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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Chapter 1: Introduction, aims and methods

Background to the research

Whereas past research into poverty and deprivation focused on absolute and relative 
notions of income and material deprivation, more recently there is increasing attention being 
paid to alternative methods for conceptualising and measuring household poverty and 
standards of living. 

One such method is to focus on patterns in household expenditure or ‘spending’. It is argued 
that spending may provide a better picture of long-term material and social deprivation than 
income alone.  Poverty is therefore conceived as the absence of spending on daily living 
commodities (goods and services) for individuals and families.

The theory underpinning such assertion is that over the life course of an individual, incomes 
tend to rise steadily with increasing age until quite late in life, but also that individuals and 
families draw on savings or borrow money from formal and informal sources to ensure that 
their spending is more even or ‘smoothed’ over time.  

Aims of the research

The aims of the project were fourfold:

 To assess the representative and robustness of the Expenditure and Food Survey 
(EFS) sample in Northern Ireland;

 To chart trends and compositions in an expenditure-based definition of poverty by 
household type; 

 To produce an analysis of the impact of differential rates of household inflation by 
household type of poverty;

 To determine the extent to which spending poverty includes constraints on spending 
on items considered ‘necessities’ for a minimum standard of living for households 
with children.

Data and sample

Three years of Expenditure and Food Survey (EFS) (2003-04, 2004-5, 2005-06) household-
level data were combined and the rates of income and spending poverty were explored for: 
different regions in the UK- Great Britain and Northern Ireland; household compositions-
single with children, couples with children, pensioner couples, single pensioners, single no 
children, couple no children (the reference household type for this study); and quintile 
groups- focusing on bottom and top income quintiles.

Equivalisation methods

Household income was deflated to May 2005 using the Retail Prices Index (RPI) and 
household spending was deflated to May 2005 using the Consumer Price Index (CPI). Both 
income and spending were equivalised using the McClements and Modified OECD scales.
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Chapter 2: Representativeness and Robustness of the EFS sample

Over 12,000 households are selected each year for the EFS in Great Britain and over 1,000 
in Northern Ireland. 

 The overall response rate varies from year to year but in 2005-2006 it was 55 per 
cent in Great Britain and 54 per cent in Northern Ireland. 

The EFS was compared with the Family Resources Survey (FRS) on the key characteristic 
which forms the basis of the analysis – household type.  Findings show that: 

 There is a great deal of similarity between the two surveys in the proportion of 
different household types for the UK as a whole for the combined years with wider 
variations for Single Adult and Other household type. 

o This pattern holds true for the comparison between the two samples for Great 
Britain. 

 There are, however, slightly larger differences between the proportions of 
households for the combined years for Northern Ireland. The proportion of Single 
pensioners is slightly higher in the EFS than the FRS and vice versa for Pensioner 
couples. 

o Single adults form a slightly larger group in the EFS than the FRS.

 There are larger variations when comparisons are made by EFS sample year but 
they are within acceptable limits. 

 When household income quintile groups for Great Britain and Northern Ireland are 
compared, there are several household type/quintile combinations for Northern 
Ireland that have very low cell frequencies (less than ‘5’ and several with values of 
‘0’).

 The low frequencies precluded reliable statistical analysis using household type 
disaggregated by quintile group as an independent or predictor measure.  

Chapter 3: Comparisons of household spending and household income

Comparisons of household spending (not equivalised and equivalised) show differences 
between region, household type and income quintile group.

Total spending

 Consumption spending in Northern Ireland differs significantly from that in Great 
Britain but only when household spending is equivalised. 

 Using McClements equivalisation NI households spend roughly £27 less per week 
than their counterparts in GB. 

 Differences decrease to £18 per week when household income is equivalised using 
the Modified OECD scale.
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COICOP category spending

 There are differences in spending between NI and GB in terms of the COICOP 
categories.  

o When household spending is not equivalised Northern Ireland households 
spend more on Food & Non-Alcoholic Beverage, more on Alcoholic 
Beverages and tobacco, substantially more on Clothing and Footwear and on 
Restaurants and Hotels. However, they spend substantially less on Housing, 
Water and Electricity, Transport, and Education.

o When spending is equivalised using McClements or Modified OECD, NI still 
spends more on Clothing and Footwear but spending differences with GB on 
Food & Non-Alcoholic Beverage, Restaurants and Hotels and Communication 
cease to exist.  

Proportional expenditure on COICOP categories

 Over 13 per cent of total spending in Northern Ireland goes on Food & non-Alcoholic 
Beverage compared with 12 per cent in Great Britain, 8 per cent on Clothing and 
footwear compared with 6 per cent in Great Britain. In both countries Transport forms 
the largest item of expenditure in the household budget, it forms 17 per cent in Great 
Britain and 15 per cent in Northern Ireland. 

 Couples without children (the reference household) in NI spend roughly £50 less than 
their counterparts in GB. 

 There is considerable consistency in size and the direction of the difference between 
the reference household and all other household types in GB and NI for most of the 
COICOP items. 

 The two items where there is more variation between GB and NI are Housing, water, 
electricity, gas and other fuels and Transport.  

o NI household types have much smaller differences between themselves and 
the reference household compared with GB and whereas Couples with 
children in GB spend less than the reference household, Couples with 
children in NI spend more on this item. 

 Bottom quintile households in NI spend £5 more on Food and non-alcoholic 
beverages, £9 more on Clothing and footwear, nearly £4 more on Furniture, 
household equipment and maintenance and over £7 more on Restaurants and hotels
than bottom quintile households in GB. Bottom quintile households in NI spend over 
£6 less on Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels and about £1 less on 
Transport. 

 The differences between GB and NI are less marked overall in the top quintile,
except for Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels and Transport where NI top 
quintile households pay £28 and £24 less respectively.
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Common poverty measures

 Comparisons of different types of households in poverty based on different income 
and spending poverty measures show some wide variations depending on the 
measure used.

o The proportion of households in poverty varies between 85 per cent of single 
pensioners in GB to 5 per cent for Couples with children in NI - but there are 
also some consistent patterns. 

o Single pensioners, Single Adults and Lone Parents al l  experience high 
poverty rates across most measures.�

Poverty groupings

When income and spending measures combined into a fivefold multi-dimensional measure 
of poverty, findings show that:

 The overall level of poverty has not changed greatly for GB over the three years but 
there has been a slight decline in overall poverty in Northern Ireland.

 In the category income and spending poor, we find that NI has experienced higher 
overall poverty than GB except in 2005-2006 on the OECD measure when it had less 
overall poverty.��

Spending ‘gaps’

Average ‘spending gaps’ for households with children between the income poor and non-
income poor were calculated. Findings shows that: 

 There are large differences in the total spending between the poor and the non- poor 
for all family types. 

 There are two nations of children in UK divided by their parents spending patterns. 

 There are very real differences in the quality of life of poor and non-poor children, ie. 
their food, their clothes, their educational provision, their play things and their social 
participation are all qualitatively different from children brought up in families who are 
not poor. 

 The divide in the quality of life of poor and non-poor children is not as large for 
Northern Ireland as in Great Britain, but the differences are substantial.  

Housing costs

Although most household expenditure is classified using the COICOP system, it does not 
provide a comprehensive definition of housing-related expenditure. The COICOP categories 
do not include mortgage interest payments, mortgage protection premiums, council tax, 
domestic rates for main residence, council tax, mortgage and insurance for second dwelling. 
Analysis of housing related costs shows that:

 Overall, households in NI spend roughly £20 less on housing related costs than their 
GB counterparts.  



Executive summary

v

o Specifically, Council tax/Domestic rates and Rent payments are significantly 
lower in Northern Ireland.  

 However, analysis also shows that households in NI both above and below the 
income poverty line spend more per week on Fuel and power than households in GB. 

o A Lone parent household below the poverty line spends over 50 per cent of 
their total housing expenditure on Power and Fuel, comparing with 26 per 
cent for a similar family below the poverty line in GB.  

 Equivalisation has a marked impact on housing expenditure for different types of 
household.

Chapter 4: Impact of different RPI/CPI measures and equivalisation on household 
expenditure

 The impact of different RPI/CPI measures and different equivalisation methods has a 
significant impact on household expenditure. 

O Before applying CPI deflation, the expenditure on Clothing and Footwear 
showed little actual change over the period but when it was applied, there 
was over a 10 per cent increase in expenditure on this item. 

O In contrast there was a decline of over 11 per cent in expenditure on Alcoholic 
beverages and tobacco. 

 Equivalisation has only marginal impact on the actual and weighted change in the 
total expenditure. 

O The main changes come about as a result of adjusting for CPI.

 Adjustment by CPI affects household types in different ways. 

o CPI for food and non-alcoholic beverages declined over time for all household 
types, but Couples with children (who likely take advantage of economies of 
scale) increased their weighted expenditure on this item over the period. 

 The largest weighted change in the CPI occurred in relation to Recreation and 
Culture but all household types did not show similar weighted changes in 
expenditure.  

 Regional comparisons of the weighted change in the CPI with changes in weighted 
expenditure for each household type also showed wide variations between 
households. 

o Whereas the weighted CPI for Food and non-alcoholic beverages declined, 
couples with children increased their weighted expenditure in GB and in NI. 

 Weighted change in CPI and the weighted change in COICOP expenditure for the 
United Kingdom as a whole, and for GB and NI and separately, analysed by quintiles, 
again showed wide variations. 
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o While the weighted CPI for the Food and non-alcoholic beverages declined, 
the weighted change in expenditure declined in GB but increased slightly in 
NI in the three years.

Chapter 5: PSNI spending threshold and items/activities lacking

Attempts were made using multiple regression to estimate the total number of items lacking 
for each household type in the EFS based on the Poverty and Social Exclusion Northern 
Ireland data. 

 Mis-specification in approximately 20 per cent of the EFS cases meant that an 
alternative approach based on matching income profiles was used to derive a 
spending poverty threshold based on PSENI data.  

 The closest fit should be between the EFS for 2003-04 and the PSE 2002-03 as the 
survey were carried out only a year apart (and both RPI deflated to May 2005).

Findings show that:

 While there appears to be some fit between the medians for some householder 
types, for example, single pensioners, lone parents and single adults, there are some 
large differences for other household types, notably couples and couples with 
children suggesting that sample size and sampling errors makes comparisons using 
a common poverty threshold statistically unreliable.�

 Analysis was not successful in producing a robust link between income poverty in the 
PSENI and expenditure poverty in the EFS as the two surveys are designed to 
measure different things. 

Chapter 6: Spending scenarios

The research explored six different scenarios to explore the impact of the rising costs of 
energy and food prices as well as the recommendation for additional water charges in 
Northern Ireland.  

The six scenarios created were:  

1. Ceteris Paribus poverty extends forward existing patterns of spending for lower 
income households in Northern Ireland to 2011. 

2. Credit crunch stagflation attempts to capture the current global economic crisis and 
its impact on commodity prices by holding inflation at 1% for food and non-alcoholic 
beverages, power and water and sewage charges.  

3. Power poverty describes the impact of increases in gas and electricity prices using 
5, 10 and 15% increases per year. 

4. Pasta poverty refers to the impact of rising food prices which are set at 5, 10, and 
15%. 
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5. Pipeline poverty refers to the proposed additional water charges, which for the 
purposes of this exercise are set at 1% total household spending with a 5, 10, and 
15% rise in each subsequent year commencing in 2009. 

6. Poundsaver poverty refers to the impact of all prices and charges on the changing 
patterns of spending.

Results show that:

 Cumulative yearly equivalised spending for low households would vary considerably. 

 Cumulative yearly equivalised spending would rise by £354 per year under Credit 
Crunch stagflation but in conditions of high Power, Pasta and Pipeline inflation it 
would be as high as £1300. 

 The various spending poverty scenarios provide a robust evidence base on which to 
assess the impact of varying price rises on poor households.

Chapter 7: Conclusions

 The analysis used a wide range of income and spending measures as well as 
equivalisation and inflation and deflation rates producing a very complex picture of 
poverty in Northern Ireland. 

 The analysis of expenditure does provide a different way of looking at poverty but 
can also be interpreted as yet another measure in an already over-crowded field.

 Crucially, the measures all produce very different poverty rates overall and for 
different types of households and, while the choice is arbitrary, it will determine the 
success or failure in meeting some defined anti-poverty target. 

 As regards the survey’s fitness for purpose, there are strong arguments in favour of 
the ‘household expenditure’ approach:

o It is subject to much less variation over a life cycle than income and probably 
captures better than most of the other measures what is happening for most 
deprived households. 

o It provides the opportunity to carry out robust evidence based analysis of 
proposed policy changes as well as changes in the economy.

 There are arguments against the approach:

o The data must be adjusted for inflation and it is standard practice to apply 
equivalisation, both of which effect real-life interpretations of spending.  

o There are issues concerning the sample size as this research shows that was 
not possible to carry out certain types of analysis because of small cell 
numbers. 

o More importantly it is impossible to carry out any regional analysis, yet it is 
known that there are clear differences between rural and urban populations
and regional inflation rates.
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 One of the key findings of the study is that spending poverty rates in Northern Ireland 
on most single measures are lower than in Great Britain, which runs counter to other 
evidence which would suggest that poverty rates would be higher in Northern Ireland 
because there is a high rate of benefit recipiency, a low work rate and a high 
proportion of low paid full-time workers. 

o Only when the multi-dimensional measure is used that Northern Ireland 
emerges with a higher poverty rate than Great Britain.

 Due care, attention and transparency should therefore be taken in choice of measure 
and method of equivalisation as these choices are absolutely crucial in the 
development of poverty reduction strategies for children in Northern Ireland and the 
redistribution of resources between different household types.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION, AIMS AND METHODS

Background
Whereas past research into poverty and deprivation focused on absolute and relative notions 
of income and material deprivation, more recently there is increasing attention being paid to 
alternative methods for conceptualising and measuring household poverty and standards of 
living.  Among these are patterns in household expenditure, which according to some, probably 
provide a better picture of long-term material and social deprivation than income alone (Brewer 
et al. 2006).  The theory underpinning such assertion is that over the life course of an 
individual, incomes tend to rise steadily with increasing age until quite late in life, but also that 
individuals and families draw on savings or borrow money from formal and informal sources to 
ensure that their spending is more even or ‘smoothed’ over time.  In addition, past research 
has shown that there is little overlap between income and expenditure poverty and very few 
households are both income- and expenditure-poor (Saunders et al. 2002).  Thus, using more 
contemporary and popular methods of measuring poverty do not account for the concept of 
poverty as the absence of spending on daily living commodities (goods and services) for 
individuals and families as they focus on the level of income (for example, HBAI measures 
produced by the DWP) or the presence or absence of particular items or activities (for 
example, ‘Breadline Britain’ surveys by Mack and Lansley 1985, and Gordon and colleagues, 
1997 and 2000; for NI see Hillyard et al. 2003).  Brewer et al. (2006) add that there may be 
less measurement error at the very bottom of the spending distribution than at the very bottom 
of the income distribution, so personal and household expenditure may be a more accurate 
guide to low living standards and better reflects longer-term differences in living standards than 
income.

Spending (which is distinct from consumption for the purposes of this research) also affects 
inflation or the extent to which prices rise or fall for the commodities which an individual or 
household can purchase with their income.  The Consumer Prices Index (CPI) and Retail 
Prices Index (RPI) are representative of consumer spending patterns on a mock ‘shopping 
basket’ containing those goods and services on which people typically spend their disposable 
income.  In short, as the prices of the various items in the basket change over time, so does 
the total cost of the basket.  Movements in the CPI and RPI indices represent the changing 
cost of this representative shopping basket (Wingfield, 2007).  Equally important, not all 
households will spend their money on the same goods and services. Spending is household 
specific. A household’s shopping basket will be influenced not only by personal (consumer) 
choice but also by the cost and inflation of particular goods and services (for example, 
variations in the cost of heating fuel due to cost of a barrel of oil).  The development of new 
goods and services (broadband internet, digital cameras, iPhones), or the tendency for 
consumers to substitute purchases away from those particular goods and services for which 
prices have risen affects the cost of the shopping basket.  Prices for a fixed basket of goods 
and services also show regional differences across the UK, with for example, housing costs 
show the greatest variation between regions with London being nearly twice as expensive as 
Northern Ireland.  



Chapter 1: Introduction, Aims and Methods

2

Aims of the project
The aims of the project were fourfold:

 To assess the representative and robustness of the Expenditure and Food Survey 
(EFS) sample in Northern Ireland;

 To chart trends and compositions in an expenditure-based definition of poverty by 
household type;

 To produce an analysis of the impact of differential rates of household inflation by 
household type of poverty; and,

 To determine the extent to which spending poverty includes constraints on spending on 
items considered ‘necessities’ for a minimum standard of living for households with 
children.

Methodology
This research examines  rates of poverty for different household compositions: single with 
children, couple with children, pensioner couples, single pensioners, single no children, couple 
no children (the reference household type for this study) by combining three years of the 
Expenditure and Food Survey (2003-04, 2004-5, 2005-06). The study drew upon the 
pioneering work of Saunders et. al. (2002) and Brewer et al. (2006) to carry out a number of 
inter-related analytical components.  

1. This component explores the ‘representativeness’ and ‘robustness’ of the NI sample. 
This was carried out by first comparing the EFS samples with the Family Resources 
Survey to investigate cell sizes and proportions. Second, sampling errors and standard 
errors for different income and expenditure levels were produced for different household 
types in NI and GB.

2. This component compares NI and GB mean and median equivalised (McClements and 
Modified OECD scales) household income and household expenditure for different 
household types using 50% mean and 60% median poverty thresholds respectively.  
Income and expenditure (combined child and adult) measures were combined, using a 
single constructed threshold, to investigate the overlap between them and its impact on 
the composition of poor households. Four mutually exclusive categories of poverty were
calculated: neither income/spending poor, income poor only, spending poor only, both 
income and spending poor.  A fifth category, ‘Household balance sheet poverty’, which is 
when disposable incomes are below current expenditure, was also calculated.  

3. This component explores the impact of different RPI and CPI measures on the standard 
European Commission's Classification of Individual Consumption by Purpose (COICOP)
groupings over three time points in NI (2003-2004, 2003-04 and 2005-2006).  Weighted 
means of the various groupings were compared over the three time points to establish 
the extent to which inflationary pressures have constrained expenditure by household 
type in NI and GB.

4. This component used results from the 2002-03 Poverty and Social Exclusion in Northern 
Ireland survey (PSENI) in an attempt to estimate the levels of expenditure for a spending 
poverty threshold.  Multivariate analysis was used to estimate the total number of items 
lacking for each household type in the EFS based on the PSE data.  Commodity-specific 
codes from the EFS were used to calculate whether households of various types were
not spending any of their income on items and activities defined as necessary by at least 
50% of the NI population.

5. This component estimated and analysed the impact on expenditure poverty thresholds of 
various scenarios: increases in energy costs, increases in food costs, and the 
introduction of water charges in NI. Linear extrapolations (using EFS 2003-04 as the 
baseline) were calculated for four different scenarios (no change, low, medium, and high 
inflation) from 2005-06 to 2011 for ‘income poor’ households in NI.
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Data, sample and measures

Expenditure and Food Survey (EFS)
The Expenditure and Food Survey (EFS) incorporated and replaced two well-established 
surveys - the Family Expenditure Survey (FES) and the National Food Survey (NFS). It started 
in April 2001. It is a continuous survey of household expenditure, food consumption and 
income. The primary uses are to provide information about spending patterns for the Retail 
Price Index, and about food consumption and nutrition. Like the FES, it also feeds into 
estimates of consumers' expenditure in the National Accounts, is used for tax benefit modeling 
and is an important source of economic and social data for government and other research 
agencies (ONS, 2008).

Household data for the estimation of both expenditure and income poverty in this research was 
drawn from the annual EFS series, which is a repeated cross-sectional study using a multi-
stage stratified sample of roughly 6,000 households in Britain. In Northern Ireland, a 
companion survey to the GB EFS is conducted by the Central Survey Unit of the Northern 
Ireland Statistics and Research Agency (NISRA). Households in Northern Ireland are over-
sampled (a ‘booster’ sample of roughly 500 households) so that separate analysis can be 
carried out, however these cases are given less weight when UK data are analysed. In other 
words, the re-weighting procedure compensates for the over-sampling in Northern Ireland.

EFS survey years
Three years of the EFS were used for this study. EFS 2003-04 was chosen as the baseline 
year as income data is equivalised using McClements and OECD scales from 2003-04 
onwards but unequivalised for earlier years.  The latest available EFS survey year (EFS 2006) 
was not included in the analysis for two reasons: 1) the sampling period changed from fiscal to 
calendar year (i.e. there would be an overlap in data between EFS 2005-06 and EFS 2006) 
and 2) data uploaded to the UK Data Archive was top-coded for household income in EFS 
2006, which effected comparative analysis using 50% mean household income. Table 1 shows 
the weighted and unweighted sample sizes for separate and pooled EFS years.

