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Executive Summary

Female headship has been 1dentified as a possible indicator of economic
vulnerabllity among households in developing countries. Female headship is
thought to vose special problems for the woman and her famlly because of
possible discrimination against women In the labor force: access to worse
Jobs at lower pay. Female household heads may face additional difficulties
because of the time and resource prassures of their dual role as economic
provider as well as child and family caretaker. Implicit iIn this line of
reasoning is the perception that female headship implies the absence of
adult males, that 1s, that female-headed houselwlds by definition have no
male provider.

At the same time, female headship 1s thought to have some positive
impact on the welfare of family members. Resources under women's control
are widely thought to translate more directly into the fulfillment of basic
needs such as nutrition, health, and shelter, the.i are comparable rescurces
under the control of men. Once agaln, there is an implicit assumption in
this lcgic which holds that by definitlon, female--headed households are
those in which women have control over a substantial proportlon of the
household's resources, elthcr because no adult male 1s present to assert
control (as above), or because women earn much of the household's income
and thereby galn decision-making power.

Implicitly, then, reasoning about the economic and welfare consequences
of female headship depends on alternative definit.ons of such headship.

The issue 1s policy relevant because economic and soclal welfare
interventions, which result in resource transfers to poor households, may
achieve greater effect 1f they are designed with an understaiding of the
dynamics of resource allocation in different kinds of households. Female-
headed households may face different constraints and requir: different
types of interventions, and the llkely impact of a given pr.gram may vary
depending on headship.

This study uses information on households in the Dominican Republic to
investigate the degree to which alternative definitions of female headship
identify the same households as female-headed. It explores whether such
households are more likely to be low-income or eccnomically vulnerable than
male-headed households, and 1t tests whether female-headed householas, by
any definition, show different preferences for spending on baslc necds or
different resource allocation patterns leading to better welfare outcomes,
specifically, nutritional status of children.

Six alternative definitions of female headship are investigated: The
household's own self-definition; absence of adult males; woman as major
earner (earning over 50 percent of wage ircome) or major income contributor
(earning over 50 percent of total income); woman as wage earner or as
worker in any market enterprise.

The overlap among definitions 1s very imperfect; no definition fully
captures the household's own criteria for defining itself as female-headed.
But both absent-male ani earnings-related definitions of female headship



are very significantly related to the household's self-definition. A
household female-headed by one definition 13 far more likely to be female
headed by another than are households in general.

By each definition, female-headed households have some characteristics
which make them quite distinct from male-headed ones. Female-headed
households are smaller and have fewer earners; they are far more dependent
on transTers (Zifts of cash from absent family .members or others) and less
so on wages and other earned income. Except for Absent-Male households,
they are disproportionately urban, and so have less food from home
production. Their heads are older, with fewer young shildren, reflecting
differences in life cycle. Absent-Male household heads are rully 10 years
older than those of households with adult males.

By no definition are female-headed households more likely to fall into
lower income groups (measured by per capita total expenditure). Households
with women working are slightly more likely to be in the higher income
classes. Thelr dependeince on transfers, though, may indicate greater
economic vulnerability and less ability to maintain their status over time.

The evidence on differential spending preferences 1s weak.
Female headed houselr:lds by all definition spend proportionally no more -
in some cases slightly less - on food than male-headed households in the
same expenditure quartile. They tend to buy more expensive foods
(indicated by a lower calorlc return per peso of expenditure), including a
higher proportion of meat, poultry and fish, and other animal-origin food;
while male-headed households tend to buy somewhat ~ore of the cheap, bulky
staples - rice and beans. As a result, household zalerle consumption per
adult equivalen. (adjusted for the age/sex composition of the household) 1s
somewhat lower in femile-headed households, and female-headed households by
most definitions are more likely to fall into the risk category of calorie
consumption less than 75% of recommended levels. This pattern may reflect
a preference of female-headed households for- higher auality foods. Dletary
diversity and the proportion of animal-origin foods are both recognized as
important contributors to improved nutritional status. Calorles alone,
especially measured at the household level, are not an accurate predictor
of nutrition and health outcomes.

In fact, children in female~headed households, in spite of lower
available calories, achleve the same levels of nutritlonal status (measured
by helght/age and weight/helght) as those in male-headed households. 1In
Absent Male female-headed households, children's growth is significantly
above that of male-headed households. This suggests that the allocation of
available foods in female-headed households may be more favorable to
children.

Multivariate analysis was performed to determine whether sex of head
itself, or tie other household characteristl:zs assoclated with headship,
affect food expenditure, caloric (a:.d protein) adequacy, and nutritional
status of children. The results ar: clear. Once all other characterlstics
distinguishing female-headed households from male-headed households are
controlled, headship itself adds 1ittle explanatory power to the
determination of these outcomes: food expenditure, calorie and protein
adequacy, anthrovometric status. However, a number of characteristics of



fanale-headed households are important determinants. For example, caloric
adequacy 1s positively associated with home produced food and farm sales,
and with householl size, and negatively with transfer income, and adult-
equivalent ratio, all effects which operate against female-headed
housenolds by most definiticns. At the same time, nutritlonal status is
positively associated with protein density of the dlet (effect operates
indirectly through illness), and negatively with number of children and
adult-equivalent ratio. These relationships operate in favor of
female-headed households.

This study prov.des some support for the hypothesis that remale-neaded
households allocate resources differently from male-headed households. The
expenditure elasticity of food demand is generally lower in female-tzaded
households than male-headed households, but Absent-Male female--headed
households appear to allocate more of any marginal income increase to food
spending. Among Major Earner female-headed households, marginal calorie
increases are more positively associated with weight for helght than in
male~headed households, though female headship itself is negatively
assoclated with this cutcome. These effects are quite small. More
persuasive 1s the observation that lower levels of caloric adequacy produce
the same or better growth outcomes among female-headed households.

Overall the conclusions to be drawn are first, that the significance of
female headship depends heavily on the specific definition of headship
used. Second, there¢ s no evidence that femaie-headed households by any
definition are disproportionately low income, tut female-headed households
at all income levels are more dependert on trans’»rs and less on their ovn
earnings capacity than male-headed hoiiseholds. Third, female-headed
househnlds have a number o characteristics which clearly distingulsh them
from wale-headed households, and these characteristics are related to food
expenditure, dletary adequacy, and mitritional outcomes of children. It
appears that hesdship operates throug:: these characteristics to result in
female~headed households spending proportionally less on food, obtalning
lower levels of caloric adequacy, higher levels of protein density and
dietary quality (measured in terms of cost), and achieving equal or even
slightly superjor nutritional outcomes for thelr children.

These results are specific to the Dominican Republic, a middle-income
developing country there women's participation in the labor force is quite
widely accepted, ard women have good access to education and employment.
These results are consistent with some other studles in the Caribbean, but
there 1s no reason to expect generalizability to other regions of the
world.

The policy implications of the study for the design of interventlon
programs 1s that female headship alone is not a good basls for program
targeting or program design, but that the particular characteristlcs of
households, some of wnich vary by sex of head, need to be expllcltly
accomodated in the development of such programs.
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Female headship of households is widely recognized to be on the
increase in developing countries (Buvinic and Youssef, 1978; Buvinic,
Lycette, McGreevey, 1983). The significance of this trend has recelved
considerable attention in the past decade. Thls attention is due in part
to the assumption that female headed households in poor countries are
economically stressed and nutritionally vulnerable to a greater degree than
households headed by men. At the same tirie, it 1s widely asserted that
female~headed households manage thelr rescurces diiferently, because, it is
argued, women place a higher priority than men on baslc needs such as food
and health care; and female heads have the opportunity to enforce these
priorities in the allocation of household resources. Review of existing
empirical literature reveals, not surprisingly, that the situation is
somewhat more complicated than that. The economic and welfare implicatlons
of female headship depend on the cultural setting and on a wide variety of
other factors.

Furthermore, the very concept of female headship 1s an elusive one.
Historically, censuses and surveys have implicitly allowed the respondent

to define headship. Typically these questionnalres simply begin the list
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of household members with the question, "Who 1s the head of this
household". Respondents are not asked to explain thelr basis for selecting
a particular individual. In many surveys, the purpose of the headship
question 1s simply to provide a reference point for defining relationships
among household members, so the lack of a concrete definition is
unimportant. But for analysis of the differential economic conditions and
resource allocatlu ., of female and male headed households, the definition of
headsnlip 1s critical. Recent research has demonstrated that the
consequences of female headship depend on the type of female-headed
household in question (Kennedy et al., forthcoming.)

It 1s often asserted that female-headed households are more likely to
devote chelr resources to basic needs such as food, and thus that
children's welfare is benefitted 1n such households, all else equal. This
is based on the understanding that resources are more likely to be under
women's contirol in female headed households. Considerable anecdotal
evidence from a wide varlety of fleld situations has been marshalled 1n
support of this assertion (Burfisher & Horenstein, 1982; Blumberg, 1991).

A number of empirical, data-based studies have also provided support for
the hypothesis. These empirical studies are a bit more mixed in thelr
results however, and many of them are subject to critlclism on the basis of
their analytic methods, because of often unavoldable problems in the data.

There are several elements to the hypothesis that households headed by
women disproportionately devote thell resources to food and basic needs,
and to the production of child health and welfare. Each of these poses its

own methodological problems. The mixed results of the various empirical



studies may be based in part on the varying meanings attributed to female
headship, elther by the interviewers zrd the survey designers, or by the
respondents themselves. Furthermore, 1t 1s not reasonable to assume the
same cultural meaning of headship, nor the same hehavioral consequences, in
all cultures and in all socloeconomic settings. Culturally normative roles

of women are enormously varied; the acceptability of women assuming
economic responsibllity or full declslon-making power over their househnlds

similarly varies. It would in fact be quite surprising to find that female
headship carried similar behavioral consequences in all regions of the
world.

Implicit in the hypothesis that female headship alters household
consumption patterns in favor of nutrition and oth-r basic needs is the
assumption that female headship carries with it increased control over
declisions. This 1is reasonable, but not necessarily true. The process of
household decisionmaking is ccmplex and not well understood. Where no
adult males are present in the household, women by definition are in
control of all household decisions, unless a male family member living
outside the household exercises control. But where headship is defined in
terms of economic contribution, for example, the degree of decision-msking
power conferred by a woman's economic contribution to the household 1is
likely to be determined by cultural norms and by how that contribution is
percelved, as well as by the size of the contribution. Even if it is true
that women's earnings are directly related to their decision-making power,
(and of course a causal relationship is virtually impossible to demonstrate
empirically), the starting point in different cultures may be so different

hat no general prediction regarding the end point can be made.



The second implicit assumption is that increased female decision-making
power automatically translates into a higher priority placed on food and
other basic consumption needs. This once again is plauslble, since women
are most often directly responsible for the care of chlldren and therefore
perhaps morc aware of their needs. Not every study has supported this
assumption however. (See Horton & Miller, n.d.)

One serious problem in attempting to test these assumptions regarding
the effents of female headship on expenditure and consumption patterns and
on children's welfare 1s that female-headed households are often different
in many respects from thelr male-headed counterparts, and these
differences, rather than the fact of headship per se, may explain the
different outcomes. For example, poorer households tend to spend a higher
proportion of their incomes on food, and to have a higher income elasticity
of demand for food as well. Some of the studies showing that women's
earnings are disproportionutely devoted to food were conducted in settings
where women werk only out of severe economic need. (For example, see
Kumar's widely quoted study of Kerala, 1979.) In these cases, the
explanation for the higher food demand associated with women's earnings may
simply be the lower income level of these households. The present study
finds that income sources differ significantly between male and female-
headed households. To the extent that different income streams are
allocated differently anyway, the role of headéhip is ambiguous at best.

By the same reasoning, if we observe that FHH have distinctly different

age/sex composition and different income sources, it may be these

differences rather than headship itself which account for any observed

differences in expenditure and consumption patterns and in child welfare.



The present study uses data from the Dominican Republic to explore the
relationship between headship as def'ined by survey respondents and headship
according to selected alterrative definitions. It seeks to describe female
and male headed households according to these different definitlons, and to
examine and test the assumpticns of economic vulnerability and differing

expenditure patterns of these different household types. The consequences

of female headship and its assoclated household characteristics for
consumption, dietary adequacy, and children's nutitional status are then

investigated.

1. Methods

1.1 Source of Data

The data for this study came from a nationally representative household
income, expenditure and food consumptlon survey conducted in the Dominican
Republic from January through November 1986.l Data were collected for a
period of a week in each household. The survey covered household
composition, occupations of household members, income by source and earner,
and expenditure, including detailed information cn food purchases by
source. Food consumption was measured at the household level; no
individual food consumption data were collected. Source of food was
recorded, so that the value of food consumed from home productlon, gifts,
in-kind pay, and other non-purchased sources could be included in the
estimates of household income and consumption expenditure. Economic status
of the households was measured by average per caplta monthly expendlture

Including the value of food from unpaid soirces. Expenditure 1s wldely



recognized to be a more accurate measure of economlc status than income

because 1t fluctuates less than income and hecause respondents are more
cooperative in reporting expenditures (Rogers, 1987). Households were
assigned to expenditure quartiles ind declles based on the national
distribution of per capita total expenditure.

Income shares by source were calculated based on the household's
reported income, including the value of food consumed from unpaid sources.
As 1is usual in surveys of this kind, there 1s some dlscrepancy between
estimated household total income and expenditure, so that total expenditure
could not be used as the base to calculate income percentages.

Calorie and protein consumption were estimated from the one-week
household food consumption data.? Caloric and prot2in adequacy were
estimated by comparing consumption levels with age- and sex-adjusted
nutrient requirements of the household.3

A follow-up study on the same sample households conducted approximately
six months later collected information on the helghts and welghts of all
children ages six and under, along with information on the children's
morbidity in the past two weeks, and the child's princlpal caretaker.u
These data were used to calculate children's nutritional status by

anthropometric criteria: height and welght for age and weight for height.5

1.2 Definitions of Headship

In the survey, household composition was measured with reference to the
individual defined by the respondent as the household head. No definition
was offered by the interviewers other than the question, "Who 1s the head

of this household?"



One purpose of the present analysis 1s to see whether 1t 1s possible to
determine what might be the empirical meaning of thls self-definition of
headship. To explore the questlon, five alternative ways of categorizing
households in terms of women's roles were tested.

One possibility considered was that households might define themselves

as female-headed only in cases where no adult male was present to fill the

role of head. According to this "Absent Male" definition, households were
categorized as female headed only if they contained no males between 18 and
60 years of age (inclusive). Note that this definition is‘not symmetrical .
Households defined as MHH by thls definition may contain adult women, while
FHH contain no adult men.

Another way of looking at headship 1s in terms of the relative economic
contribution of members. For the purposes of thls study, a reference woman
in each household was 1dentifled, who was elther the self-defined household
head 1f this person was female, or the female spouse of the self-defined
head if male. Then two definitions of female headship were tested based on
the role of the reference woman as major earner: 1if she contributed 50
percent or more of household earnings ("Major Earner"), and if she
contributed, through her earnings, 50 percent or more of total household
income from all sources, including those other than wages ("Major Income
Contributor").

For comparison, we also categorized households by whether or not the
reference woman earned any wage income at all ("F Earns Wages"), and by
whether or not she worked at any market work ("F Works"). These latter two
definitions are different bécause, in the first case, the reference woman

earns an ldentiflable cash wage; in the second definition, work is defined



to include unpaid work in a family enterprise or in her own small
business.6 These two definitions were included in the study to investigate
whether women's work roles, lrrespectlve of the relative size of thelr
economic contribution, in some way alter household income earning and
spending behavior. The six definitions of headship considered in this
paper are: (1) Self-Defined; (2) Absent Male; (3) Major Earner; (4) Major
Income Contributor; (5) F. Earns Wages; and (6) F. Works. For reference,

Table 1 sumarizes the six definitions related to headship explored in this

study.

2. Overlap Among Definitlons

Table 2 shows the percentage of female-headed households (FHH) by each
definition which are also female-headed according to all the other
definiticns. The most striking thing about this table 1s how 1lmperfect the
overlap among definitions 1s, except (of course) for those which must
overlap by definition. None of the alternative definitions proposed in
this paper accurately reflect a household's own self-definition of female
headship. Only about half of self-defined female-headed households have no
adult males present; this means that about U8% of self-defined female-
headed households do contain adult males -~ possibly grown children or the
elderly father of the female head. Similarly, in fewer than half the
self-defined female headed households (42%) 1s the reference woman a major
earner, and in far fewer 1s she the major income contributor.

Nonetheless, a household defined as female headed by any one of our

alternative definitions is far more likely to be female-headed by another

than are households in the general population. Only six percent of



Table 1

Definitions of Female Headship

Short Title Definition

1. Self-Defined The person ldentified as household head
by the survey respondent is remale

2. Absent Male No adult male aged 18 to 60 lives in the
household

3. Major Earner Reference Woman (head or spouse of head)
earns half or more of all wage income

4, Major Income Contributor Reference woman earns half or more of all
household income

5. F. Earns Wages Reference woman earns some wage income

6. F. Works Reference woman engages in market work,

either for wages, profits, or in a family
enterprise



- 10 -

households have the reference woman as a major income contributor, for

example, but 17.5% of self-defined FHII fall in this category. Only 21% of
households in the population have no adult male, but over half the
self-defined FHH are 1n this situation. Clearly, then, both the household
composition definition and the female work role definitions of headship
capture important components of what causes households to define themselves
as female-hzaded. There is no way to determine what respondents themselves
had in rind when identifying the household head.

Unlike some other cultural settings, the Dominican Republic 1s a
country in which women's work is not uncommon. About 42% of households
have a refeirence woman who works in some type of market production. Of
these, 70% have women who work for wages, the rest wvorking in their own or
their famillies' businesses. Even among households with working women,
though, only 14% have the reference woman as the major income contributor,
and only 29% have the woman as the major earner.

It has been widely recognlzed that women who perform market work often
do not identify themselves as workers. This i1s a serious problem for those
wishing to use national census figures, for example, to quantify the
economic roies of women (ICRW, 1980), since in many cases women who work
will define themselves as housewives. This phenomenon is reflected here.
The definition "F Works" was obtained from the 1list of household members,
where each member was asked his or her primary and secondary activities.
The definitions based on proportional contributlon to earnings and income
were derived from detailed questionnaires about jobs and wages of each
member, in which the interviewers did considerable probing. It is

Interesting to note that in about ten percent of households in which women
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Tag.2 7

Percent of Households Jerined as Fanale Headed hy the Derlnition at the Top
Which are als3o Female-Headed by <he Tefinition dat Left

Self-Defined Absent :fale Major Zarner Major Income F. Earns F. Works All
: Contributor Wages

Self-Defined 100 63.3 63.2 71.2 35.9 33.0 s
Absent Male 52.4 100 46.9 47.0 22.8 22.7 20.7
Major Earner 42.1 45,4 100 38.0 37.5 24.9 149
Major Income

Contrihutor 17.5 14.7 51.2 100 19.2 14,1 6.2
F. Earns Wages 43.2 34.0 100 100 100 70.1 20.2
F. Works 51.4 40.4 85,0 90.1 90.6 100 2.4
N 1400 1402 1060 243 1383 1285
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contribute significantly to earned and total income, these women do not
repc-t market work as thelr primary or =econdary activity. We observed
this phencmenon in the field as well. Women would conduct small-scale

sales during the interview while at the same. time repeating that they did
no market work. This has important implications for the role of work in
affecting a woman's decision-making power in the household. If she herself

does not recognize her own economic contribution, she also may not derive

greater influence from it.

3. -Soclo Demographic Characteristics of Female-Headed Households

3.1 Geographic Distribution

Table 3 shows the distribution of FHH by geograiohlic region of the
country. There are striking regional differences in the frequency of
female headship. Women are very slgnificantly more llkely to work for
wages and to participate in market work 1in urban than in rural areas. They
are least likely to work, whether for wages or in any market work, in the
Frontier region. This is no doubt due to the fact that more employment
opportunities exist for women in cities than 1n rural areas; it was our
team's observation that many of the women in rural households who did work
found employment in nearby cities. The Frontier 1s the most rural and

relatively remote area of the country. It 18 mountainous, and less well

served by roads and transyrtation than other areas. T.ere are fewer

opportunities for wage emplhyment in the Frontier than elsewhere, and it is
more difficult from there to reach urbanlized areas where jobs might be

avallable.

Few households have the reference woman as their major source of
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income. Still, the distribution of such households parallels that of
households in which the woman works. The distribution of households in
which the reference woman is the major earner, however, is somewhat
different: the lowest proportion of such households is in Santo Domingo,
and the highest proportion is in "other urban" and "other rural" areas.
This 1s not explained by differences in the proportion of household income
which 1s earned; wages are 46% of total income, somewhat below average in
importance in the "other rural' area, where farm sales (notably of rice)
constitute a much more important source.of income than in other regions.
But wages represent 64% of income, above the average, in the "o“I'r urban"
area, and nelther farm salz nor business income 1s particularly high. The
higher prevalence of households with a woman as major earner in urban areas
outs.de the capital may simply reflect different employment opportunities.

Self-defined female-headed households are more common in urban than in
rural areas, and far less common in the Frontler than in other regions. On
aversge, 25% of Dominican households define themselves as female headed,
compared with only about 11% in the Frontier.

In contrast to all the other definitions, househoids with no adult
males are somewhat more common in rural than urban areas, possibly because
of male migration to the city to work. The Frontier 1s an exception,
having, as usual, the fewest Absent Male households.

These differences in prevalence of FHH by fegion are important because
they may affect the interpretation of differences in earning and

expenditure patterns, which of course also differ by region.
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Table 3

Distribution of Female-Headed Households by Geographic Region

Self-Defined Absent Male Major Earner iajor Income F. Earns F. Works

Contributor Wages

STRATUM
1. Urban .

Zanto Domingo 29.0 17.4 10.0 6.5 42,9 u8.5
2. Other urban 28.3 v'3.5 19.3 10.0 35.9 47.5
3. Rural

Trontier 10.8 10.4 11.9 2.0 14.6 29,2
4, Sugar Cane/

Livestock 23.8 24,2 12.9 2.6 22.0 40.2
5. Other'Rural

(Rice) 21.0 23.3 17.5 4.8 22.3 35.0
ALL 5.0 26.7 14.9 5.2 30.5 u2.4
N 1400 1402 1060 1243 1383 1285
)4 .01214 .06824 .01655 .00337 .0000 .00055

(Pearson Xz)
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3.2 Economic Status

It is ot'ten asserted that female-headed households are more subject to
economic stress than joint- or male-headed households, because women are
disadvantaged in their access to jobs as well as in their .ccess to
education and in rates of pay. Certainly, in many settings, female-headed
households fall disproportionately into the lowest economic strata. (See
for example, Rosenhouse, 1989 and the references cited therein.)

In this study, the measure of economic status 1s per-capita expenditure
ievel, with expenditure including the value of food (but not other goods)
received free of charge as gifts, transfers, or pay in-kind. Per capita
expenditure was chosen as more reflective of actual consumption levels than
total household expenditure, but this measure dces not account for possible
economies of scale in consumption which may be realized by larger
households.

If per-capita expenditure 1s accepted as a reasonable measure of
economic status, the results of this study are unequivocal. Self-defined
female-headed households are evenly distributed among all expenditure
quartiles. They are no more likely than other households to fall into the
lower, nor into the higher economic cliasses. These results are shown 1n
Table 4. Households with no adult male are also evenly distributed among

the per caplta expendlture quartiles. This 1s surprising, since one might

assume such households have by definition fewer earners and thus lower
earning potential than households with males. As shall be seen later,
these households derive thelr income largely from sources other than

earnings.



- 16 ~

Significant differences do exist in the prevalence of female-headed

households by per capita expendliture quartile according to three
definitions related to work status: Major Income Contributor, F. Earns
Wages, and F. Works. By these definitions, female headed households are
more prevalent in the higher per caplta expenditure quartiles. 1In the
Dominican Republic, apparently, women's work 1s assocliated with Ilmproved
economic status, presumably because of the additional earning power. This
1s in contrast to other regions of the world where women work in the market
only when the household 1s in severe financlal stralts.

The picture 1s quite different 1f quartiles based on total household
expenditure are used as a basls for judging eccnomic status (Table 5). In
this case, Self-Defined FHH and Absent Male FHH are more likely to fall
into the lower quartiles, as are households 1n which the reference woman is
the major carner. These results are not very informative, however.
Female-headed households, by these three definitions, are significantly
smaller than male-headed ones. The average differences in household size
are about one member in Self-Defined and Major Earner FHH, and two members
in Absent Male FHH. Therefore i1t 1s natural that total household
expenditure should be lower in these households, and the signiflcance in
terms of individual welfare should not be overemphasized. It 1s striking
that FHH by the F. Works definition are significantly more common in the
higher quartiles even when measured by household expendlture.

These results are not altered if the sample 1s restricted to households

containing children under 12 years.



Tabl= 4

Percent of Households in Zach Juarstile o0 Per Capita Ixpendizure
Wnich are Female-Headed 2y Zach lefini<ion

Self-Defined Absent Male “Yajor Earner iMajor Income . Earns D, Wores
Contributor Wages

Per Capita
Expenditure
Quartile
Lowest 1. 27.4 21.7 16.2 5.9 27.2 40.6

2. 22.3 18.4 9.7 3.0 0.7 35.3

3. 26.2 20.2 16.1 H.4 5.7 u7.7
Highest 4, 25.1 23.0 15.9 6.7 33.1 43,1
ALL 5.3 20.8 14.5 6.0 ) 30.2 41.8
N 1284 1285 981 1155 1268 1176
B LU8738 .52038 .10444 05096 .00823 .02827
(Pearson Xz)

Table 5

Percent of Households in Each Household Zxpenditure Quartile
Which are Female-Headed by £acn Definition

Self-Defined Absent Male Major Earner Major Income F. Earns F. Works

Contributor Wages
Household
Expenditure
Quartile
Lowest 1. 39.0 38.5 18.3 7.4 25.4 36.8
2. 26.0 18.0 19.2 7.2 32.7 40,1
3. 17.4 12.7 11.4 3.6 33.7 44,9
Highest y, 18.9 12.9 10.3 5.0 31.5 47.1
ALL 5.3 20.3 14,6 5.8 30.9 42.3
N 1246 . 1287 984 1163 1272 1182
B .0000 .J000 .00561 .14832 .10796 .05513

(Pearson X?')



# Males, 12-60

# Females, 12-60

# Infants under 2

# Children, 2-12

# Elderly, 60+

# Non-Relatives

# Extended FPamily
Members

# Members

Age of Head

# Economically Active

Percent Dependent

# Males, 12-60

# Females, 12-60

# Infants under 2

# Children, 2-12

# Elderly 60+

# Non-Relatives

# Extended Family
Members

# Members

Age of Head

# Economically Active

Percent Dependent
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7ible 4

Demographic Characteristics of Self-Deflned remale and
Male Headed Households, 3y Per Capita Expenditure Quartile

All Households Quartile 1 Quarcils U
Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head P Male Head Femals Head P
1.74 1.09 .0000 1.97 1.14 .0000 1.42 .98 .02
1.69 1.84 .0410 1.67 1.67 .9961 1.58 1.78 . 166:¢
.29 .18 .0002 .39 .21 L0117 .18 .09 .087:
1.53 1.12 .0000 1.91 1.47 .0356 1.19 .76 .009:
.25 .27 5959 19 .31 L0546 .261 .25 .300(
.09 .11 L4726 .02 .03 .5033 .14 .21 .20t
.15 .20 .1648 .17 .21 .6275 .10 .09 .828¢
5.40 4,42 .0000 6.02 4.69 .0004 k,57 3.78 .005
45,05 49,26 .006 46,51 52.72 .0005 U5.15 46,26 .580!
2.01 1.52 .0000 2.32 1.61 .0011 1.80 1.46 RO
59.10 63.66 .0047 58.52 65.70 L0314 54.39 59.22 205

Table 7

Demographic Characteristics of Absent-ifale Female and
Male Headed Households, By Per Capita Zxp2nditure Quartile

All Households Quartile 1 Quartile 4
Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head

1.91 .30 .0000 2.13 .34 .0000 1.66 .15
1.78 1.55 .0055 1.77 1.31 .0048 1.66 1.53
.29 .16 .0002 .37 .23 .0594 17 .10

1.53 1.00 .0000 1.92 1.32 .0081 1.20 .69 .

