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ABSTRACT

PERCEPTIONS OF SELECTED HOUSEHOLD PRODUCTION BY MICHIGAN 
HUSBANDS AND WIVES: ACTIVITIES, CHOICES, AND VALUE

By

P a t r i c i a  Marie Ormsby

Families  can maintain  o r  r a i s e  t h e i r  level o f  l i v in g  by using t h e i r  

own human resources  to  produce goods and s e r v i c e s .  Household product ion 

uses human resources  as non-paid labo r  with value because of i t s  use 

with in  the  family .  This study i d e n t i f i e d  se l e c ted  household production 

a c t i v i t i e s  as a co n t r ib u t io n  to  rea l  income. Using d e s c r ip t i v e  metho­

d o log ie s ,  the  study examined household production by urban, small town, 

and ru ra l  f a m i l i e s  in mid-Michigan. A random sample o f  107 husbands and 

wives whose o ld e s t  c h i ld  was between the  ages o f  s ix  and twelve 

responded to  an in te rv iew  and s e l f -a d m in is te r ed  ques t io n n a i re .

Household production a c t i v i t i e s  included 178 poss ib le  a c t i v i t i e s  

both in s id e  the  home (with in  the  family) and ou ts ide  the  home ( i n t e r ­

ac t ing  with o the r  f a m i l ie s  and the  community). The s e lec ted  household 

product ion a c t i v i t i e s  included those which need a degree of s k i l l ,  and 

can be s u b s t i t u t e d  with market a c t i v i t i e s .  Amount of household 

production ,  frequency of dec is ion  choices and the  perceived monetary 

value of  household production were examined. Dif ferences  between 

husbands'  and wives '  responses and d i f f e r en c es  a ssoc ia ted  with the  

v a r i a b le s  such as lo ca t io n  of re s idence ,  family income, family
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employment, and household s i z e  were analyzed by t - t e s t  and a n a ly s i s  of 

var iance .

On the  average ,  f a m i l ie s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in h a l f  of  the  household 

production a c t i v i t i e s  in the  survey. More production a c t i v i t i e s  were 

done in s id e  the  home than o u ts id e .  In a d d i t i o n ,  more production 

a c t i v i t i e s  were done by husband and wife working to g e th e r  than by e i t h e r  

of them working a lone .  Husbands and wives d isp layed  s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r en c es  in type and amount of household production p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

Given production choices  on a sm al le r  group of household production 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  respondents ind ica ted  the  family  chose to  do most 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  h i red  o r  bought l e s s ,  and omitted few a c t i v i t i e s .  Husbands' 

and wives '  percep t ions  of production choices  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  

Husbands and wives perceived the value of t h e i r  combined average annual 

production c o n t r ib u t io n  to  be $2,736 per family .  Demographic v a r ia b le s  

showed s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between groups f o r  s e le c te d  production 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  y e t  no overa l l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  a sso c ia ted  with demographic 

v a r i a b le s  and household production.  S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  in 

a c t i v i t i e s  o f  husbands and wives sugges t  t h a t  t r a d i t i o n a l  sex ro le  

p a t te rn s  p r e v a i l .
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

P r io r  to  i n d u s t r i a l i z a t i o n ,  the  household was the  primary loca t ion  

fo r  product ion .  The major purpose o f  production was to  supply goods and 

se rv ice s  to  meet the  needs of  household members and to  maintain the  

household.  Men and women r a r e l y  worked ou ts id e  the  home environment 

(Sokoloff ,  1977). With i n d u s t r i a l i z a t i o n ,  income-producing work moved 

from the  home to  the  f a c to r y .  As bus iness  replaced many o f  the  income- 

producing a c t i v i t i e s  which were an in te g ra l  p a r t  of  d a i ly  household 

l i f e ,  the  perceived importance o f  the  remaining household production 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  which had only use value f o r  the  fam ily ,  diminished (Beut le r  

and Owen, 1980). Household production tended to  be done wi th in  the 

privacy of  the  household and th e re fo re  did not rece ive  economic value or 

s t a t u s  (Reid,  1934).

Kuznets (1941) has noted a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  amount of 

household product ion and the  s t a t e  o f  the  economy. In times when 

monetary income has been s c a r c e ,  as dur ing periods  o f  depress ion ,  

i n f l a t i o n ,  or  unemployment, production a c t i v i t i e s  of  the  household have 

increased  (Kuznets, 1941). A s im i l a r  p a t t e rn  appears in the  depressed 

economy o f  the  e a r ly  1980 's .

During the  1970-1980 decade,  the  American economy was plagued by 

i n f l a t i o n  and unemployment. Caplovi tz  (1981) reported  t h a t  the  majo r ity

1



of  American fam i l ie s  were adverse ly  a f f e c t e d  by the  cu r ren t  i n f l a t i o n  

and recess ion .  He repor ted  t h a t  the  most common response among fam i l ie s  

fo r  adapting  to  a slumping economy was lowered consumption of  purchased 

goods and s e r v ic e s .  Other mechanisms f o r  adapting included taking 

second j o b s ,  working overt ime, g r e a t e r  s e l f - r e l i a n c e ,  bargain  hunting ,  

and shar ing with o th e r s .

A p a r a l l e l  trend  among fam i l ie s  has been to  maintain  o r  improve 

t h e i r  level of l i v in g  by inc reas ing  the  amount of  goods and s e rv ice s  

produced in the  home environment. These e f f o r t s  a re  aimed toward 

inc reas ing  rea l  income and a re  believed  to  be a s i g n i f i c a n t  p a r t  o f  a 

f a m i ly ' s  t o t a l  income. I t  has been es timated  t h a t  household production ,  

i f  cons idered ,  would be valued a t  44 percen t  of  America's  Gross National 

Product (Peskin ,  1982).

Esca la t ing  cos ts  o f  f o s s i l  f u e l s  may dr ive  up cos ts  o f  market 

processes and products causing even more fam i l ie s  to  tu rn  to  household 

production o f  goods and s e r v ic e s .  Modern f a m i l ie s  are  confronted with 

the  dec is ion  as to  whether a c e r t a in  good o r  s e r v ic e  t h a t  is  needed will  

be produced a t  home, bought in the  marketplace or  wi l l  not be used. 

This choice i s  an economic dec is ion  as i t  weighs goals and values and 

cons ide rs  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  resources .

Household product ion i s  c h a rac te r ized  as a c t i v i t i e s  performed by 

household members p r im ar i ly  fo r  the  b e n e f i t  o f  household members. I t  is  

non-paid labor  with value because of  i t s  use wi th in  the  family.  

However, i t  may a l so  have economic value in the  market. Household 

production can be b e n e f ic i a l  in meeting bas ic  needs o f  family  members, 

and a lso  in bu i ld ing  human c ap i t a l  of  family members as they p a r t i c i p a t e  

in various  a c t i v i t i e s  (Becker, 1981). Human c a p i t a l  in the  form of



s k i l l s ,  t ime,  and knowledge i s  used to  produce goods and serv ices  

in s tead  of  using monetary c a p i t a l  to  purchase equ iva len t  goods and 

se rv ices  in the  marketplace.  Human c ap i t a l  may be u t i l i z e d  in market 

a c t i v i t y  or  paid work as well as household production.

In t h i s  way, household production i s  not simply product o r i e n t e d ,  

as in bu s in es s ,  but i s  complex and in te rdependent in the  l i v e s  o f  family 

members (Deacon and Firebaugh, 1981; Paolucci and Ching, 1982; Walker 

and Woods, 1976). Among o th e r  f u n c t io n s ,  household production a ids  in 

the growth and development o f  family members in such areas  as developing 

values  and language, teaching bas ic  l i f e  rou t ines  and developing methods 

of problem solv ing (P ao lucc i ,  1980). In add i t ion  to  bu i ld ing  human and 

mater ia l  c a p i t a l ,  i t  can a l so  inc rease  s a t i s f a c t i o n  with a f a m i ly ' s  

perception  of  the  q u a l i t y  of  t h e i r  l i f e  ( E z e l l ,  1982).

Purpose

In the  p a s t ,  dec l in ing  economic o p p o r tu n i t i e s  have r e s u l t ed  in 

increased  household production a c t i v i t i e s  with in  f a m i l i e s .  Since the 

e a r ly  1970 's such economic condi t ions  have e x i s t ed  in the  United S ta t e s .  

I t  would be b e n e f ic ia l  in fu tu re  planning fo r  government, academia, and 

business  to  recognize f a m i l i e s '  e f f o r t s  to  adapt  to  the  changing 

economic s i t u a t i o n .

Famil ie s '  e f f o r t s  to  adapt economically through non-paid labor  f o r  

use value with in  the household have impl ica t ions  in the  c a lc u l a t i o n  of  

the  Gross National Product and in the  development o f  governmental

programs designed to a id  fam i l ie s  in f i n a n c ia l  d i f f i c u l t y .

Educa t iona l ly ,  the  development of human c ap i t a l  through f a m i l i e s '

e f f o r t s  to  provide f o r  themselves and t h e i r  needs i s  important to



cons ide r .  Businesses adapting to  changing a c t i v i t i e s  of  households need 

to  keep c u r r e n t  with consumer demands. C ur ren t ly ,  th e re  i s  l i t t l e  

research a v a i l a b l e  on f a m i l i e s '  e f f o r t s  in  household production.

