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Abstract
This paper studies spouses’ intrahousehold decision-making, using unique informa-
tion from the European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions special
module on Intrahousehold Sharing of Resources. We build an index to measure the
bargaining power of the wife in household decision-making in European countries and
analyze how that index correlateswith household demographic characteristics.Wefind
cross-country differences in the values of this index, although estimates show that, in
general, older, relatively more educated and working spouses with higher wages, have
more power in intrahousehold decision-making. Furthermore, country-level condi-
tions correlate with spouses’ bargaining power in household decision-making. The
paper provides a direct empirical exploration of intrahousehold decision-making in a
cross-country setting.
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1 Introduction

This paper analyzes the factors related to spouses’ bargaining power in intrahousehold
decision-making (IDM), using data from the 2010 special module on Intrahousehold
Sharing of Resources of the European Union Statistics on Income and Living Con-
ditions (EU-SILC). Since the seminal work of Gary Becker on household economic
behaviors (see Becker 1991), there has been a growing literature studying household
and intrahousehold decisions. These studies include a range of models, theories, and
empirical applications, all diverging from the classical “unitary” models that con-
sider the household a single unit (i.e., a “black box”), and that restrict the study of
intrahousehold processes. There are non-cooperative models, as in Chen and Woolley
(2001), Cherchye et al. (2011), and Doepke and Tertilt (2016); cooperative models,
as in Manser and Brown (1980), McElroy and Horney (1981), and Apps and Rees
(2007), individual models as in Grossbard (2011), and collective models, as in Chiap-
pori (1988, 1992).

More recently, the analysis of household economic behaviors and, in particu-
lar, intrahousehold decisions and IDM, has generated a significant literature, both
theoretical and empirical.1 There is consensus on the rejection of the classical uni-
tary model, as some of its predictions have been repeatedly rejected (Thomas 1990;
Lundberg et al. 1997;Duflo 2003),which has led to the analysis of intrahousehold deci-
sions within a range of theoretical frameworks. For instance, in non-unitary settings,
IDM has been related to spouse characteristics such as wages, earnings and income
(Thomas 1990; Aronsson et al. 2001; Pollak 2005; Cherchye et al. 2015), unearned
income (Blundell et al. 2007; Cherchye andVermeulen 2008), employment (Moehling
2005), inheritance (Blau and Goodstein 2016), shocks to the economic environment
(Mazzocco 2007; Chiappori et al. 2020), health and nutrition (Pitt et al. 1990), and
human capital (Gitter and Barham 2008; Li et al. 2021). Other authors have studied
specific decisions in the household, such as those related to household finance (Ben-
nett 2013), commuting behaviors (Roberts and Taylor 2017; Carta and De Philippis
2018), and self-employment decisions (Campaña, Gimenez-Nadal andMolina, 2020).
Some authors have found that intrahousehold decisions are correlated with inequality
(Radchenko 2016). In general terms, all theoretical and empirical studies agree that
favorable conditions for a given spouse, relative to the other spouse, should increase
his/her bargaining power in the household, and decrease that of the partner.

Despite this growing interest in how spouses take decisions in different scenarios
and from different theoretical perspectives, most of the existing analyses face a com-
mon limitation, as spouses’ bargaining power and IDM processes are, by definition,
not observable (Browning et al. 2014). Thus, most of the theories and applied research
rely on specific assumptions, parametric approaches, or indirect empirical analysis,
and predict intrahousehold allocations, bargaining power, or IDM through observed

1 See reviews of the literature of household decisions from different perspectives in Vermeulen (2002),
Donni (2008), Grossbard (2011), Chiappori and Mazzocco (2017), Chiappori (2020) and Chiappori et al.
(2022).

123



The shifters of intrahousehold decision-making in European countries 1057

behaviors, typically consumption or labor supply. Few authors have addressed this
limitation in a household context, providing direct analyses of how spouses bargain
for intrahousehold decisions and allocate household resources. To the best of our
knowledge, Bargain, Lacroix and Tiberti (2018), Lise and Yamada (2019), and Velilla
(2020) are among the few who have recently studied intrahousehold allocations using
direct data on individual resources, with data from Bangladesh, Japan, and Spain,
respectively.

Molina et al. (2023) conducted a study on intrahousehold bargaining power and
resource allocation in Spain building upon the empirical analysis of Molina et al.
(2023), but expanding their focus beyond a single country (Spain). The authors utilized
EU-SILCdata for Spain to establish an IDMindex,which they assumed to represent the
Pareto weight in a collective model, summarizing intrahousehold bargaining power.
By employing log-linearized equations for household labor supply, as outlined by
Chiappori et al. (2002), they derived a sharing rule for household income, reflecting
intrahousehold bargaining power according to the collective model (Chiappori 1992;
Chiappori et al. 2002). Subsequently, the authors compared the derivatives of this
theoretically-derived sharing rule with the correlates of the constructed bargaining
power index, positing a one-to-one relationship between bargaining power and sharing
rules. The findings supported the predictions of the collectivemodel, albeit exclusively
for Spain. Thus, Molina et al. (2023) utilized EU-SILC data for Spain to estimate a
collective model of household labor supply and examined its validity by comparing
a theoretically-derived intrahousehold allocation rule (the sharing rule) with the IDM
index.

Similar to the index of Molina et al. (2023) for intrahousehold bargaining power
of women and IDM, other authors have measured women’s economic empowerment
in different contexts, such as health and agriculture. This includes the Demographic
and Health Survey, conducted for 90 developing countries over the recent decades
(despite including several changes in participating countries and modules over the
survey periods), with specific questions about decision-making autonomy across mul-
tiple domains (e.g., attitude to violence, social independence, decision-making). The
data from this survey is nationally representative, repeated every four to five years,
and applies the same questionnaire across countries to facilitate country comparisons
across time and space. Ewerling et al. (2017) use this database for African coun-
tries and construct the Survey-based Women’s Empowerment Index (SWPER). Their
results show that social independence is associated with higher coverage of mater-
nal and child interventions; while attitudes to violence and decision-making are more
consistently associated with the use of modern contraception.

Another example is theWomen’sEmpowerment inAgriculture Index (WEAI) of the
International Food Policy Research Institute (Alkire et al. 2013), measuring empow-
erment and participation of women in the agricultural sector, first for Guatemala,
Uganda, and Bangladesh in 2011, expanded in 2012 to several other developing
economies. This survey-based index is an instrument aggregating five domains of
decision-making (production, productive resources, income, leadership, and time use)
thatmeasurewomen’s empowerment (relative tomen) linked to the concept of empow-
erment outlined in intrahousehold decision-making models. (See Lazlo et al. (2020)
for a literature review of these IDM indices.) We contribute to this literature by using
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an alternative database, which is comparable, harmonized, and homogenized across
European countries, rather than for developing economies, and focused on time use
and expenditure domains in general terms, rather than on specific contexts (e.g., agri-
culture). We also contribute to Molina et al. (2023) by exploring a similar index, not in
a single country, and not subject to a theoretical model, but providing a more general
empirical exploration.

Within this framework, we use unique data from the European Union Statistics
on Income and Living Conditions 2010 special module on Intrahousehold Sharing of
Resources, for elevenEuropean countries. This survey includes several items that allow
us to construct an index tomeasure IDMprocesses related to timeuse and expenditures.
We first define an IDM index that represents the power of the wife (and therefore also
characterizes that of the husband) for IDM. Next, we explore this IDM index for
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg,
Poland, Romania, and Spain. To that end, we analyze how the IDM index correlates to
household demographic characteristics, including husband and wife characteristics,
wages, the composition of the household, and the household’s disposable income. The
results show that, in general terms, higher wages, and characteristics related to better
employment outcomes (e.g., older individuals, and higher formal education level)
are correlated with a greater power in IDM of the partner. However, estimates also
reveal country differences in these correlations. Results show country differences in
IDM; Spain and Poland seem to be the countrieswherewives have comparativelymore
power, while Italy is the country inwhich husbands havemore power in intrahousehold
decisions. Finally, we study how certain country characteristics are related to the IDM
index.

