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Abstract:

This paper examines the effect of disability on labour force participation using the Cameroon
2007 Household Survey. Statistical and econometric tests indicate that disability represents a
barrier to employment in the Cameroon labour market. For instance, disability status reduces
men’s probability of getting into the labour market by 0.8% for the public sector, 0.05% for the
formal private sector and by 2.9% for the informal sector. Other noteworthy results are the fact
that women face greater constraints in entering the labour market and investments in general
and specific human capital increase the probability of getting a job in the Cameroon.
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1. Introduction

Health and socio-economic status have been shown to be positively associated in human
populations on every continent across the globe, in modern times and also stretching back at
least several centuries. Among the broad array of indicators of health for which this association
has been established, there is now overwhelming evidence that disabled people experience a
substantially poorer quality of life than non-disabled peers (Daunt, 1992; Martin and White,
1988; Martin et al., 1988) and that the labour market appears as the main place where people
with disabilities face many barriers to full participation in society. In fact, there are dramatic
differences in labour market outcomes between disabled and non-disabled people either in
terms of wages or labour force participation. As far as the latter is concerned, a number of
studies consistently identify differences in employment probabilities between the two groups
due to the negative employment effect of disability. Explanations of this result might be found
both in disabled’s labour supply behaviour and in the demand for their labour in the market.

On the supply side, a formal approach relating disability or poor health and labour market
behaviour treats health as human capital (Becker, 1964; Grossman, 1972) and establishes a
closed relationship between health and labour force participation. In this setting and depending
on its nature, ill health might restrict the range of tasks an individual can carry out, affect the
capacity to perform a job adequately as it reduces the capacity to work productively (Stronks et
al 1997; Bartley and Owen 1996). Since the time needed to care for one’s health increases with
ill health, this reduced capacity for work coupled with difficulties in getting to and undertaking
work are likely to raise he’s disutility from work, increase the costs of working and thus he’s

1
www.macrothink.org/ijhrs



\ Macrothlnk International Journal of Human TSSS?\LIH(Z:(;GS;}JB?)I;;
- ™
A Institute 2013, Vol. 3, No. 2

reservation wage (Jones et al., 2003) *. Further, impairment may affect an individual’s
job-search process as it is likely to increase the search costs and reduce search efforts. At the
end, the onset of a disability may cause individuals to value more time out of the labour market,
make withdrawal from the labour market more attractive, and reduce their probability of
employment, while increasing their unemployment duration.

As far as the demand side is concerned, employers may be reluctant to employ individuals with
a disability, either because of concerns about their productivity or because of additional costs
associated with accommodating certain types of disability. Further, the observed inferior
probability of employment of the disabled may be either the result of prejudice (Becker, 1971)
or due to imperfect information, where an employer uses the presence of a disability as an
indicator of the productivity level of the group (Phelps, 1972), both ending to employers
discriminating on the basis of disability. In this setting, the majority of disabled people, their
organisations and a growing number of policy makers acknowledge that it is not impairment
which prevents disabled individuals from securing an equivalent lifestyle to non-disabled
people, but restrictive environments, disabling barriers and discrimination as the main cause of
the problem (Barnes, 1991; Oliver, 1985; Oliver and Barnes, 1991). The existence and
expectation of such discrimination may also affect the decisions of the disabled with regard to
participation and investment in education resulting in the disabled having inferior
characteristics in the labour market.

As many organisations and policy makers try to find the best way to tackle discrimination
against disabled people on the labour market, it is important to determine whether or not
working age individuals with a disability experience lower probability of employment than
their non-disabled peers and understand exactly why this come about. While such an objective
has received considerable empirical examination in the literature on developed countries,
relatively little work has been done with developing countries data like Cameroon. This, in turn,
means there is a lack of relevant empirical evidence to inform public policy regarding disability
related issues for disabled persons in Cameroon. This paper fills in this gap as it disentangles
differences in employment rates between disabled and non-disabled in a proportion due to
lower productivity and proportion due to labour market discrimination. The remainder of this
paper is structured as follows. The next section reviews the literature while section 3 provides a
description of disability prevalence in Cameroun. The methodology and results are discussed in
section 4 and section 5 concludes.

