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ABSTRACT

DECONSTRUCTI NG BASEDBI SIOCY OECONOMI C | NEQUAL
| NTERSECTI ONAL I NJUSTI CE, STRUCTURAL ABLEI S

CONTEXTS

LauEBnxby

Cour EBegn

The socioeconomic disadvantage experienced by

natur al, |l ogi cal , or inevitable consequence o
social structures that produce inequality. Th
understanding of disability by examining how

jointly embedded in institubiwags Ppbhiccesat s
di sababetdyi nequal itielseiimg,socdiioErcom®omt ico mwatl &1
marginalized disabled communities. Using a va

primarily on overhea Adreeaa de no fCodmrtuan i ftryo nds utr vey,

across topics related to disability, inequal.i"
into how structur al abl eism shapes disparitie
bet weelnedlissrad nondi sabled people and at the ir

stratification.

The first chapter provides rich, descripti
unempl oyment at the inteesbaoatcohypfaddsagelih
intersectional i njustices in whimhadriocsadblage B

(Y}



groups experience heightened socioeconomic di
vast interstate variation in socioeconomic di
across U.S. states, suggestisgatlkeacontexctsut a
geographic pathtasremns siomi diecadmiolmi tcy i nequi ti es.

Community Survey shadteewiyt holdi aami eatiystofati ve d

third chapter i nvesXi@gatheesy ewhh et anlreitr @ >atngd d rod whme
policies rel at edletrom Meedrivciacieds aanndd LSounpgp or t s s ha
socioeconomic inequalities between disabled a

findings from the t hsruemep tc hoanp ttehrast cshoacliloeencgoen otnhi

among disabl ed people is natural or inevitabl
and structural contexts that create and maint
r etliaon al i nequalsittaitess, laptv enhaitd iomnga | e sasnednt i al con
devel opment of social and health policies and

economic justice.



TABLE OF CONTENTS
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS i

ABSTRACT Y
LI'ST OF TABLES Vi
LI'ST OF FI GURES I X
| NTRODUCTI ON 1
Ref erences 8
CHAPTER 1: | NTERSECTI ONAL | NEQUALI TI ES: HOW S
BEI V@RI ES AT THE I NTERSECTI ON OF EBTSEANBICLITTYY, (
AND AGE 15
Abstract 15
l ntroducti on 16
Background 18
Research Ai ms 28
Data and Methods 29
Findings 33
Di scussion 41
Conclusi on 50
References 52
Tabl es and Figures 6 4

CHAPTEIRNPERSTATE VARI AT OM AISNE DD ISTARBICITIURML
| NEQUALI TIES I N SUPPLEMENTAL POVERTY AND UNEMI

Abstract 69
Il ntroducti on 70
Background 73
Research Ai ms 82

Data and Met hods 83



Findin
Suppl e
Di scus
Concl u
Refere

Tabl es

CHAPTER 3:
| NEQUALI TI ES:
GENEROSI TY,

Abstra
Il ntrod
Backagr
Resear
Dat a a
Findin
Suppl e
Di scus
Concl u
Refere

Tabl es

gs

ment ary Analyses
sion

sion

nces

and Figures

ct
uction
ound

ch Ai ms

nd Met hods

gs

ment ary Anal yses
sion

sion

nces

and Figures

CONCLUSI ON

Ref ere

APPEIKEIS

APPENDI X A:
APPENDI X B:
APPENDI X C:

nces

THE ROLE OF

SUPPLEMENTAL
SUPPLEMENTAL

88
94
96
10 9
10
13

STATE POLI CY DBASEBSURNEMPBPLOXBENTTY
STATE POLI CY
ANRM. GE®RVI CES AND SUPPORTS18OLI CI

LI BERALI

13
18
138
18
147
15
18
16
178
186
19
198
204
212

SURMAOTENREMATLASL FOR CHAPTERI21
MATERI ALS B®OR CHAI
MATERI ALS #HOR CHAI



Chapter

Tabl e

1.

LI'ST OF TABLES
1
1. Descri pthioven abaiilGi4st ergiedt i2dds 6d4f U. S

Tabl e¥Xr.cznt alger of a duibtds wahgpe ddre5 bel ow t he SPM

di

Ta
ge

Ch
Ta

Ch
Ta
Ta
di
Ta
di

Ta
di

sability, race, gender, and age gr ouih

bl e 1. 3. Pé&ocaenbadgibtds fwahigpe 8a.r225 unempl oyed by
nder, and age group 66
apter 2

ble 2.1. Descriptivei6cdharacteristicsl2s0f adu
apter 3

bl e 3. 1. Descripti veib6edh a(reaxcctleurdiisntgi cisd @efr satdaut
bl e 3wva. fliwwoed effects | inear probability mo
sability and state policy I|iberalisn?@

bl e 3wa3. fTliwoed effects I|inear probability mo
sability and Medicaid generosity 19

bl e 3vady. fliwwoed effects | inear probability mo
sability and % of LTSS that is HCBS 189

Vi



LI'ST OF FI GURES
Chapter 1

Figure 1. 1. l nequal i-hbores aduictide wihpe dae 225 dHgé o ovf
SPM threshold at the intersection of db/sabil]i
Figure 1. 2. l nequal i-bhores aduittde wihgpe dae 225 g ¢ o ovf
unempl oyed at the intersection of disab8 Il ity,

Chapter 2

Figure 2.1 ‘Mapedfdds pabi ti¢ey (absolute) i n S
across U. S states 126

Figure 2. 2. Predicted probability of being be
disability and U.S. state 127

Figure 2.3 Correlations between the absolute
SPM risk for disabled people and nondilg8abl ed
Figure 2.4. Correlations between the absolute
stdteeesS®IM ri sk 12 9

Figure 2.5. Mapedfdidspabitiey (absol ut®) in ul
Figure 2.6. Predicted probability of Dbl8ling un
Figure 2.7. Correlations between the absolute
absolute unemployment risk for disabl el82 peopl
Figure 2.8. Correlations between the absolute
absosltultteau@mle mpl oyment ri sk 133

Chapter 3

Figure 3. 1. Predicted unempl oyment for disabl
i beralism 18
Figure 3. 2. Predicted unemployment for disabl
generosity 18
Figure 3. 3. Predicted unempl oyment for disabl

is HCBS 19



Di s a

bi ol

unde

oppr

proc

2022

2019

Cl ar

2022

expe

ma K i

t han

bil ity i
esearch

di sabili

I NTRODUCTI ON

s |l argely
and policy
ty is incl

rature on

arch on

overl ooked as amla&a»wi s o

di scussions more broad

uded and understood wit

structur al abstpesm aedt appbygi ol

soci al

ogical trait or

rstand dishbtl cay

ession (Brown,

rer and

Fr

ederi

poildadadwant alges,

y, and Br own

bility who

ar e

stratification and inequal

characteristic, critiocal

Si

c k

t

not

r

e

esses of stratific
, Frederick and Sh
) .

nequalities betwee

ke and Latham 20114

X Pettinicchi o,

ri enced

by

M a

di sabl e

ng disadvantage

resul ti

ng

from

S

S

e

(0]

aeenatseoctopnd a di mensi
ny, and Brown 2021; Ma u
2019). Disability is a

by physical, psychol oc¢

2021). This dissertation joi

ating disabndert yt asdiamg
ation and the reproduct

i frer 2019; Napl es, Mau

n disaklloed memd erdo A Biraauld
; Hughes 2013; Loeb et
roto, and Barnotoakgse 20 2 2 ;
d people is too often wu
em | i ke the natural, | o

aitali nsthuct i ssadiviaat agre



Pettinicchio 2022). Structure -bassdl domgqamphan

(Maroto and Pettinicchio 2022). I f schol ars a
di sadvantage, then inequalities|l bpdmwseient damsdab
di sabled people wild!l continue to be blamed fo

Understanding the disadvantage experienced
understanding of ableism. Ableism is often th:
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CHAPTER 1: I NTERSECTI ONAL | NEQUALI TI ES: HOW

BEI NG VARI ES AT THE I NTERSECTI ON eEFI HHNISCABIIYL | T

AND AGE
Abstract
Building on calls to integrate disability as
particularly within intersectional analyses o
socioeconomic inequities ianed hsey stndms sefct i on

stratiUsiicnag idant.a 120 bIn Arheer i20aOMB Coammua,i 307 ,SUT W)e,
provide descriptive evidence of inequalities
di sability,t hghencdery,, mabtde qlglei.g Hti ndawmgdi sabl ed

and Hispanic/ Latine women across age groups e

di sadvantage. Study findings provide essentia
interlocking systemeroft oi pegualciet wnd@omlai no @eé n
inequalities iidesogiodByorxmimé nwenlgl t he scope o

the intersection -efhdiiciatbby,l idryd a@agedetrhi $s astu
rel ati oniaels itnheagtu aclaint be transl ated into polici

transforming power relations and promoting ju
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troducti on

isability is |l argely overlooked as amala»xis o
research and policy discussions more broad
e focus is typically on inequalities betwee
der ssgodndciorwg di sabil ity intersects with other
equality. Disability is strongly |Iinked to .

security (Frederick and Shifrer 2019; Mar ot
ttiojcahd Patterson 2019; 6SaomelyanidniWwerl seat |
oppression create and sustain social strat
sources, material goods, status, and power

equal ity etihnntivfcudgegdencecl ass, and age (Bi s«
2 2; Brown and Mol oney 2019,; Br own, Mar ot o,

98; Ereveldesd+n20hbl 20RdrndMar ot o and Pettinic
ttini cacthtieor,soaand20P19,; Pettinicchio, Maroto, a
Mahon 2012; Shifrer and Frederick 2019). St

proach to studying dihaadbndidgr e@adc dt @ cii atl ersg

isability and another single axis of inequal

ucational and employment inequalities among
m, Skinner, MahonkPgr2ethoa? OROt;ti AOLEhi andnda ME
noritized disabled people (Bisesti and Land
|l 1l er 2013; Stienstra 2012). Recent work exp

tersection of disabfidtundg,eviacdencgeafdefihi and:r

16



where women and racially minoritized disabl ed
incomes and highest | evels of poverty (Maroto
Despite tchad I ggr dwiomg soci ol ogists of disabil
axis of inequality in intersectional studies
and Brown 2021; Brown, Maroto, and Pkttrercch
2019; -Hohmseaon 2021; Jenkins 1991; Kafer 2013;
Maul din 2021), we stil!]l | ack estimates of man
inequal ities at the i ntetrsreicddigen, i od nwhiysa lihlaitt
research, inteAvimntednundedspahdcygg of the tr!
inequalities idhesogi choahadmbe we®lnlcerning to s
reasons. These | imitations not only restrict
intersgestemg of inequality play in shaping so:
ability to inform and develop policies, progr
di sadvanttegd adndema i vat i omeiamgl o fmpdiovyamiged hee
particularly multiply marginalized disabl ed p
The present study builds on previous worKk
socioeconomic outcomes by providing estimates
intersection of -edihsa keii ltiyt, y ,angle mdyeer. | Wead aiegt @ at i
from tiR®1B0A@A&eri can Coanmut, 307 ,SUtd)e,y t(hi s st ucd
descriptive evidence of intersectional i nequa
particular attention to digepmade®i bmaaetyheand
Findings reveal pervasive socioeconomic inequ

stratification, emphasizing the need to integ
17



2019; Crensumadvwerlsa&n)d the true scope of socioe

|l ndi genous, and Hispanic/ Latine women across
poverty, whereas Bl ack, I ndi genous, and Hi spa:
experhenkcieghest | evels of unempl oyment. By ac:
di sabilityy,t hghencdetry,, ramncde age, findings from th
inequal ities that cantbacusedltohanfesmtpatit
relations and promote disability justice. Pol
intersecting systems and institutions that <cr

harm mul talpil e dnadigs abl ed peopl e.

Background

Disability, Abl ei sm, and Socioeconomic I nequa
Disability is a social and political categ
inequality (Brown and Mol oney 2019; Brown, Ma

Brown 2021; Frederick KadoSbo] fPert20il®@chiKaf ea!
Maul din 2021; Shifrer and Frederick 2019). Di
socioeconomic disadvantage, including high wun
l i mited educat i ocrnanls torpap onret@uunsi atvikefsd,® ;a(nBdh at t er j e
1998; Clarke and Latham 2014; Hughes 2013; Je
Pettinicchio 2019, 2020, 2022; Pettinicchio,

people, disabled medplre skspeofi ponverhegi gaimtde eco
and Beaul aurier 2001; Grech 2016; Hughes 2013

Mar oto and Pettinicchio 2023a; Stapleton et a
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2012) .

|l e (Maroto and Pettinicchio 2
ntabl e health dischprmgaon iz2z2&®2 X)Fr
re to -Moeshec@vbihel e &Crhda pymaml, e
erick and Shifrer 2019), and
3) and housing insecurity (Ch
nicchio 2022).

omic disadvantage experienced
ogical deficits or functional
g di sadvantage seem natural,
nbl um 2001) . However, disabil
omic, and soci al processes th

n du aBtrionwgn t2h0e2 1n)o.t iBoyn ptelrgptetone ds

ctivity, and efficiency, capi!l
ortunities, perpetuating soci
Il ' es 2011) . Capitalist system
ts in ways that especially di

010; Charmaz 2019; Chouinard
roto, and Brooks 2022). Il n ad
ween disabled and nondisabl ed
pendence ofogdiasnabltddtpeomlse ra
nities, and inadequate polici

needs or protect against disc:



Mar
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abl

v al

200

Pat

var

Stratibfaisoreadt dbeabi |l i tydassysoeendt hatablker
advantage by assigning value to certain bo
oto and Pettinicchi-ma2®&@2di stCianetgioon € al o @amn
e eleent di sability and abledness, with disabi
edness (Shifrer and Fredericako@i9pt aAhsss a
ue relative to beinginohdosabbéd PbBatonoca

oks 2022). Ableism |l egitimizes inequalitie

i ng the values assigned to people based on

e resour deoppoewamds, esnthan di sabled peop

abilityDieasmndipgaovertiys. cl osely related to soc

k I e fT,h oFmpl sl oenr, and Guralnik 2006). The rel at

mul tidirectional, with disabil i thyi liintcyr eraissik
ech 2016; Lewis 2019; Palmer 2011). Relati-
increased risk of poverty, financi al I nsta

1; Grech2P0B3B6; MAwughesand Pettinicchio 2023

terson 2019; Stapleton et al. 2006) .
El evated risk of poverty and financi al i ns
iety of mechanisms, inclwudiagedxexpenaers M

Beaul aurier 2001; Morris and edgil ki, 240 X®)b.] e@o mp

exp
el e

pha

erience increased expenditures, including
ctricity, equipment, medi cal supplies, aid:

rmaceutical srrasedahdakahdcaf@20Mo Due to t
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Me d

201

emp

ple often require greater economic resourc

itabl e-blee ngl acf nweldli sabl ed people (Drew 20

1) . Public support programe haneeebaetedosd:
ociated with disability (Morris and Zai di

ial class | ocation, | eaving many disabl ed

5) .

Scholars also theorize that poverty dispar

sist due to disabled peopl edssprreolgiraamtse on

roto and Pettinicchio 2014, 2015) . Policie
abled people, such as Supplemental Securit
urance (SSDI), can <cr eatienthboa rproiveerrst yt htahtr oturg
constraints on pursuing paid wor Kk, maki ng

ility difficult (Huang, Guo, and Kim 2010;
SSI, not necteamsae, |llyutf offorcasdhcassSetson heal t|
vices and Supports through Medicaid (Hall

m working and saving, these policies |l arge
efi tsgefbemause getting married generally

icaid (Garbero 2021).

abi |l i tOp paonrdt uwmoirtki.es to pursue work are ofte
adverse employment and earnings outcomes (
3; Lindstr om, Dor en, and Miesch 2011) . Bey

| oyment, there are also soci al benefits ga
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oks 2022). Having a job provides f-inanci al

eem, purpose, accomplishment, and personal
1). Work is viewed as an i mpodstraanm, morkem,
sch 2011). Work also facilitates soci al i n

ources thatbarmgvof adi $s@abltdd pedpl e (Green
oto, and Brookss2022nt affe ahrmeéesdlisabil e d¢ie
or mar ket contributes to a variety of 1ineqg

hes 2013; Maroto and Pettinicchio 2019, 20

Rel ative to nondisabled people, disabled p
inactive in the | abor market (Brault 2010;
icy 2022). Disabled peopl e whnoaragrien aacitzievde a

jugated to the bottom of the occupational

kpl ace discriminati on, -satnadt uosc cjuopbast ioorn aslh esl et
own and Moloney 2019; JeR&Etnenil®®hioKagesd
2, 2023a; Pettinicchio, Mar ot o, and Brooks
abled people are |l ess productive than nond
|l oi tation of di s ahbune dwangoersk e(rMa rtohtroo uagnhd sPuebtm
3a; Pettinicchio, MatandardngdoBsobhkhat 20382)
vide few benefitgd, mmuempdaoytimempgoraardy i oird epa&
hur 2002) mitedr esnpboyenend lipportunities an
abled people have had to | everage a combin
ports and savings to make upbafsoerd tihec olmemi t

rotPetanadci cchio 2023b) .
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ci al education, di sabili

school s ( Shfirfare,r

empl oyment also differ
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ownandi Bnpywn 2021) .
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e varies across di

ttinicchio 2014, 2

son 2013). Among w
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Hughes 2013; Jenki

to 2017; Roehrig,
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gan 2009) and are

l er 2013; Shifrer
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er 2013
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outcomes for di sab
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Stereotypical and
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(Brown and Mol oney 2019; Gould et al. 2015; J
Par ker Harris et al . 201 3; Pettinicchi o, Mar o

empl oy

(¢

rs who claim that di sabisliiotnys doed hradt t
positive views of disabled people still fail

di sabl ed peoplebds capabilities and fears abou
and a l|liability ©OBr #@amkamdHBMolrosegt2@l. 2013;

When disabl ed peopl e are hiprred,t i-pgegiynigormeolms t e

N

(Kaye 009; Maroto and Pettinicchio 2014, 201
Schur 2002) . Despite | egal protections, disab
poor treatment 1in the woe krpel saicset aanntd tfoi nnde etthiantg
accommodations (Pettinicchio, Maroto, and Bro
dvie disabled people out of the | abor force al

forms of discrimination work together 40 crea

being of disabled people (Pettinicchio, Mar ot

Disability and Intersectionality

Coined by Kimberl ® Crenshaw (1989), the conce

systems of inequality combine and create a un
mul tiple marginalized identitisdsnudrt anteaotuwss e s
oppression created by multiple, interlocking

of each separate system (Shifrer and Frederic

intersectional appr canh exitgh lwihgghtes vtalrea owutsr wsmtc
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created and maintained (Erevelles 2011; Stien
Patterson 2019) .
Building on Crenshawés (1989) concept of i

framework considers the uniqgue form of oppres

and disability (Bailey and Mobheh 2O0lAGhdeTakia
these entwined systems of inequality does not
saying that disability is |ike race or gender

and actiono trhdtembmiirsds pteo getelcea i ves, disabili
(Be&voshe and Magafa 2014:109). Simple analogi e
mask the experiences of racially minoritized

priege Whiteness and Abl edness hawWesstlkaped t he

MagafYa 2014; Frederick and Shifrer 2019) . | ns
di sability through analogies, 1inter seantdi amale
are mutually constitutive and intersect i n wa

( Annamma, Connor, and Ferri -MGh3; abai IMay adirad 2

Frederick and Shifrer 2019; Schalk 2017).

Whil e there has been mini mal engagement of
sociology and stratification |iterature, ther
intersectional approaches withrck dndabBhiftrterr
Naples, Mauldin, and Dill away 2019; Maroto, P

Pettinicchio and Maroto 2017; Pettinicchio, M
2019). I ntegrating diystabci Iciattye gaonrdy awbiltehiisnm ianst e

economic inequality and soci al stratification
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intersecting oppressions work together to cre
(Barnartt 2013; Jampel 2018; Napl es, Maul di n,

Brooks 2022).

I ntersectional I nequ-b&iWlgielse i mu i ca fo etcloen odn
inequality I iterature focuses on stratificatd.i
growing body of research takes an intersectio

inequal ities at erhenidntdersaddctliidry.ofStgeneés sho
women are disadvantaged in the | abor mar ket r
nondi sabled men, withndi shbl edwestmeeampkpgmeah
participation, and earnings (Brown and Mol one
and Parish 2019; Pettinicchio and Maroto 2017

l evel s of woreknpll agenexittr el s candni nati on (Br own

Skinner, and Parish 2019; Mol oney et al . 2019
di sadvantage at the intersection of gender an
cognitiveplerdmsabilities report the most adve.l

Maroto 2017 Pettinicchio, Mar ot o, and Brooks

Whil e more attention has been given to the
al so documented disparities in employment rat
of i nequality, such as racetiaonnd oafg ed.i sSatbuidliietsy
that racially minoritized disabled people rep

people (Chatterjee and Mitra 1998; Of fice of

2018; Stienstraf 2l0alb2o;r WtSa.t iBsutriecasu 20023) . Among
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women and men were the | eastiilsiphaliy Whibe emm

the most | ikely to be employed. Examining int
charges, another study found tdati loil tdiees wwenea
|l i kely to report disability harassment in the
harassment charges are not specifically a soc
of i nteractions attythe aicret, ergseenadteirgn amfd digssabi

The present study builds on this pri

or

wWor

the intersection of disabi lailtsyo amdgsenuletrii ppnlge aa

frequently overlooked axis of stratification.

characteristic, a critical perspective sugges
stratification that | nd earsckculst iwnathe loyf hmat eroice
soci al oppressi oagt agwiitshm, otwhha rc hs yi mtteems of o p
structural violence and inequality (Hamraie 2

consider the outcomes of poverty or empl oymen

di sabialeiethyn,i city, gender, and age. Further

inequal ities in poverty has used the Of

fi

,  Wwh

ci al

Suppl ement al Poverty Measure (SPM)|l ewécohommet

resources by adjusting for geography and cons
their taxes, childcare and medical expenses,
housing, and energy subsidies (Meyer and Sull

Research Ai ms
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Il ng on previous work documenting hierarc
ks 2022; Maroto, Pettinicchio, and Patte
ppl ement al poverty and aubnielmpelyohynmmeancté ya t t
r, and age. Through this study, I aim to
rating disability as an axis of social s

2021; Browmi,cdMairmtdQ2 Aa,ndFrPeeddrii ck and St
2013; Maroto and Pettinicchio 2019, 202
ding disability in intersectional analys

and &hiZ0d19; Mar ot o, Pettinicchi o, and Patter s

Speci

vary

fically, | explore the research qu

estion

at the interseceéet lomi oift W,i sarkdidngod a d memg ei

the United States?