The purpose o f  t h i s  d e s c r i p t i v e  study i s  to  Id e n t i f y  a c t i v i t i e s  

which a re  being done with in  households to  b e n e f i t  household members and 

inc rease  rea l  income. This study i s  designed to  explore  c u r ren t  

behaviors  o f  husbands and wives s p e c i f i c a l l y  in household production.  

Location of  the  product ion ,  which could be wi th in  the  p r iv a te  confines  

of the  family  o r  involving o th e r  f am i l ie s  and the  community, w i l l  be 

examined. The production a c t i v i t i e s  o f  husbands and wives w i l l  be 

i d e n t i f i e d .  Other re search  ques t ions  inc lude  in q u i r i e s  as to  how 

socio-economic v a r i a b le s  r e l a t e  to  household production .  Families 

re s id ing  in d i f f e r e n t  geographical  lo c a t io n s  may have d i f f e r e n c e s  in 

l e v e l s  of  household p roduct ion .  Spousal employment and family income 

could a l so  be s i g n i f i c a n t  in p re d ic t in g  production a c t i v i t i e s .  

Household s i z e  could be a s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r  in household production.  

Another purpose o f  the  study i s  to  examine the  process of  making 

dec is ions  about household production .  I t  i s  impor tant to  consider  what 

do people choose to  do f o r  themselves ,  what do they choose to  h i r e  or  

buy, and what do they conscious ly  leave undone. F in a l ly ,  t h i s  research 

wil l  examine husbands'  and wives '  pe rcep t ions  of the  value of  the  work 

they c o n t r ib u te  to  the  household through t h e i r  product ion e f f o r t s .  The 

overa ll  purpose of  t h i s  study i s  to  add empirical  research  to  the  theory 

and small amount o f  research  t h a t  has been done on household production.
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Conceptual Framework

Family Ecological Approach

Viewing s p e c i f i c  household management and production with in  the 

broader framework of  family ecology provides the  s t r u c t u r e  to  organize 

and understand the  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  home environment. Within the  

family ecologica l  approach, the  family serves  as the  primary u n i t  of  

a n a ly s i s .  Each family has needs t h a t  must be met to  su s ta in  l i f e .  The 

production process may be considered the  primary method by which needs 

a re  met (B eu t le r  and Owen, 1981). The process uses human and materia l  

resources .

In the family ecologica l  approach, ind iv idua ls  and fam i l ie s  are  

viewed in the  context of the  environment which suppl ies  many a l t e r n a t i v e  

ways to  meet t h e i r  needs. The resources  necessary to  meet f a m i l i e s '  

basic  needs a re  found within  themselves and t h e i r  environment and a re  

made a v a i l a b le  through in t e r a c t io n s  and t r a n s a c t io n s .  A family i s  a 

system which i s  defined as "a s e t  of p a r t s  coordinated to  accomplish a 

s e t  o f  goals" (Deacon and Firebaugh, 1981, p. 7) .  Socie ty  expects

famil ies  to  provide mate ria l  resources f o r  the  physical  maintenance of 

i n d iv id u a l s ,  to  maintain or  increase  family s i z e  through reproduction or 

adoption of  c h i ld re n ,  s o c i a l i z e  ch i ld ren  f o r  a d u l t  r o l e s ,  maintain order 

with in  fam i l ie s  and between fam i l ie s  and o u t s i d e r s ,  to  maintain family 

morale and "produce goods and serv ices  necessary  to  maintain the  family 

un i t"  ( H i l l ,  1971, p. 16). The concept of  a family includes the  idea of 

people helping and shar ing resources  with o thers  in the  household.

The family ecological  approach recognizes the bas ic  interdependence 

of human systems with one another  and with the  environment (Andrews



e t  a ! . ,  1980, p. 43) .  The environments a family i n t e r a c t s  with inc lude  

a complex mixture o f  n a t u r a l ,  human-constructed and human-behavioral 

components (Bubolz e t a l . ,  1979). The na tura l  environment formed by

na tu re  i s  composed o f  p h y s ica l ,  b io log ica l  and space-time components and 

provides many o f  the  resources  to  s u s ta in  l i f e .  The human-constructed 

environment c o n s i s t s  o f  the  p h y s ica l ,  b i o l o g i c a l ,  and c u l tu r a l  modif ica­

t io n s  o f  the  na tu ra l  environment made by humans inc luding  b u i ld in g s ,  

technology, and s c i e n t i f i c  d i s co v e r ie s .  The human-behavioral environ­

ments a re  o th e r  humans and t h e i r  behaviors .  These inc lude  socia l  

systems such as r e l a t i v e s ,  f r i e n d s  and neighbors .  Both the  immediate

s e t t i n g  o f  the  family with i t s  physical  and soc ia l  surroundings and the  

l a r g e r  s o c i e t a l  systems with in fo rm at ion ,  goods and var ied  se rv ice s  a re  

environments f o r  the  family and provide o p p o r tu n i t i e s  f o r  i n t e r a c t i o n  

and in terdependency.

The in t e r a c t i o n s  and interdependence of  family and environmental 

systems can be a motivating force  f o r  change when d iseq u i l ib r iu m  between 

systems produces s t r e s s  o r  te n s io n .  Related to  t h i s  s tu d y ' s  t o p i c ,  f o r  

example, i s  the  s t r e s s  t h a t  i n f l a t i o n  and unemployment can cause on a 

family system as t h e i r  buying power i s  reduced. Family in te rn a l  ro les  

may be adapted i f  the  mother e n te r s  the  paid work fo rce  as a r e s u l t .  

Families  may choose to  adapt  by moderating t h e i r  l i f e s t y l e  o r  producing 

more f o r  themselves.  Feedback from the  family to  the  environment can 

a l so  cause changes in the  formal support  systems such as schools which 

inc lude  a d u l t  curr icu lum,  hea l th  and o th e r  agencies ;  and nonformal

support  systems such as work and community groups o r  s trengthened 

informal support  systems such as networks o f  f r i e n d s  and neighbors

(Andrews e t a l . ,  1980). These in te rdependencies  i l l u s t r a t e  the  f a c t



t h a t  family systems a re  dynamic and as a r e s u l t  o f  feedback and response 

a re  c o n s ta n t ly  changing and adapting  (Andrews e t  a l . ,  1980).

Home Management

The family eco log ica l  approach can be app l ied  to  home management. 

Management in the  eco log ica l  pe rspec t ive  i s  a s e t  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  

responses  and adap ta t ions  to  a c e r t a i n  s i t u a t i o n  or  environment (Deacon 

and Firebaugh,  1981).  The process  o f  changing and adapting with in  the 

household can be viewed as the  management o f  environmental and human 

re sources .  The family  adapts  to  the  environment through a process  using 

in p u t s ,  t r a n s fo rm a t io n s ,  and ou tpu ts .  The family  a l so  adapts  by 

changing the  environment. In any system, the  input u sua l ly  c o n s i s t s  of 

energy as m at te r  and informat ion (Paolucci e t .  a l . ,  1977). For 

f a m i l i e s ,  the  inpu ts  a re  demands from t h e i r  g o a l s ,  values  or  events  t h a t  

r e q u i re  ac t io n  as well as both human and nonhuman resources .  Human 

resources  inc lude  the  c o g n i t i v e ,  a f f e c t i v e ,  o r  psychomotor t r a i t s  or 

q u a l i t i e s  wi th in  people ,  and nonhuman resources  include temporal 

resources  which are  time and methods of  using t im e ,  economic resources  

o f  money and proper ty  and environmental resources  which a re  both- 

physical  and s o d a !  (Nickel 1, Rice,  and Tucker,  1976). Transformations 

a re  the  processes  o f  planning and implementing t h a t  change inpu t  in to  

ou tpu t .  Outputs a re  met demands and used re sources  t h a t  r e s u l t  from the  

process  o f  t ran s fo rm a t io n .  Information from the  environment about the  

output r e tu rn s  to  the  family  system as feedback (Deacon and Firebaugh, 

1981).

A process o f  behavioral  i n t e r a c t i o n s  a l l o c a t e s  resources  to  a t t a i n  

goa ls .  The process  includes  id e n t i f y in g  and u t i l i z i n g  the  fam i ly ' s



values and g o a ls ,  resources and decision-making c a p a b i l i t i e s .  I t  a l so  

includes  id e n t i f y in g  r o l e s ,  d iv i s io n  o f  l a b o r ,  problem-solving 

techniques ,  and communicating with o the rs  (N ic k e l l ,  Rice,  and Tucker,  

1976). The a v a i l a b i l i t y  and use o f  resources  can a f f e c t  family 

processes (Melson, 1980). The family brings  to  the  management process 

i t s  own human resources  inc luding "varying l e v e l s  of s t a b i l i t y ,  openness 

to  informat ion ,  cohes iveness ,  f l e x i b i l i t y ,  and proneness to  c o n f l i c t "  

(Melson, 1980, pg. 167). The use of time as a re source  1s Important in 

the  adap ta t ion  to  the  environment. Through use o f  t ime ,  f a m i l i e s  show 

p r e s e n t ,  p a s t ,  and fu tu r e  time o r i e n t a t i o n s .  Family members ass ign 

p r i o r i t i e s  and sequence behavior of  a c t i v i t i e s  based on va lues .  For 

example, p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in work ou ts ide  the  home a f f e c t s  t ime l e f t  to 

perform ta sks  r e l a t e d  to  the  family (Melson, 1980).

An in teg ra l  p a r t  o f  management i s  the  decision-making process .  

