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1. Imrtodudon 
Over the las two or thrw decaes theoretical and empircal studies of household behavior hav tau&hus a good deal about the relationship between household choices and economic developmeat. The baicparadigm of a household choosing allocations (of oods and labor supply) to maidmue Its welfare inthe face

of a atries of constraints has proved to be a very powerful tool. 
Many of the studies in economics, along with a large body of literature in sociology, anthropolo anddemorapy, have taught us that the relationships between household behavior and public policy are not simple,A key area whch has received a good deal attention Isgender difforaces in the allocation of re.ources. On onehand, there an an enormous number of studies documenting diffeences Inopportunities and resources availableto males and females (in the market, In the social soor and in the household). On the other hand, some studieshave e=amined diffrences in allocations depending on whether men or women control resources. Elements ofboth strands of the (economic) literature are discussed below, with a focus on the process underlying householdallocation decisions The next section outlines models of household behavior and is followed by some 
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For example, the economic model of the farm-houaehold (Singh, Squire and St'auss 
 1986) has led to seealkey Insights Into the role of the family in the allocation of resources, particularly labor (on and off the farm),(Pitt and Roenzmig, 1986; Benjamin, 1992). Models of migration have demonstrated that decisions to movedepend not only on individual characteristics, but also those of households (Stark, 1991) and have sugested arationale for remittance of Income back to the origin, over and above pure altruism. There has also been someresearch on the role of the (extended) family its a mechanism to share risks (Rosenzweg, 1991, and thereferences therein). 



appicaon of those models focusing on the role of gender. We then turn to evidence for differences inresource Allocations to males and female and Interpret that evidence in light of a model of household allocation 
desions. 

2 Modelling the allocaionof household resouces 
Much of the work Inthe socisdences on household behavior has hWgligted (explicitly or Implicitly)the Importance of dacko.mtq Mtin the howaehod. By and larg, however, economists have tended toIgnore the Iue. In fat,, the most common economic model of the household treats it as a "black box (or, moreprecisely, as a single homopneous unit). This amounts to assuming either that all household members haveIdentical (or common) preferences and so the household Is,to al intents and purposes, the elementary decisionunit. Put another way, the household may be treated as Ifall resources are pooled and then allocated accordingto some (common) rule. The notion not only seems Implausible but also flies In the face of the besicassumptions underlying microeconomic theory which treats a decision-maker as a single individual, characteizedby his (or her) own preferences. An alternative justifcatlon for the "etradltion economic model of thehousehold Istho assumption there Isone household member (a dictato who determines all allocations (either

fim the poi of vw of purse l .intest or behaving u = altrust),

Rece* 
 there has been a resurgence of interest in developing theoretically more appealing models ofhouseholds whici' explicitly take account of the fact that individuals within a household may have dIrtitprference Realism, however, does not come for free: It carries along with it compheity and thus the need for 

additional usumptions. 
o3e clas of models Inthis literature suggests that housohold allocation decisions are the outcome ofa bargaining process Inwhich household members seek to allocate resources over which they have control togoods they especially care about WhIle the exact nature of this bargaining process may take a number of

forms,' the intuition underlying all thes models is quite simple.
ach household member has some full-back position (level of utility) and will quit the household if his(her) welfare falls below this threat point' level. If the sum of utilities associated with these falleback positionsis less than total household welfare, then the household will dissolve. Any utility over and above the sum of theIndividuals' threat points Isshared among household members presumably in accordance with their bargainingstrength. We clearly need to assume some kind of structure for this process and thus place addidonal restrictions 

on the model. Failure to rejidc the traditional common pfemic model of the household in favor of this model 

'In this framework, it is necessary to define the appropriate concept of equilibrium. Many studies have drawnon the seminal work of McElroy and Homey (1981)McElroy (1990, 1991). 
who focus cn Nuh equilibrium; see also refinements inManser and Brown (1980), Ulph (1989), Bjomu and Vuong (198,alternative equilibria. Lundberg and Pollak (192) describe a model in which household members have separatespheres of Interest over which they may bargain. 

