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Are Married Women More Deprived than Their Husbands?

ABSTRACT

Conventional methods of analysis of poverty assume resources are shared so that each
individual in a household/family has the same standard of living. This paper measures
differences between spouses in a large sample in indicators of deprivation of the type used in
recent studies of poverty at household level The quite lirﬁjted overall imbalance in measured
deprivétion in favour of husbands suggests that applying such indicators to individuals will not
reveal a substantial réservo?r of hidden poverty arﬁong wives in non-poor households, nor
much greater deprivation among women than men in poor households. This points to the need
to ldeve]op more sensitive indicators of deprivation designed to measure individual living
standards and poverty status, which can fit within the framework of traditional poverty
research using large samples. It also lﬁgh]ights the need for clarification of the underlying.

poverty concept.

1. Introduction

Conventional methods of analysis of poverty and income inequality take the household or the
narrower family as the income recipient unit, and assume resources are shared so that each
individual in a given household/family has the same standard of living. Ignoring the
within-household distribution in this way has been increasingly criticised on the basis that it
obscures gender differencés in the causes, extent énd experience of pbverty, but these
criticisms have as yet had little impact on mainstream poverty measurement practice. Jenkins
(1991), in reviewing the case for openingl up the "black box" that is the household and
éssessing strategies for doing so, also noted increasing dissati_sfaction with the suitability of

money income as the measure of household members' experiences. He identified reliance by



those investigating the within-household distribution on qualitative studies based on small
samples as one reason why many mainstream poverty researchers relying on secondary
analysis of la;ge household surveys remained unconvinced by their evidence. In this paper we
respond to these challenges by employing data for a large household sample on non-inonetary
indicators of deprivation, of the type employed in a number of recent studies of poverty at
household level (Mack and Lansley 1985 and Callan, Nolan and Whelan 1993), to directly

measure differences between spouses in the extent of deprivation being experienced.

The conventional assumption of equal living standards ‘within the household {or family)' in
measuring poverty means that either all members of that household will be counted as poor or
all will be _coﬁnted as non-poor, and each member of a poor household will be assessed as
equally poor; Critics argue that the result is that women's poverty within households with
incomes above the poverty line remains hidden, as does the extent to which women within
poor households disproportionately suffer the consequences in terms of reduced consumption
(Millar and Glendinning 1987). The feminist critique of reliance oﬁ_the household as recipient
unit is of course driven by a much broader concern about inequality between husband and wife
in access to and control over resources; as Jenkins (1991) puts it,. it is not simply inequality in
outcomes but inequality in process which is at issue.* Research on the way money and

spending are managed within families (notably Pahl 1983, 1989, Pahl and Vogler 1994) has

! The distinction between the household and the family is an important one, the choice
between them having a significant impact on the results of mainstream studies (see for example
Johnson and Webb 1§89), but that is not the issue on which we focus here so we will refer to
the household alone in describing conventional practice.

g Thus Millar and Glendinning (1987) highlight, in addition to the two elements of the
critique of reliance on the household already mentioned, thé fact that the question of women's

independent access to resources is considered unimportant (p. 10-11).




focused attention on differences in power and résponsibilities betﬁveen spouses, on the
diﬁ'erent allocative systems which operate; and on the distinction between management and
control of resources. (Among economists, issues of power and control also underpin the
critique of the altruistic model of distribution vs-/ithin marriage championed by Becker.)’
Material deprivation is itself only one aspect of being poor, indeed it need not be central to the
way in which oﬁe conceptualises poverty, as we bring out below. However, developing ways
to measure intra-household differences in outcomes in terms of living standards is an
indispensable element in opening up the household “blaék box". It is an essential complement
to recent studies which show the subst_aﬁtial effects on poverty and iﬁcome inequality of
varying the assumption about the extent to which resources are shared within the household

(Borooah and McKee 1994, Davies and Joshi 1994, Sutherland 1995).

Differences in living étandards within the household‘, like household resource allocation
systems, have for the most part been explored empirically via in-depth studies of small
numbers of cases (for example Graham 1987, Charles and Kerr 1987), which yield valuable
insights but are difficult to generalize and have had limited impact on mainstream poverty
measurement. Vogler and Pahl (1994) is a notable exception, looking at financial a}.iocative
systems and relating these to reported deprivation for sp.ouses in a large sample (of 1211
couples) from the Social Change and Economic Life Iﬁitiative. Respondents were asked to say

which from a list of 14 items they had to cut back on in the previous two years when the

? Alternatives based on game theory involving cooperative or non-cooperative
bargaining models have been advanced, fof example by Manser and Brown (1980) and
Lundberg and Pollak (1994) respectively, though as discussed in Pollak (1994) even these
h.ave been criticised for failing to take power adequately into account by omitting key variables

or treating them as exogenous to the model.




household was short of money, a summary index was constructed for both husband and wife
with a score of one for each type of econom§ they had taken, the gap between l_wife and
husband measured, _aﬁd the way the mean gap varied with household allocative system and
household income reported.” However, their primary focus is on allocative systems rather than
deprivation per se, and it is not possible to relate their deprivation measure to the
- non-monetary indicators which have been employed in mainstream research on poverty at

_ hous_ehold level.

The use of non-monetary indicators of deprivation in poverty measurement at household level
was pioneered by Townsend (1979), who selected items from a set of indicators of style of
living for British households to construct a summary dei:rivation index, but scores on'ffhis
inde# were used as support for an income poverty line rather than to identify poor households
direcﬂy_.5 Mack and Lansley (1985), by contrast, adopted a diréct approach which uses
deprivation indicators to identify the poor, seeking to control for tastes by measuring
"enforqed lack" of items which .respondents said they would like but could not afford. (Their
work is updated and developed with more recent survey .data in Freyman (1991) and Gordon.
et al (1994)). Callan, Nolan and Whelan (1993) used Irish data to implement Ringen's (1987)
proposal that both income and deprivation criteria be used to identify households excluded
from society due to l.ack of resources, and Nolan and Whelan (1996) use the same data to
provide an in-depth analysis of the. relationship between deprivation .indicators, household

income, and wider resources. Other recent studies employing non-monetary deprivation

' Perceptions about access to personal spending money were also examined.

