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1. Introduction

Over the last two or thres decades, theoretical and emplrical studies of housshold bebavior have taught
us a good deal about the relationship between household choices and economic development. The basic
paradigm of a household choosing allocations (of goods and labor supply) to maximize i welfare in the face
of a series of constraints bas proved to b a very powerful tool.?

Many of the studies in economics, along with a large body of literature in soclology, anthropology and
demography, have taught us that the relationships between household behavior and public policy are not aimple,
A koy area which bas received & good deal attention is gender differences in the allocation of resources. On one
band, there are an enormous aumber of studies documenting differences i opportunities and resources available
to zales and females (in the roarket, in tho~ sociel sector and in the housebold). On the other hand, some studies
bave examined difforences in allocations depending on whether men or womea control resources, Elements of
both strands of the (economics) literature are discussed below, with a focus on the process underlying household
~ allocation decisions. The next section outlines models of bouschold behavior and is followed by some
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*For example, the economic mods) of the farm-household (Singh, Squire and Strauss, 1986) bas led to several
key insights into the role of the family in the allocation of resources, particularly labor (on and off the farm),

research on the role of the (extended) family as a mechanism to share riskg (Rosenzweig, 1991, and the



applications of those models focussing on the role of gender, We theq turn to evidencs for differences in
resource allocations to males and females and interpret that evidence in light of & model of household allocation
decisions.

2. Modelling the allocation of household resources

Much of the work in the social sciences on household bohavior has highlighted (explicitly or implicitly)
the importance of decision-meking within the household, By and large, bowever, economists have tended to
ignore the issuo. In fact, the most common economic model of the bousehold trests it as a "black box" (or, more

- precisely, as a single homogensous unit). This amounts to assuming either that all household members have
ideatical (or common) preferences and so the household i, to all inteats and purposes, the elementary decision
uait, Put another way, the household msy be treated as if all resources are pocled and then allocated according
lo some (common) rule, The notion not only seems implausible but also flies in the face of the besic
assumptions underlylng micro-economic theory which treats a decision-makes asa single individual, characterized
by his (or her) own preferences. An alteraative justification for ths "traditiona)® economic model of the
household is tho essumption there is one household member (a dictator) who datermines all allocations (either
from the point of view of pure self-interest or behaving as an altruist),

Receutly, thero has been o resurgence of interest in developing theoretically more appealing models of
households which, explicitly take account of the fact that individuals within o household may have differsat
preferences. Realism, however, does not come for free: it carries along with it complexity and thus the need for
additional assumptions.

Oae class of models in tais lterature suggosts that housohold allocation decisions are the outcome of
a bargaining process in which household members seek to ailocate resources over which they have coatrol to
goods they especially care about. Whils the exact nature of this bargaining process mey take a number of
forma,” the intuition underlying all these models is quite simple.

Bach household member bas some fall-back position (level of utility) and will quit the housshold if his
(her) welfare falls below this “threat point* level, If the sum of utilities associated with these fall-back positions
is less than total household welfare, thea the bousehold will dissolve. Any utility over and above the sum of the
individuals® threat polnts Is shared among household members presumably in accordance with their bargaining
strongth. We cleasly need to assums some kind of structure for this process and thus place additional restrictions
on the model, Failure to rejéct the traditional common preference model of the housebold in favor of this modsl

"In this framework, it is necossary to deflne the appropriate concopt of equilibrium. Many studies have drawn
on the seminal work of McElroy snd Homey (1981) who focus cn Nash equilibrium; see also refinements in
McElroy (1990, 1991), Manser agd Brown (1980), Ulph (1989), Bjorn and Vuong (1984, 1985) consider
alternative equilibsia, Lundberg and Pollak (1992) describe a model in which household members have separate
spheres of interest over which they may bargain. Related class-based models of conflict are discusied in Folbre
(1986} and Hartmann (1983). For a more structural approach to modelling the household, see Bebrman, Pollak
and Taubman (1982, 1936),



does not necessarily mean that treating the housshold a3 a single unit i§ appropriate; it may sitapiy mean that
these additional restrictions are falss (Chiappori, 1988).

