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Does inclusive education improve the educational achievement of people with
disabilities: evidence from Nepal
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Goal 4

This study carried out two field surveys in cooperation with an inclusive
education primary school in Dhangarhi, Nepal in 2017-18. Targeting students who had not receive the
inclusive education, the first survey measured the impact of short-term interaction with people with

disabilities (PwDs) on their behavioral changes towards PwDs. The results were presented at such as
international conferences and currently being submitted to an international academic journal. The
second survey followed up the students who received the inclusive education during 2017-18.
Utilizing the first survey, this study can identify the effects of the inclusive education on their
behavioral change and educational achievements. This results are currently under analysis and will
be published.
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Table 1: Number of students and summary
Comparison between
Treatment vs. Control

Total Treatment Control

Total 17 7 10
Gender

Male 5 2

Female 12 4 8 X2 =1.04, p=0.309
Caste

A 6 3 3

B 1 0 1

C 7 4 3

D 1 0 1

E 1 0 1

F 1 0 1 X?=3.72,p=0.589
Acceptance
Rate 0.626 0.658 0.607

(0.018) (0.028) (0.023) t =1.40, p=0.161
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Table 2: Marginal effects of the interaction

Full Male Female
(1) @) 3)
0.741™*  0.941**  0.645"*
(0.028) (0.030) (0.036)
Responder is a high caste -0.078** 0.039 0.116™*

(0.022) (0.039) (0.025)

&4:effects of interaction

Responder is female -0.013 -0.064* 0.003
(0.021) (0.037) (0.024)
N 1378 344 1034
Treatment gourp : Day 1 Treatment gourp : Day 2
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Figure 1: Differences between acceptance rate towards person with disabilities by day
1st and 2nd
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