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Preface

The primary goal of the ILO is to contribute, wittember States, to achieve full and
productive employment and decent work for all, iiéshg women and young people, a goal
embedded in the ILO Declaration 2008 8acial Justice for a Fair Globalizatighand
which has now been widely adopted by the internaticommunity.

In order to support member States and the sociahgra to reach the goal, the ILO
pursues a Decent Work Agenda which comprises fatgrrielated areas: Respect for
fundamental worker’'s rights and international labstandards, employment promotion,
social protection and social dialogue. Explanatiohthis integrated approach and related
challenges are contained in a number of key doctsnanthose explaining and elaborating
the concept of decent wofkn the Employment Policy Convention, 1964 (No. Y12thd in
the Global Employment Agenda.

The Global Employment Agenda was developed by th® through tripartite
consensus of its Governing Body’'s Employment andigdPolicy Committee. Since its
adoption in 2003 it has been further articulated avade more operational and today it
constitutes the basic framework through which th@ pursues the objective of placing
employment at the centre of economic and sociatipst

The Employment Sector is fully engaged in the impatation of the Global
Employment Agenda, and is doing so through a lasgee of technical support and
capacity building activities, advisory services gralicy research. As part of its research
and publications programme, the Employment Sectomptes knowledge-generation
around key policy issues and topics conforming tie tore elements of the Global
Employment Agenda and the Decent Work Agenda. TdwoBs publications consist of
books, monographs, working papers, employment tepmd policy brief§.

The Employment Working Papesgries is designed to disseminate the main firsding
of research initiatives undertaken by the varioepadtments and programmes of the
Sector. The working papers are intended to enceuexghange of ideas and to stimulate
debate. The views expressed are the responsibflitie author(s) and do not necessarily
represent those of the ILO.

José Manuel Salazar-Xirinachs
Executive Director
Employment Sector

! See http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/dgmichload/dg_announce_en.pdf

2 See the successive Reports of the Director-Getethk International Labour Conferen@ecent
work (1999);Reducing the decent work deficit: A global challe@001); Working out of poverty
(2003).

3 See http://www.ilo.org/gea. And in particuldmplementing the Global Employment Agenda:
Employment strategies in support of decent wirlsion” document,ILO, 2006.

* See http://www.ilo.org/employment.






Foreword

A crossroads has been reached internationallyrinstef the status of people with
disabilities in society. Countries worldwide ar@iesving laws, policies, programmes and
services for people with disabilities with a viesvgromoting their inclusion in all sectors
of society and enhancing opportunities for theraam a decent living, to contribute to the
income of their families, or to make a contributiarthe workplace. In parallel, there is a
growing recognition that the exclusion of peopléhwdisabilities from the labour market
has been at great cost to societies.

To contribute to the information base used by decimakers in allocating resources
to programmes relating to the employability and Eyment of people with disabilities,
the ILO commissioned an exploratory study of thecroaeconomic costs of excluding
people with disabilities from the world of work. Bling on previous research, this study
developed a new approach that takes two driveexohomic losses into account: the gap
between the potential and the actual productivitypeople with disabilities; and the
difference between unemployment and inactivity gatenon-disabled people and people
with disabilities. Together, these drivers yielce thosts that society has to bear for
excluding people with disabilities from the worlflveork. The approach was tested using
data from a selection of ten countries in Asia (@hiThailand, and Viet Nam) and Africa
(Ethiopia, Malawi, Namibia, South Africa, Tanzardambia, and Zimbabwe). The overall
losses and the relative importance of factors uyider these losses — disabling
environment, unemployment and inactivity — areneated for each country. The study
shows that by combining reasonable assumptionsadaduate modeling, it is possible to
generate data on the costs of exclusion, evendontdes where reliable primary data are
generally scarce, and suggests that these dataaee robust than those generated by a
global extrapolation approach.

It is hoped that the exploratory study will be wdefo governments in setting
priorities and in ensuring that people with disiéies are included in measures to tackle
the effects of the global financial and economisisr It will hopefully stimulate debate
and further research on the inclusion of peoplehwdisabilities from an economic
viewpoint. Comments on the pilot study and its iingd will be welcomed.

Sebastian Buckup was the author of this workingepaphe research, carried out
with financial support from the ILO/Irish Aid Padrship Programme, was guided by
Barbara Murray, Senior Specialist on Disability,danomments were received from
Sara Elder, Economist, Employment Trends Unit, iart Lepper, formerly of the ILO
Department of Statistics, and Debra Perry, Senisalillity Specialist. Anna Kealy edited
the manuscript and Jo-Ann Bakker prepared it fdipation.

Christine Evans-Klock
Director
Skills and Employability Department
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1. Introduction

Calculating macroeconomic losses related to disahielps in understanding the scope
of disability-associated concerns , and servesasiportant basis to calculate the opportunity
costs of inactivity, e.g. in the context of a ctigrefit analysis. Nonetheless, in the past only
one empirical study published by the World Bank hded to estimate losses in Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) related to disability (Me600). This section discusses the
methodology of the World Bank study and uses itoasidation for a conceptual framework
reflecting new developments in the definition aneasurement of disability.

The World Bank study: A bottom-up approach

The Roeher Institute (Toronto, Canada) developedttom-up approach’ to calculate the
annual GDP loss related to disability in Canadingu4993 data (see Rioux 1998 and Health
Canada 1997). The approach involved multiplying tlwenber of individuals living with a
disability, the amount of time these individuale affected by this disability, the level of the
disability and the average value of labour forcerkv@djusted for wage supplements and
unpaid work.

The study differentiated between people with lomga and short-term disabilities.
People with long-term disabilities were separated two populations: “household disabled”
and “institutionalized disabled”. The latter groapnsisted of persons who stay in long-term
healthcare facilities. They were assumed to achoeNg 10 per cent of the productivity of an
average worker. The group of household disabledagasmed to achieve 90 per cent of the
average productivity of an average worker in Cariad®93.

For people with short-term disabilities, the staistinguished between those who need to
rest in bed (10 per cent of average productivity)l ghose whose activities are restricted
(50 per cent of average productivity). Overall, stedy estimated that in 1993 US$ 3.1 billion
of GDP was lost in relation to institutionalizechépterm disability, and US$ 35.2 billion was
lost in relation to household long-term disabilifthe loss related to short-term disability was
estimated to be US$ 17.5 billion. In sum, this nwakéS$ 55.8 billion, or 7.7 per cent of
Canada’s 1993 GDP. Sensitivity analyses which tlagypercentage losses of GDP suggested a
range of US$ 48.6 to 63 billion in 1993 dollar vedy or respectively 6.7 to 8.69 per cent of
Canadian GDP.

An often-cited calculation of worldwide economics$es related to disability has been
provided by Metts (2000) and published by the Wdkhk. Metts estimates that the total
annual value of global GDP lost in relation to Bifity lies between US$ 1.37 and US$ 1.94
trillion. The technique employed by the author igasiation of an approach developed by the
Roeher Institute to extrapolate the results obthiire the above-mentioned study to the
economic circumstances of Latin America and thetddhBStates (see Rioux 1998 and Health
Canada 1997). The extrapolation technique setsassemption that GDP losses related to
disability are: a positive function of the incidenof exclusion of people with disabilities,
because those who are excluded do not contribuig;am inverse function of the general
unemployment rate, because a lower unemploymeatimétrs a higher probability of labour
market activity.

This assumption vyields a simple extrapolation tepin Based on the data from the
Canadian study, which suggests an annual GDP %&Df lost) between 8.7 and 6.7 per

® See Annex 1 (p. 53) for some background on theenustate of defining and measuring disability.



cent, and the 1993 Canadian unemployment rate (YadfiR)5 per cent, the bandwidth for a
factor DI (disability impact factor) is calculated:

Box 1: Equation A - The disability impact factors (DI)

_ %GDPlost,, _ 6.7% _ 071. DI = %GDPlost,,, _ 87% _ 092

DI,
m %UR 9.5% %UR 9.5%

The Canadian DI factor is subsequently multipliadthwhe GDP and the unemployment
rate of each of the 207 low, middle and high-incaroantries to calculate annual GDP losses
(see Box 2 below for an example).

Box 2: Calculating economic losses related to disability for Germany in 1996

With the disability impact factors gained from the Canadian study (Dlmi» and Dlax), the calculation
of economic losses in other countries is straightforward once their unemployment rate (UR) and GDP
is known.

The German case is calculated as follows:

Unemployment rate: URgermany (1996) = 8.2%
GDP (Germany): GDPGermany(1996) = US$ 2,046 billion

GDP'OSTmin :GDPGerman)(lg%) DURGerman;(lQQG) DD' :119

min

Billion US$

GDPIOStmax = GDPGerman)(lQQ@ DUI:zGerman)(lQ%) uDlI max = 1548/”/0” US$

Limitations of the World Bank study

This extrapolation technique applied in the paperMetts (2000) is based on two
assumptions: (1) that the structural circumstanceSanada reflect those in the rest of the
world; and (2) that the unemployment rate is arr@mpate variable to adjust the Canadian DI
to the rest of the world.

Regarding the first assumption, it can be takergfanted that economic losses related to
disability which are estimated to lie between 61d 8.7 per cent of GDP in Canada will not be
similar in other places. This has to do with diffier reported disability prevalence rates, as
well as with different relationships between aggivimitations and restrictions to participation:
one and the same physical impairment, for exampak eyesight, may limit participation in
one country, whereas it does not elsewhere. Atstaksecurity nets or specialized education
and training facilities constitute important factor

It could be assumed, for instance, that in devatpmiountries the impact of activity
limitations on productivity is potentially highenan in most high-income countries. Yet, even
if this were the case, it is likely that aggregafigdires would not show this, since disability



prevalence rates tend to be lower in developingit@s than in the OECD (Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development) world. Wasr€anada has prevalence rates
between 13.7 and 31 per cent, depending on whasureane takes, many African countries
only report rates between 4 and 6 per cent. Manyldvargue that this has various reasons
stretching from different cultural perceptions diat is considered a disability to differences in
measurement techniques. Others, however, wouldthaldthese differences are not merely a
statistical phenomenon. They point out that livicmnditions in developing countries often
impede the survival of people with physical or na¢ritmpairments, and that this is then
reflected in lower prevalence rates.

While the latter is a significant argument, relativlow economic losses rooted in low
disability prevalence rates are alarming rathem tltmmforting. Overall, such puzzling
problems show that there are many reasons to thylamelop genuine data on economic losses
related to disability in several countries of theveloping and the OECD world. They also
make clear that aggregated data hardly speak éongélves: they require a context sensitive
interpretation.

Another sticking point is the use of unemploymexies to extrapolate the Canadian data
to the entire world. Metts (2000) makes the assiompthat there is a linear relationship
between the unemployment rate and productivitydegsee Box 3 below). This gives rise to
both methodological and empirical concerns: firsttyis important to examine figures on
unemployment rates carefully, as some surveys foolyson employment in the formal sector,
which in countries with large informal sectors wbulead to the overestimation of
unemployment rates, and hence to an overestimatieaonomic losses related to disability.

Secondly, it is not convincing to assume that |abowarket demand and supply
elasticities for people with disabilities are sianibll over the world: arguably, the relationship
between general unemployment and unemploymentdangtbup of people with disabilities
depends on a myriad of factors, such as the itistial framework of the country (education
and training facilities, social security systemsalith services) and other socio-cultural factors
(social networks, kinship, perception of disabjlity

Box 3: Linear relationship between unemployment and productivity losses
according to Metts (2000)

. A
Economic

losses in %0GDP

8.7%

Canada

6.7%

Unemployment
5% > rate (%)

To conclude, there are several reasons to takesh fook at the calculation of economic
losses related to disability. Firstly, the WorldnRastudy uses figures which are now outdated:
the Canada figures on disability are from 1993, #neddata on unemployment and GDP are
from 1996-97. Secondly, the World Bank study buikdscalculations on another study that



uses a very specific way of measuring disabilitpime national context, with limited general
applicability. In the meanwhile, new techniques particular the Washington Group (WG)
guestions — have been developed to establish tiiggivevalence. It would hence make a lot
of sense to use these new methods and techniguesaiculate the Canadian base value or,
even better, to conduct country level analyseshroader array of countries.

Conceptual framework

The extrapolation carried out by Metts (2000) is important effort to develop an
accumulated figure that summarizes the worldwidenemic costs of excluding people with
disabilities from the world of work. However, itétear that the analysis builds on assumptions
which are difficult to defend: certainly the sogialltural, and political structure of Canada
does not represent the conditions in the restefatbrld; and clearly differences in economic
performance between countries cannot be reduceliffeyences in unemployment rates. In
fact, the author himself highlights that the apptoaeeds to be seen as a beginning rather than
an end, i.e. as an “embryonic framework for futtegearch” (Metts 2000, p. 6).

In the following, we suggest a simple bottom-up eldihsed on participation restriction
and activity limitation scores as suggested by WMerld Health Organization (WHO)'s
International Classification of Functioning, Disktyi and Health (ICF) framework,some
basic assumptions on the link between participadiot labour productivity; widely available
labour market data (labour market activity, empleytato-population ratio, unemployment
rate); and data on average per capita produciivitygiven country.

Equation B (Box 4) below is the formula accordiray which we will calculate the
economic losses related to disability. The coreidehind the equation is to focus fully on
accumulated productivity losses related to differlarms of exclusiofi. It multiplies the
average productivity (P) of a person in the giveantry with the number of people of working
age that have a disability;{rwith the disability level (i) and a productivigdjustment factor
(y;) for that disability level. Building this produfdr all available disability levels i and adding
them up yields the economic losses related to ityath.).

Box 4: Equation B - Economic losses related to disability

L = Z_ I:)niyi and%:glgi* _Vﬂl)q-'-ﬁ*(u\l,_uz-'-ﬁ*(djf_d)

A core element of the formula is the productivitjustment factoy. The factor is made
up of three parts which describe three differenmtatisions of exclusion related to disability:
(1) people with disabilities who are employed bat able to use their human capital to the

® The Washington Group was established by the UM Wibrld Bank support in 2001 to promote and
coordinate international cooperation in the arehaafith statistics (see p. 55).

" The ICF, adopted by the WHO in 2001, uses a difimiof disability based on activity limitation and
participation restrictions, rather than on indivadiattributes (WHO 2001).

8 That means other potential costs such as govermnexgenditures (e.g. social security payments}, los
wages of caregivers, and so forth, are not factoredthe equation.



maximum; (2) people who do not find jobs becaustneif physical or mental impairment; and
(3) people with disabilities who have left the aetlabour force.

1. Part | of the formula reflects the reduced produistiof persons employed, related to factors
such as lower education, lack of transport andiphiyaccessibility. Accordingly, it calculates
the difference of the actual productivity levelaoperson at disability level i - which is written
as a percentage of the average productivit;)R é&nd the potential productivity of a person at
that disability level f§'), and multiplies this with the percentage of peaginployed in the
given disability level group (e

2. Part Il of the formula takes into account the oftégher unemployment rate (u) among people
with disabilities compared to those reporting neadility. It does this by multiplying the
potential productivity of a person at a given dikgblevel (") with the spread between the
unemployment level among non-disabled people (d)the@ unemployment among people in
the given disability level group ju

3. Part Il of the formula takes into account the oftegher economic inactivity rates among
people with disabilities compared to those repgrtio disability. It does this by multiplying
the potential productivity of a person at a givésadility level ¢;") with the spread between
the inactivity rates among people with no disapild) and the inactivity rates among people
in the given disability level group{d

Core elements of Equation B (Box 4) are estimatégs andp; . The betas are the factors
which link disability levels with economic cost® bther words, they put price tags on the
exclusion of people from the labour market. Using betas is an important simplification that
replaces the complex differentiations made in tluelys of the Roeher Institute (household
disabled vs. institutionalized disabled, long tersn short term, etc.). 8 of 70 per cent for
mildly disabled people can hence be interpretatifferent ways: as 30 per cent sick leave of a
person with average productivity, as 30 per ces$ leutput compared to a person without
disability, or (most realistically) as a combinati@mf both sick leave and productivity
limitations. Table 1 presents tlfievalues at four different disability levels (milchoderate,
severe, and very severe). Since the valuegfare set by assumption, we will carry out
sensitivity analyses of L (economic losses reldtedlisability) at different min- and max-
values off; andp;. However, in addition to these sensitivity anasysaore empirical research
should be carried out in the future to constructemrobust betas.

Table 1: Average productivity at different disability levels (“betas”) (per cent)

Disability level i B B(min)  B(max) B* B(min)* B (max)*
None 100 100 100 100 100 100
Mild 75 70 80 95 90 100
Moderate 55 50 60 75 70 80
Severe 25 20 30 55 50 60
Very Severe 5 0 10 25 20 30

Building disability level groups

Information about disability levels is crucial five economic impact analysis suggested
above. Usually this information is not readily dsble but needs to be calculated. Since
countries use rather different methodologies th@ainformation on disability prevalence, it is
not feasible to use the same methodology in omlerdate disability level groups for the entire
sample of countries.



Four out of the ten case studies in this papemai on survey data generated by the
Norwegian research institute SINTEF (Malawi, NarmjbiZambia and Zimbabwe) in a survey
of living conditions of persons with disabilitiearcied out in recent years. At the request of the
ILO, the institute re-analyzed figures of its swwe applying two different grouping
algorithms: one for Malawi, Namibia, and Zimbabveexd another one for Zambia, where a
different methodology was used to measure disgbilit

The disability measurement in Malawi, Namibia, &nthbabwe is built on two questions:
(1) “Does anyone in this household have any difficin doing day-to-day activities because
of a physical, mental or emotional (or other h@attbndition?”; (2) “Does anyone in this
household need assistance to do day-to-day ae&%itiBoth questions allow for the answers
“a lot/often”, “a little/sometimes”, and “no”. A thd question ensures that the condition
described is not a temporary health problem busabdlity: “Has this difficulty lasted, or is it
expected to last, six months or more?” Based osetlggiestions, a matrix is used to group the
respondents into disability level groups (Table 2).

Table 2: Creating disability level groups based on SINTEF questions

Difficulty in doing day-to-day activities?

Needs assistance to do

day-to-day activities? Often Sometimes No

Very severe - S
Alot disability Severe disability Moderate disability
Alittle Severe disability Moderate disability ~ Mild disability
No Moderate disability Mild disability No disability

Table 3: Washington Group (WG) questions as implemented by SINTEF in Zambia

No | Some Alot Unable

a | Do you have difficulty seeing, even if wearing glasses? 1 2 3 4
b | Do you have difficulty hearing, even if using a hearing aid? 1 2 4
¢ | Do you have difficulty walking or climbing steps? 1 2 3 4
d | Do you have difficulty remembering or concentrating? 1 2 3 4

e | Do you have difficulty (with self-care, such as) washing all over or
dressing?

f | Because of a physical, mental, or emotional health condition, do you :
have difficulty communicating (for example, understanding or being 1 2 3 4
understood by others)? |

Source: Eide and Loeb (2006).

In the questionnaire used in the Zambia survey,TEINmoved from the questions listed
in Table 2 to the standardized set of WG questfdable 3 above).

Responses to these questions have been usedgo pseple to different disability levels:
if they answer at least one of the questions withable”, they are assigned to the very severe
group. If they answer at least one question withotg but none with “unable”, they have a



severe disability. If they answer all questionshwiho”, they are considered to have no
disability. The separation between mild and modeisslightly less clear. In consultation with
the author of this paper, SINTEF assigned peoptheaanild disability group if they answered
one question with “some difficulties” and all théher questions with “no”. If they answered
more than one question with ‘some difficulties’ lmdne with “a lot of difficulty” or even
“unable”, the people were assigned to the modeliasbility group (Table 4).

Table 4: Creating disability level groups based on Washington Group questions

Difficulties Answering behaviour

None All questions answered with ‘NO’

Mild ONE question answered with ‘SOME’, none with ‘A LOT’ or ‘UNABLE’

Moderate MORE THAN ONE question answered with ‘SOME’, none with ‘A LOT’ or ‘UNABLE’
Severe At least one question answered with ‘A LOT’, none with ‘UNABLE’

Very severe At least one question answered with ‘UNABLE’

Example calculation: Canada

The approach presented above can be illustratety ubie example of Canada. The
Participation and Activity Limitation Survef2001) of Statistics Canada offers data on the
level of disability of people aged between 15 amd Eh addition, it offers data on the
employment status of people with disabilities, unhfoately without reference to the disability
level. The figures are as follows: of approximat&l8 million adults with disabilities, 41.8 per
cent are employed, 25.5 per cent are unemployed,#8 cent are not in the labour force, and
4 per cent are not specified. Table 5 breaks thamulated labour market indicators down for
the four different disability level groups. The asgtion is made that increasing level of
disability is positively correlated with increasingemployment rates and decreasing activity

rates.
Table 5: Canada - Working age population (15-64), by labour market status
and calculated disability level
Employed Unemployed Not active Total

Level of Per  No.(000) Percent No.(000) Percent No.(000) No.(000)
Disability cent ) ) ) )
None 784 11,998 51 781 16.5 2,525 15,303
Mild 70.0 453 8.0 52 22.0 142 647
Moderate 47.0 233 35.0 173 18.0 89 495
Severe 25.0 137 50.6 277 244 134 548
Very severe 0.0 0 0.0 0 100.0 279 279

12,821 1,283 3,169 17,272

Source: Calculations based on Statistics Canada (2001).