2. Previous literature on disability and employment

Many papers have modelled the probability of employment either as part of a Heckman (1976)
correction for sample selection on wages or in an analysis of the effects of health conditions on
the labour supply. As these studies consistently identify a negative employment effect of
disability, a number of them have sought to decompose the gap in employment probabilities.
Baldwin and Johnson (1992) note that the presence of wage discrimination will force some
individuals to exit the labour market, and may, therefore, explain some of the observed
difference in employment rates. However, Baldwin and Johnson (1994) find the disincentive
effects of wage discrimination account for only two of the twenty nine percentage point
difference in employment rates between disabled men subject to prejudice and non-disabled
men. Similarly, in a related study for females, Baldwin and Johnson (1995) find that wage
discrimination accounts for less than one percentage point of the twenty six percentage point
gap in employment. Using the same methodology UK studies such as Kidd et al. (2000) also
find this effect to be small in magnitude. Unlike these studies, both Blackaby et al. (1999) and
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Kidd et al. (2000) find that about half of the difference in employment probability in the UK is
explained by differences in observable characteristics the remainder being due to
discrimination. This view is supported by Madden (2004) who found that differences in
productivity explained around 70% of the labour market participation gap
between non-disabled and disabled people in UK. In India, Mitra and Sambamoorthi (2008)
found that employment gap between men with disabilities and those without disabilities are not
explained by observable characteristics but exclusively by discrimination.

Some studies have examined whether disability affects the type of employment undertaken and
attention has been attributed to the occupational choice of disabled workers and evidence for
the US (Hale et al., 1998) and the UK (Meager et al., 1998; Blackaby et al., 1999; Smith and
Twomey, 2002) find disabled workers are concentrated in low skilled jobs such as
administrative, secretarial, administrative skilled trades and personal services. Schumacher and
Baldwin (2000) find evidence for a quality-sorting hypothesis, where, because disabled
workers have a lower amount of unmeasured skill both disabled and non-disabled workers
receive lower wages in occupations with a higher proportion of disabled workers. In similar
research, evidence suggests that the disabled are concentrated in non-standard forms of
employment, including independent contracting, part-time and temporary employment that
have lower wages and fewer benefits on average (Schur, 2003). While workers with disabilities
are nearly twice as likely to be self-employed as the non-disabled in the US (Blanck et al.,
2000), in the UK, the rate of self-employment was also found to be higher for the disabled
(Boylan and Burchardt, 2002). These high rates of self-employment were also found consistent
with the higher rates of home working among the disabled (Schur and Kruse, 2002). Two
central explanations were given. Firstly, employer discrimination reduces the relative wages of
disabled employees, making self-employment more attractive and hence pushing disabled
workers into self-employment. Secondly, the disabled may gain greater freedom and flexibility
to accommodate their disability through self-employment. As she tried to determine which one
of these explanations is more pertinent, Schur (2003) found that, even when personal
characteristics are controlled for, flexibility required by the disabled remain the dominant
reason why the disabled are significantly more likely to be in temporary and part-time
employment. This evidence suggests that these forms of employment enable individuals who
are unable to undertake standard types of employment to work. Consistent with this, Hotchkiss
(2004) finds the disabled have a higher propensity to be employed part-time relative to the
non-disabled, which is predominately due to differences in voluntary part-time employment.

3. Disability prevalence within the working age population in Cameroon

The empirical analysis is based on the 2007 Cameroon household survey (CHHSQ7). The
CHHS is a survey of households conducted by the National Institute of Statistics (ONS) after
five years. The survey is representative of the whole population of Cameroon and household
members are interviewed on diverse aspects related to health, education, employment and
incomes, migrations, households’ environment, equipment and access to basic infrastructures.
The 2007 CHHS covered more than 12,000 households and 50,000 individuals. To measure
disability in the 2007 CHHS, individuals were asked if they suffer from a disability and for
those saying yes, they were asked to choose the medical condition they have among seven
categories and these have been grouped into five categories as listed in table 1. Table 1 shows
that, in 2007, 4.63 per cent of the working age population in the Cameroon 2007 household
survey (HHS) declared to suffer from a disability.
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Table 1: Measurement of disability and prevalence in Cameroon