Economic decis ion  making, r e le v an t  to  the  household production dec i s ion -  

ing p rocess ,  has been described by Diesing (1962). Two processes 

important in economic decision-making a re  exchange and a l l o c a t i o n  of 

resources .  Exchange i s  a t r a n s f e r  o f  resources  between u n i t s  whereas 

a l l o c a t i o n  i s  a t r a n s f e r  o f  resources  to  a l t e r n a t i v e  ends with in  the

u n i t .  Not a l l  goals o r  ends can be achieved due t o  the s c a r c i t y  of

resources  o r  means and the  r e s u l t i n g  compet it ion  (Dies ing,  1962). 

A l loca t ion  i s  based on economizing which i s  "an eva lua t ion  and s e le c t io n  

of  ends,  and i t  occurs when two or  more ends a re  in compet it ion with 

each other"  (Diesing,  1962, pg. 43).  The given goal i s  to  maximize

ends.  Economizing i s  necessary when a problem e x i s t s  and i s  poss ib le

only as a l t e r n a t i v e  ends are  comparable in some method o f  measurement. 

The values o f  a c u l tu re  can determine which ends can be a l t e r n a t i v e  and



what method o f  va lua t ion  can be used. Money measurement has become very 

widespread. U t i l i t y ,  defined as the  usefu lness  or  s a t i s f a c t i o n  with 

a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  can be measured and compared depending on whether the  

means and ends have a market p r i c e .  The vaguest  measures of  u t i l i t y  

occur in the  economic a c t i v i t i e s  f u r t h e s t  from the  marketp lace ,  such as 

the  household,  because measurement of  emotional o r  psychological  re tu rns  

i s  d i f f i c u l t  (Diesing,  1962). Becker (1981),  however, has gone beyond 

t r a d i t i o n a l  economic an a ly s i s  to  include nonmaterial  behavior such as 

marr iage ,  b i r t h s ,  d ivo rce ,  and d iv i s io n  o f  l ab o r  in households in 

economic frameworks. Exchange, in c o n t r a s t  to  a l l o c a t i o n ,  i s  a t r a n s f e r  

of values between economic u n i t s  and i s  based on bargain ing which i s  a 

soc ia l  procedure involving two s o c i a l l y  r e l a t e d  economic u n i t s .  

Exchange i s  common both with in  and between fam i l ie s  and o th e r  groups.

In summary, dec is ion  making i s  c ru c ia l  to  household production.  

Goals and resources  must be weighed and a l l o c a te d  in o rde r  to  meet 

family needs.  A family may decide t h a t  pu t t ing  most of  i t s  resources  

in to  market labor  i s  to  i t s  bes t  advantage or  i t  may decide t h a t  using 

i t s  human resources  in household product ion i s  the  optimal method of 

meeting the f a m i ly ' s  needs. Ecological  condi t ions  such as family 

l o c a t io n ,  income, employment, o r  socia l  condi t ions  can in f luence  family 

economic dec is ions  by p lacing  c o n s t r a in t s  upon or  allowing more resource  

u t i l i z a t i o n .

Household Production

A major methodological  problem in research on household production 

is  a d e f i n i t i o n  of  the  a c t i v i t i e s  which c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f y  production and
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consumption (Hefferan ,  1982a). A s p e c i f i c  concern of the  c u r ren t  

research  i s  the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between housework and household product ion ,  

a d i s t i n c t i o n  which i s  not c l e a r  in home management l i t e r a t u r e .  Some 

cons ider  these  two terms synonymous while o the rs  view them as d i f f e r e n t  

concepts .  Reid (1934) ,  a p ioneer  in the  co n cep tu a l iz a t io n  o f  household 

product ion ,  descr ibed  household production as "unpaid a c t i v i t i e s  which 

a re  c a r r i e d  on,  by and f o r  the  members" (p.  11) which could be s u b s t i ­

tu t e d  with market product ion .  In a d d i t io n  to  providing th e  mater ia l  

goods f o r  the  household,  Reid emphasized the  human c o n t r ib u t io n  of 

fa m i l i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  and development through the  product ion process .  

Since Reid 's  work have come many d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  w i th in  the  

home. Terms such as housework, household p roduc t ion ,  and household 

o b l ig a t io n s  have a l l  been used to  d esc r ibe  s im i l a r  phenomena. Major 

d e f i n i t i o n s  and d e sc r ip t i o n s  of  household work and product ion are  

compiled in Figure 1.

Major t h e o r e t i c a l  work on household production has been done by 

Beu t le r  and Owen who developed a t h e o r e t i c a l  model of  household produc­

t i o n  using a family eco log ica l  pe rspec t ive  (B eu t le r  and Owen, 1980, 

1981; Owen and B eu t le r ,  1981). The bas ic  assumption of the  model i s  

t h a t  the  family i s  a decision-making u n i t ;  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  corresponds 

to  the  family eco log ica l  view. As a dec is ion  making u n i t ,  the  bas ic  

ta sk  o f  the  family i s  " to  choose among competing ends in o rde r  to  maxi­

mize s a t i s f a c t i o n s  (o r  u t i l i t y )  s u b jec t  to  the  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  scarce  

resources"  (Owen and B eu t le r ,  1981, p. 158) which c l e a r l y  follows the  

economic decision-making process descr ibed  by Diesing (1962) as p a r t  of 

economic r a t i o n a l i t y .  B eu t le r  and Owen desc r ibe  th ree  major components 

of the  home production model: u t i l i t y  f u n c t io n ,  home production



Figure 1 . —D e f in i t io n s  and 

Author*
Term Used__________________

1. Reid,  1934 

Household Production

2. Kyrk, 1953 

Consumer Production

3. Becker,  1965

New Home Economics

4. Morgan e t .  a l . ,  1966 

Home Production

D esc r ip t ions  o f  Household Production A c t i v i t i e s

___________________D e f in i t io n _______________________________________ Descr ip t ion

"Unpaid a c t i v i t i e s  which a re  c a r r i e d  on,  
. by and f o r  the  members, which a c t i v i t i e s  
i might be rep laced  by market goods, o r  
’ pa id  s e r v i c e s ,  i f  c ircumstances  such as 

income, market c o n d i t i o n s ,  and personal 
i n c l i n a t i o n s  permit  the  s e r v i c e s  to  be 
de lega ted  to  someone o u t s id e  the  
household groups" (p .  11).

P roduct ion ,  f o r  the  use o f  th e  producer  
o r  h i s  fam i ly ,  i s  the  c r e a t io n  o f  
u t i l i t i e s  as s e r v ic e s  o r  economic goods. 
I t  i s  u n s p e c i a l i z e d ,  small s c a l e ,  and 
d e c e n t r a l i z e d  production (pp.  244-247).  
I t  " i s  more a process  o f  c r e a t in g  t ime ,  
p l a c e ,  and possess ion  u t i l i t i e s  and l e s s  
one o f  c r e a t i n g  form u t i l i t i e s  than 
h e re to fo re "  (p .  250) .

Household "combines c a p i t a l  goods, raw 
m a te r i a l s  and labour  to  c l e a n ,  f e ed ,  
p r o c r e a t e ,  and o therwise  produce useful 
commodities" (p .  496) .

Prov is ion  o f  m a te r ia l  and non-mate ria l  
goods such as household c r a f t s  
r e q u i r in g  manual l a b o r ,  household 
s e r v i c e s ,  family  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  
a v a i l a b l e  w i th in  the  home, management 
inc lud ing  choice-making, shopping, 
c h i ld  care  and t r a i n i n g ,  sp ec ia l  care  
o f  family  members.

Follows R e id ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  and inc ludes  
only a c t i v i t i e s  which can be de lega ted  
to  those  o u ts id e  the  family  to  d i f f e r e n ­
t i a t e  production from l e i s u r e  and 
consumption.

"Unpaid p roduc t ive  a c t i v i t y  o th e r  than 
r e g u la r  housework" (p .  125) t h a t  " i s  
l a r g e l y  a s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  marketable  goods 
and s e rv ice s "  (p .  130).

R epa i r s ,  major house c lea n in g ,  
p a i n t i n g ,  sewing, growing food, canning 
o r  f r ee z in g  food, and o th e r  th in g s  t h a t  
could save money.

*Authors l i s t e d  in chronological  o rde r  o f  work c i t e d



Figure 1 ( cont 'd . )

Author*
Term Used D e f in i t io n

5. S te id l  and B ra t to n ,  1968 

Work o f  Homemakers

6. Robinson e t .  a l . ,  1972 Non-rout ine  p roduc t ive  household
a c t i v i t i e s

Household Care

7. Fitzsimmons and 
Wil l iams, 1974

Household production

8.  N ic k e l l ,  Rice,  and 
Tucker,  1976

Home-related work

9. Walker and Woods, 1976

Household work o r  
Household Production

Creation  o f  u t i l i t y  in  the  home following 
R eid 's  d e f i n i t i o n

A c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  keep “a house fu nc t ion ing  
whi le  meeting a c e r t a i n  s tandard  o f  c l e a n ­
l i n e s s  and s a f e ty  in d a i l y  l iv in g "
(p.  241)

“Purposeful a c t i v i t i e s  performed in 
ind iv idua l  households t o  c r e a t e  the  goods 
and s e r v ic e s  t h a t  make i t  p o s s ib le  f o r  a 
family  to  fun c t io n  as a family" (p .  xx)

10. B eu t le r  and Owen, 1980 "Production by and f o r  household members
with the  output  having use value r a t h e r  

Home Production than exchange value"  (p .  17)

Descr ip t ion

Meal and o th e r  food p r e p a r a t io n ,  d i s h ­
washing, r e g u la r  and spec ia l  c a re  o f  the  
house,  washing, i r o n i n g ,  and o th e r  care  
o f  c l o t h e s ,  care  o f  family  members, 
m arketing ,  and reco rd s .
Gardening, animal c a r e ,  shopping f o r  
goods o th e r  than food, home r e p a i r s ,  work 
in  main ta in ing  hea t  and w a te r ,  paying 
household b i l l s ,  c a re  o f  e l d e r l y  o r  i l l  
family  members.