Unit of analysis
The unit of analysis used in this study is the household. Seven mutually exclusive household 
types were created by aggregating and merging person level files for each of the three EFS 
years under investigation. Computed household types were then merged with the household 
files for each year to create a working data set. Table 2  shows the proportion of household in 
each EFS sample year as well as the overall proportion of households for the pooled sample.
As the table shows there were fewer pensioner households and couple without children 
households but also more couple with children households in 2005-06 in NI. 

Household equivalisation: McClements and Modified OECD scales
Equivalisation is a standard methodology that takes into account the size and composition of 
households and adjusts their incomes to recognise differing demands on resources. For 
example, a couple would need a higher income than a single person to achieve the same 
standard of living (Jones, 2008: 38). Economies of scale are encountered when two people 
sharing their expenses can live more cheaply in one household than if they lived in separate 
households. The more people there are in the household, the bigger the resources they need 
to maintain a living standard. When family or household income is estimated for the calculation 
of, for example, poverty rates, an equivalence scale is used to adjust the incomes to take 
account of differences in the size and type of family or household, because of their differing 
needs and economies of scale (Bradshaw et al., 2008: 39). 
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Table 3 presents the equivalence scales used in this research with the base as a Couple 
without children (Two adults) =1.00. So a single person’s income of £6,100 is treated as 
equivalent to an income of £10,000 for a couple, for example.  It can be seen that there are 
important differences between the scales that have been used. According to Bradshaw et al 
(2008), “the introduction of the modified OECD in place of the McClements scale in the UK 
resulted in a slight increase in the child poverty rate – because the McClements scale had 
been less generous to young children” (p. 39).  Moreover, households with the same 
equivalised income do not necessarily have the same standard of living where other 
characteristics are different. For example, households which own their homes outright would 
be in a better position than identical households with the same income which had to pay rent or 
mortgage payments. Equivalisation does not adjust for such differences (Jones, 2008: 38).

Household expenditure data 
In order to calculate household expenditure, each individual aged 16 or over1 in the household 
surveyed, is asked to keep diary records of daily expenditure for two weeks. Information about 
regular expenditure, such as rent and mortgage payments, is obtained from a household 
interview along with retrospective information on certain large, infrequent expenditures such as 
those on vehicles. Major purchases over a longer period are apportioned over the expected 
lifetime of the commodity (a fridge, for example) so as to not show spikes in spending when a 
major purchase has taken place during the surveying period. Not including (and smoothing or 
averaging) expenditures on ‘big-ticket’ items would falsely lower household expenditure and 
lower spending poverty over time (ONS, 2004). 

From April 2001, the EFS uses a new set of codes for goods and services in place of the codes 
used in the FES and NFS, which were unique to the two surveys. The new frame is the United 
Nations Statistical Commission's Classification of Individual Consumption by Purpose 
(COICOP) as developed further by Eurostat.  COICOP is the internationally agreed standard 
classification for reporting household consumption expenditure within National Accounts. 
COICOP is also used on Household Budget Surveys (HBS) across the EU (ONS, 2008: 12). 

Average household consumption expenditure (not equivalised and equivalised by McClements 
and Modified and OECD scales), broken into 12 COICOP headings for all household types in 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland across the three survey years, is shown in Table 4.  As 
shown in Figure 1, NI has lower overall consumption expenditure than GB and trends in 
consumption for NI varied slightly over the three EFS periods while expenditure remained static 
for GB once CPI adjusted inflation rates are applied.  Equally important, we find that average 
consumption expenditure is very much affected by the choice of equivalisation method chosen.

                                                       
1 Since 1998–99 the results have also included information from simplified diaries kept by children aged 
between 7 and 15 (ONS, 2008).
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FIGURE 1. TOTAL COICOP EXPENDITURE IN GB AND NI, 2003-2006 (£S PER WEEK)
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Note:Weighted data. CPI adjusted to May 2005. Equivalised using McClements and Modified OECD Scales. 

COICOP weightings
Given heterogeneous commodity and service tastes and preferences (and some would argue 
basic existence needs), it is commonsense that different individual and households spend 
more on some things than others.  For example, a large increase in the price of petrol or 
central heating fuel is likely to have more of an impact on the rate of inflation (RPI or CPI) than 
say a similar rise in the price of tea or coffee. Using this rationale, the components of the index 
are ‘weighted’ to ensure that it reflects the importance of the various items in the ‘average’ 
shopping basket, and the amounts we spend in different regions of the country and in different 
types of shops. Table 5 provides changes in the CPI index weights from 2003-07. As the table 
shows, COICOP categories Recreation and culture (09), Transport (07), Restaurants and 
hotels (11), Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01), and Housing, water, electricity, gas and 
other fuels (04)  account for more than three-quarters of the inflation index weights for the past 
5 years. 

Inflation data: Consumer Price Indices
Everything that people buy has a price and, as is well known, prices vary over time. Consumer 
price indices are designed to measure such changes.  A convenient way to understand the 
nature of these indices is to envisage a very large shopping basket comprising all the different 
kinds of goods and services bought by a typical household.  As the prices of individual items in 
this basket vary, the total cost of the basket will also vary - consumer price indices measure the 
change from month to month (year to year etc.) in this total cost.  No two households spend 
their money in exactly the same way. Each household’s or person’s experience of inflation will 
be different and as a consequence affect their spending or consumption patterns.
  
Consumer price indices measure the change in the general level of prices charged for goods 
and services bought for the purpose of consumption in the UK.  In the UK, the two most 
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common measurements (indices) of inflation are the Consumer Price Index (CPI)2 and the 
Retail Price Index (RPI). Both measure the average change in prices of a ‘basket’ of goods 
and services consumed by most UK households based on average household expenditure 
(ONS, 2007b). The Retail Price Index (RPI) includes housing costs (mortgage payments and 
council tax) whereas the Consumer Price Index (CPI) does not. The Government’s inflation 
target is based on the CPI.  The Bank of England’s Monetary Policy Committee sets interest 
rates to meet this target.  The RPI is the more familiar measure of inflation.  Tax allowances, 
state benefits, pensions and many other payments are often revised in line with this index. The 
CPI and RPI measure a wide range of prices. The price of cars or hi-fi equipment might fall 
while the price of food, housing or petrol may rise. The indices represent the average change 
in prices across a wide range of consumer purchases.  This is achieved by carefully recording 
the prices of a typical selection of products from month to month using a large sample of shops 
and other outlets throughout the UK (ONS, 2004).

The CPI uses essentially the same basic price data as the RPI but differs from it in some 
important respects (see Table 6). The differences include:

• the goods and services covered by the index. For instance, the CPI does not include 
Council Tax and a number of housing costs faced by homeowners. But there are also 
some services covered by the CPI - such as charges for financial services - which are 
not in the RPI;
• the people whose expenditure is covered by the weights. The CPI covers a broader 
population than the RPI; 
• the mathematical formulae used to calculate the price changes for the most detailed 
components of the two indices. In practice this means that the CPI always shows a lower
inflation rate than the RPI for given price data;
• the way in which the goods and services are classified (ONS, 2004: 20).

Regional inflation data
At present the ONS do not calculate regional inflation figures. This is because the data 
currently available are not suitable for the compilation of reliable figures. To produce reliable 
estimates would require increasing the sample size for the locally collected prices dramatically, 
perhaps by a factor of five or more for some parts of the country. In addition, many of the 
centrally compiled indices (e.g. housing, cars, personal computers) are designed as national 
indices. It would be a difficult task to decompose such data into appropriate regions.  

“The data used for the weights (such as the Expenditure and Food Survey) would 
also have to be significantly enhanced to ensure that detailed regional 
expenditure categories (by type of good or service, and by type of outlet) were 
being weighted appropriately and represented in the sample of prices being 
collected. Finally, there would be a significant cost arising from the development 
of computer systems to produce regional indices. A number of conceptual issues 
would need to be resolved before we could calculate regional inflation rates. 
These include whether the items to be priced should be representative of national 
or regional baskets (different users will have different needs), and also the 
treatment of regional boundaries. Households do not necessarily restrict their 
shopping to the region where they live; they may physically cross regional borders 
for shopping or do so via Internet or mail order shopping.” (ONS, 2007b: 104-105)

However, in order to assess how sensitive our findings are to spending poverty measurement 
choices related to housing expenditure, we employ ONS and where available DETINI and 
                                                       
2 Until December 2003, the CPI was published in the UK as the harmonised index of consumer prices 
(HICP). The CPI and HICP remain one and the same index.
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NISRA RPI and CPI values.  The study also compares available national RPI and CPI values 
with work completed by Wingfield (2005), who calculated relative regional consumer price 
levels in 2004 in order to better inform the inflation scenarios (see Table 7).

Definition of ‘Spending poor’
Like much contemporary research of income poverty, individuals are counted as living in a 
spending-poor household if the expenditure of their household is below 50% mean or 60% 
median (which is less sensitive to extreme values than the mean) spending thresholds 
respectively, after having equivalised for household size and composition using the 
McClements and Modified OECD scales (Brewer et al., 2006; DWP, 2008).  In addition, each 
year’s expenditure data was deflated to May 2005 using movements in the Consumer Prices 
Index (CPI).3

Household income data
Households receive income from a variety of sources, the main ones being earnings and self-
employment, social security benefits/tax credits, interest on investments and occupational 
pensions. The EFS is designed primarily as a survey of household expenditure on goods and 
services but it also gathers information about the income of household members, and is an 
important and detailed source of income data. The standard concept of income in the EFS 
survey is, as far as possible, that of gross weekly income current at the time of interview, i.e. 
before the deduction of income tax actually paid, national insurance contributions and other 
deductions at source (ONS, 2007a: 8).

Household income data for this study is defined as gross and disposable household income 
from all sources – employment, investments, benefits and so on.  Like previous research into 
income poverty, we employ the measure of income measured Before Housing Costs (BHC)
(rent, mortgage interest payments, housing insurance) have been deducted since the ‘EFS 
Method’ of expenditure data typically excludes housing (see Housing Costs section below).

Gross normal weekly household income
The starting point of the proceeding analysis is gross household income (GI). This is the 
weekly income of all members of the household before the deduction of taxes or the addition of 
any state benefits. It includes income from employment, self-employment, investment income, 
occupational pensions and annuities. 

Normal weekly disposable household income
Normal weekly disposable household income is the amount of money that individuals (i.e. the 
household sector) have available for spending or saving.  Income tax, Council tax and Northern 
Ireland rates, and employees’ and self-employed National Insurance contributions are then 
deducted to give gross disposable household income (GDI). Taxes on capital, such as 
capital gains tax and inheritance tax, are not included in these deductions because there is no 
clear conceptual basis for doing so, and the relevant data are not available from the EFS 
(Jones, 2008: A24).

Measures of household income
After having applied relevant inflation and equivalisation adjustments, six (6) income measures 
are available for the spending and income poverty analysis:

 Gross normal weekly household income deflated to May 2005 using the RPI (GIR) and 
Gross normal weekly disposable household income deflated to May 2005 using the RPI 
(GDIR);

                                                       
3 Office for National Statistics (ONS), Consumer Prices Index (CPI), downloadable from: 
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/statbase/expodata/files/6470479441.csv
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 Gross normal weekly household income equivalised using the McClements Scale 
deflated to May 2005 using the RPI (GMIR) and Gross normal weekly household 
disposable income equivalised using the McClements Scale  deflated to May 2005 
using the RPI (GMDIR);

 Gross normal weekly household income equivalised using the Modified OECD Scale 
deflated to May 2005 using the RPI (GOIR) and Gross normal weekly household 
disposable income equivalised using the Modified OECD Scale deflated to May 2005 
using the RPI (GODIR)

As noted earlier, equivalised household income was calculated for each household in each of 
the three years using the McClements and OECD equivalence scales (see Table 3). Tables 8 
and 9 show mean differences in gross weekly income and gross weekly disposable income 
equivalised for both methods for each household type for each of the three years and pooled 
sample for Great Britain and Northern Ireland. The first point to note is that for each income 
measure for each year, a l l  households in Northern Ireland have lower incomes than 
households in Great Britain. The size of the difference depends on the income measure used 
and the type of household. In general, McClements equivalisation has a large impact on single 
pensioners, pensioner couples, single adult households and couple without children. OECD 
equivalisations tend to have less of an impact among all household types, particularly single 
person households due to the weighting criteria.  Unequivalised gross income, on the other 
hand tends to have a larger impact on the differences between Lone Parents and Couples with 
children.

Definition of ‘Income poor’
To facilitate comparison with expenditure poverty, income poverty rates and gaps are
calculated using the 50% mean and 60% median thresholds.  This allows us to compare the 
income (and spending) of households with different compositions of adults and children to a 
baseline household, which for the purposes of this study are made up of a Couple with no 
children. Additionally, income is expressed in real terms using the All Items Retail Prices 
Index (RPI)4 (again deflated to May 2005) in order to facilitate comparison with expenditure 
upratings, which use the CPI (PSENI income thresholds for different household type living in 
poverty were also deflated to May 2005 using the RPI).

Household balance sheets
Some authors argue that it is not possible to draw up a ‘balance sheet’ of income and 
expenditure either for individual households or groups of households as the majority of 
expenditure information collected relates to the two week period immediately following the 
interview, whereas income components can refer to a much longer period (the most recent 12 
months).  

“EFS income does not include withdrawal of savings, loans and money received 
in payment of loans, receipts from maturing insurance policies, proceeds from 
the sale of assets (e.g. a car), winnings from betting or windfalls such as 
legacies. Despite this, recorded expenditure might reflect these items, as well as 
the effects of living off savings, using capital, borrowing money or income -
either recent or from a previous period. Hence, there is no reason why income 
and expenditure should balance. In fact measured expenditure can exceed 
measured income at the bottom end of the income distribution. However, this 
difference cannot be regarded as a reliable measure of savings or dissavings.” 
(ONS, 2007a: 4-5)

                                                       
4 Office for National Statistics (ONS), RP02 Retail Prices Index (RPI) All Items, downloadable from: 
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/downloads/theme_economy/RP02.pdf
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Despite the health warning for undertaking such a balance sheet exercise, we have calculated 
household balance sheets for different household types and EFS years by subtracting CPI 
inflated expenditure from the various RPI inflated measures of household income. However, 
these findings should be interpreted in light of the complexities and criticisms surrounding such 
calculations.
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CHAPTER 2: REPRESENTATIVENESS AND ROBUSTNESS OF THE EFS SAMPLE

Representativeness of the EFS Sample
Over 12,000 households are selected each year for the EFS in Great Britain and over 1,000 in 
Northern Ireland. The overall response rate varies from year to year but in 2005-2006 it was 55 
per cent in Great Britain and 54 per cent in Northern Ireland. As it is a sample survey, it is
subject to what are what are known as sampling errors and non-response bias. Therefore,
there will be differences between the distribution of a particular characteristic in the sample and 
the distribution of the characteristic in the population as a whole. The degree of difference 
depends on the sample size. This is a particular issue for Northern Ireland where numbers are 
small. It is, therefore, important to check the representativeness of the sample against another 
nationally and regionally representative UK survey. 

To assess the accuracy of the survey sample, we have compared the EFS against the Family 
Resources Survey (FRS) on the key characteristic which forms the basis of our analysis –
household type. Table 10 compares the two surveys for the combined years from 2003-2004 to 
2005-2006 for the seven different types of household.  As can be seen, there is a great deal of 
similarity in the proportion of different household types for the UK as a whole for the combined 
years with wider variations for Single Adult and Other household type. This pattern holds true 
for the comparison between the two samples for Great Britain. 

There are, however, slightly larger differences between the proportions of households for the 
combined years for Northern Ireland. The proportion of Single pensioners is slightly higher in 
the EFS than the FRS and vice versa for Pensioner couples. Single adults form a slightly larger 
group in the EFS than the FRS.

Table 11 compares the two samples for each year separately. Here there are some larger 
variations. For example, the difference in the proportion of Single pensioners and Pensioner 
couples in 2003-2004 for Northern Ireland is 4.5 per cent and 4.3 per cent respectively and in 
2005-2006 the difference between Pensioner couples is 5.8 per cent. There is also a large 
variation between Couples with children in 2005-2006. However, overall the differences are 
within acceptable limits. In any event, in the absence of a full count of the population, it is 
impossible to know if the EFS or the FRS is more ‘representative’ of the Northern Ireland 
population as a whole.

Table 12 compares the cell frequencies for gross household income quintile groups for Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland for the EFS samples. As the table shows, several household 
type/quintile combinations for Northern Ireland have very low cell frequencies (less than ‘5’ and 
several with values of ‘0’).  This is particularly a feature of the highest quintile for separate 
years where a number of household types are not included such as Single pensioners and 
Lone parents and there are less than 5 for a number of other household type categories. Even 
the combined years for Northern Ireland contain no Single pensioners in the top quintile and 
only 2 Lone Parents. The numbers for the bottom quintile for Northern Ireland for the combined 
years, however, are larger. 

The low frequencies, therefore, precludes reliable statistical analysis using household type 
disaggregated by quintile group as an independent or predictor measure.  As such, the 
spending and income poverty analysis can only be based on household type categories or 
quintile groups separately but not combined.  We cannot, therefore, without a great deal of 
uncertainly, examine the spending patterns of the poor lower income households. This has 
important policy implications.
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Robustness of the EFS sample: Sampling errors and reliability
As the EFS is a sample survey, data from it will differ in varying degrees from those of all 
households in the UK. No sample is likely to reflect precisely the characteristics of the 
population from which it is drawn because of both sampling and non-sampling errors. 
Moreover, the degree of difference will depend on how widely particular categories of income
and expenditure vary between households. The sampling error is smallest in relation to large 
groups of households and measures that do not vary greatly between households. Conversely, 
it is largest for small groups of households, and for measures that vary considerably between 
households (Jones, 2008: A27).

A broad numerical measure of the amount of variability is provided by the quantity known as 
the standard error. Standard errors can be used to calculate 95% confidence intervals. Simply 
put, these can be taken to mean that there is only a 5% chance that the true population value 
lies outside the confidence interval.  The 95% confidence interval is calculated as 1.96 times 
the standard error on either side of the mean.  To give some idea of sampling variability, the 
standard error of the mean for gross weekly household income (RPI adjusted) for all household
types is approximately 2.1 per cent, which implies a 95 per cent confidence interval of +4.2 per 
cent (see Table 13). There will be greater sampling variability associated with estimates for 
quintile groups, and for particular household types mainly because the sample sizes are 
smaller (see Table 11 above). As Table 13 shows, there is greater variability in mean income 
for the sample in Northern Ireland (+ 17.5%) and for Couples with children and Other 
household types (+ 11.8%).  These confidence intervals can be used as a rough guide when 
interpreting the results from the current research.

Fitness-for-purpose
Fitness for purpose is the principle universally accepted among analytical scientists as the 
correct approach to obtaining data of appropriate quality. Assessing fitness for purpose is a 
difficult challenge, but is still required such that the degree of confidence in spending poverty 
levels may be determined.  Policy makers will treat the results of this research as credible (i.e.
the analyses as ‘Fit’), when there are enough indicators, arguments and evidence that 
demonstrates that it fulfills its intended purpose. We explore this issue in a broader discussion 
in the conclusion.
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CHAPTER 3: COMPARISONS OF HOUSEHOLD SPENDING AND HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Household spending
Taken together, consumption spending in Northern Ireland differs significantly from that in 
Great Britain but only when household spending is equivalised as can be seen from overall 
spending over the three EFS survey years 2003-2004 to 2005-2006 (see Table 14). Under 
McClements equivalisation we find that NI households spend roughly £27 less per week than 
their counterparts in GB, whereas this difference decreases to £18 per week when household 
income is equivalised using the Modified OECD scale.  There are differences in spending 
between NI and GB in terms of the COICOP categories.  For example, we find that when 
household spending is not equivalised Northern Ireland households spend more on Food & 
Non-Alcoholic Beverage (01) £4.51, more on Alcoholic Beverages and Tobacco(02) £2.47, 
substantially more on Clothing and Footwear (03) £7.82 and on Restaurants and Hotels (11). 
They spend substantially less on Housing, Water and Electricity (04) £9.50, Transport (07) 
£7.00 and Education (10) £3.34.  However, when spending is equivalised using McClements or 
Modified OECD scales, we find that NI still spends more on Clothing and Footwear (03) but 
spending differences with GB on Food & Non-Alcoholic Beverage (01), Restaurants and Hotels
(11) and Communication (08) cease to exist.  

Table 15 presents comparisons of the mean differences between Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland in the proportions of household consumption expenditure by the various COICOP 
headings for each of the three EFS years.  As the table shows, there is no consistent pattern of 
change in specific COICOP expenditure category over time; that is, no one item consistently 
increased or decreased in the three years samples.  The effect of equivalisation is that
differences in spending on Furniture, household equipment and maintenance (05) becomes 
significant.     