An . Tongue-tied . Not

disabitity | B | ancjor dea | Mental | Impaired | Others | o
Female 45,71 51.94 | 4217 35.43 43.45 52.94 |46.29
Male 54.29 48.05 57.83 64.57 56.55 47.06 |53.71
Rural 47.42 40.52 56.02 49.61 51.48 35.29 | 4259
Urban 52.58 59.48 43.98 50.39 48.51 64.71 |57.41
Group age
15-24 years | 19.78 10.03 34.21 30.00 17.16 32.26 | 27.82
25-34 years | 25.68 15.86 27.63 32.50 31.69 29.03 | 32.34
35-49 years | 32.68 40.13 26.32 28.33 31.35 19.36 | 29.37
50-64 years | 21.86 33.98 11.84 09.17 19.80 19.35 | 10.47
Highest diploma
None 35.34 25.55 48.18 54.06 33.62 45.83 | 28.43
FLSC 42.50 45,93 39.09 28.38 43.83 50.00 |48.49
GCEOL 11.78 16.30 08.18 09.46 09.79 04.17 |12.97
GCEAL 05.61 07.41 02.73 01.35 06.81 06.22
Bachelor 02.81 01.85 01.82 02.70 04.68 02.44
Master-PhD | 01.96 02.96 04.05 01.27 01.45
Cross tabulation of disability and employment in urban Cameroon
Men
Employed 90.13 92.55 85.72 69.23 92.00 - 94.18
Unemployed | 09.87 07.45 14.28 30.77 08.00 -- 05.82
Women
Employed 86.26 87.88 64.29 100 95.00 88.89 |85.49
Unemployed | 13.74 12.12 35.70 05.00 11,11 | 1451
Total
Employed 88.39 90.16 16.19 78.95 93.04 93.33 | 90.04
Unemployed | 11.61 09.84 23.81 21.05 06.96 06.67 | 09.96
Cross tabulation of disability and labour market sectors in urban Cameroon
Men
Public 12.11 10.64 11.43 --- 17.33 -- 12.47
Private 13.00 18.08 02.86 12.00 33.33 | 1355
Informal 65.02 63.83 71.43 69.23 62.67 66.67 | 68.16
Unemployed | 09.87 07.45 14.28 30.77 08.00 05.82
Women
Public 09.89 16.16 05.00 06.09
Private 04.39 06.06 03.57 02.50 05.01
Informal 71.98 65.66 60.72 100.00 | 87.50 88.89 | 74.39
Unemployed | 13.74 12.12 35.71 05.00 11,11 | 1451
Total
Public 11.11 13.47 06.35 13.04 09.43
Private 09.13 11.92 03.17 08.70 13.33 09.49
Informal 68.15 64.77 66.67 78.95 71.30 80.00 71.12
Unemployed 11.61 09.84 23.81 21.05 06.96 06.67 09.96

Source: Cameroon 2007 Household Survey

A significant majority of disabled are people who have either eyesight problems (1.70%) or are
impaired (1.49%). Men are slightly over-represented among disabled people compared to
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women, with 54.3 per cent of disabled people of working age being male and 45.71 per cent
being women. Interestingly, while men are over-represented among people who have diction
and/or deafness problems (57.83%), mental problems (64.57%) and among those with a
physical impairment (56.55%), women are relatively over-represented among those with
eyesight problems (51.94%) and those with other unclassified handicaps. With 58.36 per cent
of disabled people aged between 25 and 49 years, it appears from table 1 that the age
distribution of disabled people is concentrated in middle classes of the working age. When it
comes to their qualification, table 1 also reveals that there is a very marked difference between
disabled people and non-disabled people. Among the disabled people of working age, some 35
per cent have no qualifications, compared with 28 per cent among the non-disabled working
age population.

To determine how these disability measures help explain labour force participation decisions,
the table 1 provides a cross tabulation of disability and employment status. Globally, disabled
present greater unemployment rates than non-disabled people, meaning that they are less likely
to work. For example, individuals reporting a disability present an unemployment rate which is
1.6 percentage points greater than the unemployment rate of those who are non-disabled. While
for men this difference is 4 percentage points in favour of non-disabled, for women the
difference, though not statistically significant, is in favour of disabled people. These
differences between disability measures and between men and women those no allow to clearly
determine the exact influence of disability both on labour force participation and on the sector
of employment. Thus instead of concentrating only on the descriptive analysis, it is important
go further in our investigation by using an econometric approach that allow quantifying the
effect of disability on labour force participation.