In addition to the labour market indicators and thsability indicators, a monetary
variable is necessary to calculate the macroecanawsts related to disability. Here, the
average labour productivity of a Canadian worketalen from the ILO databases (KILM)
(ILO 2007b). The Canadian labour productivity (GpBr person employed) for 2001 is



US$ 54,679 (constant 1997 US$ Purchasing PowetyRBRP]). Using Equation 4 (see p. 59)
and the labour market data in Table 5, as wellhasestimated beta values of Table 1, the
following economic losses related to disabilitydanada in 2001 can be calculated.

Table 6: Canada - Economic losses related to disability, 2001 (million US$)

Disability level i
Mild Moderate  Severe Very
severe
No. of people in disability level group in 000 (ni) 647 495 548 279
Productivity adjustment factor (yi) 0.22 0.33 0.29 0.21
Part | (disabling environment: (,6’I -5)e) 0.14 0.09 0.05 0.00
Part Il (additional unemployment: 3 (U —U)) 0.03 022 020 0.00
Part lll (additional inactivity: 43 (d. —d)) 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.21
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $7,781 $8,911  $8,700 $3,179

% Total economic loss (mio. US$) $28,569

Table 6 reads as follows: the labour productivifytree people within a disability level
group i (mild, moderate, severe, very severe) welothan the average labour productivity in
the workforce, which is expressed by the respegbraductivity adjustment factoy,. The
adjustment factor is made up of three componeatsodr productivity losses related to a
disabling environment; labour productivity lossekated to higher unemployment; and labour
productivity losses related to higher labour maikertivity rates. The productivity losses in
the respective disability level group are the prichf the number of people in the group, the
productivity adjustment factor, and the averageuaiproductivity in the economy.

Summing up the productivity losses in the respectiisability level groups yields a total
economic loss of US$ 28.6 billion in 2001 for Camad\ sensitivity analysis using the
minimum and maximum beta values in Table 1 yieldsaad of economic losses between
US$ 26.6 and US$ 30.6 billion in 2001. These edtsare somewhat lower than the ones
offered by Metts (2000). Metts calculates a ban@asnomic losses between US$ 33.3 and
US$ 47.2 billion for 1996.

Finally, another important step towards an improseimof the framework offered by
Metts and the Roeher Institute would be the devetg of a more sophisticated extrapolation
technique. Metts uses the unemployment rate tondxtiee Canadian findings to the whole
world. This is problematic, since it suggests timastitutional, social, cultural and physical
conditions are similar around the globe. Alternagivsuch as the ILO vulnerable employment
indicator’ or variables measuring the poverty level in a ¢gursuch as the number of working
poor at the US$ 1 level or the US$ 2 level, shdadcexplored. Yet, to be sure, gathering data
from as many countries as possible will clearly aemthe best solution: no single
extrapolation factor will ever be able to translat€anadian disability figure, for example, to
the economy of Mali.

° The vulnerable employment indicator measures thpgstion of own-account and contributing family
workers in total employment.



2. Country case studies

In the following case studies, the methodology ssted above will be applied to a set of
ten developing countries in Asia and Africa. Thkesigon of countries is presented in Table 7.
In Asia, the focus countries are China, Thailana] &iet Nam. In the African region, the
examined countries are Ethiopia, Malawi, Namibiautd Africa, Tanzania, Zambia and
Zimbabwe. Table 7 presents some core figures aetleeuntries which will be necessary for
the calculation of economic losses later on.

Table 7: Case studies - Country data (2006)

() (2) 3) (4) (3) (6)

GDP current Wor_king age Average Persons Persons I?erso.ns
(million USS$) populatlon.(1.5+) productivity* employed unemployeg inactive
(million) (%) (%) (%)
Asia
China 2,644,681 1,023.32 3,540 73.0 38 23.2
Thailand 206,338 49.86 5,733 72.2 0.9 26.9
Viet Nam 60,999 61.31 1,356 734 1.5 251
Africa
Ethiopia 13,315 45.25 389 75.6 43 201
Malawi 3,164 7.19 554 79.4 8.1 12.5
Namibia 6,566 1.26 13,824 37.7 17.1 45.2
South Africa 255,155 32.86 17,091 454 16.6 38.0
Tanzania 12,784 21.95 697 83.6 45 1.9
Zambia 10,734 6.36 2,430 69.5 8.8 21.7
Zimbabwe 3,418 8.07 609 69.5 47 25.8
Source:

Column 1: World Bank World Development Indicators (WDI);

Columns 2, 4, 5, 6: ILO Key Indicators of the Labour Market (KILM) (ILO 2007b) - figures from 2006:

Column 2: working age population in the age group 15+ (KILM table 2a);

Column 4: persons employed divided by working age population (KILM table 2a);

Column 5: persons unemployed divided by working age population (KILM table 2a and 1);

Column 6: persons not active in the labour market divided by working age population (KILM table 13).

*Calculated as GDP (current US$) divided by working age population (15+). Source: World Bank WD, ILO KILM.

** The absolute number of persons unemployed is generated here by subtracting persons employed (KILM table 2a) from persons
active in the labour force (KILM table 1).

The first column of Table 7 contains the 2006 GDdressed in current US$, against
which economic losses related to disability will beasured. The second quantifies the
working age population of the country, i.e. all poaged 15 or oldéf. The third column

191t is important to bear in mind that in many enwat studies “working age” also has a maximum
value which is either 59 or 64. Since disabilityeyalence increases strongly for older people it is
important to be always specific about one’s deabiniof “working age”.



presents the productivity of the workforce, whishcialculated as the country’s GDP divided
by the number of people employEdColumns 4 to 6 highlight the employment situation,
differentiating between people employed and peagie are either unemployed or inactive in
the labour market.

It is striking that within the Asian countries difences in the labour market situation are
rather small; unemployment rates are generally lamg there is a three-quarter/one-quarter
division between people who are employed and pespteare inactive (e.g. retired people, or
discouraged job-seekers). In Africa, on the otrendy differences are very pronounced with
regard to both productivity and the labour markétasion. Namibia and South Africa are
remarkable because of their very high unemploymatdés. The same countries also draw
attention because of their high labour productivity

Table 8: Data availability for case studies — GDP, Labour Market (LM),
disability prevalence and level

4 (6)
(1) (@) (3) (5) -

GDP& GeneralLM | Disabity 922" Disabilty Disabilty

productivity data | prevalence persons level Cross-ref.
China 2006 2006 2006 2005 Vetfem  Estmator
ata model
Thailand 2006 2006 2007 2007 Viet Nam Estimation
data model
Viet Nam 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 Ao
Ethiopia 2006 2006 1994 1994 Zambia Estimation
data model
Malawi* 2006 2006 2004 2004 2004 2004
Namibia* 2006 2006 2003 2003 2003 2003
South Africa 2006 2006 | 2006+ 2006 2006 Ao
Tanzania 2006 2006 2002 Zambia Zambia Estimation
data data model
Zambia* 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006
Zimbabwe* 2006 2006 2003 2003 2003 2003

* Complete country information provided by SINTEF.
** These figures are not representative; the latest representative survey is from 2001.

Whereas macroeconomic data and general labour tinfeamation are readily available
for all the country cases, disability prevalenciesaand labour market information on people
with disabilities is much more difficult to find.able 8 provides an overview of the primary
data which were available for the case study aisalys

™ |n Table 7 above, this means: GDP divided by teelpct of columns 2 and 4.
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Grey shaded fields indicate that primary informati® available. The numbers in the grey
shaded field show from which year the informatienWith the exception of Ethiopia, it was
possible to use fairly up-to-date information ih@duntries. Major difficulties emerged in the
identification of disability level groups (column &nd the cross-referencing of disability and
labour market data broken down by disability legedbup (column 6). The latter issue is a
direct consequence of the former: countries usuatfigr an aggregate figure delineating the
number of people with a disability without offerirany information about the degree of
difficulties related to the physical or mental immpgent. The primary data available for this
study only allowed the assignment of people toedét disability level groups in six of the ten
countries (Malawi, Namibia, South Africa, Viet Nardambia, Zimbabwe), while in the
remaining four countries (China, Ethiopia, Tanzafihailand), disability level distributions
had to be estimated. Yet within these six countii$erent survey designs did not allow for
one and the same grouping algorithm. Only the graugpriteria in three countries analyzed by
SINTEF with an identical questionnaire have beewmupged the same way. Malawi, another
country analyzed by SINTEF, uses a different mebhagl to identify people with disabilities,
so that the grouping approach also had to be ardiif one. Finally, South Africa and Viet
Nam offered primary data which allowed conclusitm$e drawn on the level of disabilities.
However, the survey designs were again differenthat grouping algorithms were not exactly
the samé?

Since in most of the ten countries people with ldigees are not divided into disability
level groups, the consequence is that neither thiereross-referenced labour market data for
people in different disability level groups. Thecegtion is four countries analyzed by SINTEF
(Malawi, Namibia, Zambia and Zimbabwe), data frorhickh have been recompiled by the
organization for the purpose of this study (seg, fiuilding disability level groups). In the six
remaining countries a linear estimation method tealde used to generate the necessary data.
The model is explained in more detail in Box 5 bel&irstly, it requires the labour market
data for non-disabled people or, as a proxy, theege labour market data of a country.
Secondly, it needs the labour market informatioe ttountry provides on people with
disabilities. Depending on the methodology the tguims using to compile this piece of
information, an assumption can be made if the &égwfers to people with mild, moderate,
severe or very severe disabilities. If, for ins@na country uses a simple ‘body functioning’
approach (see Annex 1, p. 53), it can be assunaatily persons with a severe disability are
counted as ‘disabled’. That means that in thesescdlse employment information reflects the
status of people with severe disabilities, whichyrttzen be used to derive the employment
information on those with a mild, moderate or every severe disability.

12 The exact description dfow severity groups have been assigned can be foutfgeinountry studies
in Annex 1.
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Viet Nam

Box 5: Estimating labour market data for different disability level groups

Equation 1: Estimating employment rates for different disability levels

=& €
k

e =e+d and &

The formula suggests that the employment rate in the group of people with disabilities at a disability level i equals the sum
of the employment rate of people without a disability e and a factor € multiplied by the disability level i. ¢ is calculated as
the difference between the employment rate for people without a disability and people with a disability at a disability

level k, divided by that disability level k. The unemployment rate and the inactivity rate are calculated analogously.

Equation 2: Estimating unemployment rates for different disability levels

. u —u
U =u+& and &£=—%
Equation 3: Estimating inactivity rates for different disability levels
: d, —d
d =d+&d and e£=—*% "

The following sections of the study present in dié¢tee calculation of economic losses
related to the exclusion of people with disabititia the sample of ten countries. The country
studies focus predominantly on technical aspectseotalculation, that is, on the sources used,
on challenges regarding the definition of disapilibn how missing information has been
replaced by estimates, and so forth. The purpogki®is to evaluate the extent to which the
proposed model is applicable in practice. The psege not to provide in-depth interpretations
and contextualizations of the findings. This impotttask will be left for future work.

The measurement of disability preference rates it Wam only recently underwent
important changes. Before 2005 the line Minist(iglnistry of Labour, Invalids and Social
Affairs, MOLISA; Ministry of Education and TrainingMOET; Ministry of Health, MOH)
collected disability data to meet their own nedlde General Statistical Office (GSO) had no
official disability survey or census. This resulieddifferent definitions, approaches, methods,
tools, and sample sizes. Prevalence rates measyrdtle various organizations differed
strongly: whereas the MOLISA calculated a prevatenate of 6.3 per cent in 1996, the
National Health Survey (NHS) 2002 calculated a migeter prevalence rate of 2.9 per cent,
and this even though all surveys were based onaaledpproaches to measure disability (see
Table A.1, p. 55).

In 2005, the GSO started developing a strategyther collection of disability data in
Viet Nam. It conducted a workshop supported by théted Nations Economic and Social
Commission for Asia and the Pacific (UNESCAP), Wdslank/Washington Group (WB/WG),
and the Medical Committee of the Netherlands-Vigtn@MCNV) to introduce the ICF
approach in data collection, and developed a framrievon disability data collection from
2005-2010. The first milestone was a pilot questare in 2005, the second the integration of
a disability module in the Vietnam Household Liviigiandards Survey (VHLSS), (GSO
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2006). From 2009 onwards the Population and Housbegsus will include disability
guestions.

The VHLSS is carried out every two years and cov$00 households. The 2006
survey incorporates an extended disability moduith v slightly adapted version of the
Washington Group (WG) questions. Table 9 presdmgdsults grouped by type of disability
as described in the WG questionnaire. The cut-offitpfor the results is the answer “some
difficulty”, so that prevalence rates are cleahoee the rates which have been calculated by
MOLISA (6.3 per cent) or the NHS in 2002 (2.9 pent). Due to its lower cut-off point, the
2006 study can be assumed to reflect more adegubteshumber of people with disabilities in
Viet Nam. It will thus be used in the following talculate economic losses from excluding
people with disabilities from the world of work.

Table 9: Viet Nam - Disability prevalence rates, by type of disability (per cent)

Total Vision  Hearing  Cognition Mobility  Self-care Communication
Total 15.3 11.2 3.3 46 59 21 27
Urban/Rural
Urban 17.8 13.8 3.1 4.6 6.1 20 24
Rural 14.4 10.2 3.3 45 58 21 28
Sex
Male 13.9 9.9 29 3.8 45 1.8 23
Female 16.6 124 37 53 72 2.3 3.1

Source: GSO 2006; the numbers refer to the share of persons who responded as having at least “some difficulty” in one of six
issue areas (Vision, Hearing, Cognition, Mobility, Self-Care, Communication). As people may have more than one difficulty at a
time, the sum of the percentages is larger than the total in the first column.

However, in order to calculate economic losses, emdetailed information about
disability prevalence rates and particularly abdisability levels is necessary. Table 10 breaks
down the prevalence rates into the four disabidyels mild, moderate, severe and very
severe, and into different age groups. This allogased on a total population in 2006 of
84.1 million}® for the calculation of the total number of peopith disabilities of working age
(15-59), which is about 7 million (or 13.92 per feffhereof, about 1.5 million have a mild
disability, 4.4 million have a moderate disability,6 million have a severe disability, and
0.5 million have a very severe disability (see €all below).

13 World Bank WDI, DDP Quick Query.
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Table 10: Viet Nam - Disability prevalence rates, by disability level (per cent)

Disability level

None Mild Moderate Severe  Very severe
Total 84.7 36 9.1 15 11
By age group
0-5 88.1 28 7.2 1.0 0.9
6-10 90.4 18 6.5 0.8 05
1-14 89.2 2.1 7.1 0.9 0.6
15-17 87.6 23 8.4 14 0.6
18-29 84.7 3.1 10.1 1.1 1.0
30-39 88.2 30 6.8 11 1.0
40-49 87.0 28 8.3 1.0 0.9
50-59 816 34 126 16 0.9
60+ 80.1 5.7 10.1 25 16

Variations in totals due to rounding
Source: VHLSS (GSO 2006).

Table 11: Viet Nam - People with disabilities of working age (15-59), by disability level (millions)

Disability level

Total None Mild Moderate  Severe se\\f:g
15-17 5,735 5,023 134 479 64 35
18-29 18,196 15419 559 1,838 202 178
30-39 12,806 11,296 379 873 136 122
40-49 8,471 7,373 236 702 87 74
50-59 4,288 3,497 144 541 69 38
2 ;}ﬁfons) 4949 42607 1451 4433 558 446
15-59 (%) 100% 86.1% 2.9% 9.0% 1.1% 0.9%

Variations in totals due to rounding
The population figures for 2006 are estimated, based on the 1999 census data of the National Statistical Office
(NSO) of Viet Nam.

In addition to disability prevalence rates, labooarket information on people with
disabilities is necessary for economic analysifoduanately, such information is rather scarce
in Viet Nam. According to the “National Action Plan Support People with Disabilities,
Period 2006-2010" (Government of Viet Nam 2006)pwb58 per cent of people with
disabilities are working, whilst 30 per cent areenployed and wish to have a stable job. That
means that the remaining 12 per cent can be deskceb inactive (not having a job and not
actively looking for a job). It is not surprisinbat, as Table 12 shows, unemployment among
people with disabilities is visibly higher than tlhalue for the population in total. It is
surprising, however, that inactivity rates amongpe with disabilities are lower (12 per cent)
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than in total population. This has most likely stimeg to do with different measurements of
unemployment and inactivity (for example, someothe Viwishes to have a job” is counted by
the Viethamese as unemployed but may be countediaasive in official labour market
statistics if this person is not actively lookirgy fa job). However, while for policy-makers an
adequate differentiation between “unemployed” améctive” is important to determine the
right types of interventions, it can here be igdpt@nce for the calculation of economic losses
it makes no difference if the person is countedhastive or unemployed (both constitutes a
productivity loss). This inconsistency is therefarg worrisome.

Table 12: Viet Nam - Labour market status - Total population and persons with disabilities

Total population People with disabilities
Million Per cent Million Per cent
Employed 45.00 734 4.00 58.0
Unemployed 0.95 15 207 300
Inactive 15.36 25.1 0.83 12.0

Source: Left column (regular labour market figures, Viet Nam); right column (labour market figures for people with disabilities) —
Government of Viet Nam 2006.

A more substantial problem, however, is that thares above refer to MOLISA’s narrow
definition of disabled person, which uses a bodycfioning approach covering only a very
small number of people, usually those with sevarétdtions. That means that, within the
categorization scheme of this paper, the figuresv@lzlescribe the employment situation of
people with severe limitations, not the employnstutation of all people with disabilities. The
data for those with mild, moderate or very sevesalillities need to be estimated. This can be
done with a simple linear extrapolation model ascdbed inBox 5 (p. 12). The results are
presented in Table 13.

Table 13: Viet Nam - Working age population (15-59), by labour market status and
disability level (per cent)

People with disabilities - Disability level

populzggar: Mild* Moderate* Severe se\x;:z
Employed 73.4 68.3 63.1 58.0 52.9
Unemployed 15 11.0 205 30.0 395
Inactive 25.1 20.7 16.4 12.0 76

* Column estimated based on linear model described in Box 5, p. 12.

In combination with the disability level groups @la 11), these estimates allow for the
calculation of economic losses related to disabilit Viet Nam (Table 14). The economic
losses related to disability in the country amdontS$ 1.82 billion in 2006, i.e. 2.99 per cent
of Viet Nam’s GDP. The sensitivity analysis, whistbased on different potential productivity
levels (S(min)* andp (max)*) suggests a band of losses between US$ 1.77 @ndbillion.
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Table 14: Viet Nam - Economic losses related to disability, by disability level (million US$)

Disability level

Mild Moderate Severe s e\\::z

Number of people in disability level group in ‘000 (ni) 1,452 4,433 558 446

Productivity adjustment factor (yi) 0.19 0.20 0.19 0.16

Part | (disabling environment) 0.14 0.13 0.12 0.11

Part Il (extra unemployment) 0.09 0.14 0.13 0.09

Part Il (extra inactivity)* -0.04 -0.06 -0.06 -0.04

Pxnixyi (millon US$) $365 $1,221 $140 $95
2 Total economic loss (million US$) $1,821
Z Min. total economic loss related to disability $1,773
Z Max. total economic loss related to disability $1,869

* The negative figures here are rooted in the rather counter-intuitive higher degree of inactivity in the total population compared to
inactivity amongst people with disabilities; it should not be read as indicating that people with disabilities help to decrease economic
losses but rather as a counterweight to an unemployment figure which is most likely too high since many of those counted as
unemployed are in fact inactive.

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p. 65).

The model also allows some conclusions to be drasgarding the sources of the
economic losses in Viet Nam (Table 15). About thitds of the losses are linked to
productivity losses caused by a disabling enviramimiee. by factors which make people with
disabilities who are employed less productive ttray could otherwise b&.About one-third
of the losses are linked to higher unemploymentana higher labour market inactivity of
people with disabilities. The table furthermorewhdhat the largest losses occur in the group
of people with moderate disabilities. Through adggupolicies, an untapped potential of
US$ 1,221 million could be mobilized in this group.

Table 15: Viet Nam - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level

(million US$)
Disability level
Mild  Moderate Severe  Very severe Total
Disabling environment $269 $759 $88 $64 $1,179
Exclusion from the labour market $96 $463 $52 $31 $642
Total $365 $1,221 $140 $95 $1,821

 This is not to say that by changing the environim@hpeople with disabilities could move up to
100 per cent of average productivity. The degresavitich changes in the environment may increase
productivity is determined by estimates given imlEa3.
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Thailand

Information about people with disabilities in Tleaitl is collected by the National
Statistical Office (NSO) at the Ministry of Inforiien and Communicatidhand by the Office
of Empowerment for Persons with Disabilities at tMenistry of Social Development and
Human Security® The NSO defines disability as “a limitation or liliy in performing
activities like normal people, due to health prafdeor illness lasting for 6 months or more”.
The primary screening of people with disabilitissbased on a question referring to body
functioning: “Do you have any health problems @mats lasting for 6 months or more, or do
you have any impairment?” In addition, two activitgsed questions are asked to specify
limitations related to the physical impairment: “Dbese problems cause limitations in
performing activities of daily living?” If yes, “suify: eating, bathing, cleaning the face,
brushing teeth, dressing and passing a stool, kttefestingly, only the first question is used
to categorize a person as disabled, and the segong of questions is also filled out by those
who do not fall into the category ‘disabled’. Thedds, as the figures below will show, to four
different groups: (1) people with disabilities whim not report limitations in performing
activities of daily living; (2) people with disalties who do feel limitations in performing
activities of daily living; (3) people without diséities who do not feel limitations in
performing activities of daily living; and (4) pdepwithout disabilities who do feel limitations
in performing activities of daily living.