Chiappori (1992, 1993) has proposed a diffecent collective model of the household in which members
allocate resources in such a way that no allocation could result in one member being better off without some
other member being worse off: that is resource allocations are Pareto officiant. It turns out that this model can
simply be re-interpreted in terms of an income-sharing rule, We can treat the household as if all members pool
their income and then allocate it according to some sharing rule, Theroupon each bousehold member maximizes
his (her) own utility, conditional on making choices about public goods within the household,

This income sharing ruvle has a very aice intuitive interpretation as an indleater of relative bargaining
power of household members: the more powerful and individual, the bigger that person's share of the pie. This
suggests a rich set of empirical tests of the model of common Preferences apainst the more general collective
modsl.

J. Implications for understanding individual and household behavior

Why do we aeed these models? In the context of the traditional (economic) model of the household,
it is not even possible to discuss the welfare of household members in a meaningful way, Yet, public policy is
often concerned with the welfare of particular members (children, womea, the elderly). Further, it is very bard
to explain household formation and dissolution without taking account of individuals’ preferences. But, perhaps
even more importantly, if public policy is likely to change the balance of power within the household then it is
imperative that the implications of thess changes be taken into account when deaigning policy,

As an example, investments in radsing the productivity of crops which have beea traditicnally grown by
women In Africa were intondedtonhethamnuofwomcn;whuhappeuod,hcww,mthithmmm
taken over by men (see, for example, Doy, 1992; Guyer, 1986; vou Braun and Webd, 1989); whether womea (and
other household members) were better or worse off 48 a result of theso innovations is not entirely clear,

The exampls suggeats that it may ot be easy to improve the status of women, It is clear, howover, that
in order to evaluate the impact nf these kinds of programs, we need to take account of the poteatial bebavioral
responses of all household members; it is only within the context of a collective mode! of the housshold that this
issue can even be considered,

, There is quite a lot of Literaturs which argues that men and women have difforent preferences: it is often
asserted that, relative to fathers, mothers care more about the health (education and well-being) of their children.
1€ true, then this would suggest that women will seek to allocate more resources towards improving child health
than would men.



Some of the evidence for this view seems to be based on the observation that those children whose
mothers work are also healthier* (aithough this is not an universal finding). Even if the empirical facts were
cleas, thelr interpretation is not straightforward, The observation may simply reflect a positive correlation
between child health and household income if bousebolds with working women have higher total income.

Nor is there a simple interpretation in the collective model of the household, Presumably members
bargain not only over commodities but also over lelsure and time allocation, A woman working outside of the
home may bring in income but that does not necessarlly mean she gats a bigger share of the pie to allocate’,
Instead, it is options outside the hoine which affect her bargaining position (her threat point) and these might
be relatad to, for example, the assets she owns (or controls) and wili take my. with her if she lcaves the
household, her options in the re-marriage market and the (expectzd) wealth of heg (futurs?) extended family.

A theoretically more appealing test of the hypothesis of different preferences of household members
would examine the impact on allocations of these sorts of characteristics, Their mcasuremeat, however, is not
straightforward and this raises another ot of thorny problems. Most studies that we data fron: developing
countries bave used non-laber income (or the value of assots) as indicators of bargaining power (although some
studies bave also tried to take account of marriage market opportunities),.$

4 Empirical evidence on role of gender in household resource allocations

Schultz (1990) finds that in Thailand resources in the hands of womes teuds to reduce fertility more than
income held by men and, furthermore, that the impact of non-labor income has different effects on labor supply
Outcomes depending on who controls that income; (sce, also, Thomas and Strausa, 1992), Using data from Brazl,
Thomas (1990) reparts that child beaith (survival probabilities, height for ago and weight for beight) along with
household nutrieat intakes tond to tise more if additional (non-labor) income is givea to women rather than men,
Using the same date, Thomas (1992) reports that non-labor income in the hands of women is associated with
increases ln the share of the housshold budget speat on health, education agd bhouslng.” Ses also the work on
France and Capada in Bourgignon, Browing, Cliappori and Lechene (1991, 1992). Evidence in Indiz indicates
that childen are more likely to attend schoal and receive medical attention if the mother has more assets (moetly
jewelry) (Duraisamy, 1991; Dursisamy and Malathy, 1992). Schultz (1991) also reports that marital choice ls
affected by an individual’s non-labor resources,