1985) consider 
Related class-.based models of conflict a(1986) and Hartmann (1985). discused In FobreFor amor structural approach to modelling the household, se Behrman, Pollakand Taubman (1982, 1986). 
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does not eesrily mea that treating lbs household AS a single unit it appropriate; it may ulmpiy men that 
these addto restrictions as le (Chlapporl, 1988). 

Chiapporl (1992, 1993) has proposed a different colulett model of the household in which members
allocate resourcea in ouch t way that no allocation could result in one member being better off without some
other member being worse oi that isresource allocations are Pawto ient. It turns out that this model can
simply be resinterpreted in terms of an income-sharing rule, We can treat the household as if all members pool
their Income and then allorAte it according to some sharing rule. Thereupon each household member maximizes 
his (her) own utty, conditional on making choices about public goods within the household. 

This income sharing role has a very nice intuitive interpretation as an indicator of relative bargaining 
power of household members: the more powerul and indWvidual the bigger that person's shae of the pie. This 
sustm a rich set of empirical tests of the model of common pmfovecr ginst the more general co iecw 
model. 

3.Implcao fr randb ddualand hmuehold behavi 
Why do we need these models7 n the context of the traditional (eonomi) model of the houseol,

it isnot even possible to discuss the welfare of household members ina meaningful way, Yet, public policy Is
often concerned with the welfare of particular members (children, women, the elderly). Further, It isvery hard 
to explain household formation and dissolution without taking account of Individuals' preforences. But, pechaps 
even more Importantly, Ifpublic policy is likely to change the balance of power within the household then it is 
(mperative that the Implications of thes changes be taken into account when de i policY.

As an example, investments in raising the productivity of crops which have been traditionally grown bywomen inAfrica were Intended to raise the stt ofwomen; what happened, hc-mm, w th these crops we
 
taken over by men (ace, for eample, Day, 1992 Guyer, 19%6 von Braun andWeb* 
 199); whether women (and
other household members) were better or worse off a a result of these innovations is not eotely dlear. 

The example suggests that It may not be easy to improve the sttus of women. It is clear, however, that
in order to evaluate the Impact nf these kinds of programs, we need to take account of the potential behavioral 
responses of all household membemw it Isonly within the context of a collective model of the household that this 
issue can even be condered. 

There Isquits a lot of literature which argues that men and women have diffeet preferesam it I oft"q 
asserted that, relative to fathea; mothers care more about the health (education and well-being) of their children. 
If true, then this would suggest tht women will seek to allocate more resources towards Improving child helt 
than would men. 
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Some of the edennc for this view seems to be based on thi observation that those children whosemothers work ares also healtir (al1though this Isnot an universal finding). By=n Ifthe enmpirical facts waede, their i, eprettion is not straolhtforwad, The observation may simply reflect a positive Correlation
between child health and household Income ifhouseholds with working women have highe total Income.Nor Isthere a simple interpretation in the collective model of the household. Presumably membersbargain not only over commodities but also over leisure and time alloca io A woman working outside of thehome may bring inicome but that does not nlecea* m she Sets a bluer share of the pie to allocate'.Instead It Is option outside the homse whic af br bsethn position (her that poin) id thse mig 

household, ber options Inthe re.marnipa market and the (expected) wealth of her (future?) extended family.A theoretically more appealing test of the hypothesis of difrent preferece, of household memberswould examine, the Impac on allocations of these sorts,of characteristc.tralghtforward and this raises another set of thorny problem. 
Their mcasurement, however, Isnot 

Most studies that use data fo developingcountries have used con-labor income (or the vzlue of asts) as Indicators of bargaining power (altough somestudies have also tried to take account of marriage market opportunlties)." 

