age persons with disabilities have lower rates of employment and primary education completion, fewer years of education, and higher rates of multidimensional poverty. 







Appendix D
SUMMARY COMPAR