Dat a

Thi s

Sur ve

i ncl u

and Met hods

study draws on nati ona20 1ly9 rAenperrei sceannt aQoi nvneu

y (ACS). The ACS is conducted by t

des data on sociodemographic ade e

to Bavéicient sample sizes for each of

di sab

2008

from

wi t h

i leitthyn,i cnaye gender, and age. The d
such +keédtat@ids a&lsiolrmeAyCesSs yfemom prhioul d
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The analytic samples for each outcome di ff

unempl oyment are availiable) fobuthl EPHtdadyayearae

2008. Thus, |1 can o@2D¢9estdi mdceudedl sofFri 20089
qguarters (3.3 percent of the full sample) fro

SPM data among thedopbdp@ahnat iyam.c -dsgaenea deusli t¢ 90 awgpe
2664 years old so thatompdttreadspbrdentss hwioll li nig
reached retirement years where they start rec
resdgditchet @ aimpdievi dual s who were born in the L
regarding i mmigrant selection bias. The analy
individuayesansd2@B89 whereas the analytic sampl
16,307,974 indiviiaodbs &bsessayeans aoe8divid

years of dat a.

Measures

Soci oecomemdbgt. wemks i nclude two mbekaeags of
poverty (SPM) and unemployment. The SPM estim
data, accounting ftohceogeogrHaphive ngar iTdtei d&n Si.n C
calcul ates the ACS SPM in part from i mputed i
Popul ation Surveyds Annual Social and Economi
if their familyodos fat &l bet owo nhe edddoetidh cwehsehr cel
in poverty (below the SPM threshold) and 0 =

The unempl oyment outcome is based on the A

asks individuals whether they are currently e
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or

inactive in the | abor force. A respondent |

abor force or seeking work but not currently

where 1

unempl oyed and 0O = employed.

Di sabi leitthyni criatcye, DlRediemdepeddage.variabl es

gende+wt hhmacety, and age. Thought eicrhdalruadcetde riins tti
t heesag i ables serve as proxies for individual sé
The ACS includes a s6)ite méasuxkeqdesabbhstyA

ypes ass

and hea

oncent

Physica

wal ki ng

r

r

a

esBeidndlnudédec ACIBI t i Ve yvi mdygyrses,e &a\fi, s ii onrd ¢

ng disabilities. Cognitive disabilit
ting, or making decisions because of
di sabilitysitrmnltuddd ycondnitti orhy st ktatl
climbing stairs, reaching, |ifting,

di fficulties performing basic activities outs
due toab, pmgstal, or emotional c ocnadri & idoins d baislti
includes difficulties with meeting personal n
house duterom pahlyemgal or mentlealashealitxh noarn dist.
disability includes being blind or having ser
corrective | enses. Hearing disability include
created a di chouso moairsi adblseabwhertey astppdr son i s ¢
report one or more of the six disability type
di sability types.
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Met hods

[ first esti

then conduct des

intersection

ra-eehnicity, and

i nteract the fou

group samplehsin
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unempl oyment b

ACS me aestuhrrei ooift y aicrecl udes t
Ameri can,

Nati ve

mat e

of -edihsd kxii ltiyt, y ,a ndemdden e &bad cheg

Sess

he foll owincg

Hi spanic/ Latino, Asi al

(Al AN). The ACS does not

gender using a binary indicat

The younger group includes re

i ncludes respondents in middI

descriptive characteristi

criptive comparisons of group

di s a

age as separ ate axes of stra

r variables to create 40 inte

esejcafFegoencal group, |l estim

SPM threshold) and the percen

i n the | abor -poovededAbbmepsi

resultgedepdeaesént athi usediUn woe

whet her there is a statist

et ween disabl ed ,angde nndoerrd i saanbdl e ca
ethnicity. -tlaittlesdot susteod ctowmopar e whet her esti mat
intercategorical group statistically d

for an

Given the

Appendi x.

substanti al

number of intercheegori
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scriptive Characteristics

ble 1.1 presents a summary of the weighted
19. Among the fadd adunptlse, 0f2 wHd kpewrgcent ar e
gnitive, and multiple disabiusti ewmemr balhe

mal e (50.56 percent). An estimated 75.17 pe
Hi spanic or Latine, 1.4 peragobdi baARhceah:
e, with 49.42 peridé4nyeafstheashmpbeubgey 28
mpl e T@4g eyde adtr5bagehi dduéets). An estimated 11. 1¢
or according to the SPM, and 26.97 percent

sabled people are more | i kel6byd.t oDibsea bnhaelde ,p eBo

soprdaiportionately poor and unempl oyed.

sparities in Poverty

ble 1.2 presents estimates of suppd ement al |
hnicity, gender, and age. Poverty estimates
oups, with a 30 percentageé pgdientl odviefsfte rponvee

.1 percent among noibdi)s anlde d hWwh igtreo urpesn wa ¢ end

timates (37.85 percent améeng3di 83abpedcBhack

i sabl ed Al ANi4w) me Asagkidgurbei zle.dl,i nt he groups Vv

verty estimates include disabled Black, AI A
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The groups with the | owest poverty estimates
both age groups, followed by nondisabled API
Disability emerges as the strongest strati:

poverty at the int-erbBectioyn, ofenddsesmabidandyage a:

groups have higher |l evels of thever tay et mard emwo r
For example, nondisabled AI AN women in early .
White men in middle adulthood, and nondisabl e

poverty than disabledad®llt meodaandd wdimeabl ed e W
age groups. Findings indicated that disabl ed
nondi sabled people among all i ntercategorical
and nondi sabl edgrpoeuwpp | cef wtihtehiestahmeea cgietnyd,e ra n & aacgee
range Iin size from around 11 to 17 percentage

I n addition -e¢tohnii csiatoy liis yal sace particul ar/
stratification, with clear racialized pattern
di sabled and nondisabled popul atti oeisst, i Bd taecdk a
poverty, followed by Hispanic groups, then AP]

group with the highest poverty estimate and t

each racialized group rangesamoom APbuadull7sp
percentage points among Bl ack adul ts. For alll
adulthood have the | owest estimated poverty,

adul thood have the.hiTbkhest aest empeedapobyvet byg
bet ween White adults and their Black or Al AN

gender, and age group.
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bel

pov

Gendered patterns in poverty risks are al s
ups of the -seamei di sgpi antdyageacwomen are m
ow the SPM threshold. The omldy nexde staibd red
upsidadgean®5nondi sabl ed AR64anAmahd@dNt gese@pgr
erty estimates are not statistically diffe
e the highest pove-et hines tcidmamgersnyywsi tihn dni ceaatce
der stratification is more distinct among
ds, disparities in poverty between men and
di sabl ed groups, dweirt lyatplse i lnapopeetrtgyv émalnld
early adulthood. The group with the | arges
abl ed Bl atdk4d .adul ts aged 25

Considering patterns by age group, I find
erience higher estimated poverty relative
ercategorical groephoicibhg, samdhdeddgdbwi il

nondi sabled groups and most disabled grou

i pped, wiibh telxgpsea ieged ng5 hi gher es44 mated p

re are also a few groupdl edi 8hblcéd Hi spami

) where poverty estimates are not statisti

erty by age group are generally |l arger amo

| arger among womenhhtage ogeaupd®W thondbeabl ed W

pov

The

al o

erty esti mates whereas disabled Bl ack and
size of disparitsmal lidaheptolsd@msepyaat t i &ge iqr @

nghdearheaxdas of inequality considered in thi:c
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gro

non

mi d

suppl ement al poverty risks-euarniies tat, tglee die

parities in Unempl oyment

l e 1.3 presents estimates of unempl oyment .
nicity, and age. Unempl oyment estimates va
estimate for the group wi%.h34 hperhd ggrhite sa meaer
abled Black men in middle adulthood) is ov
up with the | owest estimated unempl oyment

a4 2)5. Figure 1.2 showghehat umeenpdogmeant wiets |

abled Bl ack men in middle adulthood, disahb
abled Black men in early adulthood, and di
ups with the |iomwaetsds uareemprd mrydnend b leesd Whi t e
di sabl ed APl and Hispanic men in early adu

dl e adulthood.

Disability appears to be the most influent
eriencing significantly higher unempl oy men
i mated unempl oyment for the @meunpd owietdh t h
ng disabled people (53.3 percent among di s
cent among disabled APl men in early adul t
n estimated unempl oymentenftoarg et hoef gpreooupplse wiin
ng nondi sabled people (34.46 percent among

cent among nondisabled Al AN women in early
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are | arger than any other stratifying categor

groups, ranging from around 34 percentage poi
t he saentehmiaciety, gender, andtage. b&newemphogmealt
nondi sabled people are generally | arger among
adul thood relative to people in early adultho

ot heretrhandaei ty grHowspani Bl anekh amd mi ddl e adul t ho
unempl oyment disparities between disabled and
Findings also indicate racialized patterns
Hi spanic groups experience heightened | evels
the intersect i-eotnhmifc idtiys,a bg e ni deyre,dragmcd ugpge . BA naocn
across age groups and Bl ackig4AlrkAPorand hidi qip gm
unempl oyment estimates. The highest unempl oym
among Al AN men and women acrméds age Hrospasi c B\
agei@eo#M5 Within each racialized group, nondi sakt
| owest unempl oyment estimates, whereas disabl

experience the highest uammpboBmaok psopimat ek

men in middle adulthood experience the highes
|l arge disparities in unemployment between Whi
who share the sanle adgies glrioluipt.y, gender, an

Focusing on gender reveals that women typi
estimates than men withi netghmiugist y,f arhde asgene t
a few exceptions. For exampl e, Bl alcakc kmewo neexnp e

across all groups of the same disability and
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unempl oyment between men and women among disa
2b44. Findings reveal particularly | arge dispa
among nondisabled White and Hi spamaic& groups i
early adulthood. Gender gaps in unempl oyment

relative to disabled groups. Examining the di

unempl oyment rate to the grtoeupwiwihtihn tehaec hl ogweensd

reveals that wvariation in unemployment esti ma
Age al so emerges as an influential axis of
unempl oyment across intercategorical groups,

groaped6#5rel ative id. gMWoupsnagetde2Bategorical
di sability,egéndertyandltamedd|l e adulthood gr
estimates than their early adultmeodaoduwbeenp
The unempl oyment estimates for nondisabl ed Al
any nondisabled groups, did not statistically
unempl oyment by age group ar eadlisraddredamgomog pdi,
especially | arge disparities between those in
among disabled Bl ack, Hispanic, and APl women

stratified at t he oifntsetrrsaetcitfiiocnato fo na lclo nfsoi udre raexd

Suppl ementary Analyses & Robustness Checks
By pooling the data over a decade, this st
occurred within this period from 2008 to 2019

dynami c, I assessed how the sotimeconomuppbdem
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analyses (see Appendi xiATdhblI29 ,A.clo.ndp aan ch gFieguri anr
and unempl o¥y2neln3t vieni2sPu@sO 82 0TlKde | evel s of povert
changed slightly across these pédroilddswiasy & xhpee
Great Recession. However, these were | argely
groups remained consistent over ti me.

By using a dichotomous measure of disabild]
heterogeneity that may occur within the disab
group disparities among each (dsesabApgpdrnydity pleat
A. IA31.6) . Bl ack and liddigenhbusoguowimeinvagephyesi
l'iving, or multiple disabilities have the hig
and women and Hispanbd/ wathnendemeoadegéd!| 45i n
disabilities have the highest unempl oyment es
fared better than those with other disability
substantialdfy s$hudmmhlee mdretvaell spoverty and unempl c

Further, I conducted sensitivity drmal yses
results were sensitive to the outcome variabl
the OPM and | abor force idAcl.i&)tyEqtsiematApp ent
inactivity are |l ower thanoepsimatespodt @ch esnipt
unempl oyment includes individuals who are ina
not currently wor ki nge dtuitormale dcieeka migt iwog kac 1l ¢
for unemployment and | abor force inactivity m
groups using the OPM rather than SPM. This is

among di sabked greupseyet al groups where estim
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OPM ratthbkSPM.haProverty esti mates are higher wit
|l ndi genous men i®dd awmadmen sadé éMdd yacmers bang eadc €2 % S
except API
Il n sensitivity analyses, I also | ooked at

unempl oyment aagegadlul twoe-b dinmdairdd smfgonrUemSdnv i du :
rather than -besthriotdimgdual §. fishAed . Apesndi x Tal
unempl oyment estimates wer e -bsoirmi lianrd irveigdauradllse sw
included in the sample Nondisabled Hispanic/L
men a@eed, 4dbnd di sabl ed Hispaniié6hlaat il oevememsanmc
of unempl oyme-hbhorwhendfoerdughs were included i
nondi sabl ed Hispanic/ Latine and APl women acr .
API me nidadg,edan2d5 di sabl et 4A Fhila gwhceme rne sagenmda tdess o f
unempl oyment-bawheni horeidnmal s were included 1in
estimates are consistent for White, Black, an

Hi spanic and API-bgr o uwpusad st earr ef a rnecil gund e d . Di f fe

esti mates-bbon vhaebestWsSHBHnBoforeagmples are | arge
Hi spanic and API groups relative to their dis

Finally, to assess whether estimates are i
individual s, I excluded people living in inst
Appendix Table A.1.11). Esti-mat ensalaitz each epropp wlya
are slightly | ower than the estimates in Tabl
inequal ities across groups remain the same. U

and nondisabl ed Bl acdkifd da nldn ddii gsearbd ulesd mld rs pagi i c
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2b44. This is |ikely due to the disproportiona
Boen 2022). The ACS does not include SPM dat a
estimates are unchanged.

Di scussion

Building on previous work describing hierarch
(Brooks 2022; Brown and Mol oney 2019; Maroto
and Patterson 2019; Pettinicchio &sd2Mae2dt ot h
study documents hierarchies of disadvantage

i ntersection

in |l evels of

unempl oyment
intersection
integratimadiit
category of s
these inequal

with other sy

Findings s

relative to n

and APl peopl
mul tiple marg
Al AN women 1in

and Al AN wome

of -edihsd kxii ltiyt, y ,a ngdde mdyeer., Friancde ngs r

povertyrazmad egoneimglady memtupascr Whs |

are most evidently stratified

by

of -edihsmd kxii ltiyt, y ,a ngdde mdyeer,, hriagacd i ght i

e md oc tain@anh yses of social strati

yt

tratification not because of f un

ities resul t fromasmaciials dmd egtsre

stems of oppression.

uggest that poverty and unempl oy

ondi sabl ed peopl e, Bl ack, Il ndi ge

e, and women relatithhe totmesecwi

i nalized statuses. Findings for

early adulthood have the highes

n in middl i agaht hbowdmethhen

41

dash



adul thood. Di sabl ed Al AN, Bl ack, and Hispanic
poverty relative to disabled White and APl me!l
nondi sablPodegrtoyupes.ti mates arddbhigbmpamaend ngi @l
adul t siealged hddsugh this age pattern iIis reversed
unempl oyment reveal that disabled Bl ack men a
Hi spamea wo middle adul thood haavtee st.h el nhicgohnetsrta
nondi sabled White, API, and Hispanic men in e,
men in middle adulthood have the | owedniocmnemp

appear to be the str obnogtehs ts usptprlaetmefnytianlg pcoavteergtoy

unempl oyment risks, though gender and age al s
inequality. The troubling inequalities at the
the need forurmall iclyamgeas sairmed at reducing 1 ne

The intersectional i nequal i ties documented
mul tiple and intersecting systems of oppressi

resources and opportunities acrcahs oaxXd29f At

Berne and Sins Invalid (2016) articulate, 0iWe
interrelations with heteropatriarchy, white s
caereating an i deal xbcdduysmionnd abnudi letl iunp onma tti hoen eo f

from whom profits and status are extracted. 0
racism, and ageism uphold the notion that the
body mi nd mogs ta ndde sweorrvtihy of resources and oppor
findings that nondids4a bl aawe Whh & el aneens ta geedt i2rbat e

Whil e the poverty estimatdd4d4dorsneosadosabl ede $Vih,
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nondi sabl ed Whei4t ewimehn tahgeed odme st esti mated pov

|l i kely | ower among those in middle adulthood
accumul ate resources, their chiddrandasel amor e
among working adults typically increase over
together to eliminate and extract profits and

thus resulting in hei gunteempd do yersetnit maatnmeosn go fd i psaavb

especially among those who hold multiple marg
ra-eehnicity, gender, and age.
While | cannot identify the specific mecha

documented in this study, sliituanratwyr ¢ hen fdingdalt
inequality illuminates several potential mech

poverty and unemployment aé¢thhmiecinhyergemrcdermno,n :

Potenti al me ¢ h a mi €lmedv & la ntgak etivheed mmadldhréoi mat el vy, I
intersectional i nequalities in supplemental p
of factorismdiivrnedMusddi ogs such as skills and kno
reiqrements, discrimination against disabled p
inadequate or harmful policies and institutio
and structural factors suchownst urhnes ,efdand ttsh eo fi

abl eism and other systems of oppression.

At t hd emiedr,odi fferences in educational att
both i mportant mechanisms that may contribute
and unemployment @&@mpanmdicdiud abllegd Bgrackpsand | ndi

Latine disabled peopl e. |l ntersectional i nequa
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discrimination that | imits disabled peopl ebs
(Maroto and Pettinicchio 2014). Education ine
di sability and race (Bisestwhyand fLanndd etsh a220 2r 1a)c
minoritized disabled groups experience the hi
postsecondary degree is | ess advantageous to
to nondisabled peopliegdgwmiatpededi dabtedt paopl e
empl oyment out ceodnuecsa ttehda nn ocnodilseaghel ed peopl e (Br

2021) . Education may be |l ess protective of em

empl oyment di s qreiompilreatwiidarm ageaiarbsitl i ti es that n
people to obtain and maintain work (Brown and
Pettinicchio 2015; Parker Harris et al. 20183;
Har2@@ao6). Di sabled women are especially I|Iikel"
and di sadvantage (Brown and Moloney 2019; Jun
2019), which Ilikely contributes torwlgyahdfind
unempl oyment than men within medtnignoyps aofd B

Empl oyment discrimination against people w
assumptions that disabled people are inherent
and Pettinicchio 2022, 2023a; Pertd iharclcaan o2 0 QW

Whil e policies |Iike the Americans with Disabi

empl oyment rates and resultantly reduce econo

policies have fallen shorftrom ttheibugiomd ss bear
to their inaccurate perception that hiring di
Harris et al. 201 3; Robert and Harlan 2006) .
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per cenudmgmrep lopéeyed e i s so much higher among di s
groups acroseshgieodey, amdeage groups. Whil e hi
or knowledge gained through education or empl
facsoplay a more influenti al role i n shaping

outcomes (Maroto and Pettinicchio 2014).

