Document:
Agenda:
Date:

Distribution:

Original:

EB 2019/128/R.7

4(c)

12 November 2019 A

Public

English

¢
JUIFAD

ool oLl 6 Lotz ]

b ABley) 593 Laldddl dalady) Lnisl)

gyl i)

Aotial) LAY Saaa (ady Gy

LN Gudaall & plasY) Joull Liaa Baludl ) 580

el paladl)

sl L sdgal) by

Deirdre Mc Grenra Paul Winters
Al AaSsall (i€a By00 e Lsall iyl (8l
elacl Jsll e clBlall paal) 5ol Lnil i) 330
+39 06 5459 2374 il f‘BJ +39 06 5459 2189 :iilgl) ?EJ
gh@ifad.org : ;35 5SIY1 a0l p.winters@ifad.org : i 5STY) x50l

Sara Savastao

SN iy Crsad) A 5y

+39 06 5459 2155 :ildl o)
s.savastano@ifad.org : ;s ASTY) a0l

B aay (5 pially Al 3530 — (sdEl) uladl

2019 J5¥) (y5lS/ saamsy 12-10 clag

s



mailto:gb@ifad.org

EB 2019/128/R.7

10

13

Gl ghaal)

Egal) — Nl

Jalail) 3509 LAY — Wil

TeY) 553 O Combl) QALY e Jow — WG
dsdiall clilee o Gladl) —

L paal) — Lusald

dgaldll

Al Glebaaly nall laidly 338 chdse 1Y) Galdll



EB 2019/128/R.7

£ gal) — Nl

lhaal Jgusd Do) 550 alasV) Gl )WY S gig s, BleY) g5d palad) Gsis ddlal o -1
s Awles o 50l Galasl aa Lals e laa¥) laal) 5 ohl) 2l i (gpal) Jaall
oeding pdinall 8 sl slmel sl LS optily bal) agitle ) laliu) il 3a),s
b AleY) g9 (alail) zla) e ALl Ayl AleY) ol delviud) sl Calaal i gl
Ulaad) Gas ¢ Jpailly altinal) (oalaiB¥) paill g ill (3 ld 3 Loy clgilelaly Ledlaaly Lesble
(8 el insal) Apatill Caan) asand] (3D Janlly davisall

dasy deshidl Gl e dubs saaiall el aledl uadl danl) Lalll Cieng 2018 ale & -2
A5 pre A daabl) 3seal) peny 2o zlad lis sanidl) sl ool Cppuntl Aeliall Slls dae
Gin zled ) Dudll AadlSe e datll sien Y1 13 ey TS e Glsty sl
zlod dmglinl i cgle 3Ly asidl ) Cllee alle mien 3 MAEeY) 55 GalasY)
Jaaly lgnsan saaidll aaY) CVG a3 o asms () hise sasiall add) lgde cisla 3l ale)
daidl ad¥l) Wil o dsepll P e bagls slow cglee 3 TleY) b (aliil) s
(2019

oy 13) Lad Jabaty (3saiall a3l oBlel )oKl A8 15 casY) Baatiall aaY) dsga ae 3 Ly -3
DY) 5ed aaall 1ag digalse &3 @A ganill Ly 7. adlax b Bley) 55 (alai) zlo s
iyl) L 4 gy cpdll BleY) gsd (aliidU dpbamdy) Ahill dalall clogbed) )
LGsinal) Gllee e 550 (aliiY) zlay W il e dabial clilyl) 450

Lol dlay 508 (1) solaely Gsauall a3l cajlsall sl galall il Play (gaatl) 13gd iy -4
Bley) g palasl) e bl ganl 75 (2) ¢Goiall CDA, DoY) @sd aldiY) o
11510 2a)ll (N Gleha¥) = 2.2 5N J8) e cile i dusad 3 30l qoylady oLl
sasiall aadll il Glaily G Jae ) Sl e gsaiall 3l «abeV) odely (i) e

(2007 <A/RES/61/106 4adisl) (o Laa¥) LedsS iy Aoy (g5d alidl) sia A8 Gaaid) ady) !

b pedsind il (2) (oY) g5d e el (e desiie Alead (giral) b ASHLE (1) 1) "ABleY) Lo allaas iy ?
G A ae cilay Ly el Alal) @iy GEY) 5 kil (4) (AleY dapada mely delia (3) tlyul Ldaidl Jae
ey gd alasl)

:(2019 «&lyssn s3asiall aaYl) dile Y/ Loy saniall aed/) dunilyice] csaniall adY) ?
https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/wp-content/uploads/sites/15/2019/03/UNDIS_20-March-
.2019 for-HLCM.P.pdf

il aa dalail) 5 Al (Jal) dlgh Lpua o dad o Alie 5 dpay clile) agaal ) Gl FleY) 553 Galaiy)
salll cdiley) 550 alid) Gsia 48W) AT po slslud) a8 o adinall 3 Alledlls ALIS) a6iS5Lie (3523 28 ¢ alsall
(A5

das b sl st e calany aaf gl @i aae — Gsanall yylsd e alal) paailly Lalall colygliad) L 56 °
.(2018 L)) 2030



https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/wp-content/uploads/sites/15/2019/03/UNDIS_20-March-2019_for-HLCM.P.pdf
https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/wp-content/uploads/sites/15/2019/03/UNDIS_20-March-2019_for-HLCM.P.pdf

EB 2019/128/R.7

A OS5 Lad oliy bl AAY sacli alay) s @l e Gampally ABleY) Clelaaly i)
Ll 30 A8y Gsanall lilee Al 550 Galail) z10)

o A8aY Alaje B SB e)aY) e Jase Cunat b dag SlebaYl ol Jif e ol K -5

Gley) g el n Ll e Jlall sl 8 0l s e aagll Jidyy A& b

Janll 38 3 aghlyiily ddle) o (alidll jailad el & Loy gyl Ghiadl b dlel)

il 13 Le s e Jilall s seluy Chguy . led oslaasy Al dayll daisl) Llaly del)3)
Y g9 palaiB Aually Jal) (e g yall il Jid (3sanall CDIAN

O b el adlly Al G hails N e uabdl 5@l e Wb adalel)l ajeieg JUlls -6
GV ol sasiall Ll dyyseans Loty Losll 3 el Al bl mln WG ddaidl ey
oo Alaid) Glasbeally AleY) e A EMY) Gluyles Juadl Clbines b gl Al bl

by piall Ly Lddle) (g5d (alaiBU dpabamy) i) il A8 bl WO ol
Lsald ahadall s gn (B . (@saball Glleal saaall A0l Gagagall aalnll Glad Cond
ey 2 Lo sasiall aeY) Al il pe oSl cosloly Lea aall (3 sanall 2000 cghadl)

JAatl 5859 LRI — Ll

Maxi e Dl 315 a) allad) L ZEeY) g5d e padd Jlle s clllia Jad) cdgll & -7
i) gl 3 (Osle 800)  aete Al 8080 L (kA o
eI A o ) libany) ) sasia) culpaiill i L (Grech, 2011; Mitra et al., 2013)
fes Cnd Geg AileY) gsd GaliiY e el aaall e sl ey 4l V) el Sl
90 oalaidl dpnlad) ddaidU ALl cDdas V) e ol adl V) el cladl 8 bl
Sl pusally Aall bl e il Jeal) S5 casyli sy Oiin)) Glalid) b dualiyy diley)
ALY e Agee Talaily Baaaa adlse o il S A il

Jear (2018 cdaaidl aaYl) dgetilly ZEleY) Jon d¥) oyl saaidll a8 ) oVl -8
syl bl 0l 3 L lse e pamy 8 1536 o ) Ayl laliall 8 dle) g5h alad)
Ghladl & clile) e gslay ¥ ol Galas) ae dlaallyy adf ) Gl e 250me 220 (e
& ALY (50 palsY) b il Bhldl b clile) ga gl Y ol GaldsY)s Al
oyt Ishny of agd dainall y (e 4l LS c(A5L 8 65) Guplaally Blal) J8Y) aa gyl (3lalial)
Lo Llle Zgyl) Ghalidl b culimy Sl ZEley) culgd culea) 5aYy ol S (Ll 6 13) Aleal)

ey BleYL dlal) @l Gl J) Y o e pat il cdBleY) zled dalin) ge cllal) e S 1 aelgi ©
gl ALaty) Ll 8 TBleY) zlasy G uokill Ayl (sad) s



EB 2019/128/R.7

Ghldl & el L Jasdll je ey o(Gld) 3 58) jale oaaa dele jsma je (e a5
T (Ll 8 46) Ysane lila cllics o ddle) (o laalil aal ey 30 40

dasall dlle bl ) OWEY) G 33s0na Leilenis leaisis BleYl AlaY) s o gy -9
Gsisns SyuY] st o IS e BleYls il Linge Wali)) lllin of ) dalidd) byl i
Gilse (e ptpuls DoY) 5d GaladY) ilays ®oola) saxie iy g Lo e ey s )
Oy Lelia¥) des sl quelh Cun el glly dmaall cilasally adedll ) Jseasll 3 aliel
o 15358 o Sl < Jaindl) e 4l g clly ) ALyl 000 cialdl Gl e sdle
e ABEN 3lgal) (pe JBT 508 sl chmaall Clevall Lmye ST ALY g5d palasl) (fd celyi
GalasV1 5)% El Gary Cum el 50 (e g saxmiall SEY 038 (e aniyg cCiledall o2
O Sl A1 Al o3¢l Jainall pos A8 Apludl lagll g AT e anjudy Aoyl g0
Akast 05S5 Cua el Gall) 8 ABleY) (g0 palatD Ayl u¥) (8 gy ST o0
el e 53 saae Ao LainY s duanall cilesdl

Jeall [ N Jpasll & Bley) 550 (alid) Lealsn o lgmall Laf VAl jeda Gl -10
e Lally Gl Blaliall (8 (sdiany cpdl) GBI paty ABleY) (553 GalABY) Gy (s il Cany
oalaiY) e Bl 361 OIS 2012 ple & sym Ay ol g 5 BB e Dy Y agie

Lle Y g55 palsii¥) pos L (o edoltinaal] Luaiill Cilraf Guin :Apeiilly leY) e sty Banial) adY) 58 sasiall aeY) 7
(2019 «elysyse spaaial) adY) 8 due a1y ApalaidY) (530 55010)

Hanass-Hancock, J., & Mitra, S., Livelihoods and Disability: The Complexities of Work in the Global South. In S. Grech °
& K. Soldatic (Eds.) Disability in the Global South: The Critical Handbook (2016), 133-149, offer a global perspective,
corroborated by in-depth country studies by Parodi and Sciulli, Disability in Italian households: Income, poverty and
labour market participation, in Applied Economics, 40 (20), (2008) 2615-2630 for ltaly; She, P. and Livermore, G.A,,
Material Hardship, Poverty, and Disability Among Working-Age Adults in Social Science Quarterly, 88(4), (2007) 970—
989 for the United States; and Mont and Cuon, N.V., Disability and poverty in Vietnam. World Bank Economic Review,
.25(2), (2011) 323-359 for Viet Nam

5(2011) gl galiadll Gabatiul sl lgle cdabia Al dpallall Asiall Zabiial Lgagill foaliall diley) e oallall o)l o
Mitra (2013); Loeb, M., Eide, A. H., Jelsma, J., Toni, M. ka and Maart, S., Poverty and disability in Eastern and Western
Cape Provinces, South Africa in Disability & Society, 23(4), (2008), 311-321.; Mont and Cuon (2011); and Filmer, D.,
Disability, poverty, and schooling in developing countries : Results from 14 household surveys in The World Bank
.Economic Review, 22(1) (2008), 33-61.

Foley, D. and Chowdhury, J., Poverty, Social Exclusion and the kil «delaia¥l daaglly Suaill ge lagleall e 233l
Politics of Disability: Care as a Social Good and the Expenditure of Social Capital in Chuadanga, Bangladesh in Social
Policy & Administration, 41(4) (2007), 372-385; Mitra, S., & Sambamoorthi, U., Disability and the Rural Labor Market in
India: Evidence for Males in Tamil Nadu in World Development, 36, (2008) 934-952; and Mitra, S., & Sambamoorthi, U.,
Wage differential by disability status in an agrarian labour market in India in Applied Economics Letters, 16(14), (2009),
1393-1398.