The contributions of the paper are twofold. First, we explore IDM using direct
data on which spouse’s opinion is more important when taking certain household
decisions, and then we quantify intrahousehold bargaining power in household deci-
sions in Europe. This is a central concept in family economics, which has received
attention in recent decades from a theoretical point of view. However, it is commonly
unobserved and hard to measure, and has often been empirically studied indirectly,
through household labor supply and consumption behaviors.2 Second, we study how
IDM relates to certain individual characteristics (i.e., we analyze microeconomic-
level decision-making), including demographics, labor market outcomes, and cultural
and institutional factors (i.e., the macroeconomic-level environment) that are likely to
affect intrahousehold decisions, such as sex ratios, divorce rates, male and female labor
force participation, and the share of women in parliaments and managerial positions.
We use a cross-country setting, providing a country comparison using homogeneous
data. To the best of our knowledge, this represents the first empirical exploration of
IDM in a cross-country setting in Europe. We thus bridge the gap in the empirical
literature on intrahousehold bargaining and intrahousehold decisions, in which most
existing papers have focused on specific countries.3

2 See, e.g., Blundell, Chiappori and Meghir (2005), Vermeulen et al. (2006), Cherchye and Vermeulen
(2008), Cherchye et al. (2015).
3 The paper also relates to Lechene, Pendakur and Wolf (2022), who provide an indirect study of cross-
country bargaining power using data on expenditures.
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The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the data
and variables, and Sect. 3 shows the construction of our IDM index representing the
bargaining power of wives in IDM. Section 4 presents raw correlations between the
IDMindex anddemographics, andSect. 5 describes the econometric strategy. Section 6
describes the results, and Sect. 7 concludes.

2 Data and variables

We use data from the European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions
(EU-SILC) cross-sectional database. The EU-SILC is a comparable and multidimen-
sional microdata conducted every year by Eurostat (since 2003), part of the European
Statistical System. The EU-SILC provides data at the family and individual level
for interviewed households, and includes information on income, labor character-
istics, poverty, and living conditions, among other factors. We select households
from the Special Module on Intrahousehold Sharing of Resources, for the year 2010,
which is intended to provide deeper insights into the decision-making process within
households, to understand the allocation of resources within the household, and to
address intrahousehold inequality and standards of living (European Commission,
2010; Molina et al. 2023).

While the 2010 Special Module on Intrahousehold Sharing of Resources holds
significant relevance, it is important to acknowledge its limitations and the concerns
it raises regarding such sensitive subjects as household finances. One limitation is
the presence of slightly varying wording of the Special Module items across certain
countries. Missing values pose another limitation, since some survey questions were
not asked in certain countries. It is worth noting that households in certain countries
may provide unreliable responses, particularly concerning inquiries about household
finances and the proper utilization of answer flags.4

The sample is restricted to married and unmarried heterosexual couples, consistent
with the definition of marriage in Browning et al. (2014), and Grossbard (2014). Fur-
thermore, given that we want to understand how intrahousehold decisions are related
to socio-economic attributes, such as labor supply and income, we retain spouses who
report positive hours ofwork as part of themain analysis (Chiappori et al. 2002;Molina
et al. 2023).5 This gives us a sample of 19,439 households, each formed by a work-
ing wife and a working husband.6 1,320 households correspond to Bulgaria, 1,681 to
the Czech Republic, 1,103 to Estonia, 1,197 to France, 2,580 to Germany, 1,180 to
Greece, 3,507 to Italy, 1,321 to Luxembourg, 1,638 to Poland, 1,299 to Romania, and

4 For a more comprehensive understanding of these limitations and concerns, we recommend referring to
the detailed discussion provided in the European Commission’s report (2010).
5 We also analyze the full sample of working and non-working spouses as an additional result, which allows
us to explore how who gets to work relates to IDM.
6 Given that the Special Module is only filled-in by the core EU-SILC respondents who are between 22
and 65 years old (inclusive), we do not apply any age restriction that minimizes the role of time-allocation
decisions over the life cycle (Aguiar and Hurst 2007; Gimenez-Nadal and Sevilla 2012). We drop from
the sample outlier observations in terms of relevant variables, using the Billor, Hadi and Velleman (2000)
blocked adaptive computationally efficient outlier nominators’ algorithm for multivariate data.
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2,613 to Spain.7 Other countries included in the core EU-SILC are not included in our
analysis, as relevant information was not recorded for those countries.8

We define the following variables from the EU-SILC data. The age of the spouse,
defined as 2010 minus the year in which respondents were born (we define the spousal
age gap as the age of the husband minus the age of the wife). We also define the max-
imum education level achieved, in terms of the International Standard Classification
of Education (ISCED). Following Molina et al. (2023), we recode education in three
categories: University education (value 1 if individuals have reached University, 0
otherwise), secondary education (value 1 if individuals have reached secondary non-
compulsory education, 0 otherwise), and basic education (value 1 for those individuals
who have not reached secondary non-compulsory education, 0 otherwise). From these
categories, we define the spousal education gap as a variable taking value 2 (−2) if the
husband (wife) has attended University and the wife (husband) has basic education
only; value 0 if the husband and the wife are in the same education category, and value
1 (−1) if the husband (wife) has secondary education and the wife (husband) basic
or the husband (wife) has attended University and the wife (husband) has secondary
education. It is important to control for age and education. On one hand, IDM may
evolve over couples’ life cycle, and the spousal age gap (e.g., relatively older hus-
bands) may shape IDM (Theloudis et al. 2022). On the other hand, education may
also relate to IDM, since relatively more educated spouses may have more bargaining
power in intrahousehold decisions (Bronson 2014; Chiappori et al. 2018).

We define household composition, since being legally married or having chil-
dren may have implications for intrahousehold decisions. For instance, cohabiting
but unmarried partners may behave differently than married spouses as their degree of
commitment may be different, whereas the presence of children has been proven to be
related to household behaviors, for example through investments in human capital or
transfers (Chiappori andWeiss 2007; Chiappori et al. 2017). In doing so, we define the
number of kids present in the household, the number of individuals in the household,
and a dummy variable that takes value 1 for couples who are legally married, and value
0 for cohabiting couples. We omit from the sample other demographics, such as race,
the immigrant status, or the region of residence, as these data were not consistently
reported for all countries.

The EU-SILC includes information on household and individual incomes. Since
we want to know how IDM relates to employment attributes, we take data on spouses’
wage rates, self-employment status, and household disposable income.9 Spouses’
wage rates cover the ratio of annual labor earnings over annual hours of work.10

7 To ensure the appropriateness of our sample, we applied specific criteria. Firstly, we excluded countries
that lacked information on the special module. Secondly, we excluded countries that did not provide data
on the variables utilized throughout our analysis. Lastly, we omitted countries with small sample sizes,
typically defined as having less than 1,000 observations.
8 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/microdata/european-union-statistics-on-income-and-living-condit
ions.
9 We focus on wages, rather than on individual incomes, as existing research has documented that it is
wages and not income that shapes intrahousehold bargaining power (Pollak 2005).
10 Labor incomes are defined as the sum of individual sources of labor income (net cash plus non-cash
individual income from labor, plus net self-employment benefits in the case of self-employed workers), in
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Spouses’ self-employment status is a dummyvariable taking value 1 for self-employed
workers, and value 0 for employees. Household disposable income is measured in
Euros per year, and defined as the sum, for all household members, of personal income
components (cash or near cash income, company car, cash benefits or losses from self-
employment, pensions received from individual private plans, unemployment benefits,
old-age benefits, survivor benefits, sickness benefits, disability benefits, education-
related allowances, income from rental of a property or land, family/child-related
allowances, social exclusion not classified elsewhere, housing allowances, inter-
household cash transfers, interest, dividends, profit from capital investments in unin-
corporated business, and income received by individuals under age 16), net of taxes.

Summary statistics of the variables for the whole sample are shown in Table 1,
including sample weights provided by the EU-SILC data to make samples represen-
tative. The average age of husbands (wives) in the sample is 44.2 (41.7) years old,
and 16.7% (15.0%) have basic education only, 48.2% (48.6%) have secondary educa-
tion, and 35.1% (36.3%) have gone to a University. The average husband earns e13.4
per hour, and the average wife earns e10.6 per hour, and 13.7% (8.5%) of husbands
(wives) are self-employed. (Summary statistics by country are available upon request.)