° Similarly, Townsend and Gordon (1989) use data from a survey carried out in London
on a wide range of activities and items to construct summary indices of material and social

deprivation, and apply discriminant analysis to identify an income poverty line.
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indicators in measuriﬁg poverty include Mayer and Jencks (1987) wi_th US data, Muffels and
Vrien (1991) using Dutch data, and Hallerod (1995.). with data for Sweden. Here we are able
to use the type of deprivation indiéa_.tors empioyed in this researc__:h. on poverty at household
level to look at intra—household differences; specifically, to'. measure .differences between
spouses in the extent of deprivation béing experienced. The data set on which Callan, Nolan
and Whelan (1993) and Nolan a.nd Whelan ( 1996) are based, for a large representative samplé
of Irish'households, contains for both spousé‘s infofmation on de__p_riﬁtion indicators of the
type de{/eloped by Mack and Lansley, allowing us to address intra-household differences
directly. The results serve to demonstrate the advantages of seeking direct measures of
individual living standards, rather than trying to infer them from income or expenditure data.
While the indicators of deprivation used at household level are seen to have limitations for this
Ipurpose, this is itself a necessary first stgp to building bridges between measurement of _

deprivation at household and at intra-household levels.

The paper is strucfured as follows. Section 2 describes the survey data to be employed.
Section 3 compares the résponses of husbands and wives-in that survey to a serieé of questions
about whether they have or lack a range of possessions and activ.ities, examining differences
for individual items and in overall scores on a summary dep;ivation index. Section 4 makes use
of respondents' repligs as to whether they could not afford or did not want the items that they
lack to develop alternative summary measures of "enforced" deﬁrivation and of the gap
between spoﬁses in these indices. Section § lookg,at the extent to which differences in
- measured deprivation between spouses’ are related to characteristics. such as family

composition, income and social class - including whether the wife has access to an
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independent income, Section 6 summarises the conclusions and draws out their implications

for the way poverty is conceptualised and measured.

2. The Data

The data employed were obtained from a specially-designed large scale household survey
carrie.d oﬁt throughout Ireland in 1987 by the Econémic and Social Research Institute. Using
the Electoral Register as sampling frame, a random multi-stage cluster sample was drawn. The
effective fesponse tate in fhe survey was 64%, which is comparable with other large-scale
sﬁrveys covering similar sensitive areas such as the UK Family Expenditure Survey. The
safnple for analysis was reweighted to accord with exter'nal. information in terms of household
size and location and the age and occupational group of the household head. Extensive
validation of the éample has shown it to be representative of the population in terms of a range
of characteristics such as the age and sex distribution, labour force status, numbers in receipt
- of different social security schemes, numbers with private health insurance and full entitiement
to means-‘tested public health care, and the distribution of taxablé income. (The survey désign,
response, reweighting and validation are fully described in Callan, Nolan ef a/ 1989, Nolan and

Callan eds. 1995).

The survey obtained information on household composition, demographic characteristics,
labour force status, occupation and industry, and income by source. (The way in which income
data was collected corresponds closely with the Family Expenditure Survey, except that
particular attention was paid to the measurement of income from farming, iﬁvolving a separate

questionnaire). In addition, information on a set of indicators of style of living was obtained




from most adults.® These indicators of style of livi_ng were designed primarily to complement
income in assessing the living standards/poverty sfatus of households, and the approach
developed to using them for that purpose has been set out in Callan, Nolan and Whelan (1993,
1994) and extended in Nolan and Whelan (forthcoming 1996). Howevér, the individual
responses also provide a rare opportunity to look at differences in living standarcis between
members of a particular household, and our aim in this paper is to exploit that potential by
comparing the responses of spouses. The survey obtained information on 20 items or activities
which were to be considered as possible indicators of deprivation, which are listed in Table 1.
A considerable number of these items will be common to all members of a family or household
- for example a fridge or a bath/shower - and thus will not be of use in comparisons between
spouses, but some do clearly relate to the individual while others are more difficult to

categorise as familial versus personal.

6 - About 20% of adults did not complete a full individual questionnaire for a variety of
reasons; these either responded to a short questionnaire containing income and labour force
status but not the life-style items, or that questionnaire was completed by proxy by another

household member.




Table I: Life-Style Items/Activities in 1987 ESRI Survey

Ttem

Refrigerator
Washing machine
Telephone
Car
Colour television
A week's annual holiday away from home (not staying with relatives)
A dry damp—free dwelling
Heating for the living rooms when 1t is cold
Central heating in the house
An indoor toilet in the dwelling (not shared with other households)
Bath or shower (not shared with other households)
A meal with meat, chicken or fish every second day
A warm, waterproof overcoat
Two pairs of strong shoes
To be able to save some of one's income regularly
A daily newspaper
A roast meat joint or its equivalent once a week
- A hobby or leisure activity
New, not second-hand, clothes |

Presents for friends or family once a year
0




Following the approach developed by Mack and Lansley (1985), respondents wére shown a
card listing these items/activities and asked:
1/ ‘iWﬁich of the things listed you do not have or cannot avail of?"
2/ “Of the things you don't have, which ones would you like to have but must do
Withouf becaﬁse of lack of money?"; ana |
3/ "Which onés you believe are necessities, that is things that every househdld {or
person) should be able to have and that nobody should have to do without".
Here we co_nﬁne attention to married persons where both spouses are living in the household
and both compieted the detailed individual questionnaire without any missing responses on any
of the items or on the have/have not, cannot afford/do not want elements of the question. This

still Jeaves a substantial sample of 1,763 couples, on which the analysis in this paper is based.