.17 .58 .0000 .17 U2 .0001 .15 .61 o

.09 W11 5077 .02 .02 9741 .13 .2u .
.17 .14 3702 .16 .26 .2293 .10 .08
5.54 3.66 .0000 6.19 3.72 .0000 4,73 3.17
45,01 54,41 .0000 46.92 53.41 .001 43,12 53.30
2.09 1.13 .0000 2.33 1.36 .0000 1.96 .91
58.63 66.46 .0000 59.03 65.78 .0617 51.91 67.98



Males, 12-60

Females, 12-60

Infants Under 2

Children, 2-12

Elderly, 60+

Non-Relatives

Extended Family
Members

# Members

Age of Head

I W W W W R I

# Economically Active

Percent Dependent

Males, 12-60

Females, 12-60

Infants Under 2

Children, 2-12

Elderly 60+

Non-Relatives

Extended Family
Members

# Members

Age of Head

3 e X W Ik W W

# Economically Active

Percent Dependent
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Table 8

-Cemograpnic Characteiistics of !fajor Zarner 'ale ind “emala
Headed Households by Per Capita Expenditure QJuartile

All households Quartile 1 Quartile d

Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head 2
1.80 1.00 .0000 2.11 1.03 .0001 1.61 .85 LS
1.82 1.77 .5783 1.82 1.55 .2118 1.74 1.30 LTuIs

.30 .13 .0113 W4l .16 .0195 .16 .14 07
1.55 1.20 .0052 1.97 1.55 .1740 1.24 .Sl L1452
.22 .16 .1865 .18 .15 6174 .21 .07 .103C
.09 .11 L4613 .02 .04 .3429 .15 .19 6355
.17 .17 .9365 .18 .21 .8119 .10 .13 L7612
5.58 b, 24 .0000 6.36 4,39 .0003 4.89 3.69 L0022
45,61 43.51 .0879 46.96 u5,24 . 4860 b, 42 41.28 L1814
2.09 1.67 .0001 2.35 1.80 .0566 1.99 1.65 .0533
58.42 54.47 .0582 59.61 55.40 L3456 52.59 u8.65 .388¢

Table 9

Demographic Characteristics of Major Income Contributor of Male and Female-
Headed Households by Per Capita Expenditure Quartile

All Households Quartile 1 Quartile 4
Male Head Female Head P Male Head Femal= Head P Male Head Female Head P

1.63 .92 .0000 1.84 .85 .2078 1.13 .51 .0007
1.75 1.68 .6555 1.69 1.63 .8426 1.68 1.63 Bl
.28 A7 .0601 .37 .22 .2668 .15 .05 . 2683
1.47 1.04 .0132 1.85 1.37 .2353 1.12 .63 L1057
.26 .16 .1291 .23 .13 L4311 .2l .16 487"
.08 .10 .6931 .02 .00 .5337 .15 .16 .976:
A7 .18 .9048 .18 .28 .5252 .10 .11 L9970
5.27 3.94 .0000 5.84 4.23 .0257 4.52 2.84 L0017
46 40 .003 45,28 41.54 .0621 45,37 39.47 .Q977
1.91 1.45 .0039 2.11 1.54 .1512 1.77 1.32 L087¢
60.60 54.96 .0615 61.54 60.06 .8126 55.71 4y, 82 JA17%



# Males, 12-60 1.60
# Females, 12-60 1.67
# Infants Under 2 .29
# Children, 2-12 1.46
# Elderly 60+ .30
# Non-Relatives .08
# Extended Family

Members .14
# Members 5.22
Age of Head 48.04
# Economically Active 1.76
Percent Dependent 63.82

# Males, 12-60 1.56
# Females, 12-60 1.72
# Infants Under 2 .33
# Children, 2-12 1.43
# Elderly 60+ .30
# Non-Relatives .N8
# Extended Family

Members .16
# Members 5.23
Age of Head 47.28
# Economically Active 1.41
Percent Dependent 73.02

All Households
Male Head Female Head P

1055
1.92
.22
1.37
.17
.12

.21
5.10
43.94
2.24
51.35

Demographic Characteristics of Male and Female Headed

All Households
Male Head Female Head P

1.64
1.96
.20
1.54
.18
.11

.18
5.37
45.29
2.61
L6.26
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Tacl2 10

Demographic Characteristics of ¥

amale and (Rle

Headed Youseholds by F. Zarns Wages Definition

L4873 1.80 1.
.0006 1.62 1.
.0256 34 .
.2708 1.83 1.
.0001 .23 .
.0946 .01 .
L0514 .14 .
4535 5.69 5.
.0000 48.76 46.
.0000 2.08 2.
.0000 61.55 57.
Table 11

artile 1
Male Head Female Head P

66 . 4420
88 .0815
36 .80u6
T4 .6383
18 . 3482
05 .0246
27 .0824
71 .9661
32 .1784
31 3055
23 .1942

Households by F Works Definition

Quartile 1
Male Head Female Head P

.3156 1.74 1.83 .6151
.0004 1.61 2.11 .0004
.0000 .37 .33 .6305
1740 1.73 2.12 .0460
.0002 .26 .18 .1528
.2148 .01 .04 .0809
5295 .19 .19 .9847
.3561 5.56 6.41 .0168
.0169 49.31 46.89 .1545
.0000 1.51 3.16 .0000
0000 73.06 48.18 .0000

Quartile 4
Male Head Female Head
1.35 1.27
1.61 1.77
17 .13
1.13 1.01
.32 .12
.14 .19
.08 .14
4,55 4,16
47,24 41.51
1.58 2.07
61.37 42.63
Quartile &
Male Head Female Head

1.31 1.34
1.83 1.70
.20 .10
1.30 .97
.31 .16
14 .17
.09 .11
4,89 4.19
46.03 43,08
1.36 2.29
73.16 37.86

.8009
3175
.03e7
0335
.0295
.6561

.6389
.0072
0977
.000C
.000C
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3.3 Household Composition of Female and Male Headed Households

Female and male-headed households differ in a number of respects in
terms of their demographic make-up. We have already seen that FHH are
significantly smaller, according to all definitions except F Earns Wages
and F. Works. Tables 6 through 11 show the differences between male and
female headed households on a number of characterlstics. These are shown

for all households, and then seperately for the lowest and highest

quartiles of per caplta expenditure.

3.3.1 Self-Defined

Self-Defined FHH are about one memher smaller than thelr male-headed
counterparts. This difference in size 1s larger (..5 members) in poor
households. The FHH have fewer adult males (not surprisingly), and also
fewer children 12 and under, and fewer Infants age 2 and under. We had
thought that possibly FHH would cope with thelr economically vulnerable
status by incorporating more non-relatives and extended family members into
the household, but in fact there 1s no difference bepween FHH and MHH at
any income level in the number of distant relatives or non-relatives 1living
with the household. It is not surprlising that FHH have fewer economically
active members, since they have fewer members overall. But the proportion

of household members who work is also significantly lower, (that 1s, the

percent dependent is higher) in FHH. This 1s conslstent with the fact that

FHH receive a higher proportion of income from unearned sources.

3.3.2 Absent Male Households

Households with no adult male present are close to two members smaller



- 22 -

on average than those with adult mzles present. They contain, of course,
significantly fewer males aged 12-60, but also significantly fewer females
in this age range, as well as fewer infants and children. These households
contain significantly more elderly members, and these include the household
head. Self-defined heads of hcusehold in Absent Male FHH (note these may
be male or female) are close to 10 years older (54.4 compared with 45) than
in households where there are adult males, and these heads are
significantly less likely to have a spouse living in the household,
possibly because they are widowed (though this information was not
avallable). Once again there is no difference in the number of extended
family members and non-relatives living in Absent Male households versus
those with adult males present. The percent of dej-=rdent members, however,

is significantly higher in Absent-Male households.

3.3.3 Major Earner and Major Income Contrlbutor

In households where the reference women 18 the major earner, there are
fewer members (by slightly more than one person). Tnere are fewer male
adults in such households, which probably explains in part why female
earnings are proportionately higher. There 1s no difference in the number
of adult females, elderly, non-relatives or dilstant relatives, suggesting
that FHH do not depend on expanding their households in order to be able to
work outside the home. There are significantly fewer infants and children
in households where the reference woman is the major earner, which 1s not
surprising. One might guess that the presence of children would be a
constraint to women's work force participation.

Major earner FHH have fewer economically active members, but the
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households are also smaller. The percent of household members who are
dependent is lower in such households than in MHH, as would be expected

since by definition the reference woman 1s a dependent in MHH and works in

FHH.

3.3.4 F. Earns Wages and F. Works

Households in which the reference woman works for wages do AOt show the
same characteristics of those where she is the primary earner or income
contributor. The households are not smaller (nor larger) than households
in which she does not work for wages, though there are slightly fewer
infants and more extended family members and worklng-aged women. The
number of elderly members 1s much lower in these households, most likely
reflecting the 1ife cycle stages of economically active women. Naturally,
the number of economically active members 1s higher, and the percent
dependent lower, in households where the reference woman earns wage income.

These differences between FHH and MHH by the F. Earns Wages definition
are very similar to those of households distingulshed by the F. Works

definition.

3.4 Sources of Income

Female and male headed households, as we have seen, are about equally

distributed among per capita expenditure classes. There 1s no evidence
that female-headed households, by any definition, are more likely to fall
into the lower expenditure groups. Nonetheless, the sources of household

income are radically different in the two types of household.

The categories of income considered in this section are wages (earned
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income), business income, and income from farm sales, from rent (of rooms
or houses), from pensions and social security, from interest and dividends,
and from transfers. Transfers are simply gifts of cash which in the cas=
of the Dominican Republic are usually payments from family members living
away from home. Income from friends or neighbors providing cash support to
a household in need is also considered transfer income. waées are

distinguished from other earned income because wages are pald to an

individual in the household, and are a function of the time and skills of
that individual. Business and farm income are also earned, but often these
sources cannot be directly assoclated with one particular household member.
In addition to these cash income sources, the imputed (local retail

price) value of income from food produced and consitied at home, and from
food received as gifts, 1s reported. Home-produced food is a significant
source of real income (that is, income in cash and in kind) in rural areas;
gifts of food are quite important among households in the lowest quartile.

Tables 12 through 17 show these results.

3.4.1 Self-Defined

Femal e-headed households are far more dependent on gifts and transfers
than are male-headed households. Transfers of money from outside the
household represent 31% of income in Self-Defined FHH, ccmpared with about
six percent in MHH. The difference 1s even greater in higher-income
households, suggesting that transfers more than other sources make the
difference for FHH in the economic status they achleve. Wages are a far
more important source of income in MHH than in FHH, though this difference

1s not significant in the lowest quartile.



Earnings
Transfers

Farm Sales

Home Produced Food
Own Business
Rental Income
Interest/Dividends
Pension

Other »
In-Kind Income
Gifts (food only)

'In-Kind Income Includes the value of food produced and consumed at home, received as gifts cr pay, or obtained free

All Households
Male Head Female Head

63.34
6.46
12.83
4,86
3.12
1.18
.39
1.76
.19
10.74
2.57

from goverrment programs.

Earnings
Transfers

Farm Sales

Home Produced Food
Own Business
Rental Income
Interest/Dividends
Pension

Other

In-Kind Income#
Gifts (food only)

All Households
Male Head Female Head

64.86
7.56
10.74
4,48
3.30
1.13
.34
1.29
.13
10.65
2.76

46.11
31.48
3-76
2.25
3.81
2.05
.05
1.55
.15
11.03
4.26

35.95
33.29
9.79
3.07
3.25
2.46
.18
3.35
35
11.38
3.92

P

.£000
.0000
.0000
.0007
L4311
.0607
+1591
<7157
.8385
8173
.0041
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Tapi=2 12

Quartile 1
Male Head Female Head
50.55 42.98
6.18 28.45
20,29 5.40
7.69 4,37
4,59 1.78
2.06 1.50

.01 .21
57 U6
14 .00
15.61 19.22
3.39 5.26

Table 13

Percent of Household Income rom Zacn 3ource
By Self-Def!:red Pemale Headship

P

1537
.0000
.0002
1175
.1138
.6702

.1036"

.8723
5493
+2525
.2320

Percent of Household Income “rom Each

Source, by Absent Male Headship

P

.0000
.0000
5918
.0901
.9562
.0082
5392
.0012
.2510
5935
0676

Quartile 1
Male Head Female Head
52.86 30.77
7.15 32.33
17.46 11.80
7.56 3.73
4,27 2.10
1.32 4,36

.07 .00
U2 1.02
.13 .00
16.31 17.61
3.46 5.64

P

.0002
.0000
.2082
.1043
2726
.0376
5992
L4176
.6228
.T112
.2108

Quartile 4
Male fead Female Head
72.01 44,74
5.64 38.20
8.68 3.66
2.22 .62
2.55 1.67
1.29 1.33
Lu8 .00
2.59 4.10
.56 .65
6.09 5.65
2.05 5.13

Quartile 4
Male Head Female Head
75.19 31.97
6.50 38.18
6.70 9.72
1.83 1.7
2.87 .56
1.13 1.86
.29 .61
1.51 8.10
.36 1.31
5.46 7.69
2.22 4.84

=

.2000
.J000
.10u3
436
5706
.9609
264U
L4213
.3982
L7981
.0046

?

.200
.00C
.32
922
.149°
.366
471
.00C
.19¢
.20t
217

%
In-Kind Income Includes the value of food produced and consumed at home, received as gifts or pay, or obtained free from

government programs.
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Tabla 14

Percent of Household Income *rom Zach 3ource
By Major Zarner Headsnip

All Households Quartile 1 Quartile U
Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head
Earnings 77.60 61.16 .0000 69.93 59.66 .0683 81.54 64.37 oL
Transfers 6.03 16.51 .0000 T.11 10.06 . 3076 4,43 19.09 .
Farm Sales 4.65 9.53 .0011 8.30 13.45 .2179 2.58 8.94 .C
Home Produced Food 2.28 2.90 . 3452 3.61 5.65 .3023 1.89 A7 .1
Own Business 1.96 1.84 .8770 2.73 2.20 L7772 1.63 .82 .5
Rental Income 1.04 .94 .7998 1.05 1.12 . 9055 1.24 W42 oL
Interest/Dividends .24 .26 LOUTY .09 .00 .6626 .52 .00 o
Pension 1.37 1.17 L7543 51 .2U .THUT3 1.69 . .73 .
Other .18 .47 .2842 .17 .00 .6625 .59 1.32 WL
In-Kind Income® 6.92 8.11 .2991 10.11 13.28 .3026 5.78 4.31 .
Gifts (food only) 2.32 2.64 .6014 2.99 2.81 .9151 2.53 2.38 WS

'In—Kind Income Includes the value of food produced and consumed at home, received as gifts or pay, or obtained free fron
government programs.
Table 15

Pe:cent of Household Income From Zach Source
By Major Income Contributor Headship

Al Households Quartile 1 Quartile 4

Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head P
Earnings 57.95 83.91 .0000 47.00 84.07 .0002 63.94 86.51 .C
Transfers 12.55 8.71 .1781 12.09 4.49 .1927 14.33 9.03 A
Farm Sales 11.19 .34 .0002 17.55 1.03 .0297 7.39 .20 .1
Home Produced Food 4,48 .5316 .0046 7.31 .54 .0913 1.94 .16 Wl
Own Business 3.43 .6738 .0800 3.90 .00 .2305 2.51 .00 .3
Rental Income 1.38 54 .2853 1.66 .55 .5959 1.34 .79 .6
Interest/Dividends .33 .00 L4514 .06 .00 .7885 .39 .00 .6
Pension 1.75 .89 L4191 .58 .00 .6428 3.18 1.36 .5
Other 17 .29 7163 .11 .00 8017 .62 .00 .6
In-Kind Inccme® 11.25 4,65 .0043 17.04 9.86 .2283 6.29 2.10 .1
Gifts (food only) 3.06 2.21 L4289 3.85 4,64 .7885 3.01 54 .1

'In-Kind Income Includes the value of food produced and consumed at nome, received as gifts or pay, or obtained free frem
govermnent programs.
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Tabl2 16

Percent of Income From Zach Source 3y F. Earns Wages

Ail Housenolds Quartile ! Quartile 4
Male Head Female Head P Male Head TFemale Yead P ale Head Female Head »?
Earnings 51.66 76.31 .0000 40.59 70.95 .0000 58.38 79.14 Q00
Transfers 14,02 8.68 .0003 12.91 8.u44 .1435 17.04 8.02 INEL
Farm Sales 13.31 4,60 .0000 20.26 7.27 .0010 8.70 3.46 L0547
Home Produced Food 5.36 1.86 .0000 8.14 3.80 .0382 2.57 .39 L0021
Own Business 4,12 1.44 .0010 4.51 1.57 .0849 2.84 1.38 L3107
Rental Income 1.49 .97 .1988 1.78 ° 1.12 S4UTY 1.36 1.20 .323z
Interest/Dividends .35 .22 .5512 .08 .00 .5008 .46 .18 4quT
Pension 1.85 1.36 .3718 .72 .10 .3370 3.76 1.71 .207C
Other .09 .37 .0813 .14 .00 .5286 .21 1.30 0945
In-Kind Income# 13.10 6.04 .0000 19.01 10.55 .0064 7.25 3.61 .0207
Gifts (food only) 3.34 2.29 .0563 4,21 3.09 L4681 3.02 2.52 6235

'In-Kind Income Includes the value of food produced and consumed at home, reciived as gifts or pay, or obtained free from
govermment programs.

Table 17

Percent of Income From Each Source 3y P. Works

All Households Quartile 1! Quartile 4
Male Head Female Head P Yale Head PFemale Head P Male Head Female Head P
Earnings 54,16 55.94 .0000 43,27 54.86 .0192 60.57 71.90 L7
Transfers 15.56 8.44 .0000 13.54 9.95 .2294 19,37 7.40 .00~
Farm Sales 12.46 7.79 .0017 19.31 14,72 .2450 6.25 6.46 .9348
Home Produced Food 5.76 2.59 .0000 9.49 3.93 .0068 2.80 .66 .0047?
Own Business . 1.37 5.85 .0000 1.93 6.01 .0134 .07 5.86 .000:
Rental Income 1.73 .76 .0129 1.98 .67 .1874 1.65 1.10 L4675
Interest/Dividends .27 2 .8823 .01 .15 .2468 27 .20 .3229
Pension 1.80 1.47 .5364 .42 .33 .8675 3.98 1.48 L1154
Other .11 .30 2471 .19 .00 U112 .27 1.12 .2122
In-Kind Income# 12.52 9.20 .0051 19.37 13.30 L0441 7.56 4,48 .0587
Gifts (food only) 3.12 2.66 .3814 4.u7 2.45 .1314 3.43 2.22 2435

'In-Kind Income Includes the value of food produced and consumed at home, recelved as gifts or pay, or obtained free from
government programs.
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Farm sales are significantly more important as an income source in MHH.
This is, in part, a function of the fact that FHH are disproportionately

urban. (In Absent Maie households, which are disproportionately located in
rural areas, there is no difference in the proportion of farm income
between households that do and do not have adult males, 1n spite of the
difference in available family farm labor. This fact tends to confirm that

gecgraphic rather than household composition differences are responsible

for the lower proportion of farm income in self-defined FHH.)

3.4.2 Absent Male

Wages are far less important, and transfers far more important a8
income sources among households with no adult male present. As with
self-defined FHH, the differences are greater in the hlghest expenditure
quartile.

Consistent with the observation that household heads are almost ten
years older in Absent Male FHH, income from pensions 1s significantly more
important where no adult male 1s present. The difference in the proportion
of pension income is not significant in quartile 1 but is very significant
in the highest quartile. This suggests that the availability of pension
income may be one factor responsible for these households' higher income.

Households with a history of stable, formal-sector employment, those most

1ikely to have pensions, are also most likely to be those in the higher

income brackets to begin with.
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3.4.3 Major Earner and Major Income Contributor

In households where the reference woman earns 50% or more of al) wage
incnme, wages are significantly less important as a source of income than
in households where she earns proportionally less. This difference 1s
greater in higher-income households. In households where a woman earns the
majority of earned income, income from transfers and from farm sales 1s
significantly higher. This suggests that it is easler for women to achleve
"Major Earner" status where total earnings are lower. The results in
Table 14 show that these differences are much greater 1n higher income
households. In quartile 1, none of the differences (in earnings,
transfers, or farm sales) 1s significant at the 5% level.

In contrast, wage earnings are a far more important income source 1n
households where a woman earns 50% or more of total household income. This
1s reasonable, since by definition these households 1nclude oniy those
where wages (from anyone) constitute more than half of all income. Since
wages are a more important income source in urban areas, 1t is not
surprising that these households derive slgnificantly less of thelr lncome

from farm sales and consumption of home-produced food.

3.4.4 Reference Women Earns Wages or Works in the Market

Wage employment is more conmon in urban than rural areas. Households
in which the reference woman works for wages recelve a higher percentage of
their income from wages than other households, and less from farm sales and
home produced food. Such households recelve less In transfers than
households in which the reference woman does not work for wages. Recall

that these households are in an earlier lifecycle stage, as evidenced by
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the fact that the age of the (self-defined) household head is signifanctly
lower, by almost six years. If transfers are most likely to come from
grown children who have moved out of the home, then one would expect less

transfer income in younger households.

In households where the reference woman works: (more than 40% of all
households in the Dominican Republic), wages are more lmportant, and
transfers less so, than where she does not. Once again, the lower
proportion of farm and home production income reflects the greater urban
concentration of these households. In contrast to households where women
work for wages, however, business income 1s very significantly higher in

these "F. Works" households because much of the work women engage in 1s

small enterprises.

i, Expenditure and Consumption Patterns of Female HYeaded Households

4,1 Description

4,1.1 Expenditure Patterns

One of the most widely repeated assertions regarding women-headed
households is that their expenditure patterns differ from those of
male- headed households. In particular, it is often argued (eg. Blumberg,
1979) that in FHH, a higher proportion of household resources is devoted to

basic needs such as food and health care. The reasons clited relate to

women's closer connection with, and therefore greater awareness of their

children's well-being. The significance of this issue for policy 1s that,

in cases where the argument is upheld, development programs which put
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resources in the hands of women may result 1n a greater Impact on
nutritional status and health. Conversely, programs which ralse household
income at the cost of shifting its control away from women may have the
unintended effect of mitigating the degree to which the additional income

contributes to household members' well-belng and fulfillment of basic

needs.

4,1.1.2 Food Consumption Expenditure

These data from the Dominican Republic do show some differences between
FHH and MHH in thelr expenditure patterns, but these differences are rather
inconsistent, and they do not 1in general support the contention that
households headed by women have a higher preferenc: for spending on food.

Tables 18 through 23 show the proportions of houszhold expenditure
devoted to each category of consumption, according to the varlous
definitions of headship.

Among self defined FHH, food expenditure is on average no different
from that of MHH. It 1s marginally higher (p=.06) in quartile 4, but this
may not have any welfare implication, since high income households are
generally not at risk of inadequate food consumption.

Food purchases are of course related to the avallability of food from
unpaild sources (home production, gifts end in-kind pay). By most of the
definitions tested in this paper, FHH are disproportionately urban,
therefore one would expect to see higher, rather than lower cash
expenditure on food in these households, slnice unpald sources of food are
less avallable in urban areas. To see whether unpaid food affects these

results, we include In the tables information on the value of all food
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(paid and unpaid) as a proportion of total consumption expenditure,
including unpaid food. (The value of in-kind transfers other than food was
not measured in this study.) Here agaln, there is no difference between

MHH and FHH.

These results are consistent with those for Absent-Male FHH. There are
no differences between Ab.ent Male FHH and MHH in the proportion of elther
cash expenditure or total consumption devoted to food.

Even more surprising is the evidence that, in households which are
defined as female headed in terms of the reference woman's earnings, it is
in male-headed households that food represents a larger share of the value
of consumption. In households where the reference woman accounts for half
or more of the earned income, there is no difference in proportion of cash
expenditure on food. The proportion is slightly (not significantly) lower
among FHH in the bottom quartile and slightly (not significantly) higher in
the top quartile. However, there is no difference on average between FHH
and MHH in food consumption as a proportion of total consumptlon; in the
lowest quartile, consumption of food (in value terms) is significantly
lower in FHH.

Among households defined in terms of Major Income Contributor, the
proportion of both cash expenditure and total consumption accounted for by

food 1s significantly lower in FHH than in MHH, on average and in the

lowest quartile. Female headship by this definition is quite uncommon, and

the numbers are small. Nonetheless, the results are consistent.
No difference in food expenditure were observed between households 1n

which reference women worked, elther for wages or in any market work, and

these where they did not.
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Hyglene
Domestic Help
Recreation and
Gambling
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Transportation
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Tapl2 !

<

%

Percent of Household Casn Zxpenditure Devoted to Zacn Consumption Item, By Self-Defined Headship

All Households
Male Head Female Head

2.69
2.55
3.10
5.50
1.01

11.18
1.41
5.67

.81
5.77

57.78
8.65

61.57

66.88

3.25
3.21
4.00
5.76

.72

8.13
1.37
6.04
.64
4,76
59.27
7.75
62.50
70.72

P

. 2244
.0356
.0002
.5236
1115

.0020
.8048
- 3459
L0474
.0607
.2092
. 2851
. 4087
.0003

duartile 1
‘lale Head Female Head
1.34 .32
1.83 2.92
3.24 5.09
5.90 5.64

.16 .08
10.05 8.27
1.65 1.16
5.95 6.38
.76 .66
5.24 5.37
61.15 58.35
13.61 15.14
67.38 65.97
69.22 69.13

P
.3504

.0089

.0033
.3221
L4974

.2600

.2113

.6659
.6608
916
.2867
L4719
4997
.9678

Quartile 4
Male Head Female Head
3.21 7.65
2.99 3.18
2.98 3.25
5.23 4,39
2.35 1.80
6.86 4,00
6.76 5.15
1.32 1.08
6.13 5.61

.87 .73
7.62 6.27
50.74 54.85
4,65 3.67
52.76 55.94

* Percent of total expenditure, including food from unpaild sources, which 1s food from unpaid sources.
*%  Value of all food consumed (paid and unpaid) as a percent of total expenditure.
e Iodging, utilities, cooking fuel, and food.

Table 19
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Percent of Household Cash Fxpenditure Devoted to Each Consumption Item, by Absent Male Headship

All Households Quartile 1 Quartile 4
Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head

Lodging 2.75 3.16 .4078 1.39 .48 .1366 4,08 5.25
Utilities 2.40 3.99 .0000 2.04 2.43 .3927 2.92 3.47
Cooking Fuel 3.19 3.86 .0110 3.57 4.35 .2607 2.87 3.70
Hygiene 5.33 6.54 .0061 5.80 7.24 .0786 4,84 6.23
Domestic Help 1.02 .61 .0387 .17 .005 .1626 2.40 1.53
Recreation and 6.87 3.51

Gambling 10.88 9.28 .0625 10.06 T.47 1506 .83 8.22
School Expense 1.47 1.09 .0316 1.58 1.23 . 4856 1.32 1.05
Clothing 5.85 S.41 .2994 5.86 6.85 .3661 6.45 4,38
Household Linens .76 .76 .9381 .66 1.03 .1354 .82 .90
Transportation 5.74 4.59 LOUTY 5.58 4,06 .2u88 7.70 5.77
Purchased Food 58.19 58.05 .9137 60.61 59.63 .7337 51.31 53.48
Unpaid Food# 8.190 9.33 .2118 13.34 16.65 .1548 4,19 5.15
All Food## 81.61 62.62 .4073 66.76 67.97 .5978 52.90 55.93
"Basic Needg''### AT.43 69.76 .0517 69.27 68.36 .3834

* Percent of total expenditure, including food from unpaid sources, which 1s food from unpaid sources.
% Value of all food consumed (paild and unpaid) as a percent of total expendiuure
*#%  [odging, utilities, cooking fuel, and food.
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Tapt2 )

Percent of Tash Zxpenditure Jevoted to Zacn Tonsumption Item, 3y 'lajor Earner Headshlp

All Households auartilae 1 Quartile 4
Male Head Female Head 2 Male Yead =amale Head P Male Head Female Heac

Lodging 2.36 4,26 .0315 1.48 1.52 .9688 4,10 6.24
Utilities 2.35 2.81 .1647 2.09 2.49 .5252 2.92 2.98
Cooking Fuel 3.31 3.65 L2704 4,03 4,12 .9262 2.86 3.30
Hygiene 5.27 6.03 L1155 5.31 5.54 .7220 4,80 5.24
Domestic Help .94 .63 .1662 .18 .23 .8092 2.42 1.28
Recreation and 6.84 3.72

Gambling 11.32 7.90 .0008 9.23 11.18 .3223 - 6.06 4.50
School Expense 1.54 1.22 .1726 1.79 1.25 .3592 1.44 1.10
Clothing 5.98 6.14 .7790 6.18 6.79 .6901 6.54 6.03
Household Linens .75 .71 7225 .59 7 .5196 .85 .92
Transportation 5.88 5.74 3611 5.15 6.14 .5821 7.91 8.38
Purchased Food 57.96 58.88 .6395 61l.41 56.11 .1221 51.04 54.81
Unpaid Food#® 6.80 6.41 .6911 11.97 10.81 .6892 3.90 4,27
All Food# 60.95 61.07 .9325 67.39 60.41 0111 52.60 56.33
"Basic Needs'#u# 67.20 70.50 .0180 70.57 68.10 L4419

% Percent of total expenditure, including food from unpald sources, which is food from unpaid sources.
##% Value of all food consumed (paid and unpaid) as a percent of total expenditure.
##% [odging, utiiities, cooking fuel, and food.

