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ces (for simplicity, called ‘‘goods’’) purchased in the marketplace.
is, he maximizes the function

U=UQx, ... Q0

s Xn),

ct to the budget constraint Zp;x; = I, where p; is the price of the
»od x;, and I is his money income. The well-known equilibrium
dition is that the marginal utility MU of each good is proportional to

aU

ax; = MU=,

1, ...,n, 1.2)
re A is the marginal utility of income.

he main implication of these equilibrium conditions is that the
ntity demanded of any good is negatively related to its price: the
w' of negatively sloped demand curves.”” This law has been
emely important in practical applications and is one of the most
gnificant and universal laws in the social sciences, even though it re-
ults more from limited resources than from utility maximization
Becker, 1962).

A rise in income increases the demand for most goods because the
dditional income must be spent, where ‘‘spent’ includes adding to
ash balances and other assets. The equality between total expendi-
res and income implies that

2 s =1,
here n; = [(dxy)/(dI)] - (I/x)) is the income elasticity of demand for
he ith good, and s; is the fraction of income spent on that good.
The average income elasticity equals unity, so that ‘ ‘luxuries’ (n; > 1)
must be balanced by ‘‘necessities’” (n; < 1).

A more complicated and more realistic version of the theory recog-
nizes that each person allocates time as well as money income to dif-
ferent activities, receives income from time spent working in the mar-
ketplace, and receives utility from time spent eating, sleeping,
watching television, gardening, and participating in many other activi-
ties. The utility function, Eq. (1.1), then is extended to

(1.3)

U=Uxy, . . o X thy - v - ey, <k

where ,, is the time spent at the jth activity. A time-budget constraint
joins the money-income constraint:
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Z ty + 1y, =1, (1.5)
j=1

where ¢ is the total time available during some period, such as 24 hours
a day or 168 hours a week, and 1, is the time spent working for pay.!

One important implication of this extension is that money income is
no longer ‘‘given’’ but is determined by the allocation of time, inas-
much as earnings are determined by the time allocated to work. There-
fore, the goods and time-budget constraints are not independent and

can be combined into one overall constraint:

Ypxi=I=wt,+p= wit — % ) + v, (1.6)
or > pixi + wy Ly =wt+v=S§, (1.7)

where w is the earnings per hour of work, v is property income, and S is
“full” or potential income (or the money income when all time is allo-
cated to the market sector). The terms on the left show that full income
is spent in part directly on market goods and in part indirectly on the

time used to produce utility rather than earnings.?
The equilibrium conditions from maximizing the utility function (Eq.
1.4) subject to the full-income constraint, Eq. (1.7), include

MU, /MU, =1, and MU, /MU, = w/p,. (1.8)

The marginal utility from all uses of time are equal in equilibrium be-
cause they have the same price (w), and the marginal rate of substitu-
tion between time and each good equals the “‘real”’ wage rate, where
the price deflator is the price of that good.?

The main implications of these equilibrium conditions are general-
izations of the negatively sloped demand curves derived with the
simpler model. A compensated rise in the price of any good—a rise

1. For simplicit
function.
2. After division by w, Eq. (1.7) becomes

P LA )
Z( )x;+21,-—t+w— 1

w w

y I have assumed that working time does not enter the utility

The terms on the right now give the total time available plus the value of prop-
erty income in time units, and the terms on the left show that time is spent in
part directly on producing utility and in part indirectly on buying goods, where
pi/w is the time spent on a unit of the ith good.

3. In Becker (1965) the cost of time is allowed to differ among uses because
of “‘productive consumption.”’
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ffset by a sufficient rise in property income to keep real income
onstant—reduces the demand for that good and increases the demapd
**most’” other goods. It also reduces the time spent at W(?l‘!( .and in-
cases the time spent at most nonmarket (or household) act1y1t1e§ , be-
éuse arise in the price of a good reduces the real wage rate 1? units of
at. good. Similarly, a compensated rise in the wage‘: rate increases
orking time and demand for goods and reduces the time a]%oca‘ted to
ost household activities. For example, a compens_atefi rise in the
age rate reduces the time spent on child care, standing in queues, lor
hopping, and thereby increases the demand for nursery schools,
ventory of goods in the household, and consumer durablfas that re-
uire less maintenance. Finally, a growth in full inc?me without any
hange in the wage rate reduces working time and increases the de-

‘mand for most goods and household time (for more details see Becker,

19;'5 )a;ll time were spent in the householc_i sector, the val.ue of time
would not be measured by the wage rate but by a shadow price c'ec.lue}l to
the marginal product of time in the household sector. The equilibrium
condition in the second equation of (1.8) would be replaced by

MUtn,-/MUr,- = u/p;, (1.8")

where p, the shadow price of time, equals the marginal rate of su{bstitu-
tion between goods and time after conversion into monetary units. An
increase in property income increases the consumpt%on of goods and
thereby raises the marginal product and shadow price of household
time. If time is spent working in the marketplace, the wage rate has to
equal the shadow price of household time:

otherwise, the marginal value of working time would be' less than the
marginal value of household time.