FIGURE 2. PROPORTION OF HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURE PER COICOP CATEGORY, EFS 2003-2006
Pooled sample
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Figure 2 presents household consumption expenditure per COICOP item as a percentage of 
total household expenditure using the McClements scale.  Looked at in this way, 13.5 per cent 
of total spending in Northern Ireland goes on Food & non-Alcoholic Beverage (01) compared 
with 12.2 per cent in Great Britain, 7.7 per cent on Clothing and footwear compared (03) with 
5.6 per cent in Great Britain. In both countries Transport (07) forms the largest item of 
expenditure in the household budget, it forms 16.7 per cent in Great Britain and 15.3 per cent 
in Northern Ireland. 

Household type
Part of the research entailed looking at mean differences in consumption expenditure by the 
various COICOP headings between the reference household type (Couple without children) 
and the other household types in Great Britain and Northern Ireland. As is shown in Table 16, 
Couples without children in Northern Ireland spend roughly £50 less than their counterparts in 
Great Britain. We also find that compared with Couples without children, Single pensioners and 
Lone parent households spend far less in both Great Britain and Northern Ireland.  

In terms of specific COICOP heading comparisons, we find that there is considerable
consistency in size and the direction of the difference between the reference household and all 
other household types in Great Britain and Northern Ireland for most of the COICOP items. The 
two items where there is more variation are Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels (04)
and Transport (07). Northern Ireland most household types have much smaller differences 
between themselves and the reference household compared with Great Britain and whereas 
Couples with children in Great Britain spend less than the reference household, Couples with 
children in Northern Ireland spend more on this item. A very similar pattern exists in relation to 
Transport (07).

Quintile group
As it is not statistically valid to analyse spending poverty given the large standard errors in 
measurement due to low cell frequencies in the bottom quintile, we have examined the 
differences between the quintiles and household types for the combined years. In order to 
establish the degree to which lower income households spend less than higher income 
households, we subtracted the arithmetic mean of the lowest income quintile from that of the 
top income quintile.  The results are presented in Table 17, which show that total household 
consumption between Lowest and Top quintile is greater in Greater Britain than in Northern 
Ireland, as well as across all COICOP categories.

When national comparisons are made between the lowest and top quintiles, there are some 
significant differences. Bottom quintile households in Northern Ireland spend £5 more on Food 
and non-alcoholic beverages (01), £9 more on Clothing and footwear (03), nearly £4 more on 
Furniture, household equipment and maintenance (05) and over £7 more on Restaurants and 
hotels (11). They spend over £6 less on Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels (05)
and about £1 less on Transport (07). In the top quintile the differences in general are less 
marked overall except for Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels (05) and Transport 
(07) where NI top quintile households pay £28 and £24 less respectively.

Another way to analyse differences between lowest and top income quintile spending in Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland is to consider how much of total household expenditure each 
income quintile spends on particular items.  Figure 3 summarises the proportional expenditure 
of Lowest 20% and Top 20% income quintile groups for the pooled EFS sample. In essence 
these show proportional spending patterns between households in different income brackets. 
As the figure shows, Bottom income quintile households in Northern Ireland are relatively more 
likely than their Great Britain counterparts to spend more on Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 
(02), Clothing and footwear (03), Restaurants and hotels (11) and Miscellaneous goods and 
services (12), whereas they spend relatively less on Housing, water, electricity, gas and other 
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fuels (04), Transport (07) and Recreation and culture (09).  The figure also shows that there 
are several COICOP categories in which there are no noticeable differences between 
proportional expenditure of comparative income quintile groups in Northern Ireland and Great 
Britain, such as Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01), Furniture, household equipment and 
maintenance (05) and Communication (08).

FIGURE 3. PROPORTIONAL EXPENDITURE OF LOWEST AND TOP INCOME QUINTILE GROUPS ON 
COICOP HEADINGS
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Household income and expenditure
Comparisons of Northern Ireland and Great Britain 50% mean and 60% median equivalised 
(McClements and Modified OECD scales) poverty thresholds for overall household income and 
household expenditure are presented in Table 18. As the table shows, income poverty rates 
vary not only between EFS years but also depending on the poverty threshold used.  For 
example, the highest proportion of income poverty (33.5%) is found in Great Britain in 2005-
2006 based on 50% of the mean of gross weekly income. The lowest proportion (16.8%) is 
found in Northern Ireland in 2004-05 based on 50% of the mean of OECD equivalised income 
– half the highest proportion. Another feature of the table is that on every income poverty 
measure except one, and then the difference is marginal, Northern Ireland has a lower 
proportion of households below the poverty threshold than Great Britain. 

The table also shows household expenditure using 50 per cent of the mean and 60 per cent of 
median and deflated to May 2005. On this poverty measure, again Northern Ireland has a 
lower proportion of households in poverty than in Great Britain, except for mean and median 
unequivalised spending in 2004-2005 and the median unequivalised spending in 2002-2003. 
After equivalisation using McClements and Modified OECD scales, we find that poverty rates in 
Northern Ireland drop relatively more than in Great Britain.

Figure 4 below compares the proportion of households in poverty in Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland on four selected income and spending measures for the different time periods. It shows 
that for each period on most measures Northern Ireland has a smaller proportion of 
households in poverty than Great Britain. On all four measures Great Britain has consistently 
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20 per cent or more of households in poverty while Northern Ireland has less than 20 per cent 
except on the McClements income poverty scale in 2005-2006.

FIGURE 4. PROPORTION OF HOUSEHOLDS FALLING INTO COMMON POVERTY THRESHOLDS
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Note: Weighted data. Spending CPI adjusted to May 2005. Gross normal weekly Disposable Income RPI inflated to May 
2005.  Both income and spending equivalised using McClements and Modified OECD scales.

Household type
Table 19 shows the percentage of different types of households in poverty based on different 
income and spending poverty measures. Two broad findings emerge from the analysis of 
income poverty. First, there is a wide variation in income poverty across household types on 
every measure. The proportion of households in poverty varies between 84.5 per cent of single 
pensioners in Great Britain to 5.2 per cent for Couples with children in Northern Ireland.  
Second, on some measures there is little variation between the proportions of different 
household types in poverty between Great Britain and Northern Ireland while on other 
measures there is a considerable difference.  For both single pensioners and pensioner 
couples Northern Ireland has a smaller proportion of these types of households in poverty than 
in Great Britain. On some of the measures there are very large differences of over 10 per cent. 
In contrast, there are more couples without children in poverty in Northern Ireland than in Great 
Britain across all measures. Single pensioners and Lone parents have very high rates of 
poverty, but after equivalisation the poverty rates for Single pensioners drop considerably, but 
not nearly as high as single pensioners, with fairly similar patterns between Northern Ireland 
and Great Britain with Northern Ireland higher on some measures and lower on others. 
Couples with children have low poverty rates, with Northern Ireland, on the equivalised scales,
experiencing more poverty than Great Britain.

Spending poverty is a strongly associated with single pensioners and to a lesser extent with 
Lone parents. Over three-quarters of single pensioners are spending poor and about 37 per 
cent of Lone parents.  After applying equivalisation to household spending, we find that single 
adult households (pension and non-pensioner) drop significantly in terms of their poverty rates, 
whereas Couples with children and Other household types increase slightly. 

Figure 5 presents a summary of the common income and spending poverty thresholds by 
household types.  As the figure shows the poverty rate varies greatly according to the measure 
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used, but there are some consistent patterns. Two types of households experience very high 
poverty rates on all measures: Single pensioners, Single Adults and Lone Parents. These fall 
into a band between 30 and 55 per cent. The next band is made up of Single adults who on all 
measures fall into a band between 20 and 25 per cent. The lowest poverty band is made up of 
Couples with and without children and Other household types. These households experience 
poverty rates of between 8 and 15 per cent. Pensioner couples on some measures fall into the 
high poverty rates and on other measures into the low poverty rates.

FIGURE 5. PROPORTION OF DIFFERENT HOUSEHOLD TYPES FALLING INTO COMMON INCOME AND 
SPENDING POVERTY MEASUREMENTS
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Poverty groupings
Income and spending measures were then combined, using a single constructed threshold, to 
investigate the overlap between them and its impact on the composition of poor households. 
Four mutually exclusive categories of poverty were calculated: neither income/spending poor, 
income poor only, spending poor only, both income and spending poor.  A fifth category, 
‘Household balance sheet poverty’, which is when disposable incomes are below current 
expenditure, was also calculated.  
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FIGURE 6. POVERTY GROUPINGS FOR MCCLEMENTS EQUIVALISATION FOR 2003-04 TO 2005-06
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FIGURE 7. POVERTY GROUPINGS FOR OECD EQUIVALISATION FOR 2003-204 TO 2005-06
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Figures 6 and 7 present the findings for the five poverty typologies across the three survey 
years for Great Britain and Northern Ireland. They show that on the two poverty measures –
McClements and OECD equivalisations less than 60 per cent of the median income – the 
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overall level of poverty has not changed greatly for Great Britain over the three years but there 
has been a slight decline in overall poverty in Northern Ireland. On both measures Northern 
Ireland has experienced higher overall poverty than Great Britain except in 2005-2006 on the 
OECD measure when it had less overall poverty. Although this seems to contradict the findings
above, it must be borne in mind that this is a newly constructed multi-dimensional measure of 
poverty which combines single income and spending poverty measures used by various 
researchers. Differing poverty rates are an artifact of the operationalisation of the scale used 
and can vary accordingly by country and year depending on the definition or poverty threshold 
is selected.

The figures also reveal that there are some significant variations in relation to the different 
types of poverty. In 2003-2004 and 2005-2006 Northern Ireland experienced higher levels of 
income poverty on both equivalised measures. It also experienced more spending poverty in 
each of the three years on both measures. In contrast, it experienced less income/expenditure 
poverty each year on both measures. Finally, in each of the three years Northern Ireland 
experienced slightly greater income/expenditure poverty and a negative balance between 
income and expenditure. 

Household type 
Table 20 presents the various poverty groupings by household type for both Northern Ireland 
and Great Britain. As can be seen, there are very wide variations in the overall levels of 
poverty across different household types. Single pensioners experience the highest levels of 
overall poverty while couples with or without children, the lowest. The differences are 
substantial. For example, on the McClements median measure, over 80 per cent of single 
pensioners in the UK suffer from some type of poverty compared with less than 20 per cent for 
couples. For most types of households and for both measures Northern Ireland experiences 
greater overall poverty than Great Britain. For some types of households the difference 
between the two is large. For example, while couples without children experience little overall 
poverty, nevertheless 25 per cent of households of this type in Northern Ireland experience 
some type of overall poverty compared to 15 per cent in Great Britain based on the 
McClements median measure.

There are also wide variations in relation to the different poverty groups across household 
types. Income poverty is highest among lone parents and spending poverty is the highest 
among single pensioners with high rates also among lone parents. Single pensioners also 
experience the highest rates of both income and expenditure poverty, followed again by lone 
parents. High rates of both income and spending poverty and a negative balance between the 
two are experienced by single adults, single pensioners and lone parents.

Comparisons between Great Britain and Northern Ireland by poverty groupings also show 
some large differences for different household types. For example, there are much larger 
differences in the proportions of spending poor households among single pensioners, couple 
pensioners and single adults in Northern Ireland than in Great Britain.

Average spending by households defined as ‘income poor’
Table 21 shows the average ‘spending gaps’ for households with children between the income 
poor and non-income poor, defined in terms of 60 per cent of McClements equivalised median 
disposable income, for the combined years broken down for the different countries. The first 
point to note is the large differences in the total spending between the poor and the non- poor 
for all family types. Consider first, the UK as a whole.  Households with children who are poor 
spend £182.52 per week less than households with children who are not poor. Lone parent 
households spend £171.00 less and households with two children £157.99 less. In relation to 
specific items for the UK as a whole poor, households spend £9.92 per week less than non-
poor households on Food & non alcoholic beverages (01), £8.33 less on Clothing and 
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Footwear (03), £34.72 on Recreation (09) and £7.42 on Education (10) and £18.61 on 
Restaurants and Hotels (11). 

The figures suggest that there are two nations of children in UK divided by their parents 
spending patterns. They show clearly the very real differences in the quality of life of poor and 
non-poor children. Their food, their clothes, their educational provision, their play things and 
their social participation are all qualitatively different from children brought up in families who 
are not poor. 

The divide in the quality of life of poor and non-poor children is not as large for Northern 
Ireland, but the differences are nevertheless substantial.  Overall, poor households with 
children spend £132.70 less per week than non poor families. Lone parents spend £125.86
less and couples with 2 children spend £143.60 less in total. In relation to the crucial item of 
Food & non-alcoholic beverages (01), poor households in Northern Ireland spend £5.63 less 
per week, or £292.76 per year, than non-poor households. Other important differences include 
£6.81 less on Clothing and Footwear (03), £20.28 on Recreation and Culture (09), £2.34 on 
Education (10) and £13.43 on Restaurants and Hotels (11).

Table 22 provides a comparison of average spending ‘per head’ by households with children 
who are above and below the income poverty line again measured by 60 per cent of the 
median disposable income (not equivalised and equivalised).  For the UK as a whole using 
unequivalised income, spending ‘per head’ for households with children in poverty for all 
expenditure is approximately half that of households with children who are not poor - £138.52
compared with £74.64 per week or a mean difference of £63.89. For some households the 
mean difference is greater. For example, Lone parents spend ‘per head’ mean difference is 
£66.47 and a Couple with one child it is £76.02. In Northern Ireland the mean difference in the 
spending ‘per head’ is less at £41.62. In other words, households with children above the 
poverty line spend £123.24 per head compared with £81.62 for households with children below 
the poverty line. For couples with 1 child, the mean difference in spending ‘per head’ in 
Northern Ireland is £59.88 per week. 

In terms of McClements equivalisation, the table shows that for the UK as a whole the spend 
‘per head’ for households with children in poverty remains at roughly half that of households 
with children who are not poor. The largest difference in spend per head is experienced by 
Lone Parent households with a mean difference of £79. In Northern Ireland the difference is 
less than in Great Britain with a mean difference of £55.51 ‘per head’.  In terms of Modified 
OECD equivalisation, the difference between poor and non-poor households spend ‘per head’ 
is reduced for the UK as a whole and for each country.

Housing costs 
Although most household expenditure is classified using the COICOP system, it does not 
provide a comprehensive definition of housing-related expenditure. The COICOP categories 
cover net rent; household maintenance and repair; water and other service charges; and 
household insurances but does not include mortgage interest payments, mortgage protection 
premiums, council tax, domestic rates for main residence, council tax, mortgage and insurance 
for second dwelling (ONS, 2008: 12). For the purposes of analysis in this study, individual 
expenditure codes were summed to create eight (8) mutually exclusive housing cost elements.  
Table 23 summarises the EFS codes and item descriptions in each element.

Table 24 presents the eight components of housing costs for households above and below the 
60% median income poverty line for the pooled EFS sample. In general, households in 
Northern Ireland spend less on housing related costs than their Great Britain counterparts.  
Council tax/Domestic rates and Rent payments are significantly lower in Northern Ireland.  
However, the analysis also shows that households in Northern Ireland both above and below 
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the income poverty line spend  more per week on Fuel and power than households in Great 
Britain. For example, using expenditure which is unequivalised, the overall housing costs in 
Northern Ireland are £27 less than in Great Britain.  Rent and mortgage interest payments and 
mortgage protection premiums are around £8 a week less. The most significant difference 
concerns Council tax/Domestic rates and Water and other service charges, where NI costs are 
£14 less. These lower costs are slightly offset by higher expenditure on Power and Fuel 
amounting to nearly £6 per week.

There are marked differences between average expenditure on housing items for those below 
and about the income poverty line in Northern Ireland. For example, using McClements 
equivalised income, there is only 58p difference in rent payments between the two groups. In 
contrast, those above the poverty line spend four times more than those below the poverty line 
on Mortgage interest payments and mortgage protection premiums. In relation to Power and 
Fuel, those below the poverty line spend very similar amounts as those above the poverty line -
_ £17.20 compared with £17.77.Table 25 shows the average expenditure on housing cost 
elements by income poverty for each of the three years. For both Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, total housing costs have risen. In Great Britain the costs have gone up by more than 
£7 and in Northern Ireland by nearly £6. In Northern Ireland the costs for those below the 
poverty line have increased more than for those below the poverty line. These figures need to 
be treated with caution because there appears to be under-reporting of Rent payments for 
Northern Ireland in EFS 2004-05 which effect being able to determine the exact nature of these 
changes in terms of proportional changes over time.

FIGURE 8. EFFECTS OF EQUIVALISATION ON SPENDING GAPS BETWEEN ON HOUSING BETWEEN 
HOUSEHOLDS ABOVE AND BELOW COMMON POVERTY THRESHOLDS, BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE
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Figure 8 shows the net effects of relevant equivalisation methods on total spending on housing 
costs for households with children above and below the relevant poverty thresholds.  The 
comparator for the differences is no equivalisation of housing costs.  As the figure shows, the 
gap between those above and below the poverty line increases for Lone parents in both 
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regions, irrespective of equivalisation method, whereas the gap increases slightly for Couples 
with 1 child are slightly worse off using households in Northern Ireland and decrease 
significantly for similar households in Great Britain.  Equivalised housing costs spending gaps 
decrease the most for Couples with 2 children in Great Britain (over £30), using both 
McClements and Modified OECD, whereas the impact on similar households in Northern 
Ireland is less influential (roughly £7-£12).  Couples with 3 or more children are more or less 
equally affected by equivalisation methods in GB and NI (£7-£12).  

Again, we find that according to the choice of equivalisation measure, households with children 
will be differently affective in relation to their poverty rates. Using some scales, households with 
children with be better off and, in terms of other measures, they will be worse off depending on 
the spending measure used.

Table 26 shows the average expenditure on housing cost elements by households with 
children. The difference in housing costs between Great Britain and Northern Ireland is 
considerable. All households with children above the poverty line in Great Britain spend 
£118.32 per week compared with £88.97 for similar households in Northern Ireland – a
difference of roughly £29 per week. The difference for households below the poverty line is 
£13.97 per week. When a comparison is made between all households with children who are 
poor and those that are not poor, the difference in Great Britain is £71.82 less and £56.04 less 
in Northern Ireland.

In both Great Britain and Northern Ireland for both income poor and non-income poor 
households, housing costs rise as the size of the family increases if spending is not 
equivalised. However, once equivalised as in Table 26, the trends are more complex. For 
example, the housing costs for a Lone parent above the income poverty line in Great Britain is 
£113.88 per week.  For a Couple with one child it rises to £131.36, but then the costs decline 
for a family with 2 children to £114.43 and for a family with three children to £104.13. For 
families below the poverty line in Great Britain, housing costs rise until the third child when they 
decline. Northern Ireland follows the same trends for families with children above and below 
the poverty line.

When different equivalisation methods are applied to spending patterns, spending gaps show 
odd and contradictory patterns. Again this is an artifact of the equivalisation method and should 
be borne in mind when analyzing households with children. 

Table 27 shows the proportional spending on housing costs by household type above and 
below the poverty line for the two regions. A number of points stand out. First, it shows that for 
all households with children there is a very different distribution of expenditure between the 
income poor and the non-income poor. In both Great Britain and Northern Ireland the poor 
spend around 20 per cent on mortgage interest payments and mortgage protection premiums 
compared with around 40 per cent by the non-poor. The income poor in both regions spend 
nearly double the amount than the non-poor on Power and Fuel. 

Second, there are significant differences between Great Britain and Northern Ireland on the 
patterns of housing expenditure. The proportion that all households with children spend on 
Council tax/Domestic rates and water and other service charges in Northern Ireland is 
considerably lower than in Great Britain.  All households with children in Northern Ireland 
above the poverty line spend 9.6 per cent of housing expenditure on this item compared 17.1
per cent in Great Britain. For those below the poverty line pay the proportions are 5.9 per cent 
and 21.2 per cent. This large difference may be a result of the different treatment of housing 
costs between the two regions. 

Finally, the most outstanding feature of the table is the impact of higher fuel charges in 
Northern Ireland. A Lone parent household below the poverty line spends over 50 per cent of 
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their total housing expenditure on Power and Fuel. This compares with 26.1 per cent for a 
similar family below the poverty line in Great Britain.  Other household types in Northern 
Ireland below the poverty line also spend a high proportion on Power and Fuel. A couple with 
one child spends 41.6 percent and a couple with three children 34.6 per cent. The average for 
all households with children below the poverty line is 42.4 per cent compared with a similar 
household above the poverty line in Great Britain who spends 9.6 per cent.
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CHAPTER 4: IMPACT OF DIFFERENT RPI/CPI MEASURES AND EQUIVALISATION ON 
HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURE

The consumer price indices measure the change in the general level of prices charged for 
goods and services bought for the purpose of consumption in the UK. In this component we 
examine the changes in RPI and CPI and assess their impact on household expenditure.  The 
RPI and the CPI both measure the average change in prices of a ‘basket’ of goods and 
services consumed by most UK households based on average household expenditure (ONS, 
2007b). As we explained in introduction, there are several differences between the two indices 
particularly in relation the treatment of housing costs. We first of all focus on the CPI. 