Table 21

Percent of Household Cash EZxpenditure Devoted to Each Consumption Item By Malor Income Contributor Headship

All Households Quartile 1 Quartile 4
Mele Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head P Male Head Female Head
Lodging 2.73 5.87 .0005 1.15 2.40 .2535 3.98 8.96
Utilities 2.62 2.78 .7938 2.01 1.13 .1963 3.05 2.65
Cooking Fuel 3.15 4,01 .0321 3.33 5.27 .048s 2.84 3.92
Hyglene 5.27 7.60 .0008 6.18 6.70 .7308 4.77 6.6
Domestic Help .86 1.01 .6395 .14 .20 . 4968 2.14 2.36
Recreation and 6.29 3.70
Gambling 10.78 7.71 .0323 9.38 10,11 .7859 6.45 3.70
School Expense 1.42 1.23 5496 1.56 1.37 .8152 1.25 .68
Clothing 5.69 7.28 .0282 5.84 9.48 . 0640 5.9C 7.05
Household Linens 17 .93 L3423 T7 1.11 L4521 .33 1.22
Transportation 5.32 5.35 .1230 5.06 9.56 L0574 7.21 3.27
Purchased Food 59.12 53.73 .0126 61.89 52.89 0517 52.64 50.04
Unpaid Food# 8.5 4,73 .0230 13.05 10.70 .5338 4,25 1.15
All Fond# 62.48 55.53 .0011 67.52 57.04 .0074 54,24 50.66
"Basic Needg'#u# 68.27 $3.29 <3934 £9.83 = 64.62 .322%

#* Percent of total expendlture,. including food from unpaild sources, which 13 food from unpaid sources.
## Value of all food consumed (paid and unpaid) as a2 percent of total expenditure.
8 [odging, utilities, cooking fuel, and food.
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Table 22

Percent of Cash Expenditure on Each Consumption Item, 3y F. Earns Wages Headship

All Households
Male Head Female Yead ?

Quartile 1
“ale Head Female Head P

Quartile U
Male Head Female Yead 2

2.38 3.87 .0005 1.18 1.31 .8227 3.20 6.65 L2012
2.79 2.47 .2681 2.09 2.25 .7006 3.03 3.06 9387
3.18 3059 00736 3:51 u.OB -36“7 B 3007 3011 0929-
5.45 5.35 7709 6.09 6.12 .9769 5.13 b.bs 387
.97 .85 . 4648 .13 .15 .8846 2.29 2.12 696
6.73 5.12 .07¢C-
11.02 9.49 0277 9.13 9.86 5959 T.47 4.36 .01%
1.27 1.71 .0047 1.43 1.81 3312 1.09 1.62 L0947
5.86 5.66 5770 6.28 5.77 .6093 5.93 6.02 .8¢8
.82 .65 .0370 .83 .53 .1750 .82 .84 496
5.27 6.15 .0805 5.50 4,93 .6362 6.19 9.39 .006
58.15 58.50 JTUSh 60.04 61.46 5757 52.54 50.45 .302
9.57 5.97 .0000 15.53 10.02 .0086 4.78 3.79 .3out
62. 44 60.72 .0967 - 67.72 65.17 .2092 54.48 51.98 227
67.53 68.76 .2119 68.55 70.94 .3056

% Percent of total expenditure, including food from unpald sources, which is food from unpald sources,
#% Value of all food consumed (paid and unpaid) as a percent of total expenditure.
#4#% Todging, utilities, cooking fuel, and food.

Lodging
Utilities
Cookdng Fuel
Hyglene
Domestic Help
Recreation and
Gambling
School Expense
Clothing

Household Linens

Transportation
Purchased Food
Unpaild Food#®
All Food#»

"Basic Needg''#a#

Table 23

Percent of Cash Expenditure on Each Consumption Item, By F. Works Headship

All Households
Male Head Female Head P

Quartile 4
Male Head Female Head P

Quartile 1
Male Head Female Head P

2.25 3.78 .0003 1.01 1.68 . 2226 3.54 5.88 .02%
3.06 2.27 .0055 2.40 1.78 .1063 3.23 2.84 G317
3.26 3.44 .4052 3.66 3.86 .7398 3.19 2.93 552
5.53 5.27 .4099 6.35 5.9 .5709 4.90 4,45 LU5%
.87 .84 .82u0 .10 .11 .8851 2.09 1.96 37
6.14 5.80 708
10.78 9.41 .0367 9.74 8.62 .3879 6.56 5.56 Ja20
1.22 1.71 .0013 1.10 2.13 .0059 1.17 1.49 .32k
5.66 5.88 5471 5.80 6.67 .3635 6.00 5.88 .86:
.78 LT .5490 .82 .71 L6144 .75 .87 boc
5.38 5.82 .3765 5.17 5.53 .7607 6.70 8.42 . 147
58.90 58.51 L7141 61.30 60.15 .6337 53.33 50.63 .18
9.17 7.80 L0784 14.35 13.31 L4173 4.63 4,61 ST
62.90 61.77 .2600 68.21 66.40 . 3455 55.11 52.60 .22
68.32 68.30 .9781 70.17 68.15 .3548

* Percent of total expenditure, including food from unpaid sources, which is food from unpaid sources.
#2 Value of all food consumed (paid and unpaid) as a percent of total expenditure.
### [odging, utilities, cooking fuel, and food.
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4,1.1.2 "Basic Need" Expenditure

Food is, of course, not the only consumption i1tem which relates
directly to the basic day-to-day needs of households. To test whether
significant differences in all such spending exist between MHH and FHH,
expenditures on food, lodging, cooking fuel, and utilities were combined
into a single varliable. The interpretation of this varlable is not
straightforward, because all of the terms in the varilable, including food,
have both a luxury and a necessity component. Shelter 1s a necessity, but
the quality of housing varies wicely; electricity anc cooking fuel may be
viewed as relative necessitles, but the costs of a telephone or a modern
stove are luxurles in the Dominican context.

The results show a significantly higher expenditure on "basic needs" in
self-defined FHH, those wlth absent males, and those 1n which the reference
woman earns half or more of wage income. By the other definitions, no
differences are obscrved between MHH and FHH. The welfare implications of
these differences are not obvious, especlally since the differences are not
even marginally significant in the lowest expenditure quartile, where

fulfillment of basic needs may be assumed to be at greatest risk.

4.1.1.3 Gambling and Recreation

Expenditures on gambling and recreational activities are significantly
lower in FHH than in MHH by every definition tested. These differences are
due mostly to differences 1n recreation; gambling alone does not differ by
headship.

These differences are not significant among low-income households by

any measure of headship. Self-defined and absent male FHH in the lowest
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quartile do spend proportionally less than MHH on these nfrivolous'" 1tems;
such expenditures are actually higher among low-income major-earner and

major income contributor FHH.
Interpretation of these results 1s amblguous. They may reflect

different spending priorities of women, or different kinds of recreational

activities in FHH.

4,1.1.4 Schooling

School expenditures are of policy interest because the& represent
investment in the human caplital of the next generation. The differences
observed in expenditure on schooling are mosp likely due to life cycle
stage of the households, however, rather than to different priorities in
MHH and FHH. Among Self-Defined FHH, school expenditure 1s no different
than in their male-headed counterparts. School expense 1s lower 1n Absent
Male FHH, no doubt because of the older heads and fewer children 1in these
households. By Major Earner and Major Income Earner criteria, no
difference in school expense was observed. School expenditure 1s higher in
FHH by the F Earns and F Works definitions, probably because of the lower
age of household heads in the FHH, and (in the case of households where F.

Works), the greater number of school-aged children.

4,1.2 Food Consumption Patterns

Food expenditure and food consumption as a proportion of total
expenditure and consumption respectively, do not show pronounced or

consistent differences based on headship. Where significant differences

are observed, 1t 1s in MHH where food represents the larger share of
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consumption. However, 1t 1s possible that food expendltures are devoted to
different types of foods in MHH and FHH, such that similar levels of
expenditure obtain different levels of nutrients. To explore this issue,
we looked first at the proportions of dietary calories obtained from
certain food sources. These results are shown in Tatles 24-29. Then we
looked at the differences between MHH and FHH.in terms of the calories and
protein obtalned for one peso of expenditure on food. (This calculation
included purchased foods only.) These results are shown in Table 30.

The results suggest that FHH tend to purchase foods with the
consumption patterns of relative luxuries, such as meat, chicken, and fish,
and foods from animal sources (including dairy products and eggs). Self-
defined FHH obtain a significantly higher proportion of thelr dietary
calories from the meat group (including chicken and fish), and from all
animal sources. These differences, whlle not large, are significant in
both the lowest and the highest expenditure quartiles. The proportion of
calories from starchy staples (roots, tubers and plantain) is lower in
these FHH.

In Absent Male FHH,proportion of calories from animal sources is also
higher than in MHH. This difference is (surprisingly) greater in the
lowest quartile, in which both the meat group and milk products provide a
greater proportion of calories in the FHH.

In households distingulshed by headship deflned in terms of major
earnings contribution, there are no significant differences between FHH and
MHH in dietary patterns, except that rice and beans provide a greater
proportion of calories in MHH. In FHH, the proportion of animal calorles

is higher, but not significantly so (p=.1). A similar pattern 1s observed



Source

Rice

Beans

Starchy Roots

Meat

Milk and Dairy

All Animal Sources

Private Sector
Purchase

Home Production

Source

Rice

Beans

Starchy Roots

Meat

Milk and Dairy

All Animal Sources

Private Sector
Purchase

Home Production

Percent of Calories Consimed =ron

Male Head

30.77
4.83
17.85
7.11
5.96
13.64

78.09
7.02

30.30
4,56
15.72
7.84
6.32
14.77

79.12
2.21

All Households
Female Head

?

.5264
. 2487
.0054
.0254
4326
.0481

5147
.0000
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Tahle 24

Selected Zourzes, by Self-Defined Headship

Quartile 1

34,43
5.69
17.39
4,92
4,75
9.96

69.69
10.91

Table 25

35.33
5.00
14.81
6.U43
5.72
12.39

65.26
4.65

ale Yead Pemale Head P

.3873
.2109
.1422
.0086
.2837
.0239

.2223
.0013

Quartile 4
Female Head P

Male Head

Percent of Calories Consumed From Selected Sources, by Absent Male Headship

All Households
Male Head Female Head

30.94
4,74
17.27
7.28
£.84
13.66

79.51
6.17

29.55
4.86
17.50
7.40
6.85
14.94

73.99
b.33

P

.0803
.6433
.7824
L7430
.0368
.0391

.0012
.0380

Quartile 1

34.84
5.42
16.78
5.0
4,63
9.93

70.72
9.66

Male Head Femal: Head

P

-9349
L4871
.8243
.0316
.0718
.0059

.0084
3307

27.28 23.99
4.30 3.77
18.45 17.17
9.03 10.93
6.90 7.56
16.83 159.33
82.56 88.36
4.28 1.58
Quartile 4

27.01
4,25
17.50
9.45
6.94
17.30

85-72
3.46

Yale Head Female Head

24,57
3.87
20.24
9.70
7.51
18.00

78.31
4.08

.0181
L1731
-3995
.0150
L4422
.0428

.0532
0395

.0905
. 3422
.0822
.7561
.5156
.5865

.0167
6449
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Source
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Tahle 26
Percent of Calories From 3elected Sources, by lajor Earner Headship

All Households
Male Head Female Head P

Quartile 1
‘lale Head Female Head P

Quartile U
Male Head Female Head ?

31.22 28.72 0131 35.86 32.92 .2028 , 26.90 25.42 . 3907
h.72 4,13 0453 5.45 4.04 .0541 b.16 3.72 .390¢
16.57 17.47 <3564 14.56 16.52 3746 18.23 18.07 935:
7.34 3.08 .0882 5.25 6.54 .1059 9.08 10.07 .288¢
5.93 6.33 5419 4.97 u.41 6845 6.95 7.33 .729¢
13.84 15.16 .1010 10.46 11.56 .4812 16.97 18.37 - 369:
82.20 80.82 4869 75.07 68.59 .1879 86.57 84.38 .538¢
3.92 4.73 .3870 6.50 10.06 .1636 2.69 2.32 .315¢
Table 27

Percent of Calories From Selected Sources, by Major Income Contributor Headship

All Households
Male Head Female Head P

Quartile 1
Male Head Femal> Head P

Quartile 4
Male Head Female Head P

30.88 25.90 .0003 34.47 30.43 .1865 26.59 5.24 +595¢
4.71 3.70 0111 5.25 2.59 .0049 4,17 3.29 225¢
17.49 16.34 . 4409 16.90 15.33 .6515 18.58 14.70 .165¢
7.02 9.35 .0001 4.98 7.65 .0136 9.41 10.59 L413¢
6.06 7.23 .1823 5.28 5.24 .9825 6.93 8.37 .352!
13.56 17.24 .0011 10.60 12.88 .2935 17.20 20.20 1811
78.87 83.67 .1019 70.28 70.65 9571 84.51 88.68 L dlge

6.10 1.15 .0016 9.54 2.90 .0851 3.53 .16 1551



Source

Rice

Beans

Starchy Roots

Meat

Milk and Dairy

All Animal Sources

Private Sector
Purchase

Home Production

Source

Rice

' Beans

Starchy Roots

lMeat

Milk and Dairy

A1l Animal Sources

Private Sector
Purchase

Home Production

tale Head Female Head

31.27
4,92
17.66
6.95
6.14
13.61

75.93
7.00

All Households

Male Head

30.91
4,94
17.26
7.03
6.08
13.65

78.78
6.70
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Table 23
Percent of Zalories From 3elected Sources, by 7. Earms Wages
All Housenolds Quartile 1 Quartile 4
P Male HYead Female Head P ale Head Female Head 2
29.32 .0048 35.00 34.35 .6856 27.22 24,71 .0491
4.23 .0006 5.80 4.34 .0061 4,23 3.99 .5031
16.76 2124 16.96 16.00 .5880 18.71 17.46 .3699
8.07 .0002 5.37 5.22 .3035 9.10 10. 44 L0646
5.91 .5870 5.13 4,34 .7532 7.12 7.14 3795
14,65 0534 10.73 10.48 .8191 17.09 18.52 .2093
84.01 .0000 66.07 76.23 .00u8 83.03 36.75 1723
© 3,34 .0000 10.35 6.62 .0590 4.50 1.93 L0344
Table 29
Percent of Calories from Selected Sources, by F. Works
Quartile . Quartile 4
Female Head P Male Head Fema.2 Head P Male Head Female Head P
30.44 L4731 34,27 35.79 .3014 26.34 25.94 LT44l
4,28 .0004 5.70 4,33 .0757 4,10 3.97 .703.
17.58 6426 16.12 17.9% . 2688 18.41 18.13 .8295
7.70 .0190 5.58 5.11 .3859 9.27 10.22 L1872
5.72 .3074 5.56 4,26 .1301 T.34 6.35 .5927
14.07 .3833 11.38 9.73 .1073 17.57 18.04 B711
78.66 .9295 69.44 69.45 .9937 86.12 83.12 .2450
4,69 .0061 9.96 8.33 . 3765 4,01 3.07 L4269



Sel f-Defined
Calories/peso
Protein/peso

Absent Male

Calories/peso
Protein/peso

Major Earner
Calories/peso
Protein/peso

Major Income Contributor

Calories/peso
Protein/peso

F. Earns w;ges
Calories/peso
Protein/peso

F. Works

Calories/peso
Protein/peso

All Households
Male Head Female Head

1192
26.84

1195
26.89

1176
26.68

1203
26.95

1212
27.15

1212
26.94

1174
26.81

1152
26.56

1119
2589

1055
2507

1134
25.38

1149
26.18

D

&

.5187
9614

.1728
5770

.1318
.2653

.0068 4%
.0582%

.0038 %%
.00864#

.0154
.0833

- 42 -

Tapl2 3)

Quartile !
Male Head Female Head
1470 1380
31.69 31.11
1483 1284
31.81 30.37
1460 1340
32.03 30.42
1460 1317
31.51 29.22
1432 1480
31.28 31.84
1419 lic
30.76 31.74

Calories and Protein Obtalned Pep Pesc of Zxpenditure, by
‘fale and Female-headed Households (All Definitions)

P
.1556
63Ul

.0057
.2958

. 1846
3535

.2525
.3334

4421
.6397

U357
.3791

Quartile U
Male Head Female Head

986 956
23.28 22,70
973 998
22.92 23.93
969 954
22.69 22.81
990 887
23.23 21.51
1012 901
23.59 21.94
1001 912
23.31 22.01

P

.565
.508

.657
277

318
.91€

.28€
.28L

020
.037

.06¢
.091]
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among households distinguished by major income contributor: MHH obtain
significantly more calories from rice and beans, while FHH obtain more from

meat and all animal sources.

Meat group and animal calories are higher, and calories from rice and
beans lower in FHH defined by the reference woman earning wages, though
these differences are not large, and generally are not significgnt in the
separate quartiles. Similar but not significant trends are seen in FHH
defined by F. Works.

Apparently households in which 1t may be assumed that women have a
greater influence on consumption patterns show a preference for higher
quality foods (quality as culturally, not necessarily nutritionally
defined), while households in which males may exercise more influence
prefer calories which provide greater dietary bulk.

Given that FHH obtain a higher proportion of thelr calories from
relatively more expensive sources, it should not be surprising that in the
few cases where significant differences exist, it is in FHH that lower
levels of calories and protein are obtained per peso of expenditure. (See
Table 30.) This 1s the case for calories purchased per peso by Absent Male
FHH in the lowest quartile, and for proteln and calories purchased by Major
Income Contributor FHH. Significantly, lower purchases of calories and

protein per peso are observed in households where the reference woman works

for wages, or works at all.

These results for FHH defined by women's work roles may possibly be
explained by the higher time constraints on women in such households. The

time dimension 1s critical to working women, and perhaps they are trading

off convenience in purchase or preparation against finding less expensive
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food sources. This explanation, however, would not apply in Absent Male
households. Another possibility is that women place a higher priority on
the percelved quality and taste of the diet, and so purchase relatively
more expensive foods when they control the budget.

Calorie consumption is often used as a marker of overall dletary
adequacy in food consumption surveys. However, a number of studies (Sigman
et al., 1989; Golden, 1988; Dwyer et al., 1982; Kemmer, 1989) have shown
that the amount of food of animal origin in the diet may be an important

determinant of nutritional status in both children and adults, even if
calories are adequate. Thus the observed pattern of expendlture in FHH, in

which the calorie efficiency of food expenditure is traded agalnst greater

consumption of animal foods, may be nutritionally desirable.

4,1.3 Household Dietary Adequacy

Dietary adequaéy in this study was estimated by calculating the caloric
and protein content of all food consumed In the household or prepared at
home for consumption outside. Nutrient content was adjusted for edible
portion. Minor fruits and vegetables were not included in the quantity
estimates. Average daily consumption of calories and protein was estimated
and then compared with the number of adult-equivalent units in the
household. Adult-equivalents were computed separately for calorles and
protein.

Note that no adjustments were made for intrahousehold distribution of
food, nor for the numt=r of people eating. (The average of the number of
persons consuming each meal was slightly over the number of household

members, but this figure could not be used because age and sex were not

recorded for the persons eating.)



Self-Defined

Calories/Ad. Eq.

Caloric Adequacy
(Percent)

Proteir. gms/Ad. Eq.

Protein Adequacy
(Percent)

Absent Male

Calories/Ad. Eq.

Caloric Adequacy
(Percent)

Protein gms/Ad. Eq.

Protein Adequacy
(Percent

or Earnmer
Calories/Ad. Eq.
Caloric Adequacy
(Percent)
Protein gms/Ad. Eq.
Protein Adequacy
(Percent)

Major Income Contributor

Calorles/Ad. Eq.

‘Caloric Adequacy
(Percent)

Protein gms/Ad. Eq.

Protein Adequacy
(Percent)

F. Earns Wages

Calories/Ad. Eq.

Caloric Adequacy
(Percent)

Protein gms/Ad. Eg.

Protein Adequacy
(Percent)

F. Works

Calories/Ad. Eq.

Caloric Adequacy
(Percent)

Protein gms/Ad. Eq.

Protein Adequacy
(Percent)

All Housenolds
remale Head ?

Male Head

2612.24

113.58
58.76

111.92

2545.49

110.67
57.63

109.77

2480.81

107.86
56.47

107.57

261.86

111.39
56.92

108.43

2616.97

113.78
58.25

110.96

2600.71

113.07
57.62

109.75

2419.32

105.19
52.87

100.71

2645.75

115.03
56.10

106.26

2649, 48

115.19
58.69

111.79

2487.04

108.13
57.23

109.02

2483.92

108.00
55.67

106.03

2525.12

109.79
56.53

107.37

.0027

.0027
.0004

.0004

1595

.1595
. 4065

. 4065

L0460

.0U60
.3270

3270

5378

5378
9207

9207

.0269

.0269
0950

.0950

.1304

.1804
.u558

.4553
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Tapl2 3

Quarzile 1
Male Head Female Head

2u25.23  1971.32
105,44 85.71
51.95 43.36
98.76 82.59
2299.01 2314.91
99.96 100.65
49,10 51.45
93.52 98.01
2176.79  2286.51
94,41 Q3,41
47.87 5:.38
91.19 97.37
2341,91  2049.52
101.32 89.11
50.37 45.23
95.94 86.15
2u10.58 2102.54
104,81 91.41
51.99 hy,97
99,03 85.32
2498.52  2113.41
108.63 91.89
54,26 4u,54
103.36 84.83

Caloric and Protein Intake Per Adult Zquivalent Unit, and
Parcent oI Recommended “evels, by Headship {All Definitions)

P

.0013

.0013
.0118

L0118

.9219

.9219
.5408

.5408

.5688

.5688
.1831

. 4831

.2875

.2875
L6

TS

.0280

.0280
.0315

.0315

.0031

.0031
.0020

.0020

Quartile 4
Male Head
27187.70

121.20
65.87

125.46

2768.70

120.38
65.95

125.62

2715.04

118.05
64,42

122.70

2779.63

120.85
64.67

123.19

2804.34

121.93
65.49

124.74

2698.12

117.31
62.85

119.71

Female Head

2767.84

120.34
62.61

119.26

2833.94

123.21
61.61

117.35

2876.84

125.08
62.61

119.26

2846.70

123.77
62.71

119.44

2781.65

120.94
65.14

124.08

2867.22

124.66
67.11

127.83

o

by

.8361
.8861

3739
-3739

.3262

.3262
.6a8¢

.6880

«7911

-7911
.7657

7657

.8586

.8586
.9181

9181

.1563

.1563
.1782

.1782
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Table 31 shows daily calories and protein consumed per adul t-equivalent
unit, and the same consumption as a percentage of WHO/FAO recommended
consumption levels, for MHH and FHH by each definition. The results are
inconsistent. Self-defined FHH, on average and in the lowest quartile,
achieve lower levels of calorie and protein adequacy than MHH. The
differences are large and statistically significant. However, no such
differences are observed among Absent Male MHH and FHH; adjusted for the
age/sex composition of the household, macronutrient consumption levels are
the same in these two types of households. These comparisons are important
because they bear on comparisons of nutritional status of children in these
households, discussed below.

In Major Earner FHH, caloric consumption adequacy, (but not that of
protein) is significantly above that of MHH. This is surprising, because
such households spend proportionally no more on food than do MHH; they do
not obtain higher levels of nutrients for their expenditure.

Households in which the reference woman works for wages have lower
caloric adequacy, and marginally (p=.09) lower protein adequacy than in
households in which she earns no wage income. These differences are
greater and more significant in the lowest quartile. Similarly lower
levels of calorie and protein adequacy are observed in the low-1ncome
(Quartile 1) households of women who work.

These same data are presented slightly differently in Tables 32 and 33,
where the proportion of households falling into each category of nutrient
adequacy (less than 75%, 75 to 100%, over 100%) is shown for MHH and FHH.

Average levels of adequacy are informative, but it is also useful to know

whether the differences in average intake bring substantial numbers of



Self-Defined

Percent of Caloric Needs

Qver 100%

100-75%

Below 75%
Significance (Tau)

Absent Male

Over 100%

100-75%

Below 75%
Significance (Tau)

Major Earner

Over 100

100-75%

Below 75%
Significance (Tau)

Major Income Contributor

Over 100%

100-75%

Below 75%
Significance (Tau)

F. Earns Wages
Over 100%

100-75%

Below 75%
Significance (Tau)

P. Works

Over 100

100-75%

Below 75%
Significance (Tau)

Yale Head

All Households
female Yead Total

47,7
24.5
27.4
.00018

57.3
18.4
24.3
.J1783

25.9
15.9
.50483

45.6
37.0
17.4
.03255

53.3
28.6
17.5
.06491

54,6
28.1
17.2
.0u4896
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Table 32

Quartile 1

Male Head Female Head

-

31.9

35.2
.00072

Total

Male Head Female Head

.
PW

Proportion of Famale ind Male Headed Households Falling In Zach Catzgory of Zaloric Adeguacy

Quartile 4

61.9
23.4
14,7
+17557

63.6
16.3
20.1
. 14858

66.5
18.6
15.0
54725

66.7
22.2
11.1
99799

68.4
20.1
11.6
91996

71.8
17.3
10.9
17992

Jotal
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Sel f-Defined

Percent of Protein Needs

Over 100%

100-75%

Below 75%
Singificance (Tau)

Absent Male

Over 100%

100-75%

Below 75%
Singificance (Tau)

Major Earner

Over 100

100-75%

Below 75%
Sirgificance (Tau)

Major Income Contributor

Over 100%

100-75%

Below 75%
Singificance (Tau)

F. Earns Wages
Over 100%

100-75%
Below 75%
Singificance (Tau)

F. Works

Over 100%

100-75%

Below 75%
Singificance (Tau)

All Households
Male Head Female Head Total

44,9
22.2
32.9
.00001

50.5
16.7
32.4
.00143

54.7
23.2
22.0
50500

53.2
22.0
2u.8
90654

48.7
27.0
24,4
.21723

50.3
25.0
2u,6
.62026

51.4
24.4
a4.2
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Tapl2 33

Quartile 1

{lale Head

Female Head

30.9
14.4
54.6
.00131

u4.3
8.2
47.5

.07156

46.5
22.1
31.4
.26966

36.
24,
39.3.

97665

poe O

26.3
28.5
u5.2
.01364

28.2
23-2
48.6
.00121

Total Male Head Female Head

Proportion of Female and 'fale-Headed Households Falling in Each Category of Protein Adequacy

Quartile 4

65.2
13.9
20.9
.41458

62.0
12.9
5.1
.07674

62.1
24.3
13.6
.99096

66.7
11.1
22.2
51630

66.6
19.7
13.7
72604

70.3
16.1
13.6
09395

Tot.

63.
21,
15.

63,
2l.
15.

61.

13,

62.
15.

63.