At t hel envaeclr,0 systems of oppression |ike abl
embedded in policies and structubesngn Whags t
elevated | evels of poverty and unempl oyment a
result from structural barriers such as a | ack
i nadequate care, supports, and accommodati ons

(Pettinicchio, Maroto, andchBanoioskns wnodledr)l.y iAmg tt
i ntersectional l nequalities in suppl ement al p
is the structure of policies and social welf a

Pettinicchio 2014, t2r0dp)di sTahlelseed pp eo@p laansi rc amo v

asset | imits and constraints on employment (S
forced to participate in welfare programs | ik
because Sistl iemnrtold meri mary eligibility criteri

people rebusovtani hongl hbetadrnm <amrwi aensd dmdgsuppor
High estimates of poverty and unemployment am
women across age groups may relate to the dis
Bl ack and I ndigenous communities due to racis
Frederick and Shifrer 2019; Maroterande®etorn

participation in social welfare programs amon
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evated

gi ven

-

-

ctur al forces of capitalism and ec

cioeconomic disadvantage experienc

The increasing precarittyy neft st heavle
to intersectional i nequalities in
o, Pettinicchio, and Patterson 201

mpl oyment outcomeablasdl peomloeni @p sre:
system, which aims to reduce wages
nction primarily to address dispar
el i mi nataen du lPeempli my ncecrhti o( Ma&rlidbt) a

on theories of intersectionality (

Bailey and Mobley 2019), -this stud

and age are mutual |l y tchoants tcirteuattiev ea n
parities in poverty and unempl oy me
i on. |l ntersecting systems of oppre
alities atnidr oedhmts wmniadl einrctoama etriso

, Mar ot o, and Pettinicchio 2022; M

abl eism, sexism, racism, and ageis

a rocnhoinei sc odfi ssaodcviaonetcage al ong these axe

ned and are seen as natur al or i nevi

nempl oyment at the i ndtehrsiecitti y,n aredcda ge bi

i mpacted

forms of oppression that arise at
ngs highlight how disabled Bl ack,

intersectingnseyespems advfl yopprogdsdiew
46



unempl oy me

unempl oy me

il Il umin

5
—

>
—

ates t

abl ei sm, s exi

t hese

mo s t

Study

Whi |l e

mat er i

i m

am

nequal

pacted

his st

unts f
| depr
sabil i
measur

I i mit
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at the inteesbotcobhypfaddsabel it
he socioeconomic consnequwedncoegs of
s m, racism, and agei sm, providin
ities and support the collective

by multiple systems of oppressi

ions & Supplementary Anal yses

udy provides essential context f
at the i ntetrtsreicaiitoyn, odndigerbddri,t
First, the constabuboéesonhat the A
i mputed or estimated from the C
| ement becaushmeetbesACY data neguil
he SPM. Desmpe .t el thhilteod e mi d au s ® ntsh e
poverty measure because there ar
poverty measure (Meyer and Sul |l i
amincdieasl ehxapredsiheinpc,i negs pfecniaal 'y uno
i vation among disabled peopl e an
ty (Morris and Zai di 2020; Pal me
es of <w@itdvabicliittyy, agpelndgre, al soe ha

ed to the rough measures of thes

tbhea sAYS ewed as the curarsairte qoldd i st &rhcea

by

mo s t

feder al surveys, this measure of
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the |

Fur
bi nary
using
assign
inters
measur
conden
among

consol

l'ities (Hal/l 2022). As such, this study
oyment as some people with disabilities
mi tatéons of the ACS

ther, the ACS | acks a measure of gender
mal e or female sex measure availabl e i
binary sex to approxi mat e sguerned eorf. bB encaaruy
ed at birth, study findings cannot spea
ection of -edihsa keii ltiyt, y ,a ngle mdyeer ,a moancge t r ans
ee tofnircaictey The assmpimnéedt gceariabl e ir
sed into five categories and negl ects t
racialized popul ations. The measur ement

iod &ktaigrgg awd uli6 4 Bged 2Wo age groupbk each

may mas ki ng variation that may occur within ea

including additional age groups makneds aggreoup cC
seemed to be the Il east influenti al stratifyin
results can onl ybdren gwanged iaaidjuzletds .t of U.nS.ent i ona
sampl e-btoo nUafults to reduce concerns about po
however, this means that the experiences of p
represented in this study.

Policy
Des
mul ti p

| mplications
pite its |imitations, this study provid
| e, intersecting systems of inequality
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and Seger al policy | evers coul d -baedidnrge sast bmarcrrioe

maclrevel s and mitigate intersectional inequal:.

to foc
the su
restru
di sabl
admi tt
i mprov

opport

t he s a

ri fe t

Pol

subst a

(Stapl
they p
Congr e
propos
i nadeq
barrie
SSI an
needed

or sub

us on I mproving the accessibility of bu
pply of accessible houvieganmakif hgr chabi
cturing cdraegspstems, tanddaegpanon and e
ed people by holding employers and inst
i ng disabled people and meeting their a
l o@s ¢ iopiuldbittiyc spaces and expanding educa
unities for disabled people already exi
me time, efforts are needed teo tchoantb aatr et
hroughout institutions of educati on, h e
icymakers also need to redadarseatSSlleadt gi
nt ica3 31y6si nacsrseeats el i mits so that disabl ed
eton et al. 2006) nor excl udedof 2@ 1t)he
articipate in welfare programs. There a
ssional efforts to increase SSI asset |
ed asset | imisavetmbhegyuob pppsesuotuwbdt ke
uate at reducing intersectional inequal
rs that constrain employment and trap d
d Medplcay e tr osno etmhat di sabl ed people al
supports and health insurance i f they

stantially increasing SSI assefofrcmdt s
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to sacrifice family and e naspulsotyamennitn go pfpeodretruanli ta
heal t h catrer,masnudpdaomtgs and services. Thus, el

i mprove empl oyment and reducetpouéentiyyyrgtespt

i mpacted by multiple, intersecting systems of
peopl e.

Whil e policy changes have the potential to
changes alone do not challenge the institutio
produce these inequalities Iin thesfkiosat aplddace

creating a more equitable world requires a Di

2016), whic-bapuppbrss antuctural changes and

who are most i mpacted rhggssindrer(sferceaderrgi sk sd redns:
Hamraie 2015; Jampel 2018; Morgan 2019) . I nt e
Justice, supports collective |iberation and i

systems of obpk@&8)onByYJdJampevering inequalitd.i

unempl oyment at the i-etlkeniseictyongefden,sadndidc
together theories of intersectionalintty and sc
ul timately highlighting the multidimensional
the ways that entwined systems of inequality

di sadvantage.

Conclusi on
This study reveals stark inequalities in supp

intersection-eofhhndics alyi |l gepwderacaeand age. Under
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poverty and unemployment at the iIintersection
understanding how axes of stratification are
how power relations can be guahstorewmed Popdirceae
structur al changes need to center the communi
systems odpappiresisamniny ,a8Br d cHi, s d axrdii @/elnaotuisne di s

commumiatnide s ei magi ne care Byestamseesbaandubppbet
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Pettinicchio, and Patterson 2019; Palmer 2011
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Skinner, and Parish 201%;r oKkaoayana2l0®P®;t tlhinn dcsthr @
Of fice of Disability Employment Policy 2022;

2023b; Pettinicchio and Maroto 2017; Roehri g,
Shandra and HogaondD68bI|IThelsppe spwEeto@economic di
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fromdi Miedewbddr acdseudlstasseducati onal adt@ai nment
br oadeur als tofrsauacttho rass capi tali sm and economic co
and Pettinicchio 2014a, 2015), empl oyment di s
Mol oney et al . 2019, Parker Harris etbeal. 201
and Harlan 2006), the extra costs associated
2015; Lukemeyer et al. 2000; Morris and Zai di
policies at tlhev eltsatteh aatn dt afmasdidrmedeling saontoi noge cdoi s a
peopl e (Hal/l 2021; Maroto and Pettinicchio 20
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Whil e the relationship bet weeinngliisabwdlilty
establi sila¢ed oatlltehsesv els known about how socioec
di sabl ed and nondirmsatbil erda Ip slogsheebateea t hbewet | rssutbi t L
on Disability at the Universityt hsfd phevattd mpsh
documents poverty and empl oyment rates for pe
states (Paul et al. 2023)vi Dhiissretpwdy Wiyl lusen
data and using measures of poverty and unempl
socioeconomic inequalities. First, I document
Poverty Measur e, awhischa Hetnmidry 0sspmrvaxilmbl e r es
Poverty Measure by accounting for government
document estimates of unemployment wusing a me
out of wor&mphdymseeki bgt al so individuals who
|l ncluding individuals who are inactive in the
i mportant when -baassseeds sdinsgp adriistaibeidb eitmygs @a iveerc d g
dia®l ed people are disproportionately Iikely t
Hughes 2013; Office of Disability Empl oyment

Research that treats the United States as
more granul ar geogr aphnat ivearsa |l§ Moeoweelz hat atcute
becoming increasingly important to examine th
shift of policymaking power further into the
policy and polmbtaiccha |2 Oclednrt retdkatrcdteef(| G2 1l 9 ; Mont ez =
al. 2019, 2020). PoSkritge( L2028) ptumémplRROoOy®en:

Statistics 2023a), and disability prevalence
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hol arship on structur al abl ei
berg and Chen 2024; Valdez an:
conomic inequities téhartoss U. S
abled people. Study findings

sdtraitceh nldeabailgg e st stmhat eheorts

nempl oymentpehpt eearctraoissalslt ad e
ng the employmenthgoot cbimese am
society, particularly disabl e
andesdtucectswrcaloeclramgne £ tma qu
people across states and ensu
ment opportunities, economic
Socioeconomic Inequalities be
rongly linked to socioeconomi
experiencing heightened socio

variety of socldéecdbeanmnknimcs oL @:

nicchio 2019, Zh2d2MmMpsdm22a,nd20

Taylor 2018). Disabled peopl e
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Patterson 2019; Palmer 2011, Pettinicchio, Ma
empl oyment and BanntongsGbatsm@®db6andulHiged Stkham
and Parish 2019; Kaye 2009; Lindstrom 2011; M
and Maroto 2017; Roehri g, KI'ayman, and Robins

2008). State and fedethle poli oice®@iniognt e¢h dveeidl 4 & b |

people often inadvertenttyg bonbtdraawidgsabMaed
Pettinicchio 2022b; Stapleton et al. 2006) an
occupational advancement across states (Gross

ri sks of housing &#§d€h?2022ardu@lées; 2GFtBediar ot o
2022b), food (Huang, Guo, and Kim 2010; Hughe
Pettinicchio 2020, 2022a; Marot o, Pettinicchi

Brooks 2022)abarhang tclhoemnduind t y. Hei ghtened soci

di sabl ed preeoapclhei nhga sc ofnasrequences, including adyv
Hatton 2007; Emer son et al . 201 2; Honey, Emer
and asoed erisks for contact with | aw enforcemer
Drew 2021; Reingle Gonzalez et al. 2016) .
Despite federal edffacrtds stoc i medwaoenmdtidsocanvadI|qiu
|l evehigh | evels of socioeconomic disadvantage
Gould et al. 2015; Maroto and Pettinicchio 20
2022). The Americans with Disabil i tnidesi nmpcrto v(eA |

empl oyment rates among disabled people throug
have been declines in incemei poegerhg paosggeaioc-

|l evel s of materi al hardship among disabl ed pe
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ADA has especially fallen short in its goal 0
with declines in the employment rate among di
(Gould et al. 2015; Mar ot o anMarPoetta,i na ncdc hB roo o2k
2022; Thompkins 2015). When the ADA was first
among disabled adults was 30 percent, but by
empl oyed compared with 64 @tead cemd Pdt thiomidd cshaibc
Uu. S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2023b) recen
rate of disableddpeom d9adedper@eandi md021 to
but the employmednt tsatedafy dtsabl ¢édga behind
di sabl defwwdel passage of the ADA and far behin
nondi sabled adults (65.4 percent in 2022). Th
adults has @&etelne adxXxparbuiterd df remote work oppc
COVII® pandemic (Ozimek 24322pandewecehastilaé sGC
structur al inequalities and policy failures t
i neparious work environments and exacerbated |
disability community (Friedman 2022; Jashinsk

2021; Pettinicchio, Maroto, and Brooks 2022).

|l nequal i ties in poverty and unemployment b
often i naccurately blamed on disability itsel
stratification by disability oftemcogoes cunqgque
di sadvantage among di sabled people is wrongly
i ndi Wieddedflf erences in intelligence or ability

The shdvantage is subseqlLegttwel presumaedvi obabee
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and structural factors adbasedeerelcoobendci hnegua
and Pettinicchio 2022b; Pettinicchio, Maroto,
institutional, and structumal edet ehmrinnantsabdfe
continue to be blamed for their own disadvant

The interplay of several social and struct
socioeconomic inequalities between disabled a
2014a, 2015; Pettinicchio, Marototumnat Bobooks
capitalism and economic Hawetdurirneqoaahitibkbst ¢B
Maroto and Pettinicchio 2014a, 2015) as capit
and certain abiliti egpllearfgelny teixec |l uadbeosr o iosrakel
economic downturns disproportionabeliygharfm th
di sabled people (Livermore and Honeycutt 2015
di sabl ed peop!l eonamoed iafliscoattiioend otfo dihseabci | i ty (F

and the exorbitant costs associated with disa

families (Batavia and Beaul aurier 2001; Dr ew
202Mo;rris et al. 2022; Palmer 2011). Policy f a
based socioeconomic inequalities. State and f
empl oyment and earnings opportunld4aes2@QHaj!l 2
Mol oney et al. 2019; Robert and Harlan 2006) ,
di scriminate against disabled people (Jung, S
Parker Harris et al. 2013; Perttt iannidc cHairol,a nMa2r 0oC
set up administration burdens that make it di
support t heibreiencgo n(oSwihcwenwetlzler et al . 2022) .
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Swenor 2023) . Structur al ableism is entwined
capitalism, racism, and settler colonialism,
di sabl ed people, especiallyl dispadl enis pefopd gp m
(Lewis 2022; Lundberg and Chen 2024) . Prior w
education (Keefe 2022) and health (Christakis
Val dez and Swenor 2023),0 huntdemasrte nrde shheawr csh riusc
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The | mportance of State Contexts

Soci oeconomic inequalities betwedktanc umemtbd e da ta
nati onalbulteveexlpl ai ni ng st laé &eelgiun & teusa laint iuensd ear ts t t:
why state contexts matter both in gener al and
decades, policymaking powelrewvwalsssctho ¢tkeds @l bmn
in state contexts becoming increasingly salie
2019; 2020). As power is consolidated i nto th

become hyperpolarizedtal cogspdetriabtheim@gnestilb

acrotsates (Montez 2020; Montez and Farina 202!
with more conservative policy and political ¢
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being through government regulation and soci a

2020) .
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(Musumeci and Young 2017; Ng, V@attamdy s amac iH,ar an
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Data and Met hods

Dat a
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ti me, and the ACS disability questions from 2
The U.S. Census Bureau advises caution with wu
coll ection resudl9i pgandeomct h@hE£OEFDdDraeljy di g etsd
2019.

The anal yti c s ampalgee caodnuslitsst sa goefd wobrdktion g6 4 vy
individuals younger than 25 years so that mos
educational atdt adhmedtual 6 exeltué6d years given
outcomes among ol der individuals who are reac
receiving Soci al Security income. There is no
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resed hetanal ytic -sqqenp | ad ulot svowiktimgcompl et e out
Suppl ement al Poverty Measure estimates (N = 1
unempl oyment consists-agé ddel 09, b06tAé&6Uwbt &d
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consider a de s @ibih cdtelmeéey t orep@rt one or more of I

and | consi hemda sradd phaktnydregnpton © any of the abov
85



the model s, this disability variable indicate
bet ween disabled and nondisabled peopeeel Thou

characteri sti caprdixsyalfiolri tayn d eardvi evs dausal 6s posit

stratification, i ncluding abl ei sm.

St ate ofTor eesxiadneinncee .var i ation in socioeconon
Uu. S. states, I i nclude a variable for the sta
state variabl e, which uses the Federcahlemenf or m
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in the househol d), and the number of own chil
Met hods

8 6



t a

ou

es

first cal c

ithkedts to

tcomes and

ti mates ar

ulate descriptive statistics amon
d ddeiefsfse rwehred eherbet ween di sabl ed anc
covariates are statistically sig

e wepirgohvtiedde du ssiunrgv etyh eweACGgSht s, whi ch

effechmaskentdhe estrmpresemnabiagree| o u Iwtosr kiim gt he

St

no

pr
t h

w h

ates.
Next, I e
d unempl oy

g odds of

riable (1=
cludes sex
il dren. TDih
( )€ 8QQQi |
Based on
obabilitie

ti mate the
ndi sabl ed
edicted pr
e predicte
ereas the
empl oyment

empl oyment

stimate a series of logistic regr
ment . Equation (1) is the basic f
SPM and usmaesmpal dyment omomnfeadbnr gt &
di sabled; O=nondi Sakl eectaddof heo
, race, place of birth, age, educ
adeccait epaittdtey dbet ween di sabl ed an
I QQi GodHQQ

the model results, | calcul ate ma
s of SPM and unemployment for weac

absolute disparityeamddiisabl readat ia

people for each state. The absol u
obability of SPM or unempl oyment
d probabilitdgi dblSePdM pe o pine mpil totyimr

ri sk ratios are calculated by diwv
among disabl ed people within a s

among nbobhditsabhbhed. peoplreawet maps

87



visualize the predicted probabilities and dis
across U.S. states.

To assess whbeasheedr sdocsiacbecdanoymi ¢ di sparities
interstate variation in the outcomes for disa
matricesthdeatovwvdemst itmat absol ute predicted proh
unempl oyment f osrt ddeesealb | @ddt itpe@tpaddes ol ut e predi ct
SPM and unempl oyment fostahaeewail sabspdupeppl B, S
and unempl oyment between disabled and nondi sa
greater overal lbesngi dheacveen smmad lveel lor | arger ga
di sabl ed and nondisabl edr ipeep | deted thée @Ix aend thiema toe
the absolute predicted probability of SPM and

t hsettleevel @&ibspdmuittey in SPM and unempl oyment be

peopl e. | create heatmaps to display the corr

I n suppl ementary analyses, | run model s st
type and estimate the predicted probabilities
group (White, Bl ack, Hi spani c ncerrilcatni nen,diAsni a
Al aska Native), sex (femal e ani®dmaalned) ,miadgdel egr
adul thod@eldageand 55di sability type (cowarig,i ve, |

vision, hearing, and mhlettshiedrtee di sdbiaskt | esy t

di sparities in SPM and unemployment differ ac

Findings

Descriptive Characteristics of the Sampl e
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rkagngg adul ts in the Uniitbeudt iSotna toefs .d iEsxaabmilniitnyc
1 sample reveals that the most common di sa
rcent), mul tiple disabilities (5.33 percent
i ndependaemit! iltiivesng(4.i02 percent) ,careeari ng
sabilities (2.11 percent), and vision disab
Among the full-ag@emaldeal afs, wogmulsitng@ver half a
mposition of-etheisampl enbdycanaes tihddhti t6ed4,. 55

7 p8taekt 16i.80i4s ppaenriccenotr La®8snan 6r OPRPapefrcCe
| ander, ain&dmelr.i6c6a np elrncdeinatn or Al aska Native.
15 year s, and 80.94 percent of the sampl e
ucational attainment, 10. 05 percent of the
24 enet have a high school degree, 24.07 per
ve a college degree or higher. The majority

th an addrteonhafodme®l p married and 24.79 p
mily size is about 3 people, with an averag
e socioel®inpgni cutwed mes i ndicates t hpaotorl3. 76
cording to the SPM, and 26.87 percent are u
Stratifying the sample characteristics by
tcomes and covariates between disabled and
ople, disabled people are |lesBl ddkedrnd tAmebrei

di an or Al aska Nati ve. Di sabl ed adults are
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percentage of disabled adults were born in th

attainment is much | ower among disabled adul't
family structure, disabl edarardiudd sr alreet il wes st d ir
adults, and the mean family size and number o
compared with nondisabled adults. Examining t
more | i kely than monmdiogahlinednpd dwyletds tThhebe@ep ce

SPM threshold is 25.88 percent among disabl ed
adults, and the percent of people who are wune

ver sus 2 la.n8o8n gp enrocnednits abl ed adul t s.

Results: Suppl ement al Poverty Measure

Al t hough disabled adults have significant/
adults in all st-ateed uUuhempipgmehtddsabalbitye
ranging from 5.72 percentage poimtGal inf &My oima n
2.1 illustratetsdtarel mdiigs ptahnedtepireesdi ct ed probabi
the SPM threshold between disabled and nondi s
di sa-babetdydi spamicliuele iCal $PMr ni a, Nevada, FI o
Hawai i . Il n contrast, thébastadt es swiarhtikes $malS
Wyoming, North Dakota, Alaska, South Dakota, |

Figure 2.2 separately plots the estimated
threshold for disabled and nondisabled peopl e
people from highest to | owesPtM eTsherneatiess waindoen g

di sabled adults and nondisabled adults. Among
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being bel ow the SPM t hitlebs hpoelrdc ernatn g ens sftraotne sa rloi
Wy omi ng, Mi nnesota, South Dakota, Al aska, Wi s
2B29 percent in states |i ke CalMifssrnrsisa,p pkl, orNied
York, and the Diststi#&#teelf dofatIAN nrai.s Kish oaurgeh s i n
di sabled and nondisabled people, SPM risks ar

than disabled peoplethfmdnkenomaodiodaiBlf e S PMe o @in

percent in states |i ke North Dakot a, Mi nnesot
Wi sconsin, andilS©O upgeér dearktotian tot dtdes | i ke Cal i f
Louisiana, ArizoWMar k NeMawWaixi coandle®@eor gi a.