Table 28 notes differences in the actual and weighted means of each of the COICOP items of 
expenditure over the three years. It shows that there have been some large changes in the CPI 
over the period. Miscellaneous goods and services (12) have increased by 9.9 per cent, Health 
(06) by 4.35 per cent and Restaurants and hotels (11) by 2.96 per cent. There have also been 
some large decreases. For example, Education (10) has declined by 15 per cent, Recreation 
and culture (09) by 7.36 per cent and Furniture, household equipment and maintenance (05) 
by 4.41 per cent.

Each of the items forms a different proportion of households overall expenditure. For example, 
Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01) make up just over 10 per cent of total expenditure. The 
relative impacts of the changes are recorded in the second column. As can be seen, in relative 
terms the decline in the CPI for Food and non-alcoholic drinks (01) of 1.85 per cent 
represented a 0.20 per cent reduction in the proportional weighted CPI. 

Column three notes the actual percentage change in expenditure before adjusting for CPI or 
applying equivalisation weights on each of the COICOP items. As can be seen, there were 
some large changes in the amount households spent on particular items. There was a 
substantial reduction in expenditure on Alcoholic beverages and tobacco (02) – 10.62 per cent 
– and 6.67 per cent reduction on Furniture, household equipment and maintenance (05). In 
contrast, there was a 21.31 per cent rise in expenditure on Education (10) and 9.81 per cent
rise in Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels (04). The impact of the changes are 
reflected in the weighted change in column four. As can be seen the large increase in 
education expenditure had very little impact on the overall weighted change because 
Education makes up a very small proportion of overall household expenditure.

Columns five notes the actual percentage change in COICOP categories after applying CPI 
deflation. It shows some major changes. For example, whereas the unadjusted figure showed 
little actual change in Clothing and footwear (03), when adjusted it shows a 10.9 per cent 
increase in expenditure. Similarly, Communication (08) expenditure has risen by 9.7 per cent. 
In contrast, there has been a decline of 11.3 per cent in the amount of expenditure on Alcoholic
beverages and tobacco (02). Column six notes the weighted percentage change in COICOP 
categories.

The final four columns in Table 28 show the impact of using McClements and the Modified 
OECD scales after adjusting for CPI. The equivalisation has only marginal impact on the actual 
and weighted change in the total expenditure. The main changes come about as a result of 
adjusting for CPI.
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Household type
Table 29 notes the weighted change in expenditure by different household types compared 
with the weighted change in the CPI equivalised using McClements. As the CPI does not 
weight by household type, changes in the CPI will affect household types in different ways. 
Take for example, Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01), the CPI for this item declined by 
0.20 per cent, yet Couples with children, who perhaps could take advantages of economies of 
scale actually increased their weighted expenditure on this item over the period (+0.6 per cent).
In contrast, the weighted expenditure of Lone parents declined (-0.03 per cent). The largest 
weighted change in the CPI occurred in relation to Recreation and Culture (09) – a reduction of 
1.11 per cent. Again, a l l  household types did not show similar weighted changes in 
expenditure.  For example, we find that Lone parents spent more as a weighted percentage on 
this category, whereas the spending impact on Couples with children appears to be minimal.  

Table 30 provides a regional comparison of the weighted change in the CPI with changes in 
weighted expenditure for each household type. As can be seen, there are some large 
differences in the changes in expenditure between Great and Northern Ireland. Take for 
example, Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01). Whereas the weighted CPI declined, 
couples with children increased their weighted expenditure by 0.05 per cent in Great Britain 
and 0.20 per cent in Northern Ireland. Weighted expenditure on Transport (07) declined by 
0.07 per cent for couples with children in Great Britain and increased by 0.29 per cent in 
Northern Ireland. In general, changes in weighted expenditure in both regions were in the 
same direction over the period. But there were exceptions. For example, proportional weighted 
expenditure on Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels (04) increased for couples with 
children in Great Britain but decreased in Northern Ireland.

Quintile group
Table 31 examines the weighted change in CPI and the weighted change in COICOP 
expenditure for the United Kingdom as a whole for the three years. As can be seen, there are
wide variations. Consider for example, the circumstances of the lowest quintile. While the 
weighted CPI for Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01) went down, the weighted expenditure 
for this item increased for each quintile except for the bottom one which decreased by 0.02 per 
cent.. The weighted CPI for Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels increased by 0.10 
percent, the weighted expenditure for the lowest quintile increased by 0.36 per cent. 

Table 32 notes the quintile information for Great Britain and Northern Ireland separately.  Once 
again there are some large differences between the two regions.  Consider for example, the 
poorest 20 per cent of households on some of the COICOP items.  While the weighted CPI for 
the Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01) declined by 0.20 per cent, the weighted change in 
expenditure declined in Great Britain but increased by 0.55 in Northern Ireland in the three 
years. Similarly, while the CPI for Furniture, household equipment and maintenance (05) 
decreased by 0.29 per cent, there was little change in the weighted expenditure for this item in 
GB and only a 0.10 increase in NI.
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CHAPTER 5: PSENI SPENDING THRESHOLDS AND ITEMS/ACTIVITIES LACKING

Enforced lack of items/activities
Drawing upon results from the 2002-03 Poverty and Social Exclusion in Northern Ireland 
survey (PSENI), we attempted to estimate the levels of expenditure for a spending poverty 
threshold that would be applicable to EFS data.  We did this by looking more closely at the 
items and activities that at least 50% of the public agreed were necessities (a ‘consensual 
approach’) and in which at least 25% of households reported that they did not have the item 
because they could not afford it.  Table 33 presents the rank order of the item/necessity by the 
percentage of various household types that could not afford them.  As can be seen, several 
items were consistently reported by poor households, despite their composition: Replacing 
worn out furniture; Replacing or repairing broken electrical goods such as fridges or washing 
machines; Access to a decent pension; and Regular savings (of £10 a month) for rainy days or 
retirement.

Attempts were made using multiple regression to estimate the total number of items lacking for 
each household type in the EFS based on the PSE data. Although the overall model explained 
only 27 per cent of the variance, there was model mis-specification in approximately 20 per 
cent of the EFS cases, which precluded using the regression equation derived from PSENI on 
EFS data. In the PSE study it did not matter on which 3 items households were deprived, but 
when looking at spending patterns of the poor households, the specific items are very 
important. The problem is that the EFS is not designed to make such links. We therefore 
considered a different approach based on matching income profiles to derive a spending 
poverty threshold based on PSENI data.

Income information from both surveys does allow us to compare at a rudimentary level at least 
median income levels and offers the possibility of being able to transplant poverty ‘portfolios’ 
from one survey to the other.  To explain, there is little reason why two representative samples 
of households from the same region (in this case Northern Ireland) would not compare highly 
on their opinions on what constitute necessities in modern Northern Ireland as well as being 
somewhat comparable on the estimates of the number of households which do not have an 
item or participate in an activity due to a lack of money.  Some might argue that this is simply 
an exercise in guesstimating but we suggest that by looking more closely at income profiles 
allows us to at least speculate the money lacking by lower income households which are 
defined as poor using the PSE NI criteria (Hillyard et al. 2003).  

Table 34 shows the median incomes by various measures for various household types in two 
surveys in Northern Ireland. The closest fit should be between the EFS for 2003-04 and the 
PSE 2002-03 as the survey were carried out only a year apart (and both RPI deflated to May 
2005). While there appears to be some fit between the medians for some householder types,
for example, single pensioners, lone parents and single adults, there are some large 
differences for other household types, notably couples and couples with children (see Figure 
9).  These differences suggest that sample size and sampling errors makes comparisons using 
a common poverty threshold statistically unreliable.
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FIGURE 9. COMPARISON OF MEDIAN DISPOSABLE INCOME, EFS AND PSE NI SURVEYS
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Table 35 records the common poverty thresholds (less than median 60% disposable weekly 
income) for different household types for the two surveys. It shows that in general there is a 
closer match between the two surveys although for some household types there are some 
large variations both between EFS years and between EFS and PSE surveys. As Figure 10 
shows, for non-equivalised income, there is a close match between the PSENI 2002-03 and 
the EFS 2003-04 for Pensioner couples, Couples without children, Lone parents, and Couples 
with children. The income poverty thresholds for other household types are large. For 
examples, Single pensioners differ by 7.1 per cent and Single adults by 13.7 per cent. When 
equivalised there is a closer match between household types except for Pensioner Couples 
which now show a large disparity.

FIGURE 10. COMPARISON OF COMMON INCOME POVERTY THRESHOLDS, EFS AND PSE NI SURVEYS
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This analysis has not succeeded in producing a robust link between income poverty in the 
PSENI and expenditure poverty in the EFS. We have not been able to determine at what level 
expenditure poverty occurs for different types of households.  The problem lies in the fact that 
the two surveys are designed to achieve very different things. This mismatch between income 
poverty and expenditure poverty suggests that unless there is a dedicated survey exploring 
both elements at the same time no firm conclusions can be made. In reality, there is nothing to 
suggest that had households in the EFS had been asked, they too would have listed the same 
top five items at the top of their necessity list.  But this is a matter of conjecture.

The EFS is designed to record spending patterns over a two week period for most items and 
longer for high value items. It does not, however, capture whether or not the lack of spending is 
due to households not being able to afford the item or whether the household has simply not 
bought anything in the period. Nor does it provide evidence on whether or not the household is 
spending more or less on any particular item than in the past. It is strong on capturing income. 
In contrast, the PSE is designed to capture deprivation. Thus attempts to combine the two is 
exacerbated by the fact that they are designed to do very different tasks. This suggests that the 
better way forward, is to develop the MIS methodology for Northern Ireland.
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CHAPTER 6:  SPENDING SCENARIOS

In recent years the rising costs of energy and food prices as well as the recommendation for 
additional water charges have been of major concerns in Northern Ireland. The OFMDFM 
Committee’s Inquiry into Child Poverty was particularly concerned about the impact on the 
rising costs on poor families.5 In this section, we explore the impact of the price rises and 
introduction of water charges on patterns of spending for low income households in Northern 
Ireland, which are defined as weekly gross disposable income (McClements equivalised) below 
the 60% median.  To cope with higher prices in one area of expenditure, households are likely 
to economise on other areas. For example, they may reduce their expenditure on clothing and 
footwear or cut-down on the number of times they go out to restaurants. It is therefore 
important to examine the patterns of expenditure in all areas rather than simply those affected 
by rising costs. 

Scenario typologies
We have developed a fivefold typology of different scenarios to explore the impact of these 
changes. Each has been given a label for ease of presentation. Ceteris Paribus poverty
extends forward existing patterns of spending for lower income households in Northern Ireland 
to 2011. Credit crunch stagflation attempts to capture the current global economic crisis and 
its impact on commodity prices by holding inflation at 1% for food and non-alcoholic beverages, 
power and water and sewage charges.  Power poverty describes the impact of increases in 
gas and electricity prices using 5, 10 and 15% increases per year. Pasta poverty refers to the 
impact of rising food prices which are set at 5, 10, and 15%. Pipeline poverty refers to the 
proposed additional water charges, which for the purposes of this exercise are set at 1% total 
household spending with a 5, 10, and 15% rise in each subsequent year commencing in 2009. 
Finally, Poundsaver poverty refers to the impact of all prices and charges on the changing 
patterns of spending, such as reducing the amount spent on clothes or footwear and 
recreation.  For this exercise, the corollary reduction or ‘compensation’ for increasing power, 
pasta and pipeline poverty is set at 10% per annum.  The scenarios also include a Regional 
CPI deflator which is based on the work of Wingfield and Fenwick (February 2005).  Using their 
Relative Regional Consumer Prices Levels for Northern Ireland in 2003 and 2004, we 
extrapolated and then computed a six-year moving average (2006-2011) based on a 0.1% 
increase in the CPI.  Total household expenditure in the various scenarios was then deflated 
using the moving average (average index= 96.25). The evidence informing the scenarios is 
presented below. A full working model of the scenarios spreadsheet is available upon request.

Ceteris Paribus Spending
This scenario uses the existing trends in household expenditure to extrapolate forward using 
regression equations for each COICOP heading separately.  It assumes that spending patterns 
and a household’s basket changes very little in the short-term unless there are shock events 
(e.g. global economic boom followed by bust) which affect not only the consumption of goods 
but their supply as well.  

Table 36 presents the findings of this baseline ‘all other things being equal what will spending 
look like’ scenario. The key information is presented in the last four columns. The first of these 
notes the actual predicted change in the cost of COICOP items. For example, Food and non-
alcoholic beverages (01) will increase by 54.00 per cent., Clothing and footwear (03) by 34.22
per cent and Transport (07) will decline by 38.98 percent. The next column notes the weighted 
change. Thus, for example, the weighted change for Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01)
                                                       
5 COMMITTEE FOR THE OFFICE OF THE FIRST MINISTER AND DEPUTY FIRST MINISTER (2008) 
Final Report on the Committee’s Inquiry into Child Poverty in Northern Ireland, Vol 1. Belfast: OFMDFM, 
para. 211.
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will be 2.57 per cent. The third column notes the weekly change based on 2005 prices. It 
shows that households will be spending an extra £6.96 per week on Food and non-alcoholic 
beverages (01) and an extra £1.09 on Clothing and footwear (03) based on 2005 prices. 
Overall, they will be paying an extra £13.27 per week. The final column notes the cumulative 
yearly change. Thus, if things continue as in the past, in three years time, households will be 
spending an extra £690.21 per year and half the increase in spending in the period will arise 
from spending on Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01).

Credit Crunch Stagflation
This scenario reflects the global economic crisis and its impact on commodity prices, namely 
the rate of inflation.  Under this scenario, we use estimates reported by the Bank of England6

that the UK economy will not meet its inflation target of 2% per annum for the next year or so.  
To make comparison similar with other the scenarios, we have limited inflation on Power, 
Pasta and Poverty to a 1% increase year-on-year up until 2011.  

Power poverty
The increase in the cost of energy in the United Kingdom in recent years has been 
considerable.  Precise comparisons between different regions are hard to make because of 
different pricing tariffs, billing periods and no publicly available data on household 
characteristics by actual usage. Table 37 provides details of the comparative costs of gas for 
domestic customers in Northern Ireland and Great Britain for three selective time periods 
based on a standard tariff comparison of 18,000kWh annual usage for prepayment customers.
As can be seen, the cost of gas in Northern Ireland has been between 12 per cent and 32 per 
cent higher than in Great Britain. In both regions the cost has increased but has increased 
considerably more in Northern Ireland – 63.3 per cent compared with 41.9 per cent in GB.

Table 38 provides details of the average domestic electricity bills for customers in Northern 
Ireland and elsewhere in the United Kingdom based on consumption of 3300kWh/year. 
Between 2002-2003 to 2008-2009, average domestic electricity bills in Northern Ireland 
increased by nearly 50 per cent. Between 2005-2006, when comparable figures are first 
available to us, and 2008-2009 prices in Northern Ireland increased by nearly 40 per cent. This 
compares with an average rise across the six suppliers in Great Britain of 45 per cent. Looked 
at another way, in 2005-2006 the average yearly bill, based on consumption of 3300kWh/year,
was over 9 per cent higher than for the selected suppliers. In 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 there 
was little difference in prices and in 2008-2009 prices in Northern Ireland were slightly over 5 
per cent higher.

Pipeline poverty
In October 2007 the Independent Water Review Panel identified that households in Northern 
Ireland had been paying around £109 million in the rates towards the cost and water and 
sewerage services. This works out on average at about £160 per domestic customer. As a 
consequence of past under-investment together with costs arising from the stringent 
requirements of the EU Water Directive, the Panel estimated, taking account of a number of 
recommended savings, that a further £84 million would be required to fund the Service in 
2009/10. This would work out at about £125 extra per year for the average customer.7

Pasta poverty
Over the last year, the price of food throughout the United Kingdom, has increased. As the RPI 
is calculated on a UK wide basis, there is no robust data showing how Northern Ireland 
compares with the rest of the United Kingdom (save the relative regional price comparisons 

                                                       
6 Bank's quarterly Inflation Report, electronic version at: 
http://www.bankofengland.co.uk/publications/inflationreport/
7 IWRP (2007) Strand One Report: Costs and Funding. Belfast: Independent Water Review Panel, p. 69.
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carried out in 2003 and 2004, see Table 6 above). The Belfast Telegraph has run a series of 
articles drawing attention to the price increases. Using information provided by the website 
MySupermarket.com, which checks prices across a number of the large supermarkets, it 
showed that milk had increased by 26 per cent, butter by 68 per cent and bread by 27 per cent. 
Fusilli pasta rose in price by over 110 per cent. The article concluded that the cost of a 
shopping basket in Northern Ireland increased by as much as £30 in the last 12 months.8

Poundsaver poverty
As prices of essential necessities increase households tend to change their spending habits. 
They switch to cheaper items or they may stop purchasing a specific item altogether. If 
households do not compensate for constrained spending patterns their expenditure profiles 
would look very different. It is therefore necessary to build this assumption into any model and 
we describe this scenario as poundsaver poverty.  In this scenario, it is assumed that 
households will constrain spending by 10% yearly in several COICOP items, including:  
Clothing and footwear (03); Furniture, household equipment and maintenance (05); Recreation 
and culture (09); and Restaurants and hotels (11). 

Findings from the scenarios exercise
Table 39 presents the results of the Credit Crunch Stagflation scenario.  As the table shows,
there will be some large increases over the period. The largest increase of 65.72 per cent will 
be in Health (06) but as this forms only a very small element in overall expenditure it will have 
little impact. Other large increases include Furniture, household equipment and maintenance 
(05) -53.85 per cent, Communication (08) – 52.21 per cent, Restaurants and hotels (11) –
42.72 per cent, and Clothing and footwear (03) – 34.22 per cent.

Tables 40-42 summarise the ‘low’, ‘medium’ and ‘high’ impact inflation/spending scenarios on 
poor households defined as being below sixty per cent of the median disposable income
(McClements equivalised). The low impact scenario (Table 40) with increases of 5% for power, 
pipeline and pasta poverty, will lead to total weekly spending increasing from £257.31 in 2006 
to £322.41 in 2011 – a year-on-year increase of 4.2 per cent. In real terms, it will mean that 
poor household’s expenditure will increase by £8.98 per week or £466.78 per year. Food and 
non-alcoholic beverages (01) and Clothing and footwear (03) will make up just over half of all 
spending.

The medium scenario (Table 41) with increases of 10 per cent power, pipeline and pasta 
poverty will lead to a year-on–year increase of 36.13 per cent or a year-on-year change of 6.02
per cent. Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01) in this scenario will now form more just under 
half the weekly spending.

The high scenario (Table 42) with increases of 15 per cent for power, pipeline and pasta 
poverty will lead to a 47.6 per cent increase in overall spending, which equates to a year-on-
year increase of 8.3 per cent. Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01) will now form nearly two-
thirds of overall spending. 

Table 43 summarises the Poundsaver poverty scenario, which shows that as a result of the 
rising costs of power, food and water, that households will spend considerably less on: 
Clothing and Footwear (02), Furniture, household equipment and maintenance (05), 
Recreation and culture (09) and Restaurants and hotels (11).  If the assumptions are reliable, 
we would expect to see a relative increase in social exclusion as a result of increasing costs of 
basic household necessities.  The actual change in spending between 2006 and 2011 is 
estimated to be 6.10  per cent, which equates to a year-on-year increase of just over 1.0  per 
cent.

                                                       
8 The Belfast Telegraph, 15 September, 2008.
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Table 44 summarises the overall impact of the various scenarios created for income poor 
households in Northern Ireland.  As the table shows, spending on specific COICOP categories 
will vary depending on the assumptions underlying the scenarios as well as factors which 
cannot be controlled for, such as changing tastes and preferences and rising costs which could 
not be foreseen/controlled for in any future’s exercise (e.g. crop failures affecting food costs, 
another sharp rise in a barrel of oil leading to increased transport and home fuel costs). 
Compared with the Ceteris Paribus scenario, only the ‘low’ and Poundsaver poverty scenarios 
will result in lower spending.   Figure 11 presents the summary of the six inflation scenarios for 
low income households in Northern Ireland.  As the figure shows, there is a very wide variation 
in the estimated yearly spending of lower income households. The high inflation scenarios 
would hit the poor very badly with an annual increase in expenditure of £1300.19, nearly two 
thirds of which would be spent on Food and non-alcoholic beverages (01). Credit crunch 
stagnation would be the best scenario for the poor. Over the next six years this would lead to 
an increase in expenditure of £53.51.