Household Production Functions

I have been assuming that time and goods directly provide utillty‘, yeta
more intuitive and useful assumption is that time and goods are 1np}1ts
into the production of ‘‘commodities,”” which directly provide utility.
These commodities cannot be purchased in the marketplace but are
produced as well as consumed by households using market purchases,
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crease in the relative price of Z, reduces the demand for Z; and for
‘goods and time used to produce it.

e distinction between the commodities consumed and the goods
1 services purchased is not only plausible, but also of considerable
ue in interpreting behavior. The general utility function given by
/(1.4) does not provide insight into special substitution or comple-
ntarity relations between different goods and time. We cannot even
e out a compensated increase in the wage rate that would increase
time spent at most household activities. The household production
roach, on the other hand, implies a special relation between goods
1 time-used to produce the same commodity. Fish and meat are
ds and types of time s into the production of health and taste; or parental time and nur-
i ery schools are substitutes in the production of children.

Put more technically, the utility function given by Eq. (1.10) is sepa-
le in the goods and time used to produce the same commodity:

0U/ox, _ QU/OZ) - WZi[0x) _ 3Zi[3%i _ pyp aip
U ot~ 0UJ3Zs) - OZifota) ~ 9Zifaty, ~ u!/MPu,
= d’(xi»th,-), i=1, ... , m. (115)

s altmls b
and are much Sovilio: M, envy, and ple;
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This separability property implies, for example, that an increase in the
age rate nmecessarily decreases the ratio of time to goods spent on
ach commodity, and that it tends also to decrease the output of
me-intensive commodities relative to goods-intensive commodities.

Investment in Human Capital

The utility function, Eq. (1.10), must be generalized to distinguish con-
sumption at different ages because people are not indifferent between
earlier and later consumption. Therefore, assume that

U=UZy, - - -3 Zuay - -« s Zms - - - > Zy)s (1.16)

SU/oz, _ MU, _ 4,
aU/9z, MU, = o for all / and ¢. (1.14)
\\ .

4. Bentham .
and pajn.” (1963, chap. 5) lists about 15 funda

where Z;; is the consumption of the ith commodity at the jth age; n, the
length of remaining life, is taken as given but can be treated endoge-
nously (Grossman, 1972). The subsequent presentation is simplified
swithout any significant loss in generality by combining all commodities
at a given age into a single aggregate commodity. The utility function
can then be written as

i mental s “
| 5. The relevant ources of “pleasure

U=UZ,, . ..,2Z,), (1.16")

where Z; is the aggregate consumption at age ;.
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n {[mk(8Zy)/(0H)] + arty, MO Hy) /(80))
MC, =R, = k=2,-+ 1 e . (1.23)

The far left-hand side gives the marginal cost of investment at age j,

' and R; equals the discounted value to age j of subsequent market and

ousehold returns.
Equation (1.23) implies that investments tend to decline with age be-

_cause fewer years remain at older ages to receive the annual returns;

moreover, investment costs tend to be lower at younger ages because
the foregone value of time spent investing is cheaper then. The op-
timal stock of human capital would rise at a diminishing rate, reach a
peak, then decline toward the end of life as depreciation exceeds gross
investment. If life went on forever, the capital stock would rise to a
peak during the “‘investment period’” and be maintained at that level
indefinitely.

If human capital directly raised the output of commodities only by
augmenting the effective amount of household time,

th = t, W(H), and g% = %;Z; ', (1.24)

where diy/dH = §' > 0. Investment returns can then be written simply
(see Mathematical Appendix, note B) as:

v’ .
n Wk (E thk + kawk) 8Hk

&= a+n= 90y

(1.25)
k=j+1

where w;, = (d log wy)/dH,,.

Returns would depend on the allocation of time between the market
and household sectors only if human capital affects the productivity of
household and market time differently (if ' /¢ # Ww). As Eq. (1.25) im-
plies, the incentive to invest in capital that mainly raises household
productivity is greater when more time is spent in the household
sector, and the incentive to invest in capital that mainly raises market
productivity is greater when more time is spent at work. Some invest-
ments, such as on-the-job training, mainly raise the productivity of

- market time; others, such as classes in child care, cooking, or art his-

tory, mainly raise the productivity of household time. The time spent at
a work or consumption activity is a measure of the scale of the activity,
or of the intensity of use of capital, and affects the rate of return on in-
vestments in capital specialized to that activity.
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Returns are independent of the allocation of time between the

' = x y(H), and y;'= {’; = s(H), - (1.26)

where dy/dH = y' > 0, then
Zlxey(Hy), th p(Hy)] = YH ) Z(xe 1y, 8), (1.27)

where ¢ = W(Hy)/y(H,,) is independent of H,, and Z is assumed to be
homogeneous of the gth degree in x’ and t;. Hence (see Mathematical
Appendix, note C):

AZ;
T 5
L aHk 2t s(Hk)'n'ka
;= —_—k _ 8 STk )mi Ly ! 1.28
TS T e T 2 4.2

Returns do depend on the value of commodity output, but not in any

other way on the allocation of time between the market and household
sectors.