4. Influence of disability status on labour force participation in Cameroun

One of the most notable characteristics of labour markets in developing countries is the
coexistence of the formal and informal sectors, the formal one being made of two
homogeneous sectors of employment that is the public and private ones. The informal sector
comprises self-employed, unpaid family workers and casual workers with reduced job security,
hazardous working conditions, and dangerous work environments. Since individuals are not
randomly selected into different occupations (or unemployment status) and as factors
determining labour market decisions and outcomes are different from one sector to another, we
model labour force participation using the multinomial logit model as follows. Assume that
individual preferences are described by a well-behaved utility function, the maximum utility
attainable by individual 1 if he chooses the employment status j is given by the

expressionV; =S; +¢&;, where S; :,B]f X; represent the non-stochastic component, ¢; the

stochastic component, and X the vector of explanatory variables. The probability for
individual i to be employed in the labour market j given by equation 1:
exp(£;X;)

=3

R = prob[sij —Su > &~ k# jJ
ZEXp(ﬁéxi)
k=0

1)
Factors influencing an individual’s position in one of these segments of the labour market are
determined through the estimation of equation 1 by maximum likelihood method, separately
for men and women. Building on past studies and on intuitions derived from table 1, a number
of explanatory variables are expected to influence this employment status. First of all, a
self-reported indicator is used to measure the effect of disability on labour force participation
and this variable is defined as follows in equation 2. While using such an indicator in an
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empirical analysis of the impact of disability on labour force participation, the researcher is
faced with a variety of analytical challenges amongst which is the possibility of a “justification
bias” in case people with lower preferences for work justify themselves by reporting disability
or when the propensity to declare any disability depends on the possibility of claiming
disability benefits. Since there is no disability benefits in the Cameroon context, such a
justification bias is not likely to exist and as a consequence, we believe the disability variables
are exogenous.

A\ Macrothink International Journal of Human Resource Studies

1 if reported any disability
otherwise

)

A set of other control variables are thought to influence an individual’s probability of getting a
job in the labour market. Foremost is an individual’s level of education which, from the human
capital perspective is assumed to impart knowledge and skills which are valued in the
marketplace. On the other hand, according to screening and signalling theories, education is
assumed to be used to separate individuals from each other since productivity differences
among workers can be identified through actions that are correlated with the schooling
outcome (Arrow, 1973 ; Spence, 1973). For both perspectives, high skilled individuals are
more likely to be employed than low skilled individuals. In the same vein, building on the fact
that the main purpose of professional training programs is the integration of unemployed
individuals and persons threatened by unemployment into employment by supporting them
with a set of different courses and activities, they have been cornerstones of labour market
policy for many decades all around the world. As a consequence, individuals who were
enrolled in a professional training program are more likely to find an employment than their
counterparts who didn’t follow such a program. A part from human capital variables, there are
family and environmental constraints that are likely to influence an individual’s probability of
participating in the labour market. As far as family constraints are concerned, being a
household head entails some financial constraints that create incentives to look after a job.
Since men and women differ in terms of incentives and career expectations, we expect the
gender status to determine an individual’s decision to enter, stay on or, leave the labour market.
As urban and rural areas differ in terms of the structure of the labour market, we expect that
individuals living in urban areas will face more constraints in getting into the labour market.

Results from estimations are presented in tables 2A, 2B, and 2C. Overall, labour force
participation decision is influenced by age, gender, status in the household, investment in
human capital (education and training), and geographical location. As far as the latter is
concerned, it appears that individuals living in urban areas face greater constraints in finding a
job and, as a consequence, are less likely to participate to the labour market. Age has a
non-linear effect on the labour market participation probability and this effect depends on an
individual’s sex. As, compared to those who are above 49 years, individuals whose age is
between 15 and 34 are less likely to be recruited in the public sector. Men whose age is
between 15 and 34 are more likely to be recruited both in the formal and informal sectors of the
labour market. As far as women are concerned, they have face 1.0% less chances to participate
to the public sector, 5.5% less chances to be recruited in the informal sector and 2.6% more
chances to be crowded in the informal sector of the Cameroon labour market. As expected,
heading a household is associated with financial pressures that create incentives to participate
to the labour market. It is important to point out the fact that such a pressure is more
pronounced for men than for women. In fact, using the Relative Risk Ratios (RRR)? the
coefficients obtained for men are 9.281 for the public sector, 6.885 for the formal private sector
and 5.295, while for women these coefficients are 3.196, 3.989 and 1.957 respectively for the
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public, the formal private and the informal sector. These differences between men and women
may account for the women’s position as “second income earner” in most households of
Cameroon.