Table 16: Thailand - Total population and working age population (15-64), by disability status

People with disabilities

Population

- millions Per cent

(millions)
Total 65.57 1.87 2.85
Working age (15-64) 46.12 0.91 1.97

Source: NSO 2007 Disability Survey (not available in English).

Only recently the NSO published the results oR@97 Disability Survey, which can be
used to calculate the economic losses related dability in Thailand. In a population of
65.6 million, the survey identifies 1.9 million pgEe with disabilities (Table 16). This makes
2.85 per cent of the population, which is closewioat the NHS calculated in 2002 for
Viet Nam. Compared to Viet Nam’'s VHLSS survey in080 however, the figure is low,
probably attributable to the body functioning metblmgy used.

Focusing on people with disabilities of working g§d6-64) yields an even lower figure:
of the approximately 46 million Thais, merely 0.9lion are identified as having a disability
(that is, 1.97 per cent of the working age popatgti Two activity-based questions in the
survey allow the people in this group to be assigodifferent disability levels. The first asks
if the person has difficulties or restrictions iarficipating in community life (such as going to
temple, church, mosque, marriages, funerals, ¢b@)second asks if the person has difficulties
or restrictions in participating in domestic lifsu¢h as doing housework, shopping, etc.). The
guestions can be answered with “no difficulty”, fis® difficulty/restriction”, “a lot of
difficulty/restriction” and “cannot do at all”.

15 http://www.nso.go.th [1 Nov. 2009].

18 http://www.oppd.opp.go.th  [1 Nov. 2009].
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Table 17: Thailand - Assigning disability levels to people with disabilities

Participation in community life

Total Persons with disabilities
millions  Per cent millions  Per cent

Total (7+) 58,798 1,859
No 57,892 98.46 1,018 54.77
Yes 905 1.54 841 45.22
Some difficulty/restriction 338 37.40 296 35.25
A lot of difficulty/restriction 235 26.00 223 26.56
Cannot do at all 331 36.60 321 38.19
Unknown 0 0.08 0 0.03

Source: NSO 2007 Disability Survey (not available in English).

Since both questions vyield relatively similar résult is sufficient to focus on the first
one, presented in Table 17. The question is dideatepeople aged seven or older (7+).
Interestingly, it finds that in the group of 1.9llon people with disabilities, only 0.9 million
have difficulty participating in community life. lalmost equal parts, respondents find that
they have either some problems, a lot of problamsyere not able to participate at all. This
can be used to build disability level groups: peopith a disability who do not complain about
a lack of participation in community life are cahsied to have mild difficulties’; those who
are complaining about some difficulties are defirsmdmoderate; those who have a lot of
difficulties are in the group ‘severe’; and thoshoastate they cannot participate at all are
assigned to the group ‘very severe'.

Since the survey results in Table 17 capture peagtrl seven or older, the resulting
figures need to be corrected by subtracting peopleschooling age’ (7-14) and people of
‘retirement age’ (65+). This has been carried autable 18, which presents the numbers of
people of working age without a disability (46 nafi), those with mild disability (197,000),
moderate disability (265,000), severe disabilit§5,000) and very severe disability (260,000).
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Table 18: Thailand - Grouping persons with disabilities, by disability level (millions)

Population

Population 7+ 7.4 and 65+ Working age*
Total population 58,798 12,677 46,120
Total people with disabilities 1,859 952 907
People with mild disabilities** 954 757 197
People with moderate, severe and
very severe disabilities 905 195 710
Moderate 338 73 265
Severe 235 51 185
Very severe 331 71 260

* The figures for the population 7+ is corrected by subtracting the “schooling age” population (7-14) and the “retirement
age” population (65+) to obtain the figures for the working age population.

** People with a disability who do not fall into moderate, severe or very severe categories have been shifted into the
“People with mild difficulties” group.

The labour market information for people with didiibs in comparison with labour
market data for people without disability is presenin Table 19. The differences are striking.
Once more, there is no data available for diffetksdbility level groups. Thus, these data need
to be generated by using the simple linear mogslts also been used for the Viet Nam data.
This time the assumption is that the employmerdrimbtion for disabled people reflects the
labour market situation of people with moderatéidifties (Table 20).

Table 19: Thailand - Labour market status - Total population and people with disabilities

Total population People with disabilities
millions Per cent millions Per cent
Employed 35.99 72.2 0.64 35.2
Unemployed 0.46 0.9 0.49 26.9
Inactive 13.41 26.9 0.69 37.9

Sources: left column: ILO KILM (2007b), right column: NSO 2007 Disability Survey.

In combination with the disability level groups @la 18), these estimates allow for the
calculation of economic losses related to disabilit Thailand (Table 21). They amount to
US$ 1.42 billion in 2007, that is, 0.7 per centTdfailand’s GDP. The sensitivity analysis
suggests a band between US$ 1.3 and 1.5 billioesd losses are considerably smaller than in
Viet Nam.
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Table 20: Thailand - Working age population (15-64), by labour market status
and disability level (per cent)

People with disabilities - Disability level

Total

population Mild* Moderate* Severe Very severe
Employed 72.2 53.7 35.2 16.7 0.0
Unemployed 0.9 13.9 26.9 39.8 52.8
Inactive 26.9 324 37.9 435 49.0

* Column estimated based on linear model described in Box 5, p. 12.

Table 21: Thailand - Economic losses related to disability, using NSO data (million US$)

Disability level

Mild  Moderate Severe se\\::z

Number of people in disability level group in ‘000 (ni) 197 265 185 260

Productivity adjustment factor (yi) 0.28 0.35 0.28 0.18

Part | (disabling environment) 0.11 0.07 0.03 0.00

Part Il (extra unemployment) 0.12 0.19 0.18 0.13

Part Il (extra inactivity) 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.08

Pxnixyi (million US$) $320 $529 $299 $269
Z Total economic loss (million USS$) $1,417
Z Min. Total economic loss related to disability $1,296
Z Max. Total economic loss related to disability $1,539

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p.64).

The sources of the economic losses are present@dble 22. It demonstrates that the
major reason for economic losses is poor accdsbonr markets.

Overall, it remains questionable whether the figui@ Viet Nam and Thailand can be
compared, mostly because disability prevalencesrate so enormously different. Table 23
shows how different the result would look under dmsumption that prevalence rates in
Thailand are equal to those in Viet Nam, and aksuming that, corresponding to the Viet
Nam case study, the labour market data for peojttedisabilities in fact describe the situation
of those with severe (not moderate) difficultiebeTresult is clearly higher economic losses of
US$ 9.6 billion (4.64 per cent of 2007 GDP).
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Table 22: Thailand - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level,
using NSO data (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe  Very severe Total
Due to disabling environment $121 $107 $35 $0 $264
Due to exclusion from the labour market $199 $422 $264 $269 $1,154
Total $320 §520  $299 $269 $1,417

Variations in totals due to rounding

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p.64).

Table 23: Thailand - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level,
assuming Viet Nam prevalence rates (million US$)

Disability level
Mild  Moderate Severe se\\f:g Total
Due to disabling environment $928 $2.251 $210 $109 $3,498
Due to exclusion from the labour market $908 $4,380 $496 $294 $6,078
Total $1,83  $6,631 $706 $403  $9,576

Variations in totals due to rounding
For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p.63).

China

China’s main agency for collecting data on peoplh wisabilities is the China Disabled
Persons’ Federation (CDPF). On a yearly basisotiganization gathers information on the
overall situation of people with disabilities iretfields of vocational training and employment
to provide data for the development of policies aegulations. The survey covers people of
working age (male: 16-60; female: 16-55) in all mmmic activities, sectors and geographic
areas, and generates information on employmeninployment and economic activity.

CDPF defines a person with a disability accordmthe 1990 “Law of People’s Republic
of China on the Protection of People with Disalgit as “...a person who suffers,
psychologically or physiologically, from abnorméai in body structure or loss of an organ or
function and has lost, wholly or in part, the dpilio perform an activity in the way considered
normal for human beings”. The identification of p&o with disabilities is through
administrative records; the person must have dficate of disability issued by the People’s
Republic of China and be within employment age.

According to CDPF’s National Sample Survey on Dilsigbconducted in 2006, there are
82.96 million people with various disabilities irhi@a. That is 6.34 per cent of the population
(Table 24 shows the number of people with disébdigrouped by disability type). Some 42
per cent (34.93 million) of the overall number @ople with disabilities are of working age
(15-59), 53 per cent are above the age of 60, gl Gent are between 0 and 14 years of age.
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The majority of people with disabilities live inral areas (75 per cent). Based on this data, the
disability prevalence in the working age populai®B.3 per cent.

Table 24: China - People with disabilities, by type of disability (2006)

Type of disability People (million) Per cent of total
multiple 13.52 16.3
visual 12.33 14.9
hearing 20.04 242
speech 1.27 1.5
physical 2412 291
intellectual 5.54 6.7
psychiatric 6.14 74

Source: CDPF (2006).

The current employment situation of people withadilities in China is illustrated in
Table 25. The 2006 National Sample Survey on Disgldifferentiates between employment
in urban and rural areas. The large majority ofpbeavith disabilities who are listed as
employed lives in rural areas (98 per cent), anlg ansmall fraction in urban areas (2 per
cent). This is surprising since 25 per cent of peeple with disabilities live in urban areas.
About 1.4 million people with disabilities are kst as unemployed.

Table 25: China - Labour market status of people with disabilities (15+) (2006)

million Per cent

Working age (15+) 34,930 100
Employed 17,083 48.9
...in urban areas 362 1
...in rural areas 16,721 47.9
Unemployed 1,396 4.0
Inactive 16,451 471

Source: CDPF (2006).

Table 26 compares the labour market situation oplgewith disabilities and the labour
market situation of those without. The differengesnactivity rates are particularly striking,
whereas the differences regarding unemploymentadher small. Again, this may have to do
with borders between inactivity and unemploymeritatoways being clear in the case of people
with disabilities. However, since the economic nodsed in this study does not make a
distinction between inactivity and unemploymenits firoblem is not of immediate relevance.
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Table 26: China - Labour market status - Total population and
persons with disabilities (15 +) (2006)

Total population People with disabilities

million  Per cent million Per cent

Employed 747.18 73.0 17.08 48.9
Unemployed 38.55 38 1.40 4.0
Inactive 237.59 23.2 16.45 47.1

Sources: Left column: ILO KILM (2007b); right column: CDPF (2006).

Disability data in China are less comprehensiva thahe two countries above (Thailand
and Viet Nam). There is no information which allowse assignment of people with
disabilities to different disability level groupsnd accordingly there is also no way of looking
at the employment situation of people with diséibii at different disability levels. Hence,
these figures need to be estimated.

As follows, two approaches will be taken. The fosie is based on the official figure of
34.93 million people with disabilities of workingy@, assuming that the distribution between
disability level groups is equal to the distributim Viet Nam. The second calculation assumes
that disability prevalence rates in China are high@n the ones provided by CDPF. This
assumption makes sense, taking into account tleatCbPF is using a body functioning
approach based on a certificate of disability. Mthie case of Thailand, such an approach leads
to fairly low prevalence rates. The second calcutawill thus be based on prevalence rates
measured in Viet Nam under the ICF framework, mgklre assumption that these rates are
equal to the Chinese ones.

Table 27: China - Working age population (15+), by labour market status
and disability level (per cent)

People with disabilities - Disability level

Populzgctf: Mild*  Moderate*  Severe Very severe*
Employed 730 61.0 489 368 248
Unemployed 38 39 40 it 2
Inactive 239 35.9 471 500 .

* Column estimated based on linear model described in Box 5, p. 12.
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Table 28: China - Economic losses related to disability, by disability level,
using CDPF data (million US$)

Disability level

Mild Moderate Severe se\\i::z

Number of people in disability level group in ‘000 (ni) 7,360 22,478 2,829 2,264
Productivity adjustment factor (yi) 0.24 0.28 0.24 017
Part | (disabling environment) 0.12 0.10 0.07 0.05
Part Il (extra unemployment) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Part Il (extra inactivity) 0.11 0.18 0.16 0.12
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $6,160 $22,171 $2,367 $1,363

Z Total economic loss (million US$) $32.062
2 Min. Total economic loss related to disability $30,571
X Max. Total economic loss related to disability $33,552

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p.62).

Table 27 demonstrates the results of the estimaticamployment, unemployment and
inactivity rates in China with the linear model geated in Box 5, p. 12. The important
assumption is that the aggregated labour marketdgyfor people with disabilities reflect the
situation of people with moderate difficulties. Tfigures for people with mild, severe and
very severe difficulties are results of the linestimation.

Table 28 contains the economic losses relatedstbdity in China, based on the official
disability prevalence figures of the CDPF disaggted by disability level by using figures
from Viet Nam. They amount to US$ 32.1 billion, ttie 1.2 per cent of Chinese GDP in 2006.
As Table 29 shows, about US$ 12 billion are credigda disabling environment, while
US$ 20 billion relate to higher unemployment arathivity rates.

Table 29: China - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level,
using CDPF data (million US$)

Disability level
Mild*  Moderate* Severe  Very severe* Total
Due to disabling environment $3,176 $7,781 $738 $397  $12,092
Due to exclusion from the labour market $2,984 $14,390  $1,630 $966  $19,970
Total $6,160 $22,171 $2,367 $1,363 $32,062

*Calculated on the basis of linear model
Variations in totals due to rounding

Table 30 indicates the economic losses relatedstbiity in China based on prevalence
rates measured in Viet Nam under the ICF framewhAgdain, the economic losses are clearly
higher. They amount to US$ 111.7 billion, whictaisout 3 per cent of GDP.

24



Malawi

Table 30: China - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level, assuming
Viet Nam prevalence rates (million US$)

Disability level
Mild*  Moderate* Severe Ver! Total
severe
Due to disabling environment $13,803 $36,941 $3,992 $2,669  $57,406
Due to exclusion from the labour market $8,112 $39,119 $4,430 $2,626 $54,287
Total $21,915 $76,060 $8,422 $5,296  $111,693

* Calculated on the basis of linear model
For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p.61).
Variations in totals due to rounding

The amount of relevant disability research in Malswery limited. In 1983, a Survey of
Handicapped Persons was carried out by the Nat®tadistical Office (NSO) to estimate the
incidence of disability and to establish demographind socioeconomic characteristics of
disabled persons by type and level of disabiliye Burvey placed the rate of disability in the
population at 2.9 per cent. Another NSO survey cotetl in 1993 indicated that the
prevalence of disability in the population was ab®per cent. In 1998 a population census
was carried out which, however, does not providg &formation on disabilities or
impairments in the population.

A more recent and comprehensive disability sunayMalawi has been carried out by
SINTEF Health Researalsing the ICF definition of disability (see p.'"4)The survey covers a
representative number of 1,521 households whdeastt one person with a disability is living,
and, as a control group, a humber of 1,537 houdehwhere no person has a physical or
mental impairment (see Table 31 below).

Table 31: Malawi - Sample size of disability study

Persons with

Households Individuals disabilities
Households having a 1,521 8,038 1,579
person with disability
Households without a
person with disability 1,537 7,326 44
(Controls)
Total 3,058 15,364 1,623

Source: Loeb and Eide 2004, p. 78.

The SINTEF study provides both extensive informatim the employment and general
living situation of people with disabilities and ¢me domain, level and origin of disability in
Malawi. Information on employment and general lyyisituations includes data comparisons
on unemployment rates, education and skills, mgrghlary, household income and expenses,
and housing ownership. Information on disabilitgludes age profiles, disability level scales,

7 hitp://www.sintef.no [1 Nov. 2009].
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disability distribution (regional, age, gender)usas of disability, and data on the availability
and use of services and aids.

Table 32 shows unemployment rates in Malawi byhiigg in the economically active
age range of 15 to 65 years. It suggests that ulegmpnt is generally very high in Malawi.
The difference between those with and without diges does not seem very large, although
it is statistically significant (Loeb and Eide 20@4 91).

Table 32: Malawi - Labour market data, by disability status (per cent)

Disabled Non-disabled Total
Currently working or returning to 493 46.7 46.2
work
Unemployed or inactive 571.7 53.2 53.8

Source: Loeb and Eide 2004, p. 91.

In the measurement of disability, both activity-edsand participation-based questions
have been used. The former aim to capture the perivel of functioning by asking, “How
difficult is it for you to perform the activity x ithout any kind of assistance at all?” The latter
measure an individual's level of performance inirtleerrent or usual environment by asking,

for instance, “Do you experience any problem(spé&nforming this activity in your current
environment?”

For the purpose of this report, SINTEF has recompithe Malawi data in order to
generate the set of information required for oudetdo calculate economic losses related to
disability. To begin with, SINTEF grouped the Malagata into different disability levels,
using the algorithm presented in Section 1 (p. 6).

Table 33: Malawi - Working age population (15-64), by disability status and level

Disability status Millions  Per cent
No disability 6,342 88.1
Disability 856 1.9
Mild 43 0.6
Moderate 108 1.5
Severe 108 1.5
Very severe 597 8.3
Total 7,198 100.0

Source: Calculations by SINTEF for the purpose of this study based on Loeb and
Eide 2004.

Table 33 presents the results of the grouping &serdhe overall disability prevalence
rate is 11.9 per cent. Surprisingly, most of tlaksfinto the group of people with very severe
difficulties. That means that 8.3 per cent of thgpondents (all of working age) answered the
guestion of whether they have difficulties in dayday activities with “yes, often”, and the
guestion of whether they need assistance to daaay-activities with “yes, a lot”. This
seems very high and some follow-up research shHmilthade to verify this (the disability level
pattern is not only that high in Malawi, but alsoNamibia and Zimbabwe).
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Table 34 presents the results of the cross-refergrd labour market data and disability
prevalence rates. As expected, the employment fedie with the level of the disability:
whereas 60 per cent of people with mild disabgittee employed, only 38 per cent of those
with very severe disabilities are employed. The gmlzzling fact is that non-disabled people
seem to be worse off than those with mild and matgedisabilities and basically in the same
situation as those with severe difficulties.

Table 34: Malawi - Working age population (15-64), by labour market status
and disability level (per cent)

Disability level
None Mild Moderate Severe Very
severe
Employed 46.5 60.0 54.3 46.7 384
Unemployed / inactive 535 40.0 457 53.3 61.6

Source: Calculations by SINTEF for the purpose of this study based on Loeb and Eide 2004.

Several explanations are possible. One is thatethsr no correlation between
mild/moderate difficulties and the employment diiia of disabled people in Malawi, since
most of the employment is in the informal sectorevehlight difficulties are not a reason for
not engaging in productive work (the question wounldy be in this case how productive the
work is). Another explanation could be special paogmes to train people with disabilities
that provide them with some skills not offered twnsdisabled people. Finally, it would be
instructive to check if the approach of SINTEF &sessing the employment situation of people
with and without disabilities leads to biased figsiras differences between SINTEF and ILO
labour market data are very significant: while SE¥T calculates an employment rate of
46.5 per cent, ILO/KILM calculates an employmerieraf 79.4 per cent for the same year. In
recognition of this significant difference we wilffer the following calculations based on both
the ILO and the SINTEF labour market data. WhetkasSINTEF version is internally more
consistent, the version using the ILO data haathentage of using a more reliable figure for
overall employment, unemployment and labour mairiaattivity.

The economic consequences of the exclusion of pesiph disabilities from the world of
work are presented in Tables 35 and 36, whichhsefficial unemployment/inactivity figures
of the ILO rather than the SINTEF data to quantifg number of non-disabled people. The
tables suggest that the overall economic loss ataaarS$ 99 million, which is 3.12 per cent
of GDP (the sensitivity analysis suggests a bamdden 2.84 and 3.4 per cent). As expected,
losses are largely occurring in the group of peopih very severe disabilities. Economic
losses occur in equal parts due to a disablingrenwient and higher unemployment/inactivity
rates.
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Table 35: Malawi - Economic losses related to disability, by disability level,
using ILO data (million US$)

Disability level

Mild Moderate Severe  Very severe

Number of people in disability level group in ‘000 (ni) 43 108 108 597

Productivity adjustment factor (yi) 0.30 0.30 0.24 0.18

Part | (disabling environment) 0.12 0.11 0.09 0.08

Part Il (extra unemployment / inactivity) 0.18 0.19 0.15 0.10

Pxnixyi (million US$) $7 $18 $14 $59
Z Total economic loss (million US$) $99
X Min. Total economic loss related to disability $90
Z Max. Total economic loss related to disability $107

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p. 67).

Table 36: Malawi - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level,
using ILO data (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe Very Total
severe
Due to disabling environment $3 $6 $6 $25 $40
Due to exclusion from the labour market $4 $11 $9 $34 $58
Total $7 $18 $14 $59 $99

Variations in totals due to rounding
For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p.67).