A Emp&rWca evdmce on role of nder inhousehold resoure aflocadons 
Sehultc (19M) finds thatInThland resources Inthe handa of women tends to reduce ertility more thaninco held by men and, .,rth,mor,
that the Impact of non.labor income has differeat effects on labor supplyoutcomes depending on who controls, that Income; (see, also, Thomas and Strauss; 1IM). Using data from Bra,Thomas (199) reports that child health (survival probabilities, height for age and weight for height) along withhousehold nutrient Intakes tind to rise more Ifadditional (non.labor) Income I6given to women rather than men.Using the same data, Thomas (IM) reporto that non-labor income Inthe hands of women Isassocated withincreses In,the share of the household budget spent on health, education and housinW Seo ase the work onFrance and Canda InLourglgnon, Browning CLiapporl and Lechene (1991, 1992). Evidence InIndia Indicatesthat chldren are more liy to attend school and recive medical attention Ifthe mother has more assets (mostlyjewelry) (Duralsamy, 1991; Duraiamy and Malathy, 1992). Schultz (1991) also reports that marital choice Isaffected by an ladividual's, non.labo resOure.t 

,For a review of the sociologica itorature, see Blumberg (1988); Behran (1990) provides an excellent summaryof the evidence in ec omics. 
'Furthermore, treating income earned Inthe labor market as predetermined Impose$ addlna assumptions on 
the model. 
'S-e Carlin (1990) for a study hIthe United States; Rao and Greene (1991) exmineDrauilan data.

'It turns out that this result holds for total (non-labor and labor) income (measurd at the Wdivduil level) where

labor income is treated as endogenout.
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While th lited Is small, the results are suggestive that resources Inthe hands of different
indivdual 
Isome 

Within ahousehold do not have the same impact on the welfare of all members. Inparticular, thereevidence ht chan in the balance of power between men and women may afct householdcommoCdiy Patterns along with the health and welfare of children. The results, however, are certainly notuniversal: iee, for exampl, McElroy and Homey (1981).
At this point, we ned to know a lot more about the practical Importance of modelling the householdinthis more general 4ramework. Abetter understandlnk of how household allocadion differ by gender of theperson controlling the resources is a cidcal first step. We cannot, however, stop there: from the point of viewof policy, we also need to know whether there are feasible and cost-effective mechanisms for affecting the intra­household balance of powe. It does msm, at lest, that this may be a usfid direction for further empiricalresearch especially Inthe contex of complex household formation such as ests in Africa (Lloyd, IM Haddadand Hoddl-ott, 19) or rapidly changing societie as in Ads and Latin America. 

. W tnder ca into ' ehold r esowa G df O nsWe turn net to examining gmder difference in the allocadon of resources to household members. Thediscussion focusses on child investments, although most of the substantive points apply to resource allocations 
to any household member.
 

Why might households discriminate against daughter? Frtl, the (uepc 
 rturns,to investing insons mlght be hgr Assmng all househol membe hay the same pre "a ditator -'-v:-s- (th*traditional"model), then it Isefficient to invest Inthe household member with the hgest return
however, say anything about tha utility of ec 
We cannot,


household member. On one hand, th dictator may care not atall about other household members; on thz other hand, the dictator may want to ensure all members enjoy thesame level utility in which case then would be lump sum tranafers from one household member to another tocompensate for diffierences ininvestments (utility levels). Of course, ifthese transfers are not possible, thenthere may be an ofildiency-equity trade off (Dehrman, Pollak and Taubman 1986. Inded Ifthere aredifferences, Inendowments (of health and ability), then equity Itself may be a reason for observing differences
Inresource allocation&to household members as the dictator attempts to redress thes 
 (natural) differences.
Moving to a collective model of the household, the story becomes slightly more complicatednecessary to sp=* as It Isindividual utilities and also describe the mechanism underlying household decisions.Consider the perspective of parentl. In many traditional societies, parents rely on their sons to look after themin old age (Caldwell, 1979); Inthis case it would be efficient (for the parent) tc invet more Ina son, rather thana daughter. Why not invest in only one son? Parents probably care about the welfare of their sons anddaughters and they may be risk averse: that son could be a lemon.
Along then line, however, 
one variant of this model might assume that It is only expected returns to
 

teaethIthrccli-ito . argue that the fact men ear higher wnue 

(orspe hed mabmorft eirUfaInrce th n ome in ord r t eplan p derdif re cesin eso rc 