FIGURE 11. CUMULATIVE YEARLY SPENDING CHANGES, FOR LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 2006-2011
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSIONS

This research has focused on household expenditure to assess living standards and poverty. 
To begin with, it has attempted for the first time to analyse time baseline data on spending and 
income poverty directly comparing GB and NI over three points.  Second, it has produced an 
income-spending typology which showed combinations of income and spending poor 
households in NI and comparisons with GB where appropriate.  It also established baseline 
‘balance sheet’ poverty rates and gaps for households with children in NI. These baselines can 
be used by other researchers and policy makers. Third, it has provided some information on 
the impact of inflationary pressures on specific groupings of household expenditure and how 
these have resulted in constraints on expenditure and an increase in spending-poor (and 
combination income-spending poor) households in NI. Fourth, it has provided some insight into 
the specific items and activities that those living in spending poor households in Northern 
Ireland may be lacking due to a lack of income. Lastly, the several spending poverty scenarios 
examined the impact of rising costs in energy, food, and water charges and provided scenarios 
for spending patterns among lower income households in Northern Ireland. They provide a 
robust evidence base on which to assess the impact of varying price rises on poor households.

Necessarily, it has been involved a large of amount of statistical analysis and the use of 
standard methodologies, such as equivalisation or weighting by the Consumer Price Index, 
which are complex and sometimes counter-intuitive. Here, we step back from the data and 
explore the policy implications of giving household expenditure a much greater focus in the 
analysis of living standards in general and poverty in particular.

The first point to note is that expenditure provides yet another measure of poverty in an already 
over-crowded field. As we have seen in this report, there are a number of different income 
measures of poverty based on different methods of equalivalisation. In addition, there are a 
number of combined income and deprivation measures. There is the consensual measure 
developed in the millennium study in Britain (Gordon and Pantazis, 1997) which was 
subsequently developed and used in Northern Ireland (Hillyard et al. 2003). The Republic uses 
a slightly different approach to combining the two to produce what is known as a Consistent
Poverty measure. The UK and Europe are using a different approach again to the combine
income and deprivation. To complicate matters further, there are a range of measures used 
specifically to try and gauge the child poverty rates. The measures all produce very different 
poverty rates overall and for different types of households. The choice of measure is arbitrary. 
However, the choice of measure is crucial in determining  the success or failure in meeting
some pre-defined anti-poverty target. 

There are strong arguments in favour of the household expenditure approach. To begin with, 
spending patterns are likely to be much more even over a life cycle, drawing on savings and 
other resources when needed, compared with income, which is much more ‘lumpy’ overtime. It 
is also argued that there may be less measurement error at the very bottom of the spending 
distribution and therefore may be a more accurate guide to very low living standards. However, 
there are problems with its use. Spending data have to be adjusted to take account of inflation. 
It is also standard practice to apply equivalisation scales. This process may be technically 
sound but it is makes the resulting data difficult to understand for policy makers. Everyone is 
familiar with spending £55 in the supermarket but when this figure is reduced by £3 following 
equivalisation because the person is a pensioner, the reality of the every-day experience is lost 
along with a consequent lack of comprehension over any poverty rates associated with the 
measure.  The same criticism, of course, can be made about the equivalisation of income data.

Expenditure data provide the opportunity to carry out robust evidence based analysis of 
proposed policy changes as well as changes in the economy. We have illustrated this with six 
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very different scenarios. Although we have combined what we call power, pipleline and pasta 
poverty together in exploring the impact of different inflation rates, the model provides the 
means to examine the impact of a single measure, for example, the introduction of additional 
water charges. 

The Expenditure and Food Survey, which collects all the data on household expenditure, is 
based on a small sample of approximately 500 households. We have discussed elsewhere the 
representativeness and robustness of the sample and pointed out that the low frequencies in 
some bi-variate analysis, even when using three combined years, precluded reliable statistical 
analysis for Northern Ireland as a whole. But it also precludes any analysis within Northern 
Ireland and this raises questions about ‘fitness for purpose’ of the survey for policy purposes. 
Northern Ireland has a large rural based population. About 40 per cent of the population live in 
rural areas. There are also clear differences in the settlement patterns between the East and 
the West of Northern Ireland. The social and economic circumstances between urban and rural 
areas are very different and this is reflected in differential rates of ill-health. Recent research 
has shown an increasing gradient of poorer health from rural to urban areas, where mortality 
rates were about 22% higher (O’Reilly, et al. 2007).  If a spending measure of poverty is used, 
these differences suggest that for the purpose of developing and analyzing policy, the sample
size should be considerably larger in order to carry out robust analysis across the rural/urban 
divide.

One of the key findings of the study is that spending poverty rates in Northern Ireland on most 
single measures are lower than in Great Britain. Analysis based on income poverty also shows
a similar pattern, supporting findings on income poverty from the FRS. These findings, 
however, run counter to other evidence which would suggest that poverty rates would be 
higher in Northern Ireland because there is a high rate of benefit recipiency, a low work rate 
and a high proportion of low paid full-time workers (Kenway, et al. 2006).  Significantly, it is 
only when the multi-dimensional measure is used that Northern Ireland emerges with a higher 
poverty rate than Great Britain.

In conclusion the findings of this analysis using a wide range of income and spending 
measures as well as equivalisation and inflation and deflation rates produce a very complex 
picture of poverty in Northern Ireland. Due care, attention and transparency should therefore
be taken in choice of measure and method of equivalisation as these choices are absolutely 
crucial in the development of poverty reduction strategies for children in Northern Ireland and 
the redistribution of resources between different household types. Hopefully this research will 
assist further methodological advances in the field and serve as an important source of 
information for policy makers.



References

34

REFERENCES
Bradshaw, J., Middleton, S., Davis, A., Oldfield, N., Smith, N., Cusworth, L. and Williams, J. 

(July 2008). A minimum income standard for Britain What people think, York: Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation. Electronic version available at:
[http://www.jrf.org.uk/bookshop/eBooks/2226-income-poverty-standards.pdf] 

Brewer, M. Goodman, A. and Leicester A. (2006). Household spending in Britain: What can it 
teach us about poverty? Bristol: The Policy Press.
[Electronic version available at: http://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/files/jrf/9781861348555.pdf] 

Department for Work and Pensions (2008). Households Below Average Income: An analysis of 
the income distribution 1994/95 - 2006/07. Electronic version available at: 
[http://www.dwp.gov.uk/asd/hbai/hbai2007/pdf_files/full_hbai08.pdf] 

Gordon, D. and Pantazis, C. (1997). Breadline Britain in the 1990s, Aldershot: Ashgate.
Gordon, D., Adelman, L., Ashworth, K., et al. (2000), Poverty and Social Exclusion in Britain, 

York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.
Hillyard, P., Kelly, G., McLaughlin, E., Patsios, D., and Tomlinson, M. (2003), Bare Necessities: 

Poverty and Social Exclusion in Northern Ireland – Key Findings, Belfast: Democratic 
Dialogue.

Jones, F. (2008). The effects of taxes and benefits on household income, 2006/07. Economic 
& Labour Market Review, Vol 2, No 7, pp. 37-47 and A1-A27. Electronic version available 
at:
[http://www.statistics.gov.uk/elmr/07_08/downloads/ELMR_Jul08_Jones.pdf] 

Kenway, P., MacInnes, T.Kelly, A.  and Palmer, G. (2006) Monitoring poverty and social 
exclusion in Northern Ireland 2006, York: Joseph Rowntree. Electronic version available 
at: [http://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/files/jrf/1814-poverty-northern-ireland.pdf]

Mack, J. and Lansley, S. (1985), Poor Britain, London: Allen and Unwin.
Office for National Statistics (2004). Consumer Price Indices: a brief guide. Electronic version 

available at:
[http://www.statistics.gov.uk/downloads/theme_economy/CP_Brief_Guide_2004.pdf] 

Office for National Statistics (2007a). Expenditure and Food Survey 2006: Volume A The User 
Guide, London: HMSO. Electronic version available at: 
[http://www.data-
archive.ac.uk/doc/5986%5Cmrdoc%5Cpdf%5C5986_volume_a_introduction_2006.pdf]

Office for National Statistics (2007b). Consumer Price Indices Technical Manual 2007 Edition, 
London: ONS. Electronic version available at:
[http://www.statistics.gov.uk/downloads/theme_economy/CPI_Technical_Manual.pdf] 

Office for National Statistics (2008). Family Spending 2007 Edition. London: HMSO. Electronic 
version available at:
[http://www.statistics.gov.uk/downloads/theme_social/Family_Spending_2006/FamilySpe
nding2007_web.pdf]  

O'Reilly, G., O' Reilly,D., Rosato, M. Connolly, S. (2007) Urban and rural variations in morbidity 
and mortality in Northern Ireland, BMC Public Health, 2007; 7: 123.
Electronic version available at:
[http://www.pubmedcentral.nih.gov/articlerender.fcgi?artid=1913506]

Saunders, P. (1998) Reflections on the Australian poverty debate, Social Security Journal, Vol. 
1, pp. 9-36.

Saunders, P. Bradshaw, J. and Hirst, M. (2002) Using Household Expenditure to Develop an 
Income Poverty Line, Social Policy and Administration, Vol. 36, No. 3, pp. 217-234.

Wingfield, D. (2005). Relative regional consumer price levels in 2004, Economic Trends, No
615, pp. 36-46. Electronic version available at:
[http://www.statistics.gov.uk/articles/economic_trends/ET615Wingfield.pdf]

Wingfield, D. (April 2007). CPI and RPI: the 2007 basket of goods and services, Economic & 
Labour Market Review, Vol 1., No 4, pp. 39-63. Electronic version available at:
[http://www.statistics.gov.uk/elmr/04_07/downloads/ELMR_April07_Wingfield.pdf] 



References

35

Wingfield , D. and Fenwick, D. (February 2005). Relative regional consumer price levels in 
2004. Economic Trends, Vol. 615, pp. 36-46. Electronic version available at: 
[http://www.statistics.gov.uk/articles/economic_trends/ET615Wingfield.pdf]



Appendix of Tables

36

APPENDIX OF TABLES

TABLE 1. NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THE EFS SURVEYS
EFS 2003-04 EFS 2004-05 EFS 2005-06 Pooled sample

UW N W N UW N W N UW N W N UW N W N
Great Britain 6432 24033 6265 23777 6258 24182 18955 71991
Northern Ireland 616 637 533 654 527 617 1676 1908
Total 7048 24670 6798 24431 6785 24799 20631 73899
Note: UW=Unweighted data, W=Weighted data

TABLE 2. HOUSEHOLD TYPES IN THE EFS SAMPLES
2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2003-06

GB NI GB NI GB NI UK
Single pensioner 14.2 14.5 14.3 13.9 14.3 10.7 14.3
Couple pensioner 13.9 9.7 13.8 12.3 14.1 9.2 13.8
Single adult 13.7 15.1 13.0 14.2 14.0 13.8 13.6
Couple without children 19.3 16.7 19.1 14.1 19.0 14.1 19.0
Lone parent 5.5 5.3 5.2 6.7 5.5 7.5 5.4
Couple with children 18.6 21.2 18.6 21.5 18.2 25.9 18.6
Other household type 14.8 17.5 15.9 17.3 14.9 18.9 15.3
Total 24033 637 23777 654 24182 617 73899

Note: Weighted data.

TABLE 3. COMPARISON OF MCCLEMENTS AND MODIFIED OECD EQUIVALENCE SCALES
McClements 

BHC
Modified 

OECD
First Adult 0.61 1.0
Spouse 0.39 0.5
Other Second Adult 0.46 0.5
Third Adult 0.42 0.5
Subsequent Adults 0.36 0.5
Children aged under 14 yrs 0.20 0.3
Children aged 14 yrs and over 0.32 0.5
Source: ONS (July 2005), Households Below Average Income Statistics: Adoption of New Equivalence Scales First 

Release. Downloaded from: http://www.dwp.gov.uk/asd/hbai/nsfr_newequiv.pdf
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TABLE 4. MEAN COICOP EXPENDITURE IN GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND, 2003-04 TO 
2005-06

Great Britain Northern Ireland
EFS 

2003-
04

EFS 
2004-

05

EFS 
2005-

06

Total EFS 
2003-

04

EFS 
2004-

05

EFS 
2005-

06

Total

Not equivalised
01 Food and non-alcoholic beverages 44.34 45.34 45.15 44.94 48.79 48.10 51.57 49.45
02 Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 12.14 11.56 10.71 11.47 14.82 12.89 14.14 13.94
03 Clothing and footwear 20.32 22.46 22.53 21.77 29.11 29.23 30.47 29.59
04 Housing, water, electricity, gas, other fuels 43.18 43.26 44.42 43.62 35.49 32.68 34.25 34.13
05 Furniture, household equipment and 
maintenance

31.04 31.36 30.03 30.80 33.85 35.74 29.32 33.03

06 Health 5.33 5.14 5.51 5.33 3.66 3.16 5.18 3.98
07 Transport 65.40 62.25 61.91 63.19 61.45 52.02 55.18 56.19
08 Communication 10.85 11.45 11.87 11.39 11.85 11.16 13.10 12.02
09 Recreation and culture 55.96 58.72 57.68 57.45 47.11 43.77 51.89 47.51
10 Education 5.81 6.94 6.65 6.47 3.59 2.98 2.82 3.13
11 Restaurants and hotels 36.98 37.35 36.54 36.95 42.74 35.75 42.76 40.35
12 Miscellaneous goods and services 36.25 36.44 34.55 35.74 39.66 33.33 38.09 36.98
Total consumption expenditure 368.25 372.94 367.55 369.56 374.18 342.42 368.75 361.54
McClements 
01 Food and non-alcoholic beverages 41.42 42.01 42.14 41.86 42.31 41.98 43.78 42.67
02 Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 11.63 10.70 10.29 10.87 13.31 11.48 11.87 12.22
03 Clothing and footwear 18.09 19.21 20.04 19.12 23.38 25.56 24.05 24.34
04 Housing, water, electricity, gas, other fuels 43.67 43.50 45.27 44.15 33.18 32.26 33.36 32.92
05 Furniture, household equipment and 
maintenance

29.79 30.11 28.64 29.51 30.40 33.11 26.60 30.10

06 Health 5.23 4.99 5.54 5.25 3.43 3.11 4.61 3.70
07 Transport 60.14 56.16 56.39 57.57 53.36 44.96 46.95 48.41
08 Communication 10.25 10.61 11.27 10.71 10.35 10.17 11.22 10.57
09 Recreation and culture 51.90 53.40 53.81 53.04 41.06 39.67 45.53 42.03
10 Education 4.46 5.37 5.07 4.97 2.57 1.97 2.14 2.22
11 Restaurants and hotels 33.90 33.63 33.47 33.67 35.27 31.48 35.77 34.13
12 Miscellaneous goods and services 34.15 33.49 32.51 33.38 35.54 29.66 33.68 32.92
Total consumption expenditure 345.03 343.61 344.44 344.36 325.61 306.80 319.54 317.20
Modified OECD
01 Food and non-alcoholic beverages 27.24 27.64 27.70 27.53 27.82 27.60 28.81 28.07
02 Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 7.64 7.06 6.77 7.16 8.72 7.55 7.82 8.03
03 Clothing and footwear 11.97 12.76 13.25 12.66 15.50 16.84 15.96 16.11
04 Housing, water, electricity, gas, other fuels 28.42 28.31 29.44 28.73 21.54 20.90 21.64 21.35
05 Furniture, household equipment and 
maintenance

19.53 19.71 18.78 19.34 19.83 21.52 17.40 19.62

06 Health 3.44 3.28 3.62 3.44 2.24 2.02 3.05 2.43
07 Transport 39.72 37.21 37.27 38.07 35.37 29.54 30.98 31.95
08 Communication 6.73 6.98 7.39 7.04 6.80 6.65 7.38 6.93
09 Recreation and culture 34.20 35.30 35.44 34.98 27.05 26.05 29.97 27.65
10 Education 2.99 3.64 3.43 3.35 1.76 1.35 1.45 1.52
11 Restaurants and hotels 22.40 22.27 22.13 22.27 23.30 20.69 23.61 22.51
12 Miscellaneous goods and services 22.35 22.00 21.31 21.89 23.30 19.39 21.94 21.52
Total consumption expenditure 226.91 226.45 226.54 226.63 214.19 201.01 210.01 208.32
Note:Weighted data. CPI adjusted to May 2005. Equivalised using McClements and Modified OECD Scales. 
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TABLE 5. CONSUMER PRICES INDEX UPDATING WEIGHTS, 2003-2007
CPI overall index (UK)=parts per 1000 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
01 Food and non-alcoholic beverages 108 106 106 102 103
02 Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 47 46 46 44 43
03 Clothing and footwear 62 62 63 65 62
04 Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels 104 103 105 108 115
05 Furniture, household equipment and maintenance 68 75 65 73 68
06 Health 23 22 24 24 24
07 Transport 144 151 148 155 152
08 Communication 25 26 25 25 24
09 Recreation and culture 163 150 151 147 153
10 Education 20 16 17 17 18
11 Restaurants and hotels 135 137 139 134 138
12 Miscellaneous goods and services 101 106 111 106 100
Total= 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Source: ONS, Consumer Prices Index and Retail Prices Index: Updating Weights for 2007. 

Downloadable from: http://www.statistics.gov.uk/articles/nojournal/CPI&RPI_2007_weights_article.pdf.  

TABLE 6. COMPARISON OF ITEMS CONTAINED IN RPI AND CPI

In RPI but not CPI In CPI but not RPI
Mortgage interest payments Unit trusts and stock-broking charges
Depreciation Foreign students’ university tuition fees
Council tax & rates University accommodation fees
Dwelling insurance & ground rent
Vehicle tax

TABLE 7. RELATIVE REGIONAL CONSUMER PRICES LEVELS FOR NORTHERN IRELAND, 2003 AND 
2004

Region 2003 2004 2004 2004
National 
weight

National 
weight

Regional 
weight

National 
weight on 
COICOP 

basis 
Northern Ireland 95.7 95.8 95.3 97.2
Source: Based on data collected for the compilation of the Retail Prices Index supplemented by a special purpose-designed 

survey of regional prices conducted in the spring and follow a partial update carried out in 2003 of an earlier exercise 
conducted in 2000. See Wingfield , D. and Fenwick, D. (February 2005). Relative regional consumer price levels in 
2004. Economic Trends, Vol. 615, pp. 36-46. Downloadable from: 
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/articles/economic_trends/ET615Wingfield.pdf
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TABLE 8. GROSS WEEKLY TOTAL INCOME: BEFORE AND AFTER EQUIVALISATION
Great Britain Northern Ireland United Kingdom

GIR GMIR GOIR GIR GMIR GOIR GIR GMIR GOIR
EFS 2003-04
Single pensioner 214.49 351.62 214.49 189.59 310.80 189.59 213.83 350.55 213.83
Couple pensioner 435.08 432.93 290.05 409.44 406.75 272.96 434.62 432.45 289.74
Single adult 396.15 649.42 396.15 305.03 500.05 305.03 393.57 645.19 393.57
Couple without children 803.72 797.16 535.81 598.47 592.46 398.98 799.11 792.56 532.74
Lone parent 308.65 317.30 201.39 249.64 231.17 146.89 307.17 315.14 200.02
Couple with children 856.18 618.04 408.14 711.88 490.70 324.15 851.96 614.32 405.68
Other household type 877.03 548.45 388.21 790.98 451.61 319.22 874.42 545.50 386.11
Total 606.28 566.44 372.85 515.59 454.15 298.94 603.94 563.54 370.94
EFS 2004-05
Single pensioner 208.83 342.35 208.83 197.17 323.23 197.17 208.53 341.85 208.53
Couple pensioner 441.88 439.78 294.58 431.29 426.26 287.53 441.62 439.45 294.41
Single adult 391.76 642.23 391.76 311.53 510.71 311.53 389.42 638.39 389.42
Couple without children 801.27 794.53 534.18 621.21 618.44 414.14 797.69 791.03 531.80
Lone parent 324.98 333.13 210.68 252.54 268.03 170.86 322.50 330.91 209.32
Couple with children 867.03 625.68 413.07 670.13 464.79 306.19 860.96 620.72 409.78
Other household type 926.45 578.03 408.73 755.20 456.56 322.28 921.49 574.51 406.22
Total 620.90 571.07 376.62 503.80 453.91 298.40 617.76 567.94 374.53
EFS 2005-06
Single pensioner 215.92 353.96 215.92 184.34 302.20 184.34 215.33 353.00 215.33
Couple pensioner 469.04 467.13 312.70 373.72 372.51 249.15 467.49 465.59 311.66
Single adult 405.52 664.79 405.52 318.32 521.83 318.32 403.37 661.27 403.37
Couple without children 810.75 803.24 540.50 593.84 589.88 395.90 806.71 799.27 537.81
Lone parent 319.19 322.77 205.96 270.31 286.10 177.45 317.55 321.54 205.01
Couple with children 884.45 634.63 420.56 659.00 480.07 314.05 876.56 629.22 416.84
Other household type 886.12 550.33 389.03 774.15 448.42 319.37 882.61 547.14 386.85
Total 618.43 577.38 380.25 518.70 452.09 297.24 615.95 574.26 378.18
EFS 2003-06
Single pensioner 213.10 349.34 213.10 190.97 313.06 190.97 212.57 348.48 212.57
Couple pensioner 448.86 446.80 299.24 408.13 404.91 272.09 448.06 445.99 298.71
Single adult 398.00 652.46 398.00 311.36 510.43 311.36 395.63 648.58 395.63
Couple without children 805.25 798.32 536.83 604.39 600.05 402.93 801.17 794.29 534.12
Lone parent 317.47 324.23 205.92 258.36 264.68 166.76 315.65 322.40 204.71
Couple with children 869.16 626.08 413.90 678.96 478.42 314.63 863.13 621.40 410.75
Other household type 897.10 559.29 395.57 773.39 452.16 320.28 893.36 556.05 393.30
Total 615.19 571.65 376.58 512.56 453.40 298.20 612.54 568.59 374.56
Note: Weighted data. RPI deflated to May 2005.  