Investment in general and specific human capital appears to exert a positive influence on
individuals’ access to the labour market. For instance, investing in general education is
positively associated with participation in the formal sectors of the labour market, for both
genders. For the male sex and in comparison with those who didn’t attend school, having
studied up to the tertiary level of education induces a RRR of 6.169 between working in public
sector and not working equal, while the same RRR is around 1.571 for the formal private sector,
and 0.096 for the informal sector. As far as women are concerned, the same RRRs are equal to
45.92 for working in the public sector, 11.47 for working in the formal private sector, and
0.181 for working in the informal sector. These coefficients indicate that higher levels of
education reduce the probability of working in the informal sector and that women’s returns to
education in terms of access to the labour market are higher than men’s returns. Qualification
or requalification through professional training programs is associated with greater
probabilities of labour market access. These investments in specific human capital increases
men’s likelihood of being recruited in the public administration and in the formal private sector
respectively by 4.6% and 2.7%. As far as women are concerned, the labour market
participation likelihood is increased by 3% for the public sector and 2.4% for the formal private
sector. These results confirm Greenhalgh and Stewart (1987) and Booth (1991) ideas that
returns from training differ according to sex.

When it comes to the key question of this paper, which was to determine the extent to which
disability affects labour force participation in the Cameroon labour market, our results show
that, in general the effect of disability is negative. For instance, individuals suffering from a
disability face a relative risk ratio of not participating into the labour force. These RRRs are
around 0.639 for not working in the public sector, 0.630 for not working in the formal private
sector, and 0.632 for not working in the informal sector. These effects differ according to an
individual’s sex with disabled men facing greater constraints of participating in both the public
and the formal private sectors of the Cameroon labour market, while these effects are not
statistically significant for women?®. These coefficients indicate that the disability status reduces
men’s probability of getting into the labour market by 0.8% for the public sector, 0.05% for the
formal private sector and by 2.9% for the informal sector.

5. Conclusion

This paper examines the impact of the disability upon the individual labour force participation.
Using data from the Cameroon 2007 household survey and applying statistical and
econometric tests, it comes out with several findings that are noteworthy but the key one being
the fact that disability represents a barrier to employment in the Cameroon labour market. For
instance, the existence of a disability has an adverse effect on the probability of participating
into the labour market, especially for men whose disability status reduces the probability of
getting into the labour market by 0.8% for the public sector, 0.05% for the formal private sector
and by 2.9% for the informal sector. While women and individuals living in the urban area face
greater constraints in entering the labour market, other characteristics such as education,
professional training, and household-head status increase the probability of getting a job in the
Cameroon.
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Table 2A: Multinomial logit estimation of the impact of disability on labour market participation

Men Women Total
Sector of employment Sector of employment Sector of employment
Independent variables Public Private Informal Public Private Informal Public Private Informal
Age
15 to 24 years -0.732** 0.718** 0.958*** S4,027%** | J1.725%** | 1,923 %** S2.484%** | 0. 717*** | -0.735***
(-2.32) (2.53) (4.10) (-9.18) (-4.05) (-7.56) (-10.13) (-3.25) (-4.71)
25 to 34 years 0.528** 1.459*** 1.353*** -2.327*** | -0.847** -1.508*** -1.010*** | 0.068 -0.281*
(2.13) (5.71) (6.06) (-6.91) (-2.11) (-5.92) (-5.22) (0.33) (-1.81)
35 to 49 years 1.287*** 1.773*** 1.403*** -0.566* -0.253 -0.699*** 0.363* 0.782*** 0.345
(5.10) (6.70) (5.92) (-1.68) (0.62) (2.64) (1.84) (3.70) (2.06)**
49 to 65 (reference group) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Female -0.774%%* | -1.243*** | -0.498**
(-6.81) (-11.14) (-6.31)
Household Head 2.228%** 1.929*** 1.666*** 1.162*** 1.382*** 0.671%** 1.490*** | 1.435%** 0.993***
(11.06) (10.82) (10.87) (6.34) (7.42) (5.09) (11.55) (11.68) (10.63)
Education level
None (reference group)
Primary 0.758** 0.667** -0.106 0.975* 0.913 0.087 0.864*** | 0.774*** -0.005
(2.11) (2.15) (-0.45) (1.72) (1.90)* (0.59) (3.17) (3.47) (-0.04)
Secondary 1.268*** 0.534* -0.942*** 2.342%** 1.555%** -0.583*** 1.653*** | 0.883*** -0.749%**
(3.67) (1.76) (-4.03) (4.49) (3.32) (-4.01) (6.37) (4.05) (-6.02)
Higher 1.819*** 0.452 -2.334*** 3.827*** 2.440%** -1.706*** 2.601*** | 1.222%** -1.950***
(4.88) (1.34) (-8.31) (6.90) (4.83) (-7.18) (9.11) (4.87) (-11.15)
Professional training 1.216*** 0.757*** 0.476*** 1.902%** 1.094*** 0.396%*** 1.476*** | 0.877*** 0.427%**
(7.91) (5.53) (4.15) (10.27) (6.70) (4.58) (13.07) (9.01) (6.21)
Living in main cities -1.121*** | -0.192 -0.646*** -1.181*** | -0.603*** | -0.849*** -1.195*** | -0.364*** | -0.765***
(-7.47) (-1.37) (-5.27) (-7.53) (-3.93) (-9.63) (-11.60) (-3.81) (-10.75)
Disability -0.7887** | -0.678** -0.714** -0.111 -0.450 -0.258 -0.446* -0.461** -0.458**
(-2.42) (-2.20) (-2.80) (-0.31) (-1.01) (-1.10) (-1.81) (-1.89) (-2.62)
Constant term -2.753*** | -2.301*** | 1.264*** -2.313*** | -2.240%** | 3.398*** -1.674%** | -1.255%** | 2.839***
(-6.82) (-6.30) (4.81) (-3.73) (-4.58) (13.32) (-5.26) (-4.56) (16.25)
Number of observations 5943 5371 11314
Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000 0.000
Pseudo R2 0.1559 0.1877 0.1835
Note: Dependant variable: Labor force participation. t-student in parentheses. *** (**)* Statistically significant at 1% (5%) and 10%.
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Table 2B: Marginal effect from Multinomial logit estimation of the disability impact on labour market participation