Mathematical Appendix
A. If the Lagrangean expression
Dix; + Witp, + PaXq, + Wilg, — th]

L=U—)L[E s

is maximized with respect to the x;, Xay Iny» and 1o, and if Hj has a neg-

ligible effect on the output of Q;, the equilibrium conditions for Xq,
wherej =1, . . . , n, are

s U 02, 3By 00, | 3 LnOM/30)00/0x,) = p, ‘
K51 92k OHy 90, axq, k=j+1 1+ (I +ry

Since utility maximization also implies

oU _ Tk 3Q;
3z, = )\m and MC, = Pa, qu’
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the first condition can be written as

n ([m0Z/0H)] + axtw,\ 3H, _
. =2 = McC,,
a+n a0,
k=j+1
B. Since
7oz,
otn,  dth,
and equilibrium requires (if #,,, > 0) that
_0%_p_on

We = e = oty (3Z/dxx) ~ oty

then
e glzi—l; = ZTZ,':: ' = th Wy %—
Hence
Y g—f;i + arly, = wy ($ tp, + ?v—'; t,,,k).
C. :;IZ{’; = %% xy + %;: th '
= Z—ff (Xk)’)‘};jl + gt_Z;: (fh,,l!!)ii—'

aZk . aZk ")
= s(Hy) (a—x’,c X + ‘5;5 Th,

= s(Hy)gZx

if Z is homogeneous of degree g in x’ and ¢;,.

l
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CHAPTER 2

Division of Labor
in Households and

Families

This cha.pter. begins my analysis of the purposes and effects of famili

by considering the division of labor within households and fa Ir'lll'les
The most pervasive division is between married women, who tral(l;';'les.
al[)f }!a.ve devoted most of their time to childbearing and ,other don: lOtr'l_
actnvntles_, and married men, who have hunted, soldiered, farmed . lcci
engaged m'other “‘market’’ activities. The various divis’ions of 1’ ‘:‘

among family members are determined partly by biological differ nces
and' partly by different experiences and different investments in hences
capital. Specialization in the allocation of time and in the accumulu Itl?an
of human capital would be extensive in an efficient family even 2?flo:;
members were biologically identical; indeed, this chapter argueslcht

biological differences probably have weakened the d

zation. egree of speciali-

Since marr'led women have been specialized to childbearing and
other dorpeshc activities, they have demanded long-term “contrict &
from tl.n?lr husbands to protect them against abandonment and thS
adversities. Virtually all societies have developed long-term prote(::ti:x:

30
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for married women; one can even say that ‘‘marriage’’ is defined by a
long-term commitment between a man and a woman. These commit-
ments are briefly considered in this chapter.

Shirking of duties, pilfering, and cheating is made easier by the ex-
tensive specialization and division of labor within families. Such con-
flict between the interests of members can be reduced by monitoring
behavior, including invasions of the *‘privacy’’ of members, by expul-
sion from the family and other punishments, and by altruism. These
and other methods are briefly discussed in this chapter and more com-
pletely in Chapters 8 and 11.

Specialization in Households

We shall consider the optimal investment in two types of human capi-
tal, H' and H?. Each person maximizes utility by choosing the optimal
path of H! and H? and the optimal allocation of time at all ages between
the market and household sectors. If a person lives forever, does not
age, and faces a stationary environment, our previous discussion indi-
cates that H! and H? would be accumulated during an initial investment
period, after which the equilibrium stock of H* and H? would be main-
tained indefinitely.

If consumption were stationary after the investment period, a
single-person household would use a fixed amount of time to maintain
its capital stocks and would allocate its remaining time between the
market and household sectors to maximize consumption. If H* only
raises market wage rates and H? only raises the effective amount of
household time, aggregate consumption Z during each year would be
given by

aH't,

x

2 = Zeah) = 2| e i . C@n
where H! and H? are the optimal capital stocks, aH! is the wage rate,
(%) is the effective amount of household time, and p, is the price of
market goods. The allocation of time is constrained by

Ly + 1 =1, 2.2

where 1,, and 1, are the hours allocated to the market and household
sectors respectively, and ¢’ is the total time available each year after
allowance for the time spent maintaining capital. The allocation of time
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would be optimal if the marginal product of working time equaled the

marginal product of household time:

- A
0Z _dZ aH =QZ'E£¢(H2).

Iy X P at, ot

Optimal decisions for those in a multiperson household must take
into account the skills of the different household members and conflicts
in their incentives. The theory of comparative advantage implies that
the resources of members of a household (or of any other organization)
should be allocated to various activities according to their comparative
or relative efficiencies. A major assumption of the present section is
that at the beginning everyone is identical; differences in efficiency are
not determined by biological or other intrinsic differences. Variations
in skill result from different experiences and other investments in
human capital. Even with this extreme assumption, efficient muiti-
person households will be shown to have a pronounced division of
labor among members in the allocation of time and in the accumulation
of specialized capital.

I also assume that members do not have to be supervised because
they willingly allocate their time and other resources to maximize the
commodity output of their household. Since all persons are intrinsi-
cally identical, each member would receive an equal share of house-
hold output (if the market for members is competitive). Consequently,
each member gains from a costless increase in household output. This
provides only a weak justification, however, for the assumption that
members do not have to be supervised; some may gain individually
from shirking their duties and other malfeasance even though house-
hold output is reduced.

