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Abstract I give an empirical answer to whether the sharing patterns of household consumption of participating and nonparticipating wives differ. I use the basic collective model conditioned on female participation to identify the sharing patterns. Using Spanish data, I test the model assumptions and I find significant differences. Nonparticipating wives get larger transfers from their husbands than participating wives. However, while participating wives with at least an equal total share keep a part of their increase in wages for their own consumption, nonparticipating wives cannot benefit from having better labor opportunities. These results complement evidence about intra-household distribution of home time. Keywords: collective model, sharing rule, female participation JEL codes: D11, J22
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1. Introduction The differentiation between traditional and modern households can be done according to several criteria that reflect values, norms, roles, lifestyles, and broad consumption patterns. In an attempt to depict consumption differences between traditional and nontraditional households at a household aggregate level, Lee and Schaninger (2003) use couples’ ages at marriage as separation criteria; Schaninger and Putrevu (2006) use occupation and work involvement of both spouses as an alternative to other models of wives’ work involvement. These demographic and work involvement differences not only explain a large part of the variance in attitudes/motivations (i.e., gender role norms, family values, and work and time pressures), but also of the variance in the consequent consumption patterns. At an intra-household level on the other hand, economic literature on household time allocation (Fernandez and Sevilla-Sanz, 2006, and Laat and Sevilla-Sanz, 2007) also relates female labor participation and social norms to explain the intra-household distribution of home time. In both types of literature, the findings indicate that households with attitudes toward less egalitarian gender roles have lower female labor participation, spend more time in household production (preparation of food and shopping time), and have more children. Laat and Sevilla-Sanz (2007) distinguish a social externality effect in addition to the previous attitudinal effect. The social externality effect is a country effect that determines the average level of the predominant gender roles. This country effect acts in an opposite sense to the household attitudinal effect upon fertility and home time, that is, less egalitarian countries with lower rates of female participation present lower fertility rates and less home time for men. In more egalitarian countries (e.g., north Europe), women’s incorporation into the work force was followed by an increase in men’s contribution to household activities, which was not the case in the less egalitarian southern European countries, with Spain among them. These contrasts between gender roles induce lower fertility and female labor participation rates in southern European countries as a way to alleviate women’s 1



time pressures. With regard to Spanish data, Fernandez and Sevilla-Sanz (2006) find that the woman’s share of housework decreases as her relative earnings increase, but only up to the point when she earns the same as her husband. That is, an increase in women’s wage for those women who earn more than their husbands does not decrease their housework burden. Finally, using joint data on consumption and time use for full-time working Danish couples, Browning and Gørtz (2007) find that, while the woman’s share of consumption increases as her relative wage increases, her share of leisure decreases. This result indicates that consumption is a substitute for leisure. As a complement to the mentioned literature, the purpose of this paper is to illustrate the differences in the intra-household distribution of consumption between families in which the wife does not participate in the labor market and families in which the wife participates. The purpose is twofold: on the one hand, the paper presents a new setting to determine whether the intra-household distribution differs between the two types of families; on the other hand, the results relate to the literature on time use in answer to questions such as whether the increase in a wife’s salary in Spain is compensated with more consumption instead of alleviation of housework, and whether this mechanism differs from that of other European countries. The model of this paper is a generalization of the collective model of Browning et al. (1994), resulting from the inclusion of households in which the wife does not participate in the labor market. This inclusion is important because restricting the sample to full-time workers, as these authors do, generates a sample selection problem. Participation in the labor market switches the structure of commodity demands (Browning and Meghir, 1991), and because of this switching effect, selection into full-time work is not exogenous for the model. Moreover, the generalization is relevant for the inclusion of a large percentage of households in which the wife does not participate in the labor market, 68 percent in our sample. Furthermore, Browning et al. (1994) already remark that unobservable heterogeneity 2



in the intra-household distribution of consumption (‘the sharing rule’) and in preferences can be the source of a relationship between the parameters of the sharing rule and labor participation, and consequently, of a switching of the sharing rule across participation regimes. For example, this would be the case if the sharing rule was highly dependent on relative incomes. For this reason, these authors suggested in 1994 that the type of generalization that I analyze in this paper should be as an important area of future research. Although the generalization could include men’s nonparticipation, this case is not important in Spain. From data of the Spanish survey used, the percentage of men in the same age range as the paper sample (19 to 65) outside of the labor force is 19 percent, of which 56 percent are in early retirement and 34 percent are in involuntary unemployment. Therefore, considering that men’s participation is not a free choice, I focus the paper on female participation solely. This type of generalization has already been studied in extended collective models which explicitly model nonparticipation and identify the sharing rule in nonparticipation sets (Blundell et al., 2007, and Donni, 2003). These models are extended in the sense that they identify the sharing rule in nonparticipation sets without relying on the assumption of two exclusive commodities; they only need to observe the labor supply of one of the spouses and the participation decision. Bloemen (2004) and Hourriez (2005) present empirical applications of Donni’s model with male and female continuous labor supplies, modelling both spouses nonparticipation in Bloemen’s case and female nonparticipation in Hourriez’s. These models present the switching of the sharing rule across regimes as a change in the gradient of the sharing rule. Blundell et al. (2007) postulate that the sharing rule in the nonparticipation regime is an increasing transformation of the sharing rule in the participation regime. Therefore, the relationship between the gradients of the sharing rule in each participation regime has to be positive and constant. Donni (2007) presents another identification model of the sharing rule under female nonparticipation from the observability of aggregate commodity demands and rationed female labor supply. In this 3



model, however, the sharing rule is unique across participation regimes. Instead of modelling a corner solution in labor supply as previous models do, I take the spouses labor supplies normalized at full-time for participants and I condition the free choice of commodities on female participation. In this way my model approaches the conditional model of Browning and Meghir (1991). Nonetheless, I extend their (unitary) conditional model in the collective way, in accordance with Browning et al. (1994), so that I allow for wage effects on commodity demands by virtue of bargaining effects. As already remarked by Browning and Meghir (1991), the conditional approach I employ has the advantage that “our conclusions do not depend on us having the correct model of the determination of labor force participation and hours of work”. This advantage allows us to identify the sharing rule in nonparticipating households in a basic collective model under the assumption of existence of two exclusive commodities. The conditional methodology I use comes out as the simplest way (in the sense that I do not extend the collective basic model of Chiappori 1988 and 1992) which has been used under the collective framework to recover the sharing rule under nonparticipation in the labor market. This simplicity arises from the assumption of observability of two exclusive commodities such as men’s and women’s clothing. This assumption allows us to test the existence of a unique sharing rule since, in contrast to the extended collective models cited above, the switching of the sharing rule across regimes is an empirical matter in this setting. In the case of evidence in favor of the existence of two sharing rules, the empirical model allows us to estimate the two different sharing patterns. Furthermore, it allows testing if the change in the sharing rule gradient across regimes is positive and constant, as Blundell et al. (2007) postulate. Empirical results support the model assumptions and point out the existence of two sharing rules whose gradients are positively related. Nonparticipating wives get larger transfers from increases in household resources and from their husbands’ wages than participating wives. However, they cannot capture any gain in consumption from having 4



better labor opportunities. This is a characteristic pattern of Spanish couples which contrasts with results for Dutch (Bloemen, 2004) and French (Hourriez, 2005) couples. In Spain, it seems that the mechanism to compensate women’s working time in exchange for consumption operates solely through women’s wages. The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the theoretical framework. Section 3 explains the parametric specification used for estimating and testing. Section 4 describes the data, estimation method and empirical results while Section 5 offers conclusions. 2. The Theoretical Framework 2.1. The Model Following Browning et al. (1994), I consider a two adult (i = f for female, and i = m for male) household and examine consumption decisions. I also assume there are public, private and exclusive goods. The two agents have egoistic preferences and they make consumption decisions resulting in efficient outcomes. Then, I detail these assumptions and briefly discuss their rationale. Firstly, I assume we can unambiguously designate goods to be public or private and I observe their respective amounts at a household level. This assumption is done although the private/public nature can be mixed for some goods. For example, food is privately consumed but it includes a public element in its preparation. Furthermore, I assume either that at least one private good, q, is assignable, or equivalently since there is no price variability in the model, that we can observe the consumption of two exclusive goods, q f and q m , assumedly of a private nature. The remaining private goods are considered as a unique composite commodity C which is only observed at the household aggregate level, where C = C m + C f . Secondly, I assume egoistic preferences defined over the set of private goods. Preferences are conditioned on a vector z including taste-shifters such as demographics and 5



public goods, for example durables. Individual preferences are represented by the utility function U i (C i , q i ; z). In this way, each member obtains utility solely from his or her own consumption, that is, general forms of altruism are not allowed. This framework is equivalent to consider caring preferences in which each person’s welfare can be affected by the welfare of the other. The conditioning vector z can define a specific group of the population and then restrict the sample to households with given demographic characteristics, including those referring to the spouse. Although the interaction between the spouses’ preferences, that may include the spouse’s position the labor market, could be captured by the variables in z, this would not imply any consideration of altruism since z is a conditioning vector. Thirdly, I assume Pareto efficiency, which characterizes collective models. The efficiency assumption generalizes every allocation mechanism resulting in efficient outcomes. In particular, repeated games under perfect information result in efficient outcomes and this is a realistic scenario for long-term household relationships. Up to this point, the theoretical framework is identical to that of Browning et al. (1994). The non-inclusion of labor supply in their framework entails an implicit assumption of separability between labor and consumption. In this sense, these authors argue that their model eliminates substitution effects between commodity demands and labor supply by selecting a sample of couples in which both partners work full time. Furthermore, they assume that the selection into this group is exogenous for their analysis. As discussed in the introduction where the restrictiveness of these assumptions is dealt with, this paper considers households in which the wife does not participate in addition to full-time working couples. Thus, the model has to include the female labor participation joint with the consumption decision. The above assumptions are included in a conditional model as that of Browning and Meghir (1991), albeit a collective model, where female participation, which is represented by the dummy variable df , is a conditioning variable in the consumption choice model. 6



Therefore, df could be included into the vector z but it is denoted separately from now on. Accordingly, household behavior can be described as the solution of the following program: maxqf ,qm ,C f ,C m



µ(δ)U f (q f , C f ; df , z) + (1 − µ(δ))U m (q m , C m ; df , z) subject to: q f + q m + C = M



P



where prices are set to one, M is full income, M = wf df +wm +y; wf , wm are labor incomes or wages by the normalized working time; and y is nonlabor income less expenditures on public goods, such that full income equals private expenditures. The existence of a differentiable function µ(δ) guarantees that a unique, well-defined outcome exists. Any point of the Pareto frontier can be obtained for some chosen µ so that a higher value of µ gives more weight to the wife’s preferences compared to the husband’s or more ‘power’ to the wife. The distribution of ‘power’ between husband and wife depends on the vector of variables δ which includes commodity prices and income. Vector δ may also include all exogenous variables of the demand system and any exogenous variable affecting the bargaining position between the spouses (extra-environmental parameters in the terminology of McElroy, 1990, or distribution factors in the terminology of Browning et al., 1994). In particular, it is considered that wages, including the potential wages of nonparticipants, affect µ. In our conditional model, wages are distribution factors since their effect on the demand system is transmitted uniquely through the function µ.