It will be clear that the items themselves were not chosen with intra-household différences in
living standards and deprivation as the primary focus, nor was the way the data was collected
structured with that issue to the forefront. For example, interviewers were not asked to ensure
that each spouse was interviewed alqne, or explicitly that respondents focused on their own
situation rather than that of their family for specific items where this might be in doubt.
Small-scale intensive studies have shown tﬁe sensitivity and subtlety required to tease out
differences between spouses in acti?iﬁes and attitudes (seé for ex‘ample,. Graham 1987, Paht
1989). However, the fact that the indicators are for a large n.ationally—representative sample,
embedded in a wealth of other information about the individuals and households concefne_d,
are offsetting strengths, and our aim is to éee what can be learned about differences between

spouses from these types of indicators employed in poverty research at household level,
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4, Differences Between Spouses In Style Of Living Indicators

Of the 20 items/activities available to us, half by their nature appear unlikely to have much
potential as indicators of individual rather than familial living standards, whéreas the other half
do seem to have some such potentjal. Table 2 distinguishes between these two groups, with
the "familial" items shown in the bottom half of the table and the potentially "personal” ones in
“the top half. Allocation of some items is not always clear-cut a priori: a roast once a week and .
a meal with meat, chicken or fish every second day have been counted as potentially personal,
for. example, because small-scale studies have suggested that women sometimes limit their
own consumption of food, particularly meat, so that the rest of the family can have more (see
Lee and Gibney 1989, Delphy and Leonard 1992). However, it is not clear that respondents
will in fact interpret these questions as applying very specifically to their own consumption.
Table 2 shows for each item the percentage of couples where both spouses say they do not
have the item, the percentage where both say that they do, and the percentage where the

Spouses disagree about lack/possession of the item.
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Table 2: Spouses' Responses on 20 Style of Living ltems

Item % both say - % neither say % disagree
lacking lacking
A week's holiday away from 272 62.2 10.6%**
home
A meal with meat, chicken or 87.9 72 5**
fish every second day
A warm, waterproof overcoat 82.1 6.8 P1.1%*
Two pairs of strong shoes 77.3 9.5 13.2%%
To be able to save | 348 - 496 15.5%*
A daily newspaper | 56.3 37.2 6.5%*
A roast meat joint or 80.7 11.5 7.8%%
equivalent once a week
A hobby or leisure activity 55.6 216 22 8%
New, not second-hand, clothes 885 . 45 - 6.9%*
Presents for friends or family 77.1 11.5 11.5%*
once a year , _
Refrigerator 97.8 1.9 03
Washing machine 89.7 9.2 1.2
Telephone 56.3 42.5 1.2
Car 74.5 235 2. 1%
Colour TV 852 _ 13.6 1.2
A dry damp-free dwelling 1903 6.8 2.8%*
Heating for the living rooms 97.1 1 1.9
Central heating in the house 62 35 KR
An indoor toilet | 964 3.4 0.3
Bath/shower : 05.8 3.9 0.2

** = significantly different from 1% at 5% level.
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We .see that although spouses in most cases gave the same response, for the items we .have
categorised as potentially personal the percentage of couples where the spouses gave different
responses ranges from 5% for a meal with meat etc. every second day up to as high as 23%
for "a hobby or leisure activity". For the items we have categorised as i)rincipally familial
rather than personal the percentage of couples where si)ouses gave different respo.nses is 3%
or less, with 1% or fewer disagreeing even for items which appear to be unanibiguously
familial such as a washing machine, a fridgé, a bath/shoWer or an indoor toilet. It seems
reasonable to attribute the latter to random measurement error (at interviewing, coding ér
keying stage), wﬁich is useful because it means that for the other items we can test whether
the percentage disagreeing is significantly different not from 0, but from the 1% which rapdom
error might produce. Applying the standard test for a proportion at the 5% significance level,
we find that the percentage disagreeing is significantly different from 1% for each of the ten
it.ems we have classified as potentially personal. This is also the case for three of the other
items, namely a car, a dry damp-free dwelling, and central heating. However, given the nature
of these items and the very low level of disagreemer_xt. between spouses we continue to
categorise them as principally familial.” In the remainder of the paper we therefore concentrate

on the ten items we have classified as potentially personal.

Given some significant difference between spouses for these ten items, the next question is of"
course whether it is the wife or the husband who 1s most often disadvantaged, in the sense that

they lack an item possessed by their spouse. Focusing for each item on the couples where

! - This is not to say that important differences in access to a car and to heating do not
arise between spouses: small-scale studies suggest that this can indeed be important, with
~ some women saying for example that they turn off the heat when they are alone in the house

or that their husband mostly uses the car.




13

spouses responses disagree, Table 3 shows in Column 1 the percentage of these where the
wife has responded that the item is lacked and the husband has said it is not. For eight out of |
the ten items the women is disadvantaged more often than the man, the exceptions being '
ability to save and presents for friends or family ohce a year. In some cases the figure ié not

significantly different from 50% (given the number of cases disagreeing on the item), however.

Table 3: Extent to Which Spouses are disadvantaged Vis-a- Vis One Another

Item % of the % in sample % in sample

disagreeing cases where wife is where husband
where husband disadvantaged  is disadvantaged
has, wife lacks
A week's holiday away from 51.6 5.4 51
home _ ‘ o
A meal with meat, chicken or _ 523 2.6 24
fish every second day | :
A warm, waterproof overcoat 59%* 6.5 4.5
Two pairs of strong shoes 56.2% 7.4 5.8
To be able to save 482 7.5 8
A daily newspaper : 57%* 3.7 28
A roast meat joint or ' 59.4%x* 4.6 3.2
equivalent once a week
A hobby or leisure activity 61.9%* 14.1 8.7
New, not second-hand, clothes 66.4%* 46 2.3
Presents for friends or family 32.1%* 3.7 ' 7.8

once a 28&1’ ] . '

** = significantly different from 50% at 5% level
* = significantly different from 50% at' 10% level.

Those which are significant at the 5% level and where the wife is disadvantaged are a warm,
waterproof overcoat, a roast once a week, a hobby or leisure activity, and new not

second-hand clothes, while two pairs of shoes is significantly different from 50% at the 10%
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but not the 5% level. Only one item where the husband is disadvantaged is significantly

different from 50%, namely presents for friends or family once a year.

Having examined both the percentage of couples where the spouses disagree, and the
breakdown of those disagreeing couples between cases where the wife is disadvantaged and
~ those where the husband is disadvantaged, we now look at the pattern these combine to
produce in terms of what we are ultimately interested in, namely how often cases occur in the
- sample where the wife lacks an item the husband has and vice versa. Cdlu_mns (2) and (3) of
Table 3 shows these percentages for the ten items. W.e see for example in Coldmn (2) that in
4.6% of sample couples the wife said she did not have new rather than second-hand clothes
and her husband responded that he did, whrereas Column (3} shows that in 2.3% of couples the .
opposite was the case. For an overcoat the wife was dilsadvantaged vis-a-vis the husband in
6.5% of sample couples while the husband was disadvantaged in 4.5% The highest figures, of
14% and 9% for wives and husbands respectively, are those for a hobby or leisure activity, but
this item 1s something of an outlier_. The main message from these results is ﬁrst that in a small
but not inconsiderable minority of cases, generally about 5-15%, .one spouse says they lack an
item possessed by the other. Second, where this occurs it is the wife who is disadvantaged in

about 55% of cases, while the husband is disadvantaged in about 45%.°

So far we have concentrated on differences between spouses at the level of the individual
items. One can bring together the information on these items to construct summary indices

reflecting the extent of deprivation across the entire set, analogous to those used in the