Since all persons are assumed to be intrinsically identical, they
supply basically the same kind of time to the household and market
sectors. Therefore, the effective time of different members would be
perfect substitutes even if they accumulate different amounts of house-
hold capital (H?). Similarly, the goods supplied by different members
would be perfect substitutes even if they accumulate different amounts
of market capital (H'). Consequently, with no costs of supervision and
no fixed costs of allocating time between different sectors, the output
of a multiperson household would depend only on the aggregate inputs
of goods and effective time. If the optimal accumulation of capital
during the investment period were H} and B2 for the ith member, the

é stationary output after t
. members would be

@3 §

! Clearly, if each membe
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‘A simple and instructive proof assumes the contrary —that, say, two
iembers allocate time to both sectors and have the same investments
nd comparative advantages. If they spent 7,, hours in the market
ector (say 7, < t'/2), output would not be changed if one of them
® spent 27, hours in the market and the other specialized completely in
market and e household. However, every member could be made better off if the
ember now specializing in the household did not invest in market
apital and increased his investment in household capital. They would
so be better off if the member now supplying 27, hours to the market
increased his investment in market capital and reduced his investment
‘in household capital. Consequently, we have contradicted the assump-
tion that two members allocate time to both sectors and invest in both
kinds of capital, and the theorem is proved.

None of these theorems on the division of labor and investment
make any assumption about returns to scale in commodity production
functions or the sorting of persons into different households. If returns
to scale are constant or increasing, and if inefficient households cannot
survive, specialization would be even more extreme, as shown by the
next theorem:

. to both th
arginal products,
the market sec
n in the ho
Comparative

€ market and householg
all members with a greater
tor would have 3 greater;
usehold, and conversely for a]]
dvantage jn the household. Con ;
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! » members specializi
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by Theorem 2.1impli

vestments. This impl

o g m‘ the household sector have

nyes No incentjv i i

v : € to invest jp i

s e: ::I :ab(;r in the allocatiop of time indicaltl:ed.
Y sharp division jn

esa the allocatj i

1cation can be stated as g theorem: I

Theorem 2.4 If commodity production functions have constant or
increasing returns to scale, all members of efficient households would
specialize completely in the market or household sectors and would in-
vest only in market or household capital.

To prove this, assume that one member of an n-person household
spends time in both sectors (less in the market sector) and that he in-
vests in both market and household capital. If two n-person households
form a single 2n-person household, one member alone can supply the
total time to the market that was supplied by him and by a member of
the other household. If they continue to make the same investments,
constant or increasing returns to scale in the commodity production
function imply that the output of the combined household will be no
smaller than the sum of the outputs of the smaller households. The
combined household can do even better, however; one member can
- eliminate his investment in market capital, and the other can invest
more in market capital and less in household capital since he spends
more time in the market. Hence, a small household will be less efficient
than larger households if some members do not completely specialize.

These theorems are readily generalized to many commodities in the

parative advantages are
€ Same comparative ad-
hold capital and allocate
n be stated as follows, is
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household sector if commodities
another (no joint production) with their own specialized capital

Theorem 2.5 All but possibly one member of households with more ’

members than independent commodities would completely specialize

Mor i i i
eover, with constant or Increasing returns to scale, all members of

efficient households must be completely specialized

beIczll]use greater specialization becomes more profitable
s :‘;?nzls:umte.d‘ tthalt) each type of human capital raises efficiency at
activity, but we do not need to hold to this limitati
o this limitation. F
?xz:)mt;)l:e, Theorems 2.1 t0 2.4 would hold if H* and g2 raise efﬁcienco ,
In both the market and the household sectors, as long as H! is morZ

lr];(l)tl;ass ;r]lolzie and household efficiency less than a dollar spent on H2. A
eho v‘fould not .be efficient if two members supplied time to b;)th
sect(;rs z;;ld mvested in both H! and H?, for one of the members could
supply all of their combined time
ly , to the market, and th h
specialize entirely in the househ i vestmeny
old and eliminate i i
\ any inves
H l.{Theorem 2.3 can be extended in the same way ’ ment in
etu i i :
e rrils on mv,est‘ments m types of human capital that raise either
8¢ rates or effective goods by the same percent as effective house-

als’(r)htz anal)'tS{s developed here is relevant not only to households, but
countries and to the explanation of i ;
. comparative advantage in jn-
Fernatlo_nal trade. Modern trade theory explains the gain from tfade :)I;

gains from trade; the fundamental source of much of the gain is, as with

households, the advantage iali
4 of : L
of labor. g specialized investment and the division

Even mtrinsically identical countries could increase the rate of re-

are produced independently of one
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_turn on their investments by specializing in particular types of human
and physical capital and products that utilize such capital intensively.’
. These products would be traded for products that are intensive in the

- capital specialized in by other countries. The proximate explanation of
‘the gain from trade is differences in endowments of different kinds of
capital, or the comparative advantage of traditional theory. However,
the ultimate explanation is the gain from specialization.

- -Although the importance of intrinsic differences cannot be denied,
the gain from international specialization in capital resolves some of
the paradoxes besetting the traditional approach. An example of these
~ paradoxes is that countries with apparently similar intrinsic endow-
ments, such as Great Britain and Germany, tend to trade more with
each other than do countries with apparently different intrinsic endow-
ments, such as India and Japan;' another example is that trade does not
decrease in the long run when factor endowments are supposed to be-

come more similar.