3 The intrahousehold decision-making index

The 2010 Special Module on Intrahousehold Sharing of Resources of the EU-SILC
data includes several items about who – and how – decisions are taken in the house-
hold. Following Molina et al. (2023), we construct an index aimed at measuring the
bargaining power of wives in IDM, using Principal Components Analysis (PCA). We
consider the responses to these items by wives in the sample, which are recoded so
that value 1 always represents the wife’s opinion being more important than that of
the husband, value -1 represents the husband’s opinion being more important than that
of the wife, and value 0 represents both opinions being of equal importance. Thus,
positive values indicate that, for a given survey item, the wife has more influence on
that decision, whereas negative values indicate that the husband has more influence,
and close to zero values represent joint, balanced decision-making. Survey items are
shown in Table 2, and it is important to note that these items are mostly focused on
expenditures and time uses, but ignore other dimensions of intrahousehold decisions
(Kabeer 1999), which may represent a limitation of the analysis.

The intuition for our baseline codification is as follows. We consider that a given
wife whose opinion is, in general terms, more important in household decisions has
more power than a similar wife whose opinions are often not relevant and whose
husband has the last word on household decisions regarding expenditures and time
uses.11 This intuition is related to collective householdmodels (Chiappori 1988, 1992),

Footnote 10 continued
Euros per year. Hours of work are excluded from the analysis, as labor supply is determined by spouses’
bargaining power in intrahousehold decisions, and studying labor supply as a determinant of intrahousehold
decisionswould not be in linewith existing theoretical and empirical research (Chiappori 1988, 1992, 2020).
11 Although this is our baseline codification inspired byMolina et al. (2023), as additional results, we focus
on two alternative approaches. First, we focus on responses to survey items given by husbands, and not
by wives, as responses of wives and husbands may show discrepancies. Secondly, we recode items so that
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Table 1 Summary statistics of
variables Variables Mean St. Dev

Husband variables

Age 44.224 9.193

Basic ed 0.167 0.373

Secondary ed 0.482 0.500

University ed 0.351 0.477

Self-employed 0.137 0.344

Wage rate 13.410 11.164

Wife variables

Age 41.713 9.014

Basic ed 0.150 0.358

Secondary ed 0.486 0.500

University ed 0.363 0.481

Self-employed 0.085 0.279

Wage rate 10.614 8.353

Family variables

Married couple 0.842 0.364

Number of kids 0.472 0.756

Family size 2.484 0.764

Disposable income 40.424 27.660

N. households 19,439

The sample (EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions module) is
restricted to households formed by (married or unmarried) working
spouses. Age is measured in years. Wage rates are measured in Euros
per hour. Disposable income is measured in Euros per year, divided by
1000

which assume that intrahousehold bargaining power is unobserved but can be identi-
fied through observed behaviors, and our IDM index could be interpreted as a proxy for
this unobserved bargaining power (which is often called “Pareto weight”). However,
although IDM could help to understand bargaining power, it is not clear if it really
represents it. For instance, a wife whose opinion is relevant on certain decisions (e.g.,
consumption of non-durables) does not necessarily have more bargaining power than
a counterpart whose opinion is not relevant (the former may be in charge of everyday
shopping, which may hold her back).12 Then, our analysis represents IDM, and con-
clusions regarding intrahousehold bargaining power should be treated with caution in
a collective setting.

Footnote 11 continued
value 1 represents the wife taking part in those decisions (either being more important or balanced with the
husband), 0 if the husband’s opinion is the most important. Results are similar.
12 Relatedly, Safilios-Rothschild (1976) differentiates between spouseswho have the “orchestration power”
in the household (i.e., spouses who make the important but infrequent decisions that determine life styles
andmajor characteristics of families), and spouses who have “implementation power” (i.e., those whomake
everyday but unimportant decisions). See Box 1 in Ponthieux (2013) for a summary of the related literature
in Sociology.
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Table 2 Description of IDM items

Survey question Item

Thinking of you and your spouse or partner, who is more likely to
take decisions on everyday shopping?

1. Decision-making: shopping

Thinking of you and your spouse or partner, who is more likely to
take decisions on expensive purchases of consumer durables and
furniture?

2. Decision-making: durables

Thinking of you and your spouse or partner, who is more likely to
take decisions on borrowing money?

3. Decision-making: borrowing
money

Thinking of you and your spouse or partner, who is more likely to
take decisions on the use of savings?

4. Decision-making: savings

Thinking of you and your spouse or partner who is, on the whole,
more likely to have the last word when taking important
decisions?

5. Decision-making: general

Do you feel free (i.e. without asking the permission of other
household members) to spend money on yourself for your
personal consumption, your leisure activities and hobbies?

6. Decision-making: leisure, own
consumption

Survey questions taken from the EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions module questionnaire

Descriptive statistics of IDM items are shown in Table 8 in Appendix A. In general,
wives appear to have more importance than husbands in decisions related to everyday
shopping, general decisions, and decisions related to leisure. The husband seems to
have more power than the wife in decisions related to the uses of money. Averages
close to zero are observed for decisions related to the consumption of durables, and the
use of savings, indicating that the importance of both members of the couple is equally
balanced. Table 8 shows differences across countries, suggesting that different social
norms, values, or culture may shape such decisions. The analysis of how social values
and culture affect intrahousehold decisions is beyond the scope of this paper, and
we refer to prior analyses by Duflo and Udry (2004), Sevilla-Sanz, Giménez-Nadal
and Fernández (2010), Bethmann and Rudolf (2018), and Arora and Rada (2020).
Table 8 indicates that, overall, husbands tend to have more power in intrahousehold
decisions in Italy, Greece, Bulgaria, andGermany, whereas wives havemore important
roles in household decisions in Spain, Poland, Luxembourg, and the Czech Republic.
Household decisions in Estonia, France, and Romania appear to be taken in a neutral
balance between husbands and wives.

We first study whether a PCA is suitable, and we compute a Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin
(KMO) value of 0.693, beyond the threshold of 0.6 commonly proposed (Kaiser 1974;
Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). This points to the appropriateness of the PCA for this
sample. Further, we compute Bartlett’s Sphericity test, to studywhether the correlation
matrix of the items is the identity matrix. We reject the null hypothesis at standard
levels (p < 0.001), pointing to the existence of correlations among the items, thus
suggesting that the PCA is appropriate. We then run the PCA on the whole sample
and find that these six items can be merged into one factor with an eigenvalue greater
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Table 3 Principal components
analysis Variables (1)

Loadings

1. Decision-making: shopping 0.207

2. Decision-making: durables 0.507

3. Decision-making: borrowing money 0.528

4. Decision-making: savings 0.493

5. Decision-making: general 0.418

6. Decision-making: leisure, own cons 0.060

Bartlett sphericity test p-value < 0.001

KMO 0.693

Variance explained 0.317

Eigenvalue 1.899

Observations 19,439

The sample (EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions module) is
restricted to households formed by (married or unmarried) working
spouses. Other components do not have associated eigenvalues greater
than 1 at statistically significant levels

than unity at standard levels.13 We find a second factor for which the point estimate
of the eigenvalue is greater than unity, but following Molina et al. (2023), we discard
it, since the 95% confidence interval for the eigenvalue includes value 1 (see Fig. 2 in
the Appendix).

Table 3 shows the main statistics of the PCA analysis, as well as the factor loadings
used tomerge the six survey items into a single IDM index. Given that every coefficient
is estimated to be positive,we conclude that the interpretation of this index is equivalent
to the interpretation of the single survey items; in otherwords, positive values represent
households in which the wife has more bargaining power in intrahousehold decisions,
in general terms, whereas negative values indicate that the husband has more power,
and values close to zero represent households in which decisions are equally balanced
between husbands and wives.