; This is true both if one takes a simple av_erage across the ten items of the percentage of
the disagreeing cases where the husband has/wife lacks (in Table 3), and if these are weighted

by the underlying number of cases disagreeing for each item (in Table 2).
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Table 5: Hlustrative Matrix Jfor Spouses’ Resonse on Have/Cannot A ﬁ”ord/Don 't Want
An Item : : '

wife
has cannot afford  doesn't want
has o a | | b ¢
husband cannot afford | d e f
doesn't want g . h i

analysis of deprivation at household level by Townsend (1979), Mack and Lansley (1985) and
others. We first construct separate indices for the husband and the wife in each couple, with a
score of one on the index for each item which he or she lacks. The resulting indices for men
~and women are shown in Table 4, Witﬁ scores ranging from 0 to 10. What we are interested in
here, though, is not the overall pattern of deprivation scores for married men and women per
se but the contrast between spouses. The third column of Table 4 shows the distribution of
couples on a measure calculated by subtracting the husband's score 6n the ten-item index from
that of his wifg. Scores on this "gap" could in principle fange from -10 to +10, but in fact are
observed to fall between -4 and +7. About 46% of couples have a zero gap - husband and wife
.have identical scores on their individual iﬁdices. About 29% have gaps greater than zero, so
the wife has a higher deprivation index score than the husband, and 25% have a negaﬁve gap,

the husband has a highef index score than the wife.

So for many couples there are differences between husbands and wives in the extent of

deprivation as measured by these items, once again although the wife is more likely to be the




16

one experiencing greater deprivation, but it i1s the husband who does so in a substantial

minorit'y of the cases where there are differences. It is important to be clear that measuring the

Table 4: Individual Scores on Ten Item Deprivation Index for Husbands and Wives, and
Gap Between Wife's and Husband's Scores

|
index for individuals gap between husband's score and

wife's score

score % of husbands % of wives score % of couples
0 16.7 16.6 | 4 0.3
1 16.1 13.8 3 2
2 18.5 18.9 -2 54
3 17.4 17.4 -1 16.8
4 113 | 13 0 46.5
5 9.3 82 1 }8.9.
6 - 4.5 5 2 6.7
7 | 2.9 | 3.5 3 2.1
8 | 1.8 2 4 0.7
9 ‘ 12 1.1 5 0.3
10 | 0.3 0.4 6 0.2
7 0.1

gap between the husband's and the wife's scores on the 10-item index is not an aggregate
‘measure of the extent to which they agree or disagree on the individual items. A husband and
wifé could each score 5 on the 10-item index and show'nd gap in scores and differ in their
responses to af/ the items - if one lacks the 5 items the other has and vice versa. The gap
measure in effect assumes that all the items are equally important - can be assigned equal

weight - so in the contrast between husband and wife lack of one item can be compensated by
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possession of another. This is an assumption with which one could quarrel, and alternative
weighting schemes could be employed, for example using the proportion of couples possessing
an item or the proportion regarding it as a necessity as weight, but some exploration did not

“suggest that this would substantially alter our results.’

Although significant differences between spouses were observed for all ten items in this index,
for items such as a roast once a week, meat etc. every second day, or "presents for friends or
family once a year" one might be particularly unsure that these responées represeﬁt '
divergences in the living standards of the spouses rather than different perceptions about the
situation Qf the family. It is therefore also of interest to look at a more restricted set of the 5
items which appear most likely to be strici_:iy personal in nature: an overcoat, two pairs of
shoes, a hobby or leisure activity, new clothes, and a holiday. Constmcting separate iﬁdices for
the husband and wife as before and subtracting the man's score from his wife's, we find that
this "gap" measu.re ranges from -3 to +5. About 58% of couples now show no gap, 17% have
a gap in favour of the wife, and 25% have a gap in favour of the husband. With this more
restricted set Vof items the overall picture in terms of the extent to which wives are.
disadvantaged relative to their husband's, and vice versa, is thus very much the same as .with

the ten-item index.

? For example, an index for each spouse was also constructed weighting absence of an
item by the proportion of couples who both lacked it - so lacking a week's holiday contributed
only 0.272 to the index whereas lacking a meal with meat etc contributed 0.879. Subtracting
the husband from the wife's score, 24% of couples had a gap (in favour of the husband) of

more than +0.5 while 18% had a gap (in favour of the wife) of less than -0.5.
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4. Taking Tastes Into Account

In assessing the implications of these results, it may be hazardous to assume that all the
observed differences between spouses in possession of specific -items and in aggregate
deprivation scores represent divergences in the extént of deprivation: some could arise due to
differences in tastes. How can we hone in on differences which are enforced by resource
constraints rather than attributable to tastes? An obvious foute is to measure resources
directly, usually via current income, and use that information in assessing where absence is
(what mosf people would regard as) enforced. This makes some sense at household level,
though current income is still an inadequate measure of resources available {as explored in
Nolan and Whelan 1996). In looking at individuals, however, using an individual's own income
to measure the resources available to him or her in assessing when absence is enforced would
entail the extreme assumption of no sharing of resources between spouses. (This is not to say
that individual income has no impact on individual deprivation scores: its impact on the
differences we observe betWeen spouses is investigated below). We therefore make use of
responses when those surveyed who lacked an item were asked directly whether they were
doing without because of lack of money, following the approach developed by Mack and

Lansley (1985).

Such subjective assessments of whether absence of an item is attributable to lack of money
cannot simply be taken at face value. In making comparisons ac_ross.househoids, high-income
respondents may say; they are doing without a particular iten{ due to lack of money although
others would regard this as a matter of choice, whereas some low-income ones might be
reluctant to admit that they could not aﬁ’ord something, or become so habituated to doing

without that they say they do not want the item. In making comparisons between spouses, on
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the other hand, a particular concern would be that wives may be .cult'ura'lly conditioned to be
self-sacrificing, and thus may be less likely than husbands to attribute absence of particular
consumption items to lack of money. Nonetheless, research using this survey data (Callan,
Nolan.and Whelan 1993, Nolan and Whela,n 1996) has shown the value of these subjective
| responses in assessing the extent of depri\}ation being experienced at household level
- (particularly when combined with measures of resource constraints), and they undoubtedly

also have value in looking at individuals.