2.2. The Sharing Rule Interpretation Chiappori (1992) shows, by virtue of the Second Welfare Theorem, that the solution of program P is the solution of the two following individual programs for i = m, f : maxqi ,C i



U i (q i , C i ; df , z)



subject to: q i + C i = ϕi (δ)M 7



Pi



where the function ϕ(δ) = ϕf (δ) denotes the proportion of private expenditures received by the wife, and 1 − ϕ(δ) = ϕm (δ) is the proportion of private expenditures that the husband receives. The function ϕ(δ) represents the sharing rule. There is a one-to-one relationship between the sharing rule ϕ(δ) and the function of the distribution of power µ(δ) (see the relationship in Browning et al., 2006), although µ(δ) depends on the arbitrary cardinalizations of the utility function and the sharing rule, ϕ(δ), does not depend upon any cardinalizations. I consider the sharing rule to depend only on household wealth, measured by the amount of household private expenditures, and on wages. Therefore, the sharing rule can be written as the function ϕ(M, wm , wf ). For simplicity, other potential distribution factors, such as differences in the spouses’ ages and levels of education, are not included. Given that the sharing rule may depend on any exogenous variable of the model, the participation dummy can be a component of δ. The relevant question now is: does the conditioning variable female participation affect the sharing rule to the point of switching its parameters? If this is the case, we can we conclude that the distribution of power between the spouses also changes its pattern across participation regimes. The extended collective models discussed in the Introduction answer to this question by modelling and identifying two sharing rules, one in each regime (Blundell et al., 2007, and Donni, 2003), or a unique sharing rule for both regimes (Donni, 2007). One of the main objectives of the present analysis is to provide an empirical answer. For this reason, a priori I do not impose that the sharing rule in the model must depend upon female participation. With regard to the identification problem, the model with a unique sharing rule is identical to that of Browning et al. (1994). Therefore, the sharing rule ϕ(M, wm , wf ) is identified (up to a unique additive constant) in any of the two samples defined by the two values of the conditioning variable df . However, if we include participation parameters into the sharing rule, the identification of the function ϕ(M, wm , wf , df ) is not guaranteed 8



under the assumptions of problems Pi . Nonetheless, like in Browning and Meghir’s (1991) model, I allow for participation -in the form of fixed costs- shifting the level of total expenditure as well as the structure of commodity demands. Participation changes the structure of commodity demands if consumption and participation decisions are nonseparable. Therefore, the switching of demands occurs including in the case in which costs of participation are included in expenditures in public goods (like expenditures in kindergarten) and, then, they are considered in the measurement of full income, M . 3. Parametric Identification



3.1. The Structural Engel Curves The Engel curves of q i that result from problem Pi are unobserved since one of the explanatory variables is the unobserved individual private expenditure, xi . Here I assume that these structural Engel curves have the following semi-logarithmic functional forms: q f = af (df ) + bf (df )logxf + cf (df )z,



with



xf = M ϕ(M, wf , wm )



q m = am (df ) + bm (df )logxm + cm (df )z, with xm = M (1 − ϕ(M, wf , wm ))



(1) (2)



The most general model is that in which all parameters can change across participation regimes. If the parameters in the nonparticipation regime are denoted with the subscript zero and the parameters in the participation regime are denoted with the subscript one, the above Engel curves can be written as follows for the whole sample:



q f = df q1f + (1 − df )q0f = af0 + bf0 logxf + cf0 z + (af1 − af0 )df + (bf1 − bf0 )df logxf + (cf1 − cf0 )df z q m = df q1m + (1 − df )q0m = 9



(3)



m m m m m f m m f m m m f am 0 + b0 logx + c0 z + (a1 − a0 )d + (b1 − b0 )d logx + (c1 − c0 )d z



(4)



This modelling allows for the most general effect of the participation dummy on the Engel curves so that female participation can shift all the parameters. 3.2. The Sharing Rule Like in Browning et al. (1994), the following logistic functional form represents the sharing rule: ϕ(M, wf , wm ) =



exp(ψ(M, wf , wm )) 1 + exp(ψ(M, wf , wm ))



(5)



where ψ(M, wf , wm ) = 2(α + θlnM + γf lnwf + γm lnwm )



(6)



The sharing rule is bounded between zero and one, and takes the equal sharing value, 0.5, for ψ = 0. The constant term α centers the function so that the lower the value of α the lower the wife’s share is. The accrual of the wife’s share caused by a change in nonlabor income (increase in M with no change in the amounts of labor incomes and public goods) is: ∂xf = ϕ[(1 − ϕ)2θ + 1] ∂M



(7)



Since the change in M is shared between the spouses, ∂xf /∂M + ∂xm /∂M = 1 . The expression of this derivative and the amount it represents does not change depending on female participation, provided that the sharing rule does not change either. Besides, a change in the husband’s wage has the following effect on the wife’s share (again, the effect on the husband’s share is one minus the effect on his wife’s share): M ∂xf ∂xf ∂xf = | + = [2ϕ(1 − ϕ)γm m ] + [ϕ((1 − ϕ)2θ + 1)] M =M m m ∂w ∂w ∂M w



(8)



As happened before, if the sharing rule parameters do not change according to female participation, the effect expressed in (8) does not change either. 10



Finally, the effect of a change in the wife’s wage has to be analyzed in the two cases of participation and nonparticipation. A change in the participating wife’s market wage affects household income, M . In contrast, a change in her potential wage when she is not participating (for example, due to an increase in her level of education) has no effect on the amount of household income. In the case in which the wife participates, the effect on the wife’s share is: ∂xf ∂xf ∂xf M = | ] + [ϕ((1 − ϕ)2θ + 1)] + = [2ϕ(1 − ϕ)γ f M =M ∂wf ∂wf ∂M wf



(9)



In the case in which the wife does not participate, the effect on the wife’s share is: ∂xf M ∂xf = |M =M = 2ϕ(1 − ϕ)γf f f f ∂w ∂w w



(10)



The effects on the wife’s and on the husband’s share add up to one according to equation (9), but they add up to zero according to equation (10) since the total income does not change due to a change in the wife’s potential wage. As a result, even though the sharing rule pattern did not shift with the change in the participation regime, the effect of a change in the wife’s wage, be it the market or potential wage, on her share would be different for participating and nonparticipating women. In this case, if a change in nonlabor income has a positive (negative) effect on the wife’s share, then, a change in the wife’s wage has a larger (smaller) effect on the share of the participating wife than on the share of the nonparticipating wife. The corresponding derivatives, but in logarithmic expressions (income elasticity and wages elasticities), can be seen in Browning et al. (1994), page 1080. According to the value taken by the income elasticity of the wife’s share at the equal sharing point, θ + 1, the wife’s share is a luxury and the husband’s share a necessity if θ is positive. Conversely, the wife’s share is a necessity and the man’s share a luxury if θ is negative.



11



3.3. The Nonlinear Model The nonlinear system of Engel curves (3) and (4), that results from expressing xf and xm as a function of the observable variables of expressions (5) and (6), can be estimated by nonlinear ordinary least squares, and all the parameters of the sharing rule are formally identified from either nonlinear equation alone. This identification is partly due to the nonlinearity of the specification. In general, the model assumptions themselves do not allow to completely identify the sharing rule but only up to a constant. Hence, identification of α is due to nonlinearity alone. The existence of a unique sharing rule for the two regimes imposes restrictions in each Engel curve and across them. Restrictions across equations allow us to test the model assumptions, i.e., besides efficiency, egoistic preferences and assignability of clothing. Restrictions within each equation allow us to test if there is a unique sharing rule across participation regimes. Within each equation, a unique sharing rule imposes that the sharing rule parameters of the function ψ are the same in the term logxi than in the term df logxi . Therefore, since there are four parameters in the case of a unique sharing rule, (α, θ, γm , γf ), there are four restrictions within each equation and four restrictions across equations. Should the within-equation restrictions be rejected, then two sharing rules must be allowed, one in each regime, and the number of model restrictions across equations is eight. Several of these restrictions, in particular those on α, are required by the nonlinear specific form and not by the model assumptions. 3.4. The Linear Approximation As said before, and as Chiappori (1988, 1992) and Browning et al. (1994) show, the nonlinearity of the Engel curves is not a necessary condition to identify the parameters of the sharing rule. In fact, the sharing rule is identified up to a constant under the model assumptions. Accordingly, I show that all the parameters of the sharing rule, with the exception of α, are identified in a linear in parameters model which is a Taylor expansion 12



of the above nonlinear model. Moreover, the possibility of estimation by linear methods presents an additional advantage over the nonlinear model, but this is not the main reason behind linearity which is completely justified in terms of a proper identification and testing. To proceed with the linear transformation, the sharing rule is linearized by taking a Taylor expansion around the equal sharing point and a logarithmic approximation according to which ln(1 + ) ' , for  close to zero (this linearization method is taken from the Appendix A in Browning et al., 1994). 1 ψ 1 ψ lnϕ(ψ) = ln + ln(1 + ) ' ln + 2 2 2 2



(11)



1 ψ 1 ψ ln(1 − ϕ(ψ)) = ln + ln(1 − ) ' ln − 2 2 2 2



(12)



By substituting expressions (11) and (12) into the Engel curves (3) and (4), we obtain the structural system which is still nonlinear in parameters. This system can be expressed in a reduced form which is linear in parameters. The structural form is presented in the appendix and the reduced form is expressed as follows: q f = Af0 + B0f logM + C0f logwm + D0f logwf + E0f z + (Af1 − Af0 )df + (B1f − B0f )df logM + (C1f − C0f )df logwm + (D1f − D0f )df logwf + (E1f − E0f )df z



(13)



m m m m f m m m f q m = Am 0 + B0 logM + C0 logw + D0 logw + E0 z + (A1 − A0 )d +