Table 37 presents the results gained when usingSINGEF figures for quantifying
employment, inactivity and unemployment, rathernthie official ILO figures. Since
differences are very significant, the variationeiconomic losses is also immense: the total
losses calculated with the SINTEF data amount t§ W& million, which is 1.25 per cent of
GDP (the sensitivity analysis suggests a band letie?2 and 1.28 per cent).
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Table 37: Malawi - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level,
using SINTEF data (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe Very Total
severe
Due to disabling environment $3 $6 $6 $25 $40
Due to exclusion from the labour market -$3 -$4 $0 $6 -$1
Total $0 $3 $5 $32 $40

Variations in totals due to rounding
For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p.68).

Namibia

In 2001/2002, SINTEF Health Research carried ostiraey on disability in Namibia in
cooperation with the University of Namibia and thenistry of Lands Resettlement and
Rehabilitation (Eide et al. 2003b) The survey desgsembles that used in Malawi (see p. 25)
and hence is not discussed here.

Table 38: Namibia - Working age population (15-64), by disability status and level

Disability status Million Per cent
No disability 1,098 87.1
Disability 163 12.9
Mild 1 0.1
Moderate 40 3.2
Severe 18 1.4
Very severe 103 8.2
Total 1,261 100.0

Source: Calculations by SINTEF for the purpose of this study, based on Eide et al. 2003b.

Table 39: Namibia - Working age population (15-64), by labour market status,
disability status and level (per cent)

Disability level
None Mild Moderate Severe Very
severe
Employed 26.8 15.4 11.8 155 8.7
Unemployed/inactive 73.2 84.6 88.2 845 91.3

Source: Calculations by SINTEF for the purpose of this study, based on Eide et al. 2003b.

In 2008, at the request of the ILO, SINTEF recoegpithe primary data of this survey for
the current study. Tables 38 and 39 present digapikevalence rates in the country, as well as
cross-referenced labour market information. Thealerevalence rate in Namibia is 12.9 per
cent and, surprisingly, most disabled people indbentry fall into the group of people with
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very severe disabilities. The same phenomenon earbbserved for Malawi (8.3 per cent — see
Table 33) and Zimbabwe (5.9 per cent — see Tablecd8ntries for which the same algorithm
has been used to assign persons with disabildid#ferent disability levels (see p. 6). Zambia,
the fourth country examined by SINTEF, uses a diffe grouping methodology, and comes to
the conclusion that rather few people (2.8 per)datitinto this group, while the majority falls
into the group of people with severe disabiliti®s3(per cent), as is seen in Table 43 below
This shows that the borders between the disaliditgls are often fluid and clearly a matter of
definition.

The labour market situation of people at differievels of disability, as expected, worse
than the labour market situation of those withastilities irrespective of whether one uses
the SINTEF figures for people with no disabilities the official ILO data: whereas
unemployment/inactivity rates for people withoutsalilities is already shockingly high
(73.2 per cent — see Table 39), only one of tethénlarge group of people with very severe
disabilities has been counted as employed.

Table 40: Namibia - Economic losses related to disability, by disability level,
using ILO data (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe se\\::z
Number of people in disability level group (ni) 1,260 40,320 17,640 103,320
Productivity adjustment factor (yi) 0.24 0.22 0.13 0.09
Part | (disabling environment) 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02
Part Il (extra unemployment / inactivity) 0.21 0.19 0.10 0.07
Pxnixyi (milion US$) $4 $121 $32 $128
Z Total economic loss (million US$) $286
X Min. total economic loss related to disability $255
X Max. total economic loss related to disability $317
For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p. 69).
Table 41: Namibia - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level,
using ILO data (million US$)
Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe se\\f:g Total
Due to disabling environment $1 $13 $8 $25 $46
Due to exclusion from the labour market $4 $108 $24 $104 $240
Total $4 $121 $32 $128 $286

Variations in totals due to rounding
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Zambia

The economic consequences of this pattern aremisgsa Tables 40 and 41, which use
the official unemployment/inactivity figures of thieO instead of the SINTEF data to quantify
the number of people with no difficulty. The tablesggest that the overall economic loss
amounts to US$ 286 million, that is, 4.35 per c&@nGDP (the sensitivity analysis suggests a
band between 3.89 and 4.82 per cent). As expdoEsks are largely occurring in the group of
people with very severe disabilities, and exclusicam the labour market is five times as
important as losses related to a disabling envieanm

Table 42 presents the results when using the SINfigtffes to quantify employment,
inactivity and unemployment rather than the offidlzO figures. Since differences are quite
notable, the variation in economic losses is aligoificant: the total losses calculated with the
SINTEF data amount to US$ 168 million, which is@ger cent of GDP (the sensitivity
analysis suggests a band between 2.31 and 2.&pr c

Table 42: Namibia - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level,
using SINTEF data (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe Very Total
severe
Due to disabling environment $1 $13 $8 $25 $46
Due to exclusion from the labour market $2 $54 $10 $57 $122
Total $2 $67 $18 $82 $168

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p. 70).
Variations in totals due to rounding

Zambia is the most recent of the four countrieslyaea by SINTEF with regard to
disability prevalence and the impact of disabitityliving conditions. It has been carried out in
cooperation with the Norwegian Federation of Orgations of Disabled People (FFO), the
Zambia Federation of the Disabled (ZAFOD), theitost for Economic and Social Research
(INESOR) and the Central Statistical Office (CS@)Zdambia (Eide and Loeb 2006). The
guestionnaire it has been using is very similathi one previously implemented in Malawi,
Namibia and Zimbabwe. However, as the authors efdtudy point out, the accumulated
experience in using this questionnaire suggestshbaZambian data have the best quality.

Table 43 presents the disability prevalence rate&imbia grouped by disability level. It
is important to point out that Zambia is the onbuntry in the SINTEF sample for which the
Washington Group questions have been used to neeatigability’® This results in a
prevalence rate that is notably higher than in Mald1.9 per cent), Namibia (12.9 per cent),
and Zimbabwe (10.9 per cent). Secondly, the nevofsgtiestions made a different algorithm
necessary to assign people with disabilities in Hianto disability level groups (see pp. 5-7).
The resulting structure seems biased in the séraehite majority of people with disabilities
falls into the severe difficulties group, whereasyosery few fall into the moderate difficulties

18 See Annex1, p. 53, for some background informatim the impact of different measuring
approaches on disability prevalence rates.
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group. This shows that in the future further eBoare needed to improve and standardize
grouping algorithms.

Table 43: Zambia - Working age population (15-64), by disability status and level

Disability status Millions Per cent
No disability 5,295 83.3
Disability 1,066 16.8
Mild 259 4.1
Moderate 43 0.7
Severe 592 9.3
Very severe 173 2.8
Total 6,360 100.0

Variations in totals due to rounding

Source: Calculations by SINTEF for the purpose of this study based on Eide
and Loeb 2006.

Table 44: Zambia - Working age population (15-64), by labour market status
and disability level (per cent)

Disability level
None Mild Moderate Severe Very
severe
Employed 53.7 62.5 56.1 449 25.3
Unemployed/inactive 46.3 375 43.9 55.1 74.8

Variations in totals due to rounding
Source: Calculations by SINTEF for the purpose of this study based on Eide and Loeb 2006.

Table 44 presents the labour market situation opfgewith disabilities in Zambia. It is
obvious that the labour market situation of a dis@lperson worsens with the degree of the
disability: whereas 62.5 per cent of people witlhdndiifficulties are working in Zambia, only
25.3 per cent of those with very severe difficsltataim to be “currently working”.

A rather puzzling question is why, according to ®WNTEF data, the labour market
situation of people without disability is slightiworse (53.7 per cent working) than the
situation of people with mild and moderate diséiedi (62.5 and 56.1 per cent working).
Several explanations are possible. One is thatetl®rno correlation between mild and
moderate disabilities and the employment situatibpeople with disabilities in Zambia. One
could argue that, since most of the employment ihe informal sector, light difficulties are
not a reason for not engaging in productive worko#er explanation could be that special
programmes exist to train people with disabilitiésich provide them with some skills not
provided to people without disabilities. Finallyis necessary to check if SINTEF's approach
to the assessment of the employment situation @blpewith and without difficulties leads to
biased figures, as the SINTEF data in Table 44 sayyificantly from ILO data.
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Table 45: Zambia - Economic losses related to disability, by disability level,
using ILO data (million US$)

Disability level

Mild Moderate Severe se\\i::z

Number of people in disability level group in ‘000 (ni) 259 43 592 173

Productivity adjustment factor (yi) 0.19 0.21 0.20 0.16

Part | (disabling environment) 0.13 0.11 0.09 0.05

Part Il (extra unemployment/inactivity) 0.07 0.10 0.11 0.11

Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $120 $22 $288 $68
Z Total economic loss (million US$) $498
 Min. Total economic loss related to disability $468
¥ Max. Total economic loss related to disability $528

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p. 73).

Table 45 presents economic losses in Zambia relatetie exclusion of people with
disabilities. This calculation marks the upper efithe spectrum, because it uses ILO data to
measure labour market information related to peopith disabilities. It suggests that
economic losses amount to US$ 498 million, whicd.B4 per cent of GDP (the sensitivity
analysis suggests a band between 4.36 and 4.9Zeqm). Losses due to a disabling
environment and those due to higher unemploymethtirzarctivity rates occur in almost equal
parts (see Table 46). As expected, Table 46 shbaiseconomic losses resulting from the
exclusion of people with disabilities from the wbdf work occur in the relatively large group
of people with severe disabilities.

Table 46: Zambia - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level,
using ILO data (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe Very Total
severe
Due to disabling environment $79 $12 $129 $21 $241
Due to exclusion from the labour market $42 $10 $159 $46 $257
Total $120 $22 $288 $68 $498

Variations in totals due to rounding

Table 47 presents the results when using the SINfigtffes to quantify employment,
inactivity and unemployment rather than the offithaD figures. Since differences are striking,
the variation in economic losses is also significttre total losses calculated with the SINTEF
data amount to US$ 251 million, which is 2.34 pentcof GDP (the sensitivity analysis
suggests a band between 2.27 and 2.41 per ceng.fighre is considerably lower, and
constitutes the lower end of estimated economigeles
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Table 47: Zambia - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level,
using SINTEF data (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe Very Total
severe
Due to disabling environment $79 $12 $129 $21 $241
Due to exclusion from the labour market -$62 -$3 $47 $28 $11
Total $17 $9 $176 $50 $251

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p. 74).
Variations in totals due to rounding

Zimbabwe

In 2003, SINTEF carried out a survey on people wdtkabilities in Zimbabwe, in
cooperation with the Southern Africa Federatiob&fabled People (SAFOD), the Norwegian
Federation of Organisations of Disabled People (fFF3 well as local disabled people’s
organizations, universities and ministries (Eidealet2003a). The survey design is similar to
the one in Malawi and Namibia (see p. 25), and @evili not be discussed here in more detail.

Table 48: Zimbabwe - Working age population (15-64), by disability status and level

Disability status Millions Per cent
No disability 7,207 89.3
Disability 880 10.9
Mild 16 0.2
Moderate 250 3.1
Severe 137 1.7
Very severe 476 5.9
Total 8,087 100.0

Variations in totals due to rounding

Source: Calculations by SINTEF for the purpose of this study based

on Eide et al. 2003a.

Table 48 presents the disability structure in Zibwe, which has been calculated using
the same algorithm as in Malawi and Namibia. Ashi@se countries, the algorithm seems to
have a bias of assigning disabled persons predothjrta the groups of people with moderate
disabilities (3.1 per cent) or people with very exvdisabilities (5.9 per cent). Future work
should be done to fine-tune and standardize thapigmg mechanism.
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Table 49: Zimbabwe - Working age population level (15-64), by labour market status
and disability level (per cent)

Disability level
None Mild Moderate Severe se\\f:z
Employed 23.6 294 30.0 215 16.7
Unemployed/-inactive 76.4 706 70.0 785 833

Source: Calculations by SINTEF for the purpose of this study based on Eide et al. 2003a.

Table 49 presents the labour market situation o$gres with disabilities in Zimbabwe.
Even though the data seem internally consisterntharsense that there is a correlation between
disability level and employment situation, the eayphent situation of non-disabled people,
just as in the case of Zambia, seems to be woesetlie one of people with mild and moderate
disabilities. Explanations of this phenomenon haiready been offered above (see p. 27):
either there is no correlation between employmadtdisability as long as prevalence rates are
low; or there are special programs that supporaldiésli persons by giving them small
advantages over people with no disabilities; orftheres on people with no disabilities are
flawed. Again, the results for the employment gitwa of people without disabilities differs
extremely between SINTEF and the ILO, which cait® iquestion the representative worth of
the former data.

Table 50: Zimbabwe - Economic losses related to disability, by disability level,
using ILO data (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe very
severe
Number of people in disability level group in ‘000 (ni) 16 250 137 476
Productivity adjustment factor (yi) 0.44 0.36 0.26 0.17
Part | (disabling environment) 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.03
Part Il (extra unemployment/-inactivity) 0.38 0.30 0.22 0.13
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $4 $54 $22 $48

Z Total economic loss (million US$) $128
 Min. Total economic loss related to disability $115
X Max. Total economic loss related to disability $141

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p. 75).

Table 50 presents economic losses in Zimbabweecklat the exclusion of people with
disabilities. As in the case of Zambia, this caltioh marks the upper end of the spectrum
because it uses ILO data to measure the labouremarormation of disabled people. It
suggests that economic losses sum up to US$ 128mnivhich is 3.8 per cent of GDP (the
sensitivity analysis suggests a band between 3i4dnper cent). Losses occur mostly due to
higher unemployment and inactivity rates. This, beer, is a finding that needs to be
interpreted very carefully: when using the SINTEBufes for quantifying employment,
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Ethiopia

inactivity and unemployment rather than the offidlaO figures, the opposite is drawn (see
Table 52). Firstly, economic losses are far smaslemming up to only US$ 20 million, which

is 0.59 per cent of GDP (the sensitivity analysiggests a band between 0.58 and 0.61 per
cent). Secondly, the losses occur entirely duedisabling environment.

Table 51: Zimbabwe - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level,
using ILO data (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe Very Total
severe
Due to disabling environment $1 $9 $4 $10 $23
Due to exclusion from the labour market $4 $45 $18 $38 $105
Total $4 $54 $22 $48 $128

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p. 75).
Variations in totals due to rounding

Table 52: Zimbabwe - Economic losses related to disability, by source and disability level,
using SINTEF data (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe Very Total
severe
Due to disabling environment $1 $9 $4 $10 $23
Due to exclusion from the labour market -$1 -$8 $1 $5 -$3
Total $0 51 54 $14 §20

For the detailed calculation, see Annex p. 76.
Variations in totals due to rounding

Such huge contradictions in the data demand extreane in the interpretation of the
figures presented here. Apart from that, it mustatfirse be highlighted that the data of the
SINTEF study are already more than five years which is a long time for a country whose
economy went down rapidly in recent times. In additILO data are based on general labour
force surveys and can, therefore, be regardedvatsggh more representative picture of the
labour market in total.

Ethiopia, together with Tanzania, counts amongcthntries in this study that offer the
weakest base of primary data on disability. Theomapurce that is repeatedly quoted is the
1994 Population and Housing Census, carried ouhbyCentral Statistical Authority at the
Social Statistics DepartmelitIn the report, a person is defined as disabletl.iflue to

19 See Annex p. 66 for more details.
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physical conditions or injuries s/he cannot perfautivities that other healthy persons can do,
including work”.

The question employed to identify a disability ssbd on body functioning rather than
activity or participation: "Is there a member ofstinousehold who is physically or mentally
disabled?" Since this question is rather inadeqtmigeld a figure useful for this report, and
since the survey is about 15 years old, it wasd#ecnot to use these data to compile tables on
the labour market status of persons with disaéditinstead, for the purpose of calculating the
economic losses relating to disability in Ethiofath the structure of the disability levels and
the cross-referenced labour market information hbeen drawn from the Zambian case,
where the data are more reliable.

Based on the assumptions above, Table 53 predemtedonomic losses in Ethiopia
related to the exclusion of persons with disabtitilt suggests that economic losses total
US$ 667 million, which is about 5 per cent of GORe(sensitivity analysis suggests a band
between 4.7 and 5.3 per cent). As Table 54 sugglestses occur both due to a disabling
environment and due to higher unemployment andtiingc rates. As expected, most
economic losses arising from the exclusion of deshpeople from the world of work occur in
the comparably large group of people with seveficdities. These conclusions, however,
need to be interpreted carefully, since they ait bo the assumption that the labour market
situation in Ethiopia resembles the labour marketion in Zambia.

Table 53: Ethiopia - Economic losses related to disability, by disability level,
based on Zambia disability data (million US$)

Disability level

Mild Moderate Severe se\:zz

[\rl]l{l)mber of people in disability level group in ‘000 1,842 303 4,208 1231

Productivity adjustment factor (yi) 0.25 0.26 0.23 0.18

Part | (disabling environment) 0.13 0.11 0.09 0.05

Part Il (extra unemployment/inactivity) 0.12 0.15 0.14 0.13

Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $179 $30 $373 $84
Z Total economic loss (million US$) $667
2 Min. total economic loss related to disability $624
% Max. total economic loss related to disability $710

For the detailed calculation, see Annex p. 66.
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Table 54: Ethiopia - Economic losses related to disability, by source
and disability level (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe se\\i::z Total
Due to disabling environment $90 $13 $147 $24 $274
Due to exclusion from the labour market $89 $17 $226 $60 $393
Total $179 $30 $373 $84 $667

For the detailed calculation, see Annex p. 66.

South Africa

The major source for information on disability iloush Africa is the 2001 Census of
Statistics South Africa (Statistics South AfriceD2). It contains data on both prevalence rates
and the employment status of people with disaéditiThe question used to identify people
with disabilities was whether or not they had aagiais disability that prevented them from
engaging in “full participation in life activitiesThe types of disabilities covered by the census
were sight, hearing, communication, physical, letglial, and emotional. The census reported
a total of 2.3 million people with some kind of alidlity that prevented them from full
participation in life activities. This constitut&sper cent of the total population (44.8 million)
enumerated in the census.

As in most countries studied here, the direct efee to “disability” results in relatively
low prevalence rates. The census envisaged for @@dlltontain both the set of questions of
the 2001 survey and a new set of questions basetheorsuggestions of the Washington
Group® Some test results of the new set of questions ten published recently by
Statistics South Africa (Statistics South AfricaOBR They yield prevalence rates that are
considerably higher than the ones in the 2001 &engusample survey among 6,000
households (see Table 55) yielded that 67 perafethie South African population (all ages) is
reported as having “no difficulty” in any of theght domains of functioning covered in the
new set (seeing, hearing, walking, remembering,ceninating, self-care, communication,
participating in community life). Difficulties W@ been reported by 32.6 per cent of
respondents. In this group, 2.5 per cent have amslat least one of the questions with
“unable to do” (very severe difficulty), 9.9 pemtdave answered at least one question with “a
lot of difficulty” (severe difficulty), and 20.24gv cent only had “some difficulty” (mild or
moderate). In Table 55, the latter group has béedeatl into people who answered just one
guestion with “some difficulty” and others who amsed more than one with “some
difficulty”. People in the former group are countasl having a mild disability, people in the
latter as having a moderate disability.

A comparison of the 2001 questions and the 2006re&ssilts of the questionnaire for
2011 illustrate how different the respective resalte: only 23.32 per cent of those identified
as having “some difficulty” in the revised set afegtions would have been identified as being
disabled in the 2001 set. Likewise, merely 46.8 pemt of those who reported “a lot of
difficulty” in the revised set of questions wereeldified as being disabled by the 2001

20 See Annex for background information on the Wagtain Group questions (p. 57).
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guestions. Even those who reported being “unabtitamne of the eight activities listed in the
survey do not necessarily fall squarely into th822@roup of people with disabilities; only 61
per cent of respondents who reported being “uneblip” a certain activity would have been
counted as disabled in the original 2001 survey.

Table 55: South Africa - Working age population (15+), by disability status and level

Millions Per cent

Total workforce (15+) 32.86 100.0
No disability (15+) 22.15 67.4
Disability (15+) 10.71 32.6
Mild 1.86 5.7
Moderate 4.79 14.6
Severe 3.24 9.9
Very severe 0.82 2.5

Variations in totals due to rounding
Source: Statistics South Africa 2006.

The survey also includes a question on the emplaystatus of people with disabilities
which allows the cross-referencing of disabilitgyaslence rates and the employment situation
of people with disabilities. The findings are presel in Table 56. Since the employment
guestion does not distinguish between mild and matdedifficulties, the respective values for
both groups are assumed to be egtdlhe table illustrates that with an increasing leve
disability, employment rates fall drastically; whas there is hardly any difference between
unemployment or inactivity rates of people with widficulties and mild difficulties,
unemployment/inactivity rates are clearly higher feeople with severe or very severe
difficulties.

Table 56: South Africa - Working age population (15+), by labour market status
and disability level (per cent)

Disability level
None Mild Moderate Severe Very severe
Employed 48.00 46.96 46.96 30.74 15.39
Unemployed/Inactive 52.00 53.04 53.04 69.26 84.61

Variations in totals due to rounding
Source: Calculation based on Statistics South Africa 2006.