Figure 1 shows box plots of the IDM index, for each of the countries in the sample,
showing the median values of the index, interquartile ranges, and whiskers (i.e., the
first quartile minus 1.5 times the interquartile range, and the third quartile plus 1.5
times the interquartile range). Figure 1 then allows us to explore how the index varies
within countries. We show that the index has significant variability in France and
Luxembourg, suggesting that intrahousehold decisions are quite heterogeneous across
households in those countries. Conversely, variability is small in the Czech Republic,
Germany, Poland, and Spain, suggesting smaller heterogeneity in how the IDM index
varies across households in those countries.

13 Given that we want an index that represents the bargaining power of wives in IDM, it is important to note
that running a PCA for every individual country would prevent us from studying country differences, as all
computed factors would have zero mean. Since studying country differences is among our main objectives,
we therefore compute the PCA for the whole sample, though we checked that analysis at the country level
provided similar results (i.e., a similar derived factor).
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Fig. 1 Distribution of IDM. Note: The sample (EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions module) is restricted
to households formed by (married or unmarried) working spouses. The represented variable (the IDM index)
is a standardized factor; negative values represent the husband being prevalent in intrahousehold decisions;
positive values represent the wife being prevalent in intrahousehold decisions; zero values represent a
balance between husbands and wives in IDM

4 Descriptive evidence

We now compute Pearson pairwise correlation coefficients, and the associated statis-
tical significance, of demographics on one hand, and the IDM index that represents
the power of the wife in household decisions on the other. Results are shown in Table
4, for each of the countries in the sample, while Table 9 in the Appendix shows corre-
lations for the full sample. Husbands’ age is positively correlated with the IDM index
in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Poland, and Spain, while in France the cor-
relation is negative. The age of the wife is positively correlated with the index in the
Czech Republic, Estonia, Poland, and Spain. Regarding education, one generalized
result is that the education of the husband is negatively correlated with the IDM index,
as we estimate positive correlation coefficients between lower education levels and
the index in the Czech Republic, Estonia, France, Germany, Italy, Poland, and Spain.
Negative correlates are associated with University education in the same countries,
and in Luxembourg. Conversely, the education level of the wife is correlated with the
IDM index more heterogeneously.
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For spouses’ labor attributes and wages, husbands’ self−employment status (rela-
tive to being an employee) is correlated with reduced IDM index values in the Czech
Republic, France, Greece, and Poland. The self−employment status of the wife, how-
ever, seems not to be correlated with the index. Husbands’ higher wages are correlated
with decreased bargaining power of wives in intrahousehold decisions in the Czech
Republic, Estonia, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Poland, and Spain. Con-
versely, the raw correlation between wives’ wages and the IDM index is positive and
significant in France, Germany, Italy, and Luxembourg. In Poland and Spain, this cor-
relation is negative and significant. Regarding household composition and disposable
income, Table 4 shows that wives have, on average, more power in IDM in Bulgaria,
but less in Germany. The number of kids is positively correlated with the index in
the Czech Republic, Poland, and Spain, and the same is estimated for the number of
family unit members. Household disposable income, on the other hand, is negatively
correlated with the index in Estonia, Germany, Italy, and Poland.

5 Empirical strategy

Despite that the raw correlations analysis shown in Table 4 may serve as a first step
in the analysis of IDM and household characteristics, in the previous analysis we
do not control for other factors that may affect these relationships (Gimenez−Nadal,
Molina and Velilla, 2018). To partially address this limitation, we now analyze these
relationships, net of the effect of other socio−demographic characteristics. In doing
so, for each household j in country c, we estimate the following equation:

μ jc � β0 + βh Xhjc + βw Xw jc + β f X f jc + δc + ε jc (1)

where μ jc represents the IDM in household j in country c, Xhjc is a vector of
socio−demographics of the husband in household j of country c (including age, edu-
cation, self-employment status, andwage rate), Xw jc is a vector of socio-demographics
for the wife (including self-employment status, and wage rate), and X f jc is a vector
of household characteristics (i.e., spouses’ age and education gap, whether the couple
is married, the number of kids, the family size, and household disposable income).14

Parameter δc represents country fixed effects, and ε jc is the error term. Estimates
of Eq. (1) include robust standard errors clustered at the country level, and original
household weights provided by the EU-SILC are used. For spouses’ education, we
consider basic education as the reference category. We also include country dummies,
considering Bulgaria as the reference country.

Equation (1) is estimated using OLS for the whole sample. Country fixed effects
partially capture potential differences across countries, such as systematic differences
inwages, education levels, or rates of self-employment, in addition to cultural and iden-
tity differences. Furthermore, coefficients associated with country dummies in these

14 We control for spouses’ age and education gap, instead of including wives’ age and education, as gaps
may be more informative. We also estimate equations including non-linear (quadratic) terms of ages and
wage rates. However, these quadratic terms are not statistically significant. As a consequence, we retain
only the linear components for simplicity.
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1068 J. C. Campaña et al.

pooled estimates allow us to compare countries in terms of intrahousehold bargaining
power, net of husband, wife, and household observable characteristics. Nevertheless,
pooled estimatesmay suffer frombias arising frompotential different behaviors among
economies, and therefore results may not be representative for certain countries. We
also estimate Eq. (1) separately for the subsamples of households residing in each of
the analyzed countries. These cross-country estimates omit country fixed effects.

6 Results

6.1 Pooled results

Table 5 shows estimates of Eq. (1) for the whole sample, including the full set of
regressors. It is important to note that several correlations estimated in Table 4 differ
from the conditional correlations estimated in Table 5. This strongly suggests that
considering the full set of male, female, and household attributes is required to capture
the conditional correlation between the considered regressors and the IDM index that
represents the bargaining power of wives in household decisions, net of observable
characteristics.

The results show negative coefficients associated with husbands’ University edu-
cation, self-employment status, and wage rate. This indicates that wives of older and
highly educated husbands, of self-employed husbands, and of husbands with high
wages, have relatively less power in IDM than do wives of younger, less-educated and
employee husbands, who have lower wages. On the other hand, the coefficients asso-
ciated with wives’ self-employment status is not statistically significant at standard
levels, but wives who earn more have more power in IDM, relative to wives with lower
wages. Furthermore, in couples in which the husband (wife) is comparatively older
than the wife (husband), he (she) has more power in household decisions than in simi-
lar couples in which spouses’ age gap is smaller. This indicates that the oldest partner
has more power in IDM processes. Similarly, the coefficient associated with spouses’
education gap is negative and highly significant. Then, the partner with the highest
level of education (relative to the other partner) has more power in intrahousehold
decisions. Coefficients associated with household composition seem not to be statis-
tically significant at standard levels, and household disposable income is correlated
with increased bargaining power of wives. These results are consistent with several
theories of intrahousehold bargaining power, such as the collective model (Chiappori
1988, 1992), market models (Grossbard-Shechtman and Neuman 1988; Grossbard-
Shechtman, 1993), and labor supply life-cycle models (Blundell et al. 2016), among
others.

Coefficients associatedwith country dummies (i.e., country fixed effects) are shown
in Table 10, indicating those countries where wives havemore intrahousehold bargain-
ing power, net of demographics of the husband, the wife, and the household. Estimates
are in line with descriptive results shown in Fig. 1. Spain and Poland are countries
wherewives have comparativelymore power in IDMprocesses, followed by the Czech
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Table 5 Main estimates
Variables (1)

Pooled estimates

Husband variables

Age 0.002

(0.002)

Secondary ed −0.057

(0.048)

University ed −0.188***

(0.058)

Self−employed −0.176***

(0.048)

Wage rate −0.014***

(0.003)

Wife variables

Self-employed 0.020

(0.050)

Wage rate 0.007***

(0.003)

Family variables

Spouses’ age gap −0.012***

(0.004)

Spouses’ education gap −0.062**

(0.026)

Married couple −0.059

(0.049)

Number of kids 0.050

(0.073)

Family size −0.027

(0.072)

Disposable income 0.004**

(0.001)

Constant 0.039

(0.182)

Country fixed effects Yes

Republic. Contrarily, Italy is the country where wives have a relatively lower power
in intrahousehold decisions. Estimates for individual decision-making survey items
are shown in Table 11 in the Appendix, and results are robust to the main estimates
shown in Table 5.
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Table 5 (continued)
Variables (1)

Pooled estimates

N. households 19,439

R-squared 0.023

Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the country level.
The sample (EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions module) is
restricted to households formed by (married or unmarried) working
spouses. The dependent variable is the IDM index. Country fixed
effects’ coefficients are shown in Table 10 in the Appendix
*** Significant at the 99% level; ** significant at the 95% level;
* significant at the 90% level

6.2 Results by country

Table 6 presents country-specific estimates for Eq. (1). In Column (1), the estimates
pertain to Bulgarian households, indicating positive conditional correlations between
the IDM index and husbands’ age. A negative relationship is observed between the
index and the education gap among spouses, suggesting that more educated wives
hold greater power in terms of IDM compared to less-educated wives. Wage rates
and household composition, however, show no statistical significance at standard lev-
els. The findings imply that, among Bulgarian couples, intrahousehold decisions are
primarily influenced by education levels and age rather than wages and household
composition.