“For a review of the sociological Uitesature, ses Blumberg (1988); Behrman (1990) provides an exsellent summary
of the evidence in economics, - R LT

the model, | B | |
*Sze Carlin (1990) for g study la the United States; Rlﬂﬂd Gr““ (1991) mean gillan data,

"It turns out that this result holds for tota) (aoz-labor gad Iabor) incosie (measured atthe individua] lovel) whre
laborincomeimeateduendogenou. TS co '

*Purthermore, treating income earped in the labor m’qkei u predouminedhpms lddltloul mumpdm on .



While this literature i3 small, the results are suggestive that resources in the hands of different
individuals within & househiold do not have the same impact on the welfare of all members. In particular, there
Is some evidence that changes in the balance of power between men and women may affect household
commodity patterns along with the health and welfare of children. The results, bowever, are certainly not
ualversal: see, for example, McElroy and Horney (1981),

At this point, we need to know a lot more about the practical importance of modelling the household
in this more general Zamework, A better understanding of how household allocations differ by gender of the
person coatrolling the resources is a critica] first stcp. We cannot, however, stop there: from the point of view
of policy, we also nced to know whether thero are feasible and cost-effactive mochanisms for affecting the intra-
household balance of power. It does seem, at least, that this may be a useful direction for further empirical:
research eapecially in the context of complex household formation such as exista in Africa (Lloyd, 1992; Haddad
and Hoddinott, 1992) or rapidly changing societies, as in Asla and Latin Americs,

3. Gender differences in household resource allocations

We turn next to muﬁingmder differences in the allocation of resources to housshold members. The
discussion focusses on child investments, although most of the substantive points apply to resource allocations
to any household member, '

Why might bouseholds discriminate againat daughters? Firstly, the (expected) returns to investing in
sons might be higher, Assuming all household members bave the same preferences or 8 dictator prevails, (the
“traditional® model), then it Is efficient to invest in the household member with the highest return. We cannot,
however, say anything about the utllty of each household member. Qg one hand, the dictator may care not at
all about other household members; oa ths other band, the dietator may want to easure all members erjoy the
samo level utllity in which case there would be lump sum transfors from onse bouschold member to agother to

differences in endowments (of health and ability), then equity itself may be a reason for observing differonces
In resource allocations to bousehold members as the dictator attempts to redress these (natural) differences.

Consider the perspective of parenis. In many traditional societies, parents rely on their sons to look after them
in old age (Caldwell, 1979); in this case it would be officient (for the parent) te invest more in a son, rather than
a daugbter. Why rot invest in only one son? Parents probably care about the welfare of their sons and
daughtees and they may be risk everse: that son could be a [emon,



dspects may take on increasing importance,
If lifo expectancy differs for men and women, then (in the context of the collective mode! of the

fathers wanting to fnvest different amounts in their children for purely economic reasons. Furthermore, women
may recsive a greater return in later lifo from investing ia daughters rather than sons and the reverse may be
true for mea, .