We therefore now examine differences between spouses not simile in whether they lack the
ten "potentially personal" itéms, but in whether absence is said to be due to lack of money.
For the purpose of this discussion the situation where the individual both states that he or she
does not have the item in question and says that this is due to lack of monejr will be referred to
as "enforced 1ack"; where the response is that absence is not due to lack of money, we will saf
the individual "doesn't want" the item. Clearly there is now more scope for disagreement
between spoﬁses: as before they can disagree about whether they have_/have not got the item, .
but now where both say they lack an item one may say this is enforced whereas the other says
he or she did not want it. Looking at the illustrative matrix in Table 5, previously we counted
disagreement on have/lack, i.e. the entries in cells b, ¢, d and g, now we will count as

disagreement all the off-diagonal cells, so cells f and h also contribute.

The Table 6 shows first for each item the percentage of couples where spouses now give
different responses. For some items - notably a meal with meat etc., two pairs of shoes, and
new clothes - this is not substantially higher than the level of disagreement seen in Table 2 for

simple lack, indicating that where both spouses lacked the item they mostly agreed on whether
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this was enforced. For some others, notably a week's holiday, a daily newspaper and a hobby,
the percentage disagreeing is now a good deal higher, SO signiﬁcdnt numbers of couples
without the item disagree as to whether they cannot afford it. The table next shows the
percentage of wives in the samplé who are experiencing enforced lack of the_itehl and living
with husbands not doing so (that is, cells b and h), together with the corresponding ﬁgﬁre for
husbands (cells d and f). These can be greater or less than the numbers simply lacking the item
and living with a spouse who has it (cells b and ¢ for women, d and g for men) examined
earlier. In fact, the numbers disadvantaged relative to thejr sﬁouse in this sense are for most

items lower than those in Table 2 for simple lack, the exception being a holiday.*

Once again more women than men are relatively disadvantaged for most items, though in a
substantial mihority of cases where a spouse is disadvantaged it is the man who is experiencing
enforced lack. There have been some interesting reversals. More women than men are now
disadvantaged on "presents for friends and family", whereas on simple lack the opposite was
the case, because a relatively high proportion of men who lacked this item said they did not
want it. For‘ "two pairs of shoes", on the other hand, mbre women than mén had been
relatively disédvantaged on simple lack but the percentage is now identical for husbands and
wives, because more of the women lacking this item said they did not want it. For the other
eight items there was little difference between men and women in the proportion of those

lacking who said they did not want versus. could not afford.

10 For women, for example, this arises because the number who cannot afford a holiday
with a husband who does not want one (cell h) is much higher than the number who don't

want a holiday with a husband who has one (cell ¢)..
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Table 6: Spouses Responses on Enforced Lack of Ten Items
%

Item - % disagree % wife can't % husband o/ wife can't % husband
on enforced afford, can't afford, L
lack husband ~ wife afford, can't afford,

has/doesn't has/doesn't  pushand has  wife has
want want

A week's holiday 20.6 164 - 7 43 3

away from home

A meal with 5.5 2 1.7 16 16

" meat, chicken or :

fish _

A warm, 12.3 3.8 27 32 2.1

waterproof :

overcoat

Two pairs of 145 44 4.4 38 35

strong shoes

To be able to 17.1 7.7 8 6.9 73

save _

A dally - 14.4 4.7 - 43 ' 11 1

newspaper o

A roast once a 9.6 3.5 2.5 25 18

week ' _

A hobby or 27.9 7.9 5.2 57 2.8

leisure activity

New, not 74 36 1.8 33 1.6

second-hand, '

clothes -

Presents for 14.1 4.9 3.7 27 34

friends or family

once a zear .

Once again we can use these results to construct a ten-item deprivation index for husbands
and for wives, with a score of one now being added for each item which the individual lacks
and states this is because they cannot afford it. Subtracting the husband from the wife's score,

the distribution of couples on this gap measure is shown in Table 7. About 54% are on zero,
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- Table 7: Gap Between Wife's and Husband's Deprivation Index Scores

enforced lack enforced. lack, spouse has
score wife's score i_ess husband's score
-5 o 0.1
-4 ‘ 0.7 0.2
-3 1.1 0.7
2 44 28
-1 ' 14.7 12.8
0 , 52.7 63.5
1 | 17 o 14.9
2 6.1 3.2
3 : 1.9 13
4. _ 0.9 '. 0.3
5 02 ' 0.1
6 _ 0.2 02
7 0.1

21% have a negative gap so the husband has a higher index score than the wife, and a higher
number, 26%, have wives with higher scores than husbands. Compared with the gap measure
for the simple lack indices in Table 4, this represents slightly fewer spouses with diverging
scores but again more wives than husbands are relativ.ely. disadvantaged. This remains true if
one constructs individual indices and the gap measure with enforced rather than simple lack
but fér only the five items we described earlier as "uﬁambiguously personal”: iri that case the

gap is zero for 65% of couples, favours the wife for 14%, and favours the husband for 21%.
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Using the subjective assessments of individuals as to whether lack of an item is enforced in this
manner, no distinction is made between those reporting enforced lack of an item living with a
spouse who has it, and those with a spoﬁse who lacks but states he.or she does not want the
item .in question: both will count e'qu'ally towards the indi'vidu.al indices and the gap measures.
In reality, though, it could be argued that the more severe deprivation relative to one's spouse
is being experienced b; someone whq says they cannot afford the item living with a spouse
who actually possessed it. Returning to Table 6, the final two columns show the percentage of
Wives and of husbands who report enforced lack with a spouse who actually has the item (that
is, in terms of Table 5, we are now focusing only on cell b for women and cell d for men).
Although the numbers involved are now necessarily lower thah they were for enforced lack as
a whole, for a m.ajority of the.items wives are at least marginally more likely to be relatively
disadvantaged than husbands in this sense as well. Constructing ten—iterr; deprivation indices
for men and women wh.ere a score 1s registered only where the individul reports enforced lack
and their spouse has the item, and measuring the gap as before, the distribution of couples is
shown in Table 7. About 64% of couples now h'civé zero gap, 16.5% have a gap in favour of
the wife, and 20% have one in favour of thé husband - very much the same general picture as
before. This is once again true when attention is confined to the five "unambiguously personal"