The Sexual Division of Labor in Families

‘Although the sharp sexual division of labor in all societies between
the market and household sectors is partly due to the gains from spe-
cialized investments, it is also partly due to intrinsic differences
between the sexes. A man completes his biological contribution to the
production of children when his sperm fertilizes a woman’s egg, after
which she controls the reproductive process: she biologically houses
and feeds the fetus, delivers the baby, and often feeds the infant with
her own milk. Sexual reproduction along these lines is all but universal
among vertebrates: not only mammals, but also fish, reptiles, birds,
and amphibians reproduce sexually (Ghiselin, 1974, chaps. 3 and 4;
Wilson, 1975, p. 315).

Women not only have a heavy biological commitment to the produc-
tion and feeding of children, but they also are biologically committed to
the care of children in other, more subtle ways.2 Moreover, women
have been willing to spend much time and energy caring for their chil-
dren because they want their heavy biological investment in produc-

1. I owe this enigma to lectures by Jacob Viner at Princeton University
many years ago. Kleiman and Kop (1978, pp. 11-13, 22-23) find that trade is
greater between countries with more similar incomes (see also Linder, 1961).

2. A discussion of some different ways is presented in Rossi (1977).




38 ] A Treatise on the Family

tion to be worthwhile. In addition
watch her older children while s

emerges the not-very-startling conclu-
members is an important distinguishing
n and care of children, and perhaps also
es and in the market sector. Analytically,
nguished by the assumption that an hour
of women is not a perfect substitute for an
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3. For example, a household with one man and one woman would maximize

m f

Z(x,5) = z(‘L’w 3 20 )
p

where by Eq. Rty + 1, =¢

to have a comparative advantage i

both sectors,

xp oy

Then the woman would allocate all her ti

me to the household because her
marginal product would

be greater there than in the market:
0Z w 0z
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i rofit
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most other biological species that fertilize eggs within the body
8-201).
male (Barash, 1977, pp. 18 . N
© The analysis of specialized investments given earh;rklim;t)‘ilileisency
) . . e c 3
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ir ti ivities. Similarly, men inves :
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time in the market. Such sexual S in.: ments
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i cu -
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entangling biological from environmental causes of the pervasiv
i d women.
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5 Since the biological natures of men and women dt;fftc':tr,ttl';eeise ! atpa
i i d women are perfect substitute
tion that the time of men an en ubs na
rate different from unity is not realistic. Indeed, the;fi times age ;(c))ssfbly
i i an
i j t, the production of children, ssil
ments in sexual enjoyment, g
other commodities produced by the household. Comple?t;rltiil;tythan
i ore
i Ids with men and women are m '
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i but because both sex L
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produce certain commodities complementarity reduces the sexual
sion of labor in the allocation of time and mve'stmexz‘tz.o v
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when differences in comparative advantage are larger and complemen:
tarities weaker.

Apparently, differences jn Comparative advantage and in invest-
ments have been more important thap complementaritieg because
women traditionally h

ave allocated much more time to the household
than men have, Yet complementarities Cannot be unimportant, espe-:

cially in modern times; women are becoming less specialized in house-
hold activities, and men are spending more time at household activij-

girls are Very young (rates of return to human capital investments are
higher at younger ages; see Chapter 1), they are made prior to full

knowledge of the biological orientation of children, which is often not
revealed until the teens

In this manner investments in children with ¢
reinforce theijr biology, and they become specialized to the usual
sexual division of labor. Investments in “deviang’ children, on the

€t outcome for them is

_

4. Isay “‘seek’ rather than “‘engage in’" 3 deviant division of labor because
each deviant should be matched with another deviant, yet normal persons cap
be matched more easily because they are more common, Consequently, a
larger fraction of deviants either remajn single, marry and thep divorce, or re-
main in unsuccessfyj marriages (see also the discussion of homosexual mar-
riages in Chapter 10). Let me emphasize that “deviance” g used only in a
statistical, not jp a pejorative, sense.

[ 41
Division of Labor

b
T N te that mn thlS allalySlS palen[s and SOClety are not B
INO T atlonal nor

th y Illlngly dlSCI‘lmmate agalnst de 1ants. Rather’ t y P
0 ey W \% ]le res Olld

i informa-
rati d without discrimination in tho face of lmperf:ztc ;lngreater
- biological constitutions of children and the L press
ﬁm? o oo algconstitutions. Deviant investments wou ¢ —p_ e
i‘;‘)‘;‘dzﬂce gfen:(r)r;mon if deviant biology were more commo
ably be my

were revealed at younger ages.

l 2
Sl )ecla[lz ed Investments aIld time al ocation to, ethe, Wlth blOIOglcal

(h"e] ences in ve aav tage llll])l ”lal ]lla]ll.ed men Special-
.
i g y
COmparatl € d an .
'Ze ill the market SeCtOr aﬂ_d "la“led women In the AhOllSehOld sector.
4 lllel ef()]e th.e mal‘ket age rates f marl‘led men 1
2 W rates o W " ex‘:eed |hl)se ()i