Both physica l  and mental a c t i v i t y ,  such 
as h o u s e d e a n in g ,  yard  and c a r  c a r e ,  
sewing, managerial d e c i s i o n s ,  shopping, 
paying b i l l s ,  provid ing  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .

Meal p re p a ra t io n  and a f te r -m ea l  c lean -u p ,  
phys ica l  care  o f  family  members, ca re  of  
a l i v i n g  u n i t ,  laundry and o th e r  ca re  of 
c l o t h i n g ,  shopping, and record  keeping.

Meal p r e p a r a t io n ,  r e g u la r  house ca re  and 
maintenance o f  y a rd ,  c a r  and p e t s ,  p h y s i ­
cal  c a re  o f  family  members, non-physical  
ca re  o f  family  members, ca re  and c o n s t ru c ­
t i o n  o f  c l o t h i n g ,  shopping, and manage­
ment.

Sewing, food p r e p a r a t io n ,  gardening , 
p repar ing  food from s c r a t c h ,  re -doing  
f u r n i t u r e ,  home r e p a i r ,  automobile c a r e ,  
c a rp en t ry  work around the  home, and 
management through formalized planning.



Figure 1 ( c o n t ' d . )

Author*
Term Used D e f in i t io n

11. J u s t e r  e t .  a l . ,  1980 

Household Product ion

12. Deacon and Firebaugh, "non-paid product ive  a c t i v i t i e s  occur r ing  
1981 p r im ar i ly  in the  home o r  performed f o r

d i r e c t  use in th e  home" (p .  142)
Household work

Descr ip t ion

Investments o f  e d u ca t io n ,  c h i ld  c a r e ,  
medical c a r e ,  home improvement, s o c i a l ,  
o rg a n iz a t io n  and in te rp e r so n a l  communi­
c a t i o n  in to  home maintenance,  personal  
c a r e ,  shopping, cooking and market work 
r e s u l t i n g  in  t a n g i b l e  and in t a n g ib l e  
o u tp u ts .

Meal p r e p a ra t io n  and c lea n -u p ,  laun­
d e r in g ,  s t r a i g h t e n i n g  up and c lean ing  the  
house,  running e r r a n d s ,  marketing,  c h i ld  
c a r e ,  c a re  of  a d u l t s ,  gardening ,  animal 
c a r e ,  and t r a v e l  necessa ry  to  accomplish 
th e se  t a s k s .



14

a c t i v i t i e s ,  and dec is ions  on what to  produce. A summary of  these  

components follows.

1. The u t i l i t y  f u n c t io n . Families have many d iverse  wants and 

needs t h a t  they s t r i v e  to  r e a l i z e  through t h e i r  economic and socia l  

a c t i v i t i e s .  In t r a d i t i o n a l  economic th eo ry ,  optimum resource a l l o c a t io n  

leads  to  the  g r e a t e s t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  which i s  r e f e r r e d  to  as maximum 

u t i l i t y .  Abst rac t  goods c a l l ed  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  inc luding f e e l in g s  of 

wel l -be ing  and success ,  d i r e c t l y  inf luence  u t i l i t y .  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  can 

be ordered according to  p re fe rences .  However, meeting human needs i s  a 

bas ic  p re fe rence .  The bas ic  needs include  s a f e t y ,  belonging and love ,  

esteem and u l t im a te ly ,  s e l f - a c t u a l i z a t i o n  (Maslow, 1954). U t i l i t y  is  

not derived d i r e c t l y  from consumption, as theor ized  in economics, but 

comes from the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  produced through home production 

a c t i v i t i e s .

2. Production a c t i v i t i e s . Production can be divided in to  two

major c a te g o r ie s :  market production and home production .  Market

product ion involves exchange t r a n s a c t io n s  using money or  in-k ind  

exchanges. "Home production i s  by and f o r  household members with the 

output having use value r a t h e r  than exchange value" (B eu t le r  and Owen, 

1980, pg. 17). Home product ion i s  f u r t h e r  broken down in to  separable  

and inseparab le  production.  Separable  product ion i s  composed of tasks  

t h a t  someone ou ts ide  of  the  family could perform such as home o r  car  

r e p a i r .  Other types  o f  home product ion which a re  not poss ib le  to 

de lega te  to  a paid worker due to  the  "unique human a t t r i b u t i o n  and 

r e l a t i o n s h ip s  involved in the  a c t i v i t y "  (B eu t le r  and Owen, 1980, pg. 18) 

a re  c a l l e d  inseparab le  home production and a re  of  th ree  types:  

in trahousehold  product ion ,  in te rhousehold  g ra n t s ,  and community se rv ice .
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In trahousehold  production involves production with in  the  family un i t  

such as a pa ren t  i n t e r a c t i n g  with a c h i ld .  Both in te rhousehold  grants  

and community se rv ice  "involve one-way t r a n s f e r s  o f  goods and se rv ices  

from one household to  another  o r  to  the  community a t  la rge"  (Beut le r  and 

Owen, 1980, pg. 128). Inseparable  home production fo llows many 

p r in c ip le s  of  the  g ran ts  economy (Boulding, 1973; Bivens,  1976).

B eu t le r  and Owen's d e f i n i t i o n  d iv ides  household production in to  two 

types .  The c u r re n t  re sea rch ,  in l i g h t  of  i t s  purpose to  i d e n t i f y  

household production to  augment the  real  income obta ined through market 

production,  followed the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  household production given by 

B eu t le r  and Owen. However, the  p resen t  research  did not d i s t in g u i s h  

separable  and inseparab le  ca teg o r ie s  as the  data  used f e l l  in to  both 

ca te g o r ie s  and d iv i s io n  in to  ca teg o r ie s  would not f a c i l i t a t e  the  

o b jec t iv es  o f  the  research .

Home production i s  a process involving  in p u t s ,  t r an s fo rm a t io n s ,  and 

ou tpu ts .  For household product ion ,  outputs  o f  the  product ion include 

both the  e x t r i n s i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and i n t r i n s i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 

goods and s e r v ic e s .  E x t r in s i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a re  the  measure o f  the 

production which are  "ex terna l  and independent o f  an i n d iv id u a l ' s  

p e rcep t ions '  o r  t a s t e s "  (B eu t le r  and Owen, 1980, pg. 19) and which could 

be described as o b je c t iv e  and universa l  (Lancas te r ,  1971). Examples 

include s i z e ,  c o lo r ,  smel l ,  capac i ty  to  perform and o th e r  p ro p e r t i e s  

important in decision-making (Owen and B eu t le r ,  1981). In c o n t r a s t ,  

i n t r i n s i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a re  based on perception  inheren t  to the  

indiv idual and include  such th ings  as the  meaning conveyed to  a person 

due to  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  producer and the  indiv idua l  (Beut le r  

and Owen, 1980).
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3. Decision of what to  produce in the  household. As mentioned as 

p a r t  of  the  u t i l i t y  f u n c t io n ,  two bas ic  p r in c ip l e s  of decis ion-making 

a re  l im i ted  resources  and family  p re fe rences .  A family works toward an 

optimal combination o f  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and maximum u t i l i t y .  This 

becomes a s tandard  o f  l i v in g  to be achieved or  a t  l e a s t  at tempted 

(Davis,  1945; Beu t le r  and Owen, 1980). By consider ing  what i t  has and 

what i t  needs ,  the  household can maximize u t i l i t y  and meet i t s  human 

needs.  Figure 2 shows B eu t le r  and Owen's e n t i r e  home product ion model 

(1980, pg. 24) which inco rpo ra te s  the  th re e  components summarized above.

Household work and production a c t i v i t i e s  have been the  o b je c t  o f  

much study ( e .g .  Reid, 1934; Robinson, 1977; Walker and Woods, 1976; 

Warren, 1940; Vanek, 1974). Most s tu d ie s  have concentra ted  on the  

t r a d i t i o n a l  maintenance ta sks  t h a t  have been performed by women such as 

housework, meal p repa ra t ion  and c lean-up ,  laundry and physical  care  o f  

family members. This household work has been descr ibed  as the  a c t i v i ­

t i e s  t h a t  keep "a house func t ion ing  while meeting a c e r t a i n  s tandard  o f  

c l ea n l in e s s  and s a f e ty  in d a i ly  l iv in g "  (Nickel 1,  Rice,  and Tucker,  

1976, pg. 241).  The emphasis on rou t ine  maintenance i s  unders tandable  

as i t  accounts f o r  almost f o u r - f i f t h s  o f  household work t ime (Walker and 

Woods, 1976). Routine ta sks  a re  usua l ly  done 1n the  context of o th e r  

family a c t i v i t i e s  and a re  common, d iscon t inuous ,  g e n e ra l iz e d ,  and 

dove ta i led  with o th e r  a c t i v i t i e s  and with one another .