Men Women Total
Sector of employment Sector of employment Sector of employment
Independent variables Public Private Informal Public Private Informal Public Private Informal
Age
15 to 24 years -0.083*** | -0.010 0.120*** -0.029*** | -0.004 -0.254*** -0.056*** | 0.0005 -0.008
(-9.57) (-0.52 (5.33) (-6.46) (-0.47) (-5.74) (-12.24) (0.04) (-0.50)
25 to 34 years -0.050*** | 0.026*** 0.068*** -0.016*** | 0.014 -0.190*** -0.030*** | 0.026** -0.016
(-5.89) (1.47) (3.27) (-4.17) (1.24) (-5.23) (-6.67) (2.50) (-1.08)
35 to 49 years -0.008 0.053*** 0.002 0.0003 0.012 -0.091*** 0.0001 0.035*** -0.011
(-0.96) (2.76) (0.10) (0.09) (1.02) (-2.73) (0.04) (3.19) (-0.76)
49 to 65 (reference group) -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Female -0.010*** | -0.055*** | 0.026***
(-2.85) (-8.78) (2.92)
Household Head 0.039*** 0.036*** 0.024 0.010*** 0.030*** 0.023* 0.023*** | 0.035*** 0.013
(4.93) (3.18) (1.47) (3.03) (4.17) (1.85) (5.41) (5.42) (1.38)
Education level
None (reference group)
Primary 0.057** 0.085*** -0.139*** 0.017 0.031 -0.034 0.039*** | 0.058*** -0.090***
(2.41) (3.01) (-4.47) (1.38) (1.57) (-1.37) (2.90) (3.50) (-4.58)
Secondary 0.152%** 0.139*** -0.311*** 0.069*** 0.078*** -0.188*** 0.115*** | 0.108*** -0.253***
(6.52) (5.59) (-11.55) (4.04) (3.71) (-7.33) (7.86) (7.09) (-13.98)
Higher 0.483*** 0.171*** -0.677*** 0.503*** 0.236** -0.720%** 0.493*** | 0.190*** -0.696***
(7.89) (3.44) (-30.58) (4.22) (2.43) (-20.18) (9.16) (4.63) (-35.63)
Professional training 0.046*** 0.027*** -0.0.49*** 0.030*** 0.024*** -0.006 0.044%*** | 0.030*** -0.038***
(7.21) (2.82) (-4.03) (7.07) (6.70) (-0.64) (11.43) (5.76) (-4.82)
Living in main cities -0.037*** | 0.055*** -0.044*** -0.007*** | -0.603*** | -0.097*** -0.021*** | 0.026*** -0.062***
(-6.46) (5.27) (-3.44) (-3.35) (-3.93) (-7.78) (-7.10) (4.69) (-7.35)
Disability -0.008 -0.0005 -0.029 0.002 -0.450 -0.025 -0.001 -0.003 -0.032
(-0.56) (-0.03) (-0.91) (0.36) (-1.01) (-0.80) (-0.17) (-0.26) (-1.51)
Pr(Employment==outcome) 0.075 0.132 0.750 0.017 0.034 0.828 0.045 0.077 0.802