Elwan, A., Poverty and disability: A survey of the literature, No. 21315, (1999), 1.; Lustig, D. C. and Strauser, D. R., **
Causal relationships between poverty and disability, in Rehabilitation Counseling Bulletin, 50(4), (2007), 194-202; Trani,
J-F. and Loeb, M. Poverty and disability: A vicious circle? Evidence from Afghanistan and Zambia in Journal of
International Development, 24(S1), (2010), S19-S52; Graham, Moodley and Selipsky (2013); and Pinilla-Roncancio, M.,
Disability and poverty: Two related conditions. A review of the literature in Revista de La Facultad de Medicina,
63(3Sup), (2015), 113-123.



EB 2019/128/R.7

Ghldl (& Gl Gee DBldl 436 Aty e Lapll Bhlial & el (il ABlel) (g5
o ALl 837 Ly L)l o Lusil) (pe Bl 346 OIS 5t (e (San 58 8 () giliy 3y pumal)
650 Ol pmms Jlainl ol S 2cals ) e San 58 8 sl BBy g5 0o Jlal
peie Oslemy Gl Piclile) o osiley Y G S e LIS G Jeal e diley)
Se S Al AL clahall e sasly g el O Caillay g el g8 Al b opshas
Al agile) oY b (DY) e GleY) 55d (alid) deny ¥ lediey 4 s gyl Ghlidl

15 4,

s Lo A3l die Wi (Say Y 5] 35S il asas cluball copelal celly ) dsleayly 11
oailad (slia (pae Clle] o Ol ¥l GRlAEY) (e paji Al AleY) gd paladd)
o delaa¥) daagl aga o clig @l s st ) (Sas Jdelie Jlel Gaulary il
Al Jleed) A gin J8 D 0o BBl 550 (alasV) of ) uds cluhpall o V) ¢ el
205 () R 3550 skt (ge S pledl Cros Ot g Jalsal) o3a Jie canli VT any
@50 palaiY) Sl AV Aldsd) QulSdl e Loy i of oS ddley) of @l o
Slelu galiy o (Sar cJanll b deajh (o 2a3 8 3Ble) (e Sl ) 8 28 3 oY Tasley)

43 Osing Gae Bpud) (B 03 AY) sl Lessly o (S S el
o Sl BleY) g9 palii) e Ll e o V) Gake 486 Glad jig Ll g s -12
Gl susally lelan) A e Lulii dley) e bl pea OIS g (ad bl & Clisee
e sl pedl o il sty o e pnny gee il Cum A EOLY) ) s
£ Gl e aaty of Jainal) ey il 13 maa gl ALY (e daaly Alea gl s dile)
D) &8leY) Clebaaly Jnadl Ghaidly 308 H3ka Cligeall 28 o alaally . jaS a0 ) QIS 52
L3 Lgie LY & Al Clgmall (el ) Ciagy o(J5Y) Galal lail) Y1 (e b3ase Alaal
pledl Sl cogdll S il elme¥) e pally QSN S Sy glally ol lally aed)

Ll Y 453 palsi¥)] aag S o cdoltial] Lpaiil] Cilaaf Gudns agaiilly WleY) Go oyl Baniall ad) 558 asiall asy) 2
(2019 celygysn ssaniall adY) 8 due LanV 1y dpaliai) 53l 55300)

Mactaggart, |., Banks, L. M., Kuper, H., Murthy, G. V. S., Sagar, J., Oye, J. and Polack, S., Livelihood opportunities *3
amongst adults with and without disabilities in Cameroon and India: A case control study in PLOS ONE, 13(4), (2018),
using age-sex-matched controls in India and Cameroon.

Mont and Cuon (2011) *

Erb, S., & Harriss-White, B., Outcast from social welfare: adult disability, incapacity, and development in rural South *®
India, (2002); Huang, J., Guo, B. and Kim, Y., Food insecurity and disability: Do economic resources matter? Social
Science Research, 39(1), (2010), 111-124; Nord, M., Characteristics of low-income households with very low food
JS ¢aaag security: An analysis of the USDA GPRA Food Security Indicator (2007) and She and Livermore (2007).
Simeu, N. and Mitra, S., .33 Y1 alaeil Shd (e 5a€ aa ) a5 desdl (e e 2a3 ) cliley) ol clu)al)
Disability and household economic wellbeing: Evidence from Indonesian longitudinal data in Oxford Development
sl ae Al (ol glay DoY) (553 (e paldll agud) (has 1# 5u) AT o Auball s34 s Studies, 0(0), (2019), 1-14.
1l e agilass s A e

Mont and Cuon (2011) *¢

Nord (2007) *



EB 2019/128/R.7

Crana 35 .ol duwad apjleel 5l Gas Glasual o3 o Gsum ) Cigha 3 Al
Oe AleYL Alall @l Ghll bl leals ) JSL il Gagadl) 4ag o ABLY) o2
Byl o il s o ol pgmil e Vil of e ¢opang ) G Gl oo PIa
Aaal) e Al s Lo hol Ul ces 3 Ol AaDla Bysay ULl pan aly Ladicy Jiag
oalaiY) G o L oS (e Camaall (e atlh ULl 038 (ysag Ayl (Blalial) 3 Al
Alllia culS 13 5 cominyl) Gl (e an € Aaall Gudiyg Agliie dadil 8 sk FleY) 450
So BleYl g5) e palddl 3y i S s Sadl e e 4l ddglie Bysears - (3lsh
Ngian sy A 5pud Epliaiyl i)

aaall daade (PIA (g Ao sanall Ul e ciadie) ) Al cluball e aaall cllls o)yl
bl Jasd gl b aell ahlic) @l g cagl i b Bley) g (alai) e
Al cla dally ddle) e sllaall Cp Aad) Jas )l 385 Cameall (e gl (it e sanall
Ll (Sasd el s pa DY) Gl ey el i (B lgmen s A o Dad) (34 il L
Lol o8 (Jial (gLl

-13

-14

ABley) 293 Cra G S callil) (e Jaw — WG

Layl) Aplady) i) Gl Gsuall Lo (ms J) Auhall e olal syldll JVA Eaw
Aapl) Gl e e Aubd) S5 (A 8 JalSI el hil) Fley) (g0 palasd)s
iy e hpall (38 Slily e alae¥)y 2 asley) Cleliasly Jinal) hidls 3 capled slasiul;
A & A3l AL lblauY) e A8l atial i) 3 il e 5 5ysay Canll Gy
o2 il Alen iiady (1 OUSY) Lladl) sasiall Lol A seens Loaats Wasdl) £ a5 Al ooy
Gak Ll 3 1Y) byl Gle sanad EOBI Gligrall apea o i Ll 3 leegs (e Bayd
il S dalady) il e Juald sy ¢dileY) clelanly Jaall glhidly Gpi )

Ll pead Baaeie Csa o gshati Lol LS ¢panl) o181,

-15

VIS Laaatod Al dalsival dpasll Calaal aayl Aladd) dngiall ABley) Cleliaals Jndl Ghisly (33 dungie Ldad 18
L sl 1Y) pad S, LAY (e sl ol allall ol 3 il (slid) o lyually Saal diadlly sanidl aad)
(Groce and Mont, 2017) .2020 ale Glilas) Al Ale Yl e Dlagleal aosl

Tiwari, W., Savastano, S., Improta, M. and Winters, P., Rural economic activities and persons with disabilities in Sub- *°
Saharan Africa (2019, forthcoming).

aaly gl 0a S L (e Jla padl 6l e FleY) et Gulaiy ABle) Clslanly el phidls Gl 650
e Lal) Jilgl Aasind e s el 3 il (2) U0 el (n ad il Al 8 Ciligaa (1) 501 a1 038 (e
(Al elieY) 8 Sligea (5) S S SHI 3 Gligmaa (4) DL i) 3 dd) 3 Slgea (3) faad) o
(A algd) o AVl agh 8 (JEall Jus o) dualsill 3 Glisea (6) ¢padlal 615l f alaaia) Jie



EB 2019/128/R.7

phawall cgin iy A B Ld )l Aalady) Aadayly Bley) god paliuidl Lasiiol)

1)\):}7\

i)

O ALKl il gusally Adimal) Silysise (el A o el (38 Glily Goaiall e pasd Al Auhall o3 Creadivl
Crang - Olald) o3 (e aly JSI UL (g0 "l ga’ SO aaans o5 28y Bastall Ly Ay seans bty Lusd) (8 Ae])3)
sle ¢ bl ssiall o Jinall Al Al Ll poiad ] £palaidy) AaiilY) pea e Glaglae Lo Arinad) il gusdl)
w4 il OIS s el e

Auhall o3 ol ety Gaseldl) aleet 55lam Al (aladBl A8l @lelanly il haisly Gy ) ¢ Lol

s SElg ADL el o ialls A0l aanadl LIS Leie alaad) clygmaal) 5ui Al L A (e A8l s

Sl Lo gi (a B33 mjh s g Cilyiaally Al e Blall Aglitia s gasal) 038 AL (Y5 - 2leBY) 5 pgdlls ¢ S50

LA e b

A dagal) A dagal) AN gl aly)

2016/2015 2014/2013 2012/2011 g
2016/2015 2013/2012 2011/2010 Ly
2013/2012 2011/2010 2009/2008 Santall Wi 4y ggan

Wil o Al b diiad) clajaal Glpeies BleY) Gw A Gaaiall Jdat g,
Agad) Aley) (2) «lley) glsil pen (1) iqun ) s awd & Ay .l LalaEy)
AN G (2) LaE (1) e Glapad) Chsie sl & WSy aaadll dley) (3)
Gl yiia Gl 5L salAY) i) o Aulia) gl aladiul ¢y (4) ¢l daiid) (3)
alls - ou¥) Gl Ly dadsy Lo siage il DA o S oYy L ol cilaial
AL e U8 ey ] aliy @A) pasall J8 (e dala@y) AbaY) e 5l Gl

Ldaally Al i) e diliaa) L)

Cala8Y) s A Gy Nl e 251 DS Gy ey iy b sanll alhadl deals
Ol e L) 38 agdanss Lo of Caiy LABleY) ol Bads BleY) (g Baaxie g 15l ae DoY) (g0
& omipll Ol e Bl (875 i (A Gadpl) O e D) G865 chust] (A Gadn))
Glile) ga sl cpdll abEY) A Wl dddley) JIKET e b JSG (e o sila Bantial) Lalis 4 sean
e calS AShy clile) e osilay ) GaladY) das o s (G clugl (B oY) b Ay
Gaaillys AV Caldl e L b el AShaY) ClBleY) dsa OISy aaiall Ll dysean B
G B 880 la) L "Lygeall (med oo BleY) 550 Galail) b bl cEley) sail
bl e Ge 4l e pil ey (asial) Wb Ayseen By Lmaa (8 W) (8 655 <Ll
A eyl daadlall sl e ald ddley) Llal 5 Glald) sda g g aag 13l
SSY) Al el Jualsill Ly AileY) (e ddlite Cligine Slllia Cua Gy lls pandl Clisaia

(Y S Jealsill b Aysea (e (et ey of W) 43 ) dgls

-16

-17



10

o

(0]
o

3\..“5
[e2)
o

3 paldls
e )
o

“La\ﬂ
]
o

EB 2019/128/R.7

1 Jsa
LBley) e Adlida Blail e ¢ gilay Gudl) ABleY) (593 QaladY) Lpud
40
'3 30
]
Y20
]
e
=)
9
310
0
Lo s Lo Ll 3
Bl Gdma W) i ga
A eliieY) b A graa Jeal 5l 8 Ly snamn

ual_&.ﬁ@ Lyl Lolaisy) iL.¥/ Tiwari, W., Savastano, S., Improta, M. and Winters, P., :);.AA\

(A i) ¢ hauall Cugin Lyl 4 ddle Y] 550

2 JLal
Z\éwg\ hal 2\3&:\;\ BA Hmﬁ

Ll Uyt ‘ Wi s
a.dja.u.anuaa.l .B);L}SK—L,M .G‘JY‘A—.\SA:IY

CGlall Jaadd) et jaiadll



EB 2019/128/R.7

oS Al L ABle Yl (e sllad) ol bl el ()R ddeasl) LT aa G Lasg
i ADEN alll e dabiad) bl ¥ 1as ) coplal s ¢Jaal diaitie syl e il
Ge OS Ge D Clliginny By (g3 e paladl Lol ) uY) i (JE) i o Ll
L A 4l V) L ABleY) g5d (e palidl Lol aagy Y Al Sl e by oo Blyls Jaal
O sams G e Aglie Sligie Kly Ji Jaa Aley) 650 e paladl Lol ) 5y s
V) LA Glald) 8 AEle ) g5d (e palinil Lgal ) U JRal e Agliie Lavas g del) )
Sl sally eDlsaill e aldieY) Jie — dley) gd aliidl) G dis e 9AY) ealiall
o AL s a8y LGl e cglam — Le )l e Al e dabdd) L) Lhasy)