(B1m − B0m )df logM + (C1m − C0m )df logwm + (D1m − D0m )df logwf + (E1m − E0m )df z (14) Since, the a priori assumption is that female participation does not affect the sharing rule, the reduced form parameters, Aik , Bki , Cki , Dki , Eki for i = m, f and k = 0 or k = 1, can be expressed as a function of the structural parameters aik , bik , cik , α, θ, γf , γm for i = m, f and k = 0 or k = 1. For each component of demographics and durables, zj , the model assumes that aggregate household behavior coincides with each individual’s behavior, i.e., 13



i Ejk = cijk , which is implicitly implying that household demographics and durables do not



affect the sharing rule. The appendix presents the system of identifying equations. In the identification system, we see that the intercepts aik of the Engel curves and the intercept α of the sharing rule are not identified. Parameters bik , θ, γf , γm , for i = m, f , k = 0 and k = 1, are not uniquely identified because these seven parameters are determined in a system of twelve equations. Each parameter cijk is uniquely identified. Therefore, the identification system implies five overidentifying restrictions. Conversely, in the case of two sharing rules, the final identification system is identical as in the case above except that we allow switching across participation regimes of θk , γf k , γmk , for k = 0 and k = 1 . Then, with these three additional unknown structural parameters, the system implies two overidentifying restrictions. Existence of a solution to problem P (or equivalently to problems P i ) requires the following inequalities to hold: Bkf Ckm − Bkm Ckf 6= 0 and Bkf Dkm − Bkm Dkf 6= 0 Assuming the same sharing rule in both participation regimes, the uniqueness of the solution requires the following within-equation and cross-equation overidentification restrictions (The appendix presents the system solutions): C0f D0f C1f D1f



=



C0m D0m



(DF P 0)



=



C1m D1m



(DF P 1)



C0i C1i = D0i D1i



i = m, f



(R1i )



B0m B1m = C0m C1m



i = m, f



(R2m )



i = m, f



(R3f )



B0f D0f



=



B1f D1f 14



Restriction R1i is one restriction; once imposed, for example, for the husband i = m, it holds for the wife i = f by virtue of DF P 0 and DF P 1. Likewise, if we impose restrictions R2m and R3f , some other restrictions, which combine the Bki Cki and Dki parameters, are redundant. The cross-equation restrictions are (DF P 0) and (DF P 1) are required by the model assumptions (efficiency, egoistic preferences and assignability of clothing), regardless a unique or two sharing rules are assumed. In the terminology of collective models (e.g., Browning and Chiappori, 1998), these restrictions result from the Distribution Factor Proportionality property (DF P ). Since our distribution factors are the spouses’ wages, the unitary model property income pooling is a particular case of the DF P property when the ratio Cki /Dki = 1 for i = m, f and k = 0 or k = 1. On the other hand, the within-equation restrictions R1i , R2m and R3f are imposed by the assumption of existence of a unique sharing rule. 4. Evidence from Spanish Data 4.1. Description of the Data Data used in this analysis are data on household expenditures and have been obtained from the Spanish “Encuesta de Presupuestos Familiares 1990-91” (EPF-90)[1]. The sample selected consists of couples whose members are less than sixty-six and with the husband working full-time. I assume the couple are the two decision-makers. Among these households, there are 1,509 households in which the wife works full-time and 3,369 in which the wife does not participate in the labor market. (See detailed sample selection in the appendix Table 8). I allow for the existence of children aged less than seventeen. Although the inclusion of couples with children is controversial since they are the main source of preference interdependence between the spouses, I decided to include couples with children because choosing only childless couples restricts the size of our sample too much. Income effects 15



and substitution effects due to the presence of children are considered in the model because expenditures on children are excluded in the budget constraint, and the empirical model is conditioned on the presence of children. However, the interdependence between the spouses preferences due to children is not considered in the model and the sharing rule does not depend on the presence of children either. To estimate the Engel curves for men’s and women’s clothing I use data from the EPF-90 on clothing expenditures by gender, as well as on household private expenditures, on spouses labor incomes and on household characteristics. I consider the following expenditures to be private expenditures: food, transport and communications, clothing, personal care, home entertainment, outside home entertainment, alcohol and tobacco, and a group of other miscellaneous expenditures. To measure total private expenditures, I exclude those considered public goods (children expenditures as well as those related to energy, water, cleaning and housing) from the total current expenditures. Assuming, as the theoretical model does, that all employees work the same amount of annual hours, we can use the spouses’ labor incomes as explanatory variables of the Engel curves. However, the study of the distribution of weekly working hours with data from the Spanish Labor Force Survey (Encuesta de Poblaci´ on Activa) for those who report working full-time indicates some variability of working hours. Therefore, to normalize working hours, I use hourly wages as a labor incomes measure. The EPF-90 reports whether or not employees work full-time and their labor incomes, but it does not include data on working hours, or hourly wages. I have obtained hourly wages by imputing working hours to the selected sample individuals using data on working hours from the Encuesta de Poblaci´ on Activa. I have used a discrete procedure based on occupation and type of employment to match the men in both samples, and also a reduced form equation of working hours to predict women’s working hours since the distribution of women’s hours is smoother and wider than that of men’s. A more detailed analysis on the methodology of such an imputation can be seen in Carrasco and Zamora (2007). For non-working women, I obtain 16



their potential wages as predictions from an wage equation (see Table 3) which corrects self-selection in participation. Sample statistics of men’s and women’s clothing, as well as on selected explanatory variables, are shown in Table 1. ( Insert Table 1 here) 4.2. Econometric Issues In the estimation of the system formed by the two Engel curves of men’s and women’s clothing, I allow for endogeneity of female participation, although it is not a choice in the theoretical model. Browning and Meghir (1991) also allow for endogeneity of participation and solve the identification problem by instrumental variables. My approach to the problem of the endogeneity of female participation is different since I allow for a different demand behavior across participation regimes, not only in the intercept and income paramters but also in the response to each one of the explanatory variables. Therefore, as I allow a complete switching, the endogeneity of the participation decision has to be modeled in the switching regression model described in Equations (13) and (14) by allowing endogenous switching. Under normality, identification does not require an instrument of participation or exclusion restriction. Even so, I use regional female unemployment rate as an instrument for female participation. The exclusion of the unemployment rate in demand for clothing is a plausible assumption since there is separability of consumption and labor once participation has been controlled. We can write a stochastic version of Equations (13) and (14) for i = m, f as (see Maddala, 1983, for the two-stage estimation method of a switching regression model with endogenous switching): i i i i b b q i = df q1i + (1 − df )q0i = Xβ0i + ΦX(β 1 − β0 ) + (σ0D − σ1D )φ + e



(15)



where X denotes the matrix with all the observable explanatory variables, β1i and β0i are vectors of the parameters corresponding to the participation and nonparticipation regimes, 17



b and φb are, respectively, the point estimates of the normal cumulative and respectively, Φ probability distribution functions of the participation equation that has been estimated i in a first stage, σkD is the covariance between the random disturbances of the participa-



tion equation and the Engel curve in the k regime for k = 0 or k = 1, and e is a mean zero error not related to participation. The random disturbances of clothing consumptions and of participation are assumed to follow a trivariate normal. The self-selection i i ) [2] indicates whether the participation decision depends or not on parameter (σ0D − σ1D



expected unobserved gains or losses in clothing consumption of the spouse i derived from this participation decision. Problems to measure consumption from expenditure data (bulk purchases and infrequency of purchase) are taken into account. The data available for food are already corrected by bulk purchases according to the methodology proposed by Pe˜ na and RuizCastillo (1998). The treatment of infrequency considers that if a household has not made any purchases of men’s clothing, women’s clothing, health, personal care, home entertainment, entertainment outside the home, or other expenses during the survey reference period, this does not mean that the annual consumption of these goods is null, rather I assume that households consume them regularly over the course of the year. To estimate clothing consumption and the total amount of private consumption, I adopt Meghir and Robin’s (1992) proposal, according to which consumption is the product of the purchase probability by the realized expenditure and total household expenditure is a weighted sum of the various consumptions. However, in contrast to Meghir and Robin (1992), I use observations for the whole sample and not only for those households with positive consumption in all the commodities affected by the infrequency phenomenon. This can be done by using predictions of the consumption amounts, previously estimated and based on the same model. The inclusion of consumption of alcohol and tobacco into private expenditures, as well as the exclusion of expenditures on children from private consumption, are done in terms 18



of observed expenditures since I consider that zero expenditures correspond to abstention from consumption and childless couples, respectively. Besides the already considered endogeneity of female participation, total private expenditures may be an endogenous variable since lumpiness and infrequency in clothing, as well as the error in its measurement, induce endogeneity of this explanatory variable. Therefore, in each equation of the system (15) there are two potentially endogenous explanatory variables: the logarithm of per capita private expenditures, logM , and the prodb uct of this variable by the predicted probability of female participation, ΦlogM . Thus, we need at least two identifying exclusion restrictions or instruments. We assume that, conditional on private expenditures and participation, household income does not affect the demand for clothing. The plausibility of this assumption relies on the idea of two-stage budgeting (in the first stage household income is split between saving and consumption, and the demand for different commodities is decided in the second stage) and on the separability of labor supply and consumption once the participation decision is made. I use two different measures of household income to obtain the two instruments. The first instrument I use is household income (in logarithms) as measured by all expenditures on durables and non-durables [3]. This measure of household income is strongly related to the amount of private expenditures and is assumed to be unrelated to the Engel curve errors since the system has been conditioned on the number of durables. The second instrument I use is the logarithm of reported household income which is more weakly related to total private expenditures. In order to have some overidentification and to test the validity of the instruments, I also include these two instruments multiplied by the estimated probabilb which is a function of some of the demand exogenous explanatory ity of participation, Φ, variables. Although wages may be considered endogenous, as the labor literature debates, I consider that wages are exogenous variables under the assumption that agents cannot affect wages once they have decided their labor supply. Moreover, labor supply is separable from 19



consumption in our model once participation is considered. I use the generalized method of moments (GMM) to estimate the system (15) formed by the reduced form equations corresponding to men’s and women’s clothing. Prior to this estimation, I have applied a first-stage estimation of purchase probabilities (to measure consumption) and of probabilities of participation. I do not adjust the variance obtained by the GMM method to the asymptotic variance that takes into account the two-stage estimation. Under consistency of the first-stage estimators, and if the asymptotic variance of the second-stage estimators does not depend on the asymptotic variance of the firststage estimators, the adjustment is not necessary. However, the asymptotic variance of the GMM estimators of the demand system parameters is related to the asymptotic varii i differ from zero and σ1D ance of the participation equation parameters if the terms σ0D



(see Maddala, 1983, for a derivation of asymptotic covariance matrix for the two-stage estimators of a switching regression model with endogenous switching). In this case, we should be underestimating the true variance of the estimators of the demand system parameters. However, as I discuss below, this does not affect the consistency of the structural parameters nor the tests based on them. I use a minimum distance (MD) estimator to solve the identification system and to obtain the structural parameters estimates (estimates for bik , cik , θ, γf , γm for i = m, f and k = 0 or k = 1 in the case of a unique sharing rule, and estimates for bik , cik , θk , γf k , γmk for i = m, f and k = 0 or k = 1 in the case of two sharing rules). A test of the overidentifying restrictions is immediately available after estimation. This test is valid even if the efficient weighting matrix is not being used since consistency of the minimum distance estimators and of their variance can be achieved under any positive semi-definite weighting matrix (see Wooldridge, 2002). The weighting matrix that I use is the estimated variance of the reduced form GMM estimators. If this weighting matrix is the true asymptotic variance, we obtain the efficient minimum chi-squared estimators.