GIR=Gross normal weekly household income; GMIR=Gross normal weekly household income equivalised using 
McClements Scale; GOIR=Gross normal weekly household income equivalised using Modified OECD Scale.
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TABLE 9. GROSS WEEKLY DISPOSABLE INCOME: BEFORE AND AFTER EQUIVALISATION
Great Britain Northern Ireland Total

GDIR GMDIR GODIR GDIR GMDIR GODIR GDIR GMDIR GODIR
EFS 2003-04
Single pensioner 196.00 321.31 196.00 180.45 295.82 180.45 195.59 320.64 195.59
Couple pensioner 389.79 387.90 259.86 371.74 369.29 247.83 389.47 387.56 259.64
Single adult 310.97 509.78 310.97 238.51 391.00 238.51 308.92 506.42 308.92
Couple without children 627.83 622.44 418.55 484.95 479.74 323.30 624.62 619.24 416.41
Lone parent 277.13 284.05 180.20 233.48 216.07 137.17 276.03 282.34 179.12
Couple with children 674.79 486.70 321.41 588.37 404.22 267.17 672.26 484.29 319.83
Other household type 719.36 450.13 318.56 672.25 383.70 271.08 717.93 448.11 317.12
Total 492.96 462.24 304.14 433.84 382.09 251.50 491.43 460.17 302.78
EFS 2004-05
Single pensioner 195.62 320.69 195.62 189.72 311.02 189.72 195.47 320.44 195.47
Couple pensioner 392.95 391.18 261.97 390.46 385.99 260.30 392.89 391.06 261.93
Single adult 307.06 503.37 307.06 253.07 414.87 253.07 305.48 500.78 305.48
Couple without children 627.62 622.14 418.41 508.82 506.23 339.21 625.26 619.84 416.84
Lone parent 291.97 298.31 188.57 235.19 248.77 158.51 290.03 296.61 187.54
Couple with children 682.06 491.21 324.43 553.32 383.20 252.23 678.09 487.88 322.20
Other household type 758.25 472.63 334.01 636.06 386.45 272.69 754.71 470.13 332.24
Total 505.09 466.60 307.52 426.73 386.88 254.15 502.99 464.46 306.09
EFS 2005-06
Single pensioner 200.71 329.03 200.71 174.41 285.91 174.41 200.22 328.22 200.22
Couple pensioner 411.96 410.25 274.64 344.54 343.35 229.69 410.86 409.16 273.90
Single adult 320.05 524.67 320.05 259.15 424.84 259.15 318.55 522.21 318.55
Couple without children 632.59 626.48 421.73 456.65 453.26 304.43 629.32 623.26 419.55
Lone parent 287.94 290.23 185.08 255.56 270.21 167.40 286.86 289.56 184.49
Couple with children 693.02 496.98 329.41 543.02 393.52 257.90 687.77 493.36 326.91
Other household type 726.12 450.90 318.65 655.26 379.73 270.44 723.90 448.67 317.14
Total 501.98 470.95 309.96 433.84 378.42 248.78 500.29 468.65 308.44
EFS 2003-06
Single pensioner 197.46 323.70 197.46 182.24 298.75 182.24 197.10 323.11 197.10
Couple pensioner 398.37 396.58 265.58 371.58 368.67 247.72 397.84 396.03 265.23
Single adult 312.87 512.90 312.87 249.86 409.61 249.86 311.15 510.08 311.15
Couple without children 629.35 623.69 419.57 484.01 480.20 322.68 626.40 620.77 417.60
Lone parent 285.57 290.72 184.55 242.30 247.81 155.99 284.24 289.40 183.66
Couple with children 683.25 491.61 325.06 560.39 393.49 258.94 679.36 488.50 322.97
Other household type 735.02 458.16 323.93 654.47 383.26 271.39 732.59 455.89 322.34
Total 500.00 466.61 307.21 431.40 382.54 251.53 498.22 464.44 305.77
Note: Weighted data. RPI deflated to May 2005.  

GDIR=Gross normal weekly disposable household income; GMDIR=Gross normal weekly household disposable 
income equivalised using McClements Scale; GODIR= Gross normal weekly household disposable income 
equivalised using Modified OECD Scale.
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TABLE 10. COMPARISON BETWEEN HOUSEHOLD TYPES FOR EFS AND FRS FOR 2003-2004, 2004-
2005 AND 2005-2006 COMBINED

Pooled sample
  EFS  2003-2006 FRS 2003-2006

Great Britain Northern Ireland Total GB NI UK
N % N % N % % % %

Single pensioner 10290 14.3 249 13.1 10539 14.3 14 11 14
Couple pensioner 10028 13.9 199 10.4 10227 13.8 15 14 15
Single adult 9763 13.6 274 14.4 10037 13.6 15 13 16
Couple without children 13775 19.1 286 15.0 14060 19.0 20 15 20
Lone parent 3885 5.4 124 6.5 4009 5.4 6 7 6
Couple with children 13310 18.5 435 22.8 13746 18.6 19 23 19
Other household type 10940 15.2 341 17.9 11281 15.3 11 16 11
Total 71991 100.0 1908 100.0 73899 100.0 100 100 100
Note: Weighted data.
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TABLE 11. COMPARISONS OF HOUSEHOLD TYPE FOR EFS AND FRS FOR INDIVIDUAL YEARS 2005-
2004, 2004-2005, 2005-2006

Pooled sample
Expenditure and Food Survey (EFS) Family Resources 

Survey (FRS)
2003-2004 2003-2004

Great Britain Northern Ireland Total GB NI UK
N % N % N % % % %

Single pensioner 3420 14.2 93 14.5 3513 14.2 14 10 14
Couple pensioner 3340 13.9 62 9.7 3402 13.8 15 14 15
Single adult 3297 13.7 96 15.1 3393 13.8 15 13 16
Couple without children 4628 19.3 106 16.7 4734 19.2 20 15 20
Lone parent 1314 5.5 34 5.3 1347 5.5 6 7 6
Couple with children 4472 18.6 135 21.2 4606 18.7 19 23 19
Other household type 3562 14.8 112 17.5 3674 14.9 12 17 11

2004-2005 2004-2005
Single pensioner 3407 14.3 91 13.9 3498 14.3 14 13 15
Couple pensioner 3276 13.8 81 12.3 3356 13.7 15 13 15
Single adult 3091 13.0 93 14.2 3184 13.0 15 14 15
Couple without children 4551 19.1 92 14.1 4643 19.0 19 15 19
Lone parent 1242 5.2 44 6.7 1286 5.3 6 7 6
Couple with children 4429 18.6 141 21.5 4570 18.7 18 23 18
Other household type 3781 15.9 113 17.3 3894 15.9 12 17 11

2005-2006 2005-2006
Single pensioner 3463 14.3 66 10.7 3529 14.2 15 13 15
Couple pensioner 3412 14.1 57 9.2 3469 14.0 15 15 15
Single adult 3375 14.0 85 13.8 3460 14.0 15 12 15
Couple without children 4596 19.0 87 14.1 4684 18.9 19 16 19
Lone parent 1329 5.5 46 7.5 1375 5.5 7 6 6
Couple with children 4410 18.2 160 25.9 4570 18.4 19 21 18
Other household type 3597 14.9 116 18.9 3713 15.0 12 15 11
Note: Weighted data.
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TABLE 12. COMPARISONS CELL SIZES FOR GROSS INCOME QUINTILE GROUPS BY HOUSEHOLD 
TYPES

Lowest 2 3 4 Highest Total
GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI

EFS 2003-04
Single pensioner 2176 60 921 24 225 7 75 1 23 0 3420 93
Couple pensioner 358 6 1432 25 911 16 430 8 210 6 3340 62
Single adult 1060 31 803 26 735 25 475 10 224 3 3297 96
Couple without children 328 9 589 18 998 19 1336 36 1377 24 4628 106
Lone parent 553 12 376 15 272 4 82 3 31 0 1314 34
Couple with children 156 4 322 12 1091 31 1459 45 1443 43 4472 135
Other household type 172 4 362 8 580 24 950 24 1498 52 3562 112

EFS 2004-05
Single pensioner 2217 53 926 30 199 5 54 2 11 0 3407 91
Couple pensioner 462 9 1372 24 868 28 377 13 197 7 3276 81
Single adult 1010 34 809 20 696 25 409 8 167 6 3091 93
Couple without children 235 6 529 22 1078 13 1392 18 1317 33 4551 92
Lone parent 511 19 341 13 262 11 91 2 38 0 1242 44
Couple with children 134 4 444 11 1020 37 1390 45 1441 43 4429 141
Other household type 186 6 335 10 632 11 1041 44 1587 41 3781 113

EFS 2005-06
Single pensioner 2186 46 931 14 265 1 53 4 28 0 3463 66
Couple pensioner 388 8 1405 24 938 14 417 8 264 2 3412 57
Single adult 1032 29 861 26 863 21 414 9 204 2 3375 85
Couple without children 253 12 528 13 1018 13 1423 27 1374 23 4596 87
Lone parent 558 23 390 12 257 8 91 1 34 2 1329 46
Couple with children 137 5 411 22 925 45 1465 40 1472 47 4410 160
Other household type 282 1 311 13 572 21 973 34 1459 48 3597 116

Pooled sample
Single pensioner 6579 160 2778 68 690 14 182 8 62 0 10290 249
Couple pensioner 1208 23 4209 73 2717 58 1224 30 670 16 10028 199
Single adult 3103 94 2473 72 2294 71 1298 27 595 11 9763 274
Couple without children 817 27 1647 53 3094 46 4150 81 4067 79 13775 286
Lone parent 1621 54 1107 39 790 23 263 5 103 2 3885 124
Couple with children 427 14 1177 45 3036 113 4313 131 4356 132 13310 435
Other household type 640 12 1008 31 1784 56 2964 101 4543 141 10940 341

Note: Weighted data. Bold denotes low cell frequency. 
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TABLE 13. STANDARD ERROR OF THE MEAN FOR GROSS WEEKLY HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Mean Std. Error of 

Mean
Lower Bound 

95% C.I.
Upper Bound 

95% C.I.
95% Confidence 

Interval (+/-)
Pooled sample (UK) 612.54 2.16 608.30 616.77 4.23

Great Britain 615.19 2.20 610.87 619.51 4.32
Northern Ireland 512.56 8.94 495.02 530.10 17.54

Household Type
Single pensioner 212.57 1.40 209.83 215.32 2.74
Couple pensioner 448.06 3.73 440.76 455.37 7.30
Single adult 395.63 3.81 388.16 403.11 7.47
Couple without children 801.17 5.56 790.28 812.06 10.89
Lone parent 315.65 4.39 307.05 324.25 8.60
Couple with children 863.13 5.78 851.80 874.46 11.33
Other household type 893.36 6.01 881.58 905.14 11.78
Note: Weighted data. Household income not equivalised. RPI deflated to May 2005.
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TABLE 14. HOUSEHOLD CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURE IN GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND
(£ PER WEEK)

Pooled sample
Great Britain Northern 

Ireland
NI - GB F Sig.

Not equivalised
01 Food and non-alcoholic beverages 44.9 49.5 4.5 43.99 <0.001
02 Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 11.5 13.9 2.5 35.17 <0.001
03 Clothing and footwear 21.8 29.6 7.8 82.27 <0.001
04 Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels 43.6 34.1 -9.5 53.14 <0.001
05 Furniture, household equipment and maintenance 30.8 33.0 2.2 1.65 ns
06 Health 5.3 4.0 -1.3 4.48 <0.05
07 Transport 63.2 56.2 -7.0 7.19 <0.05
08 Communication 11.4 12.0 0.6 4.40 <0.05
09 Recreation and culture 57.4 47.5 -9.9 22.68 <0.001
10 Education 6.5 3.1 -3.3 8.28 <0.05
11 Restaurants and hotels 37.0 40.3 3.4 10.77 <0.05
12 Miscellaneous goods and services 35.7 37.0 1.2 0.91 ns
Total consumption expenditure 369.6 361.5 -8.0 1.35 ns
McClements
01 Food and non-alcoholic beverages 41.9 42.7 0.8 2.51 ns
02 Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 10.9 12.2 1.3 11.33 <0.05
03 Clothing and footwear 19.1 24.3 5.2 46.71 <0.001
04 Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels 44.2 32.9 -11.2 81.15 <0.001
05 Furniture, household equipment and maintenance 29.5 30.1 0.6 0.12 ns
06 Health 5.3 3.7 -1.6 3.91 <0.05
07 Transport 57.6 48.4 -9.2 14.64 <0.001
08 Communication 10.7 10.6 -0.1 0.30 ns
09 Recreation and culture 53.0 42.0 -11.0 30.36 <0.001
10 Education 5.0 2.2 -2.7 10.65 <0.05
11 Restaurants and hotels 33.7 34.1 0.5 0.24 ns
12 Miscellaneous goods and services 33.4 32.9 -0.5 0.12 ns
Total consumption expenditure 344.4 317.2 -27.2 21.48 <0.001
Modified OECD
01 Food and non-alcoholic beverages 27.5 28.1 0.5 2.515 ns
02 Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 7.2 8.0 0.9 11.228 <0.05
03 Clothing and footwear 12.7 16.1 3.5 46.987 <0.001
04 Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels 28.7 21.4 -7.4 84.167 <0.001
05 Furniture, household equipment and maintenance 19.3 19.6 0.3 .064 ns
06 Health 3.4 2.4 -1.0 4.207 <0.05
07 Transport 38.1 31.9 -6.1 15.147 <0.001
08 Communication 7.0 6.9 -0.1 .347 ns
09 Recreation and culture 35.0 27.7 -7.3 31.670 <0.001
10 Education 3.4 1.5 -1.8 10.214 <0.05
11 Restaurants and hotels 22.3 22.5 0.2 .151 ns
12 Miscellaneous goods and services 21.9 21.5 -0.4 .192 ns
Total consumption expenditure 226.6 208.3 -18.3 22.605 <0.001

Note: Weighted data. CPI adjusted expenditure to May 2005. Equivalised using McClements and Modified OECD scales. 
ns= not statistically significant at the p<.05 level.
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TABLE 15. MEAN DIFFERENCES IN THE PROPORTIONS OF HOUSEHOLD CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURE 
FOR COICOP HEADINGS

Separate samples
EFS 2003-04 EFS 2004-05 EFS 2005-06

Great 
Britain

Northern 
Ireland

NI -
GB

Great 
Britain

Northern 
Ireland

NI -
GB

Great 
Britain

Northern 
Ireland

NI -
GB

F Sig.

Not  
equivalised
COICOP 01 44.34 48.79 4.45 45.34 48.10 2.76 45.15 51.57 6.42 7.92 <0.001
COICOP 02 12.14 14.82 2.69 11.56 12.89 1.33 10.71 14.14 3.43 38.35 <0.001
COICOP 03 20.32 29.11 8.79 22.46 29.23 6.77 22.53 30.47 7.94 27.22 <0.001
COICOP 04 43.18 35.49 -7.69 43.26 32.68 -10.58 44.42 34.25 -10.17 3.69 <0.05
COICOP 05 31.04 33.85 2.81 31.36 35.74 4.37 30.03 29.32 -0.71 2.57 ns
COICOP 06 5.33 3.66 -1.67 5.14 3.16 -1.99 5.51 5.18 -0.33 1.34 ns
COICOP 07 65.40 61.45 -3.95 62.25 52.02 -10.23 61.91 55.18 -6.74 7.69 <0.001
COICOP 08 10.85 11.85 1.00 11.45 11.16 -0.29 11.87 13.10 1.23 39.78 <0.001
COICOP 09 55.96 47.11 -8.85 58.72 43.77 -14.94 57.68 51.89 -5.79 5.35 <0.05
COICOP 10 5.81 3.59 -2.22 6.94 2.98 -3.96 6.65 2.82 -3.83 3.09 <0.05
COICOP 11 36.98 42.74 5.76 37.35 35.75 -1.60 36.54 42.76 6.21 1.22 ns
COICOP 12 36.25 39.66 3.40 36.44 33.33 -3.11 34.55 38.09 3.54 7.75 <0.001
McClements
COICOP 01 41.42 42.31 0.89 42.01 41.98 -0.03 42.14 43.78 1.64 7.52 <0.05
COICOP 02 11.63 13.31 1.67 10.70 11.48 0.78 10.29 11.87 1.58 40.06 <0.001
COICOP 03 18.09 23.38 5.29 19.21 25.56 6.36 20.04 24.05 4.01 21.08 <0.001
COICOP 04 43.67 33.18 -10.49 43.50 32.26 -11.24 45.27 33.36 -11.92 8.10 <0.001
COICOP 05 29.79 30.40 0.61 30.11 33.11 3.00 28.64 26.60 -2.03 3.21 <0.05
COICOP 06 5.23 3.43 -1.80 4.99 3.11 -1.88 5.54 4.61 -0.93 1.77 ns
COICOP 07 60.14 53.36 -6.78 56.16 44.96 -11.20 56.39 46.95 -9.44 12.14 <0.001
COICOP 08 10.25 10.35 0.10 10.61 10.17 -0.44 11.27 11.22 -0.05 52.27 <0.001
COICOP 09 51.90 41.06 -10.83 53.40 39.67 -13.73 53.81 45.53 -8.28 3.49 <0.05
COICOP 10 4.46 2.57 -1.89 5.37 1.97 -3.40 5.07 2.14 -2.94 3.71 <0.05
COICOP 11 33.90 35.27 1.37 33.63 31.48 -2.15 33.47 35.77 2.30 0.76 ns
COICOP 12 34.15 35.54 1.40 33.49 29.66 -3.83 32.51 33.68 1.17 5.26 <0.05
Modified OECD
COICOP 01 27.24 27.82 0.58 27.64 27.60 -0.04 27.70 28.81 1.11 7.32 <0.05
COICOP 02 7.64 8.72 1.08 7.06 7.55 0.49 6.77 7.82 1.05 39.65 <0.001
COICOP 03 11.97 15.50 3.53 12.76 16.84 4.08 13.25 15.96 2.71 21.24 <0.001
COICOP 04 28.42 21.54 -6.88 28.31 20.90 -7.42 29.44 21.64 -7.80 7.87 <0.001
COICOP 05 19.53 19.83 0.29 19.71 21.52 1.81 18.78 17.40 -1.39 3.05 <0.05
COICOP 06 3.44 2.24 -1.20 3.28 2.02 -1.26 3.62 3.05 -0.56 1.72 ns
COICOP 07 39.72 35.37 -4.35 37.21 29.54 -7.68 37.27 30.98 -6.29 11.61 <0.001
COICOP 08 6.73 6.80 0.07 6.98 6.65 -0.33 7.39 7.38 -0.02 51.12 <0.001
COICOP 09 34.20 27.05 -7.14 35.30 26.05 -9.25 35.44 29.97 -5.47 3.70 <0.05
COICOP 10 2.99 1.76 -1.23 3.64 1.35 -2.30 3.43 1.45 -1.98 4.08 <0.05
COICOP 11 22.40 23.30 0.90 22.27 20.69 -1.58 22.13 23.61 1.48 0.65 ns
COICOP 12 22.35 23.30 0.94 22.00 19.39 -2.61 21.31 21.94 0.63 5.23 <0.05
Note: Weighted data. CPI adjusted expenditure to May 2005.  Spending equivalised using McClements and Modified 

OECD scales.
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TABLE 16. COMPARISON OF HOUSEHOLD CONSUMPTION EXPENDITURE TO REFERENCE HOUSEHOLD 
TYPE