Figure 2.3 displays the sbherekbthibspadoicteil €
in SPM by distatbted ¢ It yrailawldd wdhfe bei ng bel ow t he S
di sabl ed people and nondi s absltedde epeclo pdbiasa®ldihlei tey
inequal ities in SPM vary due to the SPM risks
ri sks of disabled people are very strongly <co
= 0.97), meani noctrlreaats easa mdmMN rdii skadl ed peopl e,
among nondi sabl ed peolpdsed Tdies marsiotl iud = idn sAHM
the SPM risks of both disabled and nondisabl e
di sabuletds adr = 0. 77) than nontdasaedl ddspdui tseé6
are smaller in states with | ower SPM risks am

Figure 2amodedatatesr r edtadtteea | bdeilhsweebeinlt i¢thye
based di spari tsithde@ienl SSPPEUM artitlcsektske@t i re state po
I n other words, +shetmagnistpade tofeswiitnhiSPM by d

ovesbahle el SPMnritshikss sense, states with | ower
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ation Ildihaivreg simal p @v e IStPYWI idsi asbplaerdi ta neds nboentdw

e compared to states with | ess economica
ts: Unempl oyment

ere is substanti al interstate variation
er, |l arge inequities persiststakceasls al |
rni ttihees predicted probability of being une
e. The states wi tbhastehde dliasrpgaersitt iaebss oilnu tuen e

, Arkansas, Rhode | sl and, Marsd aMeaw s}otrtks.,
ast, the stabietta swg d hd it hpea rsintail d £ sitn du rse mp |
a, Wyoming, Alaska, South Dakota, the Di:
a, and Maryland. Unempl oyment disparitie
from 2®Boi58t peircedddratgle Dakota to 41.9 per
aphic patterns reveal that unempl oyment

of the United States and | ower in states

igure 2.6 depicts the predicted probabildi

sabled people across states, sorted in d
of disabled people. Though tiheke fier var
|l ed and nondisabled people, this figure
| oyment risks among disabled people than

ntage point differencd aitesumenomigoydmemrt |
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Figure
par it
di sabl
abl ed
graphi

ng dis

2.7 shows the codhtelecdt hbhsathatedy be
es i n sndEm@ebywbarop ladydme mte ri sks for
ed people. There is a strong correla
and nondisabled peopl est(@ree=eI|0. 85) , i
c patterns in unemployment risks by

abled and nondisabsedt peopTle pcomael

suggestatebvatl diasdkisparniyti es in unempl oyment a

the unemployment risks of disabled adults (r
unempl oyment risks of nondi sasbhdteedebdpfht e ns=
di sasbabetdyinequal ities in unemployment mainly
di sabl ed adults. ched fpadietnitvse sau@rgreslitattihan di s
ri sks between disabled and nondisabled peopl e
ri sks among both groups but particularly disa

Figure 2.8 portrays the corde&ati onempt oy
estimantteshe absolute disparities in unemploym
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Ta

ople. The correlation coefficient (r = 0.51
e sizestaft ewidtitsiprar i ti es in unemployment ri sk

empl oyment risks for the ertnicreethtadt st@d sl

erall unempl oyment ri-B&ksednadgi vrmparei tsimag |iem i
i sks, meaning that disabled and nondisabl ed
i sks i n more econonecciaflilcyalaldyv atnhtoasgee dwisttha tleosw e

ppl ementary Anal yses

tterns Stratified by Sex and Age Group
suppl ementary anal yses, I ebamiende dheswarnt e
verty and unemployment vary across other ax

bl esiAA22110and RL gubés ANn2. 9 gablips( Apge i

.2.13 and iRiQgui7dy . ATakenhn together, suppl emen

Xx and age group indicate that patterns are

c

| t siealged hdbiigh tftherenaesxe fsomef emd@ldes and ad

Examining patterns stratified by-bsaesxdr evea

i sparities in SPM and unemployment | ook most

d males. Additionally, whilel dewofel snemp ISFPWMme

igher among females t himans emhlierse q uralei tsiiese iorf

empl oyment are generally similar for males

i n SPMitrédetwseud It sdhiasdeillsiptainexs i n SPM are correla

i sks of both disabled and nondi sabl edtadul ts

empl oSytndetmet el <diasdeils parniyti es in unempl oyment
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unempl oyment risks of both disabled and nondi

are only correlated with the unempl oyment ris

find that more economically iagdparittaigesd isnt a3 RM
disability among females and males and small e
among males, but this pattern does not hold f

I n terms of stratification by age group, t
patterns of 1inter dtasstead VSPrM aatnido ru niempd iogyaneinlti td

age groups, though there is momduVasidalgedn2bn
than aduileds &Reddatd Yy eidtdo adwllitss mgeed MUbdDwer | ev
poverty but higher | evel s obfasuende ndpil sopyameintti.e ST hi
unempl oyment ar e geneurpasl Iwi tshiimmi |eaarc ha csrtoastse .a gleh
matrices for unemployment by age gr osupataer e si
l evel sdiasdeis parniyti es in unempl oyment are corr g
unempl oyment risks of disabled adults than no
di sparities may be smaller in states with | ow
grug . However, there is mor e enswancse of briyoena gtehieg n o
matrircessSPM oamong iédudirmi lagre dt @ 5t he main result
small er disparities in SPM between disabled a

SPM risks of both disabled andsnhernrdied aSIPEVd ra ks

However, the correl atiideln smaytgrisdieedeN@ftdiasialilitisi tay
di sparities in SPM are more strongly correlat
nondi sabled adults, and enhlkyewdalSIPM aarsrkesl at e
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Patterns Stratified by Disability Type

Given substanti al heterogeneity witshihneetehe di
estimatpeverty and unempl oyment var yA.by. di sab
and FiguAe2. 882 .S8bdtteald SRMtand udniefnipelroy ment

substantially depending on disability type, w
|l ower SPM and unemployment risks than peopl e

Additionally, geograpmhiionpatnt &PiMs amfd iumteenpd togy
similar for people across disability types, a
di sabled people overall. Supplementary analys
in SPM andenmntnhempdloy macross disability types t ¢
unempl oyment risks among all disabled peopl e

moreee onomi cal | ys tdatseasd vmaanyt afgaeerde poor |l y regardl e:

Di scussion

The present study provi debsasiendp ornteagnuta liintsiiegsh tisn
we-bkeing by examining variation in poverty and
nondi sabl eds tpaetoep |ITeh eaetk talree a f ew previous admi
document interstate variation in poverty wusin
esti mates among disabled people (Paul et al
these Bpablybesing new avidenor Dh poaversyatusi |
unempl oyment disparities between disabled and

variation in the SPM and unempl oyment risks a
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Aligned with my hypothesis for the first r
di sparities in SPM and unemployment between d
across U.S. states. Howktee el dasdlapdartigt ipad tier
SPM differ from gedatpemaephibcaspgednl8 parntiysi esa i n une

States with the | argest disparities in SPM be

California, Nevada, Florana,I| MMaiwana, wWeenesaset
the | argest disparities in unemployment bet we
Massachusetts, Rhode I sland, New York, Florid:
contrast, the ¢t ai eshmabavdd hdyithparsimaild €sin bot h ¢

include Montana, Wyoming, North and South Dak:
these more fequal 06 states, disabled peopl e ex

unempl oymenitvei sasnoetiasabl ed peopl e.

There is a common mi baseediepabiolni t yhaits i matqur
from di fifedevicdbsddilnogi cal or functional <charac
and without disabilities. I f this were true,
similar | evels of socioeconomic disadvantage

di ffeirren®RM and unemployment risks of disabl ec
study challenge theamiagenamphgodi sabtedi padp!
inevitable. I n doing so, this study contribut
socioeconomic inequity resultmsdf ¥ cedduedftfreurcetnucrees
(Maroto and Pettinicchio 2022b; Pettinicchio,

For the second resear ch (ubeassteido nd i slp ahryiptoitehs

and unempl oyment vary across states primarily
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di sabled adults vary across states. This hypo
mor e nuwanec eSPM outcbommeedDdsapatityes in SPM va
variation in SPM risks among both disabl ed an
variation across states in the S®PWMThsesks of d

int erstate varbaasteidondiisnp adriistaibeidmotme ualemmpeé loy mwein t

hypothesi s, witnhumwenmgegl oamematt i oinsks across st at
substantially | ess variation in unempl oyment
slight differences in the findings across the

of SPM takes into consddechudbngatgbdveamomigabl b
the respondent 6s entire family, whereas the m
consideration the employment statuwvaof athenr e
unempl oyment risks among disabled peopl e may
di squalify someone from many government assis
which vary widely across sfavek é€Grabsmaalgapl
Across botsh ddewteclo mieissdeids parntiyti es are more s
with the risks of disabled adults than the ri
contexts may be particularly | mpoeitraghtofi ndidsat
adul ts. The o&WPnvk matn dr iusmkesnpdf di sabl ed peopl e me
of residence because there are aspects of sta
example, Independenal LRehabi antdaVvVooat services
support the disability community, including t|
in access to the services provided through Ce

Chp Harrison 2023) and Vocational Rehabilitat
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Gar field, and Shattuck 20109; Rou x, Rast , and

policies, sucHhTlTeasm Meedivciacieds, alnodngSupports, and
|l ncome, are also | argely -tdersmgnaie beampd owvaget
people with disabilities. There iIis tremendous
di fferences in access to Medicaid coverage (G

LoRrRTerm Services an-an3uCpanmys Blaislkea KBemei ces (N
Young 2017; Ng, Stone, Wadt flaarsjuimegd o@h R 6 & b a O
2021), state supplements to SSI (Social Secur
array ofr ediastaebdi Isiutpypports and services al/l cont
we-bkei ng among di sahted peélaple28Crnosslomeycutt

and Liu 2009; Parker Harris et al. 2013; Roux
Shattuck 2020) .

I n support of my hypothesis for the third

hi gher overall | evels ofstsatcaaplecwaldenr at di gadsy:
with | arger disparities in socioeconomic disa
Similarly, states with | ower SPM and unempl oy
more | ikely to haSYRM samad |uwemrre ndp Isopyame niti ebse tiwe e n

nondi sabl ed adults. Howeev enta,g nti hteusdtea tod e dnai & ichdi n$
based disparities in SPMsdnrideeoueneimpibsekysmamd and
unempl oyment are not as strong as | had expec
findi@egondmitcal | ystdatseasd vaarngd angoerde unequal bet we
nondi sabl edcpromi eal bsydaatdevsa natraegendor e equ al bet

nondi sabl ed peopl e.
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Il n instances where states with higher over

mal | er -bdiseabidliistpyar i ti es i n these outcomes, i
conomi cal | ystdatseasd vfaanrteagpeador 'y i n terms of SPN
he board due to the adoption of more conseryv
afety nets. People living in these states ge
ccess to affordabl e chi ledcaanrde hooru spiunbg iicn etqgruaanl
naccessible infrastructure, which are all f a
ontribute to increased disability risks (Mon
arger disablesd pobustbtsoosalnsalesy nets | i ki
upports t @bottdht eirseadildkalntasnd nondi sabl ed. Di s
xXperience heightened socioeconomic consequen
ublistasse programs that vary across states
018) .

Situating the findings across all three re
bl eism and the i mportance of state sptodtiecy co
eyelnerate di sadvantage among disabled peopl e

(0]

e

20

sabeabetdyinequities. Structural ableism enco
rrent policies, |l aws, institrunsi drma,t sQysvtaemsa
ndi sabled people adverzdionablRPOR 3( ClKriedteaRIOR 2
24; Valdez and Swesned 20289t urals aibndqgqual i ti €
cioeconomic disadvantage experienced by dis
val ues deicsoanboiniictayl layndexpl oi ts di sabl ed peopl

2 2; Lewis 2022; Mar Bdtot iamidc dcPleitd ,i nMarcdti @, 2a8rRc
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erstate variation in SPM and unempl oyment

uctur al ableism is embedded in state conte
Policymaking power has shifted further int
er al decades, making state contexts increa

nces-bamagwéMont ez 2020; Mont e2z0 1a9n;d 2Fa2r0i)n. a
tes possess the power to either perpetuate
ks between disabled and nondisabl ed peopl e

eism deeply rootedsisn Up&®li csitad eand Umif g ttiun

is power to edwhetbdedi sabkadi pédaplmy aclc eiss a

nomi ¢ resources and empl oyment opportunitd.i
For example, states have discretion over d
ol l ment pathways for Medicaid (Musumec:i an
5). The most common enr ol | mentp pp aatnhdw aRyi |feoyr
6), which enforces strict asset | imits tha
l ity to work or accrue earnings (Hal/l 2021
', many st at esi tcehroioas ef otro Meed i caadidd ttihoanta |l a rce
se of SSI (Rupp and Riley 2016), a reflect
ei st policy decisions force many disabl ed

ortunithegy bektwuee Medicaid not only for h

EToemrgn Services and Supports, such as person
i fications (Meucci et al . 200dBgketwlhgrcd raaree
ered by private insurance (Musumeci and Yol
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Focusing on the role of states in the repr
notion that states have emerged as a particul
study also call s atsttenaeenlal yroaetti-haersaaiap oyrsteasn c e
woul d mask the consi derlmdbd eed hstt rer otgernaeli tiyn a quu e
across states that study findings reveal. By
unempl oyment disparities HetweemncdosablUe®&. antd
particularly wide interstate variation in SPM

this study highlights the socioecotnatme cl ewals e

Study Limitations

Though this study offers i mportant -biansseidght s r
socioeconomic inequalities, It is not without
data are obsewseatiomal ,asdsthessiyndangenly &p
associations rather than causal relationships
unempl oyment . Previous studies provide eviden
di sability and pove9;tyPdqdlGmerc h2 201)6.; Addmitsi a@roall
patterns stratified by sex, age group, and di

patterns are stratified by race because many

popunsatofo certain racialized popul ations. Fut t
and how patterns documented in this study dif
Anot her potenti al l i mitation of the data i

moved across st anags nrodc éhratvley baered telxposed t o t

residence |l ong enough for that statebeiomg.ext
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ship data (Fox, Glassman, an

mputed or estimated some

EconomitcatSiugm, emeinng PRNpt @

over the Official Poverty Me

e resources, adjusts for geo

and i mproves the pover

uch as food, cl ot hi housi

ng,

103



Th e

mar ket

suppl

C

b

e

d

t

er

u

d

resul ts documenstieends iitni vteh itso stthuedys peci f i
outcome measplerced itctadtl yl SPeM eantdedinemp | o
ment ary anal yseiA. (2s €&e aApdp eFA dgux 3e4sa DAl &s. 2AL.
uced the anal yisads Puosvienrgt ymeaansdu rl easlt dord f frfc
S were robust across different outcome
es are substantively sdlni laasr ffoorr |Qafbfarcif
vity and unempl oyment. |l chose to use S
asons described above, and | <chose to wu
e both individeal abohofareeiabtbgeehen
king employment but are currently unemp
antage of the I ack of gainful empl oymen

ther, this study dhdadesslc thoorts igievreesrta tgiantge tth

ji indti vifiedfumclt or s associ ated wit h-bckiisgbiilni t

dels, including sex, race, age, place o
and number of children. Howeveerc,i ffiwcrt he
s of state contexts underlie the vast [

ed and nondisabled adults within and ac
tation will explore quteasxtiontshdthadontl diut
ties between disabled and nondisabl ed p
state policy |liberalism as welrlm as st at
es dmedpSupmppdrttss.l i mitations, the present

contexts play i-mageck seEirmadauacrtdminc oifn edg L
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Il cy I mplications

Study findings can inform policy eddwoeds t
i oeconomic i 3¢etissteilreusc taunrda Ir ebdarrersiser s t hat c
ghtened socioeconomic disadvantage among d
unempl oyment between disabled and nondi sa
dings suggretss mbhat : popl) cgredafe consistent

constraining theowenrcroefa ssitnagt ep ogl oi vceyrmmankei nntgs ;p

that i mprove the empbeymgnspaocdf ecahbwmi amweyl!l

(3)
not

str

201
str
peo
pos
As

i ne

revise eligibility criteria for enroll men
pucs hpealvdmtty and unempl oyment . I n all effor
uctural det ebrarsienda nstosc ioofe cdo nscambiicd iitnyequal it i €
mantl e structur al asht |-hetd @senli, egwchliicch oper at es
Redusit#atteel diassedciloeyonomic inequalities
equitable policies across states. State g
icy environments (Montez 2020; Mont ez et a
| i ty staob ibl®istendt ei Wlequi ti es and combat how abl
pbhteies. However, the increasing hyperpo
8; Montez 2020)i rsugwre sa sc drhda,t redtt dtoatterse v
uctur al abl ei simmmmoov @rtloe i & daeiemeyd ddo mis cs avd |
pl e. Moreover, competing budget priorities
e challenges to I mplementing policy change
suckrattomore consistent and eduaistabl e pol i

qgualities in SPM and unempl oyment within a
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constrain interstate variation in state polic
mandates that require states to meaetl aderdt ai n

services and supports rawhechtbanvieagsi hegt w

whom. An example of a feder al policy | ever co
variation i AleMend iSeaivd cleean@nd Supports policie
and Young 2017; i Mg, o%2ocdMked 3 ;eayhudsvatHhaersri , and

Chidambaram 2021) by issuing fedaenrdl|Caoamamurmitteys
Based Services. Pl acing constraints on states
vari ast dmeeswlti oeconomic disparities between di
across U.S. states. No matter where a disabl e
same typgsalbiftphwigdrvices and supportsrto meet
f i niaanlc-bvee Inlg .

Study findings suggest that policy efforts
soci oecomeming wdl Idi sabl ed people may be part.i
variationbasnedi sabibetcygnomi c i nequeavliiotuise se fwiotr
to reduce the socioeconomic disadvantage expe
i mproving the employment rates among people w
have focused exclusivelyednpieonpl @eawhmg atrlee arct
mar ket without regard for the kinds of jobs o
di sabl ed workers in more precarious jJobs that
(Pettinicchio, Ma r alt or,e amidn iBmwm,k sp ®210i2c2y) ma kAd r s
submini mum wages. While several states have e

| egal in most states (Association of People S
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admini stration made executive orders that ban

di sabilities (The White House 2021), but this
wor ker st.hteGe memdous inter stladsedairneadualni tiinedi.i
unempl oyment, federal action is needed to end
across all states by phasing out Seceéegahl w4(c

sanctioning submini mumewpagaeas, amal ieay malcer pon e
initiatives focused on competitive, i ntegrate
the Office of Disability Employment Policy. S
fair and compeadapporwnvtu wiatgiess fgowvegqr owt h and pr
aut onomy amakidrecipawenr, reducing their | ikelih

Di sabled people who do not work also deser
afford their expenses and meet their needs. S
need to revise financi al el i gadbplla sy ecmpiltoeyrnean
earnings opportunities and trap them in pover
et al . 201 3; Stapleton et al. 2006) . Due to s
( Musumeci and Yoonuen,g an0dl 7H aONga IgStteoMu ReOthbsg | , and
Chidambaram 2021), a disabled person might ©be
another. The federal government should signif]

Medi cai-OUermoSgrvices and Swpgdarotms e mprndyInkintel i

el iminate spousal Il ncome from eligibidity cri
based socioeconomic disparities and i mprrove t
families, policies across both state and fede
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eligibility criteria and nearly insurmountabl

and public assistance progr ams.
The state where someone |ives should not d
unempl oyment. To reduce poverty and unempl oy m

nondi sabl ed people within and samerasd osti atceé ude
di sabl ed people throughout the entire policym
the needs of the disability community. While
di sasbabetdyi nequities ey bruegmdewisncgc easdsrainriii swgrl aitair
public assistance programs, or improving the
across states, truly redressing the socioecon
changes from outsi dms tthlkeati ncsrte atud i aamd swndgdt siyrs
Structur al ableism functions tOBmuaeihgmsp ®lIcioaioeans
social, health, education, and bu®ilnt wary svitrtad
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Chapter 2 Tables and Figures
Table 2. 1. Descriptiveibcdharacteristics
Ful | Samg Nondi sabl Di sabl ed
Disability Status
Di sabled (any dis 11.:(11.33 11
Cognitive disa 4.6 (4.62, .
Physical di sab 5.9 (5.94, !
I ndependent | 4.0 (4.01, .
Setbddiesability 2.1 (2.1, 2
Vision disabili 2.0 (2.07,
Hearing disabi 2.3 (2.32,
Mul tiple disab 5.3 (5.31, !
Femal 50. (50.51 50.(50.63 49.1(49. 45 * ok
Raed hnicity
Whi t e 64. (64.52, 64.:.(64.31, 66.:(66.09, *=*=*
Bl ack 12. (12.68, 12. (12.09, 17.:(17.16, ***
Hi spanic 16. (16.01, 16. (16. 42, 12.¢(212.74, =***
Asian or Pacific 6.0 (6.02, (6.4 (6.46, '+ 2.5 (2.56, *oxA
American Indian o 0.6 (.66, .t 0.6 (.59, 1.1 (1.18, *okox
Age (mean years) 44. (44.14, 43.!/(43.52, 49.((49.02, =***
U.8orn 80. (80.91, 79.:(79.79, 89. (89.64, ***
Educational Attainme
Less than high sc 10. (10.03, 8.9 (8.91, :+18. (18.71, ***
Hi gh school degre 34. (34.21, 32.'(32.91, 44, (44.28, **x
Some coll ege 24, (24.04, 24. (24.15, 23.:(23.14, ***
College degree or 31. (31.62, 33.'(33.92, 13.¢(13.6 * ok ok
Marital Status
Currently married 57. (57.27, 59.:(59.314 41.:(41.08, ***
Formerly married 17. (17.88, 16.:(16. 36 29. " (29.7, *oxk ok
Never married 24. (24.76, 24..(24.21 29.((28.98, =***
Family size (mean) 2.9 (2.95, 3.0 ((3.01 2.5 (2.54, ok
Number of children ( 0.9(.9, .95 0.9 (.94, 0.5 (.56, .I*x*x=x
Bel ow SPM threshold 13. (13.73, 12.:(12. 25 25.¢(25.79, ***
Unempl oyed 26. (26.84, 21.:(21.86 65. ((65. 74, *=*=x
***p < 0.001
SOURCE: American CoimMulngd)t,y &dié WtesyNRDDBDH, 716 .
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Figure 2.1. Mapedfdidspabitiey (absolute) in Si
across U. S. states
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Figure 2.3. Correlations between the absolute
SPM risk for disabled people and nondisabl ed
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Figure 2.4. Correlations between the absolute
sthteass5®PIM ri sk
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Figure 2.5. Mapedfddspabitiey (absolute) in u
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Figure 2.6. Predicted prdosalbiilliitty @fndb &i.r5g w1t
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Figure 2.7. Correlations between the absolute
absolute unempl oyment risk for disabled peopl
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Figure 2.8. Correlations between the absolute
absostultmaueale mpl oyment ri sk
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CHAPTER 3: STATE POLI CY DBASEBSUNEMPBPLOGXBENTT
I NEQUALI TIES: THE ROLEI BERABAIATBM, PMEIDCYAI D

GENEROSI TY, ANRM GE®RVI CES AND SUPPORTS POL

Abstract

The magnitude of disparities in unempl oyment
wi dely across states, highlighting the import
socioeconomic inequality. Howeveratetcoermaxns
underlie the interstate variation in unempl oy

people. This study im@tr9geAmanitaard rCommmihrei 2Y 0Bu
19,099,581), the State Poilsitcryat& vPeo ldiattiac sf rDoamt at
Medi care & Medicaid Services, Bureau of Labor
i nvestigate tshehtadodletsorns ismvemhapi ng unempl oy mg
di sabl ediasgatl ednpeople across US states. | us
year fixed effects to examine how state conte

i neqiueasl ibtet ween disabled and nondisabled peopl

policy contexts as well as speleirfim Sepuwliiceisesan
Supports (LTSS). I find t hasta bul needmpal nody nmeonntd i dsi ash
are smaller in states with more I|iberal state

policies, and greater all ocatitaomd oGo mBhaesierd LTS
Services (HCBS). Predschedosnmnemphogmpaotiegnr| i
generosity agwed tAi&Spexpendi tures put toward H

but there is I|little to no variation in predic
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nondi sabled people. Study findings can inform
aimed at all daisatdi mgnpd oyaneinlti i wequi ties acros

someone | ives does-bebhgdet eocauorccaeesss tahnedi roepspeolrit u n
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he past several decades, states have ga
i ng in the hyperpolarization of state p
and Grumbach 2023). As sumér,i ndree asdiarn ¢l
t in shaping oneds | ife chances (Grumba
ing employment, housing, transportation
2019). State e ndfexdiss aamli egcdu ed ego slhea pien teé
e, the state a disabled person |lives 1in
wal d 2005; Mc Manus et al . 2011) , heal th
t, aanndd Ldiitw@2b@0lJi)itey supports and services
13; Kane et al. 1998; Kayali, Johnson,

: Hoekstr a, and Bishop 2020; Meucci et

2017; Ng, Sto@eMalheMH®a meé eiig,t oaan @ 0QIbi; dar
Roux, Rast, and Shattuck 2020; Sevak et
are also differences across states in t
Paul et al .eo0023)i.n VEHill e tdaitseasb leexdpep i enc
ve to their nondisabled counterparts, t
se disparititsrswatd partatiuodmariy oi sabl

tes (Bixby 2023).