A second sourcs of discrimination within the bousehold might be differences in the costs of investments
in boys and girls, For example, young girls may provide child care or household services if they did not go to
school in which case the perceived cost of schooling & daughter will bo higher than the price of schooling a ¢3n.
The argument can easily be reversed if sons provide help on the farm, In the absence of differentials in returns
to investmeats, however, it Is hard to imagine why households would pot share these kinds of yurdans equally
8croes gender, '

Thie third reason why there might be di¥erences in resourcs allocations is simply tastes. Pasents might
just derive more pleasure (utility) from investing in sons, rathe: than daughters. Permitting heterogeneity in
preferences of pasents would allow, for example, fathers to prefer to invest in their sons, rather than their
daughters. -

There are, it seems, a large number of reasons why gender differences might be observed in resource
allocations, It is appareat that effective public policies which gesk to reducs inoquities in resources available to
men and women can ouly be designed with a sound koowledge of the uadetlying reasoas for thoge loequities,

6. Empirical evidence on gender differences in resource allocations |
. There can be little doubt that there is discrimination in many socisties aad that discrimination is ofteq
entrenched either through public policy (and legislation) or social aorms o both. But what of evidence regarding

discrimination within the housshold? |
" There are many studies suggesting that fertility preferences are gender specific. Other studles have
looked at gender differences in mortality and human capital investments. Broadly speaking, in South and posaibly
,Svduthem Asia, females tend to fare worse than males* but the evideges elsewliere scems weaker oxcept,

“D'Souza and Chen (1980) and Rosenzweig and Schultz, (1982) find infant and child mortality in India ig lower
among boys; Sex, (1984), Sen and Sengupts (1983) and Bebrman (1988) argue, on the basis of anthropometric
indicators, that boys receive preferential treatment in India, Several studies indicate that boys tend to be favored
in the intrahousehold cistribution of nutrieats (Bebrman and Deolalikar, 1989, for India; Evensoa et o/, 1980,

6



perhaps, in terms of schooling whers there is evidence in a variety of countries that women are significantly less
likely to attend school (Schultz, 1992), ‘

While evidence of substantial mortality differentials between boys and girls is unequivocal, other (more
subtle) evidence regarding gender differences in health inputs and outpues is less readily interpreted. Por
example, simple comparisous of nutrient intakes of men and women tell us nothing about differences in resource
allocations unless ws also know the nesds of these men and women. Needs, however, are very difficult to
measure and are related to all sorts of factors, including activity levels, body size and previous nutrient Intakes,
all of which are endogenous,

Comparing individual nutrient intakes (to the extcnt they can be measured) with some international
standards for an "average" individual (in some other society) may tell us zothing about intra-household resource
allocations but, instead, inform us about the appropriateness of the international stardards, Furthermors, there
is evidence, that taking account of (typically unobserved) hetarogeneity in energy output and body size can
completely change inferences regarding evidence of gender differences in nutrient intakes (Pitt, Rosenzweig and
Hassan, 1990), This does not mean thore is no geader discrimination ia the allocation of tasks, but it at least
directs us towasds the questions that need to be addreaced.

Along the same lines, geader differences in resource allocations have beea inferred from comparisous
of the anthropometric outeomes (beight for 4ge, weight for height and sometimes weight for age) of boys with
girls, Thess outcomes, however, are related to age and gender specific standards: cloarly if internal standards
are produced using the survey data themastves, thea thers is no basis for making statements regarding gender
differences. If external standards are used, then we can only say there are differences rolative to those standards.
The finding that reletive io a well nourished child of the sarae age in the United States, girls in many developing

and Seaauer of al., 1988, for the Philippines; Chen, Huq and D'Souza, 1981, for Bangladesh; Chernikovsky ¢
@k, 1983, for Indla) although part of these differences can be ascribed to different activity levels (Pitt, Roseazweig
and Hassan, 1990, using data from Bangladesh), Alderman and Gertler (1989) report the income and price
elasticities of the demard for health care are larger for girls than boys in Pakistan. Finally, Subramavien and
Deaton (1990) argue there is evideace in Indian NSS data that parents make more room in their household
expenditures for boys rather than girls, Strauss, Gertler, Rahman and Fox (1992) present evidence that women
are more likely to have: functional disabilities than men; this is true for oider people in Malaysia and at all ages
in Bangladeshi and Jamaican families,