3 . .
allled women, parﬂy because women Spend more time In the llouse
pitt

tal. Ta.ble 2.1 ShOWS that

; hOld and invest more In household human Capl

: y i g i nlted States ha (- been p
average hOUll earnings in "le l] Vi ')” ercent

i ied women, and married men haYe

e o l?:iz:::':;f)?ynr::rzhzfnio;tnvl:g(eand less time at child care and in
spent const mo; "
other doxnestic aCt;:I:lseznticipate marriage and tne sexu:ﬁ drlr\l/(l)sr:);xpzl

Sincs smgle é’ o rsons, single working men are llkoly to be more spe-
i lee marl(et sector than single working wgmse).(ual -
Cialize"j s cannot as readily take advantage of t Z sexua o
. Sntl'?lebg: :)Seocr;suse they do not have mates. Table 2.1 indic
vision of la

g IS and ekS Orked mn =
IABLE 2.1 Ea‘ nings a"d ll()u we %% the mar ket

€ € []]llted States, by sex and malltal status.
plac m th

Average hourly earnings in 1970
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A-9) and from additional data supplied by the bureau.

- i lation only.
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:;rll?lll?g:s population outside the labor force
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in the labor force
Wwage rates and hours per week and weeks worked in the marketplag alue of time than men. Howevef, Womelt ;:)r:thnzolrf; at home; more-
are greater for single men than single women, although the differeng : ween ages 1, and 7, because their tm[le W time is worth more than
are much smaller than between married men and women because & I, between £ (>1,) and £, (.<t?) their l-1‘)m:;1¢1average value of time
single men tend to work fewer hours and earn less per hour than ma mket fime: 6t men. [t this dlistratidn than for men, even
ried men, while single women tend to work and earn more than marrie ‘ withe Glctime may A0¢ be-lower for womenthe work in the mar-
women. ‘ ﬁough women’s time is less valuable whenever they
Wage rates are lower for women at least partly because the inves; etplace. : i invest in human
less than men in market human capital, while the product?,vity o  BlEpter S siows ithat: women have ]es: lﬁifi?;:eist(t)he main result of
household time is presumably greater for women partly because they. & apital than men do thm the‘number o ld women are more equal
Invest more than men in household capital. The tume of women is | arriage, and that the mc.entwgs (~)f . aftl Women do receive con-
worth less than the time of men at younger and older ages, but js worth hen the ““quality” o,f Chidren e m}ponalrl ‘countries that emphasize
more during the peak child-rearing years when women are very busy iderably less schooling than. e T poo h countries that emphasize
and productive. Since Women are more likely to enter the labor force | ‘numbers, and about equal schoollr?g n nccountries the average value
when their household time js worth less, a false inference s drawn quality (see Table 3.1). Therefore, in poor
from their lower earnings in the [a |

' ; in rich coun-
of the time of women tends to be lower than that of men; fm n:hExpla_
tries the value of the time of women is more equal to tha;c.l <;0 ‘1:,1; ;/alue .
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women compared to all men.

Figure 2.1 illustrates this point with typical age—wage-rate profiles

for men and women and ap age—household-productivity profile for
women when they spend aj| their time in the household. Women would

be in the labor force prior to age 7 and after age t, because during

sector to equate their household margj
Clearly, in this illustration women i
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' .
mon " | i ’s discussion (1975) of participation
of men : 5. See, for e).(a.n?ple, Azzi and Ehrenberg’s disc ‘ )
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‘ e omen ! Or_e;:} and to maintain her in general’’ (Goitein, 1971, ppfarming e
[ | | clot ng arts of Africa and Asia that did not use the p| oW, S e
| ' ' oen's ith child care and other domestic acti e
SumoLs woik g 4). Moslems and Jews have
X ' l d Goody, 1976, chap. 4).
0 t ot t t Age serup, 1970, chap. 1, an 5
1 1 3 i -

written contracts, Wheleas Chlnese, Japanese, and Christians USually Ielled on

FIGURE 2.1 Life-cycle variations in oral and customary agreements.

the value of time of men and women.
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ivorce or abandonment (see Chapters 3 and 10). C
. Conse

vorced women with children.

and household skills that reinf
A einforce the biological differ i
itnadig :l(;r;r(i)afgrza:nage has been important in allesnoi:ei:”ti:: p'lI?llln
dominance of marriage s a form ef household organization anc.i .
e Hl)a%e and child rearing are shown in Tabl Zthe
fow () shows, for exa p lf, that married couples headed 71 per ra
Y e lelnt d—century England and 94 percent 1[:1 c::):nt 'Of
e el fulin Rea ed 69 percent in the United States ano(;1 .
i iEnow (7) shows that 72 perceht of the househ v
e Nett o egsland, 87 percent in colonial America :6 OId's
T the households 5 .and 84 percent in rural India had ch'ldper‘
Many of the houschods vatlthout children either planned to havl ;en-
e oame (3) aud (4)e to form separate households; for exe -
eyl héaded ‘ we see'that 83 percent of the h01;sehold afnpl%
e ot e y males in their prime years have child o
Practically all mar:i ?i“ e -
o o i persone .couples have and rear their own children i
e s in separate households to rear thi s oro.
y Plato and practiced today in some kigllilt(a's I))m-
zim) or