However, it remains uncl ear which di mensi o

ti ma
ri at

opl e

ted unempl oyment among disabled people
ion in the magnitude of umem@li syarhd retd d i

(Bixby 2023). There is mixed evidence
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characteristics or policies shape disparities

most find a weak or nonsignificant relationsh

of people with disabilitieuan@Bramndk Maz02D;16Go0 &
2018) . Further, most prior studies have focus
outcomes among disabled people, yet we know I
in empl oyment oubtlceodneasn do entomedeins adbilsead peopl e. L
regarding the role that state policy contexts
and unemployment | imits research -baansdedpol i cy e

empl oymehttiesesqaaross states.

The present study aims to fillsttdheee gglaps i n
poyidrivers of the vast interstate variation
nondi sabl ed people. M8dgi Agmedatanf Cosmmuhiet 086
19,099, 58 4 adwmilttanh from the State Policy and Pol
data from the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid
Security Administration, I examine fagwddi spar

dibslaed and nondi sabled adults in the United St

well as MediTeaimd Samdilcesgand Supports (LTSS)
study reveal that unempl oymentt edsi swiatrhi tmoerse blyi
policy environments, more generous Medicaid p

expendi tur esantdo waormalhemey Ser vi ces (HCBS). Furt
variation in predicted upnoelmpclyoylmebnetr aalcirsons,s Meed
generosity,agmfd LITHSe&S geéradents HCBS among di sabl

nondi sabl ed peopl e, suggesting that state pol
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empl oyment outcomes of disabled peopl e. Resul

emphasi ze home and community I|living for disab
all eviating employment inequities bfertavmetnhids s
study can inform the devel opment of soci al an
someone | ives does not determine their employ

Background

The I mportance of Broad State Policy Contexts
Understanding how and why state policy con
examination of the historical, structural for

the center of the policymaking m@r02cles s F(eGreu mld
constrained variation i n state policy context

we-f esourced, and coordinated strategies to al

(@]

policymaking powers,i mtes utl @ nlgan chs t dife dtygptee pol
contexts along partisan |ines (Grumbach 2018;
and Grumbach 2023; Montez et al. 2020; Thomps
state pol i cnyadceo nitte xstos thhaavte wher e one | ives can
we-bkeing (Montez 2020; Mont ez and Farina 2021;
and Kennedy 2001). State Ppeli ngytedmoviugbnmeht s p
policy domains, so it can be useful to conside

examining the I mpactseiofg s(i Magrnteep 02020 ;e sMaomt av:

Montez et al. 2020). Priorr riers esatrathe g ewietaH smadr
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nvironments that prioritize go-vernmen

being (Montez 2020; Montez and Farina 2021; M

Examining the importance of state contexts
mul tidi mensional relationship between disabil
influencing both disability risks asdbthetlyiv
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out put and income equality (Montez, Hayward,
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are supports (Barrilleaux and Rainey
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y contexts can serve as facilitators
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One of the most salient ways that state co

di fferences across states in Medicaid and LTS:
al. 1998; Miller et al. 2002; Mugstuome c20 1a5n;d Yo
O6Mal |l eMuSvamesi, and Chidambaram 2021; Thomps
Medicaid is more than just a health insurance

services that hedtpraddraees ngetglf mbmalsorgafl he

(Rudowitz et al. 2023). Though the availabil i
cover services related to housing, nutrition,
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of health and are necessary conditions for ma
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Differences in eligibility criteria and pa
interstate variation in Medicaid policy (Musu
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settings, such as nursing homes, as well as h
group homes, assisted |iving facilities, and
2015). The | atter sev+avnidc eCGotmprae érde fSemrve ¢ etso ( HL
There are three main components to HCBS: (1)
optional personal care benefit, and (3) optio
requirements and pr oupos & ae@B S utto odveerutoasiini égut a lo
2018; Mill er and Kirk 2016; Mus umec.i and Youn:
HCBS can include case management, health and

home and vehicle modifi cat idbhcel,o cnko nsneerdviiccaels ,t rs

empl oyment , dadyelsievrevriecde sme anlosmeor nutritional s
workers, and behavioral heal th services (Meuc
There is i mmense variation in the provisio
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Harrington 2015; Putnam and Coyle 2021).
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Miller et al. 200 2; Mill er and Kirk 2016). Th
HCBS rather than institutionalization since t
which determined that di sdlhleed empsdplreshavettlv
of their choice (Kaye and Harrington 2015; Pe
Kirk 2016; Putnam and Coyle 2021). However, t
with substanti aln itrmtee petratesntaagrei atfi emmch state
toward HCBS (Miller and Kirk 2016; Murray et

hi ndered by statesd #fciosnctarlo |cloinncge rpnosl,i crieesst,r iacntd
opti onalf MH&LBWBr,e whi ch wul ti mat el yi npsuttist udtiisoanbal leid:

(Ng, Harrington, and Kitchener 2010; Ng, Ston

The Bethwesen Medicai d aiheéi 8gci oeconomic Wel
Previous research has considered how state
care and service wutilization (Fabius, Ogar ek,
i s known regarding how variat idonLTiSnS tphod i géd neesr
shaped aspects obfeisnoge,i oienccolnuodmincg weerhpl oy ment . N

evidence to suggest a connectiobebeagwe€err Madn

aspects of Medicaid pol iicaeecso nmoanyi cc oonuttrci obnuetse. tF
di sabled people who receive personal <care ass
to another state in pursuit of career or educ

(Grossman 20Imd)t,i ngl ttihmdtrelgy olgiraphi ¢ and soci a
eligibility criteria for Medicaid and LTSS, w|

di sabled peoplebébs socioeconomic outcomes, suc
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enforcing strict asset ' imits that trap peopl
Stapleton et al. 2006) .

More generous Medicaid and LTSS policies t|
of fer a wide range of services have the poten
Medi cai d. Although financial aeti behefityacr es:
users from working (Musumeci and Y®0uMag |20yl 7 ; |
Wat Mssumeci, and Chidambaram 2021), there are
Medi caid and LTSS policiamowgthi eabmpbdopmept e
states have discretion overl nwhpertohgerram,o whmpd he ne
workers with disabilities who may not ot her wi
for Medicai d covdeircaagiddn Bhtryotge a m8i thkavMde hi gher e
among disabled people than states without suc
Unempl oyment may be | ower in states that prior
institutionalawsd iloinvinrog iomltyhdédecommunity i s &
pursue empl oyment opportunities but also beca
|l i kely for a disabled person to be able to ob
hoem and vehicle modifications, nonmedical trarl
(Meucci et al. 2018). Supported employment se
connecting people to job opportuowtn@sdi ablpe
people to work in competitive, integrated job
pay meager wages (Friedman and Rizzolo 2017).
extent they cover suppwgh edCERIp( Pryimedma s eand cF

Meucci et al. 2018).
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American Communin=y 19y 0wy 584A4Q¢ Shtee(edye da oMdii tch
administrative data from a variety of sources
(SPPD), Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Servi
Soci al Security Administration.

The ACS, which is conducted by the U.S. Ce

measures of disability, unedp¥iegecowdvhatr,i astteast.e lon
anal yses, | use the survey weight s-amreowiddidd sb
(264 years ol d) linredtr Unt ttelde Ss amelse t o this

respondents have compleetheod tyledai m eacheat iren ib e
policy | andscape changes and many individual s
al so excludkoi ndaprw ridnetdelrsst at e mowme N0T hlH5)X hei
these i naulvd duatl shawe been exposed to the poli
l ong enough. Observations in theyesam$pd 20®&H8 e d
The SPPD was compiled by Montez and coll ea
2022) at Syracuse University. Il n the present
policy contexts: statizOpso) i agdl| Mbéeéirradd xdimgas®a
2019). The SPPD also provides a messate&ebf Me
covariate in select models. CMS provides the
study: the percentages ogfoian gs ttaotweadrsd LHGESS .e xIp emh
from the publicly available Medicaid LTSS Anni
2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, Murray et al . 2021a,
Medi caid LTSS Annouratls Eaxrpee npdriitnuarreb Ryerpé@ eoir v e d  fwih

include information from state Medicaid agenc
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expenses. I al so srtelteyscewhna it ihaetses rtelpatr t sagtour e t
LTSS expenditures perssdeoé&olvresiaderst i nldi a&lag o ni
unempl oyment rate and the percent of a statebo

the Bureau of Labor Statistics and Soci al Sec

Measur es
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Di s ablihlei tkyeey i ndependent wvariable is disabi

variable based on the six questions in the AC
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activities outside the home such as running e

di sabled i f BheVemsepl oed pésthese questions a
all questions. The disability measure is code
Disability can be understood as a proxy for a

ssratification that are structured by abl ei sm.
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Covarli adaepsust for setviettemblvandatvteduah &ahd a
| ndi viiedweaM ar i ates i ncl ude seext hnli c=i tfgefngalWeen;t e, -
graogupml ack or African American,; Hi spanic or La
|l ndi an or Al aska Nat-boeh; pPphbacwdotiager {fictohlin
years), and educational attafifememgeHdgeswrsp dhanl
degree; Some coll eggheanhd Wbilegk dergltedeot hba
i ndi Miedewbddr act eri sti c® 1l i Ret koessearbvad yassy sp r o xhieeys
individual sé6 positions within systems of soci .
structure, including maefidrad ncseE agrosup Cumaent e
Never married), family size (number of family
number of children (the number of respoéndent 6
also account for an individual 6s veteran stat
related to an individual 6és disability and emp

| al so satdhjtusselv #oirates that may be associat
measures and the employment outcomes of disab
rate to satcicmee@londmrc characteri satge€Esa bBtatdpus:
popul ation receiving SSI to account for soci a
and availability of SSI in a st ataed.j ulstiemdc!| ude
model s. bBdjubkéeeduimbgel s examining whether the
unempl oyment depends on the percent of a stat
additional l ystadejeuest arfioat d hireel dt eaddt & TEBSd (1)

state has i mplemented Medi cai dexepxapnasni soino ns t(alt e=)
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tot al Medicai d expenditures per state residen

Al |l model s include state and year fixed effec

Measure of broadTetatseepsol bcpadoastaxespol i

continuous measure of the |iberalism of state
medi an score representing the overall state p
continuumhewherad uteis i ndi cate greater state po
state policy |iberalism score from the SPPD,

War shawés (2016) Dynami ¢tsdgf @hate PBelriuvesLithb

sthteel epol Thhe policy domains captured in the
abortion, campaign finance, cannabis, civil r
environment, gun control, health aond, wedldarr,e,

LGBT rights, taxes, voting, and other regul at
(2016) , policy |iberalism is the combirnati on

government

]

egul ation and welfare provision t

and | ess government effort to uphold traditio
personal autonomy, 0 wher eas palsiicsy omo nt sheer watl iu
economic freedom and cultural traditionali sm.
for understanding the impac& pbltbheesn{Mbpat ée

Measures of Medi daiad saneéxlamsBepalhiecy mpact
related to state Medicaid and LTSS policies:

rebal ancifThg ebmposste measure of Medicaid gen
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sed on the Medicaid Generosity Index- from A
t Generosity Index. This measure assesses t
ross multiple domains, i nuwleudiumg einrsc d me ealrio
e generosity of benefits. Medi cai d gener osi
verage but also the scope of Medicaid benef
I mi nated admini stg aMe dviec aiud .d eMesd if coai da cgeemsesri C
asure where higher values indicate that a s

amining state Medicaid generosity highlight

0g

op

rams havedlapgertoessmal beaempl oyment betw

l e relative to states with | ess generous

Whil e the Medicaid generosity variable 1is

st@at Medi caid policies, the index does not cap

Me

me

t h

di

gt

pp

caid that i s particul arbley nigmp orhtuasnt If arl sd
ure that assesses stateamsefhofBsotroofeb&
Il nstitutional services. To assess inters:
a measur é& af stlhheepser ¢te€B86 expenditures tha
al year. | obtained this measure from the
derived prf6idmareiploy tfsromh@M$roportion of Me
pauts toward HCBS versus institutional ser

orting the inclusion rather than exclusio

Met hods
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| first present wei ghtadd ocheadc d seprtetllle ebhbtret s
(202®819) among the full sample and stratified
use wawo fi xed effects I|inear probability model
unempl oyment betweddn edli pemlpeed amd ynarmdiosa t he
state policy contexts, including state policy

percent of Medicaid LTSS expenydearurleasg gfooirngaltl

policymeastegs because the impact of policies
gradually over time rather than I mmedi ately.
model s thgeahatag bwono | ag. Results are subs

length of the | ag, though the magnitudes of th

When including fixed effects in a model &es
out come, runmhiemagtas qordieslairngegarre spsrioobna b(iQL S)y r €
is |l ess biased than running a |l ogistic regres
Thus, although unemployment is a Banapecoatltco

case O0WwWi OhSstateeédhdcyeaard ufdiexesd ate fixed effe
confoundi ngstfatcd blasv a@lthevtalrement , and | include
absorb changes over time at the national |l eve
bweaxed ief fects to abs osrtbatceh athegweeslv eorv,e rt htei snee faif
did not i mprove model fit, the coefficients w
not always be estimated due to nonsymmetric o
incl uehegy sdratfeexed eh the models presented in t

Il first run models estimating unempl oyment

for state and vyeyaerar || atghgeend asdtda teea cpho loincey cont e
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model s. Next, | add an interaction term betwe
measur e. | t hen iamdd iuvitedcdara rti mea ewsectlonr tdhfe f i na
adjust forstthheexxevheaxrtioat ed. The s iandpjlusftivvadd tfwo m
fixed effects |inear probability models is be

Yise = Po + Pydisability; + f,state policyg._, + f3(disability; X state policyg_4) + X;
+ Z, + state FE + year FE

®w denotes the |ikelihood oif nbesdmd eyFeBeenfpé roy etdo f
fi xed Xerfeffeecrtss .t o timeae i Wlaedumdvla of at @e, whi-ch i ncl
ethnicity, place of birth, age, educational a°
children, anZr esfedres atno ststhdh evaeecht aorri atfe ¢ ,hewhi ch
t set ate unempl oyment rate and the percent of s
where the state policy context measZtmbksbs the
i ncl udesexMeansciadmd as well as total Medicaid ar
The primary parfameThirs oifntiertaeateisan itser m bet
|l agged state policy context measure examines
to variation in the disparities in unempl oyme

statwems.a lsaparate series of models for each of

1) Di sabbBtatg policy liberalism score
2y Di sabMedtgaid generosity index
3y Di sabPertent of Medicaid LTSS Expenditures

The first set of moeéedalse dexdd mipmas thew dins amielmp

states with more | iberal policy environments
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set of model s e xmard enck sd ihsopwva rdii tsiaébs liint yunempl oyr
more generous Medicaid policies versus |l ess g
examines hbwsddsdbspatytiesniatanesmpt ogmeput d
percent of their LTSS expenditures toward HCB.
expenditures toward HCBS.

After runni ngway ef isxead eesf fodcttswol i near pr obe
marginal effects and plot the magnitude of di
di sabl ed and nondisabled peopl e awcmre.ssl v@ll ate st
predictive margins, which provide the predict
each state policy context measure, conditiona

further plot the aveirlagtey, mawhgicnha Ip reofvfiedcet st hoef e

bet ween the predicted probability of wunempl oy
probability of unemployment among nondisabl ed
adjusted models stratified by age group, sex,
documented in this study hold aceadgsassbebdemode
with &« amelgtoiri cal disability type variable to
di sability types.

Findings

Descriptive Characteristics

Table 3.1 displays the weighted descria®i9ve c
among the full sample and stratade ead wlyt =diism bt

United States, 11. 41 percedtbyepbetAGS8vi dgsta
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sampl e
Amer i c
percen
born i
has | e

percen
c hi lidsr
sampl e

Rel
|l ndi ge
nondi s
educat
compar
peopl e
| ess |

nondi s

is female. An estimated 64. 65 percent

an, 16.09 percent is Hispanic or Latine
t is American Indian orenAl aosska hNatfiuMd. s,
n the United States. The mean age is 44
ss than a high school degree, 34.39 per

ol l ege, amd cd1.l2q8ep dregerete lbaveri gher. Th

tly married (57.5 percent), with 17.91
t having never married. The average fam
eear ound 1. An estimated 6.4 percent of t
(26.62 percent) report being unempl oye
ative to nondisabled people, disabled p
nous, and born in the United States. Di
abled people (49.12 versussd3ré@goytal ewt

i onal attainment, with 63 percent of di

ed with 42 percent of nondisabled peopl

have a college nMegdiercalbmlredi mdhepl e Rediad ¢
i kely to be married. They also report s
abled people. A disproportionate percent

vast eisspariesiti mated unempl oyment by disabil:]

di sabl
Fig
cont ex

policy

ed people being unemployed versus 21.58

ureAd. 3.3.0Ln the Appendi x show the inter:
t measures. In terms of state policy |
environments in 2014taregponmaftuby Choct
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waii, whereas states with the | east | iberal
gion plus I daho and North Dakot a. Examining
19 (Figure A.3.2) indicatuss Mellat at lle psto@t @sn
ostehweat Coast as well as Hawai i, Mi nnesot a,
ssachusetts. States with the | east generous
uth Dakota, Missouria, VGegrogia, BWdndsbBest ppC.
state efforts to rebalance Medicaid LTSS e:
at states putting the highest percentages o
egon, Arizona,s oNeaw, MM xsiccoon,siMi,nnaend Massachus
west percentages of LTSS toward HCBS incl ud:

rginia, Loui si ana, Mi ssissippi, Al abama, ant

ate Policy Liberalism

ble 3.2 presents results from a series of |
fects estimating unempl oyment as a function
del s, the coefficientstfiocraldiys ashiiglniitfyi ciasn tp, o sh
sabled people report significantly higher wu
se constant. I n Models 1 armd #2Z,& @ehhdrcihatdes ,n ot
ti matedpidioykheot w@memg di sabled people i s mo
an that of nondisabl ed people, adjusting fo

obability of being unemployed between disab

adtfuseg for I nditvitedeumdvl a rainadt eesh einn Model s 3 and ¢/
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the estimated risk of unemployment among di sa
points higher than that of nondisabl ed peopl e

I nterestingly, the coefficient for state p
across model s, but the interaction between di

significant, suggesting thatd the pebbabohshyp

unempl oyment varies depending on state policy
the |ikelihood of being unemployed between di
as state policy ¢titbiecalli gm afmtcer asctmewtsibreg f or
covariates in Model 4, I find that difference
probability of wunemployment are reduced by O0.
increase in the median state policy | iberalis