20



4.3. Results The sample statistics of Table 1 give us an outline of the main demographic differences between the two types of households. According to the traditional/modern distinction linked to the household attitudinal differences discussed in the Introduction, households in which the wife does not participate are formed by older couples with more children. The members of the couple are less educated and a higher proportion of them reside in smaller towns. The reduced form estimates presented in Table 2 show household aggregate responses for the demand of clothing. These estimates indicate that men’s clothing is a luxury in both participation regimes with a household income elasticity of around 1.3. In contrast, women’s clothing is a necessity for nonparticipants and a luxury for participants (elasticity 0.8 and 1.9, respectively). The effect of wages is transmitted to the demand of clothing through the bargaining mechanism. The negative effect of men’s wage on men’s clothing in the nonparticipation regime indicates a negative effect of the men’s power on the household demand for men’s clothing. The presence of this bargaining effect is responsible for the rejection of the income pooling hypothesis, as shown by the Wald test (Chi-squared(4) statistic of 11.9, p-value 0.0175). (Insert Table 2 here) The findings indicate a significant effect of children on the demand for clothing, that is, clothing is not demographically separable from the presence of children in Deaton et al. (1989) terms. This effect appears for men’s clothing in the nonparticipation regime and with a positive effect of the presence of children in several age groups. As significant effects of taste shifters, we find an effect of the husband’s higher education in his clothing, with an opposite effect in each regime, and an effect of living in a large city on men’s clothing, which also presents an opposite effect in each regime, favoring the expenditure of men’s clothing only when the wife participates. In Table 3 we observe the expected positive sign of female education on female participation and female potential 21



wages, an effect that increases with age. (Insert Table 3 here) Similarly to the consideration of nonseparabilities of children, I allow for nonseparability of public goods such the house, the car and other durables, by conditioning on the presence of these goods. Significant effects confirm nonseparability and these effects have the opposite sign for each regime. While home ownership favors expenditures in the wife’s clothing when she does not participate, it lessens the expenditure of clothing for working wives. The ownership of durables other than the car favors expenditures of men’s clothing for participating households, but deters these expenditures for nonparticipating households. These effects can be caused by complementarities or substitutabilities between durables and clothing that can be related to the use of home time. In the estimation of the structural form parameters -the sharing rule and individual Engel curves- I firstly solve the identification system by imposing the restrictions corresponding to a unique sharing rule. The corresponding five overidentification restrictions are strongly rejected (Table 4). Secondly, I solve the system by allowing for two sharing rules so that the overidentifying restrictions of the model are the two DFP restrictions. These two overidentification restrictions are also rejected with a p-value of 3.6 percent (see Table 5). Therefore, at first glance, the model assumptions do not hold with either a unique sharing rule or a pair of sharing rules. (Insert Tables 4 and 5 here) We still have to consider the whole identification system to analyze the possible cause of the rejection of the overidentification restrictions. The identification system is formed by 84 equalities in each regime: twelve restrictions involving the sharing rule and individual income effects parameters plus 72 equalities involving demographic and household characteristics parameters (36 parameters for each Engel curve). Among the demographic parameters, there are five parameters of household composition, that is, they capture the effects of children. If these effects enter the sharing rule, the five equality restrictions in22



volving these parameters in the identification system will be rejected, and will then cause the rejection of the assumption of existence of a unique solution. Given the suspicion that the presence of children might be behind the rejection of the model, I relax the assumption that children effects do not enter the sharing rule. I can do this by omitting the five equality restrictions of household composition from the identification system. In this way, I allow for any relationship between the reduced form and the structural form parameters for the effects of children, albeit I do not identify these effects in its structural form (at an individual level). The structural estimates of the resulting identification systems with a unique and two sharing rules are presented in Tables 6 and 7, respectively. In the system with a unique sharing rule, the five overidentification restrictions are still rejected [4]. In contrast, the two DFP overidentification restrictions of the system with two sharing rules are not rejected. Therefore, we can interpret the numbers in Table 7 to be consistent with the theoretical model assumptions, and with the switching of the sharing rule across regimes, provided that the results are robust to the consideration or not in the system of the five equality restrictions of household composition, that is, if they are comparable to the results in Table 5. (Insert Tables 6 and 7 here) If we look at the structural parameters in Tables 5 and 7, we see that the significant parameters are similar. With regard to the sharing rule parameters, the larger differences appear between the effects of nonlabor income in the nonparticipation regime and between the effects of the woman’s wage in each regime, although the effects of the woman’s wage do not significantly differ from zero in any case. By way of conclusion, these results point out a model in which the sharing rule switches across the different participation regimes, and in which the assumption of egoistic preferences behind the identification of the sharing rule has to be taken with caution due to the existence of children; alternatively, we should consider that the presence of children affects the sharing rule. But regardless of the consideration of children in the sharing rule or not, 23



the estimates appear to be consistent. Blundell et al.’s (2007) theoretical model postulates a positive and proportional relationship between the two sharing rules. We can test this assumption in our case through the following null hypothesis: H0 : (



θ0 γm0 γf 0 = = ) θ1 γm1 γf 1



. As these authors postulate, we find positive ratios in the model of Table 7 (without restrictions on children’s effects). But the Wald statistic takes a value of 6.209 which, for a Chi-square of two degrees of freedom, gives a p-value of 4.5 percent. Therefore, there is not strong evidence in favor of the proportionality between the two sharing rules. Figures 1, 2 and 3 show the estimates of the partial derivatives (7), (8), (9) and (10) for a range of values of the total sharing, ϕ, where the sharing rule parameters are those of Table 7; that is, of the model with two sharing rules in which the identifying restrictions on household composition have been dropped. Estimates of the effects of nonlabor income and the men’s wage show that the larger the total wife’s share, the larger the transfer she receives from any increase in nonlabor income or in her husband’s wage. Nonparticipating wives get a larger transfer than participating wives from these increases. While the participating wife starts receiving a positive transfer only when she consumes at least the same amount as her husband, the nonparticipating wife always enjoys a positive transfer when her husband’s wage increases. (Insert Figures 1, 2 and 3 here) The most differential characteristic between the sharing rules of the two participation regimes is the effect of the wife’s wage on her share. In the case in which the wife participates in the labor market, and her share of household consumption is lower than that of her husband, she does not benefit from an increase in her wage. This increase in her wage is transferred completely to her husband and he obtains a larger share and the wife 24



has less. Only when the wife starts with an equalitarian share or more does she obtain a part of the increase in her wage. For example, in a household in which the wife’s share is the sixty percent, an increase in her wage in 100 units is split into 10 units for her and 90 for her husband. On the contrary, the nonparticipating wife cannot obtain any benefit in consumption from having a better potential wage regardless of her initial share position. In this sense, she does not gain bargaining power from having better labor opportunities. We should remark that the results for the participation regime can be interpreted in the sense discussed in the Introduction. According to the results of Fernandez and SevillaSanz (2006), when the wife is below the equalitarian share, her market work is compensated by a decrease in housework, which is not the case above of the equalitarian share. Although Fernandez and Sevilla-Sanz define the equalitarian share in terms of earnings and we have defined the share in terms of consumption, the results of this paper indicate that women’s labor supply is compensated by more consumption only for women who enjoy at least an equal share, that is, those women not alleviated of housework. These results for Spanish couples contrast with those for French (Hourriez, 2005), and Dutch (Bloemen, 2004) couples. Bloemen and Hourriez find that the consumption transfer to the wife, due to any increase in her husband’s wage, is much lower for the nonparticipating wife than for the participating wife. These authors interpret the lower transfer to the nonparticipating wife as an effect on her total time availability for housework, since she cannot increase this time availability in exchange for consumption. In contrast with these north European countries, we could state that the Spanish husband gives his wife a larger premium for her longer home time availability when she does not participate. In relation to the effect of the wife’s wage, Hourriez finds the opposite effect to the Spanish case for French couples; with French couples, there is a larger increase in the wife’s share in the nonparticipation than in the participation regime due to the bargaining effect of the wife’s potential wage. In the sense of the different social externality effects of north and south European 25



countries argued by Laat and Sevilla-Sanz (2007), we should expect a mechanism to provide a higher compensation in consumption terms to Spanish participating wives in comparison with the nonparticipating ones since their housework burden is not diminished because of participation. The mechanism we find happens to operate through the wife’s wage. Those working wives who are not relieved from housework burden (those with at least equal share) can use part of their wages to consume more, but nonparticipating wives do not gain bargaining power through a higher potential wage, or they cannot use it to consume more.