Pooled sample
CWOC SP CP SA LP CWC OTHR

Great Britain
01 Food and non-alcoholic beverages 44.71 -5.68 7.91 -10.82 1.74 6.44 -4.44
02 Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 14.56 -7.87 3.02 4.21 -5.72 1.52 1.17
03 Clothing and footwear 23.27 -13.32 4.41 1.82 5.07 2.23 -0.09
04 Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels 49.81 -3.21 -13.02 32.75 -24.34 -6.42 0.23
05 Furniture, household equipment and maintenance 38.48 -15.81 8.31 -0.18 -5.45 4.98 -7.75
06 Health 5.96 -0.81 2.54 -1.63 -3.89 1.65 0.50
07 Transport 83.02 -61.50 26.59 19.89 -39.35 34.79 -1.55
08 Communication 12.29 -4.06 -0.95 6.75 -3.07 -0.80 1.68
09 Recreation and culture 66.33 -31.91 21.26 -1.90 -16.55 20.28 -6.59
10 Education 4.65 -4.24 0.39 2.45 1.10 5.33 -0.14
11 Restaurants and hotels 47.42 -31.98 9.88 14.78 -17.84 12.52 3.37
12 Miscellaneous goods and services 40.04 -12.86 0.76 3.96 -3.91 11.91 -8.77
Total consumption expenditure 430.78 -193.58 71.95 70.52 -110.65 94.35 -22.61
Northern Ireland
01 Food and non-alcoholic beverages 44.98 -4.03 5.22 -12.07 6.69 4.94 -2.14
02 Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 15.18 -7.54 1.08 6.98 -4.39 0.52 1.26
03 Clothing and footwear 28.20 -13.69 3.10 1.79 8.24 -0.51 4.38
04 Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels 32.53 7.34 -9.99 19.03 -19.67 -0.36 -5.32
05 Furniture, household equipment and maintenance 39.07 -13.71 0.82 5.09 -8.39 14.43 -16.53
06 Health 3.99 -1.02 3.82 -2.47 -2.67 1.22 0.59
07 Transport 68.42 -47.00 27.41 1.66 -21.53 21.94 2.38
08 Communication 11.40 -3.30 -0.44 5.60 -2.42 -0.30 0.62
09 Recreation and culture 53.99 -24.95 11.29 6.60 -11.01 6.68 -2.52
10 Education 3.07 -2.89 1.00 -0.85 1.01 2.12 0.41
11 Restaurants and hotels 41.03 -25.10 7.85 19.52 -18.07 11.34 3.90
12 Miscellaneous goods and services 38.11 -3.50 -7.80 1.39 -3.66 14.19 -8.41
Total consumption expenditure 381.22 -140.19 43.33 51.93 -74.25 76.12 -21.85
United Kingdom
01 Food and non-alcoholic beverages 44.72 -5.64 7.85 -10.86 1.88 6.40 -4.37
02 Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 14.57 -7.86 2.98 4.28 -5.67 1.49 1.17
03 Clothing and footwear 23.37 -13.31 4.37 1.85 5.18 2.15 0.04
04 Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels 49.46 -3.02 -12.93 32.35 -24.26 -6.24 0.07
05 Furniture, household equipment and maintenance 38.49 -15.76 8.16 -0.07 -5.53 5.28 -8.02
06 Health 5.92 -0.82 2.58 -1.66 -3.86 1.63 0.50
07 Transport 82.73 -61.20 26.61 19.40 -38.86 34.38 -1.41
08 Communication 12.27 -4.04 -0.94 6.72 -3.05 -0.79 1.64
09 Recreation and culture 66.08 -31.79 21.09 -1.78 -16.40 19.85 -6.44
10 Education 4.61 -4.22 0.40 2.36 1.08 5.22 -0.11
11 Restaurants and hotels 47.29 -31.84 9.83 14.89 -17.84 12.49 3.38
12 Miscellaneous goods and services 40.00 -12.65 0.56 3.88 -3.91 11.98 -8.76
Total consumption expenditure 429.78 -192.49 71.38 69.81 -109.68 93.76 -22.55
Note: Weighted data. CPI adjusted to May 2005. Spending equivalised using McClements.

CWOC=Couple without child; SP=Single pensioner; CP=Couple pensioner; SA=Single adult; LP=Lone parent; 
CWC=Couple with child(ren); OTHR=Other household type.
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TABLE 17. DIFFERENCES IN MEAN SPENDING BETWEEN LOWEST AND TOP INCOME QUINTILES
Pooled sample

Great Britain Northern Ireland United Kingdom
Bottom 

20%
Top 20% Bottom -

Top
Bottom 

20%
Top 20% Bottom -

Top
Bottom 

20%
Top 20% Bottom -

Top
01 Food and non-alcoholic beverages 34.54 49.92 -15.38 39.34 48.03 -8.69 34.66 49.88 -15.21
02 Alcoholic beverages and tobacco 8.70 14.13 -5.43 12.79 12.18 0.61 8.81 14.08 -5.27
03 Clothing and footwear 11.17 32.44 -21.27 20.40 32.17 -11.77 11.41 32.43 -21.02
04 Housing, water, electricity, gas and other fuels 36.48 57.32 -20.83 30.06 39.17 -9.11 36.32 56.85 -20.53
05 Furniture, household equipment and maintenance 15.37 52.96 -37.58 19.17 50.18 -31.00 15.47 52.88 -37.41
06 Health 2.49 9.99 -7.50 2.19 7.02 -4.82 2.48 9.91 -7.43
07 Transport 21.64 112.16 -90.52 20.58 88.65 -68.06 21.61 111.55 -89.94
08 Communication 7.72 14.86 -7.14 9.76 13.39 -3.64 7.78 14.82 -7.05
09 Recreation and culture 24.88 85.95 -61.07 23.86 66.16 -42.30 24.86 85.44 -60.59
10 Education 3.00 12.84 -9.84 0.77 5.43 -4.66 2.94 12.65 -9.71
11 Restaurants and hotels 15.63 61.34 -45.71 22.92 52.21 -29.29 15.81 61.10 -45.29
12 Miscellaneous goods and services 16.61 57.91 -41.30 21.55 48.08 -26.53 16.74 57.66 -40.92
Total expenditure 198.30 562.05 -363.75 224.19 463.68 -239.49 198.97 559.52 -360.55

Note: Weighted data. Spending CPI adjusted to May 2005. Gross normal weekly disposable income RPI inflated to May 2005.  Both spending and income (quintiles) equivalised using 
McClements scale. Rounded to second decimal point.
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TABLE 18. PERCENTAGE OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS FALLING BELOW VARIOUS INCOME AND SPENDING POVERTY THRESHOLDS BY EFS YEAR
EFS 2003-04 EFS 2004-05 EFS 2005-06 Pooled sample

GB NI UK GB NI UK GB NI UK GB NI UK
Income
No equivalisation
PGIR MN 50% 33.3 30.8 33.2 31.5 29.5 31.5 33.5 28.6 33.3 32.8 29.7 32.7
PGIR MD 60% 30.9 30.4 30.9 29.6 29.2 29.6 31.0 28.1 30.9 30.5 29.2 30.4
PGDIR MN 50% 29.0 25.9 28.9 27.9 24.7 27.8 29.2 25.9 29.1 28.7 25.5 28.6
PGDIR MD 60% 28.2 27.3 28.2 27.3 26.0 27.2 28.3 26.5 28.2 27.9 26.6 27.9
McClements
PGMIR MN 50% 27.6 22.7 27.5 25.6 22.4 25.5 27.2 24.7 27.1 26.8 23.2 26.7
PGMIR MD 60% 25.9 23.5 25.8 24.0 22.7 23.9 25.1 25.1 25.1 25.0 23.8 25.0
PGMDIR MN 50% 21.4 18.4 21.4 20.6 17.1 20.5 20.9 18.1 20.8 21.0 17.8 20.9
PGMDIR MD 60% 21.5 20.1 21.5 20.7 18.9 20.6 21.0 21.5 21.0 21.1 20.1 21.0
Modified OECD
PGOIR MN 50% 27.9 23.9 27.8 26.1 23.3 26.1 27.7 23.8 27.6 27.3 23.7 27.2
PGOIR MD 60% 26.3 24.0 26.2 24.7 23.7 24.7 25.9 23.8 25.9 25.6 23.8 25.6
PGODIR MN 50% 22.2 17.9 22.1 21.0 16.8 20.9 21.5 18.4 21.4 21.6 17.7 21.5
PGODIR MD 60% 22.5 20.1 22.4 21.1 18.9 21.1 21.7 19.2 21.6 21.8 19.4 21.7

Expenditure
No equivalisation
PXR MN 50% 28.6 27.5 28.6 27.5 28.5 27.6 27.6 23.1 27.5 27.9 26.4 27.9
PXR MD 60% 27.7 28.8 27.7 26.5 29.8 26.5 26.8 24.9 26.7 27.0 27.9 27.0
McClements
PXMR MN 50% 22.0 17.0 21.9 20.3 17.1 20.2 20.0 13.8 19.8 20.7 16.0 20.6
PXMR MD 60% 21.9 18.4 21.9 20.2 18.7 20.2 19.9 16.8 19.8 20.7 18.0 20.6
Modified OECD
PXOR MN 50% 22.2 17.2 22.1 20.8 18.3 20.8 20.8 14.3 20.7 21.3 16.6 21.2
PXOR MD 60% 22.3 19.3 22.2 20.9 20.0 20.9 20.9 16.2 20.8 21.4 18.5 21.3
Note: Weighted data. MN=Mean income, MD=Median income.

Income
Household income RPI deflated to May 2005.  
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PGIR=Gross normal weekly household income; PGDIR=Gross normal weekly disposable household income; PGMIR=Gross normal weekly household income equivalised using 
McClements Scale; PGMDIR=Gross normal weekly household disposable income equivalised using McClements Scale; PGOIR=Gross normal weekly household income 
equivalised using Modified OECD Scale; PGODIR= Gross normal weekly household disposable income equivalised using Modified OECD Scale; 
Expenditure
Household expenditure based on COICOP headings CPI deflated to May 2005.
PXR=Total household expenditure, not equivalised; PXMR= Total household expenditure using McClements Scale;
PXOR= Total household expenditure using Modified OECD Scale.
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TABLE 19. PERCENTAGE OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS FALLING BELOW VARIOUS INCOME AND SPENDING POVERTY THRESHOLDS BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE, EFS
2003-04 TO 2005-06

Single pensioner Couple pensioner Single adult Couple without 
children

Lone parent Couple with 
children

Other household 
type

GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI
Income
No equivalisation
PGIR MN 50% 84.5 82.7 39.7 28.1 46.7 46.1 12.2 19.3 60.1 57.7 8.3 7.6 11.3 5.2
PGIR MD 60% 82.2 82.7 34.4 26.5 43.3 46.1 10.9 18.5 56.7 57.0 7.3 7.2 10.3 5.2
PGDIR MN 50% 80.0 71.3 26.6 16.5 46.3 49.0 10.7 15.1 51.7 50.2 5.9 5.3 8.9 3.8
PGDIR MD 60% 78.7 74.3 25.0 19.1 45.0 49.8 10.4 17.1 50.8 50.2 5.6 5.6 8.7 3.8
McClements
PGMIR MN 50% 51.5 36.5 34.6 19.4 27.2 23.6 11.2 16.0 56.6 58.0 14.4 17.8 20.1 16.0
PGMIR MD 60% 48.1 37.4 31.2 20.4 26.2 23.6 10.4 16.3 54.9 58.0 13.0 18.2 18.8 16.7
PGMDIR MN 50% 37.3 25.7 21.9 10.3 24.1 22.5 9.5 11.7 49.4 47.7 12.4 14.3 16.6 11.5
PGMDIR MD 60% 37.5 30.1 22.0 13.2 24.3 23.3 9.6 13.1 49.7 54.2 12.4 15.1 16.7 14.4
Modified OECD
PGOIR MN 50% 56.8 44.7 33.2 18.5 29.2 24.8 10.6 16.0 58.7 57.8 14.0 16.3 18.1 13.8
PGOIR MD 60% 54.1 46.1 30.2 18.5 28.0 24.8 9.9 16.0 56.7 57.8 13.0 16.3 16.7 13.8
PGODIR MN 50% 43.1 30.5 20.9 9.7 26.0 23.3 8.9 10.0 51.1 52.7 12.1 12.4 14.8 8.9
PGODIR MD 60% 43.6 34.2 21.0 12.0 26.1 23.7 9.1 11.9 51.3 53.5 12.3 13.8 15.0 10.2

Expenditure
No equivalisation
PXR MN 50% 78.3 76.2 30.1 30.5 48.1 51.3 10.6 13.2 37.6 37.1 5.1 2.8 6.6 5.2
PXR MD 60% 77.3 78.4 28.7 34.2 46.4 54.0 9.6 14.7 36.4 38.5 4.6 3.0 6.3 5.2
McClements
PXMR MN 50% 44.1 36.3 26.1 23.0 20.8 20.8 9.1 8.0 33.2 24.3 11.9 6.8 14.8 8.8
PXMR MD 60% 44.0 38.4 26.1 25.1 20.7 22.0 9.1 9.5 33.2 29.8 11.8 7.8 14.7 11.5
Modified OECD
PXOR MN 50% 49.0 41.5 25.0 20.9 23.7 23.5 8.4 7.6 35.4 31.6 11.5 5.1 12.9 7.4
PXOR MD 60% 49.1 44.2 25.1 23.9 23.7 25.6 8.5 8.8 35.5 33.6 11.5 7.1 13.0 8.2
Note: Weighted data. MN=Mean income, MD=Median income.

Income
Household income RPI deflated to May 2005.  
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PGIR=Gross normal weekly household income; PGDIR=Gross normal weekly disposable household income; PGMIR=Gross normal weekly household income equivalised using 
McClements Scale; PGMDIR=Gross normal weekly household disposable income equivalised using McClements Scale; PGOIR=Gross normal weekly household income 
equivalised using Modified OECD Scale; PGODIR= Gross normal weekly household disposable income equivalised using Modified OECD Scale; 
Expenditure
Household expenditure based on COICOP headings CPI deflated to May 2005.
PXR=Total household expenditure, not equivalised; PXMR= Total household expenditure using McClements Scale;
PXOR= Total household expenditure using Modified OECD Scale.
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TABLE 20. POVERTY GROUPINGS BASED ON COMBINED INCOME/SPENDING MEASURES BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE AND UK REGION – POOLED SAMPLE

Single pensioner Couple pensioner Single adult Couple without 
children

Lone parent Couple with 
children

Other household 
type

GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI
No equivalisation
Gross income (50% mean) Neither Income/Spending poor 8.5 9.8 50.6 54.8 39.3 34.1 82.4 73.0 35.4 38.6 89.1 91.1 86.5 91.5

Income poor only 13.3 14.0 19.3 14.7 12.6 14.6 7.1 13.8 27.0 24.3 5.8 6.2 6.9 3.3
Spending poor only 7.0 7.5 9.7 17.0 14.0 19.8 5.4 7.7 4.5 3.7 2.6 1.3 2.3 3.3
Both income/spending poor 63.4 57.5 19.3 13.5 24.1 19.9 4.1 4.2 24.0 19.2 2.2 1.2 2.9 1.2
Both and spending > income 7.8 11.2 1.1 .0 9.9 11.6 1.0 1.2 9.1 14.2 .3 .2 1.4 .7

Gross income (60% median) Neither Income/Spending poor 9.6 9.8 54.9 52.3 42.1 32.5 84.2 73.1 37.9 39.3 90.2 91.4 87.3 91.5
Income poor only 13.1 11.8 16.4 13.5 11.5 13.5 6.1 12.2 25.7 22.1 5.2 5.6 6.4 3.3
Spending poor only 8.2 7.5 10.7 21.3 14.5 21.4 4.9 8.4 5.5 3.7 2.5 1.3 2.3 3.3
Both income/spending poor 61.6 57.5 17.0 12.9 22.2 19.9 3.8 4.6 22.5 20.1 1.8 1.5 2.6 1.2
Both and spending > income 7.5 13.4 1.0 .0 9.7 12.7 .9 1.7 8.4 14.8 .2 .2 1.4 .7

Gross disposable income (50% 
mean) 

Neither Income/Spending poor 9.9 13.2 58.7 60.6 39.7 33.3 83.5 76.4 41.3 43.0 91.0 92.6 88.2 92.9

Income poor only 11.8 10.6 11.2 8.9 12.3 15.4 5.9 10.4 21.0 19.8 3.9 4.6 5.1 1.9
Spending poor only 10.1 15.5 14.7 22.9 14.0 17.7 5.8 8.4 6.9 6.8 3.1 2.0 2.9 3.3
Both income/spending poor 59.9 49.4 14.3 7.6 23.3 22.0 3.7 3.2 21.3 16.1 1.7 .6 2.3 1.2
Both and spending > income 8.3 11.2 1.1 .0 10.7 11.6 1.1 1.5 9.3 14.2 .3 .2 1.5 .7

Gross disposable income (60% 
median)

Neither Income/Spending poor 10.7 12.4 60.4 55.9 41.4 32.1 84.6 74.2 42.3 42.2 91.6 92.2 88.6 92.9

Income poor only 12.0 9.2 10.8 9.9 12.2 13.9 5.7 11.1 21.3 19.3 3.8 4.8 5.1 1.9
Spending poor only 10.6 13.3 14.6 25.0 13.6 18.2 5.0 8.7 6.9 7.6 2.8 2.2 2.7 3.3
Both income/spending poor 58.7 51.7 13.2 9.3 22.4 23.1 3.6 4.0 20.8 16.1 1.5 .6 2.2 1.2
Both and spending > income 8.0 13.4 1.0 .0 10.5 12.7 1.0 2.0 8.7 14.8 .2 .2 1.4 .7

McClements
Gross income (50% mean) Neither Income/Spending poor 16.7 18.4 54.5 58.7 47.4 43.1 83.2 76.0 37.6 36.1 83.7 81.6 78.1 81.7

Income poor only 5.1 5.4 15.4 10.8 4.5 5.7 6.3 10.8 24.8 26.8 11.2 15.7 15.3 13.1
Spending poor only 31.8 45.1 10.9 21.9 25.4 33.3 5.6 8.1 5.8 5.9 1.9 .7 1.8 2.3
Both income/spending poor 38.3 22.1 18.0 8.6 12.3 6.8 3.9 3.6 22.4 16.9 2.9 1.9 3.4 2.2
Both and spending > income 8.2 9.1 1.1 .0 10.4 11.2 1.1 1.5 9.3 14.2 .3 .2 1.5 .7

Gross income (60% median) Neither Income/Spending poor 17.9 17.5 57.3 54.5 49.1 40.7 84.6 75.0 39.2 35.2 85.2 81.3 79.6 80.9
Income poor only 4.8 4.1 14.0 11.3 4.5 5.3 5.7 10.3 24.4 26.2 10.2 15.7 14.2 13.9
Spending poor only 34.0 45.1 11.5 25.1 24.7 35.7 5.0 8.7 5.9 6.8 1.8 .4 1.7 2.3
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Single pensioner Couple pensioner Single adult Couple without 
children

Lone parent Couple with 
children

Other household 
type

GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI
Both income/spending poor 35.5 22.1 16.3 9.1 11.7 6.8 3.6 4.0 21.8 16.9 2.6 2.4 3.2 2.2
Both and spending > income 7.8 11.3 1.0 .0 10.0 11.6 1.0 2.0 8.7 14.8 .2 .2 1.4 .7

Gross disposable income (50% 
mean) 

Neither Income/Spending poor 18.7 20.4 61.0 65.2 48.0 43.4 84.4 78.7 42.6 42.4 85.4 84.5 81.4 85.4

Income poor only 3.0 3.4 8.8 4.4 3.9 5.3 5.0 8.1 19.8 20.5 9.5 12.7 12.0 9.4
Spending poor only 44.0 53.8 17.1 24.6 27.9 34.1 6.0 9.7 8.0 9.9 2.2 1.1 2.1 3.1
Both income/spending poor 27.1 15.4 11.9 5.9 10.2 6.0 3.4 2.0 20.3 14.0 2.6 1.5 3.1 1.5
Both and spending > income 7.2 7.0 1.1 .0 10.1 11.2 1.1 1.5 9.3 13.2 .3 .2 1.5 .7

Gross disposable income (60% 
median)

Neither Income/Spending poor 19.4 18.9 62.0 59.6 49.4 41.1 85.2 77.0 42.8 37.2 85.7 83.8 81.5 83.3

Income poor only 3.3 2.7 9.3 6.1 4.2 4.9 5.1 8.3 20.9 24.3 9.7 13.2 12.2 11.5
Spending poor only 43.1 51.0 16.0 27.1 26.3 35.7 5.2 10.0 7.6 8.6 1.9 1.1 1.8 2.3
Both income/spending poor 27.2 17.5 11.8 7.1 10.2 6.3 3.4 2.8 20.1 15.1 2.4 1.7 3.0 2.2
Both and spending > income 7.0 9.9 1.0 .0 9.9 12.0 1.0 2.0 8.7 14.8 .2 .2 1.4 .7

Modified OECD
Gross income (50% mean) Neither Income/Spending poor 15.8 18.0 55.3 59.7 46.8 42.7 83.6 76.0 36.3 36.3 84.1 83.0 80.0 83.8