Though model resul relianeidc alti s ptamat i ¢issami lu

small er in states 't haetn vhiarvoen nmeonrtes ,| iebxearnailn isntga tt
probability of wunemployment by disability acr
di fferences are quite small and that there 1is

state policy $ableecd|l psmplaenonlgami nondi sabl ed p:
di sabl ed people, predicted unemployment range
i s highepser cteont6é2whleln st ate policy | iberalism i

preded unempl oyment ranges from 23.09 percent

23.85 percent when state policy |iberalism is
|l i beralism scores, such as New Jteo sltegyve Camalf loe
di sparities in unemployment between disabl ed
| owest state policy |iberalism scor&&jleguch a

158



t he

t he

t he

t ho

Me d i

ef f
abo

Acc

gen
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e

s smal l but statistically significant

di sabl ed people across |l evels of state
eralism of brogdlstcayt d ipcelriady scm n tnecx tesa
dicted probability of unemployment bet

only modestl!l y.

d Generosity

.3 presents results from a series of |
uensetmprhaotyimmegnt as a function of disabildi
the coefficient for disability is posi

ngadpushedf mobldel (Model 4), the esti ma

d people is more than 40 percentage po
all else constant.

coefficient for Medicaid generosity 1is
suggesting that more generous state M
l' ity of unemployment. However smahé . m&ag
nal point increase in the state Medica
age point decrease in the probability
tion term bet weexi tdy ssalbg d @ stdys sammidtla tMedii sce

ties in the I|Iikelihood of being unempl
s Medicaid policies. Specifically, dif:
d and nondedabye@. p8opkecantagedpoints

ncrease in Medicaid gestededialcyt,orasf.t er
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Examining unemployment pdpdstedomedbhsedve

there is

smal | but significant wvariation in p

generosity among disabled people but not amon

di sabl ed

i's greate

predicted

22.22 per

policies
di sparit
generous
among di
bet ween
Medi cai d

di sabl ed

Percent
Tabl e 3.
effects
expendit

peopl e i

d

peopl e, paerdestéedomnbtplhdymentent wh
st to 61.23 percent when Medicai d ge
unempl oyment ranged fgeoer @82i 6y perg
cent when Medicaid generosity is | ow
such as New York, California, and M;
es i n unemp lnooynndeinsta bbl eet dw epeeno pdlies atbhl aend s
Medicaid policies, such as Mississip

abled people varies by state Medicai

i sabbeldednpdeophed persist regardl ess
generosity increases, disparities in
and nondisabled people decrease, tho

of LTSS Expenditures that is HCBS

4

presents results from a series of |

estimating unempl oyment as a function

u

S

constant .

res that is HCBS. Ampbegmemntdebamonghd,i
more than 40 percentage points high

The magnitude of the coefficient fo

emphasi zing the tswereonngdirsealbaitliiotnys hainpd buene mpl oy n
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p

e that the relationship between disabi
caid LTSS expenditures toward HCBS rat|
gh the coef faigefi ebhTS$ otrhdthei peHCEBRLI S S
suggesting that states who spend mor e
yment rates, this coefficient | oses it

adni ds atbhi @ ggafeyr icTeh8 t hat i s HCBS. Findings

di sability and unemployment varies de
ri cttesnttaalg eL ToS S . e Ag d red i tadr el s tsitndges eolr 1 ndi
eristics, the difference between disab

nempl oyed decreases by 0.06 percentage

D
>

the proportion ofHCaBSs.t atne 6ost hLelrS Sw o
ties Iin unemployment between disabl ed
ing a greater proportion of their LTSS
epicted in Figure 3.3, predicted unemp
ateds LTSS expenditures going toward Hi
t hold among nondisabl edi peroiphepr é dir c w
yment across |l evels of LTSS spending o
cant variation in predioctgeei UMEBBpt bygme
anging from 57.63 peercteange unfe mpT DY meelnltc
HCBS is | argest to 62.39 percent unemp
HCBS is small est. I n contrast, predict
from 22.12 percealtl|l owha@tned hteowanrd eHCRBRS$ ei

ercent when the percentage of -bLalsSesd al | |
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disparities in unemployment are predicted to
of LTSS on HCBS, such as New Mexico, and | arg
of LTSS on HCBS, such agoefMisstsatses iLpTpS S eAxsp et nhdei t
toward HCBS increases, disparities in the pre

di sabled and nondisabled people decrease.

Comparing State Policy Context Measures
Di sparities in predicted unemployment betw
across all three state policy caomtvexdelmeasur e

across thgef peTE®ngoing toward HCBS than they ¢

Medi caid generosity. When state policy I|iberal
disparity in predicted unempl oyment bethween d
state policy |iberalicenmtage opveisnt, diheparity.a
Medi caid generosity is greatest, there is a 3
bet ween disabled and nondi sabled people, wher
there i s age&88p®iSntpedicemdarai ty. I find the wides:s

di sparities by disabialgeefyLa&B6o0osespeprdetares th
Specifically, the disparity in predicdplde unem

ranges from 35.51 percentage points when the

39.81 percentage points when the allocation o

Overall, model results indicate that wunemp
nondi sabled people are smaller in states with
generous Medicaid policies, and a mrfeaveerr dfoc
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HCBS. Findings al so suggest that state policy
|l evel s of unemployment among disabl ed peopl e
di sa-bakbetdydi sparities in unempl ogmensobontexvary
measures, the magnitude of -agear jaa@tuildars i mhcece
| arge disparities between disabled and nondi s

l i berali sm, Medi caid generosity, or LTSS expei

Suppl ementary Anal yses

Variation by Age Group and Sex

Given how ableism is entwined with other syst
mai ntain inequality at the intersection of di
exami nedamgitesatxi fi ed models. Thesasmodiedtsi coH <

bet ween state poli-tygsednireamnp| anmde Mti scibspaniyt i
group and sex. I n the Appendix, Table A. 3.1 cc
from téace] d udadndgd -asgeexa t ielise.d Afpdpdguwmde x A. 3.4 t hrou
pl ot the predicted probability of unempl oymen
context measure idhmongdati@ist agegaldd25 and mal e:

Agetratified models suggest that state pol
bet ween disabled and nondisabl ed p&odplaendi n si
ages$s644)5. Among &Addulatngd aaglébddt,xs5daddéerpmobabi hith
unempl oyment between disabled and nondisabl ed
policy | iberalism, Meadgiced aiLd SGenhbdrbdsi sy HCBi®Bd &

i nteractions between donstaebxitl inteya saunrde ,e alc hf isntda tt
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Me

dicaid generosity and greater allocation of

| arger reducbiases unedpsalhimentydi sipladr irteil east i avne

t o

un

t h

their older counterparts. The opposite pat
ber al state policy envirrednumentos slnase dis sadbii a4
empl oyment disparii6d4deselaammbinge ado!l t Beiageyodd

Sextratified models highlight how state pol

t ween disabled and nondisabled people in si
mal es, the patterrmshdl dd sipmrwhi ccbsr dins mielmgptl
ates with greater state policy I|iberalism,

rcentage of LTSS expenditures going toward |

ve a stronger associ anteingpn owinem tr ebdeu cweede nd ids ps

ndi sabled people among females relative to

riation by Disability Type

consider the heterogeneity within the disab
alyses -watdédgar muadlt idi sability type variabl e,
dependendarne,yviwnigsi ere,l] fheareisngv,erasnd muhlet irpelfee
nondi sabl ed peopl e. Il n the Appendix, Tabl e
Nt ext measuadpusted mbdef sl tgygmparing the re
Nt ext measuin éstygnofthobeempodblogiment by disabil
edicted probability of unemployment across
Results indicate that patterns do differ a

e main findings, the predicted probability
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people with cognitive disabilities as state p
of unemployment decreases as Medicaid generos
vision disabilities, such tlhagtmelndwarmomrge djir etad
Medi cai d generosity, but there iIis little to n
ot her disabilitaygefy msdsat eAd TiSISe exrea@nt ures th
predicted probaghlyistyablenmaamengopeopl e with mi
di sabilities, decreases among people with ind
di sabilities, and possi bdgre ncktirealsielsi taimoan.g Dlei
HCBSpenxdi tures may be most influential for pec¢
physical, and vision disabilities but need to
Di scussion

Despite ongoing concerns about the adverse | a
people (e.g., Paul et al. 2023; iPetrteiarsii ag@hi o,
hyperpol arization of state policy contexts (G
2021; Montez and Grumbach 2023; Montez et al

littl e attention has beenarpiatiides oi nt hwen esmplt ey me
di sabl ed and nondisabled peoilas.edThiine mptl wdynem
inequal ities depend on both broad state polic
Medi caid and LTSS. slkes, |l ilnéiwidthhmay hynepmphey me
di sabled and nondisabled people are smaller i
environments, more generous Medicaid progr ams
expenditures goimgudsionvg@ran HCB&S . r ®8lye fof st ate |
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reproduct i ebna soefd deinspalboiylmetnyt i nequal ities, the
inform the devel opment of social and health p
inequities between disabl ed and neoonndei slaibvleesd dpo

not determine their access to resources and e

Links between Broad St atBRasPed iEmpILdyreeamntl i Bins pe
Il n response to the first research gquestion, w

di sabl ed and nondisabled people varyag@eross b

adults in the United Statest,e fponldiicnyg sl irbeevreaalli s
associated with smaller disparities in unempl
people. This is consistent with previous stud

states with morerloinmemals {tMoatneé egolR20OCQY ; emMoint ez

Mont ez and Grumbach 2023; Montez et al. 2020)
protective effects of state policy I|Iiberalism
present sthuodw sdteastcer ipboelsi cy | i beralism may al so
empl oyment, particularly for people with disa
i ber al I f they support equality arsd amdl | ect i

government regulations (Caughey and War shaw 2
women of color with | ess education, are more
l abor market, such as publiccha®si anandatprogio
Given that disabled people are a disadvantage
wel fare programs, it makes sense that study f

particularly r &lienmvdamtg sf srugtgleiss grhaup .st ates wi
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envir odnnmeeamtisng t hose focused on strengthening

regul ations t RPdtaver esmatl ¢ ee¢ q wanleimpy oyment di spa

nondi sabled people, primarily dibyeenbyacapbpba
|l evel s of state policy |Iiberalism among disab

Though model results cannot speak to causa
mechani sms | inking the | iberalishmodd state po
unempl oyment inequalitisetshteamlei piossi bimienaeicbr
wor k shows t hat -reetlatteesd vaintth ddisscahbimiintayt i on | aw
Di sabi |l it ibeesf tAroet p(assBBA)ge of t he ADA have highe
people with disabilities t h2anl 5)t.atStsatwa tphooluitc y

is higher if states have moretdechbAuEdd i kati dwsc

prohibitingbadediranmiinlattiyon( Caughey and War s haw

foll ows that greater state polichyadaderal i sm
unempl oyment disparities because more | iberal
di sabmtiedyanti di scrimination | aws, such as th

di scri mi ntatdinsga baiglaiitnygs in the hiring process.

Ot her potenti al pat hways |l inking state pol
disability include policies related to educat
policy | i ber &l i me educccaotuinotns pfoolri ci es, including
(Caughey and Warshaw 2016; Grumbach 2018) . | n

associated with more advantageous educational
di sabled stu2@22p. ([Qir uzeateinaares! | mutedomes by di

to employment inequities between disabled and
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2014). Thus, states with more | iberal policie
therefore r-eraseed eddsadbtiil on gl i nequi ties may h;

di sparities between disabled and nondisabl ed

Il n addsttdimemelltoati on policies, state policy
sthdteda@abor policies. States with more {1iberal
term or temporary disability insurance, paid

generous unempl oyment compensation (Caeghey a
policies may be particularly benefrimcidals afbad ip
unempl oyment compensati dndupownatdqyir brgaasdi
are overreppagengepgdgobs ( Mawroto and Pettinicch
Brooks 2022) and more |likely to take sick | ea
family membe®B}, (Atbteapbi i 20&s related to min
di sproportionately i mpact the employment outc
di sabilities, thus connecting thbabebdedabkpsami

in unempl oyment.

State policy | i bertahleiametli fad rseo pacclcioaindg ss, fwlri c
particularly salient for disabled people as t
government assistance (Maroto, Pettinicchio,
insurance (Haltlat202®B). aAd onudm, the | iberalism

whet her states provide more generous disabili
coverage to more disabhlenhypdeplpet cHaIXIpl e@ti nalt h

greater state policy |iberalism and smaller u
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reveal t hbaats eddi suanbeinipiltoyy ment i nequalities not o
contexts but also policies related to Medicai
Links between Medicaid -Based TE@pIPoy memntsDI&s pa |
Il n response to the second research question,
bet ween disabled and nondisabled people vary
wor kagngg adul ts in the United StMetde sc,ainido dgeeln erreos
and greater allocation of state LTSS expendit
unempl oyment disparities between disabled and
with state policy Iliolyerealti 9m, morfei mentshdti viened
Medi caid and LTSS policies among disabl ed peo]
Esti mates of predicted unempl oyment vary acro
peragoaft LTSS that is HCBS for disabled peopl e,
predicted unempl oyment across these state pol
These findings suggest that st artte fMerditclaee d LT
empl oymend wofutdcdiosmebl|l ed peopl e.

The American health insurance system has p

healthcare but also employment among disabl ed

unable to abasesd kRempl Dlyeirnsurance, age among |
often i nadequateofdhockeheexprasds, aoe pudhibit
As such, many disabled people must rely on pu

which vary widely across sttaueg QGLISsmanmnt 2035
variation in income eligibility criteria for

generous Medicaid policies have small er unemp
169



nondi sabled people. The substanti al interstat
Medi caid can constrain earnings and savings a
empl oyment (Musumeci and Young Q&OMarl;l eNyg , WaStttosn,
Musumeci, and Chidambaram 2021) . States with
more disabled peopl e t oswotrki wiindroudpgdceratrs odn ¢
(Pettinicchio, Maroto, and Breckhsomh0D22put Mame
states that i mplemented Medicaid expansion (H

2021; Zewde and Wimer 2019). For example, sta

i mproved | abor force par talcli peatt iaoln. a2noln7g) .d i Esnap
outcomes may be better for disabled people in
have wider income eligibility criteria becaus
woul d render tMeamciandal iiqi Blteatfeder with | ess gen

Whil e dbassadd|ldityparities in predicted unemyj
values of all three state policy context meas
the pegetehTSS expenditures allocated-bacswar d H
unempl oyment disparities occurring when the p
toward HCBS is greatest. I n ot her wS disn, find

favor of HCBS may be emgediapadryi tiimporitmnandmpl

di sabled and nondi sabled people. Allocating m
home and community | iving over institutional.]
inclusion of dceabyedi pelopdiengni s the | abor f

Though many LTSS users are not employed be

being eligible for Medicaid (Musumeci and Youl
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Chapter 3 Tables and Figures

Table 3. 1. Descr i ptldlyed6écdh B(reaxcctl eurdiisntgi cisn toefr sat daut

Full Samp Di sabl ed Nondi sabl

(%) 95 % C (%) 95 % C (%) 95 % C
Di sabl ed 11.4 (11.39,
Femal e 50. 1 (50.58 49.t (49.5, 50.7 (50.71 ok
Raed hnicity
Whi t e 64.€¢€ (64.61, 66.1 (66.1, 64.¢ (64.41, *=*=x
Bl ack or African 12.7 (12.7, 17.2 (17172.,3 12.1 (12.11, =***
Hi spanic or Lati 16.C (16.06, 12 (12.73, 16.%&t (16.48, **=*
Asi an or Pacific 5.8 (5.86, 2.5 (2.53, 6.3 (6.29, Foxox
American | ndian 0. 6! (.667) 1.1: (1.17 0.6 (.59, * %%
Born in the United 81.: (81.17, 89.7 (89.7, 80 (80.06, **=*
Age (mean) 44 . (44.3 49.1 (49.1 43.€¢€ (43.68, **=x*
Educational Attain
Lesshtbganschool 10.1(10.09, 18.¢ (18.77, 8.9: (8.96 * ok %
Hi gh school degr 34.¢4 (34.46, 44.¢ (44.39, 33.. (33.17 ok
Some coll ege 24.1 (24.12, 23.1(23.09, 24.2 (24.25 *ok ok
Coll ege degree o 31.2 (31.23, 13.¢t (13.47, 33.%t (33.51 * oKk
Mar it al Status
Currently marrie 57.! (57.47 41.2z (41. 21 59.ft (59.55 *ok ok
Formerly married 17.¢ (17.89 29.€¢€ (29.56 16. (16. 38 *oxox
Never married 24. 5 (24.55 29.C (28.99 24 (23.97 *ox %
Family Size (mean) 2.9t (2.96, 2.5. (2.54 3.0 (3.02, *oxox
Number of Children 0. 9. (.91, 0.5 (.566) 0.9 (.95, * %%
Vet er an 6.2 (6.18, 9.9 (9. 86, 5.7 (5.7, & ***
Unempl oyed 26. € (26.59, 65.7 (65.67, 21.&t (21.55 *ox %

***p twaOttedt s) .

SOURCE: American (C»0®@Ind)t,y &dig WtesyNaged 9
NOTE: Weighted sample characteristics a
specified in the table. The 95% confi de
| usetdaithiweodt s t o test whether there 1is
covariate and outcome measure between d
Suppl ement al Poverty Measur e. Cl = Conf
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Tabl e 3waz. fliwoeed effects | inear probability

and state policy I|liberalism
M1 M2 M3 M4
b (SE; b (SE: b (SE; b (SE;

I ntercept 2612 (.00 .2609 (.00 .1394 (.00 .1231 (.01
Disability (1 = di 4411 (.00 .4415 (.00 .3776 (.00 .3776 (.00
State policy |iber ooo0:(.00 .0001 (.00 -~.0002 (.00 -~.0015 (.00
Disability T State -. 0026 (.00 -.0020 (.00 -.0020 (.00
Sex (1 = female) .1103 (.00 .121203 (.00
Raed hnicity (refert

Bl ack 0451 (.00 .0451 (.00

Hi spanic/ Latine -. 0157 (.00 -.0157 (.00

Asi an olrslIParcddr ¢ .0353 (.00 .0353 (.00

American I ndian 0827 (.00 .0826 (.00
Pl ace of bbartrh) (1 0173 (.00 .0173 (.00
Age (years) 0035 (.00 .0035 (.00
Education (referen

Hi gh school degr - 1294 (.00 1294 (.0

Some coll ege . 1948 (.00 1948 (.00

Coll ege or more . 2487 (.00 2487 (.0
Marit al St antaursr i(erde

Formerly marriec .0085 (.00 .0085 (.00

Never married .0616 (.00 .0616 (.00
Family Size .0155 (.00 .0155 (.00
Number of Children -. 0165 (.00 -.0165 (.00
Vet er an .0414 (.00 .0414 (.00
State unempl oyment .0049 (.00
Percent receiving - 0087 (.00
State population t .0000 (.00O
R? .1028 .1028 . 1527 1528

***p < 1 @0t e@dt W
SOURCE: American Coifmulnd)t,y &dig WtesyNa Le0d B

NOTE: State policy I|iberalism is | agged
effects. State unemployment rate I s mea
work. SE = Standard Error. SSI = Suppl e

192

mo



Tabl e 3wald. fliwoed effects | inear probability
and Medicaid generosity index
M1 M2 M3 M4
b (SE) b (SE. b (SE: b (SE
Intercept 2755 (.00 .2732 (.00 .1522 (.00 .1182 (.00
Disability (1 = di 4410 (.00 .4589 (.00 .3949 (.00 .3951 (.00
Medi cai d generosit o003 (.00 -.0002(.00-0002(.00-0001¢(.00
Disability T Medic - 0003 (.00-0003¢(.00-0003¢(.00
Sex (1 = female) 1107 (.00 .1108 (.00
Raed hnicity (refel
Bl ack .0390 (.00 .0390 (.00
Hi spanic/ Latine -.0173 (.00 -.0173 (.00
Asi amamwirfic | sl a .0348 (.00 .0348 (.00
American I ndian .0841 (.00 .0840 (.00
Pl ace of bbartrh) (1 .0163 (.00 .0163 (.00
Age (years) .0036 (.00 .0036 (.00
Education (referer
Hi gh school degr 1281 (.00 1280 (.
Some coll ege 1939 (.00 1938 (.00
Coll ege or more 2470 (.00 2470 (.
Marit al St amaursr i(erde
Formerly marri ec .0045 (.00 .0045 (.00O
Never married .0568 (.00 .0568 (.00
Family Size .0139 (.00 .0139 (.00
Number of Chil dren -.0165 (.00 -.0156 (.00
Vet er an 0353 (.00 .0353 (.00
State unempl oyment .0059 (.00
Percent receiving - 0093 (.00
State population t .0000 (.0O
R? . 1057 . 1057 . 1562 1562
***p < 1 Q0L e@t w(
SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WitesyNa Le0d B
NOTE: Medi caid generosity is |l agged by
effects. State unemployment rate I s mea
work. SE = Standard Error SSI = Suppl e
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Tabl e 3wvady. fliwoed effects | inear probability
di sability and % of LTSS that is HCBS
M1 M2 M3 M4
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)

Intercept . 2694 (.00 .2647 (.00 .1449 (.00 .1282 (.00
Disability (1 = di .4411 (.00 .4804 (.00 .4073 (.00 .4076 (.00
% of LTSS that is - 000:(.00 .0000 (.00 .0000 (.00 -.0001(.O0O
Disability T % of - 0008 (.00 --.0006 (.00 -0006 (.00
Sex (1 = female) 1106 (.00 .1107 (.0O
Raed hnicity (refer

Bl ack .0393 (.00 .0390 (.00

Hi spanic/ Latine -.0174 (.00 -.0173 (.00

Asi an olrslIParcddri c .0347 (.00 .0348 (.00

American I ndian .0843 (.00 .0842 (.00
Pl ace of bbartrh) (1 .0163 (.00 .01263 (.00
Age (years) .0036 (.00 .0036 (.00
Education (referen

Hi gh school degr 1279 (.00 1280 (.