a41oca462m Parents must be able to mumac more MeOWrce from son than daughters, If nveting inadaughterleads to Abetter marriage and that married daughter provides resources to her parnts, then discrimination maynot be e094109d by (Market) returns alone. Notice also that returns need not be measured only Intermi ifIncome (of remittances) but might also take account of time spent cWing for parents. As societies age. thsaspects may take on increasing importance,
U life OpecNcy diers for men and women, then (inthe contet of the collective model of thehousehold), amother and father may have dlfferent preferences regarding investments hi children based purelyon the (discounted present value of ejected) returns to those investments. This would lead to mothes andhfter wantin 
 to invest different amounts Intheir chidren for purely economic,reaL Furthemore women
may receVe agreater return in later If fro Investing Indaughters rather than sons ud the reverse my be 

true for men. 
A second soure of discriminaton within the household might be differences inthe cast of inmetmc=ginboys and girls. For exmple, Young girls may provide child care or household ervMces If they did not go toschool Inwhich use the perceived coot of schooling adaughter will be hIghr than the price of school..g aton.The argument can easily be reversed if sons provide help on the fam. In the absence of differentals in returnto investents, however, ItIshad to imagine why households would not share thes 
 kids o 
 e eually 

across gender,
Ihu third ron why there might be dthrnces inresource alloiu issimply uastesjust derive more pl-u Paut, might(uty)from Ivesn

Prefronces of pronts would all=w ,o ..... 
insons, rather than daughtr Permnng hetero neIty Into. in, fah . to,,,,- .rfs = hna teinter 

daughers.

Tere ar, Itseems, a lag number of rons whygende 
 differeallocon. might be observed in resourceIt isApparent that effective public polcies which seek to reduce IequinI resourc available tomen and women can only be designed with asound knowledge of the underlyin reason for those inquies. 

d Emp*iral eMence on sender dfftrences in raome allocatons
Then can be little doubt ta ther isdiscrimination inmany societis and that dicrimination isofteentionthed either through public policy (and legislation) or social norms or both. Dug what of evidence regarding
discrimination within the househod?
 
There are many studies suggoiting that fertility preferences are gender specific. Other studies havelooked at gender differences Inmortality and human capital investments,. Broadly speaklinSoutheast Asia females tend to fare worse 

inSouth and possibly
than males$ but the evideuce elsewhere seems Weaker' except, 

OD'Souza and Chen (1980) and Rosenzweig and Schultz, (1982) find Infant and chaonboy Sea, (1984), So mortality inIndia is lower
n and Sengupta (1983) and Behrman (1988) arie, on the basis of anthropoetric
iators, that boy. receive preferential treatmant in Indi.Inthe Intrahousehold distribution of nutrients (Bebrm. 
Several studies indicate that boy tend. to be favoredand Deolalkar, 1989, for India; oy,Evesn et 040 980 
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perhaps, Inturms of scooling where there Isevidence inavariety of coutries that womn are significanty lea 
likely to attend school (Schultz, 1992), 

While evidence of substantial mortality differential between boys and &Isis unequivocal, other (more
subtle) evidence regarding gender differences in health Inputs and outputs Is less readily Interpreted. For 
example, simple comparlsom of nutrient intakes of men and women tell us nothing about differences in resource 
allocations unless wM also know the needr of these men and women. Needs, however, are very difficult to 
measure and are related to all sorts of faWtorS, Inuding activity levels, body size and previous nutrient intake;, 
all of which are endogenous, 

Comparing Individual nutrient intakes (to the estent they can be measured) ,with some international 
standards for an "avera" individual (insome other society) may tell us nothin about ntra-household resource 
allction but, Instead, inform us about the appropriateness of the Intermtonal adards. Furthermore, there 
is evidence, that taking account of (typically unobserved) heterogeneity in energy output and body Si can 
completely change Inferences rerdin evidence of gender differences in nutrent intakes (Pitt, Roenaweg and 

San 1990). Th does not mean there is no Senderdisrimination in the allocation of tas, but it at len 
directs us townd the questions that need to be addressed. 