21,
14,

64
2l
14
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households into the "at-risk" category, below 75% of recommeided intakes.
Female-headed households, both Seif-Defined and by the Absent Male
definition, are significantly more likely to fall into the high-risk
category for both protein and calories. In the case of Self-Deflned FHH
the differences are highly significant in the lowest quartile as well.
This 1s despite the fact that, for Absent Male FHH, average lntakes showed

no significant differences by headship.
Even though average calorie intake 1s higher in Major Earner FHH, there

1s no difference in the proportion of households falling into each adequacy
category.

Among households 1n which the reference woman works for wages or in any
market work, low-income FHH are more likely to fall into the high risk
category for proteln, and by the F. Works definition, FHH are also more
likely to be at risk of caloric 1nadequacy.

In the highest quartile, there are no significant differences 1n
caloric or proteln adequacy between male and female-headed households by
any definition, suggesting that at high income levels, constralnts ori food
consumption are loosened and that the behavloral factors implled by

headship are less important.

4.2 Multivariate Results: Food Expenditure and Food and Nutrient
Consumpt.ion

4,2.1 Analytic Methods

To explore the differences between MHH and FHH, 1t is essentlal to

control for the systematic differences already known to exist between them.
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It was mentioned that in some settings, income differences alone might
explain observed differences in the share of expenditure devoted to food.
In the Dominican Republic, FHH are not disproportionately low-income, but,
depending on the definition used, FHH are smaller, wlth fewer infants and
children; household heads are older; in the case of Absent Male households,
a full 10 years older -- in some cases the dependency ratlo 1s higher, and
in some the number of economically active members lower. By
self-definition, and by definitions relating to earnings, FHH are
disproportionately urban. Furthermore, FHH have very significantly
different sources of income from MHH. In particular, Self-Defined and
Absent Male FHH get far less income from earnings, farming, and
home-consumed food, and far more from transfers than MHH. Households in
which women's wages are a significant income source (Major Earner and Major
Income Contributor FHH) get far more of their income from earnings, and
less from other sources than MHH by these definitions.

To the extent that these factors affect food expenditure, food
consumption, and children's nutritlonal status, a simple comparison of male
and female headed households may be misleading, ’f the results are
interpreted in terms of men's and women's bargaining power and consumption
preferences.

In order to control for these varlables, a serles of regresslon

analyses was performed, with food expenditure and calorile and protein

consumption (adjusted for age/sex composition, but measured at the
household level) as the dependent variables. The basic model was as

follows.
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LNFOOD =d+B, LNPCEXP + B, LNPCEXP? +
B, STONE +ZBy P+ By AUTOPCT +
B FARMECT + B, TRANPCT + By EARNECT +

j‘: 89 STRATUM + BlO HHSIZE + Bll HEADAGE +

J
B,, HIGHED = B,, ECACT + Blu LCADERAT + e

12 13

where

LNFOOD = Fcod expenditure 1n pesos per month per household
(logarithimic form)

INPCEXP = Per capita total expenditure in pesos per month, including
the value of food consumed from unpaid sources (log form)

STONE = A measure of inflation calculated base.i on prices for a basket
of goods 1n each month 1n each cluster. This varlable is
Introduced so that the expenditure and price variables represent
real rather than nominal velues

Pi = A vector of prices for the ten most Important foods in the
Dominican diet. These are: common rice, sugar, red beans, milk,
vegetable oil, pasta, plantain, chicken, beef, and yuca (cassava)

AUTOPCT = Percent of household real income (including the value of food
consumed from unpaid sources) derived from home-produced and
consumed food

FARMPCT = Percent of household real income derived from farm sales
(crops, animal products, animals)

TRANPCT = Percent of household real income derived from transfer

payments

EARNPCT = Percent of household real income derived from wages
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STRA.TUMJ = A vector of dummy variables representing four of the five
strata in the survey sample. The reference case 1s the capltal,

Santo Domingo. The other strata are:

Stratum 2 = Other urban areas

Stratum 3 = Frontler

Stratum 4 = Rural cane-growing and livestock-producing regions
Stratum 5 = Other rural areas, maiﬁly the rice growing regions

HHSIZE = The number of persons present full time in the household

HEADAGE = Age (in years) of self-defined household head

HIGHED = Years of formal education of the most highly educated member

of the household

LCADERAT = The ratio of the number of adult-equivalents (based on
FAO/WHO recommended caloric intake) to persons in the household.
This variable is a measure of the caloric requirements of the
household, controlling for household size. This ratio approaches
1.0 1f more members are adults. (It could concelvably exceed 1.0
if all household members were pregnant or lactating women, but of

course this was not observed.)

A simllar equation was estimated using LCALPA, the natural log of dally
calories consumed per adult-equivalent, and LPROPA, the same for protein.

These equations were estimated to determine which varlables are
significant determinants of the dependents (food expenditure, calorie and
protein consumption), before introducing the headship variables. Three
additional models were investigated to explore the effect of female

headship.
Model 2 adds to the basic model a dummy variable for female headship,
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which has the value of 0 1f the household 1s male-headed, and 1 if 1t is
female-headed by the definitlon in question. In addition an interaction
term of female-headship with expenditure (INTFHEXP) is introduced to see
if, controlling for income level and for headship, income is used
differently with respect to the three dependent variables in FHH.

Model 3 is identical to Model 1, except that the percent of income from
wages 1s broken into two components, wage income earned by males, and that
earned by females. This 1s to test the hypothesis that the earner's sex
determines the uses of earnlngs.

Model 4 is identical to Model 2, except that two additional interaction
terms are introduced: The interaction of the female headship dummy
variable with the percent of income from wages and from transfers. This is
to test whether households of different headship treat these income sources
- which differ significantly in importance by headship - differently.

The log log quadratic form was chosen for the total expenditure
variables because 1t appeared to offer the best fit with the data. Food
expenditure and food consumption increase at a declining rate with rising
household income. Expenditure elasticity 1s a measure of the degree to
which food spending or tood consumption vary with changes in total
household expenditure (our proxy for income). Specifically, the
expenditure elasticity of food spending measures the percentage change in
spending which would result from a one percent change in total expenditure.
Similarly, the expenditure elasticity of calorle consumption measures the
percentage change in calories consumed as & result of a one percent change
in expenditure. This form allows the expenditure elasticity of food

spending, and of demand for calories and proteln to vary with income level.
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The interaction term with female headship in Model 2 permits the elasticity
to vary by headship as well. Use of the logarithm 1s due to the fact that
as income rises, 1t takes larger absolute increments of income to have an
equal effect on consumption.

In addition to these analyses, Model 1 was run separately on the two
populations -- male and female headed households -- and a Chow test was
performed (Gujarati, 1988, p. U45) to see if the model is different for
these different households. Interpretation of these results is somewhat
ambiguous, because the varlances of some of the independent variables are

different between MHH and FHH; nonetheless, the results are discussed here

for comparative purposes.

4,2.2 Food Expenditure

Without accounting for headshlp, the level of food expenditure is quite
significantly affected by several variables which are associated with
headship. PFood expendliture levels are positively affected by the
proportion of income from transfers, and (marginally significant at p =
.06) from earnings. Of course, consumption of home produced food reduces
food expenditure, since, all else equal, home production reduces the need
to purchase food. Number of members naturally ralses household food
expenditure. The number of econom!cally active household members
(controlling for household size and per capita expenditure level) shows a
negative association with food expenditure, possibly because a household
vhich requires more members working to achleve the same level of income is,

in real terms, worse off than households with fewer working members.

The introduction of the female headship variables adds very little
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explanatory power to the regression. Nelther the dummy varlable for female
headship nor the interaction term wlth expenditure 1s significant for any
definition of headship except the Absent Male definition. Absent Male FHH
show lower food expenditure on average (that is, the coefficient of the
dummy variable for female headship 1s significant and negative) but
additional income 1s marginally significantly more likely to be devoted to
food (p = .069). However, the additional explanatory power of the
regression, as measured by the R2, 1s extremely small. These results
suggest that it 1s not possible to separate the effects of female headhsip,
if any, from the effects of those cha.acteristics assoclated with female
headship, which do affect food eapendlture. Once known differences between
MHH and FHH are controlled, headship 1tself provides 1little additional
information.

It does appear that 1n households where the reference woman accounts
for 50% of wage or total income, transfer income 1s more likely to be used
for food expenditure, as indicated by the significant, positive coefficient
of the interaction term between female headship and the percent of income
from transfers. These terms are not significant in the regressions based
on other FHH definitions. Major Income Contributor FHH, though, also
appear to devote more of earned income to food, though in this model the
coefficlent of the FHH dummy variable 1s slgnificantly negative. This
possibly supports the lidea that wage income earned by women is
disproportionately devoted to food, but one should not make too much of
these relationships elther way. The magnitude of the negative effect of
female headship on food expenditure 1s about the same as the positive

effect of female headship on the use of earned and transfer income for
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food. Further, none of these variables adds very much to the explanatory
power of the regression, compared to the basic model which ircludes no
headship information.

Tn Model 3, the percent of income from men's earnings has a significant
positive coefficient with food expenditure, while that of women's earnings
1s not significantly different from zero.

The detalled results of these regressions are shown in Tables 34
through 37. In all the tables two sets of coefficlents are presented. The
B column shows the coefficlents of the varlables in the units in which they
were measured. The Beta coefficlents are 1n standard ueviation units.
These are shown to permit comparison of the magnitude of effect of the
varlables.

The Chow Tests for the differences between MHH and FHH 1n their
determinants of food expenditure were significant for Self-Deflned,
Absent-Male, and Major Earner (p = .01) and for F. Earns Wages (p = .05).
In Self-Defined MHH, responsiveness of food expenditure to changes in total
expenditure is noticeably higher than in FHH (elasticities of 1.40 versus
1.13 at the population mean of per capita expenditure). That 1s, MHH
appear to increase thelr food expenditure more in response to a change in
total expenditure (our proxy for income) than FHH. Home produced and
consumed food is significant in determining food expenditure in MHH, but
not in FHH -- hardly surprising, since this is a much less important income
source in FHH.

Absent-Male FHH and MHH do not appear to have very different levels of
responsiveness to changing income. As with Self-Defined MHH and FHH, the
proportion of income from home-produced food is a significant determinant
of food expenditure only in Absent-Male MHH, presumably for the same

reason.



- 57 -

TABLE 34 ,
RESULTS OF ESTIMATION OF MODEL 1
FOR FOOD EXPENDITURE

Dep. Var: Log of Household Food Expenditure

Indep Vars. B _Beta Sig T
Per Cap Expend 1.8517 2,0658 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squared -.1167 -1.2010 .0000
Stone Index of Inflation -.0001 -.0086 .7252
Rice Price -.0030 . -.0001 .9799
Sugar Price .1466 . 0494 .0620
Beans Price .0917 .0395 .1021
Milk Price -.0554 -.0237 .5024
0il Price .2130 .0456 .0734
Pasta Price -.3671 -.0769 .0528
Plantain Price -.0179 -.0114 .6700
Chicken Price .2418 .0412 .1065
Beef Price -.1437 -.0463 .1841
Yuca Price .0237 .0130 .7205
Percent of Income from
Home-Produced Food -.0022 -.0455 .0382
Percent of Income from
Farm Sales +.0000 .0098 7174
Percent of Income from
Transfers .0019 .0779 .0036
Percent of Income from
Wages .0001 .0613 .0600
Other Urban -.0455 -.0350 .2489
Frontier -.0827 -.0498 .2540
Sugar Cane/Livestock -.1055 -.0671 .0639
Other Rural -.0882 -.0575 .0876
Household Size .9302 .8714 .0000
Age of Self-Def Head +.0000 .0045 .8147
Highest Educ in HH -.0042 -.0308 .1631
No. Ec. Active Members -.0240 -.0572 .0119
Adult-Equivalent Ratio L1442 .0313 .1322
Constant -2.0213 -- .0001
R? - .72466
Adj R? = .71673
F = 9]1.30741
Sig F = .0000

N - 929
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TABLE 13
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL 2
FOR BOUSIBOLD FOOD FXPEMDITURK

Dep. Var.: Log of Bousebold Food Expenditurs

Headship Defas: alf-Defined Absent Male Ea
Indep Vere: I S—— T — 3 —TT ST  — 1 —

Per Cap Dxpend 1.8131 2.0228 .6000 1.8275 2.0389 .0000 1.8472 2.1309 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squared - 1144 -1.7713 .0000 -.1139 -1.1924 0000 -1213 -1.3062 .0000
Tesn. Bead x Per Cap Ixp .0357 1234 3223 .0738 .2200 .0687 .0850 .1901 12042
Temale Headship -.2393 -.1808 1441 -.3814 -.2452 0406 -.3370 -.2129 1524
Stone Index of laflation -.0013 -.0133 5809 -.0013 -.0137 5776 0038 .0398 1338
Rice Price -.0109 -.0023 .9257 +.0000 +.0000 9993 .1016 .0224 4072
Sugar Price 1540 .0519 0491 1407 L0474 .0728 .0992 .0349 2433
Besas Price .0977 L0421 .0804 .0999 0430 .0793 .0783 .0341 1862
Milk Price -.0919 -.0222 5207 -.0526 -.0225 L5238 0111 .0051 2988
041 Price .1960 0419 .0987 .2079 L0443 .0801 L3319 .0766 .0080
Pasta Prics -114 -.0633 .1008 -.3%42 -.0742 L0613 -.6914 - 1488 L0011
Plantain Price -.0111 -.0071 1920 -.0146 -.0093 1273 -.0434 -.0293 23427
Chicken Price 213 0463 .0697 L2497 0423 0957 L0218 .0039 .8%01
Seef Price -.1303 -.0420 .2265 - 1481 -.0477 .1708 -.2838 -.0940 L0138
Tucs Prics .0183 .0100 7813 .0237 .0130 1206 0091 .0052 .3983
Percent of lncoms from
Bowa-Produced Food -.0026 -.0524 .0168 -.0024 -.0486 .0286 -.0040 -.063) .0100
Percentr of !acome from
Tarn Sales -.0000 -.0032 .9070 . 0000 .0051 8524 .0001 0234 L4061
Percent of Incoms from
Transfers 0024 .0962 .0003 .0020 0816 .0029 .0011 0309 2626
Percent of Incoms from
Vages -.0001 .0523 .1086 .0001 .0331 .1038 0001 0494 1498
Other Urbaan ~.0488 -.0373 L2151 -.0458 -.0332 L2454 -.0243 -.0200 5478
Prontier -.0968 -.0584 .1813 -.086) -.0520 2338 -.0308 -.0302 .5106
Sugar Cane/Livescock -.1062 -.0678 .0613 -.1016 -.0646 0741 -.0925 -.0611 1192
Other Rursl -.0943 -.0616 0664 -.0893 -.0583 .0825 0159 .0102 7698
Beusshold Size 9139 8361 0000 9209 .8627 .0000 8783 .83 .0000
Age of Self-Def Hesd +.0000 .0067 7268 .0000 .0082 6752 .0000 0216 3127
Bighest Educ in HH -.0034 -.0247 2646 -.0039 «.0287 1940 -.0001 -.0060 8044
¥o. Es. Active Hembers -.0230 -.0548 .0164 -.02%0 -.0397 .0091 -.0103 -.0239 3432
Adult-Iquivalent Ratio .1209 .0262 2087 .1077 .0234 2918 0600 L0136 .5703
Conatant «1.7987 - 0004 -1.8630 . .0002 -2.4241 - .0000
x2 - J72746 x2 -~ 72626 al - 72920
Adj Rl - (71899 ARl - 1M Adjr2 -« 71078
r - 85,7973 ] - §5.27621 ] - 69.81828
Sig? <  .0000 Sig? <«  .0000 Sig? =  ,0000
] - 929 " - 929 '] - 733
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TABLE 13 (Continusd)
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL 2
POR HOUSEHOLD POOD EXPENDITURE

Dep. Var.: Log of Housshold Food Expenditurs

Besdshlp Defs: Ms {or Incoms Contributor P, Zarna Uages X. Uocks
Igdep Vars. B Ssca Sig T 3 Beta Sig T B _Bata Six T
Par Cap Expend 1.8306 2.0321 . 0000 1.8608 2.0839 .0000 1.8045 1.9739 +0000
Per Cap Expend Squared -.1151 -1.1902 .0000 -.1169 -1.2085 .0000 -.1133 «1.1250 .0000
Ten. Head x Par Cap Ixp 0907 1716 1874 -,0252 -.0967 4345 .00138 .0072 +9587
Fomale Hesdabip «~.3432 -.2167 L0947 1014 L0843 .5081 .0010 .0001 9947
Stons lndex of Inflation -.0001 -,0072 713 -.0001 -.0087 7248 -.0014 -.0143 5717
Rics Prics -.0083 -.0017 9432 -.0081 -.0017 <9430 -.0001 -,0000 9947
Sugar Price 1339 .0521 0496 1478 .0500 .0604 1324 0454 .1037
Bsans Price .0887 .0382 L1 .0903 0390 .1087 1195 .0518 0413
Milk Price -.0671 -.02087 4200 ~.04685 -.0199 .5758 -.0123 ~.0053 .08138
Oil Prica .2307 .0496 .0521 L2186 .0470 .0666 1993 0421 «1054
Pasta Prics -, 40680 -.0835 .032) -.3613 -.0761 .0371 -. 2024 -.0393 1445
Plantain Price -.0133 -.0085 1524 0172 -.0110 .6340 -.0242 -.0158 5783
Chickan Price .2292 .0392 .1253 .2439 L0618 . 1042 .2890 .0503 .0390
Baef Prica -. 1542 -,0499 1546 -. 1431 -.0463 .1889 -, 1663 -,0544 «1360
Yuea Price 0263 J0lad 6913 .0306 .0l168 L6436 0344 .0191 6118
Percent of Incomes from
Home-Produced Food -.0022 -.0447 . 0423 -,0021 -.0435 0494 =.0023 -.0521 .0240
Percent of Incoms from
Fara Sales +.0000 0111 .6832 .0000 .0128 .6393 3,0000 0171 3486
Percent of Incoms from
Traasfers .0019 .0758 .0048 .0020 .0785 .0033 .0020 0834 .0033
Perceat of Incoms from
Vages 0011 .0707 0216 .0011 .0696 .0378 .0001 <0673 0493
Ochar Urban -.0413 -.0219 .2928 -.0429 -.0221 2774 -.0303 -.0393 .2102
Frontisc -.0809 -.0490 2641 -.0779 ~.0472 2840 -, 0924 -.0360 2117
Sugar Cans/Livestock -.1106 -.0703 .0526 -, 1034 -.0639 .0706 -,0989 -,0629 .0901
Ochar Rural -.0855 -.0560 .0980 -.0834 -.05468 .1078 -.0918 ~.0818 .0831
Housshold Size +9204 8628 <0000 +9268 .a688 .0000 9313 .8568 .0000
Age of Self-Def Hsad +.0000 0047 80689 +.0000 0036 1727 +,0000 .0040 <8421
Highest Educ in HE -.0036 -.0264 2334 -.0041 -.0302 1747 -,0045 -.0335 <1434
No. ¥c. Active Mambers -.0241 -.0577 0114 -.0222 -.0532 .0240 -.0306 -.0757 .0053
Adult-Iquivalent Ratio L1188 .0258 +2210 +1324 .0288 L1132 .2866 .0382 .0080
Constant -1.9738 - .0001 -2,0830 .- .0001 -1.7422 - .0014
2 - 72509 2 - Juan r? - 71838
MJ | LI .71652 Adj RZ - L71412 FYYE L .70097
4 - 84.59036 4 e 83.61346 4 - 76.31695
Sig 7 =  .0000 Sig ¥ =  .0000 Sig? =  .0000
N - 927 N - 927 ] - 869
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TABLE 36
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODIEL &
FOR HOUSEEOLD POOD EXPENDITURE

Dap. Var.: log of Housshold Food EIxpsnditure

Headship Defa: S Dafined Absent Male Ma{or Earme
Indep Vags. eca Sk T ) ~—Jeta . SIgT 3 FE!;! SIZ T
Per Cap Expend 1.8200 2.0303 .0000 1.8296 2.0412 .0000 1.8410 2.1436 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squarsd -.1152 ~1.1855 .0000 -.1161 -1.1951 »0000 -.1208 -1.30t1 .0000
Ten. Head x Par Cap Exp L0374 .1291 30435 .07687 .2285 0649 .0739 «2220 .1482
Femele Basdship -.2117 -.1399 $2143 -.3787 -.2435 ,0440 -.3288 -.2077 .1626
Stone Index of Inflation -,0014 -,0143 .5610 -.0014 -.0144 5611 0040 .0413 .1355
Rice Price -.0135 -.0028 .9080 -.0080 -.0012 9393 0873 0148 +S5811
Sugar Prics .1381 .0532 0438 .1460 0492 0643 «1237 L0442 .1383
Beans Price .09%0 L0426 0767 .0994 .0428 .0770 0664 .0289 .2600
Milk Price -.0346 -.0233 .5085 -.0573 -.0248 4874 -.0118 -.0054 8916
01l Price 41952 0418 .1008 .2102 .0430 ,0778 +3637 .0839 +0038
Pasca Price -,3019 «.0633 .1128 «. 3434 =-.0724 .0697 -.7039 -.1513 «0008
Plantain Price -.0083 -.0053 .8430 -.0131 -,0083 1562 -,0423 .0287 3493
Chicken Pzice 2773 0473 0641 .2596 0442 0842 0436 .0081 JI6
Basf Price -.1309 -.0422 2251 -.1418 -.0437 .1909 -.2758 -.0926 0144
Yuca Prics .0202 .0110 7604 .0213 0117 J493 -, 0043 -,0023 19309
Perceat of Iancome from
Hose-Produced Pocd -.0023 -.0300 .0250 -.0023 .0743 L0319 -.0040 -.0642 .0087
Parcent of Income from
Yarm Sales .0000 . .0014 L9611 .0000 .0087 .8076 0001 .0215 4438
Perceat of lncome from
Transfers .0020 .0783 .0704 .0018 .0715 L0436 -.0001 -.0204 3289
Parcent of lncoms from
Uages .0001 0643 ,0850 .0001 .0587 .0937 .0012 .0576 .1002
Tem, Aead x Pet. lnc.
from Wages -,0001 -.0316 L8686 -.0000 -.0171 .6083 -.0017 -.0728 .1602
Tew. Haad x Pct. Ine.
from Transfers +0000 J0l41 7715 .0000 0111 .7881 .0039 0774 .0220
Other Urban -.0510 -.0392 .1961 -.0476 -.0386 ,2282 -.0397 -.0324 #3314
Frootier -.1018 -,061) L1616 -.0932 -.0561 .2021 -.0794 -.0472 +3081
Sugar Cane/Livestock -.1113 -.0708 .0508 -.1067 -.0679 .0627 -.1139 -.0733 .0351
Other Rural -.0983 -.0842 .0566 -.0941 -.0613 .0703 -.0017 -.0011 9744
Bousebold Size .9129 .8551 .0000 .9203 ,8622 .0000 8778 .8333 40000
Age of Self-Def Hesd .0000 .0106 .3879 0000 .0100 .6139 .0013 .0332 .1229
Highest Zduc in EH -.0033 -.0240 2792 -.0038 -:0280 #2061 .0000 .0030 #5022
No. Ec. Active Members -.0224 ~.0534 .0203 -.0250 -,0596 .0092 -,0130 -.0301 +2309
Adult-Equivaleat Ratio 1228 .0267 .2032 .1083 .0235 .2897 .0721 .0163 4939
Constant -1.8094 - .0004 -1.8734 .- .0002 -2,4881 - .0000
xd - 72183 a2 - 72646 a2 -
A} | LI .71873 M) 2 - L11732 Adj | LI .72283
4 = 80.04340 14 o 79.49638 4 = §86.53010
Sig¥ - .0000 Sig ¥ = 0000 Stg? -~ 0000
] - 929 ] - 929 N - 733
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TABLE 36(Continued)
RESULTS OF TEE ESTIMATION OF MODEL &
FOR HOUSEBOLD 700D EXPENDITURE

Dep. Var.: Log of Housshold Food Expenditure

Besdship Defs: Major lncoms Contributor P, Earns Yages ¥, Yorks
Ilodep Vers, B Bets Sig T ] Baca S{g T B Y Sig T
Per Cap Lxpeand 1.8430 1.0659 .0000 1.8537 2.0802 .0000 1.7836 1,9331 .0000
Par Cap Expend Squarsd -.1163 -1.2046 .0000 -.1161 -1.2009 .0000 -.1103 =-1.0974 .0000
Teu. Hesd x Por Cap Exp .0407 .0770 5719 -.0279 -.1070 4160 -.00387 -.0230 8702
Female Headship -.9993 -.3989 0114 .0783 .0634 .6288 -.0274 -,0241 .8628
Stons lodex of Inflation 0001 -.0094 7043 -.0001 -.0080 JTATY -.0013 -.0152 .3525
Rice Price -.0118 «.0024 .9198 -.0116 -.0024 9214 .0061 .0013 9595
Sugar Price L1516 . 0313 .0326 .1323 .0515 .0532 1401 0480 0856
Beaans Price .0838 .0384 .1120 .0848 .0386 .1333 L1133 J0491 .0333
Milk Price -.0636 «.0272 hhRS -.0512 -.0219 5384 -.0080 -,0035 +9235
04l Price L2274 0489 ,0852 ,2202 L0474 .0649 .2038 0430 .0981
Pasta Price -.3898 -.0821 +0396 -.3713 -.0782 .0510 -.3086 -.0630 .1130
Plantain Prics -.0099 -.0063 8143 -.0178 -.0114 .6739 -.0220 -.0143 8137
Chicksn Price .2369 .0406 L1137 .2437 0417 1048 .2900 .0503 .0380
Besf Price -. 1348 -.0501 .1525 - 1447 -.0468 1841 -.1713 «.0560 1249
Yuca Price 0242 .0133 B 2513 .0289 0139 6644 0294 .0163 «6661
Percent of lncome from
Home-Produced Food -.0023 -,0467 .0338 -.002? -.0446 0442 -.0028 -.0391 0123
Percent of lncoms from "
Farm Salo .0000 .0033 .8396 .0000 .0108 +6933 .0000 +0072 +8056
Percent of lncoms from
Transfers 0017 0686 .0109 .0016 .0633 .022? .0013 .0333 «1116
Percent of Incoms from
Wages .0001 .0630 .0366 .0001 .0638 .0629 .0001 0403 «3408
Pem, Head x Pct. loc.
from Wages .0073 2434 0418 .0000 .0208 1230 .0001 0447 +3357
Fem. Head x Pct. Ime.
from Transfers .0096 .0612 U304 .0017 0321 1934 .0020 0432 0876
Othar Urbaa -.0412 -,0318 + 2983 -, 0442 -.0341 .2837 -.0519 -,0406 «1936
Froncisr -.0816 -.0494 «2614 -,0796 -.0482 2136 -.0098 =,03543 «2234
Sugar Cane/Livestock -.1087 -.0693 0369 -.1039 -.0663 .0693 -.092? -.0389 <1126
Othar Rural -.0833 -.0338 0998 -.0849 -.0336 .1013 -.0916 -.0617 .0838
Housshold Size 9179 .8604 .0000 9274 .8693 .0000 9300 8339 .0000
Age of Self-Def Hesd .0000 .0043 .8223 .0000 .0069 1237 <0002 0038 .8301
Highest Educ in HH -.0036 -.0267 .2279 ~.0041 -.0302 1763 -.0045 -.0333 1484
No. Ea. Active Members -.0241 -.0378 0111 -.0220 -.0328 0232 -,0291 ~-a0722 .0087
Adult-Equivaleat Ratio 1158 .0232 2310 <1396 .0303 .1518 .2788 <0367 .0099
Constant -1.9639 .- .0001 -2.0377 - ,0001 -1,6637 .- +0023
R? - .72678 2 - 72333 R? - .71938
adj 2 - 71763 Adj a2 - 71406 Mj a2 = 70930
| 4 o 79.44341 r - 78.08299 r e 71.59718
sig ¥ =  .0000 Ssig? =  .0000 sig? =  .0000
N - 927 -] - 927 N - 869
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TABLE 37
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL 3
FOR HOUSEHOLD FOOD EXPENDITURE

Dep. Var: Log of Household Food Expenditure

Indep Vars. B Beta Sig T
Per Cap Expend 1.8502 2.0642 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squared -.1168 -1.2023 .0000
Stone Index of Inflation -.0001 © -,0095 .6999
Rice Price -.0000 -.0000 .9978
Sugar Price .1501 .0506 .0556
Beans Price .0953 .0410 .0892
Milk Price -.0599 -.0256 .4684
0il Price ' .2135 .0457 .0724
Pasta Price -.3735 -.0783 . 2426
Plantain Price -.0148 -.0094 7245
Chicken Price 2444 .0416 .1024
Beef Price -.1381 -.0445 .2014
Yuca Price .0217 .0119 .7429
House hold Size .9177 .8596 .0000
Percent of Income from
Home-Produced Food -.0021 -.0429 .0503
Percent of Income from
Farm Sales .0000 .0113 .6762
Percent of Income from
Transfers .0020 .0804 .0026
Percent of Income from
Men's Wages .0011 .0751 . 0246
Percent of Income from
Women's Wages .0000 .0110 .6653
Other Urban -.0413 -.0317 .2957
Frontier -.0846 -.0510 . 2426
Sugar Cane/Livestock ~-.1085 -.0690 .0565
Other Rural -.0896 -.0584 .0822
Age of Self-Def Head .0000 .0059 .7605
Highest Educ in HH -.0031 -.0228 .3112
No. Ec. Active Members -.0203 -.0484 .0369
Adult-Equivalent Ratio .1060 .0230 .2787
Constant -2.0218 - .0001
R? - .72571
Adj RZ = .71749
F = 88.28857
Sig F = .0000

N - 929
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In contrast to the Self-Defined households, Major Earner MIH seem to be
muich less responsive to changing income than FHH; Major Earner FHH are more
likely to respond to lncreasing household income by increasing thelr food
expenditure. Once agaln, this may tend to support the hypothesis that
females devote their own earnings to food. Tables 38 through 41 show the
results of the regresslons run separately for MHH and FHH by the
Self-Defined, Absent Male, Major Earner, and F Earns Wages dafinitions,

with total food expenditure as the dependent variable.