5. Conclusions The literature on collective models has dealt with the identification of the intra-household process under the nonparticipation of one of the spouses (Blundell et al., 2007, and Donni, 2003, 2007). Notwithstanding, the focus of this literature is on identification of the sharing rule in the nonparticipation regime rather than on the analysis of empirical differences in the intra-household distribution between participating and nonparticipating households. Bloemen (2004) and Hourriez (2005) present empirical applications of these models for Dutch and French couples, respectively, and they highlight differences between consumption transfers to the participating and nonparticipating wives in terms of their home time availability. In this paper, I give an empirical answer to whether these differences between consumption shares of participating and nonparticipating wives exist, and I interpret how they operate in terms of compensation for home time. My empirical answer is based on the identification of the intra-household distribution from interior solutions of the household allocation model of consumption. For this reason, the identification under nonparticipation obliges us to make an additional assumption which consists in the observability of both spouses’ clothing as goods that are consumed exclusively by each spouse. Such an assumption is considered more restrictive than those assumed in the extended collective models 26



cited above, which achieve identification by modelling the corner solution in the leisure choice of one of the spouses. Nevertheless, the restrictiveness of the clothing assignability assumption is mitigated by the characteristics of the data available since there is an exhaustive reporting of the type of clothing by gender. In addition to reporting expenditures on adult men’s and women’s clothing, the respondent to the survey reports expenditures on baby’s clothing, clothing for children 3 to 16 years old, and other types of unclassified clothing. All in all, a possible extension of my model could be achieved by relaxing the assumption of assignability of clothing, and by using the collective model of Bourguignon et al. (2006) instead of using the collective model of consumption proposed in Browning et al. (1994). The model by Bourguignon et al. (2006) identifies the sharing rule from household aggregate consumption of private goods. The allowance of couples with children in our sample appears to be problematic. This problem arises through the effects of household composition in our structural model, and indicates that the presence of children should be considered to affect the intra-household distribution pattern. Although this is not considered in the theoretical model, the structural estimates obtained after removing the identifying restrictions on children’s effects appear to be robust to the inclusion of such effects and, consequently, the empirical results can be interpreted as consistent with the model assumptions. I find that the results in this paper on intra-household distribution of consumption contribute as a complementary evidence to the literature about intra-household distribution of home time. Empirical findings of this literature for several countries (the US, Australia and Spain) suggest that a woman’s relative share of housework decreases as her relative earnings go up, but only up to the point when she contributes the same to the family income as her husband (Fernandez and Sevilla-Sanz, 2006). The evidence presented in this work supports the complementary view that participating women with at least an equal share consume more as household resources grow as a way to compensate for their 27



housework burden. Similarly, women below the equal sharing point, lose consumption as household resources grow since the way to compensate them is with less housework. The especial characteristic for Spanish couples, which contrasts with Dutch and French couples, is that nonparticipating women get a larger compensation from their husbands than participating women. But, while participating wives, with at least an equal total share, keep a part of their increase in wages for their own consumption, nonparticipating wives cannot benefit from having better labor opportunities. The different social externality effect in north and south European countries, with Spain characterized by a more traditional gender role, implies that the incorporation of women into the labor force in Spain was not followed by an increase in men’s share of the housework. I postulate that these differences across countries in gender roles regarding home time and household bargaining power are also behind the differences in the intra-household mechanisms of compensation in consumption as a substitute for leisure.
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Endnotes [1] Data and documentation are available at the web page of the Department of Economics of Universidad Carlos III de Madrid: http://www.eco.uc3m.es/investigacion. [2] This parameter refers to the “sorting gain” based on unobservables: E(U1i −U0i |df = φ i i 1) = (σ0D − σ1D )Φ , where Uki is the unobservable consumption of qki , that is, the part not



explained by xi and z. [3] This variable has been previously used in Deaton et al. (1989) to instrument current expenditures. [4] There is a problem of convergence of the structural model in this case, in particular for the parameter bf1 .
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Appendix Identification System Assuming there is a unique sharing rule, the structural Engel curves resulting from the linear transformation, and the corresponding identification system with the reduced form parameters take the following forms in each regime k, for k = 0 and k = 1 and L demographics and household characteristic variables:



1 m m m f m0 m q m = (am 0 + b0 (ln − α)) + b0 (1 − θ)logM + (−b0 γm )logwm + (−b0 γf )logw + c0 z+ 2 1 m m m f m m f [(am 1 − a0 ) + (b1 − b0 )(ln − α)]d + [(b1 − b0 )(1 − θ)]d logM + 2 m f m m f f m m 0 f [−(bm 1 − b0 )γm ]d logwm + [−(b1 − b0 )γf ]d logw + [c1 − c0 ] d z



1 q f = (af0 + bf0 (ln + α)) + bf0 (1 + θ)logM + (bf0 γm )logwm + (bf0 γf )logwf + cf0 0 z+ 2 1 [(af1 − af0 ) + (bf1 − bf0 )(ln + α)]df + [(bf1 − bf0 )(1 + θ)]df logM + 2 [(bf1 − bf0 )γm ]df logwm + [(bf1 − bf0 )γf ]df logwf + [cf1 − cf0 ]0 df z



1 m m Am k = ak + bk (ln − α) 2 Bkm = bm k (1 − θ) Ckm = −bm k γm Dkm = −bm k γf m Ejk = cm jk



for j = 1, ..L



1 Afk = afk + bfk (ln + α) 2 Bkf = bfk (1 + θ) 33



Ckf = bfk γm Dkf = bfk γf f Ejk = cfjk



for j = 1, ..L



Assuming two different sharing rules gives a similar identification system with the parameters of the sharing rule are, θk , γmk , γf k , k indicating the participation regime. Solutions to the Identification System



θ=



γm =



γf =



Bkm Ckf + Bkf Ckm Bkf Ckm − Bkm Ckf



2Ckm Ckf



=



Bkf Ckm − Bkm Ckf 2Dkm Dkf Bkf Dkm − Bkm Dkf



bm k =



bfk =



=



Bkm Dkf + Bkf Dkm Bkf Dkm − Bkm Dkf



2Ckm Dkf Bkf Dkm − Bkm Dkf



=



2Ckm Dkf Bkf Ckm − Bkm Ckf



Bkm Ckf − Bkf Ckm 2Ckf



=



2Ckf Dkm



=



=



Bkf Dkm − Bkm Dkf 2Ckf Dkm Bkf Ckm − Bkm Ckf



Bkm Dkf − Bkf Dkm 2Dkf



Bkf Ckm − Bkm Ckf Bkf Dkm − Bkm Dkf = 2Ckm 2Dkm



(Insert Table 8 here)
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TABLES AND FIGURES Table 1. Sample Statistics



Expenditures on husband's clothing Expenditues on wife's clothing Private Expenditures/hhold. Size Husband's wage Wife's wage Hhold. Size Number children aged 0-3 /hhold size Number children aged 4-8 /hhold size Number children aged 9-14 /hhold size Number children aged 15-16/hhold size Husband's age Husband's Primary Education Husband's Secondary Education Husband's Higher Education Wife's Primary Education Wife's Secondary Education Wife's Higher Education Urban Residence Executive Blue collar worker Businessman Home Ownership Car Ownership Number of durables



Non Participation Regime # 3369 obs. Mean (m0) Std. Dev 67.645 (120.648) 66.758 (116.326) 362.543 (208.424) 0.770 (0.513) 0.289 (0.139) 3.696 (1.077) 0.083 (0.136) 0.126 (0.155) 0.158 (0.183) 0.037 (0.093) 39.278 (9.182) 0.234 (0.424) 0.182 (0.386) 0.096 (0.294) 0.271 (0.444) 0.142 (0.349) 0.045 (0.206) 0.538 (0.499) 0.085 (0.279) 0.627 (0.484) 0.132 (0.338) 0.726 (0.446) 0.834 (0.372) 9.484 (2.950)



Notes 1. Expenditures and hourly wages in thousands pesetas 2. `*' refers to statistical significance of the two sides test of significance at 5% level
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Participation regime # 1509 obs. Mean (m1) Std. Dev 90.970 (146.090) 115.642 (242.149) 500.963 (286.087) 0.848 (0.438) 0.605 (0.371) 3.495 (1.017) 0.083 (0.139) 0.127 (0.157) 0.135 (0.174) 0.028 (0.082) 36.304 (7.043) 0.213 (0.410) 0.281 (0.450) 0.269 (0.444) 0.227 (0.419) 0.262 (0.440) 0.283 (0.451) 0.629 (0.483) 0.247 (0.432) 0.528 (0.499) 0.108 (0.311) 0.714 (0.452) 0.920 (0.272) 10.987 (3.344)



Mean Diff. Ho: m0-m1=0



t-ratio -5.83* -9.52* -18.99* -5.14* -43.14* 6.13* -0.11 -0.20 4.25* 3.40* 11.19* 1.60 -7.83* -16.13* 0.00 -10.23* -25.35* -5.97* -15.71* 6.55* 2.32* 0.82 -8.02* -15.76*



Table 2. Reduced Form Estimates Engel Curve of Husband's Clothing t-ratio



85.804



16.51*



126.795



11.99*



40.995



-12.632



-2.45*



1.326



0.16



1.693



0.33



1.591



0.21



Log(hhold. size)



-56.013



-1.57



0.107



0.001



Children aged 0-3 /hhold size



138.042



2.5*



32.566



0.29



-105.491



-0.69



-79.018



-0.88



229.127



1.24



308.145



1.24



Children aged 4-8 /hhold size



187.885



3.28*



65.448



0.54



-122.445



-0.75



-55.105



-0.59



339.118



1.71



394.223



1.49



Children aged 9-14 /hhold size



186.900



3.26*



41.400



0.33



-145.510



-0.87



-90.448



-0.97



335.741



1.63



426.190



1.57



Children aged 15-16/hhold size



169.509



2.92*



157.340



1.19



-12.177



-0.07



-62.572



-0.66



414.332



1.92



476.904



1.68



-1.116



-0.56



-3.587



-0.87



-2.471



-0.45



-5.374



-1.65



0.641



0.09



6.015



0.67



Log(M/hhold. size) Log(husband's wage) Log(wife's wage)



Husband's age Squared Husband's age



β1



t-ratio



β1-βo



Engel Curve of Wife's Clothing



βo



t -ratio



βo



t -ratio



β1



t-ratio



2.82*



53.896



6.36*



221.036



12.81*



β1-βo 167.140



7.05*



13.957



1.15



11.171



1.33



-13.006



-0.94



-24.177



-1.23



-0.102



-0.01



-5.635



-0.67



13.871



1.15



19.506



1.04



56.126



0.51



79.158



1.36



-151.543



-1.11



-230.701



-1.29



t -ratio



0.014



0.58



0.038



0.74



0.024



0.36



0.064



1.66



-0.009



-0.11



-0.073



-0.67



Husband's Primary



-3.765



-0.6



18.504



1.14



22.270



1.04



12.592



1.22



-27.079



-1.03



-39.671



-1.14



Husband's Secondary



30.768



4.33*



-29.171



-1.89



-59.935



-2.85*



17.000



1.47



-20.774



-0.83



-37.774



-1.1



Husband's Higher



60.296



5.75*



-36.479



-2.09*



-96.775



-3.82*



23.420



1.37



-17.993



-0.63



-41.412



-1



7.666



0.9



-7.758



-0.31



-15.417



-0.47



-3.605



-0.26



17.590



0.43



21.194



0.4



Wife's Secondary



-9.765



-0.59



13.555



0.40



23.326



0.48



20.410



0.76



11.197



0.20



-9.213



-0.12



Wife's Higher



15.381



0.4



-11.026



-0.23



-26.401



-0.33



41.514



0.65



53.752



0.69



12.238



0.09



-12.718



-3.41*



24.225



3.26*



36.940



3.6



-4.766



-0.78



-20.745



-1.71



-15.980



-0.96



Executive



3.443



0.39



28.915



2.49*



25.478



1.39



14.413



1



-31.699



-1.68



-46.112



-1.55



Blue collar worker



1.949



0.37



0.491



0.04



-1.458



-0.1



-4.927



-0.58



1.646



0.09



6.573



0.27



-9.667



-1.45



5.050



0.34



14.720



0.74



-15.441



-1.42



-0.294



-0.01



15.147



0.47 -2.24*



Wife's Primary



Urban Residence



Businessman Home Ownership



2.397



0.57



3.683



0.48



1.285



0.12



13.383



1.96*



-26.314



-2.11*



-39.697



Car Ownership



-3.092



-0.57



-41.287



-2.99*



-38.196



-2.13*



-14.449



-1.63



16.538



0.73



30.987



1.06



Number of durables



-3.187



-4.33*



3.596



2.94*



6.783



3.8*



1.500



1.25



1.593



0.80



0.093



0.03



Intercept



-373.62



-6.24*



-663.96



-4.87*



-290.38



-1.67



-248.57



-2.54*



-1283.25



-5.77*



-1034.68



-3.65*



Selectivity term



-25.586



-0.38



150.326



1.38



F-test for 16 Region effects



80.82*



70.86*



Hansen J statistic (overidentification test of all instruments) Chi(2) 1: Men's Clothing:



0.177



Women's Clothing



4.190



Notes: 1. There are two overidentification restrictions in each Engel curve 2. `*' refers to statistical significance of the two sides test of significance at 5% level
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31.85*



40.99*



Participation Equation Log(Husband's Wage) Husband's working hours Woman's age Squared woman's age Husband's age Square of Husband's age Woman's Primary Education Woman's Secondary Education Woman's Higher Education Husband's Primary Education Husband's Secondary Education Husband's Higher Education Woman's age* Primary Education Woman's age* Secondary Education Woman's age* Higher Education Husband's age* Primary Education Husband's age* Secondary Education Husban's age* Higher Education Number of children aged 0-3 Number of children aged 4-8 Number of children aged 9-14 Number of children aged 15-16 Regional Unemployment Intercept



Table 3. Female Wage and Participation Equations Wage Equation Coef. t-ratio -0.3796 -8.60 Woman's age -0.0130 -2.22 Squared woman's age 0.1082 3.14 Woman's Primary Education -0.0018 -4.01 Woman's Secondary Education -0.0453 -1.26 Woman's Higher Education 0.0005 1.21 Woman's age* Primary Education -0.0506 -0.16 Woman's age* Secondary Ed. -0.0835 -0.24 Woman's age* Higher Education 0.1536 0.36 Intercept 0.9242 2.72 Heckman’s Lambda 0.8163 1.2074 0.0092 0.0244 0.0401 -0.0240 -0.0178 -0.0246 -0.3631 -0.1322 -0.0715 -0.0010 -0.0138 -0.7008



2.36 2.96 0.98 2.42 3.32 -2.60 -1.90 -2.29 -8.17 -3.97 -2.33 -0.02 -6.56 -1.17
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Coef. 0.1085 -0.0013 0.2674 0.8129 0.5139 0.0033 -0.0025 0.0229 -3.6532 0.1797



t-ratio 5.54 -5.58 0.97 3.05 1.99 0.41 -0.33 3.18 -8.99



3.58



Table 4. Structural Form: Unique Sharing Rule, including household composition restrictions Sharing Rule



θ



-1.0001 (0.0001)



γm



0.0227 (0.0366)



γf



-0.1044 (0.1192)



Test of Overidentification Restrictions Chi-Squared (5) p-value



16.5021 0.0055



Husband's Engel Curve for his clothing Non-participation Participation Variable



Parameter



Ln xi Log(hhold. size) Children aged 0-3 /hhold size Children aged 4-8 /hhold size Children aged 9-14 /hhold size Children aged 15-16/hhold size Husband's age Squared Husband's age Husband's Primary Husband's Secondary Husband's Higher Wife's Primary Wife's Secondary Wife's Higher Urban Residence Executive Blue collar worker Businessman Home Ownership Car Ownership Number of durables Aragon Asturias Baleares Canarias Cantabria Castilla-Leon Castilla-Mancha Catalunya Com. Valenciana Extremadura Galicia Madrid Murcia Navarra País Vasco Rioja



41.6938 50.8185 3.0372 -26.0790 -20.9657 -12.5684 1.6641 0.7117 -9.8260 2.2248 -4.0332 -3.1493 -9.0163 30.4926 -51.3753 -16.0000 52.6409 4.4970 20.2304 -17.0848 0.6182 23.2216 -7.7472 -13.2663 -25.7549 -31.5949 12.4842 -18.0609 128.6323 -9.8796 -0.3779 -154.0900 212.4636 302.7656 285.2144 378.6410 -3.5912



t-ratio



16.36 5.24 0.37 -1.68 -0.56 -3.37 0.19 0.14 -1.48 0.53 -0.75 -4.34 -1.01 2.24 -3.73 -1.56 3.62 0.73 2.86 -2.09 0.08 2.50 -0.90 -1.28 -2.41 -2.35 1.52 -1.31 12.21 -1.38 -0.05 -2.27 2.33 3.14 2.86 3.63 -0.89
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Parameter



28.7664 0.0338 20.4303 -24.5118 -26.5066 -6.8562 27.7881 25.9445 23.8068 32.0990 2.4896 5.8299 3.4990 -39.5345 3.5462 55.5663 -12.1544 10.1024 32.0985 -0.0433 31.6065 -11.7822 51.1586 22.1131 -12.9536 28.6607 0.4523 45.7528 139.6214 -21.3301 33.8126 53.3090 14.0114 -4.9888 106.7553 -112.7263 -100.0403



Wife's Engel Curve for her clothing Non-participation Participation



t-ratio



6.69 0.67 1.28 -1.62 -1.58 -0.27 0.83 0.56 3.21 2.78 0.23 0.39 0.46 -2.87 2.92 3.36 -0.41 0.43 1.37 0.00 2.40 -0.76 3.45 1.46 -0.59 1.75 0.02 1.99 5.52 -1.37 1.59 6.29 1.69 -0.59 1.85 -1.27 -1.08



Parameter



t-ratio



15.9544 -135.8739 -103.6826 -5.5079 0.0660 12.1463 15.7924 21.1166 -4.7303 16.4446 32.6792 -4.7293 13.9794 -5.2276 -15.4794 13.3414 -14.6780 1.5094 14.8177 29.7570 -39.2413 19.3206 53.3787 0.6062 5.3604 27.8628 15.8385 27.2915 -14.7774 13.4238 -2.4467 67.5130 5.5882 -0.9962 221.4826 -15.7294 13.3923



0.68 -1.47 -1.11 -1.69 1.73 1.18 1.36 1.24 -0.34 0.61 0.52 -0.78 0.97 -0.61 -1.43 1.94 -1.66 1.26 1.00 1.34 -1.73 1.15 2.24 0.06 0.46 2.05 1.29 1.79 -1.05 0.78 -0.14 3.05 0.41 -0.04 12.83 -1.15 1.11



Parameter



-247.1832 -189.0207 272.8514 396.7982 395.0008 468.1196 0.6397 -0.0099 -26.6106 -19.6413 -15.5686 17.8088 14.6567 62.7376 -20.8468 -30.9249 2.1321 -0.1044 -26.3589 16.9636 1.5810 -8.3555 34.9906 28.9019 -38.1951 -14.8166 29.8090 60.3233 -60.4190 2.8222 -66.8041 43.7492 -34.7322 -7.7755 -43.5637 -10.6004 63.6325



t-ratio



-0.87 -1.39 1.48 2.01 1.93 2.18 0.10 -0.12 -1.01 -0.78 -0.55 0.43 0.27 0.81 -1.72 -1.64 0.12 0.00 -2.11 0.75 0.79 -0.31 0.73 0.76 -1.00 -0.34 1.38 2.38 -2.49 0.11 -1.86 1.64 -1.10 -0.21 -1.05 -0.42 1.82



Table 5. Structural Form: Two Sharing Rules, including household composition restrictions Sharing Rule Non-participation



Participation



θ



-0.6825 -1.0013 (0.1686) (0.0030)



γm



0.2456 0.0316 (0.0893) (0.7680)



γf



-0.0066 -4.1188 (0.0118) (4.0703)



Test of Overidentification Restrictions Chi-Squared (2) p-value



6.6122 0.0367



Husband's Engel Curve for his clothing Non-participation Participation Variable



Ln xi Log(hhold. size) Children aged 0-3 /hhold size Children aged 4-8 /hhold size Children aged 9-14 /hhold size Children aged 15-16/hhold size Husband's age Squared Husband's age Husband's Primary Husband's Secondary Husband's Higher Wife's Primary Wife's Secondary Wife's Higher Urban Residence Executive Blue collar worker Businessman Home Ownership Car Ownership Number of durables Aragon Asturias Baleares Canarias Cantabria Castilla-Leon Castilla-Mancha Catalunya Com. Valenciana Extremadura Galicia Madrid Murcia Navarra País Vasco Rioja



Parameter



50.6119 62.0472 7.0513 -10.0505 11.1900 -12.7458 3.7719 2.0783 -9.5849 2.9268 -3.2808 -3.1235 -3.2480 32.8339 -46.1691 -15.9204 55.2769 6.4003 22.5759 -12.9884 3.7978 21.0721 -4.5648 -9.1486 -24.3422 -27.9121 14.2820 -12.9494 127.8952 0.2051 2.7701 -110.1928 198.6745 234.5859 212.7123 324.2900 -4.1201



t-ratio



8.45 5.95 0.85 -0.61 0.29 -3.42 0.43 0.40 -1.44 0.70 -0.61 -4.26 -0.36 2.41 -3.32 -1.55 3.79 1.04 3.16 -1.56 0.50 2.26 -0.53 -0.87 -2.27 -2.06 1.73 -0.93 12.12 0.02 0.48 -1.54 2.14 2.30 1.99 2.82 -1.01
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Wife's Engel Curve for her clothing Non-participation Participation



Parameter



t-ratio



Parameter



t-ratio



Parameter



12.7786 0.0458 12.3576 -32.4801 -39.1346 -6.7082 16.5600 -3.2559 24.3495 29.3781 0.8922 5.2386 3.0859 -40.5076 3.5087 50.4832 -13.2532 5.4038 32.5596 -2.3879 29.9594 -13.9073 47.3350 19.3247 -10.0743 26.5912 -3.0280 44.2452 136.0039 -23.2126 29.7238 53.7377 11.2199 -5.9655 98.9870 -112.6662 -87.9776