Along the same lines, gender diferences inresource allocatons have been Iafed from comparisons
of the anthropometric outcom es (height for Vs, weight for height and sometimes weih for age) of boys with 
giLs. These outcomea, however, are related to age and gender specific standards. dwly if Internal standards 
are produced using the survey data themselves, then there isno basis for making statements regrdilg gender
differenc.. If eernal Standards ae used, then we can only say there are differences relative to those standards. 
The finding that relative Co a wall nourished child of the Same age inthe United StatS, irls Inmany developlg 

and Seaauer t a., 1988, for the Philippines; Cheat Huq and DSouzoo 1981, for Bangladesh; Cheralkovsky tat, 1953 for India) although partof thes differences can be ascribed to different activity levels (Pitt, Rosenzweig:and Hasan, 19, using data from Bangladesh), Alderman and Gertler (I9) report the income and pieelasticities of tbr demard fbr health care are lrger for girls than boys in Paidstn. Finally, Subramauln andDeaton (1990) argue there is evidence in Indian NSS data that parents make more room in their householdexpendit.res for boyS rather than r.s Strauss, Gerder, Rah an and Fox (1992) present evidence thst womenare mor likely to have fnctional disabilities than men; this is true for older people in Malaysia and at allIn Bangladeshi and Jamaican familIl& 

'here Is little evidence other than InAsia for Sender differences Ininfant and child mortality outcomes; genderdifferences inlevels of anthropometric outcomes are smell and often not signlfluat; see, for eximple, Strauss,(1989), and Svedberg, (1990), on Africa and Schofield, (1979), on Latin America. In many countries, schoolenrolment ratio are higher for boys: Schultz (1987) argues that gender bias in schooling enrollments andattainments tends to derline with income. Psacharopolous and Arriagada (1989) present evidence fordiscrimination against boys in school cttendance and performance in Brazil; Chernihovsky (1985) argues thereisdiscrimiton against Ssla inschool attendance InBotswana. In the equivalence scale itcature, there is littleevidence for gender bias in the allocation of axpenditures in the C6te dvoke and Thailand, (Deaton, 1989), orin the United States, (Gronau, 195). See Behrman (1990) for a comprehensive review. 
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COuntie tend to be taller and heavier tha,,boys of the $AMD AlP may simply reflect difteencs in growth arias 
of boys and girls and not tell us anjhin about resource allocation.


Rather than compare levels of outcomes between boys and girls, we 
might ak whether Additonaresources given to a household are allocated differently to boys and gis. That Is,If the household were to begiven more incomes who would benefit most?
 
This _148est 
 comparing the Impact of household (and community) resource on welfare indicators ofboys and girls, There Isevidence that price and Income elatidties of human capital inveatmonts are hoer forgir, relative toboys. Tm 1Ifoprim are ralsd¢- theon irls are more lly to dro out of school (or not
receive medical attention) than boy.
 
..ere Isa lot of 
 -vidocsupporting th. view that parental (and particularly maternal) education Ispositively associated with human capital outcomes of cldren. Some studi s have demonstrated tht motheseducation has a bigger effect on the health or schooling of a daughter than that of a son where= fber's 

education has a bigger impact on the oIL."
 
This surely refto, 
 at least in part the technolo, of child refai& n In many socIdes, children

V iPartct Inwork within the family and typically son work with their fahers, daughters with 'thei mothrsThee issome evidence that returns to Investments are gender specific. For example, Inthe United States, Spitzeand LogAn (1990) report that daughters are more likely to be in contact witl: and assist their parents (withmoney, time or both) Inold age and that a single mother is signlflcantly more likely to be in contact with herchidren ifat loas one isa daughte. Altr the fates death, daughters tend to gi1" more attenti= to theirwidowed mothers and sons give less (Hsu and Waring, 1978). 

'Od Tray (1984), Girder and Glewwo (1990) examine the demand for scholnreepectives Schultz (196N) uses couueuon in Malaysia and Perudata on schooling; Behrman and Declaar (1988)anthropometric outcomes and Alderman and Geriat (1992) look at the demand for health care. 
examine 

"Bhulya et at (1986) use data on wuight for age in Matab, Bangladesh; Duramamy and Malathy (1992) use dataon medical care and schooling of children in Indik- King and Lillard (1987) and KiYand Bellow (1989) emineschooling InPeru and among Malays In falaia; Desa
t United States, do Sabot et at (19) using data from 
st a. 