Adb) lalll el Jseasl) Aol (g5d palaiBU (S 3 mabd) (ailiadd Leuds

oalasl) Ly Jayaty A Aolay) Aaiiy) Jalaily ¢ 303300 (¥ sl il sl (Bane Jilad el
Dhil) ASjide aualse dooesall bl La LSl (ol e 5€ 5)ld gl agaladiul
(1 el

O 2y pdises T O ABleY) (550 e S e sy (et Ll A Sl s i By oYl
b & eyl BT T Y) = Gyl galiad) b Jaal galiasl e - ) e all ol
O Bl Ol gl By oY) o3 Gl ey ) pailad (gt e s ) il
a3 Jainall e by, Jalsall (ge Alany il Jassy oy 43S 8kl Jadll Gl idlly 28ley)

i)y Aley) Ll ) Gl Jeas bl

oY) (g50 LaladB Aaliall il & (gl (sl e 88 Gl dsay ililall el (L
S VAl i gl alasial bl 3uY) Giie Jiw 8 J3a Ganas anii dies . atpud 2l
((Basial) Wil dyyseen A5 Lush) 3 D) Alle Al i) 8 ASlid) ()5S Laies 4l
Sz - S0 Bygay S G alaxd) e b o ABleY) (g5d e gt Ll S S Jaisy
Cibail ) sam dle] o Sl s 2Laad 51 G Ll A agead) O ) el of Al

a3 ) (Bda e e 3l

-18

-19

-21



EB 2019/128/R.7

1 Jsaal)

AL oo ¢ L) (53 el A ) Sl 5

Cdgl) alasi) ilily el S galias AR ey il ALl

Lha) Lllaa) e dleY) Galii  gd (o 2 gl Il Y1 i Ll ) Y1 e @l sy s
Ll o 8 e Adaiay) Jadl e Jlef dcan dsley) Yl elliy GEle Yl gsd (e a8
& Lhay) llaa) e Y Loyl HsaY) e b BleY) 553 (e 28 Ll aas
Aol e dlaall) 4y o el Gaayy cOlsatlly L S LYy Jaall dgal
el ) ) e (asuadll Oo il 38 L) ) S
ks Ale) (e ey 258 Oe e ol Jlaal a3 dale)
S ISy ) ) ol

ol 8 8ygemy dainall o () DU B 8y gems Jatinall (10 M 828 By gy Jainall (g b

ans Glo sleny o ABleY) (553 0
$y3ems o) Jinall (pa5 2 sanll
osalall Jaal) G Ishayay of i
Seeby e sl ey oS elsm
Uleal) JIET o ,aT IS

'é));u\

Ljas o AleY) 55 (e 28 Lo
Gas el e dlaady) g
5 ol Sl 5y ems Lol Jainal
LD eal

OV BleY) 553 (e 3d gl A
OSy el gl B 0sS
alias Y Adlaay) Jaall cilsina

) e g e

gl aladial & Gl yh aagi Y

Con Sl Rale 8y gams o hm —
$5d e palBiN) (= Guiall
coalaiY) e anpe o cliley)

Oe 8 Legal 0l 5l cabias Y
Gl Juw jalas 8 Ziley) g5
2 Y A Y e by e
LAY (550 e 28 e

38 Le) ) DU Jaiadl g
oS Ol BeY) (553 e

Gl L paY) (panedl)

e By Sl el e Gyl
Al e e @AY sl
o ST 8ypem Ll Jainall (ga

c R V) alandl (e Slas

Ll Ay sgan
$asiall

ozl e degiia dlan 8 (shyas dBley) @sd Galas) ol U VA ai cclldy ) dilay s

CBladl aad) Gl jaadll

-22

clansis Lst) 8 AT ) ol (e 3adal) sda Al sliy gl Jsin bl el a5
o ALEY) e by Bl JWaYl JB el dely3l 8 AleY) g palai) Jee yoey
dae Jlaal caling ¥ cbosd) B Ly b Apluia a8 5)sea el 138 audys tdae )3

OV oY) (g5 e e GalAIY) e gt o Lel e AL 8 AleY) (550 (alail)
a3 e dlafl b el dee Jlaial



EB 2019/128/R.7

iy Ale) (3) «@ley) sad (2) ddley) ko (1) s AleY) Jdad & wlal 2 Jeaall 8y 23
) 0alai ST 5ysemr Jainall (e clpan oLl cadl e bl sda jelaiy 21 (A8 A"
Dy o WSy AleYl gsi e il (i B G alaed) e lsilay s oL 1555S of diley)

Do dls b sy Dbaals s Lol e JS 8 gala@y) Llaall da i) 5aY) (e dleY)
ledf LUyl ) sapadll clBledU Ay dualiyy cdileyls cgll aladiul o 58le e 46
alasiul) L))l Aasil) 3 ALad) e 2l Agad) GlleY) s Y saw L b ol
(Al b cal

2 Jsaall

Lyl Gl Sag ABleY) (p ABMal)

Basiall Ll 4y) sgan [IPFEN [IPY]
o dile) ile) L ddle) ile) . ..
LS)a dile) sy dile) dile) 5 ile/ sf e/ s cila i) /Ay Jaa
e saar 2 L6a s 2 ¥
+ + + + NS + + + + R o) alamily ALY
NS NS - - + + - + Ghaad) Jaw ydana
NS NS NS + - - + - - Ao 3l B ardical) cdgl)

ABDle 225 Y NS ¢hpilie pe Ao Jad 1= g dall Hdsay Aley) Jaat G 5 3)8l ADle a5y (ad i 12laadla
Silaa) dala
Gl juadll (st jaiall)

Aoviall allee UJ; Glagdl) — lay))

las @by e IS i (J1 il s L sanall llee e Aty leg Jilatll s milal 24
Ghlall 8 Lalail) ¢ shis aayuls BleY) g50 (aladl) of I ala) g alasi) @libyg (Jaal
S Aalay) Gleg il b ol €l 1558 of AleYl 55 paliddl Uil oSy LAyl
pelile s alall <L) aa e sl Leluadi 2y

O e AVl Y cpamidad) Jaalls A8le) Gp Loyl @llia of g Ay ¢ S Q) Ly 25
il Jalas iy Jaillys LLalo V) 13 ) Joan Lalis elila o) 5kl 28all cud 480ed) 28
S K5 Ka leg el edlax oy el 13 duald) clSjae dlllia G ) elpdll G
Y Al g€ ia Agal daile CallSs Aoyl g9 (aliial) asly 8 Jld) Qo Jab g 3kl
cJeal) B BN e aaselud of 8yl 5y ysa¥ 03] @ylaill (Sayg :anll

D) el s el il el A T asay Ll e AS5al) S dpad) dalel) el 2

10



EB 2019/128/R.7

el 3 of g By LU alee e osle cllee 8 BleY) zlay B Bsanal) g
V) camlly paokail) joha 8 Ul Le lle) (gsd GaladBU sanaall A axi i) (o sadall
(2 Oy k) ddia e:dts\ O Baaie Ol B @gaiall 3pa oo gl halid Sl e ad
Ciyshay ABleY) (553 (alad) Calaginli 5y8ka e sf ol 8ydlae Bygemy ileg phal) 03 Caald Jailly
(Al sl Alaa G e clegyiall oda sdaig LGN g Ades dlaiil g Gaase Cilelial

ABeY) g5d alaiL (Blaty Lad sl dngds Aliiaal (3 sauall DAY

11

-26



EB 2019/128/R.7

2 JLE\EJ‘
Bley) 550 Lalddyly Gsviall Gl

Osalsll

Oe Lld) 340 sad Ulalga yiins alil dag)l 3 bl dyse ) A3l JleeV1 2yl s 5l) zaling 33 2014 ple b
Joalll (g8 ()sSa Uil il 4y alall Ll e lyall dimgll malinl) 138 0 aly 3 (3 bl gl QIS
s 50l b Linegs (alaiy) ST 1) Jgnsl) calinll 138 Jgla cidsads ST alaidl 3 daalsall Cargys . o laia]
el Al 8 agShaly lEleY) (g el Jlaaly waail eldal Cilagi) dlee Chardiuly Aoyl 5d (alasd)
SSY Al Gally Alall iy lasbeall 5 e Glaglaall L) Jsasll 8 aendl Gay Alaadl fase e Ll gy
waad i o Ly Al el e sl cdpalaily A i) Ll Jiluyll g5 ey cdilise clgd DA (e Ll 3hliad)
s - Jle¥) Glials Dl & Jsaall sadlainly agipala ) AL LAY dlee (g in Cplaina) (padiv
Gl 1aany haageade dpaluailly Lelda) Glilh Ga 05k e Lale 355 18 o aajleel ol (sl Z50Y)
Os du Y Lzl malidl 138 ey Cigus &S Qe agaal Gadlly dase)l) dae)y 3 Bylaall (8 dide B o Sl
el Le 3l JeeY) cilalyy DA e BleYl (g5d o ol gads 150

Sl

@b palisl s il o ludl) Chlee Shad Caagy Gmall b Aoyl (550 palad¥) aladl e 4SS lac) 8 G§aiall g
Sl e aal g pia Bl 3 ASHAN o2 cijphe 385 A gy Alleall e e 5N e Lol (0l dley)
(50 oalad¥ls o luill deydall s Guall Jow el Lageadiae ligSe elliag 62 Glisal (5lasS (e lial) 3haliall b i)l
b5 0sSall 13g] i) DU b Cadagil) (iap cpall 8 BBl 55 GaladY) sladl iy . Lol oy alall dsley)
8y5eas Ao pmgal)l CilaaY) i Les cdaipll (il o BleY) 65d (e padd 720 e Jir Y L caps & clabilie ued
sam il (Al 138 a5 .2020 5 2019 ale (gyal cledalie S 3 il dadil 345 8 g piall aiugus JALlS
ol i) S iy Alleall (ajh il e sSall CoSally Cuyail) Cilisngay crdinall VS dyh S

rbgia

A s sl O Sl (BT st e all (asiadl (agaall 8] 8 dalvical) dpaiilly dndlill gy (e 038
Blsd) Y Jsaaslly (gpmall agile s phia skl aoal) ZBleY) (50 (aladY) lld & Ly i) Zdal) Geall pnslas G
@50 oladll Alal 33l s e G adw Jidy 3 Centro Integral Mision de Amor s Gsiuall Jexs
iSlay doadil) JIsY) e AShal) «liley) (e ot sl anall (e (ogilas (ae L3 18 alad ¢y il 138 Cangasy LAdleY)
Laie oainall Jgy -elyilly Gapuilly 3laYls ALl o Lagiade Lyt Liad 15l LS . clpunsyly Ui o i)
& aaid) Bl Coal) alie e wall AAe S Lete papally Jagadl) RS o Gy Yy Bihal) il
Glhlul ae dpla @lislially Yladle Go pladl Hlsall o 4S5k Bpay Jpanll gaebue ) oran 4l g il
2l agilatia g o agile ganal (e Cun ccppibal) e Vel (hom ala) AlSe) Jon Adadl)

o Aanie Ul e slaely Gsaiall a5l ABleY) g5) (alasY) e bl gea dgals paly 27
Sle s pha ued (B gosall 1) ol Apais shals (sdiall Cllee b Al (550 palady)
eyl Cleliaal Jndl phidly G leexding A ) plib wlegyie oo Y e
sdgd IV L) JaSiul ay (11 aa)ll G ehal) (Gsauall ajlsal ke galall yanill)
& ohudly Guil Ayl e sasall ALY Alea o ol Al sad) f Cagus ciley Hial