7. **The princi .
o pal function of
originated thousal of the Ketuba [the Jewi :
| safeguards the pols]i(:?ox?fo;fﬁrs ago] is therefore tows‘iﬁ.‘;;‘af"ase contract that
and “‘following . . . the eh‘f"!man after she has entere(;l iha document that
apainat. her will, the. pra pro @mon of divorcing and di ne marital state,”
there was no longer arlf ctical importance of the KetublS[n‘SS?l of a woman
dovitch, 1968, pp. 112y {r(l)gjor significance to its monetara defc dimed 3 g
i Arab world between the tem)}} Many marriage contracts fg:}’ eguards™ (Davi-
* 1978, appendix). Invariabl and fifteenth centuries have b ews living in the
e ey b P
return the wife’s

dowry and ;
provide an additi
t : 1101 .
hrough divorce or death (ibid ':fg g?y';’:zn)t if he terminated the marria;
sk 22 : ge

unntly marriage la
’ w and contract: .
s have mainly protected domesti:' forbid the purchase and sale of children

cally specialized women i i
caly Spectlees against divorce, abandonment, an
- malearsn l\;vsl:elzr Moslem law stipulates that all’thedeizer ‘;'n-
polyEypopsmale et eatrrteated equally and that the bride price 1Ss(f) -
e 196 = 1 ffp) when a wrfe is divorced without ca:r-
L Wiv.es, or when Jewish marriage contracts stipul SC
e o S 1o in the.event they are divorced or wid . at?’
w provides alimony and child supp(;ﬂOZ)e?i:
i

would be uncommon. One could postu
which is no less (and no more) profou
good food or for any other co
nately, the demand for own children, th

- of families, nee

more T€
_ working in the marketplace 9 Moreover, most WO

The biological di
gical differences be
twi
een men and women in. the produc- it it much tim P
ant to commit SO uch time, efio

> p Clall m m mark t
tion a.nd care Of Chﬂdleﬂ alld the Spé al Zed vestments € Chlldlen

genetic similarity between parents an
“demand for own children.
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roduced by others.? Of course, m
but it is easy 10 forbid what
late a ‘“taste for own children,”
nd than postulating 2 taste for
mmodity entering utility functions. Fortu-
e distinguishing characteristic

ost societies

d not be postulated but can be derived.
their own milk as food and can

pregnant than while
men have been reluc-
rt, emotion, and risk to producing

hout considerable control over rearing. Presumably the
d children further increases the

Women producing children can use
adily take care of young children while

Own children aré preferred also because of the value of information
about children when investing in them. Information is more readily
available about the intrinsic characteristics of own than adopted chil-
dren, because parents and own children have half their genes in

health and some other characteristics of own children

common and the
at birth and during infancy are directly observed. (See the discussion of

2 baby market in Chapter 5.) This may also explain why orphaned chil-
 dren of siblings and other close relatives are more frequently adopted
than are orphaned children of strangers (Goody, 1976), and even why
adopted children are less valued as marriage partners.

Since each woman is biologically limited to 2 relatively small number
of own children 1o and since the incidence of polygyny is limited by the

-
§. Of course, many upper-class families have reared their children with the
help of nurses and tutors, and some have sent their infants to the homes of wet
nurses: ‘‘the infants of the landed, upper bourgeois and profeSSional classes [in
th centuries [were] sent out to hired
wet-nurses for the first twelve to eighteen months’” (Stone, 1977, p- 107).
Goody (1976, chap. 6) discusses adoption in different societies. The Chinese,
especially those on Taiwan, have had the unusual practice of adopting young
girls as future brides for their own SO e also Wolf, 1968, pp-
100—101). )
9. Labor force participation by mothers may also reduce the health of their
children; see Popkin and Solon (1976) for evidence from a poor country and
Edwards and Grossman (1978) for evidence from the United States.
10. A typical woman marrying at age twenty can produce no more than ten
children, whereas by contrast 2 female oyster lays millions of eggs. Women
who are unable to produce children usually either have been divorced, have be-
come part of a polygynous household, or have adopted the children of others

(Goody, 1976, pp- 81, 91-92).
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(21) Average household size 5271 s il L R B - 58 E'g éE 5;5 5,:';'... ;}? = §
(3) Standafd deviation of household size 2.11 3‘64 - 458 e = A= | §E
() Coefficient of variation ot 611 1.82 | 1.94 3-46 | 497 | 585 [ 475 [ 475 | 3 92
(4) Skewness A (see below) 0.20 0.54) 058 | 0.42 2921 249 | 288 | 2.5 | 3135 2.42
() Skewness B (see below) 0.79 ?'55 0.20 | 0.20 9-341 050 | 049 | 054 | 071 | 062
: 20| 107 [ o088 Oﬁ O 1014/ 033 043/ 014
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(6) Percentage of ;
persons in the ave
household who are head, spouseﬁl i; NA 1690 | 894 fo04;
- head, or children
Percentage of po .
children® useholds  with | NA | 84.4 | 464 |g34

1. ;
62.6 |72.2 |g6.2 76:9

81.9

Percentage of households headed by a
married couple
Percentage of single-member house-

holds
(10) Percentage of households with more | 6.0¢ | 16.0 0.5 1.5 11.8 | 8.2

than nine members
SOURCES: Computer tape created by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of Population, 1/1000 Public Use Sample—15% County Group

Sample; private communications from Indra Makhija and Wallace Blackhurst; United Nations (1974, table 24); Taiwan Directorate-General of Budget,
Accounting and Statistics (1976, table 18); Laslett (1972, tables 1.7, 1.8, 1.10, 1.13); and Klapisch (1972).
Skewness A = [(90th pct — 50th pct) — (50th pct — 10th pct)]/(90th pct — 10th pct), where pct = percentile.