A c l e a r  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  household product ion i s  impor tant to  the  

p re sen t  s tudy.  Some re sea rchers  use the  terms home or  household 

product ion to  include  a l l  the  non-market production a c t i v i t i e s  c a r r i e d  

on w i th in  the household reg a rd le ss  o f  the  nature  or  frequency o f  the  

t a sk s .  Others d iv ide  household work in to  ca teg o r ie s  due to  the  nature



Figure 2. — A Home Production A c t iv i ty  Model
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of the  work. For example, B eu t le r  and Owen (1980) use the  c a te g o r ie s  of 

separab le  and in sepa rab le  product ion based on whether o r  not the  ta sk  

could be de lega ted  to  a person ou ts id e  the  family .  Researchers studying 

time use o f ten  d iv ide  household work in to  two c a te g o r ie s  based on the 

frequency o f  the  performance o f  th e  t a sk  (Morgan e t .  a l . ,  1966; 

Robinson e t .  a l . ,  1972; Walker and Woods, 1976). The f i r s t  ca tegory  was 

gen e ra l ly  descr ibed  as general housework with d a i ly  a c t i v i t i e s  such as 

food p repa ra t ion  and c lean -up ,  housecleaning , and laundry.  The second 

category  has been c a l l e d  by severa l  t i t l e s  inc lud ing  household c a r e ,  

o th e r  unpaid productive  a c t i v i t i e s  and l e s s  r e g u la r  t a s k s .  They include  

d iv e r s e ,  non-rou t ine  a c t i v i t i e s  such as spec ia l  house,  y a rd ,  and ca r  

c a r e ,  sewing, and food p re s e rv a t io n .  Some s tu d ie s  have focused only on 

the  second group o f  a c t i v i t i e s  (Church of  Jesus  C h r i s t  o f  La t te r -day  

S a i n t s ,  1980, Owen and B eu t le r ,  1981). All the  above s tu d ie s  wi l l  be 

examined in g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  in Chapter 2,  but a re  mentioned here  as 

r a t i o n a l e  f o r  the  d e f i n i t i o n  chosen f o r  the  p re sen t  s tudy.

Often in response to  environmental  c o n d i t io n s ,  people w i l l  choose 

s p e c i f i c  s t r a t e g i e s  o f  resource  management t h a t  they fee l  w i l l  b e s t  meet 

t h e i r  needs.  They w i l l  use t h e i r  own e f f o r t s  in c e r t a i n  household tasks  

to  conserve a scarce  resource  such as monetary Income. Of the  two major 

ca teg o r ie s  o f  household work ( r o u t in e  and non-rou t ine  t a s k s ) ,  the  second 

ca tegory  would be more l i k e l y  to  be a s i t u a t i o n  where a f a m i ly ' s  human 

resources  would be s u b s t i t u t e d  f o r  market s e rv ice s  due to  the  in f requen t  

na ture  o f  the  ta sks  and the  amount t h a t  could be saved from the  monetary 

income. Routine ta sks  probably a re  a l ready  done using family human 

resources .
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The presen t  study focuses on the  household production including 

e f f o r t s  both wi th in  the  family and with o th e r  f am i l ie s  and the  community 

where human resources  a re  s u b s t i t u t e d  f o r  market goods and s e r v ic e s .  

Production such as d a i ly  food p repa ra t ion  and c lean -up ,  house c lean in g ,  

and laundry were not inc luded in the  q u e s t io n n a i r e .  Given the  data 

de l in ea ted  in the  ope ra t iona l  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  the  re sea rch e r  used a l l  

a v a i l a b l e  data  on household production a c t i v i t i e s .  The m ajo r i ty  o f  the  

data were on non-rout ine  product ion a c t i v i t i e s .  However, rou t ine  c h i ld  

care  as a p a r t  o f  spec ia l  family care  was included s p e c i f i c a l l y  as i t  i s  

a d i r e c t  involvement in human c a p i t a l  development and in t h a t  l i g h t  is  

an investment r a t h e r  than maintenance.

D ef in i t io n s

This re search  uses both t h e o r e t i c a l  and opera t iona l  d e f in i t i o n s  

which a re  presented next .

Theore t ica l  D e f in i t ions

Family. —"A bonded u n i t  o f  i n t e r a c t i n g  and in te rdependent  persons 

who have some common goals  and re sou rces ,  and f o r  p a r t  of  t h e i r  l i f e  

cy c le ,  a t  l e a s t ,  share l i v in g  space" (Andrews, e t a l . ,  1980, pg. 32). 

In t h i s  s tudy,  family  and household a re  used synonymously.

Household or  home produc t ion . —Nonpaid product ion a c t i v i t i e s  

performed by and f o r  household members p r im ar i ly  f o r  use in the  home 

t h a t  f a c i l i t a t e  the  func t ion ing  o f  the  household and provide f o r  the  

well -be ing  of  household members (Deacon and Firebaugh, 1981; Walker and 

Woods, 1976). These a c t i v i t i e s  can be s u b s t i t u t e d  with goods and 

s e rv ice s  in the  marketplace and take a measured degree of  s k i l l .  They
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may use family resources  o r  resources  of o th e r  fam i l ie s  and the  

community.

Level of  l i v i n g . —Actual bundle of  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a t t a in e d  by a 

household (Beut le r  and Owen, 1980).

Standard of  l i v i n g . —Household inven to ry ,  assemblage of  goods f o r  

use and values  r e f l e c t e d  in l i f e s t y l e .  I t  i s  not only s p e c i f i c  goods 

and s e r v i c e s ,  but a measure of  fundamental va lues  sought (Kyrk, 1953).

Real income. —The goods and se rv ice s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  use a t  any 

period of t ime. In add i t ion  to  money income, i t  inc ludes  se rv ice  from 

owned proper ty  and possess ions ,  f r in g e  b e n e f i t s  from work o r  a s s o c i a ­

t i o n s ,  and o th e r  use o f  human and economic resources  (Nickel 1, Rice,  and 

Tucker, 1976).

Operational D ef in i t ions

Family. —Consis ts  of  a husband and wife l i v in g  to g e th e r  with the  

o ld e s t  c h i ld  between the  ages o f  6 and 12.

Household p roduc t ion . —Includes the  s p e c i f i c  a c t i v i t i e s  of:  home

care  and r e p a i r ,  c a r  care  and r e p a i r ,  personal c a re ,  ya rd ,  lawn and 

o the r  outdoor work, sewing, hobbies,  and c r a f t s ,  food p rese rva t ion  

including gardening, care  of  family members, savings and in v e s t in g ,  

b a r t e r in g  s e r v i c e s ,  shar ing re so u rce s ,  using coope ra t ive s ,  community 

r e c r e a t io n ,  community medical s e r v i c e s ,  using f r e e  in format ion ,  and 

using l e s s  expensive ways o f  shopping and recy c l in g .  Laundry, meal 

p repara t ion  and c lean-up ,  and d a i ly  housework were not included.
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Research Questions

In an e f f o r t  to  co n t r ib u te  to  the  study of  household product ion the  

fo llowing ca teg o r ie s  were s tud ied :  household production a c t i v i t i e s ,

household production decis ion  cho ices ,  and the  perceived value of

household production.  For these  categor ies . ,  the  fol lowing questions

were posed:

1. To what ex ten t  a re  f am i l ie s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in household

production? Are th e re  any d i f f e r e n c e s  in :

a .  Production a c t i v i t i e s  done in s id e  the  home ( b a s i c a l ly

with family members) and ou ts ide  the  home (with o th e r  

f am i l ie s  and community o rg an iza t io n s )?

b. Husbands' and wives'  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in household produc­

t ion?

c.  Amount of involvement according to :  loca t ion  o f  r e s i ­

dence,  family income, family employment s t a t u s ,  or

household s ize?

2. To what ex ten t  a re  fam i l ie s  producing goods and se rv ices  f o r  

themselves t h a t  a re  commonly produced in the  marketplace? To

what ex ten t  a re  they buying or  h i r i n g  the  goods and serv ices?

To what e x ten t  a re  they l e t t i n g  the  a c t i v i t y  go undone? Which 

a c t i v i t i e s  do not apply to  t h e i r  s i t u a t io n ?  Are th e re  any 

d i f f e r en c es  in:

a .  Husbands' and wives '  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in each of  these

choices?

b. The decis ion  choices according to :  lo ca t io n  of  r e s i ­

dence, family income, family employment s t a t u s ,  or

household size?
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3. What do fam i l ie s  perceive  as the  monetary value of  t h e i r

household production con t r ib u t io n ?  Are th e re  any d i f f e ren ces  

in :

a.  Husbands' and wives '  percep t ions  of  t h e i r  co n t r ib u t io n s?

b. The monetary value according to :  loca t ion  of re s idence ,  

family income, family employment s t a t u s ,  o r  household 

size?

Hypotheses

Several hypotheses were formed to  co n t r ib u te  to  the  study of  these  

re search  ques t ions .  These hypotheses were:

1. There i s  no d i f f e r en c e  between the amount o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in

household production in s ide  the  home compared to  ou ts ide  the 

home.

2. There i s  no d i f f e r en c e  between the amount of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of

husbands and wives in household production.

3. There a re  no d i f f e r en c es  in the  amount of  involvement in

household product ion according to :  lo ca t io n  of  re s idence ,

family income, family employment s t a t u s ,  or  household s i z e .