Column (2) pertains to the Czech Republic. The husband’s age positively correlates
with the IDM index,while his self−employment status andwage rate exhibit a negative
correlation. This suggests that wives of young, self-employed, and well-paid husbands
possess less power in intrahousehold decisions. Labor attributes of wives show no
statistical significance, but age gaps and education gaps exhibit a negative correlation
with the index. This indicates that relatively older andmore educated wives, compared
to their husbands, have greater power in intrahousehold decisions. Other household-
level attributes do not exhibit statistical significance.

Column (3) applies to Estonia, but none of the coefficients display statistical sig-
nificance at standard levels. The only significant coefficient (at the 10% level) pertains
to the husband’s age, suggesting that older husbands have slightly less power in intra-
household decisions compared to younger husbands. This implies that spousal age,
education, employment outcomes, and household composition have limited influence
on power allocation for intrahousehold decisions in this country.

The results for Romania, in Column (10), align with those of Estonia. Further
research should focus on exploring other characteristics that shape intrahousehold
bargaining power in decision-making within these countries, such as national and
regional laws affecting divorce, parental leave, child custody, culture and identity, sex
ratios, or inheritances.
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Column (4) shows results for France, indicating that self-employed husbands and
husbands with higher wages possess relatively more power in intrahousehold deci-
sions compared to employee husbands and husbands with lower wages. Likewise,
wives with higher wages exhibit more power in intrahousehold decisions compared to
those with lower wages. These results are close to conclusions by Donni and Moreau
(2007) in a collective setting. Age and education gaps display significance at the 10%
level, suggesting that greater age gaps and husbands’ comparatively higher education
contribute to the husband’s power in intrahousehold decisions. However, household
composition and household disposable income do not have statistical significance at
standard levels.

Column (5) presents estimates for households in Germany, which are very similar
to the results for France, with the exception that husband’s self-employment status
is not statistically significant in Germany. The remaining results in Germany align
qualitatively with those of France.

In Greece (Column 6), when the husband has secondary education (but not a univer-
sity degree), the wife holds relatively more power in intrahousehold decisions, while
husband’s self-employment status and wages do not exhibit statistical significance at
standard levels. The labor conditions of the wife also do not display statistical sig-
nificance. However, when the wife is relatively more educated than the husband, she
possesses more power in intrahousehold decisions, with a negative and significant
coefficient associated with the spouses’ education gap at the 10% level. Conversely,
husbands possess more power in intrahousehold decisions among legally married cou-
ples compared to unmarried couples.

Column (7) presents results for Italy. Variables associated with male character-
istics indicate that husbands with only secondary education possess less power in
intrahousehold decisions, while wives with higher wages possess more power. The
remaining coefficients do not exhibit statistical significance at standard levels, sug-
gesting that intrahousehold decisions in Italy are not strongly influenced by individual
and household characteristics. This is in contrast to Chiuri’s (2000) findings, indicating
that age, education, and the presence of children are significant factors in determining
intrahousehold decisions.

Estimates for Luxembourg are displayed in Column (8). The IDM index is found to
benegatively correlatedwith husbands’wage rates,while other husband characteristics
do not display statistical significance at standard levels. Self-employed wives are
estimated to possess less power in intrahousehold decisions compared to employee
wives, although wife wages do not have statistical significance. Larger age gaps in
couples are associated with a decreased role of the wife in intrahousehold decisions,
but the remaining household characteristics do not have statistical significance at
standard levels. Further research is needed to examine whether other attributes, such
as regional differences or local laws, correlate with intrahousehold decisions in Italy
and Luxembourg.

Results for Poland are shown in Column (9), indicating that the IDM index is pri-
marily related to husband attributes rather than wife or household characteristics. The
estimates suggest that more educated husbands possess more power in intrahouse-
hold decisions compared to less educated husbands. Self-employed husbands also
possess more power compared to employee husbands in intrahousehold decisions.
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Conversely, husband wages do not exhibit a statistically significant relationship with
the IDM index.

Finally, Column (11) presents estimated coefficients for Spanish families. Husband
age is positively correlated with the index, while higher-educated husbands possess
more power in intrahousehold decisions than less-educated husbands. Husband self-
employment status does not have statistical significance, but husband wages exhibit a
negative relationship with the index, indicating that well-paid husbands in Spain pos-
sess more power in household decisions compared to poorly-paid husbands (Crespo
2009; Velilla 2020). Wife self-employment status and wage rates do not exhibit a sta-
tistically significant relationship with the index. However, the education gap suggests
that higher education gaps correlate with increased values of the index (in line with
Crespo 2009), while the number of children and household disposable income also
exhibit a positive correlation with the index, representing the power of the wife in
household decisions.

In conclusion, the estimates in Table 6 highlight the heterogeneity in the allocation
of intrahousehold bargaining power for decision-making among the analyzed coun-
tries. The findings indicate that characteristics associated with improved employment
outcomes for a spouse, such as older age, higher education, higher earnings, or non-
labor income, tend to correlate with greater bargaining power within the household.
However, it is crucial for policymakers to consider that measures aimed at reduc-
ing intrahousehold gender inequality may have varying effects in different countries.
Additionally, the results emphasize the prevalent role of husbands in European house-
holds.

Future research should delve into the potential pathways and cultural elements that
contribute to these associations. For example, the examination of institutional factors
like public spending on families or the availability ofmaternity and paternity paid leave
could be important in understanding intrahousehold decision-making (Campaña et al.
2023). Moreover, cross-country variations could be explained by distinct cultural and
social values, as societal norms play a role in shaping perspectives on topics such as
women’s participation in the labor market or gender roles within households (Sevilla-
Sanz 2010; Campaña et al. 2023). Additionally, religiosity may offer insights into
country differences, as it influences household decision-making (Yang et al. 2019),
and could potentially impact intrahousehold decision-making as well.

6.3 Bargaining power and national characteristics

Tables 5 and 6 examine the relationship between individual characteristics and the IDM
index, accounting for country fixed effects. Prior theoretical studies have explored
how various country characteristics influence intrahousehold decisions, by examining
their impact on observed household behaviors, such as consumption, labor supply,
leisure, andunpaidwork.These country-level characteristics encompass factors related
to distribution, laws, and other variables. For instance, several studies have linked
observed household behaviors (and therefore intrahousehold decisions indirectly) to
gender ratios and divorce laws. Other country characteristics that affect household
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decision-making include conditional cash transfer programs, parental leave policies,
women’s political participation, and the economic cycle.

In this study, we investigate how the IDM index correlates with a set of country
characteristics. We estimate Eq. (1) while replacing country fixed effects with a vec-
tor of country characteristics. These include the gender ratio, divorce rates, male and
female employment rates, the percentage of women in managerial positions, the per-
centage of women in parliaments, and countries’ real GDP growth. The gender ratio
is calculated as the number of females divided by the number of males in each country
and age cohort (15–24 years, 25–39 years, 40–59 years, and 60 + years), using data
from online Eurostat Tables. Divorce rates are derived from Eurostat’s divorce indica-
tors, showing the number of divorces per 100 marriages in each country. Employment
rates, disaggregated by gender, are obtained from online Eurostat data and indicate the
percentage of the working-age population that is employed. The share of females in
managerial positions is defined based on Eurostat’s Labor Force Survey Tables, while
the share of women in parliament is determined using data from the European Institute
for Gender Equality, representing the percentage of seats held by women in national
parliaments and governments. Real GDP growth rates are sourced from Eurostat’s
online databases. As these characteristics vary only among countries and not within
countries (due to the limited time variation in the EU-SILC sample, which is limited
to the year 2010), the analysis is conducted using pooled sample estimates.