Using this information to calculate the economisslkes related to disability in South
Africa yields a loss of US$ 17.8 billion, whichisper cent of South Africa’s 2006 GDP. The
sensitivity analysis suggests a band between &g @nper cent of GDP.

% This is, of course, a conservative guess; a mamhisticated calculation (such as a linear
extrapolation as suggested in Box 5, p. 12), wouédd a lower employment rate for people with
moderate difficulties compared to those with miificulties
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Table 57: South Africa - Economic losses related to disability, by disability level (million US$)

Disability level

Mild Moderate Severe se\:zz

Number of people in disability level group (ni) 1,862,185 4,788,476 3,239,897 814,903

Productivity adjustment factor (yi) 0.08 0.08 0.13 0.1

Part | (disabling environment) 0.09 0.09 0.06 0.03

Part Il (extra unemployment / inactivity) -0.01 -0.01 0.07 0.08

Pxnixyi (million US$) $2,528 $6,750 $7,085 $1,475
Z Total economic loss (million US$) $17,818
X Min. total economic loss related to disability $17,289
X Max. total economic loss related to disability $18,347

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p. 71).

Table 58 shows the sources of economic loss. lemalear that a disabling environment
is the major cost driver. The most important cosida to be drawn from Table 58 is that many
losses occur within the groups of people with lightd moderate difficulties (US$ 2.5 and
6.7 billion respectively). This finding is importarsince the body functioning approach that is
still widely used to measure disability does nqitaee this group. This leads systematically to
an underestimation of economic losses related ¢oettclusion of people with disabilities.
Furthermore, the finding is important because gadicularly in the group of people with mild
and moderate difficulties that there is the largesential for productivity growth via better

integration.

Table 58: South Africa - Economic losses related to disability, by source

and disability level (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe Very Total
severe
Due to disabling environment $2,989 $7,686 $3,405 $429 $14,508
Due to exclusion from labour market -$461 -$936 $3,660 $1,046 $3,310
Total $2,528 $6,750 $7,065 $1,475 $17,818
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Tanzania

The major source of disability data in Tanzaniahe 2002 Population and Housing
Census carried out by the National Bureau of SiadisTanzania. Its questions focus on seven
types of disability: seeing, hearing, speaking, mgimobility, body movement,
gripping/holding, and learning difficulties. The@census defines people with disabilities as
those who are “limited in the kind or amount ofities that s/he can do because of ongoing
difficulties due to a long-term physical conditiamgntal condition or health problem”. The
guestions asked to identify people with disabdgitieefer to ‘difficulties’ rather than
‘disabilities’: "Does the person have difficultissseeing, hearing, etc.?"

Unfortunately, the data generated by the survey maoge than thin: apart from a
categorization stating what kind of disabilitiesnzanians have (visually impaired, hearing
impaired, intellectually impaired, multiply impateand others), there is only an accumulated
figure which states that the disability prevalemate in Tanzania is 10 per cent, and that
merely 40 per cent of those with a disability aking.

Thus, in order to calculate the economic coststedlao disability, a number of
assumptions needed to be made. Firstly, we asstiraedmong the 10 per cent of people with
disabilities, which is 3.5 million people, the difldty level structure is the same as in Zambia.
Secondly, we assumed that the employment ratecteftbe labour market situation of people
with moderate difficulties and used the linear modiescribed above (see Box 5, p. 12) to
calculate the labour market situation of peopléwither levels of disability. The result of this
calculation can be found in Table 59.

Table 59: Tanzania - Working age population, by labour market status
and disability level (per cent)

People with disabilities - Disability level

T(?tal Mild Moderate Severe Very severe

population
Employed 83.6 61.8 40.0 18.2 0.0
Unemployed/inactive 16.4 38.2 60.0 81.8 100.0

Age range not available.
Estimation based on the Zambia case study (Eide and Loeb 2006).

As Table 60 shows, under these assumptions theostorcosts related to disability
mount to US$ 480 million, which is 3.76 per centGIDP (the sensitivity analysis suggests a
band between 3.42 and 4.1 per cent). Table 61 shioatslosses occur mostly because of
higher unemployment and inactivity rates. As expgctmost economic losses from excluding
people with disabilities from the world of work azdn the comparably large group of people
with severe disabilities.
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Table 60: Tanzania - Economic losses related to disability, by disability level (million US$)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe se\\::z
Number of people in disability level group (ni) 533,030 87,747 1,217,981 356,227
Productivity adjustment factor (yi) 0.33 0.41 0.33 0.21
Part | (disabling environment) 0.12 0.08 0.04 0.00
Part Il (extra unemployment/inactivity) 0.21 0.33 0.29 0.21
Pxnixyi (mio. USS) $123 $25 $281 $52
Z Total economic loss (million US$) $480
2 Min. total economic loss related to disability $437
X Max. total economic loss related to disability $524
For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p. 72).
Table 61: Tanzania - Economic losses by source related to disability,
by disability level (million US$)
Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe se\\f:g Total
Due to disabling environment $46 $5 $31 $0 $82
Due to exclusion from the labour market $17 $20 $250 $52 $398
Total $123 $25 $281 $52 $480

For the detailed calculation, see Annex (p. 72).
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3.

Summary of the results

An overview of the disability prevalence rates lie ten observed countries is contained
in Table 62. For some of the countries, two cakooes with different underlying data have
been conducted. While the main calculation is abvdyghlighted in bold letters, the
alternative/additional calculations are shown ieygetters.

Table 62: Overview of disability prevalence rates in the workforce? (per cent)

Disability level
Non-
disabled  People with Very
persons disabilities Mild Moderate Severe severe
Asia
China (ICF estimate)* 86.08 13.92 2.9 9.0 1.1 09
China (CDPF data) 96.70 3.30 0.7 2.1 0.3 0.2
Thailand (ICF estimate)* 86.08 13.92 2.9 9.0 1.1 0.9
Thailand (NSO) 98.07 1.93 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.6
Viet Nam 86.08 13.92 2.9 9.0 1.1 0.9
Africa
Ethiopia 83.24 16.76 4.1 0.7 9.3 2.7
Malawi 88.11 11.89 06 15 15 8.3
Malawi (2)** 88.11 11.89 0.6 1.5 1.5 8.3
Namibia 87.10 12.90 0.1 32 14 8.2
Namibia (2)** 87.10 12.90 0.1 3.2 1.4 8.2
South Africa 67.42 32.58 5.7 146 9.9 25
Tanzania 90.00 10.00 24 04 55 1.6
Zambia 83.24 16.76 4.1 0.7 9.3 2.7
Zambia (2)** 83.24 16.76 4.1 0.7 9.3 2.7
Zimbabwe 89.12 10.88 0.2 3.1 17 5.9
Zimbabwe (2)** 89.12 10.88 0.2 3.1 1.7 5.9

* Using Viet Nam's disability distribution data, which are based on the ICF approach.
** Using SINTEF figures for unemployment and inactivity (deviating strongly from ILO figures).

The main calculations for the three Asian countaes all based on the Vietnamese
disability level grouping. Viet Nam has only redgriéngaged in a comprehensive disability
survey using an activity-based approach built an I®F framework. This approach yields a
disability prevalence rate in the working age pagioh of 13.92 per cent. Assigning people in
this group to different disability levels shows ttleamajority of people with disabilities has
moderate difficulties (9 per cent). Surprisingligetgroup of people with mild difficulties is

2 |n most of the country studies the age group ef Workforce is chosen to be 15-64. China and
Viet Nam are using the group 15-59, South Africa.15
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much smaller (2.9 per cent). Yet of course, it inatter of definition where to place the cut-off
point between moderate and mifdAs expected, the group of people with severe arg v
severe difficulties is small (totalling 2 per cent)

The alternative calculations for China and Thailgshall grey letters) are based on the
official disability prevalence rates in these coi@s, which are clearly lower than the one
measured in Viet Nam. The explanation for thistraightforward: both countries are using
body functioning approaches, and ask directly werethperson has a disability. Furthermore,
in China, people are only counted if they are tegesl with the authorities as “disabled”. As a
result it can be assumed that only those indivelwaho have a severe impairment will be
counted as “disabled”. In fact, as Table 62 illatgs, the official aggregated disability figures
for China and Thailand are very similar to the petage of people with severe and very severe
disabilities in Viet Nam. Accordingly, it can besasned that the Chinese and Thai way of
counting people with disabilities cuts off thosdhwininor or even moderate difficulties.

In the African case, there are no differences betwthe main calculations and the
additional calculations regarding the number ofgbeavith disabilities or their assignment to
disability level groups (the differences occur witlgard to the measurement of employment
information, see below). Prevalence rates in therséifrican sample countries lie between
10 per cent in Tanzania and 16.8 per cent in Zan#oa Ethiopia, the Zambian prevalence
rates have been used, due to missing up-to-datapriinformation for the country. Also for
Tanzania, Zambian data have been used as a basisdigning people with disabilities to
different disability level groups. The decision tiake the Zambian data set as a basis for
calculations is rooted in the fact that these thatze been collected very recently by SINTEF,
using the Washington Group questions. They can leusonsidered the most reliable source
within the sample. An unusually high prevalences rhs been measured in South Africa
(32.6 per cent), where Washington Group questicenge halso been used. However, it is
important to point out that the primary data onahhthe figure is based have been taken from
a non-representative (yet already very comprehehsesting survey for the upcoming 2011
census. That means it is easily possible that tlestipnnaire to be applied in the 2011 census
may yield a lower value.

In order to calculate the macroeconomic costsedltd disability, it is necessary as a next
step to understand the employment situation of lgewnjth disabilities at different disability
levels. Table 63 presents the overview for all danspuntries, summing up those people who
are either unemployed or inactive. As indicatedvabonost of these figures are not taken from
genuine cross-referenced data but calculated wihibear extrapolation model described in
Box 5, p. 12.

% please refer to the Viet Nam country study for eriaformation on how the cut-off point has been set
p. 13.
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Table 63: Unemployment and labour market inactivity - Total population and people with
disabilities, by disability level (per cent)

People with disabilities - Disability level

thal Mild Moderate Severe very
population severe
Asia

China (ICF)* 27.0 35.0 431 51.1 59.1
China (CDPF) 27.0 39.0 51.1 63.2 75.2
Thailand (ICF)* 27.8 40.1 52.5 64.8 771
Thailand (NSO) 27.8 46.3 64.8 83.3 100.0
Viet Nam 26.6 317 36.9 42.0 471

Africa
Ethiopia 30.5 375 439 55.1 74.8
Malawi 20.6 40.0 457 53.3 61.6
Malawi (2)** 54.0 40.0 45.7 53.3 61.6
Namibia 62.3 84.6 88.2 84.5 913
Namibia (2)** 75.4 84.6 88.2 84.5 91.3
South Africa 54.6 53.0 53.0 69.3 84.6
Tanzania 16.4 38.2 60.0 818 100.0
Zambia 30.5 375 439 55.1 74.7
Zambia (2)** 47.8 375 43.9 55.1 74.7
Zimbabwe 30.5 70.6 70.0 78.5 83.3
Zimbabwe (2)** 76.7 70.6 70.0 785 83.3

* Using Viet Nam's disability distribution data, which are based on the ICF approach.
** Using SINTEF figures for unemployment and inactivity (deviating strongly from ILO figures).

In order to show transparently which figures areujge and which have been calculated
based on the linear model, the latter are put greg background. In this way, it is visible that
all Asian figures had to be derived from the mod®sed on primary data for the total
population, as well as primary data for people wsttvere difficulties. There are small
differences between the main and the additionalutation, since the study assumes in the
former that the employment information represemispte with severe difficulties, whereas it
assumes in the latter that the employment infownatiepresents people with moderate
difficulties.

In the African group, the study can draw on genwata for Malawi, Namibia, Zambia,
and Zimbabwe, as well as slightly more comprehensiformation for South Africa. Only the
figures for Ethiopia and Tanzania had to be catedlantirely based on the linear model. In
regard to the four countries Malawi, Namibia, Zaanaihd Zimbabwe, an important remark on
the additional calculations needs to be made: énntiain calculation, the unemployment and
inactivity rate is taken from the official labouranket statistics as presented previously in
Table 7, p. 9, whereas the labour market infornmaftis people with disabilities has been taken
from the data set calculated by SINTEF. The addiccalculation, on the other hand, is
entirely based on the SINTEF data.
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Table 64: Indicators of labour market disadvantage, by disability level (per cent)

Disability level
Mild Moderate Severe Very
severe
Asia
China (ICF)* -8.0 -16.1 241 -322
China (CDPF) (2) -12.1 -24.1 -36.2 -482
Thailand (ICF)* -123 -247 -37.0 -493
Thailand (NSO) (2) -185 -37.0 -555 -722
Viet Nam -5.1 -10.3 -15.4 -205
Africa
Ethiopia -7.0 -13.4 -24.6 -44.3
Malawi (ILO) -19.4 -25.1 -32.7 -41.0
Malawi (2) (SINTEF)** +14.0 +8.3 +0.7 7.6
Namibia (ILO) -22.3 -25.9 -22.2 -29.0
Namibia (2) (SINTEF)** -9.2 -12.8 -9.1 5.9
South Africa +1.5 +1.5 -14.7 -30.0
Tanzania -21.8 -43.6 -65.4 -83.6
Zambia (ILO) -7.0 -13.4 -24.6 -44.2
Zambia (2) (SINTEF)** +10.3 +3.9 7.3 26.9
Zimbabwe (ILO) -40.1 -39.5 -48.0 -52.8
Zimbabwe (2) (SINTEF)** --6.1 -6.7 -1.8 -6.6

* Using Viet Nam's disability distribution data.
**Using SINTEF figures for unemployment and inactivity (deviating strongly from ILO figures).

The consequences of this seemingly small differemee huge since the findings of
SINTEF deviate strongly from the official figuresccordingly, it is advisable to pay attention
to both calculations, particularly in these cowedrisince the main one has a tendency to
overestimate the economic costs, whereas the addglitone most likely underestimates the
costs. The difficulties with the additional caldida are particularly evident in an alternative
presentation of the employment data in Table 64s Tdble calculates the difference between
the unemployment/inactivity rate in a given disiypilevel group and the same rate for people
without disabilities. The table illustrates thattimee of the four SINTEF countries, the labour
market situation of people with mild and moderasalilities is better than the labour market
situation of people without disabilities — a pumglifinding requiring further research. In
Malawi, even the labour market situation of peoplth severe disabilities is slightly better
than the situation of those without, which is ratinelikely.

24 Calculated by subtracting the unemployment anduabmarket inactivity rate of people with
disabilities from that of the total population. és€able 63). In this calculation the total popuatis
used as a benchmark; the SINTEF calculations, hewetake “people with no difficulties” as a
benchmark.
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Some additional work and investigation will be resagy to understand this counter-
intuitive finding. Several explanations are possilsls mentioned above. One is that there is no
correlation between mild and moderate difficult@sd the employment situation of people
with disabilities in the African countries, sinceost of the employment is in the informal
sector where light difficulties are not a reasom f@t engaging in productive work (the
question would only be in this case how productiework is). Another explanation could be
special programmes to train people with disabditte provide them with some skills not
offered to people without disabilities. Finally,etliesults could also be rooted in the non-
standardized approach SINTEF is using to gathed@ment information or in the way the
disability level groups have been defined in thepeetive countries.

Table 65 finally offers an overview of the macroeamic costs related to the exclusion of
people with disabilities from the labour market.eyhare listed both in terms of monetary
values (in million current US$) and as a percent@g2006 GDP. Economic costs in Asia lie
between 3 per cent of GDP in Viet Nam and 4.6 pet of GDP in Thailand.

The calculation also allows for broad conclusiondtte sources of economic losses. The
table differentiates between the share of the fosslated to the lower productivity of people
with disabilities (‘%oProductivity’), and the shaoé the losses related to higher unemployment
and inactivity rates (‘%Disadvantage’). As explalria more detail in the theoretical section,
the productivity gap (the ‘betas’) is not concepingal as a gap between people with
disabilities and those without difficulties, but agjap between the potential productivity of a
disabled person in a certain disability level gram the actual productivity of this person,
which is assumed to be lower due to a lack of aaegeducation and training programmes, as
well as a lack of adequate support at the workespac

Interestingly, in the case of Asia, both factors af equal importance in China, whereas
in Thailand the ‘disadvantage’ effect and in Vietrh the ‘productivity effect’ dominates. The
causes for these differences in the structureefrthcroeconomic costs of exclusion will only
be understood by delving deeper into the countsgga

It must also be stated here that it is importantea@verestimate the explanatory power of
the productivity-disadvantage differentiation; hist study, the differences between potential
and actual productivity are set assumptions whiehhald equal for all countries. That means,
if due to adequate policy measures the gap betwetemtial and actual productivity is smaller
in one country than in the other, this differenceuld not be felt in the analysis. This remains
an important weakness of the study, and it will eritical future challenge to identify
indicators that allow for a more adequate estimatb the gap between potential and real
productivity.
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Table 65: Overview of economic losses related to disability, by source

Economic losses Sources of economic losses
Total (millions) %GDP %Productivity %Exclusion
Asia
China (ICF)* 111,693 4.22 51.40 48.60
China (CDPF) (2) 32,062 1.21 37.71 62.29
Thailand (ICF)* 9,576 4.64 36.53 63.47
Thailand NSO (2) 1,417 0.69 18.62 81.38
Viet Nam 1,821 2.99 64.75 35.25
Africa
Ethiopia 667 5.01 4110 58.90
Malawi 99 3.12 40.85 59.15
Malawi (2)** 40 1.25 102.04 -2.04
Namibia 286 4.35 16.12 83.88
Namibia (2)** 168 2.56 27.46 72.54
South Africa 17,818 6.98 81.43 18.57
Tanzania 480 3.76 17.02 82.98
Zambia 498 4.64 48.32 51.68
Zambia (2)** 251 2.34 95.72 4.28
Zimbabwe 128 3.75 17.92 82.08
Zimbabwe (2)* 20 0.59 113.66 -13.66

* Using Viet Nam's disability distribution data.
** Using SINTEF figures for unemployment and inactivity (deviating strongly from ILO figures).

Macroeconomic costs in Africa are between 3.1 et of GDP in Malawi, and 7 per
cent of GDP in South Africa when using the maincakdtions. The findings regarding the
sources of the losses are mixed. In Tanzania, Nanabd Zimbabwe, the disadvantage
element is dominating, i.e. there are large gapsdmn the unemployment and inactivity rates
of people with disabilities and those without diffities. In Zimbabwe, however, this finding
must be seen as highly speculative, since the ggpatso result from the immense difference
in measuring employment between the ILO and SINTEFthe additional calculation for
Zimbabwe, labour market information for both peoplgh and without disabilities is taken
from SINTEF, which generates more internal consiste The result is that the distribution of
costs is opposite. In fact, the negative valuecaidis that, bottom line, the labour market
situation of people with disabilities is even betiean the labour market situation of people
without disabilities. Because of this, the ovetalises are also visibly smaller when trusting
the SINTEF findings: instead of 3.75 per cent,ldsses only amount to 0.6 per cent of GDP.

For the same reason, the findings for the othexetl8INTEF countries also need to be
interpreted very carefully: using the SINTEF labauarket data for people with no difficulties
yields annual GDP losses of 1.3 per cent in Mal@gmatead of 3.1 per cent), 2.6 per cent in
Namibia (instead of 4.4 per cent), and 2.3 per ge@lambia (instead of 4.6 per cent). Apart
from the Namibian case, where the differences batwke ILO and the SINTEF data are not
as striking as in the other three countries, thaoehof the labour market data source for people
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without disabilities also affects the calculatedrses of the economic losses. When using the
ILO/KILM figures, which suggest far lower unemplognt rates than the SINTEF ones,
exclusion is a dominating factor for macroeconologses (59.1 per cent in Malawi, 51.7 per
cent in Zambia); when using the original SINTEFad&xclusion hardly plays a role and losses
only occur via anticipated productivity gaps.

The large gaps between the SINTEF and the ILO/KIdmta, as well as the large
methodological differences in measuring disabilitgnstituted important challenges for the
determination of economic costs related to disgbih this study. Both challenges can be
described as generic since they are likely to eengrglmost every approach of measuring the
costs of exclusion. Two challenges that are moeeifip to the chosen methodology are the
estimation of gaps between actual and potentiaymtivity and the reliance on disability level
groups. The former constitutes a problem becawesetgaps are hard to verify without detailed
country level data, for instance on education aathing for people with disabilities. The
disability level groups constitute a problem beeaustil now there are hardly any countries,
especially in the developing world, that providéormation on the degree to which people
with disabilities are disadvantaged. Also, thosentoes that offer data on disability level
levels tend to arrive at very different ‘disabilisyructures’: in some countries the majority of
people with disabilities experience moderate diffies (e.g. South Africa), whereas in other
countries most people with disabilities fall intietcategory of people with severe difficulties
(e.g. Zambia). These differences could either lo¢edbin different perceptions of disability or
they may be related to technical aspects, suciffasethit grouping algorithms.