Of course, differences in food expenditure itself are of interest only
to the extent that they may ilndicate differential preference for food as a
consumption 1tem among FHH and MHH. Food expenditure is correlated with
nutrient consumption to some degree, but by no means does it necessarily
imply a glven level of nutrient intake or dletary adequacy. Therefore, in
the following section, differences between MHH and FHH in consumption of

calories and proteln are explored.

4,2.3 Calorie and Protein Consumption

The dependent variables discussed i1n thils section are average daily
calorle and procteln consumption per adult-equivalent, measured at the
household level, based on seven consecutlive days of dietary recall. Note
that although the measures are adjusted for age/sex composition of the
household, they are not .neasures of 1ndividusl Intaxe. Note also that they
are adjusted for household membership, not for the number of people
consuming a particular meal. (That 1s, no account is taken of visitors,
nor of family members absent at mealtime.)

The results of the estimation of Model 1, shown in Table 42, indicate
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TABLE
RESULTS OF THE ESTIHATION MODEL 1
SEPARATELY FOR MALE AND PEMALE HEADED EOUSEOLDS (SELY?-DEFINED)

Chow ¥ = 1.613]
X = .05

Dep. Var.: Log of Housshold Food Expendicure

Headship Defss All Self-Defined Halae_He:d
ap Vays, B 3eca Sig T B ata
Pez Cap Expend 1.8517 2.0658 +0000 1.4008 1.4352 0001 2.0181 2.3979 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squared «.1167 -1.2010 .0000 -.0674 -.6239 .0833 -.1368 -1.5102 .0000
Stons Index of Inflatlom -.G001 -,0086 7252 .0027 .0222 .7012 -.001) =007 .3927
Rica Price -.0030 -.0001 <9799 L2727 0493 .J688 . 1149 -.0258 <3401
Sugar Price 1466 0494 .0620 -.1302 -.0371 .5180 2129 .0783 0094
Beans Price L0917 .0395 .1021 . 2269 0764 14621 0641 .0308 .2393
Milk Price =.0554 -,0237 3024 -.2206 -.0807 23339 .0100 0048 .9038
0Ll Prica .2130 0436 L0734 L1736 .0277 .6006 .2093 .0306 .0842
Pasca Price -.3671 -.0769 .0528 -1.0031 ~.1652 .0603 «.1710 -.0393 3172
Plancain Price -.0179 -.0l114 .6700 -.0607 -.0242 6867 -.0098 -.0069 .8186
Chickea Prica 2418 L0412 .1063 .2786 .0407 4687 .2310 04629 .1383
Best Price -, 1437 «.0463 J1841 -.2310 -.0613 4059 -, 1226 -.0433 .2708
Yuca Price .0237 .0l30 .7203 «. 1042 04,6 »5502 .0660 .0396 .3321
Percent of Incoms from
Home-Produced Food -.0022 -,0435 0382 -.0021 =-.0220 6402 -.0026 -.0631 .0110
Percant of Incowms from
Farm Salss +.0000 .0098 JJ174 -.0021 «.0376 .4138 0630 0123 .7018
Percent of Incoms from
Transfars .0019 .0779 .0036 .0023 L1192 0844 .0020 0504 .0397
Psrcent of Incoma froa
Vager .0001 .0613 .0600 .0000 .0233 . 7463 .0012 .0823 .0257
Ochsr Urban =.0435 -.0350 2489 -.1020 -.0731 .2920 -.0236 -.0191 5718
Froaciar -.0827 -.0498 «2340 -.2160 -.0813 .2606 =,0439 -.0320 3410
Sugar Cans/Livestock -.1035 -.0671 0639 -.2096 -.1162 .1389 -.0386 -.0404 3278
Ochsr Rural -.0R82 -.0373 0876 -.0779 -.0417 35645 «,0771 -.0334 L1492
Household Size «9302 8714 .0000 9134 .8186 .0000 8997 .8397 .0000
Age of Salf-Def Head .0000 +0043 L8147 -,0013 -.0317 4617 .0012 .0329 1457
Highest Educ {u HH -.0042 -.0308 .1631 -.0094 -.0614 .2506 -.0014 -.0109 .6311
No. Ec. Active Hembers -.0240 -.0372 0119 -.0178 =.0342 3487 -.0214 -.0336 0236
Adulc-Equivelent Ractio 1442 0313 1322 +3686 0999 0441 .0317 .0076 7497
Constast -2.0213 .- .0001 -1.7881 .- .1906 «2.1967 e .0000
1 - 72466 a2 - 67657 »2 - 75403
A2 = 71673 Ay R - 638578 FYYR TN YY)
1 4 - 91.30741 r - 16.57392 4 = 78.87871
Sig? = .0000 Sig ¥ - .0000 Sigr - .0000
N - 929 N - 233 ] - 698
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TABLE 19
RESULT OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL 1
SEPARATELY FOR MEH AND FEE (ABSENT MALE)

Chow F = 1.809
X < .0l
Dep. Var.: Log of Househeld Food Expenditure
Headship Defs: All Absenc Male Fem. Head Absent Hale Male Haad
ndep Vars. 3 deta Sig | )} teca 3 ta g
Per Cap Expend 1.8517 2.0658 .0000 1.8592 1.9349 0000 1.8701 2.1870 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squared -.1167 -1.2010 0000 -.0971 ~.9313 »0133 -.1236 -1,3327 0000
Stoos ludex of Inflation -.0001 -.0086 7252 -,0033 ~.0283 .6208 .0000 .0030 8603
Rice Price =.0030 -.0001 .9799 .1056 0104 1544 0429 .0096 . 1300
Sugar ‘vice 1466 0494 .0620 -.0319 -.0091 .8823 .1578 .0367 .0626
Beans Zrice 0917 .0393 .1021 -.0083 -.0027 +9616 .1189 .0360 0437
Milk Price -.0554 -.0237 5024 -.1788 ~.0640 4867 -.0168 -.0077 8472
0il Price .2120 .0436 0734 «5534 .0816 1774 <2074 0490 .0962
Pasta Price -,3671 -.0769 .0528 -.3847 -.0587 5419 -, 4334 -.1038 .0230
Plantain Price «,0179 -.0l14 .6700 0491 .0233 .6780 -.0384 -.0264 +3924
Chickan Price J2418 L0412 .1063 1.1781 1548 .0092 .0818 0132 .6093
Beef Prica -, 1437 -.0461 .1841 1175 .0325 L6843 -.2110 -.0725 .0726
Yuca Price .0237 .C130 .7205 -.3667 -.168¢& .0554 .0923 .0562 .1992
Parceat of lncome from
Home-Produced Food -.0022 -.0435 .0382 -.0023 -.0316 .3281 -.0024 -.0538 .0343
Perceat of lncome from
Farw Sales 40000 .0098 L7174 -.0025 -.0736 .2036 .0000 L0131 .6833
Parcent of locome froa
Traasfers .0019 0179 +0036 20034 .1788 .0126 .0016 0484 +0669
Parcect of locome from
Vages .0001 L0613 .0600 .0011 .0506 4096 .0001 .03513 1668
Othor Urbsno ~.0433 ~.0350 . 2409 -.2199 -.1463 0467 -.0196 -.0161 +6408
Proatier -.0827 ~.0498 L2540 -, 4863 =,2041 .0237 -.0033 -.0033 « 9436
Sugar Cans/Livestock ~.1035 -.0671 .0639 -.1699 -.0974 .2999 -.0853 -.0374 .1623
Othsr Rural ~.0882 -.0573 .0876 -.1279 -.0722 <4086 -.0774 -.0530 «1586
Bousahold Size +9302 8714 .0000 1.1264 1.0162 +0000 8616 .7853 0000
Age of Self-Def Head 0000 .0045 8147 .0000 0124 1966 .0001 .0152 5128
Highsst Fdua in HE -.0042 -.0308 .1631 -.0237 -, 1448 0111 -.0011 -.0083 J1314
No. Ec. Active Hembers . -.0240 -.0572 .0119 -.0001 -.0013 19816 -.0216 ~.0550 .0327
Adult-Equivalent Ratio J1442 .0313 .1322 .3198 .0490 .3091 .0428 0101 .6931
Conataat -2.0213 .- .0001 -3.9989 .- .0078 -1.8271 - . 0009
2 - U246 2 - 79670 22 - .70607
AdjRZ - 71673 Adj RZ = 75407 AdjRZ - 69589
4 = 91.30741 r - 18.69003 r = 69.38520
Sig? - 0000 Sig - .0000 Sig? = «0000
] - 929 N - 151 ] - 178



Chow ¥ = 2,2977
X < .01

Dep. Var.: Log of Housshold Food Expenditurs
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TABLE 40

RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF HODEL !

SEPARATELY FOR MEE AND FHH (MAJOR EARNER)

HBeadship Defst ALl Mafor hﬁg-r ) 4:1:} op Ea:
Iodep Vagps. 3 deta i 1 k] Heta 3 eta 8
Par Cap Experd 1.8614 2.1674 .0000 2.7870 2.9197 .0001 1.8420 2.2011 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squared -.1218 -1.3116 .0000 -,2287 «2.1790 0044 -.1196 -1.3231 .0000
Stons Iodex of laflation .0039 0407 L1447 .0153 1472 J1A77 .0027 .0287 23182
Rice Price .0872 .0192 4755 <3423 .0688 4575 0499 0113 .6860
Sugar Price .1010 .0335 .2331 -.0335 -.0109 +9178 +1488 0335 .0837
Beaas Price ,0733 0319 .2158 23199 1194 .2016 .0281 .0126 16341
Milk Price .0133 .0061 .8789 L3373 .1332 .3237 -.0233 -,0110 <7924
01l Price .323% 0752 .0092 1.0043 .1963 .0238 «3009 0719 .0193
Pastca Price ~.6764 ~.1456 .0014 ~1,7808 -.3375 .0199 -.5294 -, 1178 0145
Plantaia Price -.0431 -,0290 + 3463 -.3133 -.1885 .0581 .0037 .0029 9034
Chickea Prics .0205 .0036 8967 -.3318 -.0522 .5623 .1079 0198 .5022
Beaf Price -.2705 -.0895 .0187 ~43306 -.1312 4410 -.2110 -.0703 .0717
Yuca Price .0023 .0013 9740 +0841 J0437 L7891 =.0326 -.0192 6478
Percent of Incoms from
Hows-Produced Yood -.0042 -.0670 .0063 -.0036 -.0789 k22 -.00¢4 -.0647 .0089%
Percent of Income from
Yarm Sales .0001 0232 714 ,0014 .0533 .6309 +0001 20247 3873
Parcent af lucome from
Transfers .0010 .0292 2844 .0013 .0528 6376 -.0000 -.0103 .6993
Percent of lucoms f{zom
Wages ,0011 .0363 .0987 -.0012 -.0622 .6335 .0013 .0621 .0660
Other Urban -.0298 -,0244 4626 2376 .19%0 .1275 -.0831 -,0331 1177
Froocisr -.0312 -.0304 <5079 6473 .3286 .0380 -.1366 -.0840 .0849
Sughr Cans/Livestock -.0904 -.0398 .1280 0376 .0221 .8623 -.1199 -.0816 0495
Octher Rural 0140 .0090 7964 3237 2196 .0799 -.0439 -.0294 4187
Household Sizs 8832 .8383 +0000 .8398 .8862 .0000 8914 8184 »0000
Age of Self-Def Head .0001 .0Z49 2431 .0000 <0043 .9523 .0001 0238 .2302
Highast Iduc ia HH -.0010 -.0081 7384 -.0100 -.0741 4127 .0010 .0080 7463
No. Zc. Active Members -.0102 -.0237 L3407 -.1602 «.2945 0032 -.0028 -,0067 «7966
Adult-Equivaleat Ratio .0733 .0166 4790 .6563 .1256 <1463 0233 .0039 .8130
Constant -2.5175 - .0000 -5.2558 = .010! =2.3343 - .0000
at - .7280% ? - .57807 | I - 8197
M) R = (71834 AdgR2 - .56937 agal - 7a788
? o 74,93934 ? - 6.23779 ? - 75,13923
sig? -  .0000 stg? =  .0000 Stg? =  .0000
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TABLE &l )
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL 1 .
SEPARATELY FOR MEH AND FHH (¥ EARNS WAGES)

Chow ¥ = 1,6884
X < .08

Dsp. Var.: Log of Housshold Tood Expenditure

Headship Dafs: All Female Farns Wages-Hale Head
lodep Vavs. S Jaca SIR T ﬂ_—ﬂ_‘ﬁﬁu__im
Per Cap Expend 1.8469 2.0704 .0000 2.3886 2,7250 .0000 1.6681 1.8506 +0000
Per Cap Expend Squared ~.1162 -1.2013 .0000 -.1826 -1,9063 .0000 -, 0946 -.9723 .000C
Stona Indsx of Inflacion «.0001 -.0077 1346 .6093 .0919 .0321 -.0059 -.0619 .0438
Rice Price -.0148 ~.0031 8994 .2138 0433 .2666 = 1144 -,0233 4367
Sugar Price .1502 .0508 .0360 -.1099 -.0378 W4211 2341 0844 .01D0
Bsans Price .0888 .0383 1141 .1606 0667 «1000 .0673 »0301 .3323
Milk Price ~.0443 -.0190 3921 2043 .0838 1780 -.1150 -.0483 .2692
0iL Price .2191 L0471 .0637 741 .1212 .0039 0634 .0138 .67157
Prasta Price - -.3624 -.0763 .0360 -1.0863 -.2070 .0018 .0000 .0000 .9998
Plantain Prics -,0l18¢ -.0121 +6336 -.1383 ~.0992 0429 .0413 «0266 4152
Chicken Price 2413 0413 .1072 .0380 0062 .8807 4272 .0739 0233
Beef Prices -.1492 ~.0483 .1690 -, 2400 -.0742 2319 -.0788 -.0236 3424
Yuca Price .0302 .0166 .6493 -,0498 -.0253 7014 .0319 .0287 .5039
Parcent of Iacoms from
Howa-Produced Food -.0022 -.0447 0429 -.0034 -.0349 2124 -.0019 -.0420 «1077
Parceat of Incoms fros
Farn Salss <0000 .0116 .6706 .0024 .0687 1216 -.0000 -.0130 +7000
Perceant of Income fros
Transfars <0019 .0773 .0039 .0028 .0865 .0699 .0019 .0823 0117
Percent of Incoas from
Vages »0000 0647 0493 .0016 .0785 1752 .0001 0666 .0851
Otber Urbac -,0418 -.0338 2672 .0028 .0023 +9643 =-.0349 -.0257 +3085
Froatiar -.0772 «.0487 .2879 .1188 0374 .3832 -.1330 -.00866 1468
Sugar Cane/Livestock .1008 ~.0641 .0778 -.0804 -, 0482 4130 -.0875 -.0584 #2324
Ocher Rural -.0822 .053¢ .1124 .0783 0676 .3769 -.1287 -.0868 .0507
Household Size 9304 8722 .0000 .8977 .8315 .0000 29276 +8653 »0000
Age of Self-Def Hend +0000 .0056 L1706 .0017 .0390 .2366 -.0001 -.0160 «49%0
Bighest Edue in HH =-.0043 -.0313 «1335 -.,0076 -.0570 1337 .0000 .0001 «9803
No. Zz. Active Hambders -.0238 -.0570 .0123 -.0482 -.1076 0115 -,0135 -.0326 <2414
Adult-Iquivaleat Ratio <1431 .0311 <1364 «3968 +0807 +0285 .0492 .0110 8721
Coanstant -2,0183 - .0001 -4,9517 .- .Q000 -,0828 .- 1483
12 - 2252 1 U - .72800 2 - 73987
AdjRZ = 71450 ay a2 - 70370 Aj R« 72804
4 = 90.1323% 14 - 29.93373 r e 63.60134
Sig? =~  .0000 Sig ¥ =  .,0000 Stg ¥ -~ 0000
N - 927 N - 38 L} . 609
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TABLE 42
RESULT OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL L FOR CALORIES AND PROTELN

Headship Defss

Dep. Var: Lo

of Cal. Consumption

er Adult Equivalent Per Da
_%'!: — Jeta JEI T

Dep. Var: Log of Pro. Consumption
gl Adule “32

lodep Vags.
Ter Cap Expend 1.2298 1.7966 .0000 1.2738 1.6873 .0000
2qr Cap Expend Squared -.0930 -1.2398 .0000 -.0923 ~1.1167 .0000
Stona Index of Inflacion .0016 L0213 5778 -.0000 -.0000 9976
Rice Price 2704 017 .0879 4279 .1029 .0033
Sugar Price -.1738 -.0748 0696 -.2304 -.0900 .0293
Beans Price -.0629 -.0237 .5303 -.0607 -.0304 4081
Milk Price .0123 .0067 .9031 -.1162 -.05:6 2839
0il Price -.31%4 -.0861 .0303 -.1514 -.0474 Ity
Pasta Price -.1368 -.0367 3537 .0260 .0063 9166
Plaatain Price -.0374 -.0303 4641 -.0433 -.0337 4076
Chicken Price .1790 .0391 .3278 0623 .0123 1514
Best Price -.313) -.1378 .0113 -.3720 -.1386 .0089
Yuca Price -.0329 -.0227 .6878 .0339 0213 6969
Percant of locome from
Home-Produced Food .0054 .1409 .0000 .0039 0694 .0338
Parcent of Income from
Tara Sales L0018 .0998 .0163 .0010 .0530 .1902
Parcent of locome from
Transfers -.0001 -.0415 L33l -.0019 -.2910 .0238
Percent of Income from
Vages .0000 -.0207 6777 -.0001 -.0893 .2206
Other Urban -.0074 -.0073 .8786 -.0318 -.0284 3406
Frontier -.1356 -.1198 .0801 -.2458 -.1716 .0101
Sugar Cava/Livestock 1368 1274 0248 .0034 0040 9427
Othar Rural 0234 0196 7103 -.0843 -.0639 L2138
Houssbold Size .1217 1478 .0003 L1130 1243 .0039
Ags of Self-Def Head .0018 .0388 0817 0016 L0493 .1096
Highost Pduc in EH -.0013 -.0123 RItY .0068 .0850 .1022
No. Ec. Active Members -.0109 -.0333 3479 -.0183 -.0511 1423
Adult-Equivalent Ratio -.5432 -.1306 .0000 -.7431 -.2610 .0000
Constant 3.8443 - .0000 .2083 - 2m
r? - 31761 R - .3%092
M RZ = 29822 adgal - 33247
Y - 16.37967 7 = 19.02613
Sig? = .0000 stg? -  .0000
N - 942 N - %2
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that, naturally, the household's per capita expenditure level 1s a highly
slgnificant determinant of calorie and protein consumption, as are certain
food prices. These varlables are not systematically different between MHH
and FHH. Several varilables observed to be different in MHH and FHH are
also observed to be significant determinants of nutrlient consumption.
Consumption of home produced food, higher in MHH by most definitions, is
significantly positively assoclated with both calorie and proteln intake;
income from farm sales, alsc higher in MHH, 1s positively assoclated with
calorie consumption. Transfer income, much higher in FHH, 1s negatively
assoclated with proteln consumption. This means that, at any given
expenditure level, if more of household income comes from transfers,
protein intakes will be lower. |

The number of economically active members (controlling for household
size), lower in Self-Defined and Absent Male FHH and higher in the other
FHH, 1s significantly negatively assocliated with food expenditure (after
income level 1s controlled), but shows no significant association with
calories and protein consumed per adult-equivalent. The adult-equivalent
ratio 1s highly significant and negative for both calorie and protein
consumption, suggesting that i1t is harder for households of a given size
and income level to achleve calorie and protein adequacy as these nutrient
needs Increase. Controlling for this ratio, household size 1s significant
and positive: the more members, the higher the level of macronutrient

adequacy achieved. Recall that FHH are smaller than MHH, with fewer
infants and children (whose nutrient needs are low), by all definitions
except F. Earns Wages and F. Works. This suggests that, controlling for

per capita income, additional members represent a productive resource for
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households, possibly because of their work in home-based productive tasks

and perhaps also because of economles of scale in consumption.

4.2.3.1 Self-Defined

In the Model 2 estimates, in which a dummy varilable for female headship

is introduced, only the variable for Self-Defined FHH is significant in
altering calorie consumption. According to these parameter estimates,
controlling for all the other variables included in this model,
self-defined female headship is very significant and positive. The
magnitude of the effect of this variable (indicated by the standardized
Beta coefficients) is exceeded only be the expenditure variables. A
similar effect 1s Qbserved for protein consumption: all else equal,
Self-Defined FHH has a higher level of protein adequacy. However, and this
is an important caveat, female headship significantly reduces the degree to
which adaditional income is devoted to additional calories or proteln. The
interaction term of female headship with expenditure is highly significant
and negative. At any given expenditure level, the expenditure elasticity
of demand for calories and frr protein is lower in FHH. This effect 1is
large enough to more than cancel out the positive effect of female
headship. (That is, this model separates the effect of female headship
into two cumponents. Taken together, the net effect on calorie and protein
adequacy appears to be negative.) At the population means of per capita
expenditure, the expenditure elasticity of demand for calories 1s 0.43 for
MHH and 0.29 for FHH. At the level of the poorest quartile, the figures
are .53 for MHH and .39 for FHH. Results are shown in Table 43,

These results are confirmed by the separate estimates of Model 1 for
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Self-Defined MHH and FHH (Table 44). According to these estimates, the
elasticities for calories are 0.44 for MHH and 0.24 for FHH at the mean;
they are 0.52 for MHH and 0.35 for FHH in the bottom quartile. (The sets
of parametere for the two populations are significantly different at p =
.05.) The estimates of protein expenditure elasticitles are quite similar
as well.

One difference between Self-Defined MHH and FHH is in the role of
household composition in affecting calorie and protein adequacy. Nelther
household size nor adult-equivalent ratio shows a significant effect in
FHH, while they are both highly significant (size positive,
adult-equivalent ratio negative) in MHH. This glves support to the
hypothesis that food allocation practices among members may be different in
these two types of households, as 1s frequently asserted in the literature

on female headship.

4,2.3.2 Absent Male

The results of the separate regressions for Absent Male MHH and FHH
show similar results, though the differences are not quite so dramatlc.
Absent Male FHH show lower expenditure elasticities of demand for calorles
(.34 versus .40 at the mean; .49 versus .57 in the lowest quartile), and
for protein (.30 versus .47 at the mean; .46 versus .54 in Quartile 1).