Table 7 presents estimates of the country-level coefficients, while Table 12 in
the Appendix displays estimates of spouses’ attributes and household demographics,
which remain robust to the presence of either countryfixed effects or country-level vari-
ables. All country factors are included simultaneously, although one-by-one inclusion
is available upon request. The results indicate that gender ratios exhibit a positive and
statistically significant correlation with the IDM index. These findings align with the
conclusions drawn by Amuedo-Dorantes and Grossbard (2007) and Haddad (2015),
although those studies observe the effects through household labor supply behaviors.
Divorce rates demonstrate a positive association with the index, while female labor
participation displays a negative correlation. These results are consistent with Voena’s
(2015) findings that divorce influences intrahousehold decision-making related to
resource allocations, as well as Shibata et al.’s (2020) discovery that women’s fear of
divorce is linked to reduced power in such decision-making. Of the variables related
to women’s status, only the coefficient associated with the representation of women
in parliaments shows statistical significance, indicating a positive correlation with the
IDM index. This result aligns with several studies that have established a relation-
ship between social norms surrounding women and their observed behaviors (e.g.,
Maden and Schneebaum, 2013; Lanau and Fifita 2020; Campaña et al. 2023), which
may reflect intrahousehold decision-making. However, there is no correlation between
GDP growth and the IDM index.

The estimates presented in Table 7 lead to several conclusions. They provide
evidence of a correlation betweengendere ratios and the power dynamics in intrahouse-
hold decisions. Specifically, in country and age cohorts where females outnumber
males,wives tend to possessmore power in intrahousehold decisions. This finding con-
trasts with marriage market theories that assume lower gender ratios would increase
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Table 7 Estimates including
national indices Variables (1)

Gender ratio 1.158**

(0.490)

Divorce rate 0.010***

(0.002)

Male employment rate 0.001

(0.008)

Female employment rate −0.011*

(0.006)

Share of women managers −0.010

(0.011)

Share of women in parliaments 0.013***

(0.002)

Real GDP growth rate −0.007

(0.007)

Constant −0.751

(0.780)

Husband variables Yes

Wife variables Yes

Family variables Yes

N. households 19,439

R-squared 0.023

Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the country level.
The sample (EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions module) is
restricted to households formed by (married or unmarried) working
spouses. The dependent variable is the IDM index. Additional esti-
mates shown in Table 12 in the Appendix
*** Significant at the 99% level; ** significant at the 95% level;
* significant at the 90% level

wives’ power in the household. Further research utilizing more detailed informa-
tion, such as gender ratios defined by region rather than country, could shed light on
this divergence. Estimates related to divorce rates suggest that societies with higher
divorce rates tend to empower women more in intrahousehold decisions compared
to more traditional societies with lower divorce rates. Moreover, the estimates con-
cerning employment rates indicate that in countries with higher female employment
rates, husbands generally hold more power in intrahousehold decisions, compared to
countries with lower female employment rates. This counterintuitive result may be
attributed to the specific survey items included in the EU-SILC survey, which only
capture intrahousehold decisions pertaining to time use and expenditure. Further anal-
yses exploring different dimensions of intrahousehold decisions can help address this
point. Finally, the estimates suggest that female participation in politics, a measure of
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cultural and social norms (Campaña et al. 2018), is correlated with greater power for
wives in intrahousehold decisions.

6.4 Robustness checks and additional results

An important note is that all the results shown previously are based on a factor derived
from a series of survey items responded to by wives in interviewed households. Thus,
the results may, crucially, depend on the definitions of those factors. In that con-
text, we have run three additional analyses, which serve as robustness checks for the
empirical results. Details are shown in Appendix B. First, our baseline codification
of survey items assumes that wife’s solo decision-making relates to more power in
intrahousehold decisions. However, it may be that joint decisions also relate to egal-
itarian couples and a larger role of the wife in household decisions. Then, we have
re-done the empirical analysis using an alternative codification of survey items, which
takes value 1 if the wife participates in the respective decision-making, or value 0 if
only the husband participates in said decision-making. Second, our baseline analysis
is based on wife responses to survey items, but it may be the case that wife and hus-
band responses differ, and that discrepancies may produce different results. To tackle
a potential source of bias, we re-do the analysis but using husband responses to survey
items (coded as in the baseline). Third, the sample for the main analysis is restricted
to households in which both spouses report positive hours of work (since one of the
main demographics we include in the analysis is wage rates, which are not defined for
non-working individuals). However, that sample requirement excludes an important
household outcome, i.e., who gets to work. We tackle that by re-doing the analysis to
include all households (and estimating a first-stage wage equation to predict wages
and address missing wages for non-working individuals).15

Table 14 shows details of the PCA analysis using the three alternative definitions
for the IDM index. Column (1) focuses on the alternative recodification of dummies;
Column (2) shows results for husband responses to survey items; and Column (3)
shows results for the sample including non-working couples. All the factor loadings
are qualitatively similar to the main results in Table 3, and KMOmeasures and Bartlett
test p-values also remain quantitatively similar and point to the appropriateness of the
PCA. Furthermore, in all three alternative approaches, we find one single factor with
an eigenvalue greater than unity. Table 15 shows the correlation matrix between the
baseline and all three additional approaches to the intrahousehold bargaining power
index. Correlations are all positive and highly significant, indicating that the four
indices are highly correlated.

15 Summary statistics of all couples, including non-working individuals, are shown in Table 13 inAppendix
B; the wage equation predicts wage rates in terms of a second-order polynomial on age, education, self-
employment status, marital status, household size, number of children, country, and year non-linear effects,
and interactions between country dummies and the remaining variables.
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Finally, Table 16 in Appendix B shows pooled estimates (with country fixed effects,
and with the national indices) for the alternative approaches to the IDM index. In gen-
eral terms, and despite small differences, results remain robust. The most notable
differences emerge in terms of the national indices, suggesting that the way in which
these variables correlate with intrahousehold decisions is more sensitive to the defini-
tion of the latter than the individual attributes. In summary, the correlations between
spouses’ education, self-employment status and wages, and spouses’ age and educa-
tion gaps remain qualitative and quantitatively similar. Furthermore, results for the
sample including non-working spouses indicate that a working partner has relatively
more power in intrahousehold decisions than a similar non-working partner. Tables 17,
18, and 19 show by-country estimates on the three alternative approaches, respectively,
and the results remain qualitatively similar to the baseline case.16

7 Conclusions

This paper explores the shifters and underlying forces in intrahousehold decision-
making, using data from the 2010 special module on Intrahousehold Sharing of
Resources of the EU-SILC database, for Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia,
France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Poland, Romania, and Spain. Using
information reported by households on how intrahousehold decisions are taken, and
who has the most power in such decisions, we first construct an overall IDM index that
represents wives’ power in household decisions, relative to the power of husbands.
This is the first direct empirical analysis of IDM in a cross-country setting, comple-
menting prior research that has focused on single countries. The paper also studies
the determinants of IDM, finding that the wife’s favorable conditions, such as higher
education, and higher wages, relative to the husband’s, are correlated with increases
in her power in household decisions. We also find country differences in how wife,
husband, and household characteristics relate to IDM. Our results suggest that the
IDM is correlated with certain country characteristics, such as gender ratios, divorce
rates, employment levels, and the participation of women in Politics.