This study has identified ways of working arounesd problems, amongst others through
modelling techniques that fill the gaps in the @igndata. However, in order to tackle these
challenges in a more sustainable way, a numberdditianal steps would need to be
undertaken. First of all, the gathering of dis&pitlata needs to be standardized further. The
development of the Washington Group questions kas bery useful in this regard, not only
because they offer a simple and easy way of gedingverview of disability prevalence in a
country, but also because they offer a broad indicfor the severity of a difficulty by
distinguishing between “some difficulties”, “a lot difficulties”, and “cannot do at all”. With
this information, a simple algorithm would be scifint to assign individuals to disability level
groups (what such an algorithm may look like hasnbdiscussed theoretically in Section 1).
With these data — provided that questions on batiables are asked in the same source — it
should be no problem for national statistical orgations or research institutes to cross—
reference employment and disability rates for #spective groups. Finally, it is of interest to
benchmark the findings of this study with the resuffered by Robert Metts in his 2000
paper. Table 66 displays this comparison. On tl@ side, both the main and the alternative
calculation of losses related to the exclusion disddvantage of people with disabilities in the
labour market are presented (this is more intergsthan the bandwidth calculations with
different betas which this study also carried o@i) the World Bank side, (Metts 2000) the
estimated maximum and minimum losses in percerdb@DP can be found.

It is striking that, with the exception of Thailgnthe values offered by Metts are
markedly higher than the values calculated in shusly. Even in the South African case, where
this study operates with a disability prevalende od above 30 per cent, the resulting figure of
7 per cent of GDP is clearly below the value of 22per cent suggested by Metts.

The reasons for the differences between the twaiedare too large and too systematic to
be attributed to the time that has passed betweetwio studies (Metts bases his calculations
on 1997 country level data). The fundamental rea$ointhe differences are both a high value
for the extrapolation base, Canada, and an exatipnl methodology which is based on
unemployment rates taken from the CIA World FactolBdl997 (see column %UR in
Table 66). First of all, it should be mentionedtttiee data taken from the World Fact Book
differ markedly from the official labour market dabffered by ILO/KILM for the same year;
surprisingly, the latter are in most cases lowerChina, for instance, the ILO reports 3 per
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cent unemployment for 1997 compared to 10 per gsetl in the Metts study. For Viet Nam,
the ILO reports in the same year a rate of 2.9ceet, as opposed to the 25 per cent in the
Metts study. As the table below shows, the 1997I8VBact Book unemployment rates centre
around 20 per cent for most of the African coustrigith the exception of South Africa and
Zimbabwe, where unemployment is even higher. InaAgi is particularly Thailand which
draws attention: an unemployment rate of only 26 gent is obviously responsible for an
economic loss which comes close to the ILO cal@iatin dimension (1.7 to 2.4 per cent).

Table 66: Comparing economic losses from current study with the findings of Metts (2000)

ILO World Bank

Country %GDP %GDP (2) %GDP High %GDP Low %UR
Asia

China 4.22 1.21 9.15 6.45 10.0
Thailand 4.64 0.69 2.38 1.68 26
Viet Nam 2.99 22.88 16.13 25.0
Africa

Ethiopia 5.01 18.94 13.35 20.7
Malawi 3.12 1.25 18.94 13.35 20.7
Namibia 4.35 2.56 19.95 14.06 21.8
South Africa 6.98 31.11 21.93 34.0
Tanzania 3.76 18.94 13.35 20.7
Zambia 4.64 2.34 20.13 14.19 22.0
Zimbabwe 3.75 0.59 41.18 29.03 45.0

By and large, the findings in this study contradie findings of Metts in two important
ways. Firstly, this study suggests that the costated to the exclusion of people with
disabilities lies somewhere between 1 and 7 petr, eean when referring to a broad definition
of disability as proposed in the ICF frameworkfait, figures between 15 and 40 per cent as
offered by the World Bank study seem rather couimtelitive. As a comparison: the
HIV/AIDS study discussed in Annex 1 (see pp. 57-5@ygests that in countries suffering
heavily from the HIV/AIDS pandemic, annual GDP gtbws hampered by 1 per cent. It is
difficult to argue, in this context, that the exgilon of people with disabilities translates into
GDP losses up to 40 per cent.

The second contradiction between this study andtiindy offered by Metts has to do with
the usage of the unemployment rate as an extrampoledol. The countries analyzed in this
study have unemployment—population ratios whiclelideom 1 per cent in Thailand to 17 per
cent in Namibia (unemployment rates are 1.23 an@(3per cent respectively). Yet the
economic losses related to disability are about same in both countries. This clearly
guestions the idea of the unemployment rate baingdequate anchor for the extrapolation to
world level of country data on the employment gitwa of people with disabilities. Thus,
additional research in more countries with differéevelopment levels will be necessary to get
better insights on how country level data couldjbreralized.
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4.

Conclusions and recommendations

This study developed and pilot-tested a new appréacquantifying the macroeconomic
losses related to the exclusion of people with ldigies from the world of work. After a
discussion of a baseline approach published byWeld Bank in 2000 (Metts, 2000), it
created a formula to calculate “the price of exduo’s

The formula consists of three elemerite first one reflects the reduced productivity of
employed people due to lower education, a lackrarfisport and physical accessibility, etc.
This part does not suggest that changes in theamaent can lift the productivity of people
with disabilities to population average, but it gagts that changes in the environment may
narrow the gap between the actual and the potegmaaluctivity level of a person at a given
disability level.

The second part of the equation takes into accienhigher unemployment rate among
people with a disability compared to those repgrmmo disability. The third part finally takes
into account the higher labour market inactivittesaamong people with a disability compared
to those reporting no disability. Together thesedahelements sum up to the accumulated
economic losses related to disability.

The study applies the approach to a selectionrofde and middle-income developing
countries, three of which are in Asia (China, Téadl, and Viet Nam), and seven in Africa
(Ethiopia, Malawi, Namibia, South Africa, Tanzantmbia and Zimbabwe). It comes to the
conclusion that economic losses related to digghalie large and measurable, falling into a
band between 3 and 5 per cent of GDP.

The study has not undertaken the effort of extratpuy the figures of the ten country
cases to a global level. This would require addélacountry studies in regions that have been
left out here (Europe, Latin America, and North Aio&), as well as a deeper examination of
appropriate extrapolation approaches.

The most important result of this study is thasipossible to generate country level data
on the costs of exclusion. Even for countries wiieliable primary data are generally scarce,
the combination of reasonable assumptions and atieauodelling can generate findings that
are more robust than those generated by a globapetation approach. The comparison of
the findings of this paper and the extrapolatiosults of the World Bank paper in the last
section has made that very clear.

However, the testing of this new methodology ofcakdting economic losses related to
the exclusion of people with disabilities from tiverld of work has also revealed important
open questions which future work needs to addrBEss.following recommendations can be
made to develop the study further:

This study distinguishes potential and actual petiglity of people with disabilities. This is
useful to indicate that people with disabilities &ss productive not because they are
“disabled” but because they live and work in ervinents that are “disabling”. This is of
crucial importance to the message the analysissitaritansmit: it makes economic sense to
create an environment that is supportive for peojftle disabilities. So far, however, the
concept of actual and potential productivity is entheorized and the productivity
differentials (‘betas”) used in this study neeaster empirical foundations. Also, it could be
seen as problematic that these differentials emenasd equal for all countries. Future works
need both to improve the understanding of the quiremed to generate simple measures that
allow for an estimation of the productivity—potextjap at country level.

This study has been struggling to a great degrtéedasita derived from incomparable ways of
measuring disability prevalence rates, as wellifisrdnt ways of measuring the level of
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disability (or respectively, with the problem thiaere was no information at all about the level
of disability). Hence, recommendations (1) andafZhe previous part of this study must be
reinforced here: the biggest roadblock in calcotathe economic consequences of unequal
opportunities among people with and without disaéd is the lack of reliable, comparable
primary data. In close cooperation with its constitts, the ILO should intensify its efforts to
build a more profound stock of knowledge on thelalmarket situation of people with
disabilities. The ILO should also continue to warlcooperation with the UN Washington
Group to intensify worldwide implementation of tstandardized set of questions in surveys
and censuses.

Often it is not only a lack of primary data thatkes it difficult to analyze labour market and
productivity impacts of disability. The way exigginlata are compiled and published is also
problematic: many statistical offices provide ome@&eral disability prevalence rate for their
country but fail to offer in addition a disabiliprevalence rate for the working age population.
Furthermore, many surveys potentially allow for thess-referencing of disability and
unemployment rates; yet, calculations of this kanel rarely published. In the same vein,
many surveys allow for some conclusions on thellefrdisability in a country (at least the
more recent ones, which use the ICF framework bad\ashington Group questions) but
they do not make use of this information. So, idithoh to advocating for more and better
data, the ILO should develop a guideline to suppational Bureaus of Statistics and other
organizations in compiling more valuable statistiosn the data they generate in their
surveys.

Finally, it is strongly recommended that the ‘nakigdires’ offered in this study be interpreted
against their country context to make more sensinufarities and differences. Furthermore,
the analysis carried out here should be extendadarmger array of low-, middle- and high-
income countries across all regions. Only this gdélherate the necessary information to arrive
at a credible global estimate of costs relatedh¢osixclusion of people with disabilities from
the world of work.
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Annex 1. Gathering statistics on the employment si tuation of people
with disabilities

Measuring the economic consequences of excludimgleewith disabilities from the
workforce or the macroeconomic costs and benefitsupporting people with disabilities
requires data on the number of people affectediedisas the quality of their disability and the
reasons for their exclusion from the labour marKéte scarcity of such data constitutes a
major roadblock to research on people with dis@dsliin the labour force, as a recent World
Bank study argues:

“Unfortunately, the availability of high-quality,niernationally comparable data on
disability that is important for the planning, irephentation, monitoring and evaluation of
inclusive policies is often not available.” (Mor2(@7)

Difficulties with disability statistics arise inffierent areas. One is that standard questions
and methodologies to measure labour market datafeee not suitable to gather information
on people with disabilities. Another difficulty the definition of the term ‘disabilityper se,
which differs across various countries. Finallye thuantity of available data constitutes a
problem: while some countries do not have anystiesi at all on people with disabilities in the
labour force, others merely collect information syvive to ten years or at one point in time.

Gathering labour market data

The ILO proposes a set of 47 statistical indicatdrat could be applied in the
measurement of decent work. A recent ILO study soeikt three of them in terms of
applicability to people with disabilities: (1) thiabour force participation rate; (2) the
employment-population ratio; and (3) the unemplogtrate. The indicators were chosen due
to their wide availability for both the general ¢alv force and the group of people with
disabilities (ILO 2007a).

The labour force participation rate measures thergxo which a country’s working age
population is economically active, i.e. the numbgpeople employed or actively looking for
employment. Usually, labour force surveys use theeept of ‘current economic activity’. That
means that for a person to be counted as econdynaalve, he or she needs to have been
working or actively looking for work in a short eence period of a week or a day. This
proves problematic in providing an adequate pictfr@eople with disabilities, who tend to
have longer periods of inactivity. Also, the commexclusion of the institutional population
and the exclusion of household activities may leadnder-reporting if additional information
is not gathered from other sources. Overall, tla@esbf people with disabilities working in less
regular employment situations needs to be assungderhthan the share in the total labour
force. “Underreporting of this employment group \Wbtherefore heavily distort the analysis
of the employment situation of people with disdia$” (ibid., p. 26).

The employment-population ratio measures the ptapoof the working-age population
that is employed. This indicator also tends to masnred with respect to a short reference
period of a week or a day. In this period, the penseeds to be employed for at least one hour
(i.,e. one hour per day or per week). Again, for thepose of gathering data on the
employment situation of people with disabilitiestroducing reference periods longer than this
would be necessary to avoid under-reporting. Iritextd the definition of employment per se
is partly problematic in the disability context. H.O study highlights that the classification
of contributing family workers and family workersigaged in production for own final use
would need adjustments to capture the particulandi situation of people with disabilities
(ibid., p. 29).
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The unemployment rate measures the number of pemgmployed as a percentage of
the labour force. Three criteria need to applydqrerson to be in this group: the person must
be without work, he or she must be seeking work] must also be currently available for
work. As the ILO study stresses, the narrow ‘seghkivork’ criterion may lead to under-
reporting, since often people with disabilities aiscouraged to look for work but would
definitely be willing to take up work if they could

In sum, the difficulties in gathering labour markigtta on people with disabilities call for
care in the use of labour market surveys and cessitssuggests that — where possible — a few
additional items should be introduced into the eyplent part of censuses and surveys to
capture more precisely people with disabilities vene economically active. The ILO (2007,
pp. 37-38) makes the following recommendations:

1. Consider the use of the concept of the ‘usuallivagiopulation’. That means: broaden
the period in which the person needs to be workinactively be looking for work to a
reference period of, for instance, 12 months.

2. Include the population living in institutions as &s employment measures for people
with disabilities are concerned.

3. Strengthen the measurement of the labour markétipation rate by investigating the
nature of non-core employment situations, espegdiatl contributing family workers.

4. Improve the measurement of the employment-populatatio by applying the one-hour
criterion to a reference period of one week, asd apply the criterion to people
engaged in production for own final use.

5. Apply the concept of ‘usual hours of work’ in theasurement of the employment-
population ratio. That means, analogously to tret fioint, broaden the reference period
to 12 months or thereabouts.

6. Relax the ‘seeking work’ criterion in the measureta the unemployment rate, or find
a better way to identify ‘discouraged workers’ amstinthose who are considered
economically inactive.

7. Set the upper age limit for the labour force toyé@rs, since disability is increasing
significantly above that age.

These items do not necessarily require changefengeneral design of labour force
surveys. They could also be introduced by askirdijtiatal questions to those who have been
identified as disabled.

Measuring disability

Questions on the type and level of disability obple in the workforce are necessary to
cross-classify employment and disability variabl€st, the definition and measurement of
disability is a complex challenge that is approache many different ways. In Canada, for
instance, varying approaches to measuring disaliili2001 yielded results between 13.7 and
31.3 per cent (Rietschlin and MacKenzie 2004).

Across countries, the variation is even greaterr(V2D07). A recent literature survey by
Barbotte and Guillemin (2001) finds that disabiligtes ranged from 3.6 to 66 per cent, and
low quality of life from disability ranged from 1.8 26 per cent. The authors conclude that
“the heterogeneity of the conceptual framework ensdfficient recognition of the importance
of indicator accuracy, the age factor and the smtoomic characteristics of the studied
populations impede reliable international compariso
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A recent ILO study which compares national methodis in disability statistics comes
to a similar conclusion (ILO 2004c). A questioneagent out to national statistics offices in
217 countries and regions showed that these apply different definitions: only 38 per cent
of the countries which participated in the surveg the WHO/ICIDH classification and only
four countries use its successor ICF. Others dedeénitions from national law and
regulations or from guidelines in national statigtioffices, ministries of health, NGOs, and so
forth.

Large differences in disability figures often relab varying measurement techniques.
Mont (2007), for instance, distinguishes five typégjuestions to generate empirical data on
disability. They reach from self-identification attte identification of diagnosable conditions
over guestions on activities of daily living to mogeneral questions on patrticipation (see
Table A.1 below). It can be shown that self-idecdifion questions usually lead to low
disability prevalence rates, whereas questions ativities of daily living and patrticipation
yield higher ones.

Table A.1: Different approaches in calculating disability prevalence rates

Self-identification as The respondent (proxy person) is directly asked if they are
disabled disabled.
Body
functioning | Diagnosable conditions The respondent (proxy person) is read a list of conditions,
such as polio, epilepsy, paralysis, etc. and is asked if they
have any of them.
Activities of Daily Living The respondent is classified as disabled if they have difficulty
(ADL) performing any ADLs, which are task-based and centre on
basic activities such as dressing, bathing and feeding
Actions and oneself.
activities | |nstrumental Activities of This approach is similar to the ADLs except that IADLs are
Daily Living (IADL) higher order tasks. Examples include whether a person has

problems managing money, shopping for groceries, or
maintaining their household.

Participation This method asks if the person has some condition which
affects a particular social role, such as attending school or
being employed. For example, the question in the US Current
Participation Population Survey is (Do you/Does anyone in this household)
have a health problem or disability which prevents (you/them)
from working or which limits the kind or amount of work
(you/they) can do?

Source: Mont 2007.

Finally, it is important to stress that not evenrnhanized formal definitions and
standardized questionnaires guarantee comparakde This is especially evident in cases
where direct questions of the type “do you haveisahility?” are used: stigmatization of
disability in some cultures, subjective perceptiohsvhat is 'disability’, and different cultural
standards of what is considered to be ‘normal’ whdt is not, may lead to strong differences
in answering behaviour (Mont 2007, p. 8). Becaus¢hat, there is now a wide consensus
among researchers to prefer activity- or partiegretbased questions over self-identification
or diagnosable conditions approaches.
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Disability measuring: Linking design and purpose

Ultimately, the purpose of measurement should deter the definition of disability used
and the questions asked. The Washington Group hwisés established by the UN in 2001 to
promote and coordinate international cooperaticinénarea of health statistics, identifies three
major classes of purpose for measuring the disgidgdlation: (1) the provision of services;
(2) measuring the level of functioning in the paiidn; and (3) the equalization of
opportunities (ILO 2007a, p. 52).

Monitoring functioning in population helps in und&nding the scope of potential
concerns related to disability. Calculating the rmaconomic costs of disability is a particular
tool to express this scope in monetary terms. Inegd, the functional capacity of the
population can be conceptualized according to laiéa functional domains illustrated in
Table A.2 below: body functioning, activities araricipation. For the estimation of economic
losses it is important to determine the actual thtion of a person in the world of work:
viewing impairments, for instance, only limit pradivity, and hence should only figure in a
macroeconomic loss calculation, if no reading glassre available or the impairment cannot
be compensated by glasses. Because of this iteandued that participation questions offer
themselves as the preferable approach.

The patrticipation of an individual in the world afork can be assessed by a general
guestion such as: “Are you limited in the kind onaunt of work you can do because of a
physical, mental, or emotional problem?” If it imsavered with “yes” and there is a
rudimentary technique to quantify related produttivosses, it is possible to estimate the
macroeconomic loss related to the disability okespn. If the answer is “no”, it remains open
if the person has no physical impairment or ifeitsironment is sufficiently supportive, so that
the physical impairment has no impact on partidggpatFor the purpose of making a simple
calculation of productivity foregone due to disdapjlhowever, this difference is not important.

Demands on measurement techniques are more coihglata are needed to determine
the costs and benefits of programmes to supponleesith disabilities, or if the purpose of
measurement is the identification of people whoex&luded because of mental, physical or
emotional impairments. In this case action /agtiguestions are the method of choice. They
provide more detailed information on people’s fumting levels, which, in combination with
information on the support that people have avhelawithin their families and their
community, may provide a foundation for the develept of cost and benefit analyses.
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Table A.2: Disability questions

Questions developed by the Washington Group Answers

Core questions

Do you have difficulty seeing, even if wearing glasses?
Do you have difficulty hearing, even if using a hearing aid?
Do you have difficulty walking or climbing stairs?

Do you have difficulty remembering or concentrating? No — no difficulty

Yes - some difficulty

Yes - a lot of difficulty
Do you have difficulty (with self-care such as) washing all over or dressing? Cannot do at all

Additional questions

Using your usual (customary) language, do you have difficulty communicating,
for example understanding others or others understanding you?

Question suggested by the ILO to cover upper limbs

Do you have difficulty using your arms, hands and fingers (lifting, holding,
gripping)?

Source: ILO 200743, pp. 55-56.

The Washington Group developed and tested a seiathfsactivity-based questions for
equalization of opportunity purposes, i.e. for itlentification of people who are at a greater
risk than the general population of experiencingfrietions in performing specific tasks or
participating in activities (ILO 2007a, p. 52). Fheover four core domains (walking, seeing,
hearing, cognition), as well as the additional dimmeof self-care and communication (see
Table A.2 above for questions and possible answidms)e of the questions is directed at upper
limb functioning. This constitutes a serious weaaa measuring the employment situation
of people with disabilities since problems in th@per limb area may constitute an important
impairment for a worker. The ILO thus suggests agdiuch a question to the set above (ibid.,
p. 61).

Estimating growth functions — A top-down approach

The bottom-up approach to measuring the cost ofusixm of people with disabilities
from the world of work which has been put forwandthis study is not the only methodology
for calculating the economic costs of a social pimeenon. For instance, the ILO report
“HIV/AIDS and work: Global estimates, impact angpense” (ILO 2004a), which provides
estimates of the impact of HIV/AIDS on men and wane the labour force, uses a different
technique which could be described as a 'top-damproach.
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Box A.1: Economic growth model of the ILO/AIDS study

Equation A.1.1: Generic Growth Function (ILO/AIDS study)

Growth = a, + a,LN(GDPCA) + a,LIFE + a,INVEST + a,TRADE +

a HC +a,GOV +a,DUMMY + X,
Equation A.1.1 suggests that the growth rate of the real GDP per capita in a country i (GROWTHj) is a function of: the
country’s initial per capita income (GDPCA); its life expectancy as a proxy for health capital; its investment ratio (INVEST);
its degree of openness (TRADE); its primary school enrolment rate as a proxy for human capital (HC); its government

consumption (GOV); and a regional dummy (DUMMY). AIDS indirectly influences growth through its impact on life
expectancy. Thus, a second equation is needed to map the relationship between life expectancy and HIV prevalence.