1.58 0.90 0.77 -2.12 -2.26 -0.27 0.49 -0.07 3.28 2.54 0.08 0.35 0.40 -2.94 2.87 3.04 -0.45 0.23 1.39 -0.09 2.27 -0.90 3.18 1.27 -0.46 1.62 -0.16 1.93 5.36 -1.49 1.39 6.34 1.34 -0.71 1.72 -1.27 -0.95



166.5148 -123.0241 -93.8309 -5.3700 0.0629 13.4463 17.4701 23.8457 -3.7546 20.3403 40.4947 -4.7725 14.4917 -4.8954 -15.4208 13.5121 -14.4951 1.5157 16.2197 30.3261 -37.9759 19.3400 54.0194 1.0688 5.9304 28.8585 16.6113 26.7690 -14.0039 14.4246 -2.1034 68.4082 6.0251 0.2461 221.3035 -13.2783 14.1575



1.58 -1.33 -1.00 -1.65 1.64 1.30 1.51 1.39 -0.27 0.76 0.64 -0.78 1.01 -0.57 -1.42 1.96 -1.64 1.26 1.09 1.36 -1.67 1.15 2.27 0.11 0.51 2.12 1.35 1.76 -0.99 0.84 -0.12 3.09 0.45 0.01 12.82 -0.96 1.18



-7.9399 -178.3514 269.4999 380.2270 377.3791 454.9096 0.5111 -0.0070 -28.5726 -21.5780 -18.6379 17.8448 11.9277 55.6404 -20.7149 -31.5862 1.7438 -0.2481 -26.4593 16.7270 1.5719 -9.5909 34.7236 27.7599 -38.0831 -15.3864 29.4087 59.8068 -61.3483 2.1444 -66.1043 43.2462 -35.5781 -8.1419 -44.4430 -11.0579 62.6387



t-ratio



-1.06 -1.31 1.46 1.92 1.84 2.11 0.08 -0.08 -1.08 -0.86 -0.66 0.43 0.22 0.72 -1.71 -1.67 0.10 -0.01 -2.12 0.74 0.79 -0.35 0.72 0.73 -0.99 -0.35 1.36 2.36 -2.52 0.09 -1.84 1.62 -1.12 -0.22 -1.07 -0.44 1.80



Table 6. Structural Form Estimates: Unique Sharing rule, excluding household composition restrictions Sharing Rule



θ



-0.9838 (0.0059)



γm



0.0286 (0.0081)



γf



0.0058 (0.0046)



Test of Overidentification Restrictions Chi-Squared (5)* p-value



18.8247 0.0021 Husband's Engel Curve for his clothing Non-participation Participation



Variable



Ln xi Husband's age Squared Husband's age Husband's Primary Husband's Secondary Husband's Higher Wife's Primary Wife's Secondary Wife's Higher Urban Residence Executive Blue collar worker Businessman Home Ownership Car Ownership Number of durables Aragon Asturias Baleares Canarias Cantabria Castilla-Leon Castilla-Mancha Catalunya Com. Valenciana Extremadura Galicia Madrid Murcia Navarra País Vasco Rioja



Parameter



42.2233 1.4999 -0.1649 -10.5203 2.4539 -3.5919 -3.4550 -7.3122 30.0386 -49.7831 -15.9176 52.5941 4.9265 21.3787 -16.1335 1.5002 21.6297 -7.5350 -13.4431 -24.5399 -31.8380 11.8554 -16.0726 128.8321 -7.7458 3.8448 -3.8236 0.0370 9.4720 -32.3643 -33.8738 -24.4327



t-ratio



16.38 0.17 -0.03 -1.58 0.58 -0.66 -4.75 -0.82 2.21 -3.61 -1.55 3.62 0.81 3.02 -1.97 0.20 2.33 -0.88 -1.30 -2.29 -2.36 1.44 -1.16 12.23 -1.11 0.67 -0.94 0.74 0.88 -2.38 -2.19 -1.01



Parameter



-0.8516 4.9462 -0.6973 22.2187 30.1362 3.0348 6.3627 3.6810 -40.5818 3.9473 53.1958 -10.7545 8.0870 33.0998 -0.5414 30.9151 -13.0097 49.0500 21.0187 -9.4270 29.1962 0.6486 44.7994 138.2820 -21.9552 31.7709 53.3995 13.9479 -6.1062 -5.5137 0.0663 13.5088



t-ratio



-0.88 0.18 -0.02 3.27 2.62 0.28 0.43 0.48 -2.95 3.25 3.23 -0.37 0.35 1.41 -0.02 2.35 -0.84 3.32 1.39 -0.43 1.79 0.03 1.95 5.47 -1.41 1.49 6.30 1.68 -0.73 -1.69 1.73 1.32



*Convergence not achieved, for the parameter bf 1(number of iterations 1002).
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Wife's Engel Curve for her clothing Non-participation Participation Parameter



t-ratio



1853.2688 2.95 16.8133 1.45 21.6295 1.27 -2.8205 -0.20 20.1308 0.75 33.7228 0.54 -4.3650 -0.72 13.9395 0.97 -5.4406 -0.64 -15.6482 -1.44 13.3971 1.95 -14.5708 -1.65 1.4351 1.20 15.2319 1.02 29.6467 1.33 -38.8543 -1.71 19.3406 1.15 53.3673 2.24 0.7106 0.07 5.6395 0.48 28.0941 2.07 16.0528 1.30 26.9046 1.77 -14.7258 -1.04 13.3808 0.78 -2.1514 -0.12 67.4540 3.05 5.4353 0.40 -0.5130 -0.02 221.5312 12.84 -15.2108 -1.11 14.4187 1.20



Parameter



t-ratio



-583.3220 0.5832 -0.0091 -29.2740 -21.5499 -17.3593 13.5368 9.1050 56.2623 -21.2328 -31.4020 2.2646 0.0251 -26.3146 16.7090 1.6785 -8.9316 35.3309 28.4120 -37.9518 -14.9376 29.6410 60.0250 -60.9315 2.5562 -65.9469 43.8793 -34.6845 -8.0072 -43.8893 -10.7523 63.1363



-0.85 0.09 -0.11 -1.12 -0.86 -0.61 0.33 0.17 0.73 -1.76 -1.66 0.13 0.00 -2.11 0.74 0.84 -0.33 0.73 0.74 -0.99 -0.34 1.38 2.37 -2.51 0.10 -1.84 1.64 -1.09 -0.21 -1.06 -0.42 1.81



Table 7. Structural Form Estimates: Two Sharing Rules, excluding household composition restrictions Sharing Rule Non-participation



Participation



θ



-0.8615 -1.0233 (0.0576) (0.0992)



γm



0.2627 0.0257 (0.1005) (0.0106)



γf



0.0218 -0.0260 (0.0348) (0.0834)



Test of Overidentification Restrictions Chi-Squared (2) p-value



0.6659 0.7168



Husband's Engel Curve for his clothing Non-participation Participation Variable



ln xi Husband's age Squared Husband's age Husband's Primary Husband's Secondary Husband's Higher Wife's Primary Wife's Secondary Wife's Higher Urban Residence Executive Blue collar worker Businessman Home Ownership Car Ownership Number of durables Aragon Asturias Baleares Canarias Cantabria Castilla-Leon Castilla-Mancha Catalunya Com. Valenciana Extremadura Galicia Madrid Murcia Navarra País Vasco Rioja



Parameter



46.1367 3.4424 1.8126 -9.5916 2.5412 -2.9898 -3.1956 -4.1298 32.4196 -46.6791 -15.5952 55.2581 6.4089 22.6392 -13.4335 3.4079 20.3726 -5.2045 -10.1731 -24.4050 -28.7398 13.5623 -12.5254 126.8984 0.4465 3.9931 -3.8494 0.0401 11.4685 -33.2477 -40.0719 -1.3163



t-ratio



14.68 0.39 0.35 -1.44 0.60 -0.55 -4.36 -0.45 2.38 -3.36 -1.52 3.79 1.04 3.17 -1.61 0.45 2.19 -0.60 -0.97 -2.28 -2.12 1.64 -0.90 12.03 0.05 0.68 -0.94 0.79 1.06 -2.44 -2.54 -0.06
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Parameter



-0.4645 18.9867 -4.3703 24.4107 28.6840 0.6680 5.0234 3.5975 -41.4398 3.6149 51.9328 -11.9284 5.3451 33.2848 -2.5315 29.9857 -13.3725 47.9459 19.8321 -8.2038 27.4782 -1.7634 44.9866 136.0931 -22.5571 29.4585 53.9153 11.2955 -6.2910 -5.3315 0.0633 13.5045



Wife's Engel Curve for her clothing Non-participation Participation t-ratio



-0.48 0.57 -0.09 3.29 2.48 0.06 0.34 0.47 -3.01 2.96 3.13 -0.40 0.23 1.42 -0.09 2.27 -0.86 3.23 1.30 -0.37 1.68 -0.09 1.96 5.37 -1.45 1.38 6.36 1.35 -0.75 -1.64 1.65 1.32



Parameter



235.9928 17.4630 23.8318 -4.2180 19.9994 40.8387 -4.7771 14.4116 -4.9600 -15.4224 13.4183 -14.4244 1.4982 16.0054 30.2254 -38.0999 19.4190 54.0148 1.0709 5.9458 28.7503 16.5165 26.5990 -14.1594 14.1756 -2.1186 68.2070 5.8502 0.3492 221.0612 -13.2196 14.4547



t-ratio



2.76 1.51 1.39 -0.31 0.74 0.64 -0.78 1.00 -0.58 -1.42 1.95 -1.63 1.25 1.08 1.36 -1.68 1.16 2.27 0.11 0.51 2.12 1.34 1.75 -1.00 0.83 -0.12 3.09 0.43 0.02 12.81 -0.96 1.20



Parameter



490.7633 0.5769 -0.0083 -28.7887 -21.7646 -18.8657 19.1553 12.5176 55.3695 -20.7000 -31.7549 1.6893 -0.3004 -26.3349 16.5005 1.5977 -9.2386 35.0456 27.7456 -37.9068 -15.4213 29.4151 59.9368 -61.1998 2.2678 -65.6496 43.4618 -35.2707 -7.9617 -44.4213 -10.8986 62.5742



t-ratio



0.31 0.09 -0.10 -1.10 -0.87 -0.67 0.47 0.23 0.72 -1.71 -1.68 0.09 -0.01 -2.11 0.73 0.80 -0.34 0.73 0.73 -0.99 -0.35 1.37 2.37 -2.52 0.09 -1.83 1.63 -1.11 -0.21 -1.07 -0.43 1.79



Table 8. Sample Selection Couples, with or without children aged less than 17, in which the man and the woman are less than 66 years old If the man works more than 13 hours per week, he declares positive labour income, and it can be imputed his weekly working hours Dropped observations: If the woman works but does not declare income If there are inconsistencies in the type of employment declared by the woman and the relationship with the economic activity If the woman does not work but she declares some labour income If the woman reports working part-time Sample selected Households in the participation regime Households in the non-participation regime
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6694 5307 38 273 50 68 4878 1509 3369



Figure 1 f Derivative w.r.t. Nonlabor Income(dX /dM)



__: Non-participation ( ___ : 95% conf. interval) xxxx: Participation (----: 95% conf. interval)
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Figure 2 f m Derivative w.r.t. Husband's Wage (dX /dw )



__: Non-participation ( ___ : 95% conf. interval) xxxx: Participation (----: 95% conf. interval) 1
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Figure 3 f f Derivatives w.r.t. Wife's Wage (dX /dw )



__: Non-participation ( ___ : 95% conf. interval) xxxx: Participation (----: 95% conf. interval)



1



0.8



0.4



0.2



Value of ϕ



44



85



82



79



76



73



88 0.