3 Jsall Asa)ldll dile g il

12



EB 2019/128/R.7

3 Jsaall
Al Apadl) slaY Sl s g pial)
Dl e b syiaall bl clanad allal ol gy 0 1 Jlus kel Tl L

il (ol A el tgdle | Rangially A8)80 Lyl

S35 @IS A bl Dol gy 0 bl | aplS i) Syl

Jladiy (AN 3,4

sl Y Jgeadlly L) Cunat o gy tlanysa C
Lg)sly Lyl

A Al pal) — Al Jaalaall palall ALY pastie tlpd | lglly Gl Lyl

bl lale Jia 8 Al Alsyall — L)) Lol g ptia s Al Apatl o2 ) dilaYl, 28

545) (sl ) 8 sl g3 Al DA e leren @ Glly BleY) (553 aladY) e 58

Al g5 palai) e Clashee bl GaaTy L(gapdall 138 Jysa 8 AL Cilgall aa]

o i sanal) L) 38 535 o (agiall ey s il Ld iy cilablae aus 3358 1 570

@ oalail) e Bsuall 8 lld) sead aladl Gl (Gsanall Ly S Al Al
JAsley)

Lok (el — Lwald

Lolad) (yghaln dapll shlidl & d8ey) (450 salad¥) ol sagasdl clua¥ly dVAl o 29

A Al (e o Al e Jase dlag) dnlSa) ()sShiey pgild (b cJaa) a5 AplSa) () oShiag

e ) oda aladiu) (Sayy camdgms Ll s sl A W) eln e osdle

oldy sl Jleel Jsaa ler atin (S AV Alsal) ciladaiall e 3aldiaal) ugpally il
LGstiall DAY agaley) 1alSaY maill Jumil aaad s cAdley) gsd (alasy)

aed Joaall Ll aoaty Jlaall 13a 8 ablas 32cl ki o Jeall 8 Goanall jdis; 230
ae¥) dashia Gan Aplal) dseall mpusil Jaad) 138 ey caiblee 8 Al g (aladl)
Aelee sallie aaen 8 BleY) 2l Gl i Jsad a3 5haY saaiall

13



EB 2019/128/R.7 Jsy) saldl

Lley) clplaaly aall Ghidly 18 i
Adley) Clelaaly el hidly 31 lgmen ) bl (el a3 3yl Judatl Sy

gl gl Gilagually Glelany) b lealatind siasall AELY) e dlea iy odly Gl a5k
1O sl Gl aladiady eyl o capliall gl sloca) & 5 jaall adiill ALY s3a (S
s selic IS dallal) daall dakaia aiac A daally dile Y,

fod Al B e B sall ALY e Alaall o34 callsy
ol o)) pe im Al A Lgma dhal da -1
Sacand) e saclusall Jilusgl) alasind aa Jin cpanadl b Aypra bl Ja 22
CalDL) ey o i) 8 dygea clal Ja 3
O S S S dimaclal da 4
¢ uadlal ¢11)) o i) e coludty oY) 8 dpea bl Ja -5

& g JEd) Ju e cdaalsill 8 Lgraa clal o aale lgeadi ) Gl Hlaauly, -6
Slisagss (pAY) Jea 3 o (DAY agd

ths ey e il eyl e S
Lsma e el Y Y o
Lsuall Gany e el pas 22
5 dugma e el s 3

DY) e dlly Jlal Sa Y 4

14



Appendix EB 2019/128/R.7

Rural Economic Activities and Persons with Disabilities in Sub-Saharan
Africa

Smriti Tiwari!, Sara Savastano?, Martina Improta?, Paul C. Winters?
1 skidmore College, > IFAD

Highlights??

1. The paper studies the effect of disability on poverty and economic activities in
rural areas of three sub-Saharan countries using panel data and fixed effect
model.

2. When time varying observable and unobservable characteristics are controlled,
the positive association between disability and poverty — commonly established in
the literature - does not exist.

3. In rural areas where there is a higher reliance on on-farm activities, having a
persons with disability in the household increases the likelihood of food insecurity.

4. Households with persons with persons with disabilities have statistically higher or
equal participation in certain income generating activities.

Abstract

While analysis on the incidence, distribution and trends in disability are limited due to the
lack of appropriate data, the available studies have found a positive correlation between
poverty and disability both at individual and household level, and that disability is generally
associated with multidimensional poverty. The goal of this study is to not only re-evaluate
the disability and poverty relationship using panel data and fixed effect model but also to
study the role of disability status in affecting economic activities of persons with disabilities
and their families in the rural contexts of three sub-Saharan African countries — Ethiopia,
Nigeria and The United Republic of Tanzania. Households with persons with disabilities are
not more likely to be poorer when observable and unobservable characteristics are
controlled. This is potentially because households with persons with disabilities are either
equally or more active in certain income generating activities as households without persons
with disabilities. Individual time-use analysis demonstrates that even persons with disabilities
are equally likely to participate in income generating activities as person without disabilities.
The results on economic activities show that there are variations by the type of economic
activity, gender, severity, and type of disability. This elevates the current knowledge, which
has only established that persons with disabilities are on average more likely to reduce their
participation in the labor market. Consistent with the current knowledge, households with
persons with disabilities in areas where there is a higher reliance on on-farm activities for
income are significantly more likely to be food insecure.

Keywords: persons with disabilities; rural economic activities; panel data; fixed effect
models
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With few censuses, surveys, and sources of information on disability, especially in
developing countries, it is challenging to quantify its prevalence precisely (New UN Report
on Disability and Sustainable Development Goals | United Nations Enable, 2018). While
acknowledging the difficulty of such an estimation, the World Health Organization retained a
consistent estimate of roughly 10 percent of the world population to have some kind of
disability throughout the latter part of 20" century. By this estimate, the number of persons
with disabilities (PwD) would be around 370 million in 1970 and 600 million towards the end
of the century (World Report on Disability 2011, 2011). By 2011, this prevalence estimate
was revised to 15 percent of the world population - around a billion person worldwide
(Grech, 2013; Mitra, Posarac, & Vick, 2013; World Report on Disability 2011, 2011).

A significant proportion of the disabled population resides in developing countries.
According to the World Health Organization, around 82% of the disabled (800 million) were
in developing countries in 2011 (Grech, 2011; Mitra et al., 2013). The available estimates,
although still not precise, suggests that the number of PwD is significantly high and on the
rise. However, despite the large number, little is known about the economic lives of PwD,
especially in the context of rural areas in developing countries.

Current literature on disability predominantly constitutes studies that establish the
positive correlation between disability and poverty. (Hanass-Hancock & Mitra, 2016) give a
general worldwide perspective positing that PwD are significantly more likely to be poor.
There are some country-specific studies that explore this relationship in the context of
developed countries and find consistent results. Parodi & Sciulli (2008) and She & Livermore
(2007) present evidence of higher poverty rates among disabled person in the context of
Italy and the United States respectively. In the context of developing countries, positive
correlation between disability and specifically poverty rate is evident in Vietnam (Mont &
Cuon, 2011).

A significant portion of the literature explores the relationship between disability and
multidimensional aspects of poverty. World Report on Disability 2011 (2011) reports that
PwD have lower education achievements, poorer health, and fewer economic opportunities
and activities. In a cross-country study done by Mitra et al. (2013) using data from Burkina
Faso, Ghana, Kenya, Malawi, Mauritius, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Bangladesh, Lao PDR, Pakistan,
Philippines, Brazil, Mexico, and Paraguay, disability is found to be significantly associated
with higher multidimensional poverty. PwD had lower educational attainment, lower
employment rates, and higher medical expenditures. The positive correlation between
disability and educational attainment is evident in other contexts such as South Africa
(Loeb, Eide, Jelsma, Toni, & Maart, 2008) and Vietnam (Mont & Cuon, 2011). In a cross-
country study using data from Bolivia, Cambodia, Chad, Colombia, India, Jamaica, Romania,
Burundi, Mongolia, Indonesia, Mozambique, South Africa, Zambia, Filmer (2008) finds that
individuals between the ages of six and 17 with disabilities are significantly less likely to
start school or to be enrolled at the time of the survey. Additionally, the study finds that the
school participation deficit associated with disability is found to be larger than deficits
related to other characteristics, such as gender, rural residence, or economic status
differentials.

A synthesis of the available evidence reveals a vicious cycle between disability and
multidimensional poverty as is discussed in the existing literature (Elwan, 1999; Lustig &
Strauser, 2007; Trani & Loeb, 2010; Graham, Moodley, & Selipsky, 2013; Pinilla-Roncancio,
2015). In summary, being excluded from basic opportunities and amenities related to
education, health, and employment, PwD are likely to be poorest of the poor. Poverty
further marginalizes PwD. With limited access to basic necessities, person will be less likely
to prevent and/or cure illnesses, injuries or impairments (Pinilla-Roncancio, 2015). The
compound effect of poverty and disability is likely to make PwD and their families even
more marginalized. Marginalization of PwD and their families may also come from their
geographical location. Rural areas are home to 80 percent of the extreme poor and 75
percent of the moderately poor (Castaneda Aguilar et al., 2016) The focus on rural areas is
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also important because access to health care can be differentially lower making PwD
residing in rural areas even more vulnerable.

Furthermore, among PwD, Emmett & Alant (2006), Fine (2009) and Kiani (2009) find
that women with disabilities may be more marginalized than men with disabilities. In a
qualitative study in Cameroon, Kiani (2009) finds women with disabilities face “three-fold
discrimination as a result of their sex, perceived inability, and low socio-economic status”.
Although there exists a handful of policies put in place for poverty reduction specifically
catered to women, development policies that cater to the specificities of the needs of PwD
and those of their families are largely absent and less informed by analyses based on
suitable data.

While analyzing the link between measures of poverty and disabilities is critical, there is
a need to understand the economic activities of PwD and their families using adequate data
in order to better cater policies to their needs. However, quantitative studies on the
economic activities of PwD and their families in the context of developing countries have
been limited and predominantly use cross-sectional data, which can create issues. As a
result, the policies that have been recommended may be misleading. Even though cross-
sectional data can be useful in describing the correlation between disability and economic
outcomes, panel data is preferred to establish causal links.

Additionally, given the challenges faced by PwD and their families, policies are often
proposed to provide support. Many of the policies are justifiably linked to social programs,
but some also seek to provide economic opportunities for PwD. The objective of providing
economic opportunities would be to provide a means for PwD to overcome the constraints
they face, improve their livelihoods and potentially escape poverty. Since the number of
rigorous empirical studies on disabilities, particularly on economic activities of PwD in
developing countries, are limited, the policy recommendations based on the available
analysis may not be adequate.

Quantitative studies using panel data and appropriate econometric models have only
started to emerge recently in the literature. Although the results from the cross-country
study by Mitra (2018) confirms the positive correlation between disability and deprivation, it
does not find a consistent positive link between disability and poverty. Mitra (2018c)
concludes that although PwD and their households make a significantly higher share of the
poor, not all PwD and their households are poor. Mitra (2018c) also notes that there are no
differences between person with and without disabilities when fixed effect model is used and
other characteristics are controlled.

With regards to economic activities, PwD have a higher chance of leaving work in
Ethiopia (one of the countries in our study) (Mitra, 2018c) and in Indonesia (Mani, Mitra, &
Sambamoorthi, 2018). However, because data that incorporates disability status as well as
labor activities are not easily available, the literature lacks a thorough and rigorous research
on what economic activities of PwD and their households are (Hanass-Hancock & Mitra,
2016). The contribution of this paper is to take steps to fill this gap. If it is evident from our
data analysis that disability does negatively affect economic activities among rural PwD and
households with PwD, poverty reduction policies can be better catered to benefit PwD and
their families. This is done by using data from three countries in in Sub-Saharan Africa
(Ethiopia, Nigeria and Tanzania) that have LSMS data that includes detailed information on
economic activities as well as questions on disability following the Washington Group short
questions. The data is panel in nature allowing to address some of the issues of causality
although not all.

Rural economic activities and disability: a conceptual framework

Prior to analyzing the available data, the conceptual link between disability and economic
activities needs to be considered. As pointed out in the previous section, a significant
portion of the current literature on disability explores the link between disability and poverty
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using cross-sectional data and concludes that disability and poverty and multidimensional
poverty are negatively correlated.