Equation A.1.2: Life Expectancy Function (ILO/AIDS study)
LIFE, = B, + B,Ln(GDPCA) + B,MAL + B,HC, + B,Ln(HIV,) +
BsLn(HIV,)? +U,

Equation A.1.2 maps life expectancy (LIFE) as a function of per capita income (GDPCA), malaria morbidity (MAL), human
capital (HC) and HIV prevalence. Now, a third equation is needed to map the relationship of HIV prevalence with other
factors in the economy.

Equation A.1.3: HIV/AIDS Prevalence Function (ILO/AIDS study)
Ln(HIV,) = &, + 5GROWTH + 5,MIGRANT + 4,GINI + J,ETHNIC +
IMAL + &HC + & TIME + Z,

Equation A.1.3 contains the factors that are likely to exacerbate the HIV impact. Besides economic growth these are:
labour migration (MIGRANT); income inequality (GINI); ethnic fractionalization (ETHNIC); malaria morbidity (MAL); human
capital (HC); and the number of years since HIV/AIDS was reported for the first time (TIME).

Source: ILO 2004a; Coulibaly 2007.

The methodology of this study, which measures iigact of HIV/AIDS on GDP growth
in 45 countries between 1992 and 2002, is basediginorical GDP growth data in these
countries (Coulibaly 2007). In simple terms, thdhau estimates, based on this data, an
economic growth model in which he then identifiexdapendent variables related to
HIV/AIDS. By recalculating the growth function witlit these variables, he generates a spread
that constitutes the economic loss related to #raemic (see Table A.1 (p. 55) above for a
more detailed explanation).

For the estimation of the growth function the auttlmooses a 10-year period from 1992
to 2002, using a Two-Stage Least Squares Techn(if8eS). The data employed for the
estimation are largely taken from the World Devetept Indicators (WDI), the WHO
database (malaria), the ILO migration database, UD$A (HIV prevalence rates) and
additional national sources.

Applicability of the top-down approach to the current
study

An important advantage of using a top-down approBmhmeasuring the 'price of
exclusion' would be that it does not require hypets on how disability directly or indirectly
affects the productivity of the workforce. To begmith, it would only require a growth
function similar to the one used in the ILO HIV/ASstudy.
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Equation 4: Growth function

Growth, = a, + a,LN (GDPCA,) + a,LIFE +a,INVEST, +a,TRADE, +
a HC, + a,GOV, +a,DRPI, + @, DUMMY + X,

Equation 4 illustrates such a function containingiredependent variable that one might
call DRPI (Disability Related Participation Impedaint). DRPI would have to be an indicator
that shows to what extent the workforce of a couistiosing its potential by excluding people
with disabilities. Calculating DRPI would be a cdepchallenge. A ‘back of the envelope
approach’ would be to state that DRPI could takkias between 0 and 1. The case of
DRPI =1 would represent an ideal case without Emjtations on participation related to
disability; in other words, a situation where oppaities are 100 per cent equal. Assuming that
in a survey among N persons taken from the ecoraliypiactive population each person
expresses on a scale between 0 and 1 how severpdheipation in the economy is limited
due to a physical, mental or emotional problem, #&mel absence or non-affordability of
adequate support, a simple way of compiling DRPllgvde:

Equation 5: Calculating a “Disability Related Participation Impediment” (DRPI)

N
DRPI=L- Z% (SEV=0 means no limitation; 1 is complete limitation)

i=1

Even though the idea seems attractive becausenitédi requirements on empirical data
and modelling techniques, some factors make itéementation rather difficult:

1. The approach requires time series data of a disabériable that builds on participation. This
constitutes problems: firstly, there are only a famntries which offer these data; secondly,
even if these data are available, they are no¢ctaitl on a yearly basis, so that the approach
lacks empirical content.

2. The approach calculates the correlation betweedythamics of the disability variable and
the dynamics of the growth variable. That, howersFans it only yields a result if the
disability variable moves into a certain directitirit remains rather stable, identifying the
impact of disability-related exclusion is not meadie with this method. This could develop
into a problem, since it must be assumed that ist mauntries the disability variable is less
dynamic than it is the case for the HIV/AIDS vatam the study analyzed above.

3. In the suggestion above, the variable DRPI flowarasxdependent variable into the growth
function. From both a methodological and technaaht of view this is questionable:
presumably, low growth rates are correlated wihttlabour markets. These, in turn, can be
assumed to affect people with disabilities moreesgly than others. Thus, both variables are
most likely auto-correlated: weak growth lowerstiggration, and low participation lowers
growth.

These problems highlight that using the ILO HIV/ADBtudy as a blueprint for an ILO
study on the costs of excluding people with digtéd from productive work meets several
serious problems. These are rooted in the avathabil data (HIV prevalence rates are much
better documented in time series than data on ititgaband the nature of the problem
(HIV/AIDS prevalence rates measure a medical canditvhich can be used as an independent
variable in a growth function, whereas participati® a complex variable which interferes with
growth itself).
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Coming to a final conclusion on the applicabiliiytbe approach would require a deeper
assessment of available data, as well as a deepeniration of possible indicators and
econometric models which control for auto-correlias. However, even without going deeper
into the analysis, the severity of the problemsyssts that a static calculation that is not built
on time series data, but rather on productivityadgtta given point in time, is more likely to
yield fruitful results.
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Labour Productivity

art |

Part Il

Part 1l

Annex 2. Detailed country calculations for

China, based on Viet Nam prevalence rate

Price of exclusion study

GDP (current US$) 2,644,681
Average Labour Productivity 3,540
Employed 73%
Unemployed 3.77%
Inactive 23.22%
Total Loss Related to Disability $111,693,196,778 4.22% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $107,640,852,891 4.07% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $115,745,540,665 4.38% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 880,898,205 30,008,345 91,651,714 11,532,642 9,229,094
(2) % of Labour Productivity (  B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $3,540 $2,655 $1,947 $885 $177
(4a) Minimum $3,540 $2,478 $1,770 $708 $0
(4b) Maximum $3,540 $2,832 $2,124 $1,062 $354
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $3,540 $3,363 $2,655 $1,593 $885
(5a) Minimum $3,540 $3,186 $2,478 $1,416 $708
(5b) Maximum $3,540 $3,540 $2,832 $1,770 $1,062
(6) Employment Rate (e) 73% 65% 57% 49% 41%
(7) Productivity Spread (3*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $13,803,022,504 $36,941,420,876 $3,992,062,581 $2,669,456,475
(9) Unemployment Rate 3.77% 4% 4% 4% 4%
(10) Unemployment Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 0.08% 0.16% 0.24% 0.32%
(11) Losses Unemployment $0 $80,949,944 $390,375,678 $44,209,285 $26,206,558
(11a) Minimum $0 $76,689,421 $364,350,633 $39,297,142 $20,965,246
(11b) Maximum $0 $85,210,468 $416,400,724 $49,121,428 $31,447,870
(12) Labour Force Inactivity 23.22% 31% 39% A47% 55%
(23) Labour Force Inactivity Spread (di-d) 0.00% 7.96% 15.92% 23.88% 31.84%
(14) Losses Inactivity $0  $8,030,942,675 $38,728,682,544 $4,385,947,841 $2,599,919,816
(14a) Minimum $0  $7,608,261,481 $36,146,770,374 $3,898,620,303 $2,079,935,853
(14b) Maximum $0  $8,453,623,868 $41,310,594,713 $4,873,275,379  $3,119,903,779
(15) Total Productivity Loss $0 $21,914,915,123 $76 ,060,479,098 $8,422,219,707 $5,295,582,850

(15a) Minimum
(15b) Maximum

$0 $21,487,973,406 $73,452,541,884
$0 $22,341,856,840 $78,668,416,313

$7,929,980,026
$8,914,459,387

Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group
(ni) 30,008,345 91,651,714 11,532,642 9,229,094
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.21 0.23 0.21 0.16
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.13 0.11 0.10 0.08
Part Il (Extra Unemployment) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Part 11l (Extra Inactivity) 0.08 0.12 0.11 0.08
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $21,915 $76,060 $8,422 $5,296
X Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $111,693
2 Minimum $107,641
2 Maximum $115,746

61

$4,770,357,575
$5,820,808,124



Labour Productivity
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Part 1l

Part 11l

China (2), based on CDPF data

GDP (current US$) 2,644,681
Average Labour Productivity 3,540
Employed 73%
Unemployed 3.77%
Inactive 23.22%
Total Loss Related to Disability $32,061,741,741 1.21% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $30,571,076,981 1.16% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $33,552,406,502 1.27% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 1,023,320,000 7,359,769 22,478,262 2,828,466 2,263,504
(2) % of Labour Productivity ( B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $3,540 $2,655 $1,947 $885 $177
(4a) Minimum $3,540 $2,478 $1,770 $708 $0
(4b) Maximum $3,540 $2,832 $2,124 $1,062 $354
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $3,540 $3,363 $2,655 $1,593 $885
(5a) Minimum $3,540 $3,186 $2,478 $1,416 $708
(5b) Maximum $3,540 $3,540 $2,832 $1,770 $1,062
(6) Employment Rate (e) 73% 61% 49% 37% 25%
(7) Productivity Spread (B*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $3,175,929,685 $7,781,276,006 $737,698,267 $397,143,839
(9) Unemployment Rate 3.77% 4% 4% 4% 4%
(10) Unemployment Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 0.12% 0.23% 0.35% 0.47%
(11) Losses Unemployment $0 $28,788,463 $138,830,434 $15,722,276 $9,319,914
(11a) Minimum $0 $27,273,281 $129,575,072 $13,975,357 $7,455,931
(11b) Maximum $0 $30,303,646 $148,085,796 $17,469,196 $11,183,897
(12) Labour Force Inactivity 23.22% 35% 47% 59% 71%
(13) Labour Force Inactivity Spread (di-d) 0.00% 11.94% 23.88% 35.82% 47.76%
(14) Losses Inactivity $0 $2,955,191,378 $14,251,212,263 $1,613,922,022 $956,707,193
(14a) Minimum $0 $2,799,654,990 $13,301,131,446 $1,434,597,353 $765,365,754
(14b) Maximum $0 $3,110,727,766 $15,201,293,081 $1,793,246,692 $1,148,048,632
(15) Total Productivity Loss $0 $6,159,909,526 $22, 171,318,703 $2,367,342,566 $1,363,170,946

(15a) Minimum $0 $6,002,857,955 $21,211,982,524 $2,186,270,977
(15b) Maximum $0 $6,316,961,096 $23,130,654,883 $2,548,414,155
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev

Number of People in Disability level Group

(ni) 7,359,769 22,478,262 2,828,466 2,263,504

Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.24 0.28 0.24 0.17
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.12 0.10 0.07 0.05
Part Il (Extra Unemployment) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Part Il (Extra Inactivity) 0.11 0.18 0.16 0.12

Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $6,160 $22,171 $2,367 $1,363

X Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $32,062

% Minimum $30,571

¥ Maximum $33,552
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Thailand, based on Viet Nam prevalence rate

GDP (current US$) 206,338
Average Labour Productivity 5,733
Employed 72%
Unemployed 0.92%
Inactive 26.90%
Total Loss Related to Disability $9,575,740,307 4.64% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $9,122,053,990 4.42% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $10,029,426,623 4.86% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 39,701,472 1,352,455 4,130,679 519,768 415,949
(2) % of Labour Productivity (  B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $5,733 $4,300 $3,153 $1,433 $287
(42) Minimum $5,733 $4,013 $2,867 $1,147 $0
(4b) Maximum $5,733 $4,587 $3,440 $1,720 $573
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $5,733 $5,447 $4,300 $2,580 $1,433
(5a) Minimum $5,733 $5,160 $4,013 $2,293 $1,147
(5b) Maximum $5,733 $5,733 $4,587 $2,867 $1,720
(6) Employment Rate (e) 72% 60% 48% 35% 23%
(7) Productivity Spread (B*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $928,187,870 $2,250,927,239 $209,757,550 $109,057,855
(9) Unemployment Rate 0.92% 10% 18% 27% 36%
(10) Unemployment Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 8.65% 17.29% 25.94% 34.58%
(11) Losses Unemployment $0 $636,860,350 $3,071,216,336 $347,809,266 $206,175,777
(11a) Minimum $0 $603,341,385 $2,866,468,580 $309,163,792 $164,940,622
(11b) Maximum $0 $670,379,316 $3,275,964,092 $386,454,740 $247,410,932
(12) Labour Force Inactivity 26.90% 31% 34% 38% 42%
(13) Labour Force Inactivity Spread (di-d) 0.00% 3.68% 7.37% 11.05% 14.73%
(14) Losses Inactivity $0 $271,318,911 $1,308,417,256 $148,175,705 $87,836,191
(14a) Minimum $0 $257,038,969 $1,221,189,439 $131,711,738 $70,268,953
(14b) Maximum $0 $285,598,854 $1,395,645,074 $164,639,672 $105,403,429
(15) Total Productivity Loss $0 $1,836,367,132  $6,6 30,560,831 $705,742,521 $403,069,823
(15a) Minimum $0 $1,788,568,223 $6,338,585,259 $650,633,080 $344,267,429
(15b) Maximum $0 $1,884,166,040 $6,922,536,404 $760,851,962 $461,872,216
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group
(ni) 1,352,455 4,130,679 519,768 415,949
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.24 0.28 0.24 0.17
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.12 0.10 0.07 0.05
Part Il (Extra Unemployment) 0.08 0.13 0.12 0.09
Part Il (Extra Inactivity) 0.03 0.06 0.05 0.04
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $1,836 $6,631 $706 $403
X Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $9,576
> Minimum $9,122
3 Maximum $10,029
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Thailand (2), based on NSO data

GDP (current US$) 206,338
Average Labour Productivity 5,733
Employed 72%
Unemployed 0.92%
Inactive 26.90%
Total Loss Related to Disability $1,417,485,571 0.69% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $1,295,803,857 0.63% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $1,539,167,285 0.75% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 46,120,327 197,288 265,397 184,499 259,722
(2) % of Labour Productivity (  B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $5,733 $4,300 $3,153 $1,433 $287
(4a) Minimum $5,733 $4,013 $2,867 $1,147 $0
(4b) Maximum $5,733 $4,587 $3,440 $1,720 $573
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $5,733 $5,447 $4,300 $2,580 $1,433
(5a) Minimum $5,733 $5,160 $4,013 $2,293 $1,147
(5b) Maximum $5,733 $5,733 $4,587 $2,867 $1,720
(6) Employment Rate (e) 72% 54% 35% 17% 0%
(7) Productivity Spread (B*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $121,452,963 $107,103,416 $35,332,676 $0
(9) Unemployment Rate 0.92% 14% 27% 40% 53%
(10) Unemployment Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 12.97% 25.94% 38.90% 51.87%
(11) Losses Unemployment $0 $139,351,731 $295,989,032 $185,189,824 $193,106,525
(11a) Minimum $0 $132,017,429 $276,256,430 $164,613,177 $154,485,220
(11b) Maximum $0 $146,686,032 $315,721,634 $205,766,471 $231,727,830
(12) Labour Force Inactivity 26.90% 32% 38% 43% A47%
(13) Labour Force Inactivity Spread (di-d) 0.00% 5.52% 11.05% 16.57% 20.31%
(14) Losses Inactivity $0 $59,367,426 $126,098,951 $78,895,634 $75,597,393
(14a) Minimum $0 $56,242,825 $117,692,354 $70,129,453 $60,477,915
(14b) Maximum $0 $62,492,028 $134,505,547 $87,661,816 $90,716,872
(15) Total Productivity Loss $0 $320,172,120 $529,1 91,398 $299,418,134 $268,703,918
(15a) Minimum $0 $309,713,217 $501,052,199 $270,075,306 $214,963,135
(15b) Maximum $0 $330,631,023 $557,330,597 $328,760,963 $322,444,702
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group
(ni) 197,288 265,397 184,499 259,722
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.28 0.35 0.28 0.18
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.11 0.07 0.03 0.00
Part Il (Extra Unemployment) 0.12 0.19 0.18 0.13
Part lll (Extra Inactivity) 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.05
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $320 $529 $299 $269
X Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $1,417
% Minimum $1,296
¥ Maximum $1,539
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Labour Productivity

Part |

Part 1l

Part 11l

Viet Nam

GDP (current US$) 60,999
Average Labour Productivity 1,356
Employed 73%
Unemployed 1.55%
Inactive 25.05%
Total Loss Related to Disability $1,821,071,046 2.99% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $1,773,147,304 2.91% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $1,868,994,788 3.06% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 42,607,418 1,451,448 4,433,024 557,813 446,394
(2) % of Labour Productivity (  B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $1,356 $1,017 $746 $339 $68
(4a) Minimum $1,356 $949 $678 $271 $0
(4b) Maximum $1,356 $1,084 $813 $407 $136
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $1,356 $1,288 $1,017 $610 $339
(5a) Minimum $1,356 $1,220 $949 $542 $271
(5b) Maximum $1,356 $1,356 $1,084 $678 $407
(6) Employment Rate (e) 73% 68% 63% 58% 53%
(7) Productivity Spread (B*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $268,622,528 $758,745,086 $87,712,028 $63,980,883
(9) Unemployment Rate 1.55% 11% 21% 30% 39%
(10) Unemployment Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 9.48% 18.97% 28.45% 37.93%
(11) Losses Unemployment $0 $177,258,311 $854,816,319 $96,806,283 $57,385,218
(11a) Minimum $0 $167,928,926 $797,828,564 $86,050,029 $45,908,174
(11b) Maximum $0 $186,587,696 $911,804,073 $107,562,536 $68,862,261
(12) Labour Force Inactivity 25.05% 21% 16% 12% 8%
(13) Labour Force Inactivity Spread (di-d) 0.00% -4.35% -8.70% -13.05% -17.40%
(14) Losses Inactivity $0 -$81,325,621 -$392,187,355 -$44,414,454 -$26,328,179
(14a) Minimum $0 -$77,045,325 -$366,041,531 -$39,479,515 -$21,062,543
(14b) Maximum $0 -$85,605,917 -$418,333,179 -$49,349,393 -$31,593,814
(15) Total Productivity Loss $0 $364,555,217 $1,221,374,049 $140,103,857 $95,037,922
(15a) Minimum $0 $359,506,129 $1,190,532,119 $134,282,543 $88,826,514
(15b) Maximum $0 $369,604,306 $1,252,215,980 $145,925,171 $101,249,330
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group
(ni) 1,451,448.182 4,433,023.97 557,812.5861 446,394.2268
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.19 0.20 0.19 0.16
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.14 0.13 0.12 0.11
Part Il (Extra Unemployment) 0.09 0.14 0.13 0.09
Part Il (Extra Inactivity) -0.04 -0.07 -0.06 -0.04
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $365 $1,221 $140 $95
X Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $1,821
% Minimum $1,773

2 Maximum

$1,869



Labour Productivity

Part |

Part Il

Ethiopia, based on Zambia disability data

GDP (current US$)

Average Labour Productivity
Employed
Unemployed/Inactive

13,315,402,752
389

76%

24%

Total Loss Related to Disability $667,117,747 5.01% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $624,084,062 4.69% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $710,151,432 5.33% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 37,666,858 1,841,491 303,145 4,207,829 1,230,677
(2) % of Labour Productivity ( B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $389 $292 $214 $97 $19
(4a) Minimum $389 $272 $195 $78 $0
(4b) Maximum $389 $311 $234 $117 $39
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $389 $370 $292 $175 $97
(5a) Minimum $389 $350 $272 $156 $78
(5b) Maximum $389 $389 $311 $195 $117
(6) Employment Rate (e) 76% 63% 56% 45% 25%
(7) Productivity Spread (3*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0  $89,597,008 $13,239,048 $147,078,221 $24,238,654
(9) Unemployment / Inactivity Rate 24.40% 38% 44% 55% 75%
(10) Unemployment / Inactivity Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 13.10% 19.50% 30.70% 50.30%
(11) Losses Unempl. / Inactivity $0  $89,202,781 $17,256,780 $226,267,887 $60,237,367
(11a) Minimum $0  $84,507,898 $16,106,328 $201,127,011 $48,189,894
(11b) Maximum $0 $93,897,664 $18,407,232 $251,408,764 $72,284,841
(12) Total Productivity Loss $0 $178,799,789 $30,495,828 $373,346,109 $84,476,022
(12a) Minimum $0 $174,104,906 $29,345,376 $348,205,233 $72,428,548
(12b) Maximum $0 $183,494,672 $31,646,280 $398,486,985 $96,523,495
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev

Number of People in Disability level Group 1,841,491 303,145 4,207,829 1,230,677
(ni)
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.25 0.26 0.23 0.18

Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.13 011 0.09 0.05

Part Il (Extra Unemployment / Inactivity) 0.12 0.15 0.14 0.13
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $179 $30 $373 $84
X Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $667
% Minimum $624
X Maximum $710
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Labour Productivity

Part |

Part I

Malawi, based on ILO data

GDP (current US$)