Income poor only 6.0 5.8 14.6 9.9 5.1 6.1 5.9 10.8 26.1 26.6 10.8 14.3 13.4 11.0
Spending poor only 27.4 37.3 11.5 21.9 23.9 32.6 5.8 8.1 5.0 5.9 1.9 .8 1.9 2.3
Both income/spending poor 42.6 28.5 17.5 8.6 13.6 7.5 3.7 3.6 23.2 16.9 2.9 1.8 3.3 2.2
Both and spending > income 8.3 10.4 1.1 .0 10.5 11.2 1.1 1.5 9.3 14.2 .3 .2 1.5 .7

Gross income (60% median) Neither Income/Spending poor 17.1 17.5 57.9 55.9 48.5 40.7 85.0 75.3 37.9 35.4 85.2 83.0 81.5 83.8
Income poor only 5.6 4.1 13.4 9.9 5.1 5.3 5.4 10.0 25.7 26.1 10.1 14.1 12.2 11.0
Spending poor only 28.9 36.4 11.9 25.6 23.5 34.5 5.1 8.7 5.4 6.8 1.7 .8 1.8 2.3
Both income/spending poor 40.6 29.9 15.8 8.6 12.7 7.5 3.5 4.0 22.2 16.9 2.6 2.0 3.1 2.2
Both and spending > income 7.9 12.2 1.0 .0 10.2 12.0 1.0 2.0 8.7 14.8 .2 .2 1.4 .7

Gross disposable income (50% 
mean)

Neither Income/Spending poor 18.0 19.3 61.5 65.2 47.5 43.4 84.9 79.9 41.4 41.3 85.6 86.2 83.0 88.0

Income poor only 3.7 4.5 8.4 4.4 4.5 5.3 4.6 6.9 21.0 21.6 9.3 11.1 10.3 6.8
Spending poor only 38.8 50.1 17.7 25.2 26.6 33.3 6.2 10.0 7.5 5.9 2.3 1.4 2.1 3.1
Both income/spending poor 31.5 17.9 11.3 5.3 11.2 6.3 3.2 1.6 20.8 16.9 2.5 1.2 3.1 1.5
Both and spending > income 7.9 8.1 1.1 .0 10.3 11.6 1.1 1.5 9.3 14.2 .3 .2 1.5 .7

Gross disposable income (60% 
median)

Neither Income/Spending poor 18.7 18.9 62.4 60.3 49.0 41.1 85.6 77.3 41.7 39.7 85.8 84.7 83.0 86.7

Income poor only 4.0 2.7 8.9 5.5 4.6 4.9 4.8 8.0 22.0 21.8 9.6 12.3 10.7 8.1
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Single pensioner Couple pensioner Single adult Couple without 
children

Lone parent Couple with 
children

Other household 
type

GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI GB NI
Spending poor only 37.7 46.9 16.6 27.7 25.0 35.3 5.3 10.8 7.0 6.8 1.9 1.4 1.9 3.1
Both income/spending poor 31.9 20.7 11.2 6.5 11.3 6.8 3.3 2.0 20.7 16.9 2.5 1.4 2.9 1.5
Both and spending > income 7.7 10.8 1.0 .0 10.2 12.0 1.0 2.0 8.7 14.8 .2 .2 1.4 .7

Note: Weighted data. Income RPI adjusted, Expenditure CPI adjusted (both to May 2005). Income and expenditure equivalised using McClements and Modified OECD Scales respectively.
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TABLE 21. COMPARISON OF AVERAGE ‘SPENDING GAPS’ FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN BETWEEN INCOME POOR AND NON-INCOME BY COICOP
HEADINGS, EFS 2003-06

Pooled sample, Households with children only
Household 
type/Region

60% 
Median

EFS: 
Food & 

non-
alcoholic 
beverage 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Alcoholic 
Beverage

s, 
Tobacco 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Clothing 

and 
Footwear 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Housing, 
Water, 

Electricity 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Furnishing

s, HH 
Equipmen
t, Carpets 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Health 

expenditur
e (CPI)

EFS: 
Transport 

costs 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Communi

cation 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Recreatio
n (CPI)

EFS: 
Education 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Restauran

ts and 
Hotels 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Miscellane

ous 
Goods 

and 
Services 

(CPI)

EFS: Total 
consumpti

on 
expenditur

e (CPI)

Lone parent
Above 41.29 8.31 26.10 53.84 35.68 2.80 43.45 13.65 50.37 7.62 28.69 42.30 354.63
Below 34.37 8.09 16.33 29.99 14.89 1.55 13.64 8.23 23.89 1.02 15.72 13.47 182.20

Great Britain

Difference -6.92 -0.22 -9.77 -23.85 -20.79 -1.25 -29.81 -5.42 -26.48 -6.60 -12.96 -28.83 -172.43
Above 43.70 8.56 34.49 37.11 23.29 3.21 46.47 12.39 48.19 1.63 32.40 37.20 330.24
Below 38.34 13.65 21.83 22.59 22.54 0.33 14.18 9.54 25.55 1.10 19.15 13.85 204.38

Northern
Ireland

Difference -5.36 5.10 -12.66 -14.52 -0.76 -2.89 -32.29 -2.85 -22.64 -0.52 -13.24 -23.35 -125.86
Above 41.35 8.32 26.34 53.37 35.33 2.81 43.54 13.62 50.31 7.45 28.79 42.16 353.95
Below 34.50 8.28 16.52 29.74 15.15 1.51 13.66 8.28 23.95 1.02 15.84 13.49 182.94

United Kingdom

Difference -6.85 -0.04 -9.82 -23.63 -20.19 -1.30 -29.88 -5.34 -26.36 -6.43 -12.95 -28.67 -171.00
Couple 1 child

Above 44.99 11.17 26.18 42.46 36.53 4.39 75.65 11.56 59.63 7.24 38.50 47.60 406.43
Below 33.84 10.75 15.50 31.72 15.01 3.44 31.10 7.93 21.38 6.26 20.25 17.84 215.12

Great Britain

Difference -11.15 -0.43 -10.68 -10.74 -21.51 -0.96 -44.55 -3.63 -38.25 -0.98 -18.25 -29.76 -191.31
Above 45.96 14.77 34.55 29.87 47.40 4.41 61.93 12.55 47.44 4.91 48.62 53.83 408.01
Below 42.80 12.28 15.18 31.01 37.98 0.29 18.82 12.12 24.96 0.32 20.02 42.46 259.32

Northern 
Ireland

Difference -3.16 -2.49 -19.37 1.14 -9.43 -4.12 -43.11 -0.43 -22.49 -4.59 -28.60 -11.37 -148.69
Above 45.02 11.26 26.39 42.15 36.80 4.40 75.30 11.58 59.32 7.18 38.75 47.76 406.47
Below 34.04 10.78 15.49 31.71 15.54 3.36 30.82 8.02 21.46 6.13 20.24 18.41 216.13

United Kingdom

Difference -10.97 -0.48 -10.90 -10.44 -21.26 -1.03 -44.48 -3.56 -37.86 -1.06 -18.51 -29.35 -190.34
Couple 2 
children

Above 46.55 9.39 23.43 33.34 30.82 4.28 65.75 9.86 64.51 10.18 37.28 42.15 378.41Great Britain
Below 36.79 7.43 16.31 31.63 13.81 1.30 30.84 8.81 31.69 3.92 19.48 17.27 220.02



57

Household 
type/Region

60% 
Median

EFS: 
Food & 

non-
alcoholic 
beverage 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Alcoholic 
Beverage

s, 
Tobacco 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Clothing 

and 
Footwear 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Housing, 
Water, 

Electricity 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Furnishing

s, HH 
Equipmen
t, Carpets 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Health 

expenditur
e (CPI)

EFS: 
Transport 

costs 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Communi

cation 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Recreatio
n (CPI)

EFS: 
Education 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Restauran

ts and 
Hotels 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Miscellane

ous 
Goods 

and 
Services 

(CPI)

EFS: Total 
consumpti

on 
expenditur

e (CPI)

Difference -9.76 -1.96 -7.12 -1.71 -17.01 -2.99 -34.91 -1.05 -32.82 -6.26 -17.81 -24.89 -158.38
Above 46.17 11.37 26.19 32.32 42.88 2.00 59.22 10.15 50.92 2.88 34.71 38.48 359.01
Below 43.64 11.94 16.64 24.00 17.18 1.52 16.94 10.33 23.13 2.53 32.85 14.54 215.41

Northern 
Ireland

Difference -2.53 0.57 -9.55 -8.33 -25.70 -0.48 -42.28 0.18 -27.79 -0.35 -1.86 -23.93 -143.60
Above 46.54 9.44 23.50 33.32 31.14 4.22 65.58 9.86 64.16 9.99 37.22 42.06 377.90
Below 36.97 7.54 16.32 31.43 13.90 1.30 30.49 8.84 31.47 3.88 19.82 17.20 219.90

United Kingdom

Difference -9.58 -1.89 -7.18 -1.88 -17.24 -2.92 -35.09 -1.02 -32.68 -6.11 -17.40 -24.86 -157.99
Couple 3+ 
children

Above 43.83 8.27 23.77 29.74 28.73 2.91 58.05 9.61 59.36 18.73 33.00 35.84 352.62
Below 35.32 7.97 17.15 31.37 14.36 0.85 27.25 7.48 25.12 2.30 15.78 15.01 200.36

Great Britain

Difference -8.51 -0.31 -6.62 1.63 -14.37 -2.06 -30.80 -2.14 -34.24 -16.44 -17.22 -20.84 -152.26
Above 46.93 9.79 23.76 27.95 27.86 3.59 47.21 8.80 36.54 4.06 31.64 30.97 300.32
Below 41.74 10.85 27.07 16.38 21.63 1.04 21.17 10.81 27.19 1.11 29.48 27.06 237.80

Northern 
Ireland

Difference -5.19 1.07 3.31 -11.58 -6.23 -2.55 -26.04 2.00 -9.35 -2.96 -2.16 -3.91 -62.52
Above 44.01 8.36 23.77 29.64 28.68 2.95 57.44 9.57 58.07 17.90 32.92 35.57 349.66
Below 35.76 8.16 17.83 30.34 14.86 0.87 26.84 7.71 25.26 2.21 16.72 15.84 202.93

United Kingdom

Difference -8.25 -0.19 -5.93 0.70 -13.82 -2.08 -30.60 -1.86 -32.81 -15.69 -16.20 -19.73 -146.72
All 
households 
with children

Above 44.94 9.65 24.73 38.69 33.04 3.92 64.64 10.91 60.24 10.04 35.85 43.05 380.38
Below 34.85 8.34 16.32 30.72 14.64 1.68 21.10 8.18 25.06 2.47 17.05 14.99 196.15

Great Britain

Difference -10.09 -1.30 -8.41 -7.96 -18.40 -2.24 -43.54 -2.72 -35.18 -7.57 -18.81 -28.06 -184.22
Above 45.98 11.47 28.85 31.19 37.57 3.20 55.13 10.73 45.94 3.55 37.24 40.38 352.82
Below 40.36 12.53 22.04 21.80 23.03 0.67 16.90 10.23 25.65 1.21 23.81 20.25 220.12

Northern 
Ireland

Difference -5.63 1.06 -6.81 -9.39 -14.54 -2.53 -38.23 -0.50 -20.28 -2.34 -13.43 -20.13 -132.70
United Kingdom Above 44.97 9.70 24.85 38.46 33.18 3.90 64.35 10.90 59.81 9.84 35.90 42.97 379.54
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Household 
type/Region

60% 
Median

EFS: 
Food & 

non-
alcoholic 
beverage 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Alcoholic 
Beverage

s, 
Tobacco 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Clothing 

and 
Footwear 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Housing, 
Water, 

Electricity 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Furnishing

s, HH 
Equipmen
t, Carpets 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Health 

expenditur
e (CPI)

EFS: 
Transport 

costs 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Communi

cation 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Recreatio
n (CPI)

EFS: 
Education 

(CPI)

EFS: 
Restauran

ts and 
Hotels 
(CPI)

EFS: 
Miscellane

ous 
Goods 

and 
Services 

(CPI)

EFS: Total 
consumpti

on 
expenditur

e (CPI)

Below 35.05 8.49 16.53 30.40 14.94 1.64 20.95 8.26 25.09 2.42 17.29 15.18 197.01
Difference -9.92 -1.21 -8.33 -8.06 -18.24 -2.25 -43.40 -2.64 -34.72 -7.42 -18.61 -27.79 -182.53

Note: Weighted data. Expenditure CPI adjusted to May 2005.  Gross Weekly Disposable Income RPI adjusted to May 2005.  Both income and spending equivalised using McClements scale.
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TABLE 22. COMPARISON OF AVERAGE SPENDING ‘PER HEAD’ BY HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN 
DEFINED AS ‘INCOME POOR’, EFS 2003 -06

Pooled sample
Income poverty line Not equivalised McClements Modified OECD

Lone parent
Above 139.65 151.57 96.22
Below 72.57 71.84 45.04

Great Britain

Below - Above -67.08 -79.73 -51.18
Above 123.06 136.02 85.97
Below 75.62 80.50 49.84

Northern Ireland

Below - Above -47.43 -55.51 -36.13
Above 139.14 151.13 95.93
Below 72.67 72.13 45.20

Total

Below - Above -66.47 -79.00 -50.73
Couple 1 child

Above 161.24 135.48 88.50
Below 84.85 71.71 47.10

Great Britain

Below - Above -76.39 -63.77 -41.40
Above 158.50 136.00 87.65
Below 98.62 86.44 55.80

Northern Ireland

Below - Above -59.88 -49.56 -31.85
Above 161.17 135.49 88.48
Below 85.15 72.04 47.30

Total

Below - Above -76.02 -63.45 -41.18
Couple 2 children

Above 133.86 94.60 63.07
Below 76.43 55.01 36.81

Great Britain

Below - Above -57.43 -39.60 -26.26
Above 124.41 89.75 58.92
Below 95.91 53.85 36.71

Northern Ireland

Below - Above -28.50 -35.90 -22.21
Above 133.62 94.47 62.97
Below 77.01 54.98 36.81

Total

Below - Above -56.61 -39.50 -26.15
Couple 3+ children

Above 108.20 68.40 45.94
Below 62.10 36.87 24.79

Great Britain

Below - Above -46.10 -31.54 -21.15
Above 93.12 56.87 37.92
Below 96.42 44.67 30.20

Northern Ireland

Below - Above 3.30 -12.20 -7.71
Above 107.32 67.75 45.48
Below 64.93 37.40 25.16

Total

Below - Above -42.39 -30.35 -20.32
All households with children

Above 139.02 112.18 73.57
Below 74.41 63.96 41.05

Great Britain

Below - Above -64.61 -48.22 -32.51
Above 123.24 99.48 64.59
Below 81.62 67.74 43.28

Northern Ireland

Below - Above -41.62 -31.74 -21.31
Above 138.52 111.79 73.29
Below 74.64 64.10 41.13

Total

Below - Above -63.89 -47.70 -32.16
Note: Weighted data. Gross Weekly Disposable Income (60% Median) RPI inflated to May 2005.  Spending CPI 

adjusted to May 2005.  Income and Spending equivalised using McClements and Modified OECD scales 
respectively.
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TABLE 23. EFS CODES AND ITEM DESCRIPTIONS
Element of housing cost (variable) Variable Description of EFS expenditure item
Rent payments (rent) b010 Rent/rates - last net payment

b020 Net rent - service charge deducted
Mortgage interest payments and mortgage protection 
premiums (mortgage)

b130 Mortgage interest only - last payment

b150 Mortgage interest / principle - interest paid
b208 Mortgage protection pre April 1984 - amount 

premium
b213 Mortgage protection after April 1984 - amount 

premium
b201 Mortgage endowment policy after 1983 - amount 

premium
b202 Mortgage endowment policy before 1984 -

amount premium
Second dwelling (secndwell) c41211t Second dwelling - rent

b102 Central heating repairs - second dwelling
b108 House maintenance etc - second dwelling
c45112 Second dwelling: electricity account payment
c45212 Second dwelling: gas account payment

Council tax/Domestic rates and Water  and other service 
charges (charges)

b038p Council tax - last payment weekly amount

b030 Domestic rates - last net payment
b053p Council water tax - weekly amount paid
b056p Council sewerage tax - weekly amount paid
b050 Water charges - last net payment
b060 Other regular housing payments
b159 Service charge included in rent - amount
c44211 Refuse collection, including skip hire

Household maintenance and repair (maintenance) b104 Central heating repairs - main dwelling
b107 House maintenance etc - main dwelling
c43111 Paint, wallpaper, timber
c43112 Equipment hire, small materials

Household alterations and improvements (alteration) ck1315t Purchase of materials for Capital Improvements
ck1316t Bathroom fittings
ck1313t Central heating installation (DIY)
ck1314t Double Glazing, Kitchen Units, Sheds etc

Power and fuel (energy) (b175 - Electricity - amount paid in last account
b178) Electricity - amount last rebate
b222 Electricity - amount of payment (board budget 

scheme)
(b170 - Gas - amount paid in last account
b173) Gas - amount last rebate
b221 Gas - amount of payment (board budget 

scheme)
b018 Bottled gas for central heating - amount
b017 Oil for central heating cost last quarter
c45114 Electricity slot meter payment
c45214 Gas slot meter payment
c45222 Bottled gas - other
c45312 Paraffin
c45411 Coal and coke
c45412 Wood and peat
c45511 Hot water, steam and ice

Household insurances (insurance) b196 Life insurance before April 1984 - amount 
premium

b197 Life insurance after April 1984 - amount 
premium

b198 Endowment policies after April 1984 - amount 
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Element of housing cost (variable) Variable Description of EFS expenditure item
premium

b199 Endowment policies before April 1984 - amount 
premium

b205 Friendly societies - deductions from main pay
b206 Other insurance - total amount premium
cc5111c Life, death, non-house endowment
cc5312c Accident, sickness, redundancy, animal 

insurance, etc
cc5511c Other insurance
b110 Structure insurance - last payment
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TABLE 24. AVERAGE EXPENDITURE ON HOUSING COST ELEMENTS BY ‘INCOME POVERTY’ GROUP
Pooled sample

Above Poverty Line Below Poverty Line Total
Great Britain Northern 

Ireland
Great Britain Northern 

Ireland
Great Britain Northern 

Ireland
No equivalisation
Rent payments 15.76 6.98 12.53 7.90 14.86 7.23
Mortgage interest payments and 
mortgage protection premiums

43.78 31.81 5.07 5.21 32.97 24.74

Second dwelling costs .30 .04 .08 .02 .24 .04
Council tax/Domestic rates and 
Water and other service charges

25.77 9.93 13.85 3.44 22.44 8.21

Household maintenance and repair 9.63 7.83 3.08 2.72 7.80 6.47
Household alterations and 
improvements

5.25 5.44 1.17 .31 4.11 4.08

Power and fuel 14.18 20.42 9.46 13.99 12.86 18.71
Household insurances 9.28 7.54 2.51 2.16 7.39 6.11
Total housing costs 124.21 90.15 47.94 35.87 102.91 75.71
McClements
Rent payments 15.59 8.22 14.12 7.64 15.28 8.11
Mortgage interest payments and 
mortgage protection premiums

36.37 25.82 6.01 6.39 29.98 21.91

Second dwelling costs .32 .06 .01 .00 .25 .05
Council tax/Domestic rates and 
Water and other service charges

24.74 8.62 14.90 3.72 22.67 7.63

Household maintenance and repair 8.66 5.87 3.35 3.76 7.54 5.44
Household alterations and 
improvements

4.58 3.49 1.02 .41 3.83 2.87

Power and fuel 13.22 17.77 11.30 17.20 12.82 17.66
Household insurances 8.11 6.13 2.66 2.48 6.96 5.39
Total housing costs 111.57 75.98 53.37 41.60 99.32 69.05
Modified OECD
Rent payments 10.11 5.17 9.29 5.19 9.93 5.18
Mortgage interest payments and 
mortgage protection premiums

24.05 16.84 3.88 3.70 19.66 14.29

Second dwelling costs .20 .04 .01 .00 .16 .03
Council tax/Domestic rates and 
Water and other service charges

16.16 5.59 9.74 2.45 14.76 4.99

Household maintenance and repair 5.71 4.04 2.13 1.64 4.93 3.58
Household alterations and 
improvements

3.03 2.28 .61 .25 2.50 1.89

Power and fuel 8.66 11.61 7.26 11.01 8.35 11.49
Household insurances 5.37 4.00 1.73 1.63 4.57 3.54
Total housing costs 73.30 49.58 34.64 25.86 64.88 44.98
Note: Weighted data. Gross weekly disposable income (RPI inflated to May 2005). Spending on housing costs (CPI 

adjusted to May 2005).  Income and Spending equivalised using McClements and Modified OECD scales.








