4. There i s  no d i f f e r en c e  between husbands' and wives '  percep­

t io n s  of  the  f a m i l i e s '  household product ion dec is ion  a l t e r n a ­

t i v e s .

5. There i s  no d i f f e r en c e  between husbands'  and wives '  perception

of  the  f a m i l i e s '  household production decis ion  a l t e r n a t i v e s  

according to :  lo ca t io n  o f  re s idence ,  family income, family

employment s t a t u s ,  or  household s i z e .
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6. There i s  no d i f f e r en c e  in husbands'  and wives '  perceptions  of 

the  monetary value of  t h e i r  household production c o n t r ib u ­

t i o n s .

7. There i s  no d i f f e r en c e  in husbands'  and wives '  pe rcep t ions  of  

the  monetary va lue o f  t h e i r  household product ion c o n t r ib u t io n s  

according to :  lo ca t io n  of  re s idence ,  family income, family

employment s t a t u s ,  o r  household s i z e .



Chapter 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The purpose o f  t h i s  review of  l i t e r a t u r e  i s  to  examine what has 

been theo r ized  and s tud ied  regarding household production .  This chapte r  

w i l l  f i r s t  focus on the  t h e o r e t i c a l  foundations  of  household production.  

The background of  the  theory on household p roduc t ion ,  p e r spec t ives  of 

the  p roduc t ion ,  and o th e r  r e l e v a n t  t h e o r i e s  w i l l  be d iscussed .  

Empirical resea rch  on household production w i l l  then be presented 

inc lud ing  s tu d ie s  on household production a c t i v i t i e s ,  dec is ion  cho ices ,  

and value.

Background of  Household Production Theory

Economic Pe rspec t ive

T rad i t io n a l  economics has been concerned with measuring materia l  

w e l l -be ing  and developing ap p ro p r ia te  accounting systems. The household 

has been considered the  u l t im a te  consumer o f  the  economic system, as 

land ,  l a b o r ,  and c a p i t a l  were a l l  used in the  market to  provide goods 

and s e rv ice s  f o r  households.  Economics has cente red  upon flows of 

mater ia l  goods and se rv ice s  with the  view t h a t  " ind iv idua l  and so c ie ta l  

wel l -be ing  depends on the  combination of  a v a i l a b l e  goods plus a v a i l ab le  

l e i s u re "  ( J u s t e r  e t  a l . ,  1980, pg. 2 ) .  This i s  f u r t h e r  seen in the 

microeconomic time a l l o c a t i o n  model where the  household choices were

24
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l im i ted  to  employment or l e i s u r e  (Henderson and Quandt, 1971). Time 

working i s  considered "bad" and l e i s u r e  time i s  "good" with an absence 

of cons ide ra t ion  o f  t ime spent working a t  home ( J u s t e r  e t  a l . ,  1980).

Measurement o f  the  na t iona l  mater ia l  well -be ing  s t a r t e d  in the 

e a r ly  1900 's ,  as King devised the  f i r s t  q u a n t i t a t i v e  es t imates  o f  the  

National Product (King, 1930). He was followed by Kuznets,  G i lb e r t  and 

J a s z i  during the  1930's and 1940's who more c l e a r l y  defined the  

boundaries and re f in e d  the  es t im ates  ( J u s t e r  e t  a l . ,  1980). Following 

economic th eo ry ,  the  boundaries developed ind ica ted  t h a t  production of 

goods and se rv ice s  took place only in the  market production p rocess ,  but 

ignored any value added within  the  household such as food p repara t ion  or 

c lo th ing  c o n s t ru c t io n .  C r i t iques  of  t h i s  system o f  accounting s t a r t e d  

in the  l a t e  1950's . Issues inc luded: environmental b e n e f i t s  and c o s t s ,  

the  f u t u r e  investment compared to  c u r re n t  consumption in hea l th  and 

educa t ion ,  and the  cons ide ra t ion  of nonmarket products from the  house­

hold ( J u s t e r  e t  a l . ,  1980).

Ideas from var ious  economists helped to  encourage change in the 

economic accounting system. Schultz  (1961) descr ibed  human c a p i t a l  as 

the  useful s k i l l s  and knowledge acquired by people as a r e s u l t  of  

d e l i b e r a t e  investment.  He s t a t e d  t h a t  much o f  what i s  considered 

consumption i s  a c t u a l l y  an investment in human c a p i t a l .  This inc ludes  

education of  youth and a d u l t s ,  hea l th  s e r v i c e s ,  r e lo c a t io n  f o r  

employment, and improvement o f  s k i l l s  and knowledge in l e i s u r e  time 

which even tu a l ly  accounts f o r  a r i s e  in a worker ' s  real  earn ings .  

C o l l e c t i v e ly ,  t h i s  can cause an inc rease  in economic growth.

Following Sch u l tz ,  Becker (1965) developed a new perspec t ive  on 

household production through a theory  of  a l l o c a t i o n  of  t ime. This
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t h a t  "a household 1s t r u l y  a 'small  f a c t o r y ' ;  i t  combines c ap i t a l  goods, 

raw m a t e r i a l s ,  and labour to  c lean ,  f e ed ,  p ro c re a t e ,  and otherwise 

produce usefu l commodities" (1965, p. 496).  The t r a d i t i o n a l  separa t ion  

between production and consumption, Becker reasoned,  was due to  the  f a c t  

t h a t  f irms c o n t ro l le d  the  working t ime exchanged f o r  market goods while 

households had "d i s c re t io n a ry "  control  over market goods and consumption 

as they c rea ted  u t i l i t y  f o r  themselves.  Becker at tempted to  answer the  

problem of  what mixture  of  household commodities should be produced to  

y i e l d  maximum u t i l i t y  (Berk, 1980). Time in Becker 's  theory  i s  impor­

t a n t  as a scarce  input which must be a l l o c a t e d  between var ious  produc­

t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s .  Time use only in f luences  wel l -be ing  through production 

and consumption of  mater ia l  commodities. Becker did not cons ider  the  

enjoyment o f  the  a c t i v i t i e s  themselves.

Becker (1981) continued to  expand h i s  ideas in applying economic 

an a ly s i s  to  a l l  a spec ts  o f  family l i f e .  For example, optimal production 

dec is ions  in f a m i l ie s  need to  cons ider  the  s k i l l s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  household 

members and poss ib le  c o n f l i c t s  in t h e i r  in c en t iv e s .  The assumption is  

made t h a t  everyone i s  i n i t i a l l y  id e n t i c a l  and v a r i a t i o n s  in s k i l l  r e s u l t  

from d i f f e r e n t  exper iences  and investments in human c a p i t a l .  Therefore ,  

e f f i c i e n t  households have a d e f i n i t e  d iv i s io n  o f  labor  as measured by 

time use and s p ec ia l i z ed  c a p i t a l .  Becker th e o r iz e s  t h a t  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  

is  the p a t t e rn  of e f f i c i e n t  households.

Lancas te r (1966) added a new dimension to  the  approach by proposing 

t h a t  u t i l i t y  was a r e s u l t  o f  m u l t ip l e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  goods r a th e r  

than from j u s t  the  good i t s e l f .  For example, people der ive  u t i l i t y  from 

the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of washing equipment such as convenience,



27

r e l i a b i l i t y  and q u a l i t y  of  washing r a th e r  than from a c e r t a in  brand and 

model o f  washer and dryer .

Pollack and Wachter (1975) expla ined the  j o i n t  dependence of 

u t i l i t y  as i t  included both the  end r e s u l t s  o f  the  product ion a c t i v i t i e s  

such as a meal served a t  home and the  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  p references  f o r  the 

a c t i v i t i e s .  U t i l i t i e s  a re  dependent not only on the  o b je c t iv e s  of  the  

a c t i v i t i e s ,  but a l so  on the  na tu re  o f  the  time used which could be 

termed a process b e n e f i t .  Recognition o f  process b e n e f i t s  and 

pre ferences  inc reases  the  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  using economic measures with 

household product ion theory  and measures o f  household m a te r i a l .

J u s t e r  e t  a l .  (1980) attempted to  l in k  inputs  o f  o b je c t iv e  economic 

measures of  we l l -be ing  with su b jec t iv e  assessments of  soc ia l  in d ic a to r s  

and q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e  to  " e f f e c t  the  f in a l  outcomes of  complex so c ie t a l  

processes"  (p. 9 ) .  They attempted t o  measure process  b e n e f i t s  by 

consider ing  both use o f  time and t a n g ib le  goods as components of the 

household u t i l i t y  func t ion .  Their  u t i l i t y  func t ion  included time 

devoted to  a c t i v i t i e s ,  l ev e l s  o f  s to c k s ,  q u a n t i t i e s ,  and p r ic e s  of  goods 

purchased in the  market,  and commodities produced with in  the home with 

time and technolog ica l  c o n s t r a i n t s .  The system includes  "a s e t  of 

outputs  of household production p rocess ,  t y p i f i e d  by the  q u an t i ty  and 

q u a l i t y  o f  c h i ld r e n ,  meals,  and o rde r ly  l i v in g  q u a r te r s "  (p.  34).