3,163,727,360

Average Labour Productivity 554
Employed 79%
Unemployed/Inactive 21%
Total Loss Related to Disability $98,707,671 3.12% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $89,964,992 2.84% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $107,450,350 3.40% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 6,341,580 43,140 1 07,850 107,850 596,770
(2) % of Labour Productivity ( B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $554 $415 $305 $138 $28
(4a) Minimum $554 $388 $277 $111 $0
(4b) Maximum $554 $443 $332 $166 $55
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $554 $526 $4 15 $249 $138
(5a) Minimum $554 $499 $388 $222 $111
(5b) Maximum $554 $554 $443 $277 $166
(6) Employment Rate (e) 79% 60% 54% A47% 38%
(7) Productivity Spread (3*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $2,867,796  $6, 488,389 $5,580,253  $25,389,555
(9) Unemployment / Inactivity Rate 20.57% 40% 46% 53% 62%
(10) Unemployment / Inactivity Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 19.43% 25.13% 32.73% 41.03%
(11) Losses Unempl. / Inactivity $0 $4,411,214 $11, 260,475 $8,799,590  $33,910,399
(11a) Minimum $0 $4,179,045 $10,509,777 $7,821,857 $27,128,319
(11b) Maximum $0 $4,643,383 $12,011,173 $9,777,322  $40,692,478
(12) Total Productivity Loss $0 $7,279,010 $17,748, 864  $14,379,843 $59,299,954
(12a) Minimum $0 $7,046,841 $16,998,165  $13,402,111 $52,517,874
(12b) Maximum $0 $7,511,180 $18,499,562  $15,357,575 $66,082,034
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group 43,140 107,850 107,850 596,770
(ni)
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.30 0.30 0.24 0.18
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.12 0.11 0.09 0.08
Part Il (Extra Unemployment / Inactivity) 0.18 0.19 0.15 0.10
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $7 $18 $14 $59
T Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $99
% Minimum $90
X Maximum $107
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Labour Productivity

Part |

Part Il

Malawi (2), based on SINTEF data

GDP (current US$)

3,163,727,360

Average Labour Productivity 554
Employed 46%
Unemployed/Inactive 54%
Total Loss Related to Disability $39,521,417 1.25% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $38,701,307 1.22% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $40,341,527 1.28% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 6,341,580 43,140 107,850 107,850 596,770
(2) % of Labour Productivity ( B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $554 $415 $305 $138 $28
(4a) Minimum $554 $388 $277 $111 $0
(4b) Maximum $554 $443 $332 $166 $55
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $554 $526 $415 $249 $138
(5a) Minimum $554 $499 $388 $222 $111
(5b) Maximum $554 $554 $443 $277 $166
(6) Employment Rate (e) 46% 60% 54% 47% 38%
(7) Productivity Spread (3*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $2,867,796  $6,488,389 $5,580,253  $25,389,555
(9) Unemployment / Inactivity Rate 54.00% 40% 46% 53% 62%
(10) Unemployment / Inactivity Spread (ui-u) 0.00% -14.00% -8.30% -0.70% 7.60%
(11) Losses Unempl. / Inactivity $0 -$3,178,474  -$3,719,173 -$188,199  $6,281,270
(11a) Minimum $0 -$3,011,186  -$3,471,228 -$167,288 $5,025,016
(11b) Maximum $0 -$3,345,762  -$3,967,118 -$209,110 $7,537,524
(12) Total Productivity Loss $0 -$310,678 $2,769,216 $5,392,054 $31,670,825
(12a) Minimum $0 -$143,390 $3,017,161 $5,412,965 $30,414,571
(12b) Maximum $0 -$477,966 $2,521,271 $5,371,143  $32,927,079
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group 43,140 107,850 107,850 596,770
(ni)
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) -0.01 0.05 0.09 0.10
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.12 011 0.09 0.08
Part Il (Extra Unemployment / Inactivity) -0.13 -0.06 0.00 0.02
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $0 $3 $5 $32
X Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $40
% Minimum $39
X Maximum $40
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Labour Productivity

Part |

Part Il

Namibia, based on ILO data

GDP (current US$)

6,566,350,848

Average Labour Productivity 13,824
Employed 38%
Unemployed/Inactive 62%
Total Loss Related to Disability $285,960,571 4.35% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $255,133,171 3.89% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $316,787,970 4.82% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 1,097,460 1,260 40,320 17,640 103,320
(2) % of Labour Productivity ( B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $13,824 $10,368 $7,603 $3,456 $691
(4a) Minimum $13,824 $9,677 $6,912 $2,765 $0
(4b) Maximum $13,824 $11,059 $8,294 $4,147 $1,382
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $13,824 $13,133 $10,368 $6,221 $3,456
(5a) Minimum $13,824 $12,442 $9,677 $5,530 $2,765
(5b) Maximum $13,824 $13,824 $11,059 $6,912 $4,147
(6) Employment Rate (e) 38% 15% 12% 16% 9%
(7) Productivity Spread (3*-8) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $536,478  $13,154,156 $7,559,460  $24,852,159
(9) Unemployment / Inactivity Rate 62.30% 85% 88% 85% 91%
(10) Unemployment / Inactivity Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 22.30% 25.90% 22.20% 29.00%
(11) Losses Unemployment / Inactivity $0 $3,689,764 $108,264,334  $24,359,226 $103,544,994
(11a) Minimum $0 $3,495,566 $101,046,712 $21,652,646 $82,835,995
(11b) Maximum $0 $3,883,962 $115,481,956 $27,065,807 $124,253,993
(12) Total Productivity Loss $0 $4,226,242 $121,418,490 $31,918,686 $128,397,153
(12a) Minimum $0 $4,032,044 $114,200,868 $29,212,105 $107,688,154
(12b) Maximum $0 $4,420,440 $128,636,113 $34,625,267 $149,106,151
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group 1,260 40,320 17,640 103,320
(ni)
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.24 0.22 0.13 0.09
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02
Part Il (Extra Unemployment / Inactivity) 021 0.19 0.10 0.07
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $4 $121 $32 $128
X Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $286
% Minimum $255
X Maximum $317
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Labour Productivity

Part |

Part Il

Namibia (2), based on SINTEF data

GDP (current US$)

Average Labour Productivity
Employed
Unemployed/Inactive

6,566,350,848
13,824

25%

75%

Total Loss Related to Disability $167,893,159 2.56% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $151,781,407 2.31% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $184,004,910 2.80% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 1,097,460 1,260 40,320 17,640 103,320
(2) % of Labour Productivity ( B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $13,824 $10,368 $7,603 $3,456 $691
(42) Minimum $13,824 $9,677 $6,912 $2,765 $0
(4b) Maximum $13,824 $11,059 $8,294 $4,147 $1,382
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $13,824 $13,133 $10,368 $6,221 $3,456
(5a) Minimum $13,824 $12,442 $9,677 $5,530 $2,765
(5b) Maximum $13,824 $13,824 $11,059 $6,912 $4,147
(6) Employment Rate (e) 25% 15% 12% 16% 9%
(7) Productivity Spread (3*-8) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $536,478  $13,154,156 $7,559,460  $24,852,159
(9) Unemployment / Inactivity Rate 75.40% 85% 88% 85% 91%
(10) Unemployment / Inactivity Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 9.20% 12.80% 9.10% 15.90%
(11) Losses Unempl. / Inactivity $0 $1,522,343  $53,508,433 $9,985,802  $56,774,328
(11a) Minimum $0 $1,442,219  $49,941,204 $8,876,269  $45,419,463
(11b) Maximum $0 $1,602,466 $57,075,662 $11,095,336 $68,129,194
(12) Total Productivity Loss $0 $2,058,821  $66,662,589  $17,545,262  $81,626,487
(12a) Minimum $0 $1,978,697  $63,095,360  $16,435,728  $70,271,621
(12b) Maximum $0 $2,138,944 $70,229,818 $18,654,795 $92,981,353
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev

Number of People in Disability level Group 1,260 40,320 17,640 103,320
(ni)
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.12 0.12 0.07 0.06

Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02

Part Il (Extra Unemployment / Inactivity) 0.09 0.10 0.04 0.04
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $2 $67 $18 $82
X Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $168
% Minimum $152
X Maximum $184
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Labour Productivity

Part |

Part Il

South Africa

GDP (current US$)

255,155,470,336

Average Labour Productivity 17,091
Employed 45%
Unemployed/Inactive 55%
Total Loss Related to Disability $17,817,926,135 6.98% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $17,288,667,457 6.78% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $18,347,184,814 7.19% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 22,153,538 1,862,185 4,788,476 3,239,897 814,903
(2) % of Labour Productivity ( B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $17,091 $12,818 $9,400 $4,273 $855
(4a) Minimum $17,091 $11,964 $8,546 $3,418 $0
(4b) Maximum $17,091 $13,673 $10,255 $5,127 $1,709
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $17,091 $16,237 $12,818 $7,691 $4,273
(5a) Minimum $17,091 $15,382 $11,964 $6,837 $3,418
(5b) Maximum $17,091 $17,091 $13,673 $8,546 $5,127
(6) Employment Rate (e) 45% 47% 47% 31% 15%
(7) Productivity Spread (3*-8) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $2,988,977,816 $7,685,942,955 $3,404,883,977 $428,585,024
(9) Unemployment / Inactivity Rate 54.57% 53% 53% 69% 85%
(10) Unemployment / Inactivity Spread (ui-u) 0.00% -1.52% -1.52% 14.69% 30.05%
(11) Losses Unemployment / Inactivity $0  -$460,900,401  -$935,662,469 $3,659,914,741 $1,046,184,494
(11a) Minimum $0 -$436,642,486 -$873,284,971  $3,253,257,547 $836,947,595
(11b) Maximum $0 -$485,158,317 -$998,039,967 $4,066,571,934  $1,255,421,392
(12) Total Productivity Loss $0 $2,528,077,414 $6,750,280,486 $7,064,798,718 $1,474,769,518
(12a) Minimum $0 $2,552,335,330 $6,812,657,983 $6,658,141,524 $1,265,532,619
(12b) Maximum $0 $2,503,819,498 $6,687,902,988 $7,471,455,911 $1,684,006,416
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group 1,862,185 4,788,476 3,239,897 814,903
(ni)
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.08 0.08 0.13 0.11
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.09 0.09 0.06 0.03
Part Il (Extra Unemployment / Inactivity) -0.01 -0.01 0.07 0.08
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $2,528 $6,750 $7,065 $1,475
T Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $17,818
% Minimum $17,289
X Maximum $18,347
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Labour Productivity

Part |

Part Il

Tanzania

GDP (current US$)

Average Labour Productivity
Employed
Unemployed/Inactive

12,783,767,552
697

84%

16%

Total Loss Related to Disability $480,106,668 3.76% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $436,613,638 3.42% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $523,599,698 4.10% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 19,755,015 533,030 87,747 1,217,981 356,227
(2) % of Labour Productivity ( B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $697 $523 $383 $174 $35
(42) Minimum $697 $488 $348 $139 $0
(4b) Maximum $697 $557 $418 $209 $70
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $697 $662 $523 $314 $174
(5a) Minimum $697 $627 $488 $279 $139
(5b) Maximum $697 $697 $557 $348 $209
(6) Employment Rate (e) 84% 62% 40% 18% 0%
(7) Productivity Spread (3*-8) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $45,900,849 $4,891,475 $30,909,191 $0
(9) Unemployment / Inactivity Rate 16.42% 38% 60% 82% 100%
(10) Unemployment / Inactivity Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 21.79% 43.58% 65.37% 83.58%
(11) Losses Unemployment / Inactivity $0 $76,888,067 $19,985,131 $249,664,989 $51,866,967
(11a) Minimum $0 $72,841,327 $18,652,789 $221,924,435 $41,493,573
(11b) Maximum $0 $80,934,807 $21,317,473 $277,405,544 $62,240,360
(12) Total Productivity Loss $0 $122,788,915 $24,876,606 $280,574,180 $51,866,967
(12a) Minimum $0 $118,742,175 $23,544,264 $252,833,626 $41,493,573
(12b) Maximum $0 $126,835,656 $26,208,948 $308,314,735 $62,240,360
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev

Number of People in Disability level Group
(ni) 533,030 87,747 1,217,981 356,227
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.33 0.41 0.33 0.21

Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.12 0.08 0.04 0.00

Part Il (Extra Unemployment / Inactivity) 0.21 0.33 0.29 0.21
P xnixyi (mio. US$) $123 $25 $281 $52
I Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $480
2 Minimum $437
> Maximum $524

72



Labour Productivity

Part |

Part I

Zambia, based on ILO data

GDP (current US$)

10,734,318,592

Average Labour Productivity 2,430
Employed 69%
Unemployed/Inactive 31%
Total Loss Related to Disability $497,820,021 4.64% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $468,004,531 4.36% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $527,635,510 4.92% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 5,294,700 258,852 42,612 591,480 172,992
(2) % of Labour Productivity (  B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $2,430 $1,822 $1,336 $607 $121
(42) Minimum $2,430 $1,701 $1,215 $486 $0
(4b) Maximum $2,430 $1,944 $1,458 $729 $243
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $2,430 $2,308 $1,822 $1,093 $607
(5a2) Minimum $2,430 $2,187 $1,701 $972 $486
(5b) Maximum $2,430 $2,430 $1,944 $1,215 $729
(6) Employment Rate (e) 69% 63% 56% 45% 25%
(7) Productivity Spread (8*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $78,615,885 $11,616,453 $129,052,128 $21,267,934
(9) Unemployment / Inactivity Rate 30.53% 38% 44% 55% 75%
(10) Unemployment / Inactivity Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 6.97% 13.37% 24.57% 44.17%
(11) Losses Unemployment / Inactivity $0 $41,616,975 $10,378,252 $158,863,945 $46,408,449
(11a) Minimum $0 $39,426,608 $9,686,368  $141,212,396 $37,126,759
(11b) Maximum $0 $43,807,342 $11,070,135 $176,515,495 $55,690,139
(12) Total Productivity Loss $0 $120,232,860 $21,99 4,705 $287,916,073 $67,676,383
(12a) Minimum $0  $118,042,493 $21,302,821  $270,264,524 $58,394,693
(12b) Maximum $0 $122,423,227 $22,686,588 $305,567,623 $76,958,073
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group
(ni) 258,852 42,612 591,480 172,992
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.19 0.21 0.20 0.16
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.13 0.11 0.09 0.05
Part Il (Extra Unemployment / Inactivity) 0.07 0.10 0.11 0.11
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $120 $22 $288 $68
T Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $498
2 Minimum $468
2 Maximum $528
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Labour Productivity

Part |

Part Il

Zambia (2), based on SINTEF data

GDP (current US$)

10,734,318,592

Average Labour Productivity 2,430
Employed 52%
Unemployed/Inactive 48%
Total Loss Related to Disability $251,315,954 2.34% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $243,871,095 2.27% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $258,760,813 2.41% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 5,294,700 258,852 42,612 591,480 172,992
(2) % of Labour Productivity ( B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $2,430 $1,822 $1,336 $607 $121
(4a) Minimum $2,430 $1,701 $1,215 $486 $0
(4b) Maximum $2,430 $1,944 $1,458 $729 $243
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $2,430 $2,308 $1,822 $1,093 $607
(52) Minimum $2,430 $2,187 $1,701 $972 $486
(5b) Maximum $2,430 $2,430 $1,944 $1,215 $729
(6) Employment Rate (e) 52% 63% 56% 45% 25%
(7) Productivity Spread (3*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $78,615,885 $11,616,453 $129,052,128 $21,267,934
(9) Unemployment / Inactivity Rate 47.81% 38% 44% 55% 75%
(10) Unemployment / Inactivity Spread (ui-u) 0.00% -10.31% -3.91% 7.29% 26.89%
(11) Losses Unempl. / Inactivity $0 -$61,600,263 -$3,036,118 $47,144,266 $28,255,669
(11a) Minimum $0 -$58,358,144 -$2,833,711 $41,906,014 $22,604,535
(11b) Maximum $0 -$64,842,382 -$3,238,526 $52,382,517 $33,906,803
(12) Total Productivity Loss $0 $17,015,622 $8,580, 335 $176,196,394 $49,523,603
(12a) Minimum $0 $20,257,741 $8,782,743  $170,958,142 $43,872,470
(12b) Maximum $0 $13,773,503 $8,377,927 $181,434,645 $55,174,737
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group
(ni) 258,852 42,612 591,480 172,992
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.03 0.08 0.12 0.12
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.13 0.11 0.09 0.05
Part Il (Extra Unemployment / Inactivity) -0.10 -0.03 0.03 0.07
P xnixyi (mio. US$) $17 $9 $176 $50
I Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $251
2 Minimum $244
¥ Maximum $259
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Labour Productivity

Part |

Part I

Zimbabwe, based on ILO data

GDP (current US$)

3,418,093,568

Average Labour Productivity 609
Employed 70%
Unemployed/Inactive 30%
Total Loss Related to Disability $128,308,869 3.75% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $115,430,042 3.38% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $141,187,696 4.13% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 7,206,510 16,140 250,170 137,190 476,130
(2) % of Labour Productivity (  B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $609 $457 $335 $152 $30
(42) Minimum $609 $426 $305 $122 $0
(4b) Maximum $609 $487 $365 $183 $61
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $609 $579 $457 $274 $152
(5a2) Minimum $609 $548 $426 $244 $122
(5b) Maximum $609 $609 $487 $305 $183
(6) Employment Rate (e) 70% 29% 30% 22% 17%
(7) Productivity Spread (8*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $578,026 $9,142,243 $3,593,000 $9,685,862
(9) Unemployment / Inactivity Rate 30.46% 71% 70% 79% 83%
(10) Unemployment / Inactivity Spread (ui-u) 0.00% 40.14% 39.54% 48.04% 52.84%
(11) Losses Unemployment / Inactivity $0 $3,748,756 $45,187,264 $18,064,166 $38,309,552
(11a) Minimum $0 $3,551,453 $42,174,780 $16,057,037 $30,647,642
(11b) Maximum $0 $3,946,059 $48,199,748 $20,071,296 $45,971,462
(12) Total Productivity Loss $0 $4,326,781 $54,329, 507 $21,657,166 $47,995,415
(12a) Minimum $0 $4,129,479 $51,317,023 $19,650,036 $40,333,504
(12b) Maximum $0 $4,524,084 $57,341,991 $23,664,296 $55,657,325
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group
(ni) 16,140 250,170 137,190 476,130
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.44 0.36 0.26 0.17
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.03
Part Il (Extra Unemployment / Inactivity) 0.38 0.30 0.22 0.13
Pxnixyi (mio. US$) $4 $54 $22 $48
T Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $128
> Minimum $115
3 Maximum $141
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Labour Productivity

Part |

Part Il

Zimbabwe (2), based on SINTEF data

GDP (current US$)

3,418,093,568

Average Labour Productivity 609
Employed 23%
Unemployed/Inactive 77%
Total Loss Related to Disability $20,234,586 0.59% (% GDP)
Minimum Total Loss $19,742,821 0.58% (% GDP)
Maximum Total Loss $20,726,350 0.61% (% GDP)
No Dis. Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
(1) People with Disabilities (n) 7,206,510 16,140 250,170 137,190 476,130
(2) % of Labour Productivity ( B) 100% 75% 55% 25% 5%
(2a) Minimum 100% 70% 50% 20% 0%
(2b) Maximum 100% 80% 60% 30% 10%
(3) % of Labour Productivity (% B*) 100% 95% 75% 45% 25%
(3a) Minimum 100% 90% 70% 40% 20%
(3b) Maximum 100% 100% 80% 50% 30%
(4) Labour Productivity (P) $609 $457 $335 $152 $30
(4a) Minimum $609 $426 $305 $122 $0
(4b) Maximum $609 $487 $365 $183 $61
(5) Potential Labour Productivity (P*) $609 $579 $457 $274 $152
(52) Minimum $609 $548 $426 $244 $122
(5b) Maximum $609 $609 $487 $305 $183
(6) Employment Rate (e) 23% 29% 30% 22% 17%
(7) Productivity Spread (3*-B) 0% 20% 20% 20% 20%
(8) Losses: Disabling Environment $0 $578,026 $9,142,243 $3,593,000 $9,685,862
(9) Unemployment / Inactivity Rate 76.70% 71% 70% 79% 83%
(10) Unemployment / Inactivity Spread (ui-u) 0.00% -6.10% -6.70% 1.80% 6.60%
(11) Losses Unemployment / Inactivity $0 -$569,670 -$7,656,629 $676,821 $4,784,932
(11a) Minimum $0 -$539,687 -$7,146,187 $601,619 $3,827,946
(11b) Maximum $0 -$599,653 -$8,167,070 $752,023 $5,741,918
(12) Total Productivity Loss $0 $8,356 $1,485,614 $ 4,269,821 $14,470,795
(12a) Minimum $0 $38,338 $1,996,056 $4,194,618 $13,513,808
(12b) Maximum $0 -$21,627 $975,173 $4,345,023 $15,427,781
Mild Moderate Severe Very Sev
Number of People in Disability level Group
(ni) 16,140 250,170 137,190 476,130
Productivity Adjustment factor (yi) 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.05
Part | (Disabling Environment) 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.03
Part Il (Extra Unemployment / Inactivity) -0.06 -0.05 0.01 0.02
P xnixyi (mio. US$) $0 $1 $4 $14
I Total Economic Loss (mio. US$) $20
% Minimum $20

2 Maximum

$21
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