_ ¥y 13\ 1/3 _
Skewness B = ( (X, NX)/ & ) , where X = mean, o = standard deviation, N = number of cases.

9 3.1 2.7 | 17.5 5.0 57 (3.2

~

2 Children under eighteen years old.
® For U.S., children are family members under eighteen years of age related to family head (regardless of marital status); for India, children are
fourteen years old and under; for other cultures, all unmarried offspring in the household are children, but servants are not children.

¢ Percentage of households with more than eight members.
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Shirking, Householq Size, and the Division of Labor

I have assumed that 3 household assigns its members tg investmen;
and activitijes that maximize the household’s output of commoditije
without regard to incentives. Yet shirking, cheating, pilfering, anq

other malfeasance of members may not be readily detected, for the d
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I €xample, ope marriage contract stipulated, ‘“His
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(Golteln, 1978, o8 144)
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If greater specialization did reduce the net privacy of membe
view of this relation between specialization and malfeasance, and i
marginal utility of privacy were positive (privacy as a good is discu
in Posner, 1979), the increased output from greater specializ
would be weighed against the reduction in privacy, and the optim
gree of specialization and privacy determined. The growth of sepat:
households for single persons, especially elderly widows, in the Uni
States, illustrates this trade-off. Over the past thirty years widow
i parents have become less valuable as baby-sitters, cooks, and the |
! in their children’s households because fertility has declined shai
and nursery schools and child-care centers have become mor
common. Moreover, social security payments have reduced transfer
to elderly parents from their children. As a result of these develop
ments, the gain from living with children has been reduced and th
trade-off between privacy and specialization in this case has shifte
toward privacy (see Michael et al., 1980).

The effect on malfeasance and privacy of the greater specializatio
of larger households constitutes a diseconomy of household scale.?
this effect were important, households would be considerably smaller

{ st

ivision of Labor . :
e a comparison with
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. much more
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of labor. And in virtually all societies the average household has indeed i PRETE 23.6 1.9 1.9
been quite small. For the communities shown in Table 2.2, which span (1) Average establishment 57.7 5. : o o5
the fifteenth to the twentieth centuries in Western and Eastern Europe, size - tion of 254.5 178 217 885 :
Asia, and the United States, the average household comprised less 2 S"““g?:ﬁr:g:a;ilze 25 38 37 3.7
than seven members; only in rural India did it comprise more than 3 zs;zﬂilgient of variation 1(4).‘; 313) 0.8 1.0 (;-Z ;(:
six.'® Moreover, row (6) shows that the nuclear family —the head, his (4) Skewness A (see below) 25 22 2.7 2.5 483 647
wives, and their own children—usually contributed more than 70 per- {6) Skewness B (fseet:lilli‘;:-) A s 4l DA
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s s13* 858 90.67
12. Many years ago Wesley Mitchell blamed the small and allegedly ineffi-
cient size of modern households on the demand for privacy: ‘‘We have jeal-
ously insisted upon maintaining the privacy of family life; . . . most of us still
prefer a large measure of privacy, even though we pay in poor cooking,”’ and
*If housekeeping were organized like business, these efficient managers [of
their households] would rapidly extend the scope of their authority, and
presently be directing the work of many others’” (1937, pp. S, 6, 10).
13. The average household in some Serbian towns of the nineteenth century
had more than nine members (Halpern, 1972), and the average zadruga (ex- .
tended household) in sixteenth-century Serbia may have had more than ten
i members (Hammel, 1972, p. 362). The effective size of households is perhaps
understated by the data in Table 2.2, because siblings and other relatives fre-

quently live near one another and cooperate in the production of defense, cele-
brations, and other commodities.
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to labor in firms is about eight times the ratio in households (Michael,
1966).% In addition, the diseconomies of scale that result from a loss in
privacy may be less important in the marketplace than in the home.!®
Owners and other residual-income recipients of firms profit from limit-
ing the malfeasance of employees and consumers; household members
may be less inclined to engage in malfeasance, however, since altruism
is more common in families than in firms (see Chapter 8). Indeed, the
many firms with only a few paid employees are probably run by fami-
lies that rely on altruism to organize production efficiently.

15. The capital-labor ratio is also much greater in farming than in households
(based on U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1976, 1979), although the average

farm has less than two paid seasonal employees.
16. In Mitchell's words, ‘‘Reluctantly we have let the factory whistle, the

timetable, the office hours impose their rigid routine upon our money-making
days; but our homes we have tried to guard from intrusion by the world of

machinery and business’’ (1937, pp. 5-6).