items.
3. Determinants of Differences in Deprivation Between Spouses
Having seen the extent to which spouses differ in reported deprivation in terms of individual

items and index scores, we are now interested in whether the observed differences vary

systematically with individual and household characteristics. Are these differences greater at
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low than at high income, for example, or in manual versus non-manual social classes, or
among .the elderly compared with younger couples? Any such differences could reflect an
independent effect these variables have on the experiénces of wives .versus husbands, or the
impact of household allocative systems which themselves differ systematiéa]ly across for
example income groups and social classes (sée for example Vogler and Pahl 1994). For this
" analysis we concentrate on the gap between wife's and husband's deprivation index scores for
the various indices described in the previous section. We first look at the way in which these
gap measures vary with household inconie, with social claés, and with age. We then move on
" to a multivariate analysis which takes these and other variables, notably individual incomes,

into account.

~ Figure 1 shows the way the three gap measures based on the full set of ten items varj with
household equivalent income decile; the data underlying thi_s figure, and the corresponding
fesuIts for the five-item gap measures, aré given in Appendix Table 1. Figure 1 shows that the
mean gap between wife's and husband's scores on the ten-item indices displays very much the
* same pattern by decile whether one focuses on simply lacking iterné, on self-assessed enforced
lack, or enforced lack where the spouse has the item. For all the measures, the mean gap peaks
in decile three but displays no consistent pattern thereafter as one moves up the income
distribution. Appendix Table 1 shows that the indices constructed using only the five
"unambiguously personal" items reveai a very similar pattern. Turning to the variation by
social class, Figure 2 shows the way the mean gaps between spouses' ten-item indices vary -
across the six social classes employed by the Irish Central Statistics Office; again the
underlying data and the corresp;:nding results for the five-item indices are given in Appendix

Table 2. The ten-item gap measures show no consistent trend as one moves down the class
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MEAN GAP

Figure 1: Gaps by Income Decilg

8- Lack
-¢- Enforced lack
b Enforced/spouse has

0.2
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
EQURYALENT INCOME DECILE
e« - a
Figure 2: Gaps by Social Class
0.4
o & Lack
3 ‘ -& Enforced lack
=
E -& enforced-spouse has
02 i i 1 1 1 |

unskilled semiskiled skiled intermediate !_.préf. h. prof.
Social Class
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Figure 3: Gaps by Agel

0.4

- Lack
- Enforced Lack
-4 Enforced - spouse has

Mean Gap

'0.2 [ i -
under 35 35.44 45-54 ) 5564 B5+
' Age

hierarchy, peaking in the semi-skilled class (and several of the five-item gaps also have peaks
in the intermediate non-manual class). Figure 3 shows the mean gaps for the ten-item indices
by husband's age, with more variation across the three indices and no very clear pattern

emergingl: this is also true of the five-item gaps in Appendix Table 3.

Thése results do not suggest that the difference between the deprivation scores of the wfe and
the husband is strongly and systematically structured by household income, social class or age,
but more complex underlying effects and interactions can of ‘course be obscured in simple
cross-tabulations. Before proceeding to a multivariate analysis, however, there is one other
variable in which we aré particularly interested. A consistent theme of the literature on

distribution of resources in the family is the role which the wife's own income may play. In our
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sample couples, as Table 8 shows, one does find that the mean gap between the wife and
husband's deprivation index scores is consistently narrower where the wife has an income of
her own (not including Child Beneﬁt) - which is true of 56% of couples. The gap is seen to be
* narrower again for the 27% of couples where the wife's income is at leasf IR£25 pounds a
week ( in 1987 terms). However, thg standard deviation of these means is very iarge, with
very little of the overall variation in the gap measures being explained by the differences

between the groups - a point to which we return in the multivariate analysis.

Table 8: Gap Between Wife's and Husband's Deprivation Scores, By Wife's Income

Gap between Wife and Husband on ten-item indices

wife's income lack enforced lack  enforced lack/spouse has
0 | | 0.20 0.19 | 0.14
>0 0.01 0.04 0.03

>25 -0.05 0.03 -0.02

Gap between Wife and Husband on five-item indices

wife's income lack | enforced lack enforced lack/spouse has
0 - 0.19 ' 0.15 0.12
>0 - 0.07 : 0.04 ' 0.01
>25 , 00l 0.03 0.00
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We now proceed to muitivariate analysis of the factors which may inﬂuence the gap between
the deprivation scores registered by wife and husband. Each of the six gap measures is taken in
turn as the dependent variable, and Ordinary Least Squares regression is carried out with the
following independent variables:

1/ Household equi‘)alent disposable income, calculated using the equivalence scale 1 for the
first adult, 0.66 for eéch additional adult, and 0.33 for each child; (this equivalence scale
approximates to that embodied in Irish safety-net social .welfare rates at the time of the survey;
alternatives Qere tested and made no difference to the results); -

2/ The woman's own disposable incbme; this includes earnings from employment or
self-employment, social welfare received by the wife herself (excluding Child Benéﬁt R
private pensions, and interest or dividends accruing to the wife (including half of the total
reported by couples .on what they described as joint accounts .or jbint holdings of stocks and
shares).

3/ Four dummy variables for age category of husband, age 45-54 being the omitted reference
category,

4/ Five dummy variables for social class of husband, intermediate non-manual being the -
omitted reference category.

A further set of dummy variables relating to both the husband's and the wife's labour force
status were also tested but did not affect the results and are not included in the results we
report. The two income variables are in log form. The estimation results for the gaps between
the three variants of the ten-item indices are shown in Table 9, and the corresponding results

for the three five-item indices are given in Table 10. In each case we present first the results

! Child Benefit is not included in the wife's income variable, although it is mostly paid to
her, because any impact it might have on the gap in deprivation scores is indistinguishable

from that of having children in the household.
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when all the independent variables are included, and then the pared-down model produced by
stepwise regression retaining only those variables which contribute to the explanatory power
of the equation (with the significance level criteria for entry and exclusion being set at 0.05

and 0.10 respectively).