As a first step, we test this link using panel data and fixed effect model. One pathway
through which disability could potentially cause poverty is by deterring economic
opportunities and activities. Mitra & Sambamoorthi (2008) provides a mainstream
perspective on how PwD may be excluded from labor markets. PwD are likely to have a
higher reservation wage given that they face higher cost of working (getting to workplace
and do the work). PwD are likely to have lower marginal product of labor because disability
can make a person less productive. Further, labor theory of discrimination points to the
fact that employers may prefer person without disabilities to PwD.

The social and economic marginalization of PwD is well-documented. There is ample
evidence in the literature that suggests that the lower educational attainment, poorer health
outcomes, and higher medical expenses among PwD could be due to lower or no access to
proper education system and health care. Trani & Loeb (2010) find evidence of lower access
to health care and education for PwD in Afghanistan and Zambia. Eide & Ingstad (2013)
confirms substantial gaps in access to services in South Africa. Disability in developing
countries stems largely from preventable impairments associated with communicable,
maternal and perinatal disease and injuries (Elwan, 1999). Even though they are
preventable and curable, many disabled person are unable to seek medical attention
because many live in rural areas that have little or no access to healthcare and
rehabilitation centers (Elwan, 1999; World Report on Disability 2011, 2011; New UN Report
on Disability and Sustainable Development Goals | United Nations Enable, 2018).

With limited access to education and employment, disability can lead to economic and
social exclusion. Foley & Chowdhury (2007) find that PwD and their families are more likely
to face social exclusion and stigma of disability, which makes it less likely for them to access
formal services in Chuadanga, Bangladesh. Mitra & Sambamoorthi (2008) finds that
differences in human capital and productivity could not explain the employment gap
between men with and without disability. They attribute the gap to differential returns to
characteristics and from discrimination in access to employment. In another similar study,
even after controlling for selection bias, Mitra & Sambamoorthi (2009) find an eight percent
wage gap that cannot be explained between individuals with and without disabilities in the
context of an agrarian labor market in rural Uttar Pradesh in India.

Given these challenges, it is not surprising that PwD have less economic opportunities
and activities (Loeb et al., 2008; Mitra, 2006). Mactaggart et al. (2018) find that adults with
disabilities were five times less likely to be working compared to age-sex matched controls
in India and Cameroon. Mont & Cuon (2011) find that PwD have lower productive economic
activity in general and lower wage employment. With lower access to the labor market, PwD
could be limited to working at the household business. But even then, their economic
activity in household businesses is found to be lower (Mont & Cuon, 2011). Additionally,
Nord (2007) argues that having a household member with work-limiting disability can
reduce work hours of other adult caretakers. Huang et al. (2010), Nord (2007) and She &
Livermore (2007) find that work-limiting disability substantially increases the risk of food
insecurity. Simeu & Mitra (2019) find that poorest households with PwD cope by reducing
food expenditures.

There is limited research on the economic activities of PwD in rural areas, where access
to education, health care, and employment is even sparser. As such, PwD in rural areas can
be further marginalized due to their location. An anthropological study done by Erb &
Harriss-White (2002) in agrarian context finds that majority of PwD were economically
active in wage or domestic work leading them to conclude that perhaps only the most
severe cases of disability and/or extreme old age that disabled village adults do not work.
Given the constraints and disadvantages faced by households with PwD, especially in rural
areas, are their decisions and outcomes regarding agricultural and non-agricultural
activities and outcomes different?
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The adverse effects of disability are also shouldered by the families of PwD as they may
have to compensate for having an additional dependent if a disabled person cannot work or
cannot to a full extent. Some members may also have to spend more time in caregiving and
less on wage labor. How does this affect the economic activities of households with PwD in
general? On the one hand, members of the households with PwD could spend more time
taking care of the PwD and other household chores, leaving them fewer hours for wage
labor. On the other hand, members of households with PwD could work for wage more to
compensate for the lost wages.

It should also be noted that the relationship between disability and poverty related
outcomes as well as economic activities is endogenous. Disability and poverty can cause
each other but they can also be jointly determined. Additionally, disability is not randomly
assigned to individuals, which makes establishing causality difficult. As such, analyses that
solely look at the differences in outcomes by disability status or those that use cross-
sectional data are gravely biased. This study fills the gap in the literature on disability by
using appropriate data an econometric strategy to provide a more rigorous and nuanced
analysis.

Data

The study uses the Living Standards Measurement Study-Integrated Surveys on
Agriculture (LSMS-ISA) panel data from Ethiopia, Nigeria and Tanzania, all of which have
three waves in the following years: Ethiopia’s waves are collected in 2011/12, 2013/14 and
2015/16; Nigeria’s waves are collected in 2010/11, 2012/13 and 2015/16; Tanzania’s
waves are collected in 2008/09, 2010/11 and 2012/13. These countries were chosen
because their respective three waves are collected within similar time frames and the
variables are relatively comparable across countries. The LSMS-ISA surveys collect
information on all economic activities for samples that are nationally representative in
general as well as representative of the rural population. Because the surveys are very
similar across countries and years, it provides a unique opportunity for a cross-country and
panel analysis.

Most importantly, following the framework of the Washington Group on Disability
Statistics, for individuals older than five, the LSMS questionnaire?® captures disability
through six questions that aim to detail self-reported difficulties of hearing, seeing,
walking or climbing, remembering or concentrating, self-care, understanding or being
understood®*. The motivation for including only the short set of questions is that it is not
possible to do so in censuses or surveys not dedicated specifically to disability. Because we
rely on a multipurpose questionnaire that collects information on a large variety of modules
on social, health and economic aspects, we are restricted by a shorter and less detailed set
of questions on disability. However, having a panel and nationally representative data allows
a study that captures the trends in disability, a progressive condition that is likely to get
worse with time and without proper care, but also one whose results can be extrapolated to
discuss the impacts of it for the entire nation. This external validity is crucial when designing
protection policies to assist disabled individuals in the longer term.

Figure 1 here

For the purpose of this study, an individual is considered to have a disability if they
report some or a lot of difficulty in at least one of the activities of seeing, hearing, walking
or climbing, remembering or concentrating, self-care or communicating. Mitra (2018a)
motivates the importance of analyzing the disaggregated effects of disability by severity to
capture the significantly higher effects on severely disabled individuals in comparison to less
severely disabled individuals. Because the proportions of PwD in the samples are relatively

2 Altman, B. M. (Ed.), International Measurement of Disability: Purpose, Method and Application (2016) discusses the disability
measure in detail.

* |n Ethiopia’s second and third waves and Tanzania’s second wave, the disability questionnaire is asked to individuals who are
five and older. But these questions are answered by all individuals in Nigeria, Ethiopia’s first wave and Tanzania’s first and third
wave.
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small, doing disaggregated analyses by type and severity of disability is challenging since it
will further reduce the proportion of PwD. However, we are able to analyse effects by
severity and type of disability (cognitive and physical) within the subsample of just PwD and
their households. For simplicity and without loss of generality, we distinguish between
physical (seeing, hearing, walking or climbing) and cognitive (remembering or
concentrating, self-care, and communicating) disability.
Figure 2 here
Figures 1, 2 and 3 respectively present the proportion of PwD by waves and country,
proportion of PwD with different kinds of disability by country, and proportion of PwD with
different kinds of disability by severity. An average of around eight percent in Ethiopia,
around six percent in Nigeria, and seven percent in Tanzania have some kind of disability®.
The proportion of individuals with physical disabilities is higher in Ethiopia and Tanzania
than those with cognitive disabilities. Although not as stark a difference as in Ethiopia and
Tanzania, the occurrence of cognitive disability is higher in Nigeria. In terms of severity,
most PwD report they have some difficulty (around 80 percent in Ethiopia and around 65
percent in Nigeria and Tanzania). A very small proportion of PwD report that their disability
is so severe that they cannot perform the act in Ethiopia and Tanzania. Same is true in
Nigeria except for walking/climbing, self-care and communicating. Although it is not clear
why differences exist between countries or between disabilities, it should be noted that
unlike disabilities like seeing and hearing, communicating and self-care may be more binary
(either you have difficulty communicating or you do not but the difficulty in seeing may
have different levels).
Figure 3 here
The descriptive statistics and the results for the test of differences in means of
individual, household and household head characteristics by disability status and by country
are presented in Tables 1 and 2. PwD are older in all three countries. They are less likely to
be male in Ethiopia whereas there is no gender difference in Nigeria and Tanzania. They are
more likely to be married in Ethiopia and Tanzania while less likely to be married in Nigeria.
Among those married, PwD are more likely to be in a polygamous marriage in Ethiopia
whereas they are less likely to be in such a union in Nigeria. It could be the case that in
more rural and agricultural setting like in Ethiopia, polygamous marriages are a safety net
strategy. Because the average age of individuals in Nigeria is lower than in Ethiopia and
Nigeria, the difference in proportion of married and polygamous individuals makes sense.
PwD are less likely to be literate or have any schooling in all three countries. If they had
schooling, PwD are less likely to have finished the lower secondary level in Ethiopia. Apart
from that, there are no significant differences at different levels of schooling. This may be
because the PwD in Ethiopia develop their disability later in life and as such, there are no
differences in their educational attainment. Even though PwD are more likely to have
completed primary levels in Nigeria and Tanzania, the opposite is true at secondary levels of
education in Nigeria whereas there are no differences in Tanzania. PwD are more likely to
have vocational training in Nigeria. There are no significant differences in the proportion
that finish some college or more in both Nigeria and Tanzania. PwD in Ethiopia are less
likely to have agriculture as their main occupation whereas those in Tanzania are more
likely to work in agriculture.
Table 1 here
There are also significant differences in household and household head’s characteristics
between households with and without PwD. Households head in households with PwD are
older in all three countries. Heads are less likely to be male and married in households with
PwD in Ethiopia and Tanzania but more likely to be male and married in Nigeria. Heads in
households with PwD are less likely to be literate in Ethiopia and Tanzania. In all three

% Note: Wave 3 of Nigeria only asks about difficulty in seeing. Tanzania also has incomplete disability questionnaire in wave 3. As
such, the variable is imputed using previous waves in the respective countries with the assumption that if an individual had a
disability in wave, t-1, they are likely to have in wave, t.
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countries, they are more likely to have no education. Heads are more likely to have
agriculture as their main occupation in Ethiopia but less likely in Nigeria and Tanzania.

Households with PwD are larger in Nigeria and smaller in Ethiopia. There are fewer
working age members, both male and female, in households with PwD. There are more
women of working age in households with PwD in Tanzania. Households with PwD are more
likely to own the house they live in all three countries. In Nigeria and Tanzania, households
with PwD are more likely to live in houses with walls made up of mud, dirt or wood.
Additionally, in Tanzania, the households with PwD are more likely to live in houses with
floors made up of mud, dirt or wood. Households with PwD are less likely to have a drinking
water tap during rainy season in Ethiopia and Tanzania. Households with PwD are less likely
to have a toilet in Ethiopia and more likely to have a toilet in Nigeria and Tanzania. All in all,
housing conditions appears to be poorer for households with PwD. In all three countries,
households with PwD are more likely to be vulnerable to all kinds of shocks.

Table 2 here

Test of differences of means of outcome variables are presented in the appendix (Tables
Al- A3). Poverty related outcomes include per capita net income, adult equivalent
expenditure, adult equivalent expenditure on food, non-food, and education. In addition,
likelihood of being in the lowest two quintiles of the income and the expenditure distribution
is also considered. As food insecurity is one of the dimensions of poverty, we include
outcomes like whether households have worried about not having enough food, relied on
less preferred food, limited variety or portion size, reduced frequency of meals and fasted
for 24 hours because there was no food. The recall period is seven days.

Even though households with PwD have significantly less per capita net income in only
Ethiopia and Nigeria, they are more likely to be in the lowest two quintiles of the income
distribution in Tanzania. In Ethiopia and Tanzania, households with PwD are more likely to
be in the lowest two quintiles of expenditure distribution and particularly in the lowest two
quintiles of food expenditure. Households with PwD spend significantly less on non-food
items in Ethiopia and they are also more likely to fall in the lowest two quintiles. However,
in both countries, households with PwD are more likely to be in the lowest two quintiles and
less likely to be in the highest two quintiles of the non-food expenditure distribution.
Households with PwD spend significantly less on education in Ethiopia and Nigeria.
Households with PwD are significantly more likely to be food insecure in Ethiopia and
Tanzania while there is no difference in food security variable in Nigeria. It is also important
to note that unlike Tanzania and Ethiopia where the biggest share of expenditure is on food,
households in Nigeria.