In the estimation of Model 2 using a dummy variable for Absent Male

headship, headship does not show up as a significant determinant of calorle

adequacy, nor does it significantly alter the expenditure elasticity. (The
coefficlent is negative, but not significant.) It is quite significant in

1ts effect on protein consumption, however, the effects being simllar to
those for Self-Defined headship: the coefficlient of the dummy variable for
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TABLE 43

ULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL 2

Dep. Var: Calorias

Dep. Var: Protein
ata [

Indep Vars. eta g
Pex Cap Expend 1.3592 1.9856 .0000 1.4180 1.9185 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squarsd .1028 -1.3707 .0000 -.1036 -1.2774 .0000
Fen. Head x Per Cap Exp -,1372 -.6047 .0012 -,1873 -.7487 .0000
Female Headship .5709 .5343 .0030 .7812 .6879 .0001
Stons Index of Infla .0022 .0289 . 4489 .0001 .0096 79635
Rice Price .2661 .0706 .0607 L4239 .1020 .0053
Sugar Price -.1751 -.0754 .0662 -.23152 -,0918 .0212
Beans Price -.0389 -.02135 5677 -.03528 -.0263 . 4681
Milk Price .0297 .0162 7672 -.0908 -,0450 .3983
0il Price ~.3276 -.0895 .0239 -,2090 -.0518 1784
Pesta Price -.1588 -.0426 4916 -.0060 -.0013 .9807
Plantain Price -.0472 -.0385 <3556 -.0393 -,0439 .2780
Chicken Price 1652 .0361 .3652 .0403 .0080 .8365
Beef Price -.3463 -.1423 .0086 -,3872 -.1443 .0061
Yuca Price -.0368 -.0257 .6482 .0277 .0176 . 7481
Percent of Income from
Howe-Produced Food .0056 1453 .0000 .0031 .0740 0247
Percent of Incoms from
Farm Sales .0017 .0983 .0187 .0001 .0509 .2099
Percent of Incoms from
Transfers -.0000 -.01653 .6983 -.0013 -.0604 1447
Percent of Incoms from
Wages ~.0000 =177 . 7222 -.0001 -.0576 .2319
Other Urban -.0001 -.,0001 .9885 -.0223 -.0200 .6632
Frontier -.1435 -.1104 .1057 -.2272 -.13586 .0168
Sugar Cane/Livestock .1593 .1297 .0216 .0088 .0063 .9052
Octher Rural .0265 .0221 .6730 -,0796 -.0603 .2368
Household Size .1082 .1314 .0024 .0998 .1098 .0110
Age of Self-Def Head .0019 0614 .0401 .0017 .0309 .0954
Higheet Educ in HH -.0018 -.0166 .6263 .0056 0477 21542
No. Ec. Active Members -.0037 ~.0174 .6261 -,0130 -.0362 .2963
Adult-Equivalent Ratio -.5840 -,1620 .0000 - 7463 -.2622 .0000
Constant 3.4059 - .0000 -,3733 - 5542
R2 = .32646 R? - .36453
Ady RZ = 30381 Adj RZ = 34504
¥ = 15,80472 F = 18.70447
Sig P = .0000 Sig P = .0000
N - 942 N - 94
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TABLE
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMA'

4

&
TION OF MODEL 1

SEPARATELY Z0R FHH AND MHH (SELF-DEFINED)

FOR CALORIE AND PROTEIN CONSUMPTION

Chow ¥ = 1.758
X < .05
Dep. Var. Caloriss
1391 s.uﬂht%ud 3:1: Sell-
ep Vars. 3 Dats sip 1 3 deta aig T £
Per Cap Expend 1.2298 1.7966 .0000 1.4012 1.9982 .0000 1.2412 1.8470 .0000
Per Cap Ixpand Squared -,0930 -1.2398 0000 -.1301 =1.6349 .0007 -.0883 -1.,2201 .0000
Stone Index of Inflation .0016 .0213 5715 .0017 .0180 .8260 .0023 .0358 L4168
Rice Price «2704 0717 .0579 4864 .1151 1394 1879 .0524 .2268
Sugar Price =.1738 -.0748 0696 -.3752 -.1396 .0931 -.115 -.0326 .2738
Beans Price -.0429 -.0237 +53303 -.0132 -.0059 9381 -.0646 -.0387 .3769
Hilk Price 0123 .0067 .9031 -.0818 -.03%0 .7438 0711 0411 5128
01l Price ~.3154 -.0861 .0303 =.6903 ~.1429 0613 =.2140 -.0644 Jd710
Pasca Price -.1368 -.0367 .5537 .0790 0172 8920 -, 2465 -.0713 <3233
Plancain Price -.0374 -.0305 4641 -.0842 -.0382 4963 -.0201 -.0175 7170
Chicksn Price .1790 .0391 L3278 .5687 .lo8s 1814 -.0035 -.0001 .9857
Beef Price ~.3333 -.1378 0113 -.7123 «.2458 .0202 -.18%0 -.0794 .2079
Yuca Price -.0325 -.0227 6878 .2483 1471 1938 - 1474 -.1098 .0933
Percent of lacome frem
Home-Produced Tood .0034 +1409 .0000 .0086 1137 .0862 .C051 .1526 .0001
Percsat of lacome from
Taru Sales 0018 .0998 0163 .0010 .0236 .7187 .0013 0979 .0343
Psrceat of lacome from .
Transfers «.0001 -.,0415 L3131 .0000 .0068 29443 «.0012 -.0372 .3383
Percent of lacome frem
Uages -.0000 -.0207 .8777 -.0000 -.0104 .9189 =.0000 «.0421 .4638
Ocher Uzban -.0074 -.0073 .8786 -.04462 -.0415 .6809 L0172 0174 J 7483
Trontier -.1536 -.1198 .0801 -, 4132 -,2078 .0306 -.0876 -.0738 .3663
Sugsr Cane/Livostock 1565 1274 0248 .1702 L1233 22761 .1626 .1397 .0)36
Othar Rural .0234 0196 .7103 -, 1443 «.0997 3344 0846 0762 .2181
Housebold Size 1217 1478 .0003 .0639 .0769 +4000 «1022 .1206 L0142
Agc of %Gelf-Daf Head .0018 .0385 0317 .0017 .0574 23534 .0019 0638 .0788
Highesc Educ ia BR -,0013 -.0123 7137 .0073 .0641 .3936 -.0052 -.0515 .1819
Nz, Ec. Active Hembers -.0109 -.0333 3479 -.0203 -.0313 +3334 -.0028 -.0091 .8204
Adult-Equivalent Racio -.5432 -.1506 .0000 -.1163 -.0266 7068 -.6066 ~.2041 .0000
Constanc 3.8443 - .0000 4.6493 - .0005 3.3783 -- .0000
1 g - .31761 a? - L3137 U - .36003
AdjR? -« 29022 ady &2 - ,229%7 Ayl - 3334
r = 16.37967 4 - 37217 r = 14.62661
Sig? = <0000 Sig? - ,0000 Sigr - +0000
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TABLE 44 (Continued)
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL 1
SEPARATELY TOR FEH AND MEH (SILY-DEYINED)
FOR CALORIE AND PROTEIN CONSUMPTION

Chow ¥ = 2.489

X < .01
Dep. Var. Protein
ALY Self-Datinea VBH — Self-Defined MHH
Ipdep Vate, B ta Sig T B Beta sig X ] Beta Sig T
Par Cap Expend 1.2637 1.6770 .0000 1.7398 2.2552 0000 1,1454 1.5524 .0000
Per Cap Expand Squared -.0914 -1.1084 .0000 -.1691 -1.9320 .0001 -.0713 -.0947 0007
Stona Ind~x of laflation -.0000 -.0029 9394 3026 .0247 .7630 -.0000 ~.0043 9163
Rice Price L4048 0974 .0092 7118 L1831 .0301 2863 .0727 .084)
Sugar Price -.2318 -.0913 .0251 -.5647 -.1910 .0222 -.1046 -.0436 L3511
Beans Prics -.0881 -.0291 4350 .0163 0066 9300 -.0951 «.0519 2224
M1k Price -.1084 -.0837 3237 -.04753 -.0206 L8643 -.0915 -.0481 4293
0il Price -.2102 «.0521 1848 -.4927 -.0927 L2243 -.1633 -.0447 .3268
Pasta Price .1160 .0282 6446 1661 .0329 7955 0857 0147 .8342
Plaacain Price -.0433 -.0338 4161 -.1362 -.0833 .318) -.0122 -.0087 .8363
Chicken Price L0711 0141 .11 i .0848 .2980 -.09%0 -.0209 6432
Beef Price -.3660 -.1364 0111 =724 -.2272 0318 -.2008 -.0801 .1908
Yuza Price .0237 .0150 .7883 J2454 .1320 12437 -.0874 -.0393 .3508
Percent of Incoma from
Home-Produced Yood .0030 .0710 0342 .0093 L1138 .0871 0024 .0633 .0868
Petcent of Incoms from -
Parm Sales .0013 0646 1154 .0013 .0272 L6784 .0001 0503 .3058
Percant of Incoms from
Transfers -.0022 -.1029 .0113 -.0001 -.0600 5421 -.0012 -.0524 1658
Perceant of Incoma from
Vages -.0001 -.0513 .2980 -.0001 -.0884 .5701 -.0001 -.0688 .2316
Other Urban -.0307 -.0274 3602 -.0433 -.0370 L7144 -.0112 -.0103 L8446
Prontier -.2584 -.1803 .0077 -.3928 -.1786 .0930 -.2217 -.1794 .0279
Sugar Cane/Livestock .0024 .0018 9743 0841 .0336 7529 -.0065 -.0031 9368
Othar Rursl -.0820 -.0621 .2328 -.1764 -.1108 .2843 -.0449 -.0368 .53958
Bousebold Sise 1647 .1813 .0000 .0886 .0970 .2893 .1107 L1190 .0128
Age of Self-Def Head -.0001 -.0027 .9287 -.0000 -.0098 .874) .0000 .0110 7553
Highest Kduc in HH .0037 0118 3463 .0168 1303 .0842 -.0001 -,0060 8137
No. Za. Active Members -.0264 -.0736 .0370 -.0151 -.0344 6767 -.0163 -.04853 L2135
Adult-Eqnivalent Ratio -.738) -.1887 0000 -.3453 -.0719 A2 -.9383 ~.2598 .0000
Coustant 2644 .- .6703 -.2361 - .8702 3398 - 6273
? - 33368 R2 - L3178 a2 - ,39648
AdJRZ o 31T Myl - 22137 A4y R - 37326
r - 17.62333 r - 3.69387 r « 17.08040
Sig? =  .0000 Sig? =  .0000 Sig¥ =  .0000
] - 942 N - 239 '] - 703
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female headship 1s positive, but the interaction term with expenditure is
negative, suggesting that households containing adult males start at lower
levels, but are more lik<ly to devote increases in income to increasing
protein consumption. This is noteworthy because, as we shall see below,

the protein density ot the household diet appears to have a positive effect
on children's health, indicated by 1ts negative, significant relationship

with days of morbidity. Results are shown in Tables 45 and u6.

4,2.3.3 Definitions Related to Women's Earnings and Market Work

None of the dummy variables for headship defined in terms of the
reference woman's earnings and market work shows a significant effect on
calorie or protein consumption. The results of separate estimations for
FHH and MHH shows no significant differences according to the Chow test
comparing the whole model in the two populations. The variables which do
show a significant impact are those already observed to be sigrificant in
Model 1: the proportion of income from home-produced and consumed food has
a consistently positive effect on calories and protein; the proportion from
farm sales i1s consistently positive, and significant for calories but not
for protein. The proportion of income from transfers shows a consistently
negative relationship with calories and protein, which is statistically
significant in only two of the model estimations. Tables 47-50 show the
detailed results of the estimations.

These results are useful in interpreting the simple comparison of mean
calorie and protein consumption per adult-equivalent in MHH and FHH. It

appears that the significant differences observed according to the Major

Earner and F Earns Wages definitions, and according to the F Earns Wages



- 76 -

TABLE 43
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL 2

Dep. Var: Calories
3 Beta SIg T

FOR ABSENT MALE MHE AND FHH

FOR CALORLES AND PROTEIN

Dep. Var: Protain

Indep Vars. B Bata SIg T
Per Cap Expend 1.2602 1.8409 .0000 1.3832 1.7796 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squarad -,0946 -1.2622 .0000 -.0965 -1.1687 .0000
Fen. Head x Per Cap Exp -.0716 -.2742 .1193 -.1511 -.5249 .0021
Female Headship .2428 .2029 .2485 .5758 L4365 .0107
Stons Index of Inflation .0018 .02319 .5325 .0001 .0069 .8523
Rice Prics .2711 .0719 .0569 .4306 .1036 .0047
Sugar Price -,1733 -.0755 .0668 -.2370 -.0926 .0205
Deans Price -,0510 -.0282 .4539 ~-.0735 -.0369 23148
Miik Price .0106 .0058 .9160 -.1163 -.0577 .2799
0il1 Price -.3194 -.0872 .0280 -.2005 -.0497 .1971
Pasta Prics -.1505 -.0404 .5138 -.0018 -.0000 .9943
Plantain Prics -.0343 -,0279 . 5024 -.0429 -.1317 L4322
Chicken Price L1672 .0365 .3600 .0362 .0072 .8531
Dastf Price -.3264 -.1341 L0134 ~.3552 -.1324 .0119
Yuca Price -.0401 -,0280 .6202 .0201 .0127 .8166
Parcent of lncoma from
Home-Produced Food ,0054 L1404 .0000 .0029 ,0682 .0383
Percent of Income from
Fara Sales .0017 0944 .0235 .0001 0463 .2520
Percent of Income from
Traosfars -.0000 -,0189 .6533 -.0013 -.0592 .1481
Percent of Incoms from
Wages -.0006 -.0239 .6061 -.0001 -.0661 17461
Other Urban -,0135 -.0134 .7792 ~.0414 -,0371 4226
Frontier -.1567 -.1206 .0776 2414 -.1685 0110
Sugar Cans/Livestock .1548 «1260 .0261 .0014 .0010 .9852
Other Rural .0213 .0178 .7353 -,0861 -.0653 ,2008
Household Size .0989 .1201 .0074 .0899 ,0990 .0251
Age of Self-Def Head .0021 .0697 .0227 .0020 .0608 .0502
Highast Educ in HE -,0016 -.0152 .6368 .0085 .0465 .1648
No. Ec. Active Mombers -.0077 -.0238 .5064 -.0136 -.0436 .2084
Adult-Equivaleat Ratio -.63315 -.1757 .0000 -.7726 -.2713 .0000
Constant 3.7213 - .0000 -.0630 - .9169
R2 - .32189 a2 - 36165
Adj RZ = 30110 Adj RZ = .34208
4 = 15.47849 14 - 18,47344
Sig F = .0000 Sig? = .0000
N - 942 N - 942
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TABLE 46
RESULT OF THE ESTLMATION OF MODEL 1
SEPARATELY TOR YALE MEH AND FEH
FOR CALORIES AND PROTEIN

Chow T = 2.4849
X < .0l
Dan. Vay. Caloriss
T e la i — T EE——
Indep Vags. 3 Jacs I TERY — Jeta iK1 3 [1T) 318 :
Per Cap Expend 1.2298 1.79688 .0000 1.7979 2.2019 .0001 1.0353 1.5036 .0000
Per Cap Lxpend Squared -.0930 «-1.2398 «0000 «.1619 -1.8000 .0016 ~.0708 «1.0031 .0001
Scons Index of Inflation .0016 0213 3778 -.0083 -,07688 4222 .0052 .0738 0716
Rice price .2704 0717 0579 L4235 .0803 <4069 2317 .0679 0976
Sugar Price -, 1738 -.0748 .06968 -, 4032 -.1277 .2225 -.1037 «.0490 .2733
Besns Price -, 0429 -.0237 .3303 .3102 1104 <2469 -,1189 -.0726 .0773
Mk Price .0123 .0087 9031 -.2740 -.1086 4811 ,0093 .00368 9247
01l Price -, 3154 -.0861 .0303 -.8487 -.1374 L1733 -,2323 -.0722 .0978
Pasca Price -. 4368 «.0387 .5537 .3074 .0511 JJ464 -.3037 -.0916 1748
Plaincais Piice -.0374 «,0305 4641 -.0893 -.0311 6179 =.0171 -.0155 .7332
Chicken Price .1790 0391 .3278 1.0217 .1300 +1306 L0114 .0028 19497
Baef Price -.3333 -,1378 0113 -.9122 -.2738 0416 -.1320 -.0396 3167
Yuca Price -.0323 -.0227 <6878 4087 .2031 <1632 =-.1716 -21323 .0338
Percent of lucoms from
Bows-Produced Yood .0034 1409 »0000 .0126 .1838 40394 .0039 T oJllaé .0021
Percent of locoms fiom
farm Sales .0018 0998 0183 .0071 1282 .0190 «Q001 .0327 L4831
Parcenz of Incoms from
Teansfers -,0001 -,0413 .3131 .0028 15968 +1704 -.0019 ~, 0734 .0509
Percest of Income from
Hages -.0000 -,0207 68777 .0024 3439 «2138 -,0013 -.1139 .0308
Other Uzban =-.0074 «-.0073 8786 L0312 .0232 .8332 -.0239 -.0280 .5838
Troncder -.1556 -, 1198 .0801 -.3990 -.ml 0680 -.1024 -.0893 .2380
Sugar Cace/Livestock .1363 1274 0248 «-.048) -.0)04 8464 1317 <1344 .0273
Othsr Ruzal .0234 0196 +7103 -.3252 -. 2048 .1630 .0394 .0543 +3358
HBousebold Size <1217 1478 .0003 .1817 L1832 ,1337 0630 .0733 1079
Age of 3alf-Def Hsad .0018 0383 .0317 ,0031 »1024 2148 .0022 0713 .0378
Highest Idua in HN -.0013 -.0123 137 -.0032 -,0219 L4181 .0001 .0066 8347
Ne. Za. Active Hembers -.0109 -,0333 <479 -.0120 -.0207 8276 -.0104 -,0330 1587
Adult-EIquivalent Ratio -, 3432 -,1306 .0000 «,6130 -.1033 « 1704 -.6304 -, 1939 .0000
Conser .t 3.8443 - +0000 4.0911 - .0366 3.7308 - .0000
x? - 3176 1 U . .386% 3 - 38352
Adgrd - 29922 Ay 2 - 26613 Ay -« aus
r - 16,7967 ? - 3,20376 H = 13,90003
stg? - 0000 Sig? =  .0000 Sig? =  .0000
] - 942 N - 139 | | - 783
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TABLE 46 (Concigusd)
RESULT OF THE ESTIMATION QF MOOEL |
SEPARATELY 7OR MALE MHR AND FEE
TOR CALORIES AND PROTEIN

Chow I = 2.4849

X < .0l
Dap, Var. Protein
Ak Absegt Male~FHH Absegt Male-YBE
Igdep Vare, ] Beca sig T B . dets Six T ] _Beca 5ig 1
Per Cap Expead 1.26857 1.6770 .0000 1,9276 2.2904 .0001 1.0873 1.5039 .000C
Poxr Cap Expend Squared =.0914 -1.1034 .0000 ~.1816 -1,9313 ,0011 -,0877 -.8607 .000:
Stons Iodax of Inflacicn -.0000 -,0029 9394 -.0144 -.1269 +2008 .0031 ,0633 .103:
Rice Price +40AS 0974 .0092 7984 1451 .1307 .3127 0818 .038!
Sugar Price -.2338 -.0913 .0251 3821 -,1753 .1033 -.1293 -,0343 .2086!
Beans Price -.0581 -,0291 4330 3258 «1109 2624 -,1318 -.0841 .033i
Milk Pcics -.1084 -.0337 3237 -.2977 -, 1128 4806 -.1308 -.0747 <190¢
0l Price ~-,2102 -.0321 .1848 ~.5333 -.0839 .4107 -.1313 -.0364 .385
Pasca Price .1160 .0282 5446 .2323 .0369 3218 -,0799 -.0213 L7140
Plaintain Price -.0433 -.0333 W4161 -.0692 -.0378 7217 -.0234 -,0189 +863
Chicken Price 0711 0141 7111 .8714 +1223 2340 -.1034 -.0230 587
Beat Price -.3660 -, 1364 L0111 ~.8942 -, 2367 20834 -,1189 -.0479 L 402!
Tuca Prica .0237 0130 .7083 L4h82 2141 .1367 -.1463 -.1007 .092'
Parcant of laucoms from
Home=Produced Tood .0030 .0710 .0342 .0083 .1180 .2002 .0C16 0419 <241
Parceac of Iucoms from
farn Sales .0013 0846 #1134 .0030 <1471 1426 .0000 .0123 <180
Parcent of Lucows from
Tranafers -.0022 -,1029 .0113 .0012 .0673 3767 -.003 -,1131 +002
Parcent of Incoms from
Uagse «,0001 -.0313 .2980 .0012 .0693 3683 -.0016 -.1274 013
Other Ucban -.0307 -.0274 .3602 -.0158 -.0112 9314 -.0314 ~.0493 .313
Frontier -.2384 -.1803 .0077 -.3626 -, 2434 1137 -.2172 - 1772 .013
Sugar Cana/Livescock .0024 .0018 J974S ~.1716 -,1033 .5260 -.0167 -,0132 .82l
Qcthsr Rural -,0820 -.0621 .2328 -.2851 -,1713 .2613 -.0817 -.0467 219
Household Sisze . 1647 .1813 .0000 .1802 <1739 .1236 0720 0771 .088
Age of Self-Def Hesd «-.0000 «.0027 .9207 .0018 0473 3783 .0013 .0383 «246
Higheet Zdws in HE .0037 .0218 3463 +0066 +0426 6637 .0042 .0380 .2n
No. Eg. Active Hembers -.0264 =-.0736 .0370 -.0232 -.0383 6973 -.0199 «,0596 .102
Adult-Equiveleat Ratio -,7383 -, 1837 »0000 -1.C620 =e1743 .0378 -.9581 -, 2377 +00C
Constant 2644 - 6703 .A871 = 8171 - 1797 - N
r - .33388 2 - 239 a? = .A0168
FYTR RS 1T 1 Ayt - 20087 Mjat - 38110
| 4 - 17.623)3 7 - 2.61410 4 - 19,5202
Sig? - +0000 Sig? = ,0002 Sig? - +0000
N - 942 N - 13 | | - 783
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TABLE 47
RESULT OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL 2
FOR MAJOR EARNER MHE AND FHH
FOR CALORIES AND PROTEIN

Dap. Var: Caloriaes

Dap. Var: Protain
aca £

Indep Vars. aca g
Per Cap Expend 1.2180 1.8727 .0000 1.1920 1.6518 .0000
Par Cap Expand Squared -.0916 -1.2903 .0000 -.0814 -1.0338 .0000
Pem. Head x Per Cap Exp -.0308 ~.1161 6169 -.0823 42799 «2094
Fenale Headship .1357 .1107 .6312 . 3463 22347 2510
Stons Index of Inflation .0020 .0270 3314 .0001 0113 .7862
Rice Price .1932 .0352 .1899 .3705 0934 .0190
Sugar Price -.1307 -.0595 .2003 -.1625 -,0667 1363
Beans Prics -.1069 -,0603 .1335 «.1202 -,0613 «1146
Milk Prics -.0621 -.0367 5334 -. 1589 -, 0847 .1368
011 Price -.3085 -.0921 .0399 -.1812 ~.0487 +2586
Pasca Price -.1163 -.0323 6435 .0001 .0000 . 9984
Plantain Price -.0173 -.0130 .7533 -.0124 -,0097 ,8320
Chicken Price .1810 0416 . 3412 .0981 .0203 +6296
Beef Price -,1850 -.0792 1797 -,2305 -.0889" .1183
Yuca Price -.0801 -.0595 . 3460 -.0447 -.0299 .6232
Percent of Income from
Home-~Produced Food .0053 .1083 «0044 .0023 0419 2313
Percent of Incoma from
Parm Sales .0001 .037C «3924 .0000 0176 6728
Percent of Income from
Transfers -.0023 -.0933 .0285 -,0032 ~.1046 .0109
Percent of Income from
Wages -.0018 -.1139 .0272 -,0019 -,1131 .0232
Other Urban -.0135 =-,0164 7317 -.0328 -.0313 .5320
Froantier -.1833 -.1414 .0490 -.2751 -.1910 .0033
Sugar Cans/Livestock .1398 .1197 .0308 .0099 .0077 8968
Othesr Rural .0297 .0248 . 6483 -.0659 -,0496 « 3449
Household Size .0784 +0964 0461 .0638 .0707 1418
Age of Salf-Def Head .0021 .0701 0339 L0015 0454 21743
Highest Educ in HH -.0011 -,0107 7732 .0064 .0577 .1100
No. Ec. Active Mambers -.0189 -,0373 1435 -.0177 -.0483 « 2047
Adult-Equivalent Ratio -.4720 -.1381 .0002 -.7690 -.2829 .0000
Constant 3.9112 - .0000 .2713 - .6863
R2 - ,33065 R? - .38532
Adj RZ <« 31335 AdjRZ = 36181
¥ = 13.38643 3 = 16,38828
Sig P = .0000 SigF = .0000
N - 761 N - 761
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'ABLE 48
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL 2
FOR MAJOR INCOME CONTRIBUTOR MHE AND FHH
FOR CALORIES AND PROTEIN

_T__D'.P-_l’.'L%lﬁ‘-'_'_ﬂ_.l. _1___9&31}?_:«&::__!”
Indep Vars, eta g ats Ig T
Per Cap Expend 1.2271 1.8074 .0000 1.2668 1.6894 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squarsd -,0931 -1.2323 ,0000 ~-.0916 -1.,1134 .0000
Fen. Head x Per Cap Exp -.1322 -.3196 .1170 -.1332 -.2916 1412
Fenale Headship .6008 .3063 .1313 3797 .2676 1754
Stons Index of Inflacion .0012 .0139 .6783 -.0000 -,0021 .9562
Rice Price 2973 0794 .0368 4462 .1079 .0036
Sugar Price -,1627 -.0706 .0884 -,2184 -.0839 0334
Beans Price -,0301 -,0167 .6389 -.0526 -.0263 4730
HMilk Price -.0210 -.0116 8359 -.1543 -,0768 .1378
04l Price -.3232 -.0891 .0239 ~.1906 -.0476 2217
Pasta Prica -,1435 -,0389 5336 .0073 .0018 9761
Plantain Price -,0213 ~,0177 .6748 -.0290 -.0216 3982
Chickan Price .2123 .0468 .244] .1028 .0203 .6002
Beef Price -, 2949 ~.1222 .0257 -, 3342 -.1234 .0187
Yuca Price -,0420 -.0293 .6032 .0212 .0135 .3073
Percent of Incone from
Homa-Produced Pood .0051 .1330 .0001 .0027 .06841 .0343
Percent of Incoma from
Tarn Sales .0013 0841 0454 .0001 0421 .3028
Parcent of Incoma from
Transfers -,0012 -,0638 .1227 -.0023 -.1096 .0068
Parcent o Income from
Vages ~,0001 -,0451 . 3743 -,0001 -.0720 1372
Octhar Uzban -.0162 -.0161 .7361 -.0438 -,0394 .3983
Prontier -, 1671 -.1298 .0597 -.2606 -.1833 .0063
Sugar Cane/Livestock 1471 .1202 .0349 -.0078 -.0058 9171
Ocher Rural 0046 .0038 . 9421 -.1034 «,0790 .1273
Household Size . 1047 1267 .0035 -.1003 «1098 0119
Age of Self-Def Head .0018 .0584 ,0532 ,0016 0468 1298
Highest Educ in BH -,0001 -,0052 .8798 .0074 .0632 .0610
No. Ec. Active Mambers -.0108 . -.0333 + 3494 -.0181 «,0508 1451
Adult-Equivalent Ratio -, 5435 . -.1520 .0000 -.7508 -, 2648 .0000
Constant 3.9262 - .0000 .2268 - .7113
R? - 31601 R? - L3510l
Adj RZ = .29494 Adj R? = .33102
b4 = 14.99855 ? - 17.35824
Sig ? = .0000 Sig? = .0000

938 N 938
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E 49

FOR CALORIES AND PROTEILN

TABL
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF MODEL 2

ZEMALE EARNS WAGES MHE AND FHH

Dap. Var: Protein

Indep Vars. B Bata Sig T B Bata Sig T
Per Cap Expend 1.2343 1.8180 .0000 1.2709 1.6949 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squared -.0925 =1.2441 .0000 ~.0915 -1.1137 .0000
Fen. Head x Per Cap Exp -.0616 -.3023 .1300 -.0384 -, 1707 .3799
Pacale Headship »2846 .3030 .1233 .1580 .1523 4266
Stone Index of Inflation .0012 .0158 .6812 -.0000 -.0017 . 9645
Rice Price .3100 .0828 .0299 .4536 .1096 .0032
Sugar Price -.1679 ~.0729 .0785 -.2263 -.0890 0277
Beans Prica -.0302 -.0168 .6587 -.0505 -.0235 4913
Milk Price -.0234 -.0128 .8172 =-.1491 -.0742 .1708
0il Price -.3324 ~.0916 .0219 -.1990 -.0497 .2022
Pasca Prica -.1387 -.0376 5464 .0108 .0026 «96353
Plancain Price «.0204 -.0168 .6899 -.0292 -.0217 5968
Chicken Price .2092 .0461 +2515 .0897 .0179 6478
Beef Puice -.2901 -.1202 .0284 ~-.3382 ~.1269 .0177
Yuca Piice -.0405 -.0288 ,6158 0264 .0168 7618
Parzent of Income from
Homa-Procduced Food .0050 .1322 .0001 .0027 .0641 .0548
Percent of Income from
Farn: Sales .0015 .0849 .0436 .0000 «0429 2947
Parcunt of Iancome from
Transfers -.0012 -,0640 .1228 -.0023 -, 1087 .0073
Pervant of Incoma from
Wagas -,0001 -.0454 3774 -,000! -.0702 .1387
Other Urban -.0145 -.0144 .7637 ~,0407 -.0366 . 4333
Frontier -.1640 -.1275 .0642 ~-.2551 -, 1794 .0075
Sugar Cans/Livostock .1469 .1201 .0348 -,U053 -.0039 . 9437
Othar Rural ,0056 .0047 9291 -.1008 -.0770 .1373
Household Size .1093 1323 .0023 .1038 1137 .00%3
Age of Self-Uaf Head .0018 .0598 0477 .0016 <0472 1274
Highest Educ ;n HH -.0001 -.0050 .8832 .00735 .0640 .0383
No. Ec. Activi Membacs -.0119 -.0368 3179 -.0171 -.N480 1795
Adult-Equivalent Ratio -.3335 -,1486 0000 -, 7484 -,2639 .0000
Constaz=s 3l.8878 - .0000 .2160 - 7254
2 - .31588 R? «  ,34980
AdJ RZ = 29481 AdjRZ o 32977
34 - 14,98972 P = 17 %6532
Sig ? = .0000 Sig ¥ = . 0000
N - 938 |1 - 938
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TABLE 30 .
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION QF MJDEL 2
TEMALE WORKS MHH AND 7HH ZOR CALOR'ES AND PROTEIN

Den. Var: Calories

Dap, Va:t Protain
ata RV

Vars. 3 ata 51 1 ~ 3
Per Cap Expend 1.3518 1.9518 .0000 1.3967 1.8122 .0000
Par Cap Expend Squared -,1087 -1.4082 .0000 -.1081 =-1,2381 .0000
Fam. HBead x Par Cap Zxp -,0346 -.1806 .3988 -.0107 -.03503 097
Female Headship .1828 .20635 .3263 .0681 .0692 .7360
Stone Index of Inflacion .0022 ,0293 4392 .0000 0032 «9339
Rics Prics 3043 .0819 .0333 4331 .1096 .0039
Sugar Prics -.1374 -,0693 .1092 -.2222 -,0879 .0372
Beacs Price -,0338 -.0200 .6122 -,04358 -.0230 5496
Milk Price -,0282 -.0138 .7843 -.1540 -,0777 .1682
CLl Price -.4110 -.1113 .0059 -.2939 -,0713 .0694
Pasta Prices -.1836 -,0498 .1318 «.0294 -,0072 .5076
Plantain Price -,0443 -,0371 .3978 ~-.0488 -,C386 .3923
Chicken Prica .2833 0635 .1256 .1673 .0337 4043
Baaf Pcics -,2871 -,1202 .0336 ~.3432 -,1291 .0192
Yuca Prics -,J580 -.06413 4783 .0118 .0073 .8946
Parcent of Incoma Zzom
Hows-Produced Focd .0047 1253 .0004 .0024 .0572 .0986
Parceat of Incoms from
FParm Sales .0017 .1002 .0219 .0001 0494 2464
Perceat of Inc.os from
Transfers -,0012 -,0647 .1369 -.0024 -,1130 .0067
Parcsnc of lacoms from
Vages -.0000 -.0428 4126 -.0010 -.0801 1153
Ochar Urban -,0000 -,0000 +9946 -.0295 -,0267 3770
Froncier -.1631 -.1269 .0693 -,2536 -, 1773 .0093
Sugar Cans/Livestack L1417 .1155 L0453 0037 .0027 .9614
Othar Rural .0066 .0057 9184 -.0948 -,0739 1730
Household Size 1044 1242 .0048 .1062 1133 .0109
Age of Salf-Def Haad .0016 .0523 .0959 .0012 .0348 .2823
Hizoeec Edue in HH .0000 .0001 .9799 .0087 0740 .0333
Ho. Ec. Active Members -.0191 -,0611 .1502 -,0248 -.0713 .0821
Adulc-Equivalent 2acio -.4193 -.1094 .0013 -.7097 -.2440 .0000
Conscanc 3.5952 . .. +0000 -,0560 - <9314
12 - .30992 R2 - 34404
Adj B2 - 28721 Adj RZ = 32246
4 e 13.64959 ? = 15.94037
sig? =  .0000 Stig? < 0000
N - 880 N - 480
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and F Works definitions in Quartile 1, are in fact due to the systematic

differences in hcusehold composition, location, and income sources, and not
to headship per se. Thils suggests elther that headship by these earnings -
related definitions does not imply greater control over decision making, or
that great:or declslon-making power by women does not necessarily resuit in

increased nutrient consumption.