Some coll ege 1938 (.00 1937 (.00

Coll ege or more 2471 (.00 2469 (.
Marit al St amaursr i(erde)

Formerly married 0046 (.00 .0045 (.00

Never married 0567 (.00 .0568 (.00
Family Size 0140 (.00 .0139 (.00
Number of Children 0156 (.00 -.0156 (.00
Vet er an 0353 (.00 .0354 (.00
State unempl oyment .0058 (.00
Percent receiving - 0117 (.00
State population t .0000 (.0O
St ate Expanded Med - 0034 (.00
Medi eapdndi tures p .0000 (.00O
LTSS expenditures .0000 (.0O
R? .1057 .1058 . 1563 . 1563
**p<.01; **tpitked0B). (two
SOURCE: American Coifrulngd)t,y &dig Wtest Na Reddd 8
NOTE: Percent LTSS that is HCBS is | agg
fixed effects. State unemployment rate
out of wor k. SE = StTaenrdna rSde rEvrircoerd.C BLATAS-SS k
and ComBhasned yServices SSI = Suppl ement a
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Figure 3. 2. Predicted unemployment for disabl
generosity
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CONCLUSI ON

Despite the heightened disadvantage experi
outcomes, including dispar idtoihens oinn 2l0&dl;t H eamrzd
Krahn, Wal k®rAr awnjdo CH0 Ir=®;a Meade, Malkemoadi , ano
2022; Shandra 2018), exposuMeshe 2eVoBrheBe at i o
Chapman, and Carey 2014,; Bi xby, Bevan, and Bo
Gonzalez et al. 2016), and risks bfvecmoobai an
Honeycutt 2015, Maroto and Pettinicchio 2019,
2019; Pettinicchio, Maroto, and Brooks 2022,

overl ooked within the ferlrdesosdarsolti andgyolaiscw

related to advancing equity and social justic
sociologists of disability to treat disabilit
understandi hgohhefrepeqgqdatity (Brown, Mar ot o,
and Shifrer 2019; Napl es, Maul din, and Dill aw

guantitative mephedentmaaivenashulryey data from
Survey, anglt dattoalyi pomidi afdmi ni strative data sou
provides new evi deeaaxced omno dhioawe ada rs@rhii d tatgnee qu i t i ¢

adults in the United States var yt aatcer ogseso girnatpehry

and state policy contexts.
I n the first chapter, I heed the calls to
intersectional analyses of inequality (Brooks

Frederick and 8hoihfnrseorn 22001291;; Hwarn&ttd 9and yP e@trtoivn
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rich descriptive evidence of disparities in S
intersection of -edihsa keii ltiyt, y ,angle mdyeer., Frianadd ngs u
socioeconomic disparities at ttilen,i ntidrhs eatritarc
hei ghtened socioeconomic disadvantage among d
across age groups. Findings emphasi ze the nee
and Mobley 2019; Cr ennsgh amo wi 9n8udl)t ifpolre ,u nednetrwsitnaend
oppr e&swicdn as abl eism, racimum,t sarexowssn,y anpme ragte
mai ntain intersectional i njustices. I di scuss
Pettinicchio, anmenPaetdt eirns otnhi2sO 1cOh)a pdtoecru i n t he
di sability, ableism, and inequality (e.g., Br
Pettinicchio, Maroto, and Brooks 2022). This

structurtaol ntihtainggaetse i nter secti onal socioeconon
interlocking systems of oppression that produ

The second chapter advances understanding

structuralstaadl d@ylsehvo@lumehéeéi ng substanti al var.i
inequities by disabil it ybasced sdi sUp aSr.i tsiteast eisn S
Poverty vary across states among -baséddi sabl e
unempl oymenti dsspyary across states primarily

adults. Finding®calnoomirceaveddytl aatddvsaatntteamd et o be mc
bet ween disabled and nondi sablosad peaples. 1 In di
based socioeconomic disparities in the contex
and |l ezzoni 202 3; Keefe 2022; Lewis 2022; Lun

2023) . Il n doing so,abll ehisgnhliisg retmbleaw edt ri inc tsu rad
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either intentionally or inadvertently exclude
economic resources, |l eading to interstate var
and unempl oyment among di sarbil &tdi arduilnt st lmes svied e
di sparities in these outcomes between disabl e
attention to the need for resddarseld amdipelciony
inequities acrossddEe®olcsitaalt easn da nsdt rruect ur al bar
particularly harmiiheitnige ofodiicabdd ramipe owe lel. T
second chapter | ay the groundwork for the ana
state pol icybidlanistedr soof odconomic inequalities
The third and final <chapter obfageid sdids pasreirt
in unempl oyment vary across broad state polic
Medi cai d-Tandh Sengices and Suppempsoyhkmendi ngs
di sparities between disabled and nondisabl ed
|l i beral overall state policy environments, mo
all ocati-Denr mfSdromigces and Supdpodeotnde Emmeaodi t yr e
Based Services rather than services provided
policies that emphasize home and community | i
peopl e may be pargadtciud cp rhll ays eudsiedfiiugl y afroirt ineist ii n u
This chapter builds on I iterature emphasi zing
we-bkeing (Grumbach 2018; Mont ez 2020; Mont ez a
and higoWwighéessoci-meicrogoonfi cdiwedlbl ed peopl e is
variation in state policy contexts, including

|l omge@rm care policies (Barrilleaux gndSRaneey
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1 ¢ yfmark epsl t o devel op and enforce consi s

A

oneds state of residence does not det
C resources.

n together, the findings across the th
ng disabil it ysoacsi calno gaixciasl orfe ssetarracthi foinc ai
ication by disability too often goes u
trope of human disqualification, 0 mea
ed ansf ear inoarrikteyr (oMi tichel |l and Snyder 200
s disrupt this pernicious mischhaaxedptio

onomic inequalities are natsravi oenceaee

dbhzaadd |l sdyi oeconomic inequities result f

dv a

ntageo (Maroto and Pettinicchio 2022),

ism, racism, sexismtieaandagephaelmd {Thes®o0ciy

dv a

ctu

ntage experienced by disabled peopl e.

ral contexts give rise to socioeconomi

| es taatt et peay elnlga p aa tthtiozsnttaitoen ptool i cy cont ext s

xacer bbhaxrediismegdiittiyes within and across ¢

Paying attention to disability in relation
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Nt now than ebasethesociceoetdNbmodmi di ismabdqgul:
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and policy failures that have exacerbated alr
the disability community (Friedman 2022a, 202
and Lukk 2021; Pettinicchio, NM@&rsotcontamdeBr éda
protect marginalized communities has |l eft dis
including increased unempl oyment and economic

Pettinicchio, and Lukker2,023t)qgt tf,ooand nBleiclulriigs

Ciciurkaite and Brown 2023), housing insecur.i
(Cochran 2020). The pandemic also continues t
instituti onmse etavenef anieleedds tod t he millions of p
joining the ranks of the disability community

As much of the country celebrates the Bide
heal th emergency statcwmd lied dipreitrug n2 Q@ 23 namdnatl h
left in a state of cri s-$©ntiaigt hemi t ktiesrans el asid
services and supports through Medicaid becaus
change that resulted from the pandemic was th
somet hing disabl eddgeiqgpIfeorh alveec aldeeesn tdberha t t | e
increasing number of empl oyeamsamplt emeatteongi ngt
of fice mandates (Miranda 2023; Ozimek 2022),
people continue to bear -LiBeabduwitl bflithkel ymph
term health (Akoburkbdoboeeg-VeManmnfee28d; BCown 20
Turk 2021) and socioeconomic consequences (Fr
Pettinicchio, and Lukk 2021) of the pandemic

do not pay attention tobasvwedssocacovoecahonhrcven
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I n this dissertation, I provide new insigh

tructur al inequities between disabled and no
nd al | ev tbaatsee dd ii sneelgiuliittiyes-benngscat/Jo&comrdmmite swe
olicy contexts, state and fededpargoveramewnt:

mpacted by multi @liee dyhetiegmpodfi ciynaqualpiotly t i c

hat disabl ed s otearbeaerrs amd dcemmumigt yand meanin

evel opment of research, policy, and advocacy
ocioeconomic inequalities between disabled a

For too |l ong, the pervasive exclusion of d
as |imited undebasseaddd ngi wdc anemibd liinegqual it.i
otion that socioeconomic disadivmetiatgab laeno nAs

xisting policy efforts have | argely disregar
ndi Miedeubddr act eri stics of disabled people to n
mbedded with struncead rfadr arbd redissra balnedd dpeesa pgl e .
econstructs t hbead ede apatbhati tiyn e gsu anlaittuyr a l or in
ew evidence on the str-baetsedabodebecmhoantsi o
articdlasegrthtson describes how structures o
acism, sexism, and ageism, can produce inter
hat s hapghe skids asloicliiotexconomi ¢ i nmygkear 9t ia&rmsd Res

ractitioners must be attuned to structur al i

nd work together to dismantle the policies,
bl ei sm. I n its wake, fwoestrmeurstc orlelientatgiivnee ascycsetses
dvance disability and economic justice for t
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APPEIKEIS

APPENDI X A: SUPPLEMENTAL MATERI ALS FOR C
Table A.1. 1. Group Sample Sizes at the I ntersi
Sampl e Sampl e
Age Gr ddd: Age Gr dausd:
Nondi sabl ¢ Nondi sabl ¢
Me n Me n
Whi t e 2,502, Whi t e 3,054,
Bl ack 362, 79 Bl ack 320, 32
Hi span 339, 37 Hi span 172,56
AP 70, 00 ¢ API 29, 88¢
Al AN 35, 45¢ Al AN 29, 677
Wo me n Wo me n
Whi t e 2,515, Whi t e 3,248,
Bl ack 391, 91 Bl ack 380, 08
Hi span 351, 65 Hi span 191,57
API 68, 6714 API 31, 20:
Al AN 36, 12¢ Al AN 33, 45¢
Di sabl ed Di sabl ed
Me n Me n
Whit e 222, 39 Whit e 593, 69
Bl ack 55, 517z Bl ack 114,63
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Al AN 5,594 Al AN 12,68¢C
Wo me n Wo me n
Whit e 199, 42 Whit e 568, 62
Bl ack 46, 35¢€ Bl ack 132, 38
Hi span 29, 75¢ Hi span 47, 97E€
API 2,789 API 3,505
Al AN 4, 744 Al AN 12, 731
SOURCE:-22D®98American Commonnt §d Sibrdsy egNg et . 85

16,307, 974.
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Table A.1.7. Peage nAduylet ©ofi Wotrlkke ngni t ed
Poverty Level (based on the Of4feitdinalci Py
and Age

Nondi sabl e Di sabl ed
Age Gr odudp 2
Me n
Whi t e 6.5 (6. 54, 22.%t (22.28, **=*
Bl ack 14. ¢ (14. 64, 31. (30.94, **=*
Hi spanic 10. ( (9. 89, 24.¢ (24. 2, * ok
API 6. 3 (6. 08, 15. (13.49, **=*
Al AN 20. ¢ (20. 26, 33. (31.38, **=*
Wo me n
Whi t e 9. 8 (9. 8, 9 30.t (30.25, *=*=*
Bl ack 23 . ¢ (23. 75, 4 4 (43.86, ***
Hi spanic 16 (16. 62, 35. 2 (34.49, *=*=*
API 7.7 (7.5, 8 19. (17.51, *=*=*
Al AN 26. : (25.58, 4 3. (41. 15, *=*=*
Age Gr deus:
Me n
Whi t e 5. 2 (5. 25 19.1 (18.97, *x**
Bl ack 13.¢ (13.51, 33.%t (33.14, **=*
Hi spanic 8.9 (8. 78, 26. ¢ (25.83, *=*=*
API 5. 4 (5. 009, 16.¢ (15.06, ***
Al AN 16. ¢ (16. 36, 31.¢ (30.34, **=*
Wo me n
Whi t e 5.9 (5. 95, 23.¢ (23.26, **=x
Bl ack 15.¢: (15.11, 37. ¢ (37.28, ***
Hi spanic 11.:.: (10.97, 32.2z (31.7, * ok
API 5.9 (5.59, 21.:2 (19.42, *=*x
Al AN 17.!' (16. 91, 37.1 (35.91, *=*=*

***p < 0.001
SOURCE:-22D®8American Commonnt §d Sibrdsy egNg et . 85
16,307,974,

NOTE: Estimates of the official poverty measu
confidence intervals presentdditicedtthse troi gihets to
whet her there iIis a statisticeldl yansi ghwroinfdii csaarbtl e
for each group of the same age, sex, and race
in 2008. Il ndividual s |living in group quarters
Measure data. API er .AsAlamMN ox APmaecriifciacn Ilsnldainadn o
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Table A. 1. 8. Peage nAduylet ©ofi Wotrlkke ngdni t ed
For

Labor ce bytbhbinsabitlit Gendace and Age
Nondi sabl ¢ Di sabl ed
Age G2 Bdudp
Me n
Whi t e 6.9 (6.89, 47.¢ (47.41, ***
Bl ack 18.° (18.59, 64.(C (63.49, **x
Hi spanic 10. (10. 68, 54.¢ (53.96, **=*
API 9.1 (8.91, 47 .2 (45. 15, ***
Al AN 21.¢ (21.07, 58.¢ (56.55, **=*
Wo me n
Whi t e 18.( (18, 18 54. 7 (53.97, **=*
Bl ack 14. (14. 26, 54. 7 (53.7, * ok ok
Hi spanic 19. (19. 59, 54. 7 (53.54, **=*
API 15. (141835: 46.°%5 (44.21, ***
Al AN 26 . (25. 95, 58.¢ (56.76, ***
Age Gr das:
Me n
Whi t e 13.¢ (13.88, 59.¢ (59.29, **=*
Bl ack 24. .« (24. 24, 73.¢ (73.57, **x
Hi spanic 16. (15. 95, 65.7 (65.21, **=x*
API 14. (13. 7, 54.¢ (52.83, ***
Al AN 25. ¢ (24.55, 66. ¢« (65.26, **=*
Wo me n
Whi t e 24 . ¢ (24.6, . 66.t (66.37, **=x
Bl ack 22 . ° (2222.,93 70.¢ (70.16, **=x*
Hi spanic 26. (25. 89, 69.¢ (68.93, **=x
API 22 . ° (22.15, 60.¢ (58.76, **=x*
Al AN 29. ¢ (29.13 70. 7 (69.61 * oKk

***p < 0.001

SOURCE:-22D®98American Commonnt §d ®ibirdsy egNg et . 55
16,307,974,

NOTE: Esti mates of | abor force inactivity are
intervals presented to ttheitredgthd tod tt det ewh & tmh
statistically significanbhoddf$aebkadegbetwetar
the same age, sex, and race. API = Asian or P
Nati ve.
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Table A.1.9. Peage nAduylet ©ofi Wotrlkke ngdni t ed
Poverty Thr eshol-at hryi dDiitsya,biGe ntdyer ,R-Baonedn .
for#iogm adults)
Nondi sabl Di sabl ed

Age Gr 0dudp

Me n

Whi t e 8.0 (8. 01, 22. .« (22.15, **>

Bl ack 17. (16.89, 31.! (30.95, **~

Hi spani ¢ 20. (20. 16, 30. (29.99, **>

API 13. (13. 41, 24. (23.51, **>

Al AN 20. (19. 6, 32.( (29.97, **>

Wo me n

Whi t e 9.5 (9.52 26. (26.03, **~

Bl ack 22.:. (22.21, 37.! (36.96, **°

Hi spanic¢c24. . (24.1, 34. (343513 **>

API 14 (14, 114 25.( (23.85, **>

Al AN 21 (20. 95, 36. " (34.63,**"
Age Gr do4:

Me n

Whi t e 7.3 (7. 29, 2 0. (20, 2 **>

Bl ack 16.. (16.12, 31. (30.99, **>

Hi spani ¢ 19. (18. 89, 31. (31.14, **°

APl 15. (15. 23, 28. ' (28.01, **~

Al AN 17. (17. 1, 29. . (27.99, **>

Wo me n

Whi t e 8. 2 (8. 23, 23.( (22.93, **>»

Bl ack 18.: (18.67, 33.¢' (33.6, **-

Hi spani c¢22.:. (22. 22, 35. . (34. 73, **>°

APl 16. (16. 1, 29. .« (28.63, **>

Al AN 18.. (17.85, 33.( (32.44, **>
***p < 0.001
SOURCE:-22D®98American Commonnt §d Sibtrdsy egNg et . 85
19,463, 100.
NOTE: Esti mates of poverty are presented as p
presented to the righaibedtbBetestiemat awbet heus
statistically significant diffeupgpniter beawkreqr
the same age, sex, and race. There is no dat a
guarters are excluded from the ACS6s SPM dat a.
Asian or Pacific I sl andlearsk@&AIMat i=va A merican | n
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Table A.1.10. Pargee Mtdaid ¢ sofi nWd rhkei i t ¢
by Disabethbyci RgceGender , -baonrdn A&g-lefoa( raen
adul t s

Nondi sabl Di sabl ed

Age Gr 0dudp
Me n
Whi t e 8
Bl ack 1
Hi spani ¢ 2
1
2

1,
9,
6,
AP 1
Al AN
Wo me n
Whi t e 9
Bl ack 22 . . .
Hi spani ¢24. . (24. 1,
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21
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AN AN AN NN
NPk oo
* X X X X
* X X X X

NSNS N
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L R R
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Al AN
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* % X Xk F
* % X Xk F

2 (8.23,
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AP I 6 . (
Al AN 8. (
***p < 0.001
SOURCE:-22D®98American Commonnt §d Sibtrdsy egNg et . 85
19,463, 100.

WNWWN
WOUulww
* % %k X %
* % %k X %

1

2
1

1
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OOHI\)CD
ol .-

D ww-

NOTE: Esti mates of unempl oyment are presented
presented to the righaibedtbBetestiemat awbet heus
statistically significant difference between
the same age, sex, and r add. =ARIme=x i Asainan nari ah
Native.
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A.1.11. Perceadaghkduwlft Noir ki nlye Uni ted S
Di sabi l-attlyni Riatcye, Gender ,-i mantdi tAgtei d manoinz

Nondi sabl Di sabl ed

Agéroupd 425

Me n

Whi t e 10 (10. 63, 53. . (53.09, **~*

Bl ack 2 2. (22.12, 68. ¢ (68. 21, ***

Hi spani  14. (14. 18, 58.« (57. 7, **=x

API 13 (13. 08, 52. .« (50.27,***

Al AN 28 (27. 63, 63.:. (61.21, ***
Wo me n

Whi t e 21. (21. 8, 60.! (60. 26, ***

Bl ack 23. (22.97, 63.¢{ (63.29, ***

Hi spani  25. (25. 25, 61.:. (60.61, **=*

API 18. (18. 4, 52.4! (50. 24, **x*

Al AN 33. (32.99, 66. (64.67, ***
Age Gr do4:

Me n

Whi t e 17. (17. 28, 6 2. (62. 34, **x=x*

Bl ack 2 7. (27. 76, 7 7. (76. 78, ***

Hi spani  19. (19. 43, 68.( (68.07, ***

API 17. (16. 74, 57. (55. 13, **x=*

Al AN 30. (29. 56, 69.¢( (68.6, ***
Wo me n

Whi t e 2 7. (27. 48, 6 9. (69. 05, **~*

Bl ack 2 7. (27. 65, 7 4. (73.91, **=*

Hi spani  29. (29. 7, 72.( (72.09, ***

API 25. (24. 95, 64. . (62. 36, ***

Al AN 34. (33. 55, 74. . (73.22, ***

***p < 0.001
SOURCE:-22D®98American Commonnt §d Sibtdy egNg et . 85
15,939,199,

NOTE: Esti mates of unempl oyment are presented
presented to the righaidbedtbBetestiemat awbet heuwus
statistically significant diddegrocpep bet weaonh
the same age, sex, and race. Further intercat
Findings Section and presented in the Appendi
included in thisngsammploet,hebrutgrpoeuopp lgeu aritveir s, s u
community, are included in this sample. API =
|l ndi an or Al aska Native. There is not-agetable
adul td®ninmnedh&t ates who are below the SPM pove
age amongnshetuwubhonal i zed popul ation because
results in Table 1.2 since the ACS excludes i
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Figure A.2.1. Map of Estimated Suppl ement al P

Below SPM
Threshold (%)

! 1516 - 19.82
@ M 13.93 - 15.16
L £11.90 - 13.93

111,35 - 11,90
2 19.38 - 11.35
717.19 - 9.38

SOURCE: American CoiMmulngd)t,y &dig WtesyNa Qe0dB2 341, 7 =
NOTES: Thi s smapeedeils peddatyitsimhaet @& r cent age of each

is considered poor according to the SPM. Ligh
Suppl ement al Poverty, and dark red indicates
SPM = SupplrementVMaads Poe e

232



Figure A.2.2.BMapdoDi Ppaabtikesy(Ri sk Ratios)
Measur e aSctraotsess U. S.