Household product ion in J u s t e r  e t  a l . ' s  soc ia l  account ing system 

combined household a c t i v i t i e s  with GNP-type goods used by the  household 

in producing t a n g ib le  and in ta n g ib le  o u tpu ts .  The ta n g ib le  outputs  were 

of two types:  the  in te rmedia te  product which was used up with in  the

household in process o f  production and the  ne t  investment which changes
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the  household c ap i t a l  s tock .  The in t a n g ib le  outputs  a re  the  process 

b e n e f i t s  or  the  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  from doing the  a c t i v i t y  i t s e l f .

Household production was c l a s s i f i e d  in to  four  c a te g o r ie s :  

investment,  in te rm ed ia te ,  consumption, and b io lo g ica l  maintenance 

a c t i v i t i e s .  The investment and in te rm ed ia te  a c t i v i t i e s  inc lude  elements 

t h a t  have been included 1n the  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  household product ion in 

t h i s  s tudy. The outputs  o f  these  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  l i s t e d  in Appendix A-l .  

The in te rm ed ia te  product output  sums to  zero while  investments can 

produce more household s tocks .  Process b e n e f i t s  a re  a l so  ne t  gains in 

u t i l i t y  or  psychological  s a t i s f a c t i o n .

Gronau (1977) noted t h a t  by the  t ime o f  h is  w r i t i n g ,  the  household 

production func t ion  o f  Becker, Lancas te r ,  and o thers  was an e s t a b l i sh e d  

p a r t  o f  economic theory  and was used in " ana lys is  of  f e r t i l i t y ,  h e a l th ,  

consumption, labor  supply ,  and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  demand" (p. 1100). Gronau 

added to  t h i s  t h e o r e t i c a l  l i t e r a t u r e  in developing the  concepts of  

l e i s u r e ,  home product ion ,  and work. Mincer (1962) d i s t in g u ish ed  between 

work a t  home and l e i s u r e ,  but t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  was omitted from Becker 's  

theory .  The assumptions f o r  cons ider ing  l e i s u r e  and work a t  home 

to g e th e r  a re  t h a t  the  two uses o f  time r e a c t  s im i l a r ly  to  changes in 

socioeconomic cond i t ions  and they a c t  as a composite inpu t  with a 

constant  r e l a t i v e  p r i c e .  However, re cen t  time s tu d ie s  have found th a t  

l e i s u r e  and work a t  home a re  a f f e c t ed  d i f f e r e n t l y  by changes in soc io ­

economic v a r i a b l e s .  Through economic a n a ly s i s  and s t u d i e s ,  Gronau 

sought to  provide evidence th a t  a d i s t i n c t i o n  between l e i s u r e  and home 

work needs to  be made in the time a l l o c a t i o n  th e o r i e s .  His d i s t i n c t i o n  

i s  t h a t  work a t  home i s  an a c t i v i t y  t h a t  a person would r a th e r  have
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someone e l s e  do f o r  him/her,  while l e i s u r e  would be impossible to

de lega te  to  someone e l s e  (Gronau, 1977.

In the th e o r ie s  o f  household production ,  commodities a re  defined

several  ways. Reid (1934) c a l l ed  them goods and se rv ices  f o r  which

the re  a re  market equ iva len ts .  Becker (1976) s t a t e d  t h a t  a commodity was 

anything produced by nonwage labor t h a t  provides u t i l i t y .  Gronau (1977) 

combined the two to  say t h a t  household commodities may o r  may not have 

market eq u iva len ts .  These d e f i n i t i o n s  share a common b e l i e f  t h a t  

commodities y i e l d  u t i l i t y  and have psychic b e n e f i t s  when consumed. In 

t h i s  l i g h t ,  households exchange labor  and market inputs  as they wish 

under income c o n s t r a in t s  to maximize u t i l i t y .

Marxist  Perspective

I t  must be recognized t h a t  not a l l  s cho la rs  be l iev e  t h a t  the

a c t i v i t i e s  of the  home can be analyzed economically.  Brown (1982) 

s t a t e s  t h a t  the  "new home economics" has not aided our study of the  home 

"because i t s  p o s i t i v i s t  methodological approach provides a log ica l  

r a t i o n a l i s t i c  framework fo r  a post  hoc measurement o f  family response to 

economic v a r iab les"  (p. 155). A major problem occurs with the  p r in c ip l e  

of  s u b s t i t u t i o n  o f  market goods and se rv ices  fo r /by  those provided by a 

homemaker such as f l e x i b i l i t y  in s e r v i c e s ,  personal ized  c a r e ,  and 

a t t e n t io n  being av a i l ab le  twenty-four hours a day which are  not s u b s t i ­

t u t a b l e .  Likewise,  the  idea of opt ions  and pre fe rences  in a family 

s i t u a t i o n  are  considered o p t im i s t i c a l l y .

The Marxist  l i t e r a t u r e  on household work views household labor  as 

not j u s t  an input r e s u l t in g  in commodities, bu t as a top ic  of concern.  

Household labor i s  p r iv a te  production r e s u l t i n g  in d i r e c t  s a t i s f a c t i o n
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(without t ransformat ion)  of  the  needs of the  family (Berk,  1980). I t  i s  

a l so  p r iv a te  in t h a t  housewives work in i s o l a t i o n  unless  helped by 

household members and a l l  perform s im i la r  t a sk s .  Household labor  does 

not produce commodities, i t  produces use-values  (Himmelweit and Mohum, 

1977). The g r e a t e s t  output of  household labor  i s  the  production of 

labor  power which i s  c ruc ia l  to  the  con t inua t ion  o f  the  c a p i t a l i s t  

system (Della Costa and James, 1972; Ferneyhugh, 1974; Inman, 1973; 

Lerguia and Dumoulin, 1972). Producing labor  power includes b io log ica l  

reproduct ion ,  education and nurturance of  c h i ld re n ,  the  s i c k ,  and the 

e l d e r l y ,  and se rv ices  and d a i ly  care to  family workers (Lerguia and 

Dumoulin, 1972). Housewives a re  seen as the  i n v i s ib l e  base of a c las s  

so c ie ty  which allows men to  be the  v i s i b l e  producers of  commodities 

(Fee,  1976).

Understandably,  the  value o f  household commodities va r ies  in the  

economic and Marxist p e r spec t ives .  In economic terms,  cos t  i s  the  sum 

of  the  market values of  labor  and o the r  inputs  including time based on 

marginal u t i l i t y  (Becker,  1965). However, t h i s  i s  based on an 

impersonal market system and does not consider  the  personal nature of 

socia l  r e l a t i o n s  with in  the  household. The Marxist model emphasizes 

use-value  with in  the  household including  the  symbolic con ten t  and 

s i t u a t e d  meaning of  a c t i v i t i e s  (Berk, 1980). Symbolic production 

a c t i v i t i e s  can be considered p a r t  of the  one-way t r a n s f e r s  (o r  g ran ts )  

th a t  p a r t i c u l a r l y  take place in fam i l ie s  (Boulding, 1973).

Motivation f o r  Household Production

A major i s sue  in household production l i t e r a t u r e  concerns whose 

e f f o r t s  and human c a p i t a l  a re  being u t i l i z e d  as input in the production
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process .  The c u r ren t  concern about l i b e r a t i n g  women from the  drudgery 

o f  housework has made housework a c t i v i t i e s  o f  g re a t  i n t e r e s t  in time 

s tu d ie s  (Robinson, 1977a). Much information on t h i s  i s sue  has come from 

household time a l l o c a t i o n  th e o r ie s  and s tu d ie s .

Hill  and J u s t e r  (1980) theor ized  t h a t  time a l l o c a t i o n  dec is ions  in 

m u l t i - a d u l t  households were determined by th re e  f a c t o r s .  The f i r s t  is  

c o n s t r a in t s  from time and resource  l i m i t a t i o n s  and sh o r t  and long-run 

commitments. S i t u a t io n  c o n s t r a in t s  such as marr iage ,  presence of 

c h i ld re n ,  o r  buying a home in f luence  time a l l o c a t i o n .  Psychological  

values  as to  what i s  important a re  a l so  a c o n s t r a i n t .  Within a 

m u l t i - a d u l t  household i t  i s  reasoned t h a t  the re  i s  a measure of  freedom 

of  choice as to  who wi l l  do a p a r t i c u l a r  t a sk .  The second f a c t o r  is  

p ro d u c t iv i ty  as measured by lev e l s  o f  s k i l l  in d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s .  

For example, in economic l i t e r a t u r e ,  s k i l l  in the  market i s  determined 

by a b i l i t y ,  formal t r a i n i n g ,  and exper ience .  However, th e re  i s  l i t t l e  

theory  and no empirical  work on the  ro le  o f  a b i l i t y  and formal t r a in in g  

in household production.  Preferences  f o r  a c t i v i t i e s  a re  the  t h i r d  

f a c t o r .  People w i l l  genera l ly  have p o s i t i v e  p references  f o r  a c t i v i t i e s  

which they do w e l l .  In mul t i -person  households,  people can develop 

p references  which d i f f e r  g re a t ly .

Hill  and J u s t e r  t e s t e d  t h e i r  theory with informat ion from a time 

use study of  800 respondents from m u l t i - a d u l t  households.  They obtained 

informat ion on time a l l o c a t i o n ,  demographic and f in a n c ia l  in format ion,  

p reference  f o r  a c t i v i t i e s ,  perception  of sex r o l e s ,  a t t i t u d e s  towards 

ch i ld ren  and o th e r  i tems.  The r e s u l t s  showed t h a t  sex ro le  i d e n t i f i ­

ca t ion  with the  a c t i v i t y  was by f a r  the  s t ro n g e s t  p r e d i c to r  o f  time use 

in non-market production.  For employment, the  h igher  the  wage r a t e  of
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the  spouse,  the  more time was spent by the  respondent in household

production.  Also, the  most impor tant p r e d i c to r  f o r  time in l e i s u r e  

a c t i v i t i e s  was the  amount o f  time spent by the  spouse in the  same

a c t i v i t y .