4,.2,3.4 Men's and Women's Earnings

Model 3 investigates the effect of men's and women's wage income on
calorie and proteln consumption. Nelther the percent of income from men's
wages nor the percent of income from women's wages shows a significant
influence on calorie or protein consumpt.on, after the effects of other
factors are controlled (See Table ). The coefficient of women's income
in the protein equation, which might be considered marginally significant
(p = .07), is in any case negative, thus falllng to support the hypothesis

that 1ncome earned by women is disproportionately devoted to food.

4.2.3.5 Effect of Headship on the Use of Income From Earnings and
Transfers

The interaction of the female-headship dummy variables with proportion
of income from earnings and transfers proved to be statlstically

Insignificant for all definitions of headship and for both calories and

protein.


http:consumpt.on

1adep Vars.
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TABLE 31

RESULTS OF ESTIMATION OF MODEL 3
FOR CALORLIES AND PROTEIN

Dep. Var: Calories
3 Bata Sig T

Nap. Var: Protein
) Beta SIg T

Per Cap Expani 1.2304 1.7974 .0000 1.2732 1.6869 .0000
Per Cap Expend Squared -.0931 -1.2423 .0000 -.0926 -1.,1199 .0000
Stons Index of Inflation .0016 .0208 .5858 -.0000 -.0001 . 9846
Rice Price .2721 .0722 .0565 .4319 ,1039 .0049
Sugar Prics - 1724 -.0742 .0720 -.2294 -,0896 .0258
Beans Price -.0410 -.0226 5494 -.0560 -.0280 4463
Milk Price .0099 .0054 .9216 -.1194 ~,0592 .2703
011 Price -.3153 -,0861 .0304 -.1917 =-.0475 .2203
Pasta Price -.1405 =-.0377 . 5429 .0181 0044 9419
Plaatain Price -.0357 -.0291 .4851 -.0627 -,0316 L4371
Chizken Prics .1803 .0394 .3240 .0634 .0126 .7470
Beaf Price -.3323 -.1366 .0120 43667 -.1367 .0099
Yuca Price -.0338 -.0236 6764 L0354 .0199 L7179
Parcent of locoms from
Home-Produced Food .0055 .1428 .0000 .0030 0717 .0302
Psrcsat of Income from
Faru Sales ’ .008 101 .0151 .0011 .0346 .1770
Parcent of Income from
Transfers -.0001 -.0396 .3368 -,0019 -.0877 .0292
Perceat of Incoms from
Men's Wages -.0000 -,0107 8341 -.0001 -, 0443 «3678
Parcent of lucoms from
Wonen's Wages ~,.0001 -,0318 24113 -.0014 -,0680 0717
Other Urban -.0032 -.2051 915 -.0277 -.0248 5942
Frontier -.1567 -.1206 .078:; -.2463 -.1721 .0099
Sugar Cane/Livestock . 1549 .1261 L02(-4 .0024 .0018 9742
Othar Rural .0225 .0188 .7207 -,0836 -,0649 .2064
Household Siza L1132 .1399 .0014 .1037 L1141 .0090
Ags of Self-Def Fead .0018 .0594 .0483 .0017 .0501 .1041
Bighsst Educ in 41 -.0001 -,0071 .8384 .0074 .0628 .0658
No. Rc. Active Mumbers -,0089 -.0275 4507 -.0157 -.0439 .2121
Adult-Equivalent Ratio -.5638 -, 1564 .0000 -.7514 -.2639 .0009
Constant 3.8385 - .0000 .2066 = 7360
R2 - .31 a2 - .3%228
AdJ RZ = .29796 Adj RZ - L3311
)4 = 15.79203 P « 13.40854
Sig ? - .0000 Sig ¥ = .0000
N - 942 N - 942
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5. Nutritional Status of Children

Our interest in food consumption pattern and dietary adequacy stems
from a concern about the welfare consequences of female headship. The
underlying question is whether female headed households manage their
resources differently, so that the same endowment results in different

welfare outcomes for members.

In this study, data are avallable on the nutritional status of children
under age slx, as measured by anthropometric status: helght for age and
welght for height. These measures are commonly used to assess nutritional
status in populations although it 1is widely recogrized that dietary
adequacy, morbidity, and genetic factors interact to produce a particular
growth outcome. Nutritional status 1s a iore dire:t measure of welfare
than income or particular possessions, since it is culture-free and carries
the same meaning for everyone. Helght for age (HAZ) 1s generally
consldered an indicator of long-term nutritional adequacy. wWelght for
height (WHZ) 1is an indicator of short-term nutritional status; low WHZ
Scores indicate the child 1s excessively thin.

In this study, anthropometric measurements were taken about six months
after the income, dietary intake, and household composition data were
collected. We are assuming that dletary adequacy and economlic and headship

status reflect relatively long-term conditlons, so that the relationship

between headship and income at one time and nutritional status some months

later will still be meaningful.

5.1 Comparisons of Nutritional Status in MHH and FHH

In fact, the results, shown ir Table 52, are quite striking. Although
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7able 52

Anthropometric Status of Children Aged 3ix and Under in
a Male and Female-Headed Household (All Definitions)

All Households Cuartile 1 Quartile U

Headship Befinition Male Head Female Head P Male H:ad Female Head P Male Head Female Head
Self Defined

t/Age -.97 -.98 9715 -1.30 -1.29 .9402 ~-.49 -.91
Weight/Age -.59 -.64 G228 -.99 -.84 4295 -.01 ~.51
Weight/Height .06 -.02 .3752 -.21 -.02 .2099 Ll .07
Absent Male
Relght/Age -1.01 -.81 .1337 -1.31 -1.26 5049 -.55 -.58
v=ight/Age -.65 =41 .0420 -1.03 -.67 .0731 -.09 -.14
Weight/Height .02 .15 L1724 -.26 .18 .0062 .39 .31
Major Earner
Heignt/Age -1.00 -.88 Lullh -1.34 ~1.04 .bost -.61 -.49
Welght/Age -.63 -.60 .8234 -1.00 ~-.68 3053 -.10 -.03
Weight/Helght .0l -0l 5251 -.19 .01 L4120 ) 41
Major Income Contributor
Beight/Age -.98 -.91 7355 ~1.36 -.52 .0802 -.58 -2
Welght/Age -.60 -.60 9773 -.97 -.56 2336 -.13 .24
Weight/Height 05 -.01 .7361 -.15 -.26 .TH20 .35 .70
F. Earns Wages
Helght/Age -.96 -.99 .8us8 -1.30 -1.29 .9499 ~.59 -.51
Welght/Age -.57 -.67 .3124 -.91 ~-1.04 L4950 ~.22 .18
Weight/Height .08 -.05 .0917 -.11 -.28 .2420 .24 .69
F. Works
Helght/mse -.99 -.93 5654 -1.27 -1.30 .8438 -.66 -2
Weilght/Age -.60 -.61 9573 -.88 -1.06 .3002 =-.22 .07
Weight/Height .06 .001 L4630 -.09 -.28 .1589 .29 .50
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by several measures female-headed households obtain lower levels of
calories and protein, and more of such households fall into high-risk
categories of dietary adequacy, children in such households show achieved
€rowth which is no worse, and in a few cases significantly better than
their male-headed counterparts. In the one case (that of FHH by the Major
Earner definition) where FHH consumed more calories and protein per adult
equivalent, there 1s still no difference between MHH and FHH in the
achieved growth of children. Recall, though, that Major Earner FHH were no
less 1likely to fall into the high-risk adequacy category for calories or
protein,

In Self-Defined FHH, where our measure of caloric and protein adequacy
i1s significantly lower than in MHH, anthropometric status of children 1s no
different by any measure, neither in the whole population nor in low-income

7 Similarly, in FHH defined by the refererce woman working for

households.
wages or 1n any market work, calorie and protein adequacy are lower among
low income households than in MHH, but the anthropometric status of
children is no different.

In households with no adult male present, children actually appear to
have superior nutritional status by some measures. In low-income
households, children in Absent-Male FHH have significantly higher
welight-for-helght. This is similar to results reported in Johnson and
Rogers (forthcoming). There we suggested that in the absence of adult
males who may (for a number of possihle reasons) command a higher
proportion of the food resources of a household, food may be more equitably
distributed among household members according to nutritional need. It is

also possible that the higher proportion »f animal food in the diets of FHH
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may be related to the achievement of better growth outcomes for the
absolute amounts of calories and protein consumed.

It does appear that differences in available calories and protein at
the household level do not automatically result in comparable differences
in the nutritional status of individual members. (Compare, for example,
Garcia and Pinstrup-Andersen, 1990). The process of allocation among the

irdividuals 1s, obviously, one factor which 1s critical to the outcome.
The i'act that male and female-headed households achieved similar
nutritional outcomes for their children in the face of somewhat different,
usually lower levels of food availabllity suggests that the needs of
children may be met in a varlety of circumstances. Possibly the lower
levels of availabie food in FHH (by F Works and F "arns Wages, for example)
are disproportionately directed to children, compared with the larger
quantities in MHH. Thus, these higher levels of household food consumptlon
may be indicative of the household's priorities in meeting the somewhat
larger percelved food needs of the male heads.

This discussion 1s, of course, entirely speculative. Mcvre detailed
studies of whether the dynamics of intrahousehold food allocation differ in

FHH and MHH would be needed o explore the question further.

5.2 Nutritional Status by Headship With Other Factors Controlled

As with food expenditure and food consumption, to understznd how

headsnip affects nutritional outcomes 1t is important to see whether the
effects of headship can be explained by the various characteristics

assoclated with MHH and FHH. Recall that, depending on the definition, FHH

are smaller, with fewer young children and fewer adult males. There are
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significant differences in the sources of household income and in the

dependency ratio of MHH and FHH. All these are factors which might account

for observed nutritiornal outcomes.
If headship proves insignificant in predicting nutritional outcomes
once the characteristics associated with headshlp are controlled, we cannot

assert that headship does not matter; an alternative interpretation is that
headship may operate on nutritional status through these intervening

variables.

5.2.1 Analytic Methods

Nutritional status was measured in terms of height for age (that is,
age at the time of measuremenp, of course), and weizht for height,
expressed as standard scores. The age Qﬁffable thch appears in these
equations 1s the age of the child at the time of the household interview.
For this reason, a dummy variable for the age of highest risk of morbidity
due to ingestion of dirty non-food items (about 9 months to 2 1/2 years)
was computed using age 6 months to 2 years. This is a rough approximation,
since the time between the household interviews and the chilld-level data
collection was variable.

The analytic approach used here 1s to estimate a model to predict
children's nutritional status, and then add to the model variables
representing female headship, to see whether they represent a significant
inluence after controlling for other factors. The basic model ¢o predict

nutritional status is the following.
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HAZ
=ob+ B, LCALPA = B, PROTDENS + B3 ILLNESS + By AGE + By HIRISK +
WHZ Bg MOMED + B, HHSIZE + Bg NKIDS + By CADEQRAT +Z By STRATUM,
19
+E

Where

HAZ Height for age (standard score)

Weight for height (standard score)

WHZ
LCALPA

Average daily calories per adult-equivalent consumed in the
household

Grams of protein per 100 calories consumed (household level).
Protein density was used because protein consumed is so highly
collinear with calories consumed.

PROTDENS

Total days of illness from diarrhea, fever, and/or respiratory
infection in the 14 days prior fto the =hild-specific
interview.

ILLNESS

AGE = Age of child in years
HIRISK A dummy variable equal to 1 if the child was between 6 months
and 2 years of age when the first (household) interview
occurred. This variable is intended to account for the higher
risk of illness and inadequate nutritional status during the
period from nine months to a little over 2 years. This age
poses special risks for two reasons. Breast milk ceases to be
adequate to support child growth after about 6 months, but
children this young need frequent feedings of supplementary
food because of their small stomach capacity, and they may
have less access ;o family food because they are less mobile
and less able to compete. In terms of illness, this is the
age at which childiren are able to move around and put things
in their mouths, a high risk age for 1llness.

MOMED =  Educational level of child's mother (years of formel
education)

HHSIZE

HNumber of household members present full time in the
household, a measure of food demand

Number of children under 6 in the household, a measure of
demand for caretaker attention

NKIDS
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The ratio of adult-equivalents to members. This is measure of
relative caloric requirements. (While this variable is
somewhat redundent with household size and numberzof children,
a model which omitted this variable had a lower R® and F, and
showed no lower condition number.)

CADEQRAT

STRATUM; Dummy variables representing the sample regions other than

Santo Domingo, as explalned in Section 2
The headship model included all these variables, as well as a dummy
variable representing headship by each definition, and an interaction term
between headship and calories (INTFHCALS) to test whether calorie
avallability has a different effect on children's nutritional status in
female and in male-headed households.
In addition, a model was estimated including the sex of the child, to

see whether girls and boys have different nutritional outcomes in MHH or in

FHH. Two models were tested. One included headship and sex as dummy
variables, with KIDSEX set equal to O for male and 1 for female children.
The second model also included an interaction term between headship and sex
of the child. A significant positive coefficlient for this interaction term
would indicate that girls do better than boys in FHH, all else equal.

There 1s an econometric problem with the models as specified. It 1is
well known that 1llness, in particular diarrheal illness, fevers, and
respiratory infections, are associated with weight loss or with reduced
velocity of welght gain. Typically, infection is one of the maln
precipitating factors which cause children to fall off their trajectory of
growth. However, poorly nourished children are more prone to infections as
well; the causality runs in both directions. Low nutritional status
contributes to 1llness duration and prevalence as much as illness

contributes to poor growth.
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This creats an econometric problem of endogenelty. Endogenelty exists
when there is a correlation between the error in the prediction of the
dependent variable and the stochastic error in one of the independent
variables. One way of dealing with this problem is to use two-stage
least-squares estimation (2SLS). In the fifst stage, the endogenously-
determined variable (illness in this case) 1s predicted; this predicted
value of illness duration is used in place of the actual value in the
second stage of the estimation. This can be viewed as the variable
"purged" of the error which is causing the problem.

To test the endogenity, Hausman's test (Hausman, 1975) was performed
for'all three dependent variables using the basic model (that is, without
any of the female headship variables), and this test showed a very
significant problem of endogeneity with the 1llness duration variable in
both equations. The two-stage least squares approach was therefore used.

The resulting variable, predicted illness, was included in all the
equations for nutritional status in place of actual illness. The
correlation between the predicted and the actual illness variable was .35,
significant at p<.0000. However, the adjusted R2 for the equation
predicting i1llness was only .12, suggesting that significant variation 1n
i1lness was not captured. It was declded to use the 2SLS estimates in any

case. Where the results regarding female headship differ substantially

between the 2SLS estimates and those of the ordinary least squares (OLS)

equation using actual illness, this is noted. Equations using the actual

111lness variable gave a better fit and a higher R2, as would be expected.
The model used to obtain the predicted illness variable is as follows
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ILLNESS = oL +B,LCALPA + B,PROTDENS + B3AGE +
B,HIRISK + BgMOMED + B;NKIDS + BgHHSTZE +
B.CADEQRAT + B, LNPCEXP + B, LNPCEXP® +

9 10 11
B ,STONENDX + B, 3CLEANWAT + Bq,MOMED +
LZBlSiSTRATUMi+§816 jCARETAKER, + e

where

CLEANWAT = a dummy variable set equal to 0 if the household's water
source 1s unprotected, 1 if it is piped water (whether inside
or outside the house)

CARETAKER = a set of dummy variables such that GRANANT = 1 if the child's

principal caretaker is an aunt or grandmother; SISTER = 1 if
the child's principal caretaker is a sister, and OTHRCARE = 1
if the principal caretaker is someone else other than the
mother.

Income level (represented by expenditure) was ‘acluded in the illness
equation as a proxy for access to medical services (although stratum is
probably an important factor as well). Income was not included in the
nutritional status equations because it was felt the main effects of income
would be through calories and protein. (A model for nutritional status
which included income was tested, but the income variable was not
significant and the adjusted R® was actually reduced.)

However, we did run each model separately for the bottom quartile only,

to see whether some relationships are more important in poor households

than in the general population.

5.2.2 Results of the Basic Model

Table 53 shows the results of the estimation of the model to predict

duration of illness. A few points are worth noting, since predicted
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TABLE 33

RESULTS OF THY ESTIMATION OF THE FIRST STAGE
PREDICTING DAYS OF ILLNESS IN PREVIOUS TWO WEEKS

Dep. Var:  ILLNESS
All —_— reile 1
Indep. Vars: ] Bata Sig T B Beta Sig T
LCALPA -.7846 -.0523 .2371 -2.5044 -.1524 L0271
PROTDENS -1.7249 -.1350 .0025% -1.9048 -.1412 0384w
HHSIZE -.3794 -.1619 .0013% -.2186 -.0987 1577
NKIDS L4197 L0710 1722 .2486 0453 .5122
CADEQRAT -6.5036 -.0681 L1337 -2.2170 -.0206 .7696
AGE -.4285 -.1091 .0181% -.5052 -.1272 .0584
HIRISK -.5910 -.0427 .3462 -1.7740 -.1228 .0624
MOMED .0083 .0036 .9083 1227 .0538 .3501
CLEANWAT .6537 .0301 .3067 -1.2438 -.1016 .2030
GRAN/AUNT 2.7116 1146 ,0039* 4.2256 .1881 .0016*
SISTER .5135 .0146 .7128 L3310 .0104 .8590
OTBRCARE -, 4007 -.0130 L7471 -1.4376 -.0289 .6102
LNPCEXP 5.6479 6134 .0253% 8.5976 .7004 .1979
LNPCEXPZ -.737 -.6401 .0182# -1.1208 -.5756 .2878
STONENDX -.1045 -.0983 .0198% -.1432 -.1424 .0375%
Other Urban -2.8953 -.1938 .0000% -4.6544 -.2684 0004
Frontier -2.9383 -.1981 0004w -5.8416 -.4289 .0000%
Sugar Cans/
Livestock -2.3663 -.1345 .0056% -6.0359 -.3793 .0000*

Other Rural -3.9622 -.2463 .0000* -6.1828 -.4153 .0000*

R - L1443 R2 - .2758

AMjRZ - 1170 AdjR? - 2182

] - 5,28 T - 4,80

stg? = .000U Sig F = ,0000

N - 610 N - 260
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11lness is a significant determinant of nutritional status in the second
stage of the model. Calorie availabilit, is not significant in determining
1liness duration, but a higher protein density of the diet, controlling for
calories, is very significantly associated with shorter 1llness duration.
(Recall that, by several measures, the diets in FHH contain more animal
protein sources than those 6f MHH.) Controlling for the number of
children, household size shows negative association with illness duratlon,
possibly because more adults are available to take care of the children.
Also, children whose principal caretaker is an aunt or grandmother have
significantly longer illnesses. FHH are very significantly more likely to
have their children cared for by a grandmother or aunt, by all definitions
except Major Earner. As children get older, they'are i11 less, but the
high-risk period is not significantly associaced with illness. In contrast
to other studies, these data show no 1elation of water source, number of
ovher children, or mother's education with 1llness, though the latter two
show the expected relationships with nutritional s*atus.

In the lowest expenditure quartile, most of the same relationships
hold, but both calories available and protein density are significant in
predicting shorter or no illness. In all these results, the region dummy
variables are quite significant. There is 1lwss and shorter-duration

illness in all regions compared with Santo Domingo.
Tables 54 and 55 show the results of the second stage estimation of

nutritional status, first for the whole population and then for Quartile 1.
Once again, this 1s presented as a basis for comparison with the models

which introduce the headship variables.

A number of factors which distinguish MHH and FHH have a significant
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TABLE 54

BASIC MODEL

Dep. Vars: HA2 WHZ —
Indep, Vars: B Beta Sig T B Beta Sig T
LCALPA .2554 .0854 0437 .0233 0104 .8102
PROTDENS .0735 .0289 3474 -.0970 -.0507 .2992
ILLHESS -.0283 ~.0546 .4830 -.1217 -.3087 .000]1*
BASIZE .0137 .0293 .3810 -.0330 -.0942 .0825
NKR1DS -.2212 -.1896 .0003* -.0734 -.0839 L1175
CADEQRAT -.3735 -.0306 3275 -1.6272 -.1131 .0190*
AGE -.0016 -.0021 .9678 -.0558 ~.0948 0740
AIRISK .0094 .0034 + 9412 -.2788 -.1345 «0045*
HOMED 0454 1529 .0010% 0470 3178
Other Urban -.0169 -.0057 9244 -.3824 -.1711 .0032+
Frontier -.1687 -.0368 .1696 -.4241 -.1908 «0031*
Sugsr Cane/
Livestock -.1928 .0508 +3666 -.5629 -.1978 .0006*
Other Rural -.2706 -.0847 .2299 -.3492 -.229] 0014
RZ - L1043 rZ - .0668
Adj RZ = 0850 AdJ RZ < 0463
14 - 5.34 ¥ - 3.3
Sig ¥ =~ .0000 Sig F = .0001
N - 609 N - 614
TABLE 55
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF THE BASIC MODEL
PREDICTING NUTRITIONAL STATUS (QUARTLILE 1 ONLY)
Dep. Vars: AAZ WAz
Indep. Varst B Beta Sig T B Bata Sig T
LCALPA .3138 .0940 1331 -.1593 -.0667 + 3049
PROTDENS .0290 .0107 .8719 ~.1936 ~-.0984 .1521
ILLNESS =~ 1414 -, 2674 .0386 -.1340 -,3489 .0080*
HESIZE -, 0691 -.1537 .0381* ~.0263 -.0832 + 3345
NK1DS -.2683 -.2416 .0008* -.1102 -.1375 0645
CADEQRAT -1.033 -.049] 5148 -4.2454 -.2780 .0004*
AGE -.0275 -.0341 6637 .0202 .0346 6708
HIRISK -.12972 -.0614 «3738 =.1213 -.0375 4241
MOMED .0656 -.1688 .0183* 0426 .1512 «0405*
Other Urban ~.6341 -.1833 .0375¢ =.2354 -.1014 +3040
Frontier -.71C9% -.2331 .0295* -.1328 ~.0664 .3803
Sugar Cane/
Livestock -.2243 -.0699 <5172 -.4388 -.1894 .0903
Other Rural -1.0106 -.3341 .0131# -.6733 -.3100 20244%
R2 - L1834 R2 - .0979
AdJ RZ = 1400 Adj RZ = .0308
r - 4,20 4 - 2.08
Sig ¥ - .0000 Sig ¥ = .0200
N - 257 N - 263
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influence on measures of nutritional status. Household-level caloric
avallability is positively associated with HAZ. Calories are not
significantly related to WHZ. This is not as odd as it seems, since the
calorie measure used does not reflect the time immediately preceeding the
measurement of WHZ. Illness in the 14 days prior‘to the nutritional status
measurement has a significant negative effect on the measure of nutritional
status involving weight. Protein density. not significant in any of the
nutritional status equations, significantly reduces illness days, and so
has an indirect effect on nutritional outcome. The total number of
children six and under in the household, smaller in FHH by most
definitions, is negatively assocliated with nutritional status (HAZ), as is
the ratio of adult-equivalents to members, suggestirg children may lose in
the household competivion for avallable nutrients.

Adding child's sex to the equations did not noticeably alter the
ubserved relationships. Child's sex itself was not statistically
significant in either the HAZ or the WHZ equations.

The region variables are all negative, and they are statistically
significant in the WHZ equation. Although 1illness duration was
significantly shorter ocutside the capital city, nutritional status appears
to be lower. after controlling for illness and other factors. Introducing
income as a control variable in an earlier model did not reduce the
significance of the regio: dummies. These must be standing in for some
other systematic differences not captured elsewhere in tre model .

The relationships in Quartile 1 are not appreciably uifferent from

those in the population as a whole.
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5.2.3 Effect of Headship

In none of the two-stage least squares models tested does the effect of
headship on HAZ or WHZ prove to be significant, elther in the whole
population or in the lowest expenditure quartile. The addition of the
headship variables to the model adds very little to the explanatory power
of the equations, with the exception of the models using the Major Earner
definition. In these models (for the whole population and for Quartile 1
only), the two headship variables approach statistical significance in the
HAZ equation. Female headsnip 1s negative, whlle the interaction with
calories 1s positive. The OLS regression using true illness duration
rather than the predicted value found both Major Earner headship variables
to be statlistically significant at better than p = .05, with coefficients
similar in direction and of the same or greater absolute magnitude as those
reported here. Results of the estimations for each definition of headship,
run on the whole sample and on quartile 1 households cnly, may be found in
Tables 56-67.