3

Disparity in
SPM Poverty
(D/ND, RR)

l1.91-219
M 1.83 - 1.91

SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNaRQeDdD P23 41, 7=

NOTES: The risk ratio in Supplement al Poverty
each state is calculated by dividing the pred
among disabled people withineangthtebotwyt hbeSP
threshold among nondisabled people within tha
of being below the SPM threshold for disabl ed
yell ow indicates t haer ks maeldl eisntdirciastke sr atthieo sl,a ragne
di sabl ed. ND = nondisabl ed. BRM==RiSsilppR&mmen.t a
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Figure A. 2. 3. Maps of Estimated Sufnpdnrgnent al
Di sabled People and Nondisabled Peopl e
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SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa(Re0dD 9D 9, 3 2°¢
(di sabled), N = 15,402,396 (nondisabled).

NOTES: These smalptse slhoavd tt ihleat s edi cted probabi l
Poveaermoyng di sabled peoplea &2madhnenaditeablTde pagm

estimated Suppl ement al Poverty for each state
yell ow representing the states with the | owes
dark red repr astehnttihneg htihgeh essttatpersedw cted probab
SPM = Suppl ement al Poverty Measur e.
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Figure A.2.4. Map of Estimated Unempl oyment a:

Unemployed
(%)

B 30.07 - 35.82

M 28.06 - 30.07

[26.17 - 28.06

[123.94 - 26.17

£121.98 - 23.94
[117.52 - 21.98

SOURCE: American Coilmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa LQe0ADB2 506, 7 ]

NOTES: Thi s smapeedeils peddatyitsimhaet @& r cent age of each
is unemployed. Light yellow indicates the sma
indicates the | argest estimates of unempl oy me
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Figure A.2.5.-BMalpidoga miitsiadbs | ( Riysk Rati os) in L
States

Unemployment
(D/ND, RR)

286 -3.25
m271-286
[2.60-271
1252 -260
J 1242 - 2.52
.- [12.23 -2.42

SOURCE: American CoimMulngd)t,y &dié WtesyNa e0ADB2 506, 7 ]

NOTEBhe risk ratio in unemployment between di s
is calculated by dividing the predicted proba
within a state by the predicted aprl elda lpieloiptlye o
within that state. A |l arger risk ratio sugges:
people relative to nondisabled peopl e. Light
red indicates thdi sabbedt NDRK = ahidsk abhdteida .
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Figure A. 2. 6. Maps of Esti maAtmed gUme m@lbd yerde Pte o
Nondi sabl ed Peopl e

Di sabl ed: Nondi sabl ed:
r\\_“ L\ . T I.L“_..'\::.'" T 1 ‘L,,___,\:"‘

6142 - 66
W 59.50 - 61.42
57 58 - 59.50
[155.08 - 57.58
151.57 - 55.08
-~ [141.40 - 5157

SOURCE: American Coifrulngd)t,y &dig WtesyNa e0dD,835H 5, 3 2 ¢
(disabled), N = 17,151,391 (nondisabl ed).

NOTEBShese mapstdsthesltt mét ebe predicted probabil
unempl aynmnermgt di sabl ed peopl&@ @mad hnemndaiteablTade m
estimated unempl oyment for each state is indi
representing the states with the | owest predi
representing theprseditetsedviprmhobalei Ihiitgyhesft unemj
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Figure A.2.7. Map of Estimated Suppl ement al P
peowhe reportemdoven ithegpatat g ear

Below SPM
Threshold (%)

/ Il 14.94 - 19.68
L@ I 13.80 - 14.94
S £11.74 - 13.80

M1 -11.74
' (£19.22 - 11.11
[16.90 -9.22

SOURCE: American CoimMulngd)t,y &dié WtesyNa 0D ®2 9 94, 9°¢

~

NOTES: Il ndividuals who |lived in a different s
= 346,762) are excluded $rhmeest ohattdmset eThi s

percentage of each statebés population that is
indicates the smallest estimates of Suppl emen
estimates of Supplemental rPRgvéMetas.ur@PM = Supp
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Figure A.
across U.

2. 8. BhlapdoDi Ppaabtiesy(Absolute) in
S. Stawkse f(epct uenona@empicehpd patat gear

A -

N Disparity in
SPM Poverty
(D-ND, %)

) M931-1034

o 870 - 9.31

SR
» . .

[17.58 -7.99
- [15.70-7.58

SOURCE: American CoiMmulngd)t,y &dig WtesyNa LQa0dD®2 9 94, 9 ¢

NOTEIShndi viduals who lived in a different statc¢
= 346, 762) are excluded from estimates. The a
di sabled and nondisabled peophn@&htopredchtestdat
probability of being below the SPM threshold
predicted probability of being below the SPM
The size of the di sapaerdi tuysifnogr ae accoll osrt agtrea diise nit
representing the smallest disparities in SPM
SPM. D = disabled. ND = nondisabled. SPM = Su
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Figure A.2.9.BMapdoDi Ppaabitliesy(Ri sk Rati os)
Measure across U. S.whSot arteepso r(teero hvaen iitnfge gpesotpd tey ¢

3

Disparity in

SPM Poverty
(D/ND, RR)

W 1.93-222
M 185-1.93

SOURCE: American CoimMulngd)t,y &dié WtesyNa 0D ®2 9 94, 9°¢

NOTEIShdi vi duals who Ilived in a different statce
= 346, 762) are exldleudedad kf rroam i eos tiinmaStuepsp.l ement a
di sabled and nondisabled people for each stat
of being below the SPM threshold among disabl

probabilitypywoft hleeiSiPM bédreshold among nondisab
| arger risk ratio suggesStPM d hgresdtodrd rfiogk dofs a
relative to nondisabled peopl e. Light vyell ow
indicates the | argest risk ratios. D = disabl

MeasRRe= Ri sk Ratio.
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Figure A.2.10. Maps of Estimated SAmphegment al
Di sabled Peopl e anax dNlowmd iwhgd b fr eeappolPet emd @em i nt er
the past year

Di sabl ed: Nondi sabl ed:
. _1 L . 1‘ '-L"'-m.:;,’/ . r\? _.* T 1‘ '-U—._,\::'!
7 . \ {9

Below SPM Below SPM
. Threshold (%) Threshold (%)
< 2239 -28.97 1391 - 1864
< 2122 -2239 : 1205 - 13.91
~7 e 19,50 - 2122 ~F 1064 - 12.05
sy gedy - 11806 - 19.50 - £19.97 - 10.64
g \‘k 1 115.96 - 18.06 18.21 - 9.97
ﬁ_./"'( C11188 - 1596 C16.18 - 8.21

SOURCE: American Coifrulngd)t,y &dig WtesyNa Le0d0,92H 4, 8 6 1

(di sabled), N = 15,090,098 (nondisabled).
NOTEIShndi viduals who |ived in a different state
excluded from estimates (N = 34,464 disabl ed

interstate mover ss)t.4 tfTeheels e®@ Intaipmatsgpoevd it beed pr ol
Suppl ementambngodestpl ed peoplie@ &2rmadhnemnaiteablTé

magnitude of estimated Suppl ement al Poverty f
from | ight yell ow r epreesste mptriendg cttheed sptraotbeasb iwii tt
Poverty to dark red representing the highest
= Suppl ement al Poverty Measur e.
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Figure A.2.11. P Beeidni gc tBeedl oPw otbhaeb i Su ptpyl eomhent al P

Threshold by Disabilitywhondr@pdrtemdavwmen ({deeclk s
past) year

L ]
L]
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- 0000,
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A ! A A‘
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< S

e Disabled a Nondisabled

SOURCE: American CoifmMulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa Re0AD®2 9 94, 9°¢

NOTES: | ndi viduals who |ived in a different s
= 346,762) are excluded from estimates. Navy
Measure estimates for disabl edPpwveomptly. M&Ra&gurce
estimates for nondisabled people. Specific es
Poverty for disabled and nondisabl ed people b
SPM = Suppl ement al Poverty Measur e.
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Figure A.2.12. Correlation Matrix Heatmap (Su
who reportemdovaen ithegpatCotrgeaati on Bet ween t he
SPM by Disability and the Absolute SPM Risk f

dis_spm_mig -
ndis_spm_mig

d nd_gaps_spm_mig

I I I
dis_spm_mig ndis_spm_mig d_nd_gaps_spm_mig

SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa Qe0dD®2 9 94, 9°¢

NOTES: I ndividuals who |ived in a different s
= 346,762) are excluded from estimates. The <c
coef fi ci esnttéste ebeelt waedetrat binsed lewst e predi cted probabi
the SPM threshold for ditsdwledd oFfdadpnad e(bdsiosl_ust pe

predicted probability of being below the SPM
andsthiheeel adaibspd wiptpy einte nS a l Poverty between d
people (d_nd_gaps_spm_mig). SPM = Suppl ement a
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Figure A.2.13. Correlation Matrix Heatmap (Su
who reportemdovaen ithegpatCotrgeaati on Bet ween t he
SPM by Disabil iStydadaesd® Mt lRé skbsol ut e

d nd_gaps_spm_mig

state. SPM_mig

T T
d _nd_gaps_spm_mig state. SPM_mig

SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa Re0AD®2 9 94, 9°¢

NOTES: I ndividuals who |ived in a different s
= 346,762) are excluded from estimates. The ¢
coeffi ci esnttédst ebeelt weedketnit m&t eadbsol ute predicted pr
the SPM threshold for the entirsé¢-ddetvaetle apospod lua
di sparity in Suppl ement al poverty between dis
(d_nd_gaps_spm_mig). SPM = Supplement al Pover
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Figure A.2.14. Map of Estimated Unewipdboyment
reported mowvienntdregpatse year

Unemployed
(%)

M 29.61 - 35.55
W 27.54 - 29.61
[25.71 - 27.54
[23.52 - 25.71

£121.61 - 23.52
[17.02 - 21.61

SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa RLe0DB2 H 99, 5 ¢

NOTES: I ndividuals who |Iived in a different s
= 407,135) are excluded $rhmeest ohattdmet eShi s

percentage of each stateds population that is
estimates of unemployment, and dark red indic
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Figure A. 2. 15 .-Bawaepd oCfi sDpiasraibtiileist y( Absol ute) 1in
States (exwhodregopetempdvaen it hteg patsat g ear

-
Disparity in
Unemployment

(D-ND, %)

M 38.14 - 41.96

M 36.45 - 38.14

[ 35.03 - 36.45

[134.26 - 35.03

] [132.66 - 34.26
- [125.97 - 32.66

SOURCE: American CoimMulngd)t,y &dié WtesyNa e0ADB2 H 99, 5 ¢

NOTES: Il ndividuals who |lived in a different s
= 407,135) are excluded from estimates. The a
di sabled and nondisabl ed peoplge tfher pe adadh cdteat
probability of being unemployed among nondi sa
probability of being unemployed among disabl e
di sparity for each statériosn i nghtatyed!| osvi ngpa
smal l est disparities in unemployment to dark
unempl oyment. D = disabled. ND = nondisabl ed.
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Figure A. 2. 16 -BaWwaepd oCfi sDpiasraibtiileist y( Ri sk Rati os)
States (exwhodregopetempdvaen it hteg patsat g ear

Unemployment
(D/ND, RR)

289 - 3.31
m273-289
[H263-273
[12.55-2.63
/ 1243 -2.55
.- [12.23-2.43

SOURCE: American CoimMulngd)t,y &dié WtesyNa e0ADB2 H 99, 5 ¢

NOTEIShndi viduals who |ived in a different state
= 407,135) are exlfdleudead kf rroam i eos tiinmautneesmp| oy men
nondi sabled people for each state is calcul at
unempl oyed among disabled people within a sta
unempl oyed ambobed poeopglie within that state. A |
ri sk of being unempl owedtfoomodids slalbécd dppemplpe e
indicates the smallest risk ratios, and dark
= nondRfabl ®&d sk Rati o.

250



Figure A.2.17. Maps of Esti mamerndg Ubiesnph loggdned ¢
and Nondi sabketdu® awhgol preecoppolret emo vaem it mMeg patsat ¢ e a

Di sabl ed: Nondi sabl ed:

{

Unemployed (%)

W61.03 - 66.31
m59.22 - 61.03 .
m57 14 - 5922 ~ el
[154.74 - 57.14 : .
150.94 - 54.74 v
~7 14033 - 5094 )

SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa RLe0D,83HD 9, 8 7 -
(di sabled), N 16, 789,709 (nondisabl ed).

NOTES: Il ndividuals who |lived in a different s
excluded from estimates (N = 45,453 disabled
i nterstate mover ss)t.4 tfTeheels e@ dntaipmatsgpoevd it beed pr ol
unempl aynnnergt di sabl ed peopl&@ @madhnetaditeablTade o

Unemployed (%)

W24.43-2823

2276 -2443

Mm2148-2276

[119.51 - 2148
117.85 - 19.51

-7 11436 - 1785

estimated unempl oyment for each state is indi
representing the statobsabwiltint yt bd Iluamveenptl op/rmedit
representing the highest predicted probabilit
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Figure A.2.18. P Beeidni gc t Llende nfPpr loobyaebd | biyt yDiosfabi | ity
(excl udiwhgo preeoppolret erdo vaem it mteg patsat g ear

Unemployment (%)

e Disabled & Nondisabled

SOURCE: American CoiMmulngd)t,y &dig WtesyNa L0 B2 D 99, 5¢

NOTES: Individuals who |Iived in a different s
= 407,135) are excluded from esti mat es. Navy
di sabled peopl e. Red circl esndinsda bclaetde puenoepmpel .o
estimates of the predicted probability of wune
state are presented in Appendix Table A.2.5.
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Figure A.2.19. Correlation Matriwheoéeaémapt ¢ &n:
i ntemevient ¢ he) pa€bryebadnmati on Between the Absol u
by Disability and the Absolute Unempl oyment R

dis_unemp_mig

ndis_unemp_mig

d _nd_gaps_unemp_mig -

I I I
dis_unemp_mig ndis_unemp_rdighd_gaps_unemp_mig

SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa e0ADB2 H 99, 5 ¢

NOTES: Individuals who |ived in a different s
= 407,135) are excluded from estimates. The <c
coeffi ci esnttdst ebeelt weedktnit mat eadbsol ute predicted pr
unempl oyed for disablztddtpeepbl es( tinat adbesmp uimeg
probability of being unemployed fostateedekilsabl
absodiustpear i ty i n unempbllcydmeamtd bneotnwle esta bdied peo
d_nd_gaps_unemp_mig) .
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Figure A.2.20. Correlation Matriwheoéeaémapt ¢ &n:
i ntemevient ¢ he) pa€bryebadnmati on Between the Absol u
by DisabilityStalsadedhbmp Abyg kot eRi sk

d_nd_gaps_unemp_mig -

state_unemp_mig

I 1
d_nd_gaps_unemp_mig state_unemp_mig

SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa e0ADB2 H 99, 5 ¢

NOTES: The correlation matrix heatsobpteldws t
estimbatebe absolute predicted probability of

popul ation (statset-duwmeep _dabygpd mintdy tihre unempl oyr
di sabled and nondisabled people (d_nd_gaps_un
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Figure A.2.21. Map of Estimated Official Pove

Below FPL
Threshold (%)

M 14.18 - 18.12
M 12.70 - 14.18
M 11.79 - 12.70
£9.78 - 11.79
[ 8.88-9.78
[16.94 - 8.88

SOURCE: American Coilmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa R0 DB23 41, 7

NOTES: Thi s smapeedeils peddatyitsimhaet @& r cent age of each
is considered poor according to the Official
estimates of Official Poverty, and dark red i

= Freale Poverty Level.
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2. 22 -Bawaepd oCfi sDpiasraibtiileist y( Absol ute) 1in
S. States

Figure A.
across U.

7
Disparity in
OPM Poverty
(D-ND, %)
M 11.93 - 13.55

M 11.49 - 11.93
[10.65-11.49

[110.31 - 10.65
£19.51 - 10.31
[16.29 - 9.51

SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNaRQeDdD P23 41, 7=
NOTES: The absolute dhetpvaaen ydiisnabOfdd camd rPonvce

each state is calculated by subtracting the p
Poverty Level among nondisabled people within
bel ow the Fleaeelal aRovgrdiysabl ed people within
di sparity for each state iIs indicated using a
small est disparities in OPM to dark red.repre
ND = nondisabl ed. OPM = Official Poverty Meas
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2. 23 -Bawaepd oCfi sDpiasraibtiileist y( Ri sk Rati os)
S. States

Figure A.
across U.

Disparity in
OPM Poverty
(D/ND, RR)

SOURCE: American CoiMmulngd)t,y &dig WtesyNa Qe0dB2 341, 7 =
NOTES: The risk ratio in Official Poverty bet:

state is calculated by dividing the predicted
among disabl ed peopl e withionf & esthagt eb ebyow hehep
poverty | evel among nondisabl ed people within
ri sk of being below the federal poverty | evel
Light yell ow itndriicakk ersattihees ,smarnd edsar k red i ndi
di sabl ed. ND = nondisabl edRR OP Mi=s kOfRaitciioa.l Po

258



Figure A.2.24,. Maps of EstimatedAmdrg chiad alPloe/c
People and Nondisabl ed Peopl e

Di sabl ed: Nondi sabl ed:
‘ I e 3 N

Below FPL
Threshold (%)
23,53 - 27.50
W22 59 - 23.53 >
120,98 - 22 59 ~F

£119.10 - 20.98 sy gk
1725 -19.10 \

Below FPL
Threshold (%)
W 12.41-1583
1116 - 12.41
M 10.09 - 11.16
[18.36 - 10.09
17.55 - 8.36
1558 - 755

410 -1725

SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa(Re0dD 9D 9, 3 2°¢
(di sabled), N = 15,402,396 (nondisabled).

NOTEBShese mapstédsthew|l t bdt it hat s edi cted probabil
Poveaermoyng di sabled peoplea &2madhnenaditeablTde pagm

estimated Official Poverty for each state is
representing the states with the | owest predi
representing hihghedstatperse dvidthed hpr obabil ity of

Poverty Level

259



Figure A.2.25. P Beeidni gc t Beedl oPw otbhaeb i Ofiftiyc ioafl Pover

Disability and U.S. State
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SOURCE: American Coifrulngd)t,y &die WtesyNa e0dPB2 341, 7 2
NOTES: Navy blue circles indicate ®Wéddplce al R€Pad

triangles indicate Official Poverty Measure e
of the predicted probability of Official Pove
presented in Appendi xPolvaebritey ALev.e6l.. FPL = Feder
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Figure A.2.26. Correlation Matrix Heat map (Of"
Absolute Disparity in OPM by Disability and t
Nondi sabl ed Peopl e

disabled_OPM +

nondisabled OPM -

disparity OPM -

I I I
disabled_ OPM nondisabled OPM disparity OPM

SOURCE: American Coifmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa R0 P23 41, 7
NOTES: The correlation matrix heatsobpteldws t

estimbatebe absolute predicted probability of

di sabled peoplsetHf{teldslabdbedit @®MadPsol ute predict
being below the federal poverty | evelstfaotre non
|l evel dibsmpdwuittey in official poverty between di
(di sparity OPM). OPM = Official Poverty Measu
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Figure A.2.27. Correlation Matrix Heatmap (Of"
Absolute Disparity in OPM daweOPiMs Rbislki ty and t

disparity OPM -

state. OPM -

| I
disparity OPM state OPM

SOURCE: American Coi@mMulng)t,y &dig WiestNa Beddd 92752 1 .

NOTES: The correlation matrix heatsmbhpteelkdws t
estimatebe absolute predicted probability of

entire state populattdteemel saias pd P iam do ftfhiec i e
bet ween disabled and nondisabled people (disp
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Figure A.2.28. Map of Estimated Labor Force 1|

Inactive in
Labor Force (%)

W 25.21 - 31.79
Il 22.86 - 25.21
H21.65 - 22.86
£119.47 - 21.65
[J17.85-19.47
[J15.51 - 17.85

SOURCE: American Coilmulng)t,y &dig WtesyNa LQe0ADB2 506, 7 ]

NOTES: Thi s smapeedeils peddatyitsimhaet @& r cent age of each
i's i nactive in the | abor force. Light yellow
inactivity, and dark red indicates the | arges:!
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Figure A. 2. 29 -BaWwaepd oCfi sDpiasraibtiileist y( Absol ute) in
u. S. States

D o
Disparity in
Labor Force
Inactivity
(D-ND, %)
Bl 37.46 - 40.72
B 35.81 - 37.46
34 .15 - 35.81
[133.03-34.15

| [131.40 - 33.03
- [125.52 - 31.40

SOURCE: American CoimMulngd)t,y &dié WtesyNa e0ADB2 506, 7 ]
NOTES: The absolute disparity in | abor force

people for each state is calculated by subtra
| abor force among nondi sabliedt egde omprl ceb aMi it lhii tny ac
inactive in the | abor force among disabled pe
each state is indicated using a color gradien
di sparities i n ol admlmark frerdc & eipmeacteintiitnyg tt he | ar
inactivity. D = disabl ed. ND = nondisabl ed.
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3 0 -B avbaepd oLfi sDpiasraibtiileist y( Ri sk Rati os)

Figure A. 2.
u. S. States

acr oss

SOURCE: American CoiMmulngd)t,y &dig WtesyNa LQe0dDB2 506, 7 ]
NOTE®Shri sk ratio in | abor force inactivity bet

each state is calculated by dividing the pred
among disabl ed people within aisaatevbyi bhehe
force among nondisabled people within that st
being inactive in the | abor force for disabl e
indicates the gdmalalrkstr edi skhdnataites, tdore | arges
= nondisabl ed. RR = Risk Ratio.
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