Note: Dependant variable: Labor force participation. t-student in parentheses. *** (**)* Statistically significant at 1% (5%) and 10%.
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Table 2C: Multinomial logit estimation of the Relative Risk Ratios of the effect of disability on labour market participation

Men Women Total
Sector of employment Sector of employment Sector of employment
Independent variables Public Private Informal Public Private Informal Public Private Informal
Age
15 to 24 years 0.480** 2.051** 2.608*** 0.017*** 0.178*** 0.146*** 0.083*** 0.487*** 0.479***
(-2.3) (2.53) (4.10) (-9.18) (-4.05) (-7.56) (-10.13) (-3.25) (-4.71)
25 to 34 years 1.697** 4.303%** 3.869*** 0.097*** 0.428** 0.221%** 0.363*** 1.070 0.755*
(2.13) (5.71) (6.06) (-6.91) (-2.11) (-5.92) (-5.22) (0.33) (-1.81)
35 to 49 years 3.624 5.891*** 4.067%** 0.567* 0.776 0.497*** 1.438* 2.187*** 1.412**
(5.10) (6.70) (5.92) (-1.68) (-0.62) (-2.64) (1.84) (3.70) (2.06)
Female 0.460%** 0.288*** 0.607***
(-6.81) (-11.14) (-6.31)
Household Head 9.281*** 6.885*** 5.295%** 3.196%** 3.083%** 1.957*** 4.437%** 4.202%** 2.699***
(11.05) (10.82) (10.87) (6.34) (7.42) (5.09) (11.55) (11.68) (10.63)
Education level
Primary 2.135** 1.949%** 0.899 2.652* 2.492* 1.091 2.373*** 2.169*** 0.994
(2.11) (2.15) (-0.45) 1.72) (12.90) (0.59) (3.17) (3.47) (-0.04)
Secondary 3.554*** 1.706* 0.389*** 10.407*** | 4.736*** 0.557*** 5.223*** 2.419*** 0.472%**
(3.67) (1.76) (-4.03) (4.49) (3.32) (-4.01) (6.37) (4.05) (-6.02)
Higher 6.169*** 1.571 0.096*** 45.925%** | 11.474*** | 0.181*** 13.487*** | 3.395*** 0.142***
(4.88) (1.34) (-8.31) (6.90) (4.83) (-7.18) (9.11) (4.87) (-11.15)
Professional training 3.375%** 2.133%** 1.610*** 6.701*** 2.989*** 1.486*** 4.379%** 2.403*** 1.533***
(7.91) (5.53) (4.15) (10.27) (6.70) (4.58) (13.07) (9.01) (6.21)
Living in main cities 0.325*** 0.825 0.524*** 0.306*** 0.546%** 0.427%** 0.302%** 0.694*** 0.464***
(-7.47) (-1.37) (-5.27) (-7.53) (-3.93) (-9.63) (-11.60) (-3.81) (-10.75)
Disability 0.454** 0.507** 0.489 0.894 0.637 0.771 0.6399* 0.630* 0.632**
(-2.42) (-2.20) (-2.80) (-0.31) (-1.01) (-1.10) (-1.81) (-1.89) (-2.62)**
Note: Dependant variable: Labor force participation. t-student in parentheses. *** (**)* Statistically significant at 1% (5%) and 10%.
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Notes

! The reservation wage is defined as the lowest wage at which a person is willing to work (Mitra et Sambamoorthi,

2008).
% The relative risk ratio (RRR) is a transposition of the odds ratios computed in a logistic regression to the
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multinomial logistic regression case. In fact, when one has n groups and sets group 1 to be the baseline group,
the multinomial regression model would have n-1 sets of results, and RRR would be predicting the odds of
being in each one of the remaining n-1 groups as compared to group 1.

® Disabled men’s RRRs of not participating to the labour market are equal to 0.454, 0.507 and 0.489
respectively for the participation in the public, formal private and informal sectors of the Cameroon labour
market.
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