The analysis has certain limitations. First, the data is cross-sectional, and therefore
the analysis is limited to the estimation of conditional correlations, as it is subject
to potential endogeneity, reverse causality, and unobserved heterogeneity. Thus, the
results should not be interpreted as causal links. Furthermore, intrahousehold bargain-
ing power and IDM processes are, by definition, unobservable, and when we define
an index for IDM from specific survey items, we cannot determine the accuracy of

16 We have conducted two additional robustness checks to assess the sensitivity of our results to the
reliability of answers on intrahousehold decision survey questions and the presence of missing answers.
First, we examine the similarity of answers between husbands andwives, finding that responses are similar in
approximately 80%of households across all analyzed countries, except France (although similar conclusions
are obtainedwhen studying husbands’ responses). Secondly, we analyzed the percentage ofmissing answers
on decision-making items. Notably, only France and Poland surpassed Eurostat’s cutoff of 7% for missing
answers (see Table 20 in the Appendix). Excluding France, as well as France and Poland, from the main
analyses yielded robust conclusions.
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the index. For instance, the survey items focus on decisions related to expenditures
and time use, but ignore other dimensions of household decisions, such as allocation
of resources. Relatedly, the index is defined from a PCA, and is a standardized mea-
sure. As a consequence, the interpretation of the empirical results is unclear from a
quantitative perspective. In other words, although the analysis allows us to identify
which characteristics relate to increased or decreased roles of partners in intrahouse-
hold decisions, we cannot draw conclusions in terms of how a certain increase in a
given characteristic translates into a specific number of wives achieving equal power
in household decisions. In addition, the availability of information for the bargain-
ing power index is limited to the 2010 wave of the data, and so we cannot provide an
analysis of trends in intrahousehold bargaining power. Finally, the European Commis-
sion’s report (2010) highlights that Eurostat’s implementation of the special module
is subject to variations in question wording, missing values, and the reliability of
answers across different countries. Consequently, it is important to acknowledge that
any cross-country differences and results derived from the data may be influenced by
biases arising from these limitations.

Despite these limitations, certain conclusions can be drawn. First, to the best of our
knowledge, we provide the first direct analysis of IDM in a group of European coun-
tries, rather than focusing on a single-country analysis. Results complement certain
theories of intrahousehold decisions from a range of perspectives through household-
observed behaviors (e.g., consumption or labor supply), and our estimates are in line
with the predictions of these theories. Second, the results indicate that in some coun-
tries a potential source of inequality may arise from intrahousehold issues (Chiappori
and Meghir 2015), but that inequality differs across economies. For instance, Greece
and Italy appear to be the countries in which wives have comparatively less power in
household decisions, and thus intrahousehold inequality could be especially important
in those countries, compared to other countries, like Spain and Poland, where wives
have comparatively more power in household decisions. Planners should consider the
results of this paper, since they could help in addressing specific policies, such as cash
transfers, education, and self-employment promotion policies, or schemes aimed at
addressing poverty.
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Appendix A: additional results

See Fig. 2 and Tables 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12.

Fig. 2 Scree plot of eigenvalues after PCA. Note: The sample (EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions
module) is restricted to households formed by (married or unmarried) working spouses
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Table 9 Correlations for the full
sample Variables Correlation p-value

Husband variables

Age 0.001 (0.847)

Basic ed 0.037 (< 0.001)

Secondary ed 0.017 (0.014)

University ed −0.050 (< 0.001)

Self−employed −0.031 (< 0.001)

Wage rate −0.060 (< 0.001)

Wife variables

Age 0.019 (0.007)

Basic ed −0.015 (0.031)

Secondary ed 0.016 (0.024)

University ed −0.004 (0.496)

Self−employed −0.014 (0.041)

Wage rate 0.008 (0.213)

Family variables

Married couple −0.011 (0.097)

Number of kids 0.022 (0.001)

Family size 0.022 (0.001)

Disposable income −0.026 (< 0.001)

N. households 19,439

The sample (EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions module) is
restricted to households formed by (married or unmarried) working
spouses. T−type test p−values in parentheses
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Table 10 Additional estimates:
country fixed effects Variables (1)

Pooled estimates

Country fixed effects

Czech republic 0.096**

(0.042)

Estonia 0.097

(0.061)

France 0.074

(0.077)

Germany 0.059

(0.052)

Greece 0.011

(0.071)

Italy −0.148**

(0.059)

Luxembourg 0.061

(0.104)

Poland 0.229***

(0.048)

Romania 0.056

(0.056)

Spain 0.225***

(0.051)

Constant 0.039

(0.182)

Husband variables Yes

Wife variables Yes

Family variables Yes

N. households 19,439

R-squared 0.023

Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the country level.
The sample (EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions module) is
restricted to households formed by (married or unmarried) working
spouses. The dependent variable is the IDM index. The reference coun-
try is Bulgaria
*** Significant at the 99% level; ** significant at the 95% level;
* significant at the 90% level

123



1084 J. C. Campaña et al.

Ta
bl
e
11

E
st
im

at
es

on
ID

M
ite
m
s

V
ar
ia
bl
es

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

It
em

1
It
em

2
It
em

3
It
em

4
It
em

5
It
em

6

Sh
op

pi
ng

D
ur
ab
le
s

M
on

ey
Sa
vi
ng

s
G
en
er
al

L
ei
su
re

H
us

ba
nd

va
ri

ab
le

s

A
ge

0.
00

0
0.
00

1*
*

0.
00

0
−0

.0
00

−0
.0
00

0.
00

1*
**

(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
00

)
(0
.0
00

)
(0
.0
00

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)

Se
co
nd
ar
y
ed

−0
.0
58

**
*

−0
.0
09

−0
.0
14

−0
.0
11

0.
01

2
0.
09

6*
**

(0
.0
18

)
(0
.0
11

)
(0
.0
09

)
(0
.0
09

)
(0
.0
13

)
(0
.0
16

)

U
ni
ve
rs
ity

ed
−0

.1
07

**
*

−0
.0
28

**
−0

.0
26

**
−0

.0
36

**
*

−0
.0
11

0.
14

3*
**

(0
.0
22

)
(0
.0
14

)
(0
.0
12

)
(0
.0
12

)
(0
.0
16

)
(0
.0
19

)

Se
lf
−e

m
pl
oy
ed

0.
06

2*
**

−0
.0
15

−0
.0
44

**
*

−0
.0
27

**
*

−0
.0
45

**
*

0.
00

2

(0
.0
18

)
(0
.0
11

)
(0
.0
10

)
(0
.0
10

)
(0
.0
14

)
(0
.0
17

)

W
ag
e
ra
te

0.
00

1
−0

.0
02

**
*

−0
.0
03

**
*

−0
.0
03

**
*

−0
.0
02

**
−0

.0
01

(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)

W
if

e
va

ri
ab

le
s

Se
lf
−e

m
pl
oy
ed

−0
.0
32

0.
00

7
0.
00

6
0.
01

4
−0

.0
12

−0
.0
10

(0
.0
21

)
(0
.0
12

)
(0
.0
11

)
(0
.0
11

)
(0
.0
14

)
(0
.0
19

)

W
ag
e
ra
te

−0
.0
03

**
*

−0
.0
00

0.
00

2*
**

0.
00

2*
**

0.
00

1
0.
00

2*
**

(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)

Fa
m

il
y

va
ri

ab
le

s

Sp
ou
se
s’
ag
e
ga
p

−0
.0
03

*
−0

.0
03

**
*

−0
.0
01

−0
.0
01

−0
.0
01

−0
.0
02

(0
.0
02

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
01

)

123



The shifters of intrahousehold decision-making in European countries 1085

Ta
bl
e
11

(c
on

tin
ue
d)

V
ar
ia
bl
es

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

It
em

1
It
em

2
It
em

3
It
em

4
It
em

5
It
em

6

Sh
op

pi
ng

D
ur
ab
le
s

M
on

ey
Sa
vi
ng

s
G
en
er
al

L
ei
su
re

Sp
ou
se
s’
ed
u.
ga
p

0.
01
1

−0
.0
03

−0
.0
13

**
−0

.0
08

−0
.0
19

**
*

−0
.0
41

**
*

(0
.0
10

)
(0
.0
06

)
(0
.0
05

)
(0
.0
05

)
(0
.0
07

)
(0
.0
08

)

M
ar
ri
ed

co
up

le
0.
08

5*
**

−0
.0
08

−0
.0
30

**
*

−0
.0
14

0.
00

6
−0

.0
26

**

(0
.0
18

)
(0
.0
12

)
(0
.0
10

)
(0
.0
10

)
(0
.0
13

)
(0
.0
12

)