The surveys include modules on time-use in income generating activities like
agricultural activities, non-agriculture activities, casual/part-time/temporary job, work for
wage/salary/commission and unpaid labor. In Ethiopia, PwD are more likely to engage in
non-agricultural activities, casual/part-time/temporary job, work for
wage/salary/commission and unpaid labor than person without disabilities. In Nigeria, PwD
are less likely to engage in agricultural and non-agricultural activities and work for
wage/salary/commission than person without disabilities. In Tanzania, PwD are less likely to
engage in unpaid labor.

Outcomes pertaining to economic activities include likelihood of participating in
agriculture, non-agriculture activities. In Ethiopia, households with PwD are more likely to
engage in off-farm activities. Within agriculture, there are no differences in shares of income
from agricultural pursuits across the countries. Households with PwD in Ethiopia are more
likely to have certificates for their plots and use fertilizers. In Ethiopia and Nigeria,
households are more likely to use extension programs. Households with PwD are less likely
to use improved seeds in Ethiopia but are more likely to use them in Tanzania. In addition,
households with PwD are also more likely to use free seeds.

Within non-agricultural activities, households with PwD have smaller share of non-
agricultural wages in Ethiopia and Tanzania and smaller share of self-employment in non-
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agriculture sector in Ethiopia. In Ethiopia, households with PwD earn significantly less in
non-agriculture wage as well as self-employment income. Both wages and self-employment
income in non-agricultural sector also contribute less to the total income for households
with PwD. In Nigeria, there is no differences between households with and without PwD in
terms of non-agricultural wages or its share in the total income. However, households with
PwD earn significantly less from self-employment and the share of self-employment income
in the total is lower than that for households without PwD. The outcome variables also
include number of enterprises, number of household and hired labor. There are no
differences in the number of enterprises in both countries. In Ethiopia, households with PwD
hire fewer labor to work in their non-agricultural enterprises.

Households with PwD in Ethiopia and Nigeria are also more likely to engage in transfers
and other miscellaneous income generating activities and as a result the share of income
from public and private transfers are higher for households with PwD.

Econometric Specification

The data used contains extensive panel data with information on disability and
households’ economic activities pertaining to agricultural and non-agricultural undertakings.
The availability of panel data for all countries allows the use of a fixed effects regression
approach that can control for unobserved heterogeneity in the form of time-invariant
differences across entities as well as entity-invariant differences over time.

As described in the data section, PwD and their households are statistically different
than person without disabilities and their households. In case of time-invariant differences
across entities, a fixed effect regression will include a coefficient that is constant over time
and will produce a distinct estimated intercept for every single entity. Similarly, in case of
entity-invariant differences over time, a fixed effect regression will control for this
heterogeneity by including a coefficient that is constant across entities but will vary with
each time period. By separating and removing these differences, the net effect of disability
on outcome variables can be assessed.

By controlling for all time-invariant differences in observables and unobservables, fixed
effects models are able to greatly reduce the omitted variable bias. However, estimates may
be still biased because the model is not able to account for unobservables that vary over
time within each group.

But because the time between the consecutive waves are short, it is plausible to
assume that the unobservables are indeed time-invariant.

These estimations are conducted with the help of the following regression model:

Yie = Bdisy +aXy +yi + 6+ &

where i denotes the entity (individual or household depending on the regression), t denotes
the respective survey wave. The main independent variable, dis;., identifies as a dummy
variable whether an individual, J, is disabled in time, t, for all regressions at the individual
level. For all regressions at the household level, the variable whether a household, i, has a
member who is disabled in time, t. A vector of control variables, X;, that include the
individual (for individual regressions), household and household head’s characteristics are
also added to the regression. Furthermore, coefficients y; and 6, represent the entity and
time fixed effect respectively. Finally, ¢, represents the error term. Robust standard errors
are estimated, and intra-cluster correlations are accounted for by clustering the standard
errors at the community level in all the regressions.

For individual level gender differentiated effects of disability, the estimation is conducted
using the following regression model:

Y, = Bdis;; + mgender;; + t(gender * dis); + aXy +v; + 6 + €
where gender*dis is an interaction term between gender and disability. The marginal effect,
T, captures the difference in probability to participate in an activity by gender among PwD.
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In addition, we also estimate whether and to what extent severity or the kind of
disability - physical or cognitive - affects outcomes among those that are disabled or
households in which they reside in.

Results

Because results from each country are unique, they are presented by country. The
estimated coefficients and marginal effects (B) for the main independent variable, dis;,, are
presented in Tables 3-5. Table 3 summarizes results on poverty and food security variables.
Table 4 and 5 respectively present results on economic activities at household and individual
level.

Table 3 here
Ethiopia

Poverty and Food Security. When time-variant and time-invariant observable and
unobservable characteristics are controlled for, the differences in income and expenditure
between households with and without PwD more or less disappears. It is noted that
expenditure is perhaps a better proxy for welfare in the context of rural and agricultural
households where income is more volatile. However, having a PwD in the household
increases the likelihood of being in the lowest two quintiles of education expenditure.
Among households with PwD, households with severely disabled members have a higher
income. But results from expenditure variables strongly support that households with
severely disabled members are poorer among households with PwD. The results by disability
kind also do not reveal whether poverty is higher among households with individuals with
physical or cognitive disabilities. Households with PwD with physical disability are less likely
to be in the lowest two quintiles of non-food and education expenditure in comparison to
households with individuals with cognitive disability in Ethiopia.

Even though income and expenditure variables, generally used to gauge poverty
status, do not provide a consistent and clear story, effects on measures for food security
demonstrate that households with PwD are highly food insecure in Ethiopia. They are more
likely to worry about food, have limited variety of food, limit the portion size of meals, and
reduce the frequency of meals in the last seven days. Adults in the households with PwD are
also more likely to restrict their consumption in the last seven days. Members in households
with PwD are more likely to fast 24 hours in the last seven days in Ethiopia. This
complements the results from the test of differences in means of food security variables.
The negative effects on food security variables are also consistent with those in Simeu &
Mitra (2019). There are little to no effect of severity and disability kind on food security
among households with PwD.

Economic Activities. Households with PwD in Ethiopia are more likely to participate
non-agricultural activities (both for wage and self-employment), transfers and/or other
miscellaneous income activities, off-farm activities like wage work in both agriculture and
non-agricultural sectors, self-employment in non-agricultural activities. However, the shares
of total income from agricultural wages and public/private transfers are the only ones larger
for households with PwD. Among those who engage in crop production, it is also evident
that households with PwD are less likely to use improved seeds and more likely to use free
seeds.

Among households with PwD, those with severely disabled members are less likely to
engage in nonfarm activities but more likely to engage in transfer and off-farm activities.
However, they have a differentially lower share of income from non-agricultural activities.
Households with severely disabled individuals are more likely to have a certificate for their
plots. This could be a strategy to overcome liquidity constraints if needed. The share of
income from self-employment is also higher for households with physically disabled than
those with individuals with cognitive disability.

Individual level Time-Use. Having a disability reduces the likelihood of engaging in
agricultural activities. Although being disabled does not alter the likelihood of engaging in
activities that are not agricultural in nature, disabled men are less likely to engage in non-
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agricultural activities and work as a casual, part-time, temporary labor than women with
disabilities.

Among PwD, severely disabled individuals are less likely to spend time in agricultural
activities and more likely to spend time in casual, part-time, temporary jobs. There are no
gender differences between individuals with severe disability and those with less severe
disability. Individuals with physical disabilities are more likely to engage in agricultural
activities, non-agricultural activities, casual labor and work for wage/salary/commission
than those with cognitive disabilities. Men who are physically disabled are less likely to
engage in non-agricultural activities and casual labor than women who are physically
disabled. This analysis enhances the results from Mitra (2018c) - which finds that PwD in
Ethiopia have a higher chance of leaving work. The analysis on the effects of being disabled
on different kinds of economic activities shows that there is variation by type of activity,
gender, severity and type of disability.

Table 4 here
Nigeria

Poverty and Food Security. Similar to Ethiopia, there is little to no evidence that
supports the hypothesis that having a PwD affects households’ income and expenditure in
Nigeria. Having a PwD in the household increases the likelihood of being in the lowest two
quintiles of total net income and expenditure on education.

But unlike the results in Ethiopia, households with PwD are not differentially food
insecure. They are less likely to rely on less preferred food in the last seven days. This may
be because Nigeria is wealthier and food security and nutrition is less of an issue than in
Ethiopia.

Even within households with PwD, there is no evidence that households with severely
disabled individuals are poorer based on the results for income, expenditure and food
security measures. Households with physically disabled individuals have higher income but
are more likely to rely on less preferred food and limited variety in the last seven days than
those with cognitive disability.

Economic Activities. Households with PwD are less likely to participate in non-
agricultural activities (both for wage and self-employment). They have fewer non-farm
enterprises. They are more likely to receive public and private transfers, which make a
bigger share of their total income. Among those that engage in agriculture, households with
PwD are more likely to have a certificate and use an extension program. Even though they
do not have significantly different share of income from crop production per hectare, they
are less likely to sell their harvest. The share of livestock income is also lower for
households with PwD. Within the subsample of households with PwD, those with severely
disabled individuals have a higher share of income from crops but lower share from
livestock. Households with physically disabled individuals are significantly less likely to
engage in farm activities and as result, they have less income from crops per hectare and
agricultural income per hectare in general. Additionally, they are less likely to sell their
harvest than the households with members that have cognitive disability.

Individual Time-Use. Having a disability reduces the likelihood of engaging in
agricultural activities, non-agricultural activities and work for wages/salary/commission in
Nigeria. This is consistent with the results from Mitra (2018c) and Mani, Mitra, &
Sambamoorthi (2018). Disabled men are less likely to engage in agriculture activities than
disabled women. Among PwD, severely disabled individuals are less likely to spend time in
agricultural activities and non-agricultural activities. Furthermore, men with severe disability
are less likely to spend time in agricultural activities but more likely to spend time in non-
agricultural activities than women with severe disability. Physically disabled individuals are
more likely to engage in agricultural activities than those with cognitive disability.

Table 5 here
Tanzania

10
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Poverty and Food Security. Having a PwD in the household increases the likelihood of
being in the lowest two quintiles of food expenditure in Tanzania. This is consistent with the
results from food security measures. Households with PwD are more likely to worry about
food, have limited variety of food, limit the portion size of meals, and reduce the frequency
of meals in the last seven days. Adults in the households with PwD are also more likely to
restrict their consumption in the last seven days.

Consistent with results from Ethiopia, among households with PwD in Tanzania,
households with severely disabled members have a higher income. Results from
expenditure variables show that households with severely disabled members also spend
more, which is strongly driven by differentially higher spending in education. Households
with severely disabled members also have smaller lands. Households with physically
disabled individuals in Tanzania spend more on non-food items and less on education. They
are more likely to fall in the lowest two quintiles of food expenditure. There are no effects of
severity and disability kind on food security.

Economic Activities. Having a PwD does not affect household’s economic activities.
Among households with PwD, those with severely disabled members have more non-farm
enterprises. Although households with physically disabled individuals in Tanzania are not
different in terms of their participation in different economic activities from those with
individuals with cognitive disability, they have significantly less agricultural income per
hectare. Households with physically disabled individuals have fewer non-farm enterprises.

Individual Time-use. There are no differences - in general or by gender - in time use
between person with and without disabilities in Tanzania. This implies that PwD, both men
and women, are equally likely to participate in economic activities as those without. This is
in contrast to the results from Mitra (2018c) and Mani, Mitra, & Sambamoorthi (2018).
Summary and Discussion

The goal of this paper is to not only reevaluate the disability and poverty relationship
using panel data and rigorous econometric techniques but also to study the role of disability
status in affecting economic activities of PwD as well as their families in rural contexts of
sub-Saharan African countries. In doing so, it adds to a new line of research that uses panel
data and fixed effect models (Mitra, 2018; Mani, Mitra, & Sambamoorthi, 2018) and extends
it by doing a more in-depth analysis on the economic activities .