A3 with the household~level models, though, interpretation of these
results is quite ambiguous. The headship variable is strongly negatlve,
wnlle the interaction with calories 1s strongly positive. This suggests
that FHH do allccate calories differently within the household, in such a
way as to promote child growth. Female headship itself, though, shows a
negative association with child growth, for which the allocation of
calories compensates. Where only the headship dummy is entered, wilthout
the calorie interaction term, it is not statistically significant,
presumably because it then lincorporates both the apparent negative uffect

of female headshir and the apparent positive effect of headship through the

use of calories, which cancel each other out. Recall that total household
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TABLE 56
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF THE HEADSHIP MODEL

Dep. Vars: HAZ WHZ -
Indep. Varsi B Bata Sig T B Bera Sig T
LCALPA +3042 1027 044" .0780 .0348 ,4909
PROTDENS .0876 0344 L4758 -,0973 -.0509 »3001
ILLNESS -,0201 -.0385 .6246 -.1201 ~.3045 .0001*
HHSIZE .0178 .0381 L4773 -.0326 -.09313 .0887
NKIDS -.2361 -.2024 .0002# -.0700 -.0799 .1523
CADEQRAT ~.5896 -.0314 .5264 -1.5125 -.1069 0337
AGE -.0016 -.0021 .9687 ;.0558 -.0949 .0743
HIRISK .0637 .0013 L9710 -.2805 +.1353 .0043
MOMED .0451 .1513 .0011* .0103 .0460 3291
Other Urban .0090 .0030 +9601 ~.3816 ~-.1708 .0058*
Froncier -.1455 «.0490 . 4408 -.4174 -.1878 ,0038%
Sugar Cane/

Livestock .2232 .2152 .3002 -.5631 -.1979 ..0007*
Other Rural -, 2401 -.0751 .2918 -.3536 -.2311 .0015*
Femalu Head 2.4093 .6997 +2929 1.660 6413 . 3442
INTFHCALS -.3374 -.7308 .2678 -.2175 -.6265 3511

R2 - s R2 - .0682

Adj RZ = 0849 Adj RZ - ,0448

F - 4,76 . ¥ - 2.918

Sig ? = .0000 Sig? = .0002

N - 609 N - 614

TABLE 57
RESULTS OF TRE ESTIMATiON OF THE HEADSEIP MODEL
BY SELP-DEFINED MHH AND FHH, (QUARTILE 1 ONLY)

Duap. Vacs: HAZ - WHZ -
Indep. Varss B Beta Sig T B Bata Sig T
LCALPA 4539 .1360 .0737 -.,2188 -.0916 22422
PROTDENS +0496 .0182 7893 -.2206 -.1121 .1122
ILLNESS -s1327 -.2309 0591 =, 1443 -.3759 «0035*
HHSIZE «.0673 -.1497 .0662 -.0283 -.0874 .3021
NKIDC =.270! -.2430 ,0014 -.0986 -.1230 1171
CADEQRAT -.7478 -.0355 .6452 4.3210 -.2829 .0004*
AGK «.0260 -.0322 .6819 .0203 0348 6699
HIRISK -.1897 -. 0647 .3539 -.1077 -.0511 . 4807
HOMED .0618 . 1642 .0223 .0439 .1561 .0333%
Othsr Urban -.6102 -.1783 .0736 -.2940 -.1167 + 2467
Proatier -.6977 -.2303 .0356*% -.1610 -.0806 .3096
Sugsr Cane/

Livastock -.2151 ~.0670 5450 -.4734 -.2052 .0735
Ochar Rural -.9961 -.3293 .0167* -, 7141 -.3287 .0195*
Temale Head 3.6423 1.1348 .3027 -2.114 -.9125 4233
INTFHCALS -.4911 -1.1248 .3033 .2977 9444 4059

2 - .1870 R? . .1014
Adj RZ = 1364 Adj RZ =~ ,0469
4 = 3,59 14 - 1.86

Sig ? = .0000 Sig P - .0278
N - 2517 N - 262
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TABLE 38

RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATICN OF THE RFADSAIP MODEL
EOR ABSENT-MALE FHH AND MHH (ALL HOUSEHOLDS)

Dep. Vars: - HAZ _ WHZ -
Indep. Vars: B Beta Sig T p] Bata Sig T
LCALPA .2939 .0983 .0430% .0558 .0249 .6110
PROTDENS 0650 .0255 . 5964 -.1101 -.0575 .2399
ILLNESS -.0318 -.0608 .4397 -.1289 -.3268 .0000*
AHSIZE .0128 0275 .6083 -.0356 -.1017 .0619
NKIDS -.2089 -.1790 .0012# -.0487 -.0556 .3181
CADEQRAT -.3120 -.0166 7482 -1.1879 -.0840 1047
AGE <.0031 -.0040 9392 -.0588 -.0999 .0599
RIRISK .0065 .C023 .9599 -.2816 ~.1358 .0041w
MOMED .0456 .1535 .0010 .0113 .03C1 .2856
Othar Urbsn -.0395 -.0182 .8279 -.4274 -.1913 .0021%
Frontier -.1770 -.0596 .3486 -.4428 <.1993 .0021#
Sugar Cane/

Livestock .1648 .0435 L4461 -.6100 -.2144 .0002#
Othar Rural -.2985 -.09% L1916 -.5988 -.249% .0006%
Female Head .7362 .1830 .7520 .0256 .0084 .9883
INTFHCALS -.078S -.1460 .79¢ .0305 .0751 .8974

r? - .l087 p2 - .0722

AdjRZ - .0634 Adj RZ - L0489

P = 4,671 ¥ - 3.10

Sig ¥~ .0000 Sig ¥ = .0001

N - 609 N - 614

TABLE 59
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF THE HEADSEIP MODEL
FOR ABSENT MALE FHH AND MER (QUARTILE 1 ONLY)

Dep. Vars: HAZ WHZ
Indep. Vars: B Bata Sig T B Bata Sig T
LCALPA .3016 .0904 .2263 - 2475 -.1036 .1763
PROTDENS .0039 0014 .9829 -.2074 ~.1054 .1280
ILLNESS -.1592 ~.3010 0227+ -.1527 -.3978 .0029
AHS1ZE ~.0747 -.1660 0424 -.0325 -.1003 .2350
NKIDS -.2239 -.2015 .6102 -.0643 -.0803 3170
CADEQRAT -+2095 -.0100 .9029 -3.4966 -.2289 .0064%
AGE -.0315 -.0391 .6196 .0184 .0315 .6976
BIRISK -.1870 -.0637 .3596 -.1191 -.0565 L4319
MOMED .0689 1773 .0141% 0474 .1683 0234w
Other Urban -.7558 -.2185 0298+ -.3896 -, 1547 .1298
Frontier -.7656 -.2747 .0205% -.1702 -.0852 4813
Sugar Cane/

Livestock -.2964 -.0923 .3999 -.4950 -.2136 .0388%
Other Rural -1.0939 ~.3616 .0081% -.7436 -.3423 .0136%
Pemals Hoad -1.%169 -.4386 .6755 -3.6145 -1.4353 .1816
INTFHCALS 2468 3268 .6151 .5158 1.5407 1515

2 - .1891 2 - .12
Adj RZ - 1386 Adj RZ - ,0383
F ~ 375 ¥ - 2,08

Sig ¥ = .0000 Sig ? = .0ll4
N - 257 N - 262



101 -~

TABLE 60
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF THE HEADSHIP MODEL
FOR MAJOR EARNER FHH AND MHH (ALL HOUSEHOLDS)

Dep. Vers: _HAZ — WHZ —
Indep. Vars: B Bata Sig T B Bata Sig T

LCALPA .0692 .0206 .6833 -.0352 -.0151 JI717

PROTDENS -.0750 -.0267 .6316 -.1113 -.05236 « 3494

ILLNESS -.0881 ~.1700 0734 -.1086 -,2818 .2038+*
HHSIZE .0166 0352 .5453 -.0235 -.0672 +2613

NK1DS -.2702 =-.2342 .0001* -.1144 -~ 1344 .0258*
CADEQRAT -1.7671 -.0929 .0897 ~1.7653 -.1247 0265+
AGE -.0181 -.0228 .0001* -.0386 -.0653 «2736

HIRISK .0223 0079 .8766 -.3298 -.1579 0027+
MOMED .0485 1647 .0012¢ .0123 .0563 2797

Other Urban -.1943 -.0228 +6934 -.3668 =-.1700 0190*
Froatier -.2206 -.0693 .3090 -, 4272 -.1812 .0098*
Sugar Cane/

Livestock ,2033 .0540 4054 -.4017 ~.1429 «0335*
Other Rural «.6309 -.1782 .0226* «.6300 - 2420 U26%
Fezale Hauad -5.,2453 -1.3254 .08828 ~1.6764 ~.5696 k7428
INTFHCALS .6813 1.3132 .09108 12343 .6070 LA4548

RZ - .1306 a2 - .0787

Adj RZ «  .1034 Adj RZ = .0s01

F - 4,81 ? - 2.75

S{g P = .0000 Sig ? = .0004

N - 496 N - 499
& Significant in nodel using true illness value rather than predicted.

TABLE 61
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF THE HEADSHIP MODEL
MAJOR EARNER FHH AND MAH (QUARTILE 1 ONLY)

Dep. Vars: HAZ —_— WHZ
Indep. Vars: B Bata Sig T B Beta_ Sig T
LCALPA -.0128 ~.0037 .9626 -.3192 -.1322 «1209
PROTDENS -.1308 -,0430 .6187 -.0448 -.0214 .8203
ILLNESS -.2646 -,5004 .0040* -.0336 -.2272 .2198
HHSIZE =.0993 «.2217 .0150* .0001 .0016 .9869
NKIDS ~.2692 -.2486 COL7* -41222 -.1637 +0535*
CADEQRAT =-2.2974 -.1092 «2251 -4.233) .2883 +00335*
AGE -.0676 -.0815 .3531 <0441 .0766 4219
HIRISK -,1336 ~.0441 .5568 -. 1462 -.06684 4182
MOMED .0759 1961 .0098* 0327 .1218 1410
Other Urban -.9720 -.2926 .0150* -.0929 ~-.0402 «7336
F¥rontier -.9289 -.3088 .0131 -.0929 -. 0447 <7442
Sugar Cune/

Livestock ~.3527 -, 1084 4229 -.0782 =.0349 .8138
Other Rural -1.6954 -.3159 .0014* -.3387 -.2403 . 1630
Ferale Headb -7.8489 -2.0678 .0871 «3.3923 -1.2830 3276
INTFHCALS 1.0504 2.0814 .0836 » 4623 1.3130 .3166

RZ - L2692 R2 - .1091
Adj RZ = .2102 AdJ RZ - L0387
? - 4,57 P = 1.35

Sig ¥ = ,0000 Sig? - .0913
N - 202 N - 206

b edel using actual illness variable not run separately on low-income housaholds
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TABLE 62

RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF THE HEADSHIP MODEL
FOR FEMALE EARNS UAGES FRH AND MHH (ALL HOUSEHOLDS)

Dep. Vars: HAZ olif4 —
Indep, Vars: B Bata Sig T B Bata Sig T
LCALPA <1941 .065G .1829 -.0072 -.0032 .9481

PROTDENS .0912 +03159 4622 -.0874 ~.0456 3371

ILLNESS -.0262 -.0501 .5239 ~.1169 «e2964 0002

HHSIZE .0133 .0329 .5427 -.0303 -.0865 +1135

NK1DS -.2238 -.1918 .0003 ~.0776 -.2242 0019

CADEQRAT -.6377 ~.G340 4840 -1.6522 ~.1168 0177

AGE -.0001 -.0012 .9814 -.0524 ~.0891 .0958

HIRISK .0119 .0043 . 9262 =277 ~.1336 .0048%

MOMED 0442 1489 L0017 .0i23 .0548 .2558

Other Urban -.0150 -.0051 +9334 -.3655 -.1636 .0082¢

Prontier -.1672 -.0563 3745 «.4196 -.1888 .0033%

Sugar Cans/

Livestoclh <2015 .0332 «3469 -.5523 ~-.1944 .0003*
Other Rural -.2649 -.0829 2416 -.5371 ~. 2242 .0019*
Yemale Head -1.8591 ~.6967 .2085 -.8462 -.4208 <3919
INTFHCALS <2472 L7101 .3577 .1013 .3871 .6209

R2 - .1060 2 - .0681

Adj RZ = 0834 Adj RZ = 0448

14 - 4.69 14 = 2.91

Stg 7 = .0006 Sig ¥ = ,0002

b - 609 N - 614

& Significant in wodel using actual cather chan pradicted {llness.
TABLE 63
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF THE NEADSHIP MODEL
FOR FFMALE EARNS FAH ANDP MBB (QUARTILE 1 ONLY)

Dep. Vars: HAZ WHZ —
Indep. Varss 8 Bata Sig T B Beta Sig T
LCALPA 4024 .1206 ..106 -.132% -.0356 4750
PROTDENS -.0057 -.0021 + 9736 -.1827 -.0928 .1884
ILLNESS -.1309 -.2833 .0307 -.1269 -.3306 .0136*
HHSIZE -.0747 -.1660 J0439% -.0258 -.0796 «3560
HKIDS =-.2620 -.23358 .0012* ~.1104 -.1378 0664
CADEQRAY -.9616 -.0457 3470 -4,2091 =-.2736 0004
AGE -.0326 -.0403 .6088 0227 .0389 .6357
HIRISK -.1950 -.0663 +3432 -.1311 -.0622 .3923
MOMED .0630 .1623 .0253* 0464 <1643 0277
Other t/rban -.6486 ~.1875 .0535% -d2343 -+0930 <3472
Frontier =.7308 -.2622 .0264* -.1093 ~.0547 .6310
Sugar Cane/

Livestock ~.2524 -.0756 4700 -.4308 -.1859 . 0984
Other Rural -1.0403 -.3438 0113 -.6603 -.3040 .0282*
Female Headl 2,1288 .7800 .3260 .6841 3478 .7851
1ITTFECALS 2726 -.7503 . 5402 -.1121 ~. 4279 «7363

r? = .1893 R2 - L1042
Adj a2 - 1346 Ady RZ = 0300
4 = 3.63 F - 1916
Sig ¥ = .0000 Sig I = .0222
H - 257 N - 263

b Model using actual racher than

pradicted illnesc not run separately on low-ineccma households.
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TASLE 64
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF THE HEADSHIP MODEL
FOR MAJOR INCOME CONTRIBUTOR MHH AND FHH (ALL HOUSEHOLDS)

Dep. Varss HAZ WBZ

lodep, Vars: B Baca Sig T B Bata Sig T

LCALPA 1714 .0370 .2002 -.0149 -.0066 .8833

PROTDENS .0806 0322 .5150 -.1076 -.0568 .2580

ILLNESS -.0386 -.0756 3542 -.1312 -.3380 .0000*
HAHSIZZ .0166 .0360 .5099 -.0342 -.0976 0774

NK1DS -.2290 -.1972 .0004 -.0584 -.0663 «2348

CADEQRAT -.8631 -.0458 .3628 -1.7070 -.1194 .0189*
AGE -.00435 -.0058 9147 -.0496 -.0842 .1.'51

BIRISK - .0227 .0083 .8623 -.2782 ~.1349 .C059*
MOMED .0498 .1545 .0015% 0127 .0564 .2532

Other Urhan -.0312 -.0108 8646 =.4212 -.1922 .0028"
Frontier -.1960 -.0672 .3089 -.4397 -.2092 .0019*
Sugar Cane/

Livestock .1557 .0380 .4932 -. 4904 -.1573 .0052+
Other Rural =.2443 -.0739 .2975 -.3706 -.2350 .0015%
Female Head -.4113 ~.0629 .9365 -4.4388 -.8870 +2649
INTTHCALS -.0127 =.0148 .9849 +5842 .8945 .2611

RZ - .1002 rZ - .069

Adj RZ - 0760 Adj RZ = L0447

F - 4,13 E - 2.79

Sig F = .0000 Sig F = .0003

N - 572 N - 576

TABLE 65
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF THE HEADSHIP MODEL
FOR INCOME EARNERS MHB AND FHH (QUARTILE 1 ONLY)

Dep. Vars: HAZ WHZ
Indep. Vars: ] Bata Sig T B Beta Sig T
LCALPA .0903 .0278 +6752 ~.2644 ~-.1114 «1043
PROTDENS -.0174 -.0067 #9233 -.1963 -.1024 .1331
ILLNESS -.1691 -.3373 .0148 ~.1438 -.3881 .0033*
HHSIZE -.0623 -. 1454 .0893 -.0278 ~-.0883 .3168
NK1DS =.2463 -.2289 .0033* -.0898 -.1129 .1337
CADEQRAT -1.6158 -.0787 23279 -3.8887 -.2368 .0081*
AGE =-.0049 -.0063 +9391 .0296 0516 +3433
HIRISK ~.1284 -.0454 «3309 ~.1372 -.0664 .3759
MOMED 0612 1613 «0349% +0449 .1603 0409
Othar Urban -.7322 -.2224 0297+ -.2643 -.1085 2964
Frontier -.8081 -.3026 .0148* -.1278 -.0636 . 6047
Sugar Cecne/

Livestock =.3604 -.1038 .3034 -.2801 - 1111 <2920
Other Rural -1.1367 -.31866 +0061* -+6347 -.3032 .0329*
Female Head -13.0833 -1.5364 .1262 -8.0383 -1.2923 .2184
INTFHCALS 1.7715 1.5996 .1169 1.0680 1.3001 «2166

R2 - .81 B2 = .1065
Ad§ RZ - (1287 Adj RZ = L0472
3 = 3.2624 ¥ = .79

Sig ¥ = .0001 Sig B = .0364
N - 237 N - 242
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TABLE 66
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF THE HEADSHIP MODEL
FOR PEMALE WOKKS FHH AND MHH (ALL HOUSEHOLDS)

Dap. Vars: HAZ WHZ

Indep. Vars: B Beta Sig T B Bata Sig T
LCALPA .1975 .0649 .2100 -.0433 -.0191 7162
PROTDENS .0545 .0214 .6633 -.0770 -.0403 4178
ILLNESS -.0335 «.0643 .4189 -0 1237 -.3151 .0001%
BESI1ZE 0140 .0301 .5945 -.0319 -.0917 .1084
NKIDS L2412 .2078 .0002* -.0776 -.0893 .1143
CADEQRAT -1.4016 -.0682 .1802 -1.8378 -.1189 .0203%
AGE .0648 .0061 .5082 -.0634 -.1082 .0442
HIRISK .0378 .0137 7729 -.2803 -.1349 .0030%
MOMED .0408 L1361 .0046# .0142 .0629 1957
Ocher Urban -.0737 -.0248 .6880 -.3933 -.1754 <0049%
Prontier -.2000 -.0676 .2934 -.4349 -.1968 .0026%
Sugar Cane/ -

Livestock .2049 .0537 .3439 -.5930 -.2073 .0003*
Other Rural -.3134 -.0972 .1732 -.5818 -.2412 0009
Pemale Head -1.5006 -.5884 .4488 -1.7439 -.9108 .2433
INTPHCALS .2034 6142 L4291 .2192 .8811 .2589

R2 - .1087 R? - .0762

Adj RZ <« ,0823 Adj RZ = ,0523

1 - 4,52 ¥ - 3.19

Sig ¥ = ,0000 Sig F = .0000

- 390 N - 595
TABLE 67
RESULTS OF THE ESTIMATION OF THE HEADSHIP MODEL
PEMALE WORKS FHH AND MHH (QUARTILE 1 ONLY)

Dep. Vars: HAZ WHZ
Indep. Vars: B Bata Sig T B Beta Sig T
LCALPA 4274 1272 .1192 -42369 -.0986 . 2848
PROTDENS .0235 .0087 .8982 -.1539 -.0787 <2644
1LINESS -.1453 -.2755 .0350 <1272 -.3326 ,0126#
BESIZE -.0775 -.1731 . 0400 -.0231 -.0717 4139
NRIDS -.2593 -.2338 .0022¢ - 1111 -.1390 .0778
CADEQRAT -, 7792 -.0340 6678 ~3.9496 -.2383 .0035*
AGE ~.0280 -.0348 .6618 0179 .0307 7104
HIRISK -.2351 -.0799 2545 -.1392 -.0659 3679
MOMED .06 3 .1657 .0226* .0456 1623 .0316
Other Urban ~.7146 -.2030 .0360* -.2171 -.0848 .3928
Irontiar -.7398 -.2661 .0252¢ -.1243 -.0624 .6103
Sugar Cane/

Livestock -.,2055 .06371  .556S -.4418 -.1900 .0923
Other Rural -1.0498 -.3481 .0105+ -.6512 -.3011 0312
Temale Head 2.2355 .8771 4753 -1.5878 -.8658 .49C0
INTFHCALS -.2926 -.8662 .4807 .1863 7663 3467

R2 - .1920 R2 - .0977
Adj RZ ~ 1408 Adj RZ - 0420
P - 3,75 ] - 1.7
Sig ¥ =  .0000 Sig F = .0421
N - 243 N - 259
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calories per adult equivalent were generally lower in FHH, and that
household calories do significantly affect nutrlitional outcome. The fact
that the interaction term of Major Earner headship with calories 1s
positive once agaln points to the need to investigate the dynamic patterns
of intrahousehold allocation of food to understand why and how various
definitions of headship do (or do not) affect nutritional outcomes for
children.

The overall explanatory power of these regressions is not great. Of
course, much of the variation in chlldren's size is due to factors not
Included in this model, including stochastic variation, individual
metabolism, actitvity levels, genetlics, health status beyond the l4-day
retrospective measure, and, of course, individual f>od consumption (not
measured 1n this study). More work could be done to refine this model
using the present data set, but more informative results might be obtalned
from studies explicitly designed to investigate intrahousehold dynamics by
looking at Individual behavior. Further, the dynamlics by which households
become female headed, or shift from one headship status to another would be
worth investigating to see whether over time there is greater economic

vulnerabllity in FHH.

6. Summary

Based on this description of the characterlistics of female-headed
households, several conclusions may be drawn. First, the factors which
cause a household to ldentify itself as female-headed Include those
explored in this paper: the absence of adult males 1n the household, and
the active economic contribution of female household members. Nonetheless,

none of these charactefistics perfectly defines female-headship as reported
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by the survey respondents themselves.

Female-headed househclds are smaller than others; self-defined FHH are
disproportionately urban, but this is not consistently true of all the
definitions tested here. Female heads tend to be older than male heads,
but households in which the reference woman makes an economic contribution
tend to have younger heads. Households with no adult male have self-
defined household heads fully ten years older than those with males
present.

Female~-headed households are evenly distributed among per-capita
expenditure classes; they are no more likely to be poor (by this criterion)
than other households. This 1s the case even considering only households
confaining children. However, by most of the definitions we consider in
this paper, female-headed households are far more dependent on gifts and
transfers from persons outside the household, and far less reliant on their
own wage-earning capaclty than are male-headed households. Rellance on
transfers may possibly translate into greater economic vulnerabllity over
time, but these cross-sectional data do not permit an assessment of this
hypothesis.

By all the definitions tested here, female~headed households do not
devote more of their resources to food, nor to other basic needs, than do
male-headed households. In fact where differences between FHH and MHH do
esist, the higher proportion of spending on food is in MHH. Further, FHH
obtaln somewhat lower quantities on protein and calories per peso of food
expenditure than do MHH. Consumption of food in FHH includes (in some

definitions) higher proportions of relative "luxury" foods such as meat and

poultry, and somewhat lower proportions of the cheaper bulky staples such
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as rice, beans, and starchy roots and plantain. This higher proportion of
animal foods may be nutritionally benefical.

Calorie and protein adequacy (measured at the household level but
adjusted for the age/sex composition of the household) is lower in FHH than
in MHH, where significant differences exist.

In spite of this, anthropometric data on children aged six and urder in
the sample households suggest that these children grow no worse than
children in MHH (by all definitions). Patterns of intrahousehold
allocation of food within the household, wh;ch were not measured in this
study, may account for the fact that in both MHH and FHH, children achieve
comparable nutritional status as measured by anthropometry, despite
systematic differences in the availability of calories and protein at the
household level. The only exception to this is in the case of Absent Male
FHH, where children achieved significantly higher anthropometric status
than in MHH by some measures.

In multivariate analysis, a number of factors associated with female
headship were found to affect food expenditure, food consumption, and
children's nutritional status. The proportion of household income from
transfers is positively associated with food expenditure, but negatively
assoclated with protein consumption. Proportion of income from
home-produced food and from farm sales is negatively associated with food
expenditure, but positively assoclated with calorie and protein
consumption.

Headship information adds 1little explanatory power to these equations,
even though headship variables are significant in a few cases. The results

provide some support for the hypothesis that the process of allocation of
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food 18 different in FHH. Among Self-Defined FHH, household composition
variables do not affect calorie and protein consumption, while in MHH, both
size and adult-equivalent ratio are significant.

The data do not support the conclusion that FHH have a higher
preference for spendirg on food or for food consumption. The expenditure
elasticity of demand for food is higher among FHH only by the Major Income
Contributor definition. By all other definitions, the expenditure

elasticity of demand for food (measured by expenditure) and for calorles

and protein is no different, or is lower in FHH.

Headship information adds little to the ability to explaln varlations

in nutritional status. This result is noteworthy, because there are

significant differences between MHH and FHH in fooi availability at the

household level. The results suggest that, controlling for calories and

for protein density, headship does not significantly affect nutritional

status of children. These results are not affected by the sex of the

child.

6.1 Generalizability

These data contradict some widely held assumptions about the economic
vulnerability of female-headed households, and about the presumed higher

preference for food expenditure and food consumption in such households.

However, they are consistent with other studies in the region (eg., Horton
and Miller, n.d., for Jamaica). These data clearly demonstrate the

importance of considering the implications of female headship separately in
each particular cultural and geographic setting. The Dominican Republic is

a "middle-income" poor country, and even in the lowest income groups,

consumption patterns are not those of absolute or ultra-poverty, such as
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one sees in the Sahel, for example. Also, the Dominican Republic
experlenced a period of relative economic prosperity within recent memory.
Proportional expenditure on food, a reliable general indicator of welfare,
has risen from an average of 39% in 1976-77 to 59% in this survey,
indicating a significant drop in the standard of living (Rogers and
Swindale, 1988). It is reasonable to expect that people's current
consumption patterns (such as the relatively high proportion of calorie
consumption from animal foods) reflect habits and preferences dating from
that period.

Another relevant characteristic of the Dominican Republic 1s that in
general 1t is a society in which women's status is relatively good
(compared, for example, wlth the poor countries of islia such as
Bangladesh). Women's labor force participation 1s common and is not
negatively viewed. Women and men have similar levels of literacy and
similar access to education, and women are not secluded or constrained from
participation in the wider social and economic world. Perhaps therefore it
should not be too surprising that there appear to be few 1f any marked

differences in behavior betwezen male and female-headed households.

6.2 Policy Significance

It appears that female household headship in the Dcminican Republic is
not a discriminator of economically vulnerable households. As a group, FHH
do not disproportionatly fall into the lower income groups, although they
may face different ccnstraints and opportunities because of their smaller
size, distinct household composition, ard different locations. However,

this study has demonstrated that the interpretation of female headship and
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its consequences depends on the gpecific type or definition of FHH belng
considered, and that the dynamics of food allocation within these different
types of households may wei! differ.

In these analyses we have controlled for those factors known to vary
systematically by headshlp, in order to determine whether headship has an
independent effect on food consumption and nutritional status beyond that
actributable to household composition, demographic factors, food
consumption, and so on. From a policy perspective, however, i1t may be more
important to know that FHH have certain characteristics which affect dlet
and nutrition than to know whether it is female headship itself or those
characteristics assoclated with headship which produce the outcomes.,

Nonetheless, these data do not provide strong sipport for the notion
that female-headed.households as a group behave very differently from
male-headed households, whether by Self-Defined, Absent Male, or
earnings-related definitions. FPolicles to affect dietary adequacy and
nutritional and other welfare outcomes need to take into account the
particular constraints of different kinds of households: those with fewer
members, proportionally more workers, different age structures, and
different levels of access to resources —- all factors we have shown to

differ significantly between MHH and FHH. Headship alone does not appear

to be a useful basis for program deslign.
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The survey was conducted by the Tufts University School of Nutrition
under a cooperative agreement with the Office of Nutrition, U.S.
Agency for International Development, (Grant #DAN-1275-2-00-4085-00)
for the purpose of investigating the consumption effects of price and
Income changes. A complete descripticn of the survey methods may be
found in Rogers and Swindale, 1988.

Food consumption was measured by successive 24 and 48-hour recalls
covering seven consecutive days. Quantities were estimated
volumetrically using food models. Local measures and household
containers were converted to standard weights. Calorile and protein
content of food was cstimated from avallable food tables (USDA, 1975
a,b; INN, 1983; SESPAS, 1984). Ed.ble portion information was
obtained from the tables or calculated directly from measurements of a
sample of the foods.

Household members were assigned to one of 14 age/sex categories. For
each category, the protein and calorie needs were calculated as a
fraction of the needs of an adult male welghing 45 kg, of moderate
activity, based on FAO/WHO recommendations (FAO, 1985).

The survey was conducted by F. Cate Johnson of the Tufts University
School of Nutrition with funding from the Office of Health, Population
and Nutrition, USAID Mission to the Dominican Republic, Santo Domingo.
A complete description of the methods may be found in Johnson, 1937.

Height and welght for age and weight for helght were converted to
standard scores representing deviations from the median of the NCHS
standards (WHO 1983). :

It was common for women 1n the Dominican Republic to engage in very
small business enterprises such as selling i1ce cubes, or buying a
large bottle of shampoo and selling 1t in individual portions.

These results differ slightly from those reported in Johnson and
Rogers, forthcoming, on the same topic. One reason is that for the
present study we have limited our sample to those children (about two
thirds of those in Johnson & Rogers) who were part of the original
survey. More important, in this study case weights were adjusted so
that households with more children were down-welghted, since the
sample was originally designed to be representative of households, not
of individual members. Nonetheless, the results reported here,
particularly regarding Self-Defined and Absent Male FHH, are fully
consistent with those in Johnson and Rogers.

This 1s in no way meant to suggest that dletary adequacy 1s not a good
indicator of nutritional risk, 1f more direct measures are not
avallable. Individual measures, i1f avallable, are clearly better,
though.
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