0.



0.



0.



0.



0.



67



64



61



0. 7



0.



0.



0.



55



-0.4



58



52



49



46



-0.2



0.



0.



0.



0.



43 0.



0.



37



34



0. 4



0.



0.



28



25



22



19



13



31 0.



0.



0.



0.



0.



0.



0.



16



0 0. 1



Wife's Share Accrual



0.6



























[image: Does Female Participation Affect the Sharing Rule?]
Does Female Participation Affect the Sharing Rule?












[image: Female Participation Report.pdf]
Female Participation Report.pdf












[image: DOES IMMIGRATION AFFECT THE LONG-TERM EDUCATIONAL ...]
DOES IMMIGRATION AFFECT THE LONG-TERM EDUCATIONAL ...












[image: How Does the Level of Household Savings Affect Preference for ...]
How Does the Level of Household Savings Affect Preference for ...












[image: How Does the Level of Household Savings Affect Preference for ...]
How Does the Level of Household Savings Affect Preference for ...












[image: How Does Life Settlement Affect the Primary Life Insurance Market?]
How Does Life Settlement Affect the Primary Life Insurance Market?












[image: Revisiting Male/Female Participation and Success in ...]
Revisiting Male/Female Participation and Success in ...












[image: Revisiting Male/Female Participation and Success in ...]
Revisiting Male/Female Participation and Success in ...












[image: Child Care Costs, Female Labor Force Participation ...]
Child Care Costs, Female Labor Force Participation ...












[image: Does City Structure Affect Job Search and Welfare? - CiteSeerX]
Does City Structure Affect Job Search and Welfare? - CiteSeerX












[image: Information Sharing and Stock Market Participation ...]
Information Sharing and Stock Market Participation ...












[image: Does bank health affect corporate liquidity policy?]
Does bank health affect corporate liquidity policy?












[image: How Does Leadership Decapitation Affect Violence?]
How Does Leadership Decapitation Affect Violence?












[image: Why Does Trend Growth AFFect Equilibrium ...]
Why Does Trend Growth AFFect Equilibrium ...












[image: Does bank health affect corporate liquidity policy?]
Does bank health affect corporate liquidity policy?












[image: Financial Structure: Does R&D affect Debt-financing?]
Financial Structure: Does R&D affect Debt-financing?












[image: Does WTO accession affect domestic economic policies and institutions?]
Does WTO accession affect domestic economic policies and institutions?












[image: How Does Technology-Enabled Active Learning Affect Undergraduate ...]
How Does Technology-Enabled Active Learning Affect Undergraduate ...












[image: How does income distribution affect economic growth?]
How does income distribution affect economic growth?












[image: Does Wage Rank Affect Employees' Well-being?]
Does Wage Rank Affect Employees' Well-being?












[image: How does Pricing affect customers psychology.pdf]
How does Pricing affect customers psychology.pdf












[image: Does Strategic Ability Affect Efficiency? Evidence from ...]
Does Strategic Ability Affect Efficiency? Evidence from ...












[image: Does WTO accession affect domestic economic policies and institutions?]
Does WTO accession affect domestic economic policies and institutions?















Does Female Participation Affect the Sharing Rule?






R2m and R3f , some other restrictions, which combine the Bi k. Ci ..... parameters take the following forms in each regime k, for k = 0 and k = 1 and L demo-. 






 Download PDF 



















 305KB Sizes
 2 Downloads
 408 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents







[image: alt]





Does Female Participation Affect the Sharing Rule? 

involvement of both spouses as an alternative to other models of wives' work ..... program P is the solution of the two following individual programs for i = m, f: maxqi,Ci ..... public goods (children expenditures as well as those related to energy,














[image: alt]





Female Participation Report.pdf 

There was a problem previewing this document. Retrying... Download. Connect more apps... Try one of the apps below to open or edit this item. Female ...














[image: alt]





DOES IMMIGRATION AFFECT THE LONG-TERM EDUCATIONAL ... 

Feb 20, 2007 - the Bank of Israel, Ben-Gurion University, LSE, the NBER Education .... on natives' educational outcomes, although the effect is sometimes ...














[image: alt]





How Does the Level of Household Savings Affect Preference for ... 

Feb 8, 2017 - People at the top end of the savings distribution expect longer lifespans ... of their income in annuities from Social Security, employer-provided pensions .... Figure 10, Preference for Different Levels of Annuitization Among People ..














[image: alt]





How Does the Level of Household Savings Affect Preference for ... 

Feb 8, 2017 - People at the top end of the savings distribution expect longer ... of their income in annuities from Social Security, employer-provided ..... Zeithammer, and Payne (2016) find that people undervalue the ...... role to improving America














[image: alt]





How Does Life Settlement Affect the Primary Life Insurance Market? 

the equilibrium of the primary insurance market, and that the settlement market generally leads to .... degree of front-loading in the first period. We also show a ...














[image: alt]





Revisiting Male/Female Participation and Success in ... 

individual events tournaments, Friedley and Manchester (1987) reported that ...... at the 1984 and 2001 National Debate Tournament continues to support that ...














[image: alt]





Revisiting Male/Female Participation and Success in ... 

Data analysis in this study suggests that females have made ..... female/female debate teams advanced to octa-final rounds of competition (X2= 6.65, p














[image: alt]





Child Care Costs, Female Labor Force Participation ... 

I allow the total disposable hours of an individual in the economy to be 100. Therefore the amount of time worked by a man, n is equal to 0.44. In the model economy, women (and men) differ in their productivities. In the US, labor productivity is dis














[image: alt]





Does City Structure Affect Job Search and Welfare? - CiteSeerX 

pose an alternative approach to explain the spatial mismatch hypothesis: we develop a ... Section 3 focuses on the two urban equilibrium configurations whereas ..... given the matching technology, all agents (workers and firms) maximize their.














[image: alt]





Information Sharing and Stock Market Participation ... 

education also raises the participation rate in savings plans. ... living in high-social-capital areas, measured using data on electoral and blood donation ... that the likelihood of owning transaction accounts and stocks for households headed by ...














[image: alt]





Does bank health affect corporate liquidity policy? 

Nov 11, 2016 - They argue that high-information-cost firms hold more cash when ... develop the third hypotheses besides precautionary saving and bank ...














[image: alt]





How Does Leadership Decapitation Affect Violence? 

Feb 17, 2015 - Replication data will be available at http://sites.google.com/site/brianjphillips. 2. This article ... Brian J. Phillips is an assistant professor at the Center for Research and Teaching in Economics (CIDE), Mexico City, Mexico. The Jo














[image: alt]





Why Does Trend Growth AFFect Equilibrium ... 

May 2, 2011 - ment and nonparticipation may exist over the business cycle, they argue that the boundary ... The plan of the remainder of the paper is as follows. ..... us with detailed tabulations from their work that we used in the preliminary ...














[image: alt]





Does bank health affect corporate liquidity policy? 

Nov 11, 2016 - This study investigates whether bank health affects firm's cash policy or not. Our findings are summarized as follows: (i) there is a bank effect in financially constrained firm's cash holdings, (ii) the direction of bank effect depend














[image: alt]





Financial Structure: Does R&D affect Debt-financing? 

Section 3 describes the data as well as the variables used to identify the determinants of ... the differences in financial systems: Firms ' debt financing is more important in continental. Europe ..... â€œThe Economics of Small Business Finance: The














[image: alt]





Does WTO accession affect domestic economic policies and institutions? 

E-mail:[email protected], [email protected]. Fax: +41 .... through which WTO accession can impact economic policy and institutions are discussed in. Section 4. ..... and trading rights (e.g. advertising and trade in alcohol and.














[image: alt]





How Does Technology-Enabled Active Learning Affect Undergraduate ... 

setts Institute of Technology (MIT) involves media-rich software for simulation and visualization in freshman ... The assessment of the project included examining students' conceptual understanding before and after .... ing conceptual understanding o














[image: alt]





How does income distribution affect economic growth? 

Japanese prefectural panel data to empirically analyze how income distribution affects ... In recent Japan since 1980, statistics such as the Gini indices showed.














[image: alt]





Does Wage Rank Affect Employees' Well-being? 

2008 Regents of the University of California. Published by Blackwell ... Economists' formal models rarely consider a role for income rank in utility functions ..... be offered for their first job after college. .... and seven men, mean age = 19 years














[image: alt]





How does Pricing affect customers psychology.pdf 

How does Pricing affect customers psychology.pdf. How does Pricing affect customers psychology.pdf. Open. Extract. Open with. Sign In. Main menu. Displaying ...














[image: alt]





Does Strategic Ability Affect Efficiency? Evidence from ... 

at the AEA 2017, Berkeley Energy Camp 2016, Darthmouth, Hal White ... predict revenue and efficiency under alternative auction formats. ..... 3 Data. We study firm bidding behavior into the balancing auctions in an early year of .... technology was v














[image: alt]





Does WTO accession affect domestic economic policies and institutions? 

website for text of entire speech. ...... Source: http://www.prsgroup.com/commonhtml/methods.html ... Note: Countries in BOLD are not in ICRG database. 1 GATT ...


























×
Report Does Female Participation Affect the Sharing Rule?





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