Fan. 
(1989) consider ntoliectual or cognitive ability In
e t 


Thomas (1990) presents evidec using
height for age in the Unted States, Brazil and Ghana. Child mortality isexamined In Bangadesh by Bhuyia and
Streatfield (1991) and in India by Boune and Walker (1991). 
'2Durkhem (1893) called thit the sexual division of labor. Over the last two decades there hs been a good dealof research by psycho'logista indicating that fathers play a bigger role in the development of their sons than theL­daughters. Fathers spend more time with their son and sons show preference for their fathers at an early age(at least from the second year of life) (Lamb, 1976; Morgan, Lye and Condran, 1988). Mothers, on the otherhand, tend to spend more time with their daughterb and have a closer relationship with a daughter than a son.For a synthul of this research, see Lamb (1976, 1987). Longitudinal data on child development indicates thatthe absence of a father (because of divorce) has(Hetheringon, Hetherington and Cox, 1978). 

a more severe and enduring impact on boys than girlsSimilar differences by gender are reported for the impact ofdivorce on child health (Mauldon, 1990). 
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The data abo ag that "der speific ve1stents by mothersPecm in the PhMPPi"n WWfthen reflect difference in 
thntoral 

, better educated mothers tend to allocate geater inheitancandwbettr educated to their dau ethrs favor sons (Quisumbi... 1993).Isindependent of In the United State. the birtheder Of the first child monj whteamong black women, it issmaller if the first child Isa son. women but,ud~~ ~nl ~ * 4.,_~ ~. Black women apparent preferndauhte.and SchoUaer ~ ~ scololc~ ~~~~~~~lpa woec. oe1909)'ns thefr daughters (T*&chMaUral deeOPig Coun'en
Sto limit their 

the data sugMe that father$ with sons are moroamozay Size than faths wihout illing0 (CdwusoIo r If A d Caldwe/eohas r p son(Shae-pointd ou. t te) 
1.8; Mason and Taj, 1987).

babity of madrt dissolution Inthe United State-w__, ... ... leh a uasSIriSlick 1981). JtIsargued that this reflectsdisolution to ths father with sons (with whom he spends MO 
hgh 

time) (Mown, Lye and Condran, 1988).Interms of the Impact of parent characteristic* on child heath, we &dthat inBrazil, women devoteSonlabor Income towards ImprovIng the heaith of their daughters but not their sons.better educatod than her hugband, then her daughter benefits more and her so 
In Ghana, if a woman is 

than If the husband Is better oducmd than his wfe. 
benefits ess rom her education 

heterogeneity of prefreriaces. 
Neither result is esy eqlaned Without assumingThey can, however, be readily Interpreted In the context of the collectve modelof the howehold Ifnonlabor incoma and relative education l Status are indicatibargaining gme, of power in thIn t cas householdthe results suggest that more p0wf Women

Prrmence ar t thi o,­in thO allocat on Of household resource. able to man thei m 

There is, then, evidence for Pgndr d 
 rences in household resource allocato,
may reflect diferental returns to invUtmentg as we, as differencea Inpreferenc 
a these d re
A o da i s neeto dolve more dep"l' ounderstand_ 
 the procem underlying household decdon.mai.
made and who is likely to gain How ar deciionsor lose sathe (economic andintra.cto. among household members i far from 

ocial) env/ronmet changes? Understan
 
traigbtforward and it Isnot at a 
 clear what Pocy tools mabe used to UAer wM inttra-houehold allocations. Inadton, we know Virtually nothing about the rei 
 c


and benefts of these sorts of policies-. 
 hVcotWhereas there have been several theoretical advances Int literau ove t lasevidence isSorely IsekiUg ecRAde empirca
examined. especay indevelop1ng countries.to addrs some questions, Data that can Inform us do Lidst and need to bedata collectonnew efforts willunderstanding of mchanisms affecting the welfare of Individuals within the hOuh 

be necesay. without a sound 
WdhoweOaat improving their lot are unlikely to be very dur, Pol imed 
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