The results from the three sub-Saharan countries provide unique stories about the effect
of disability on households’ economic activities. In Ethiopia, although the likelihood of
participating in agricultural activities is not affected by the presence of a disabled member
in the household, households with PwD are found to be highly food insecure. The
statistically higher likelihood of participation of households with PwD in non-farm, off-farm
and transfers, which translates into a higher share of income from agricultural wages and
transfers, brings their income and expenditure to a level that is no different than those
without PwD. The role of income from non-farm activities and transfers is further confirmed
by the results from the analysis by severity. Among households with PwD, households with
severely disabled members are still more likely to participate in transfers and off-farm
activities but, unlike households with PwD, households with severely disabled individuals are
less likely to participate in non-farm activities, which results in a lower share of income
coming from self-employment. In addition, the share of income from transfer is no longer
higher for households with severely disabled members. In terms of food security,
households with individuals with severe and those with less severe disabilities are equally
food insecure. Although PwD in Ethiopia are less likely to engage in agricultural activities,
they are equally likely to engage in other income generating activities as person without
disabilities. Additionally, women with disabilities are more likely to engage in non-
agricultural and temporary jobs than men with disabilities.

Like Ethiopia, in Nigeria having a PwD does not affect the likelihood of engaging in
agricultural activities. Among those who do engage in agricultural activities, households with
PwD are less likely to sell their harvest. This could be the reason why they are not more
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food insecure. But unlike those in Ethiopia, households with PwD are less likely to rely on
nonfarm activities and transfers. As households with PwD receive a significantly high income
from transfers, they have similar income and expenditure as households without PwD. PwD
in Nigeria are less likely to engage in agricultural, non-agricultural activities and work for
wage/salary/commission.

Apart from statistically higher number of enterprises, having a PwD does not seem to
affect any other economic activities in Tanzania and as such, income and expenditure
outcomes are also not statistically different from those without PwD. However, households
with PwD are more likely to be food insecure. PwD in Tanzania are equally likely to engage
in agricultural, non-agricultural activities and unpaid labor.

Despite the variation in results from these three countries, three common themes can
be observed. First, households with PwD are poorer based on at least one dimension. They
either have lower income or expenditure or are highly food insecure or have lower
capabilities or are prone to more shocks. However, the effects of disability on most poverty
measures disappear when time varying observable and unobservable characteristics are
controlled using time and entity fixed effects model with control variables that include the
household and household head characteristics. In summary, using panel data and a fixed
effect model, we find no effect of disability on poverty. This result is consistent with results
from (Mitra, 2018c).

Second, in countries like Tanzania and Ethiopia, where participation rate in on-farm
activities is over 92% (in comparison to 77% in Nigeria), having a PwD increases likelihood
of food insecurity regardless of whether PwD are less or equally as likely to participate in
agriculture as person without disabilities.

Third, households with PwD have statistically higher (Ethiopia and Nigeria) or equal
participation (Tanzania) in certain income generating activities, which could be a mechanism
through which they are able to compensate for any possible disadvantages they may face in
the labor markets attributable to disability. This would be possible if PwD are still active in
the labor market and/or other members of the households work more to make up for any
reduction in labor hours of PwD. The individual time use results do reveal that although PwD
are less likely to engage in certain activities (agriculture in Ethiopia; agriculture, non-
agriculture and work for wage/salary/commission in Nigeria), they were equally likely to
engage in other activities as person without disabilities (non-agriculture, temporary, work
for wage/salary/commission, unpaid in Ethiopia; agriculture, non-agriculture and unpaid in
Tanzania).

12
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Figures®®

Figure 1: Proportion of persons with disability by waves and countries
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Figure 2: Proportion of PwD with different kinds of disability (panel)
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such, the variable is imputed using previous waves in the respective countries with the assumption that if an individual had a
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Figure 3: Severity distribution by disability kind (panel)
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Table 1: Weighted Averages of individual characteristics by disability status

Ethiopia Nigeria Tanzania
Individual Characteristics PwD Non-PwD P-value PwD Non-PwD P-value PwD Non-PwD P-value
Age 43.796 21.458  0.000%** 59 763 24.264  0.003%**  47.091 22.821  0.000%**
Gender is male 0.484 0.508  0.033** .52 0.506 0.125 0.47 0.49 0.425
Married 0.509 0.322 0.000%** g 375 0.34 0.004%%%  0.407 0.257 0.000%%*
If married, in polygamous marriage 0.044 0.024 0.007*** 0.247 0.345 0.001%** 0.203 0.219 0.495
Literate 0.287 0497 0.000%** g .39 0.551  0.000%**  0.531 0.657 0.000%%*
Any schooling 0.286 0.564  0.000%%* g 481 0.667  0.000%**  0.579 0.687 0.000%x
Disability: reason for no school 0.025 0.001 0.000*** 0.016 0.001 0.003*** - - -
Education: Below primary 0.088 0.095 0.726 0.02 0.013 0.187 0.001 0.000 0.420
Education: Primary 0.803 0.803 0.997 0.488 0.428 0.065* 0.740 0.465 0.000%**
Education: Secondary (9" and 10 grade) 0.046 0.066 0.031%* 0.045 0.117 0.000%** - - -
Education: Secondary (11 and 12% grade) 0.007 0.009 0.541 0.114 0.225 0.000%** 0.036 0.037 0.933
Education: Vocational 0.026 0.014 0.124 0.01 0.004 0.043*%* 0.003 0.001 0.328
Education: Some college 0.001 0.002 0.132 0.037 0.037 0.941 - - -
Education: College and higher 0.005 0.003 0.489 0.015 0.021 0.163 0 0 0.254
Education: Religious 0.004 0.001 0.161 0.157 0.101 0.12 - - -
Main Occupation: Agriculture 0.874 0.898 0.006*** 0.572 0.57 0.96 0.755 0.664 0.005%**
Number of individuals in the panel 4,098 47,256 3,182 50,124 2,214 27,908
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Table 2: Weighted Averages of household characteristics by disability status

Ethiopia Nigeria Tanzania
Variables PwD Non-PwD P-value PwD Non-PwD P-value PwD Non-PwD P-value
Household head’s characteristics
Age 53.951 43.358 0.000*** 54.133 51.458 0.003*** 55.523 46.087 0.000***
Gender is male 0.725 0.81 0.000*** 0.867 0.834 0.015** 0.71 0.777 0.000***
Married 0.717 0.82 0.000*** 0.831 0.79 0.008*** 0.578 0.635 0.001***
Religion: in majority 0.493 0.481 0.63 - - -
Head is literate 0.339 0.478 0.000*** 0.377 0.376 0.988 0.657 0.752 0.000***
Head has no education 0.725 0.575 0.000*** 0.427 0.373 0.006*** 0.342 0.248 0.000***
Main Occupation: Agriculture 0.857 0.837 0.081%* 0.35 0.381 0.064* 0.338 0.393 0.061*
Household’s characteristics
Household size 5.704 5.879 0.047** 6.949 6.615 0.033** 5.96 5.744 0.128
Number of male member between ages 15 and 60 1.095 1.246 0.000*** 1.498 1.564 0.158 1.425 1.40 0.603
Number of female member between 15 and 60 1.237 1.265 0.292 1.639 1.691 0.211 1.480 1.408 0.097*
Own house (dummy) 0.935 0.916 0.008*** 0.868 0.799 0.000*** 0.933 0.901 0.002***
Has electricity (dummy) 0.27 0.285 0.56 0.399 0.393 0.831 0.044 0.05 0.395
Walls are made up of mud, dirt or wood 0.006 0.008 0.161 0.618 0.563 0.018** 0.624 0.586 0.068*
Roofs are made up of mud, dirt or wood 0.006 0.005 0.821 0.194 0.188 0.683 0.43 0.475 0.051%*
Floors are made up of mud, dirt or wood 0.038 0.051 0.167 0.395 0.388 0.735 0.844 0.885 0.007***
Drinking water comes from a tap (rainy season) 0.224 0.264 0.043** 0.065 0.061 0.775 0.010 0.014 0.242
Has a toilet 0.314 0.357 0.033** 0.467 0.425 0.018** 0.15 0.027 0.015**
Shock: death in the family 0.032 0.019 0.017** 0.15 0.137 0.232 0.160 0.158 0.824
Shock: illness in the family 0.215 0.135 0.000*** 0.101 0.042 0.000*** 0.155 0.088 0.000***
Shock: Farm-crop damage and/or loss of livestock 0.125 0.1 0.127 0.046 0.021 0.000*** 0.515 0.500 0.444
Shock: Non-farm-job loss and/or business failure 0.008 0.01 0.32 0.057 0.042 0.081* 0.017 0.021 0.370
Shock: Natural disaster (drought, flood, heavy rain) 0.234 0.183 0.004**x* 0.123 0.087 0.001**x* 0.558 0.511 0.005***
Shock: Price changes 0.315 0.274 0.049** 0.147 0.099 0.000*** 0.728 0.721 0.626
Number of households in the panel 2,999 7,881 2,089 7,150 1,691 4,320
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Table 3: Any Disability and Poverty and Food Security

Coefficients/Marginal Effects

Ethiopia Nigeria Tanzania
Any Severe Physical An Severe Physical Any Severe Physical
Outcome Variables disabilit . T Disabilit _Any Disabilit Disabilit disabilit Disabilit Disabilit
Disability disability
y y y y y y y
Poverty related outcomes
Log of per capita net income! 0.0028 0.342%* -0.278 -0.164 -0.098 0.524** -0.033 1.040* 0.245
In the lowest two quintiles of total net income? * 0 00;)547 -0.0241 -0.032 0.0417* -0.011 0.0138 0.0324 0.038 -0.025
Log of adult equivalent expenditure 0.018 -0.0884** -0.0131 -0.064 -0.025 0.227 -0.0902 0.494* 0.432
In the lowest two quintiles of adult equivalent expenditure * 0.017 0.0661*** -0.006 -0.007 -0.005 -0.0001 0.041 -0.074 0.040
Log of adult equivalent expenditure on food 0.0048 -0.105** -0.0221 0.007 -0.0223 -0.034 -0.084 0.380 0.384
In the lowest two quintiles of adult equivalent expenditure on food * 0.0183 0.0543** -0.008 -0.0189 0.049 0.0460 0.081**x* -0.039 -0.0476
Log of adult equivalent expenditure on non-food 0.0426 0.0192 -0.004 -0.077 -0.057 0.347 0.073 0.219 0.074*
in the lowest two quintiles of adult equivalent expenditure on non-food 0.001 0.0202 -0.0434% -0.003 -0.006 -0.0001 -0.023 0.072 -0.059
Log of adult equivalent expenditure on education 0.0324 0.134 0.102 0.0808 -0.088 -0.317 0.266 1.685%* 3 24_0***
in the lowest two quintiles of adult equivalent expenditure on education 0.0225% 0.0485%* 0 05:11** 0.079%** 0.0348 20.026 0.0138 0.026 0.0587
Land owned (in hectare) if not landless! 0.341 0.950 0.087 -0.0707 -0.310 0.190 0.730 -1.113* -6.102
Food Security
Worried about not having enough food in the last 7 days? * 0.0394 -0.027
’ * 0.0253 -0.00719 ' -0.0434 0.0535 0.124%** 0.0275 0.0918
) ) 0.0292**
r - KKk
Relied on less preferred food in the last 7 days? . 0.000579 0.0239 0.064 -0.0231 0.0677%%  0.118%%* 0.069 0.115
. ) ) 0.0268**
? % -
Limited variety in the last 7 days * 0.00165  0.0347% 0015 00117  0.0672%*  0.0468 0.009 0.0688
. ) o 0.0389**
? % -
Limited portion size in the last 7 days? * 0.0133  0.00997 0024 00170  0.0143  0.0474**  -0.008  0.0484
) 0.0399**
* -
Reduced frequency of meals in the last 7 days? - 0.0127 0.00303 0.008 -0.0384 0.00826  0.0741%* -0.014 0.116
) L 0.0263**
? * -
Adults restricted consumption in the last 7 days? " 0.00327 -0.00264 0.0056 -0.0130 0.00420  0.0338%*  -0.0149 -0.0319
) 0.0201** -
? % -
Fasted for 24 hours because there was no food in the last 7 days? " 0.00809 0.00207 0.006 .0.0204 5.16e-05  0.000538 -0.005 0.0399
:il;:bblzz of households with PwD/Severely disabled/physically 2,999 684 277 2,089 828 064 1,691 513 1,369
Number of households in the panel 10,870 2,999 2,999 9,239 2,089 2,089 6,011 1,689 1,689