N
um

be
r
of

ki
ds

0.
04

2
0.
02

2
0.
00

3
−0

.0
08

0.
00

4
0.
05

0

(0
.0
55

)
(0
.0
29

)
(0
.0
14

)
(0
.0
12

)
(0
.0
26

)
(0
.0
41

)

Fa
m
ily

si
ze

−0
.0
23

−0
.0
16

−0
.0
01

0.
01

0
−0

.0
02

−0
.0
75

*

(0
.0
55

)
(0
.0
28

)
(0
.0
14

)
(0
.0
11

)
(0
.0
25

)
(0
.0
41

)

D
is
po

sa
bl
e
in
co
m
e

0.
00

1*
*

0.
00

1*
**

0.
00

0
0.
00

0
0.
00

0
0.
00

2*
**

(0
.0
00

)
(0
.0
00

)
(0
.0
00

)
(0
.0
00

)
(0
.0
00

)
(0
.0
00

)

C
on

st
an
t

0.
43

8*
**

−0
.0
07

0.
01

0
0.
03

0
−0

.0
06

0.
42

6*
**

(0
.1
19

)
(0
.0
62

)
(0
.0
35

)
(0
.0
32

)
(0
.0
57

)
(0
.0
89

)

C
ou
nt
ry

fix
ed

ef
fe
ct
s

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

Y
es

N
.h

ou
se
ho

ld
s

19
,4
39

19
,4
39

19
,4
39

19
,4
39

19
,4
39

19
,4
39

R
-s
qu

ar
ed

0.
04

3
0.
02

0
0.
01

7
0.
01

5
0.
01

5
0.
20

8

R
ob
us
t
st
an
da
rd

er
ro
rs

in
pa
re
nt
he
se
s,
cl
us
te
re
d
at

th
e
co
un
tr
y
le
ve
l.
T
he

sa
m
pl
e
(E
U
SI
L
C
20

10
in
tr
ah
ou

se
ho

ld
de
ci
si
on

s
m
od

ul
e)

is
re
st
ri
ct
ed

to
ho

us
eh
ol
ds

fo
rm

ed
by

(m
ar
ri
ed

or
un

m
ar
ri
ed
)
w
or
ki
ng

sp
ou

se
s.
T
he

de
pe
nd

en
tv
ar
ia
bl
es

ar
e
su
rv
ey

ite
m
s
on

ID
M
:d

ec
is
io
n-
m
ak
in
g
on

no
n-
du

ra
bl
es

co
ns
um

pt
io
n
in

C
ol
um

n
(1
);
de
ci
si
on

-m
ak
in
g

on
du

ra
bl
es

co
ns
um

pt
io
n
in
C
ol
um

n
(2
);
de
ci
si
on

-m
ak
in
g
on

bo
rr
ow

in
g
an
d
us
e
of

m
on

ey
in
C
ol
um

n
(3
);
de
ci
si
on

-m
ak
in
g
on

sa
vi
ng

s
in
C
ol
um

n
(4
);
ge
ne
ra
ld
ec
is
io
n-
m
ak
in
g

in
C
ol
um

n
(5
);
de
ci
si
on

-m
ak
in
g
on

le
is
ur
e
in

C
ol
um

n
(6
)

**
*
Si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

at
th
e
99

%
le
ve
l;
**

si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

at
th
e
95

%
le
ve
l;
*
si
gn

ifi
ca
nt

at
th
e
90

%
le
ve
l

123



1086 J. C. Campaña et al.

Table 12 Estimates including
national indices: additional
coefficients

Variables (1)

Husband variables

Age −0.000

(0.002)

Secondary ed −0.057

(0.048)

University ed −0.190***

(0.058)

Self−employed −0.173***

(0.048)

Wage rate −0.014***

(0.003)

Wife variables

Self-employed 0.018

(0.050)

Wage rate 0.007***

(0.003)

Family variables

Spouses’ age gap −0.012***

(0.004)

Spouses’ edu. gap −0.061**

(0.026)

Married couple −0.050

(0.051)

Number of kids 0.043

(0.074)

Family size −0.019

(0.072)

Disposable income 0.003**

(0.001)

Constant −0.751

(0.780)

Indices Yes

N. households 19,439

R-squared 0.023

Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the country level.
The sample (EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions module) is
restricted to households formed by (married or unmarried) working
spouses. The dependent variable is the IDM index
*** Significant at the 99% level;
** significant at the 95% level; * significant at the 90% level
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Appendix B: additional PCA results

See Tables 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20.

Table 13 Summary statistics
including non-working couples Variables Mean St. Dev

Husband variables

Age 46.607 10.531

Basic ed 0.257 0.437

Secondary ed 0.463 0.499

University ed 0.280 0.449

Working 0.745 0.436

Self-employed 0.177 0.382

Wage rate (pred.) 12.884 7.329

Wife variables

Age 43.805 10.486

Basic ed 0.268 0.443

Secondary ed 0.467 0.499

University ed 0.265 0.441

Working 0.569 0.495

Self-employed 0.098 0.297

Wage rate (pred.) 9.947 5.650

Family variables

Married couple 0.869 0.338

Number of kids 0.508 0.790

Family size 2.523 0.801

Disposable income 34.320 27.749

N. households 43,490

The sample (EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions module) is
restricted to households formed by (married or unmarried) spouses.
Age is measured in years. Wage rates are predicted in terms of a
second order polynomial on countries, years, education, age, and
self-employment status, and measured in Euros per hour. Disposable
income is measured in Euros per year, divided by 1,000
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Table 14 Alternative PCA analyses

Variables (1) (2) (3)

Alt. def. #1 Alt. def. #2 Alt. def. #3

1. Decision-making: shopping 0.261 0.221 0.239

2. Decision-making: durables 0.512 0.505 0.497

3. Decision-making: borrowing money 0.516 0.526 0.508

4. Decision-making: savings 0.468 0.498 0.487

5. Decision-making: general 0.427 0.412 0.429

6. Decision-making: leisure, own cons 0.050 0.038 0.126

Bartlett sphericity test p-value < 0.001 < 0.001 < 0.001

KMO 0.719 0.704 0.734

Variance explained 0.333 0.321 0.355

Eigenvalue 1.998 1.929 2.127

Observations 19,439 19,439 43,490

The sample (EUSILC2010 intrahousehold decisionsmodule) is restricted to households formed by (married
or unmarried) working spouses. Other components do not have associated eigenvalues greater than 1 at
statistically significant levels. In Alternative definition #1, items are recoded so that they take value 1 if
the wife participates in the decision-making, 0 if only the husband participates. In Alternative definition
#2, items are recoded as in the baseline definition in Table 3, but using husband responses to survey items.
Alternative definition #3 is equivalent to the baseline definition in Table 3, but the sample is not restricted
to working spouses, i.e., the sample includes non-working husbands and wives

Table 15 Correlation matrix of IDM definitions

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Baseline def Alt. def. #1 Alt. def. #2 Alt. def. #3

Baseline definition 1.000 – – –

Alternative definition #1 0.721*** 1.000 - –

Alternative definition #2 0.730*** 0.579*** 1.000 –

Alternative definition #3 0.998*** 0.717*** 0.727*** 1.000

The sample (EUSILC2010 intrahousehold decisionsmodule) is restricted to households formed by (married
or unmarried) spouses. *** Significant at the 99% level; ** significant at the 95% level; * significant at the
90% level
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Table 20 Average similarity and
missing answers Countries (1) (2)

Similarity Missing

Bulgaria 86.3% 0.1%

Czech R 84.0% 0.9%

Estonia 81.0% 0.1%

France 74.4% 16.8%

Germany 78.4% 1.4%

Greece 81.6% < 0.1%

Italy 80.0% < 0.1%

Luxembourg 79.2% 1.4%

Poland 80.1% 7.3%

Romania 87.3% 4.5%

Spain 81.3% 0.1%

The sample (EUSILC 2010 intrahousehold decisions module) is
restricted to households formed by (married or unmarried) spouses.
Similarity is defined as the percent of households in which the hus-
band and the wife provide the same answer. Missing is defined as the
percent of households in which the wife provides a missing answer in
any of the decision-making items
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