*There ls little evidencs other than in Asia for gender differences in infant aud child mortality outcomes; gender
differences in levels of anthropometric outcomes are amell and often not significaat; see, for example, Strauss,
(1989), and Svedberg, (1990), on Africa and Schofield, (1979), on Latin Americs. 1n many countries, school
carclment ratios are highcr for boys: Schultz (1987) argues that gender bias in schooling enrollments and
attainments tends to decline with income. Psacharopclous end Arriagada (1989) present evidence for
discrimination agalnst boys in school ettendance and performance in Brazil; Cheraichovsky (1985) argues there
is discrimir.ation against girls in school attendance in Botswans, In the equivalence scale Literature, there is little
evidence for gender bias in the allocation of capenditures in the Cite d'Ivoire and Thailand, (Deaton, 1989), or
in the United States, (Gronau, 1935). See Behrman (1990) for a comprehensive review.



countries tend to be taller and heavier than boys of the same age may simply reflect differences in growth curves
of boys and girls and not tell us anything about resource allocation,

Rather than compare levels of outcomes between boys and girls, we might ask whether additional
resdurces given to a household are allocated differently to boys and girls. That is, If the household were to be
given more income, who would benefit most?

This suggests comparing the impact of household (and community) resources on welfare indlcators of
boys and girls. There is evidencs that price and income elasticities of human capital investmonts are higher for
glrls, relative to boys.”® That is, if prices are raised, then girls are more likely to drop out of schoo! (or not
receive medical attention) than boys.

There is a lot of evidence supporting the view that pareatal (and particularly maternal) education is
positively associated with human capital outcomes of children, Some studies have demounstrated that mother's
education has a bigger effect oa the health or schooling of a daughter than that of a son whereas father's
education has a bigger impact on the son.!!

This surely reflocts, et least in part, the technology of child rearing? In many socisties, children
participate in work within the family and typically sons work with their fathers, daughters with their mothers,
There is some evidence that returns to lovestments are geader specific. Por example, in the United States, Spitze
and Logan (1990) report that daughters are more Likely to be in contact Witk and assist their pareats (with
money, time or both) in old age and that a single mothar is significantly more Hkely to be in contact with her
children if at least one is 2 daughtar. After the father’s death, daughters tend to give more atteation to their
widowed mothers and sons give less (Hous and Waring, 1978).

“de Tray (1984), Gertler and Glowwe (1990) examine the demand for schooling in Malaysia and Pery
rezpectively; Schultz (1934) uses cross-netional data on schooling; Behrman and Deolalikar (1988) examine
anthropometric outcomes and Alderman and Gortler (1992) look at the demand for health care,

y
on medical care and schooling of children in India; King and Lillard (1987) and King and Bellew (1989) examine
schooling in Peru and among Maiays in Malaysia; Desgi ¢f o/ (1989) consider intellectual or cognitive ability in
tac United States as do Sabot ¢ a/. (1990) using data from Pakistan, Thomas (1990) presents evidence
height for age in the United States, Brazil and Ghana. Child mortality is examined in Bangladesh by Bhuyia and
Streatfield (1991) and ia Indig by Bourae and Walker (1991),

"*Durkbeim (1893) called this tha sexual divisicn of labor, Over the last two decades there bas been a good deal
of research by psychnlogists indicating that fathers play a bigger role in the development of their sons than thei:
daughters, Fathery spend more time with their sons and sons show preference for their fathers at an carly age
(at lnast from the second year of life) (l:.unb, 1976; Morgan, Lys and Condran, 1988). Mothers, on the other



than if the hushand i better educated than his wife. Neither result i casily explained without assuming
heterogeneity of preferences, They can, however, be readily interpreted in the context of the collective mode]

Whereas there bave beeg several theoretical advances in this literature over the lagt decads, empirical
evidence is sorely lacking, especially ip developing countries, Data that cag inform us do exist and need to be
oxamined; to address some qQuestions, new data collection efforts will be necossary.  Without a sound
understanding of mechanizms affecting the welfare of individuals within the bousehold, however, policies aimed
at improving thelr lot are unlikely to be very successful,