* The results in both Tables 9 and 10 show first how few variables are significant and how little
explanatory péwer is achieved when all the independent variables are included in the equation,
and how few variables are retained in the final model, irrespective of which gap measure is
employed as the dependent variable. Secondly, though, for five out of the six gap measures the
woman's own income is significant with a negative coefficient in the full model, and is either
the only variable or one of onISJ two variables retained after the stepwise procedure and
significant at the 5% level in the final model. (The exception is the g_‘ap between the enforced
lack 1.ten items indices; even in this case the woman's income, when added to the final model, is
significant at the 10% level). Thése reéults confirm the pattern suggested by the
cross-tabulations that the gap .between wife's and husband's deprivation scores is not
systematically related to household income, social class or age, but also show thé.t - to the very
limited extent we can explain it at all - the woman having an income of hér own does play a

part in reducing the predicted gap.
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Table 9. Determinants of Gap Beween Wife's and Husband's Deprivation Scores, 10 Items-. -

variable lack enforced lack enforced lack/spouse has
full model full model full model |
constant 0.10 023 0.04 0.06 0.13 0.08
| (0.29) (5.70)  (0.13)  (1.70) (0.51) (2.54)
household 0.03 - 0.04 - : 0.01 :
income (0.45) (0.51) - (0.15)
woman's -0.05 -0.05 - -0.02 ' -0.03 - -0.02
income (3.15) (3.14) (1.36) (2.03) (2.20)
age <35 0.06 011 001
(0.56) (1.11) - (0.08)
35-44 a 0.08 -0.08 0.01
(0.78) (0.80) (0.10)
55-64 -0.06 -0.12 -0.03
(0.56) (1.07) (0.33)
65+ . -0.21 -0.27 6.03 --0.01
- (1.93) (3.16)  (0.28) (0.12)
higher -0.04 -0.16 -0.13
professional ° (0.29) (1.34) (1.36)
lower -0.05 -0.06 -0.09
professional (0.39) (0.48) (0.89)
skilled manual -0.05 -0.10 -0.08
(0.50) (0.95) (0.94)
semi-skilled 0.12 0.08 0.19 0.06 - 0.16
manual (0.93) (0.65) (211 (0.61) (2.24)
unskilled - -0.17 -0.18 -0.19
manal (1.32) (1.50) (1.95)
adjusted R? . 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
F statistic 2.29 10.59 1.17 4.44 1.25 512
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T ab'.le 10: Determinants of Gap Between Wife's and Husband's Deprivation Scores, 5 Items .

‘variable lack enforced lack enforced lack/spouse has
full model ' full model full model -
constant 0.32 0.20 0.18 0.10 0.24 0.10
(1.39) (6.89) (0.87) (3.99) (1.40) (4.75)
household -0.02 6.01 -0.01
_ (0.44) (0.15) : (0.39)
income
woman's -0.04 -0.04 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02-
‘ (3.20) (3.41) (1.96) (2.13) (2.42) (2.84)
income '
age <35 0.08 -0.03 10,02
(1.07) (0.40) (0.40)
35-44 0.09 0.02 0.04
| (1.17) (036) (0.81)
55-64 - -0.06 -0.08 _ -0.02
(0.69) _ (1.09) - (0.26)
65+ -0.14 -0.17 -0.01 -0.02 -
(1.74) (273) (011 (0.34)
higher -0.05 ©-015 -0.13.
_ (0.58) (1.82) (1.93)
professional
lower -0.07 -0.10 -0.13
_ (0.73) (1.21) (1.81)
professional , '
skilled manual -0.08 -0.14 -0.12
(1.05) (1.98) : - (2.02)
semi-skilled 0.05 -0.04 -0.01
. (0.58) (0.44) (0.21)
manual
unskilled -0.10 -0.14 ‘ -0.14
| (1.06) | (1.70) (2.06)
manual : _
adjusted R? - 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
F statistic . 223 1021 1.06 455" 1.53 - 8.05
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The estimation results suggest that, .compared with a woman who has no income of her 6wh,
the wife having IR£10 per week reduces ‘the predicted gap between her and her husband's
deprivation score by between 0.5 and 0.10, depending on which index is being employed.
Having an income of IR£50 per week reduces the pfedicted gap by about 0,08 - 0.15,
Investigating various forms in which the wife's income could enter the equétions, the
continuous variable had greater explanatory power than a dummy variable for has/has not
income or a series of dummies for income by range. Even where the income of the wife was
small this significantly reduced the predicted gap compared with the situation where the
woman has no inéome, and although as her income increases the predicted gap falls further
that decline is not dramatic. We have seen that about 27% of wives in the sample have
incomes of over £25: a majoﬁty of these are employees; 30% categorise themselves in terms
of labour force status as "in home duties”, most of whom are in receipt of social welfare old
age pension. Of those with some income Sut less than £25, however, fully 85% categorise
themselves as in home duties. Most of the income reported by these women iS from interest br
dividends, in some cases on savings jointly held with the husband, rather than part-time
employment or social welfare. Its estimated impact on depri\}ation may reﬂéct not so much the
influence of these rather small amounts of Weékly income, but the extent to which having a
joint account is correlated with those financial allocation systems within the household most
highly associated with equality in decision-making. Wife's labour force status, when tested, did

not in itself significantly influence the gap in deprivation scores.

It must also be emphasized that, although statistically significant, the woman's income explains
very little of the variance in the gap measures. One can see this as consistent with the fact that

in a substantial minority of cases where the gap measures were not zero, they were negative -
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the husbénd experiencing greater deprivation - which is difficult to explain within.a framework
focusing on women's income and power. Alternative models were also estimated treating
cases where the husband experienced more deprivation as random ._and setting the gap
measures for those couples to zero. Tobit regression models were estimated where the
dependent variable was then either positive or zero, as were logit models where the dependent.
variable was a dichotomous one taking the value 1 for courples where the wife experienced
greater deprivation and zero otherwise. Once again, the explanatory pbwer of these équations

was extremely limited.

5 Conclusions

In this paper the responses of husbands and wives in a large-scale Irish household survey to a
sertes of questions about possessions and activities have been used to assess whether spouses
differ in the extent of deprivation being experienced. Our particular interesf has been in
whether wives experience greater deprivation than their husbands, as small-scale studies have
suggested they might because of an unequal distribution of resources within the family, arising
from the exercise of power by the husband where he is the sole or main i;lcome earner. For a
sample of 1,763 couples, differences between spouses in responses on individual items were
examined, and divergences in their scores.on summary deprivation indices constructed using
these items were analysed. A set of ten items which have been used as non-monetary
deprivation indicators in a number of recent studies of poverty at hbuséhold level, but to a

greater or lesser extent relate to individual rather than family circumstances, was employed.