Note:1. Estimated using RIGA data (only first two waves available for Ethiopia). * Marginal effects are reported for variables labelled. ***p-value <0.01; **p-value<0.05; *p-value<0.1.
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Table 4: Any Disability and Economic Activities at the Household level

Coefficients/Marginal Effects

Ethiopia Nigeria Tanzania

Outcome Variables Any Severe Physical Any Severe Physical Any Severe Physical

disability Disability Disability disability Disability Disability disability Disability Disability
Participation in crop and/or livestock activities (onfarm)?! * -0.008 0.0032 0.0111 0.00324 -0.039 0 059_3*** -0.004 -0.004 -0.012

T o 3 1

Zartlapahon in non-agriculture wage and/or self-employment (nonfarm) 0.0289%* -0.047* 0.0240 0.0681%* -0.025 0.0226 -0.0102 0.0614 -0.050
(P;;trl‘(;%a:‘t)?: in transfers and/or other miscellaneous income activities 0.0665%**  0.123%%* 0.0209 0.0259%%x .0.011 0.0265 -0.0106 0.050 0.004
Participation in ag-wage, non-ag wage, self-employment and/or other . % B _ ) B B
activities (off-farm)! * 0.0684 0.051 0.0383 0.0102 0.027 0.029
Share of income from agricultural wages! 0.0107%* -0.0036 -0.001 0.004 -0.008 -0.008 -0.012 0.015 -0.028
Share of income from crops* -0.00811 0.003 0.008 0.009 0.048* 0.012 0.0021 -0.007 -0.023
Share of income from livestock! -0.0126 -0.005 -0.021 -0.019%*x* -0.017* 0.003 0.013 -0.059 0.030
Log of income from crops per hectare’ 0.190 -0.071 -0.479 0.120 0.321 -0.727** -0.0730 0.342 5 00;1***
Log of agricultural income (crops and livestock) per hectare! 0.0145 -0.019 -0.374 0.0900 0.106 -0.629%* 0.018 -0.0599 0.450
Likelihood of selling the harvest* 0.0136 0.011 0.0283 -0.0552** 0.046 0.078* 0.033 0.003 0.061
Likelihood of having a certificate * 0.00879 0.0621** 0.0148 0.0677*** -0.014 -0.069 - - -
Likelihood of using extension programs * -0.0172 -0.0154 0.000 0.0281** -0.005 -0.046* - - -
Likelihood to use fertilizers* 0.0042 -0.001 0.0435* -0.004 0.005 0.026 -0.001 -0.122 0.006
Likelihood of using improved seeds* -0.0119 -0.023 0.0306* -0.003 -0.0004 0.067 -0.008 0.051* 0.0434
Likelihood of using purchased seeds* -0.0265%* -0.003 0.0236 -0.013 -0.005 0.034 0.013 0.003 -0.037
Likelihood of using free seeds* 0.0184** 0.006 -0.0214 0.0151%* 0.008 -0.006 - - -
Share of income from non-agricultural wages? 0.0004 0.006 0.008 -0.005 -0.0028 -0.009 -0.000 0.005 -0.014
Share of income from self-employment income? -0.0498 -0.018* 0.0204%* 0.009 -0.013 0.006 -0.004 0.022 0.019
Number of enterprises 0.0116 -0.008 0.0215 -0.128** 0.017 0.206 -0.0412 5.98%** 6 92-8***
Share of income from public and private transfers® 0.0147** 0.018 -0.0144 0.014** -0.003 0.0013 -0.000 0.015 0.014
N_umber of households with PwD/Severely disabled/physically 2,999 684 277 2,089 828 964 1,691 513 1,369
disabled
Number of households in the panel 10,870 2,999 2,999 9,239 2,089 2,089 6,011 1,689 1,689
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Note:1. Estimated using RIGA data (only first two waves available for Ethiopia). * Marginal effects are reported for variables labelled. ***p-value <0.01; **p-

value<0.05; *p-value<0.1

Table 5: Any Disability and Economic Activities at the Individual level

Marginal Effects

Ethiopia Nigeria

Tanzania

Outcome Variables Any Severe Physical Any Severe Physical
disability Disability Disability disability Disability Disability

Any

Severe Physical

disability Disability Disability

Does having a disability affect whether individuals engage in:

Agricultural activities in the last 7 days? -0.0327** - 0.0823*** - -0.14%** 0.116*** 0.028 -0.104 0.0564
0.0849** 0.155***

Non-agricultural activities in the last 7 days? -0.0018 -0.00172 0.0431*** o 11_6*** -0.102** 0.000 0.006 0.046 -0.038

Casual, part-time, temporary job in the last 7 days? 0.003 0.0218%* 0.0281** - - - - - -

Work for wage, salary, commission in the last 7 days? 0.001 -0.00419 0.0159** -0.02** -0.000 0.0585 - - -

Unpaid labor in the last 7 days? -0.001 0.00633 0.0107 - - - 0.026 -1.52 -0.017

*Do men and women with disabilities engage differently in:

Agricultural activities in the last 7 days? -0.0285 0.0470 -0.0285 - -0.173* 0.0318 0.029 -0.025 -0.185

0.214***
Non-agricultural activities in the last 7 days? - -0.00454 - 0.0182 0.303** -0.006 0.020 0.638 0.089
0.0491*** 0.0491***

Casual, part-time, temporary job in the last 7 days? -0.0212** -0.00763 -0.0212** - - - - - -

Work for wage, salary, commission in the last 7 days? -0.009 -0.00812 -0.00986 -0.008 -0.21%* 0.056 0.008 -2.089 0.036

Unpaid labor in the last 7 days? -0.0016 0.0567 -0.00162 - - - - - -

Number of PwD/Severely disabled/physically disabled 4,074 760 2,684 3,182 2,071 1,934 2,214 555 1,740

individuals

Number of individuals in the panel 51,253 4,074 4,074 53,299 3,182 3,182 30,122 2,214 2.214

*the reported marginal effects are for the interaction terms between disability and gender. ***p-value <0.01; **p-value<0.05; *p-value<0.1.
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Table Al1: Weighted Averages of poverty related outcome variables by disability status

Appendix

Ethiopia Nigeria Tanzania
Variables PwD Non-PwD P- PwD Non-PwD P- PwD Non-PwD P-
Poverty related outcomes . . .
Total Income! (USD) 120.534 141.405 0.039** 3.106 5.678 0.030** 493.1 497.5 0.865
In the lowest two quintiles of total net income? 0.423 0.391 0.195 0.402 0.381 0.31 0.430 0.388 0.008**
Adult equivalent total expenditure (USD) 237.407 251.979 0.021** 14181.63 69621.69 0.236 230.55 236.883 0537
In the lowest two quintiles of total expenditure 0.402 0.377 0.103 0.576 0.554 0.248 0.433 0.391 0.020**
Adult equivalent expenditure on food (USD) 193.359 199.069 0.23 249.361 325.113 0.2 174.02 176.689 0.550
In the lowest two quintiles of adult equivalent expenditure on food 0.399 0.378 0.092* 0.48 0.472 0.707 0.43 0.393 0.058*
Adult equivalent expenditure on non-food (USD) 41.825 50.257 0.004** 13918.68 69278.78 0.237 46.861 48.020 0.639
In the lowest two quintiles of adult equivalent expenditure on non-food 0.42 0.371 063?“* 0.576 0.554 0.239 0.409 0.388 0.214
Adult equivalent expenditure on education (USD) 2.224 2.653 0.039** 13.589 17.795 0.005** 6.186 6.453 0.689
In the lowest two quintiles of adult equivalent expenditure on education 0.401 0.377 0.17 0.484 0.428 0.053** 0.407 0.383 0.229
Food Security *
Worried about not having enough food in the last 7 days? 0.223 0.149 0.000** 0.448 0.453 0.83 0.551 0.629 0.001**
Limited variety in the last 7 days? 0.267 0.198 0.050** 0.337 0.344 0.744 0.377 0.520 0.050**
Limited portion size in the last 7 days? 0.238 0.161 0.050** 0.246 0.248 0.9 0.333 0.507 0.050**
Reduced frequency of meals in the last 7 days? 0.223 0.153 0.050** 0.214 0.21 0.845 0.436 0.557 0.050**
Adults restricted consumption in the last 7 days? 0.144 0.102 0.051** 0.114 0.117 0.794 0.274 0.470 0.050**
Fasted for 24 hours because there was no food in the last 7 days? 0.052 0.03 0.055** 0.029 0.026 0.612 0.232 0.453 0.050**
Number of households in the panel 2,999 7,881 = 2,089 7,150 1,691 4,320 -

Note:1. Estimated using RIGA data (only first two waves available for Ethiopia).
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Table A2: Weighted Averages of economic activities related outcome variables by disability status

Ethiopia Nigeria Tanzania

Variables PwD Non-PwD P-value PwD Non- P-value PwD Non- P-value
Participation in crop and/or livestock activities (onfarm)! * 0.925 0.924 0.858 0.792 0.767 0.224 0.968 0.968 0.879
/Pf:t,.ifie,afi\?n*in non-agriculture wage and/or self-employment 0.262 0.282 0.337 0.589 0.594 0.852 0.472 0.480 0.665
Participation in transfers and/or other miscellaneous income activities 0.442 0.322 0.000*** 0.152 0.113 0.004*** 0.590 0.832 0.182
gggiﬁgigitﬁf[?a?gm-ﬂige, non-ag wage, self-employment and/or other 0.661 0.598 0.007*** _ ) ) 0.836 0.831 0.644
Share of income from agricultural wages 0.057 0.052 0.4 0.009 0.008 0.672 0.066 0.073 0.499
Share of income from crops 0.595 0.583 0.416 0.411 0.401 0.606 0.443 0.428 0.611
Share of income from livestock 0.173 0.187 0.145 0.055 0.066 0.14 0.149 0.134 0.631
Income from crops per hectare (USD) 335.878 517.708 0.11 4.27 4.03 0.547 144.832 134.53 0.288
Agricultural income (crops and livestock) per hectare 99.691 108.166 0.333 593.074 82.97 0.342 196.5 205.5 0.497
Proportion of households that sell their harvest* 0.742 0.756 0.374 0.577 0.616 0.109 0.718 0.698 0.27
Proportion of households that have a certificate * 0.632 0.549 0.000%** 0.107 0.086 0.329 - - -
Proportion of households that use extension programs * 0.377 0.422 0.020** 0.201 0.133 0.014** - - -
Proportion of households that use fertilizers* 0.513 0.573 0.012%* 0.54 0.498 0.142 0.161 0.15 0.501
Proportion of households that use improved seeds* 0.224 0.263 0.060* 0.127 0.132 0.79 0.468 0.412  0.001**x*
Proportion of households that use purchased seeds* 0.589 0.612 0.218 0.323 0.327 0.815 0.677 0.648 0.076%
Proportion of households that use free seeds* 0.104 0.083 0.072* 0.071 0.068 0.683 - - -
Share of income from non-agricultural wages 0.028 0.045 0.005*** 079 0.09 0.299 0.074 0.089 0.047%*
Share of income from self-employment income 0.067 0.088 0.003*** (362 0.383 0.281 0.165 0.18 0.212
Number of enterprises 1.198 1.271 0.147 1.836 1.798 0.456 1.31 1.275 0.296
Share of income from public and private transfers 0.079 0.045 0.000%x* 0.061 0.034 0.001**x* 0.099 0.094 0.587
Number of households in the panel 2,999 7,881 2,089 7,150 1,691 4,320
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Table A3: Weighted Averages of individual time use related outcome variables by disability status

Ethiopia Nigeria Tanzania
Variables PwD Non-PwD P-value PwD Non- P-value PwD Non- P-value
Does having a disability affect whether individuals engage in:
Agricultural activities in the last 7 days? 0.453 0.434 0.218 0.247 0.283 0.041** 0.534 0.532 0.880
Non-agricultural activities in the last 7 days? 0.104 0.082 0.003*** 0.034 0.042 0.226 0.13 0.129 0.973
Casual, part-time, temporary job in the last 7 days? 0.032 0.024 0.081* 0.144 0.187 0.001***
Work for wage, salary, commission in the last 7 days? 0.016 0.012 0.072*
iUnpaid labor in the last 7 days? 0.04 0.028 0.017** 0.17 0.423  0.000***
Number of individuals in the panel 4,098 47,256 3,182 50,124 2,214 27,778
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