For a particular item in this set, the husband and wife gave different answers on whether they

had the item in between 5% and 15% of couples. In about 55% of the cases where differences
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occurred the wife lacked the item-and the husband possessed it. Constructing summary indices
of deprivation using fhese ten items, a divergeﬁce in scores between husband and wife was
seeh in about half the sample couples: in about 56% of these the wife had the higher
deprivation score, while in 44% the husband had the higher scoré. This general pattern was
also found using indices constructed witﬁ a more restricted set of five items which were more
- clearly personal. The same was true when subjective assessments of respondents as to whether
they Were doing without items because they "could not afford them" were used to construct
alternative ten or five-item indices of self-assessed "enforced lack". That pattern was again
found when only enforced lack of an iterﬁ possessed by one's spouse was counted as

deprivation,

The gaps between the wife's aﬁd the husband's score on these various summary deprivation
indices were used as measures of the relative position of the spouses, and the way these varied
with a range of individual and family characteristics was analysed. No systematic relationship
with household income, social class, or age was foﬁnd,' all these being insignificant in
regressions with the various gap measures as dependent variable. Income (if any) received
directly by the wife was found to be .statistically significant, women with such an income

having lower predicted gaps, but this explained little of the variance in these gaps.

What are the implications of these findings for poverty measurement practice? We have used
the type of depriva_tion indicator commonly employed in poverty studies which are based on
large-scale survey data and assume equal sharing within the houseold. The quite limited
overall imbalance in measured deprivation in favour of husbands suggests that applying such

indicators to individuals within the household will not reveal a substantial reservoir of hidden -
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poverty aniong wives in non-poor households,: nor much greater deprivation among women
than men in poor households. While this may be a source of comfort to conventional practice,
it also points t.o the need to develop more sensitive indicators of deprivation designed to
measure individual living standards and 'poverty status, but which can fit within the framework
of traditional poverty research using large samples - something that has not yet received much
attention in the literature. While suspecting that such indicators would reveal grgatér
differences between spouses in deprivation experience, it remains to be seen how much more

damaging they will be to the equal sharing assumption.

The results, taken at face value, also highlight the need for clarification of the underlying
povérty concept. Employing deprivatidn indicators in measuring poverty, one has in mind a
notion of poverty constituting generalised deprivation, exclusion ffom ordinary living
conditions, due to lack of resources (see for example Ringeﬁ 1987, Nolan and Whelan 1996).
This has been cbntrasted.by some with an emphasis on poverty as a violation of the right to a
minimum leve] of resources. (Atkinson 1987). As Jenkins (1991) explores, the poverty concept
underlying the‘ femininst critique of conventiohal practice appears to be rather different,
rf_:lating instead to what he describes as an "individual right to a minimum degree of potential
economic independence” (ﬁ. 464). A situation where women do not expertence much greater
deprivation than men would still be entirely consisfent with pervasive éex_inequalities and the
concentration among husbands of the power to make major ﬁnan;:ial decisions, with
consequences for power relationships within the family. Bringing out the reality of such
inequaiities may help provide a basis for recénceptualising poverty to include those Without :

direct control over resources, independent of their material living standards. An alternative is
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of course to motivate that concern in a framework which focuses on equity between men and

women in the division of roles, responsibilities and power rather than on poverty per se.
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Appendix: Gap Between Wife's and Husband's Deprivation Scores, By Income Decile,
Social Class and Age |

Appendix Table 1: Gap Between Wi’fe 's and Husband's Deprivation Scores, By Income Decile

Gap between Wife and Husband on ten-item indices

decile lack ' enforced lack enforced lack/spouse has
1 0.01 0.17 0.07
2 0.24 ' 021 0.14
3 0.30 0.34 0.20
4 0.00 -0.10 -0.04
5 0.03 0.19 ' 0.11
6 0.23 0.14 0.13
7 0.04 0.01 0.01
8 0.11 0.07 0.06
9 0.00 0.02 0.02
10 0.06 0.10 0.01
all 0.10 ' 0.11 0.07

gap between husband and wife on 5-item indices

decile ' lack enforced lack enforced lack/spouse has
1 0.06 0.15 0.08.
2 0.23 013 0.12
3 0.33 0.32 0.22
4 0.17 0.05 0.05
5 0.00 0.13 0.08
6 0.20 0.10 . 0.11
7 0.06 -0.01 ' 0.01
8 0.11 0.06 0.05
9 0.04 003 0.03
10 0.04 0.06° o 0.00
all 0.12 - 0.09 | 007
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Appendix Table 2: Gap Between Wife's And Husband's Deprivation Scores, By Social
Class _ ' '
: Gap between Wife and Husband on ten-item indices

social class ~lack enforced lack enforced lack/spouse has
higher 0.13 . 0.02 - 0.01
professional/managerial

lower S 0.08 0.10 ' 0.05
professional/managerial

intermediate _ 0.16 - 0.16 0.14
non-manual _

skilled manual 0.11 0.06 0.07
semi-skilled manual 0.29 0.25 0.21

unskilled manual -0.02 -0.02 ~(.05

Gap between Wife and Husband on five-item indices

social class lack enforced lack enforced lack/spouse has
higher _ 011 0.03 0.03
professional/managerial _ :

lower 0.08 0.07 ' 0.03
professional/managerial

intermediate 0.17 | 0.17 0.16
non-manual

skilled manual 0.10 0.04- 0.05
semi-skilled manual 0.24 0.14 0.15

unskilled manual 0.08 , 0.04 : 0.03
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Appendix Table 3: Gap Between Wife's and Husband's Deprivation Scores, By Age of

- Husband
age range lack enforced lack = enforced lack/spouse has
less than 35 0.13 0.08 0.07
35-44 0.22 0.13 0.11
45-54 0.14 0.11 0.05
55-64 _ 0.01 0.08 0.04
65+ - -0.06 0.13 0.04
Gap between Wife and Husband on five-item indices

lack enforced lack enforced lack/spouse has
less than 35 0.16 0.07 0.07
35-44 0.16 012 0.10
45-54 0.16 008 0.07
55-64 : 0.07 _ 0.11 0.07
65+ | -0.01 0.08 0.02