In h i s  a n a ly s i s  of  marr iage ,  Becker (1974) expanded upon the  idea 

of r e l a t i v e  market p ro d u c t iv i ty  of  the  spouses.  He theor ized  t h a t  i f  

market wages a re  unequal ,  the  spouse with the  h ighes t  wage should spend 

the  most t ime in work re g a rd le s s  o f  sex r o l e s ,  norms, and o the r  

v a r i a b l e s .  In r e a l i t y ,  when both spouses a re  employed f u l l  time a t

f a i r l y  equ iva len t  wages, women do most o f  the  housework (Berk, 1980;

Berk and Berk,  1978; Robinson, 1977; Walker and Woods, 1976.) This

corresponds with h is  l a t e r  w r i t in g s  on the  sexual d iv i s io n  o f  labor  in 

f a m i l ie s  (Becker,  1981).  B io lo g ic a l ly ,  women have a much g r e a t e r  

commitment to  the  product ion ,  f eed ing ,  and nur tu rance  o f  c h i ld re n .

Women a re  w i l l i n g  to  spend a g re a t  deal of  time and energy car ing  f o r

ch i ld ren  due to  t h i s  investment.  Men, l e s s  committed to  care  of

c h i ld re n ,  have spent t h e i r  energ ies  on procuring food, c lo th in g ,  

p r o t e c t io n ,  and market a c t i v i t i e s .  Given t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  "women have a 

comparative advantage over men in the  household s e c to r  when they make 

the  same investments in human c a p i t a l ,  an e f f i c i e n t  household with both 

sexes would a l l o c a t e  the  time of  women mainly to  the  household s ec to r  

and the  t ime o f  men mainly to  the  market sec to r"  (Becker, 1981, p. 22). 

Women s p e c i a l i z e  in the  household by an investment in human c ap i t a l  in 

r a i s in g  c h i ld re n .  By time measurement, men in v e s t  in c a p i t a l  t h a t  

r a i s e s  market e f f i c i e n c y .  Becker sees the  time o f  men and women not as 

p e r f e c t  s u b s t i t u t e s  f o r  each o th e r  but as complementary in producing 

many of the  commodities produced in the household.  Biological
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d i f f e r en c es  a re  re in fo rced  by the  na ture  o f  t h e i r  investments and t h e i r  

a reas  o f  comparative advantage.  In a d d i t io n ,  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  of  family 

ta sks  " implies  a dependence on o the rs  f o r  c e r t a in  ta sks"  (Becker, 1981, 

p. 27) th u s ,  the  importance o f  marriage as a socia l  i n s t i t u t i o n .

S a t i s f a c t i o n  with a c e r t a in  a c t i v i t y  o f ten  determines whether or 

not a person wi l l  do i t  when th e re  i s  a degree o f  choice .  Robinson 

(1977a) researched the  s a t i s f a c t i o n  of  persons with everyday a c t i v i t i e s .  

Respondents ra ted  helping o the rs  and being with f r i e n d s  as some o f  the  

most s a t i s f y i n g  a c t i v i t i e s .  Women ra ted  preparing food and shopping 

near  the  top h a l f  of  t h e i r  s a t i s f y i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  and men ra ted  these  

a c t i v i t i e s  lowest .  There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h ip  

between the  degree o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  and amount o f  t ime spent shopping, 

doing housework, prepar ing  food, and making and f ix in g  th ings  support ing 

the  idea t h a t  a t t i t u d e s  and behaviors are  s t ro n g ly  in te rdependent .

Robinson (1977a) used t h i s  reasoning to  expla in  p a r t i a l l y  a dec l ine  

in women's housework between 1965 and 1975. Pa r t  of the  change was due 

to  demographic changes as th e re  was more employment f o r  women and they 

had fewer c h i ld re n .  However, in add i t io n  to  t h a t  f a c t o r ,  time spent in 

housecleaning a c t i v i t i e s  went down and cooking time went up following 

the  e s t a b l i s h e d  p re fe rences .

Another f a c t o r  t h a t  motivates  people to  perform household produc­

t io n  ta sks  i s  the  d e s i r e  to  be s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t .  One method o f  dealing 

with unemployment o r  low income i s  to  depend upon family resources  to 

become s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t  in supplying needs such as food, c lo th in g ,  

r e c r e a t i o n ,  and fu rn ish ings  a t  needed le v e l s  f o r  family members. There 

a re  c o n s t r a in t s  to  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  such as the  investment needed in 

land and equipment (Fitzsimmons and Will iams, 1974). In s p i t e  of t h i s ,
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the  " re tu rn  to  na tu re"  movement of  the  p a s t  two decades has prompted 

many people t o  l e a rn  s k i l l s  to  become more s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t .  

P a r t i c u l a r l y  n o t ic e ab le  in t h i s  e f f o r t  i s  the  resurgence o f  garden 

growing, e s p e c i a l l y  in urban a reas  (Newsweek, Ju ly  26,  1982).

Another f a c t o r  r e l a t e d  to  household production i s  the  d e s i r e  f o r  

voluntary  s im p l i c i t y .  Voluntary s im p l i c i t y  i s  a l i f e s t y l e  which

includes  the  " s u b s t i t u t i o n  o f  human energy f o r  f o s s i l  fue l  energy" 

(Wilhelm, 1981, p. 35).  Elgin and Mitchell  (1977) descr ibed  those

p r a c t i c i n g  mate r ia l  s im p l i c i ty  as se l f -de te rm ined  in d iv id u a ls  who may 

t r y  to  s a t i s f y  t h e i r  needs by producing goods f o r  consumption. Leonard- 

Barton and Rogers (1980) i d e n t i f i e d  vo lun tary  s im p l i c i t y  behaviors  as 

b ik ing ,  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  in se rv ice s  and making goods, recyc l ing  of 

resources  and durable  goods,  and c loseness  with n a tu re .  In a study of

voluntary  s i m p l i c i t y ,  they found education to  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c o r r e ­

l a t e d  while income was not.  There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between volunta ry  s im p l i c i t y  and mechanical a b i l i t y  which i s  defined as 

the  bas ic  s k i l l s  required  to  produce a good or  to  r e p a i r  an item.

The mot ivation f o r  s e l f  su f f i c i e n c y  can r e s u l t  from economic need. 

Reactions to  loss  o f  income during the  depress ion  o f  the  1930's included 

reducing expenditures  and genera ting  a l t e r n a t i v e  o r  supplemental forms 

o f  income (E lder ,  1974). Successful ad ap ta t ion  to  lo ss  o f  income 

included motivation and fam i l ia l  and environmental  support  systems. 

Motivat ional level  i s  influenced  by socioeconomic s t a t u s  and i n t e l l i ­

gence. Elder  maintains  t h a t  s t a t u s  in f luences  were: more f a m i l i a r i t y

with economic problems and middle c la s s  f a m i l i e s '  s e l f  image, sense of 

competence, and problem-solving s k i l l s .  Even though lower c la s s  

f am i l ie s  were more f a m i l i a r  with economic problems, middle c la s s
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f am i l ie s  had a g r e a t e r  range of  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and problem-solving 

c a p a b i l i t i e s .  Motivation without the  necessary c a p a b i l i t i e s  and 

resources  led to  f r u s t r a t i o n .

Research on Household Production

Theore tica l  work f a r  outweighs the  empirical  work in the  economic 

models o f  household production (Hi l l  and J u s t e r ,  1980). Most of the 

informat ion about household production a c t i v i t i e s  has r e s u l t e d  from 

s tu d ie s  on d a i ly  time use,  household work, or  family d iv i s io n  o f  labor .  

Several o f  these  s t u d i e s ,  a f t e r  data a n a l y s i s ,  have concluded t h a t  

household production i s  indeed a d i f f e r e n t  s e t  o f  a c t i v i t i e s  than 

rou t ine  household maintenance ta sks  and repor t  t h e i r  data  in t h a t  

manner. Most s t u d i e s ,  however, d i f f e r  in the  a c t i v i t i e s  included as 

household production which makes comparison of  s tu d ie s  d i f f i c u l t .

In a n a ly s i s  of time data f in d in g s ,  household a c t i v i t i e s  have been 

ca tegor ized  according to  the frequency of  performance of  the  t a sk s .  The 

na ture  of  a c t i v i t i e s  reported  in a m ul t i -na t ion  study with 30,000 

respondents (S z a l a i ,  1972) persuaded the re sea rchers  to  d iv ide  household 

o b l ig a t io n s  in to  th re e  groups. Although t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n  i s  not 

in te rn a t io n a l  in n a tu re ,  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  study with i t s  broad scope was 

included f o r  comparison purposes.  The main group of  a c t i v i t i e s  was 

usua l ly  done d a i ly  and included food p repara t ion  and shopping, house- 

c lean ing ,  washing d i sh es ,  and laundry.  The secondary a c t i v i t i e s  were 

labeled  "household care" and included d ive rse  a c t i v i t i e s  such as 

gardening , animal c a r e ,  shopping f o r  goods o ther  than food, home 

r e p a i r s ,  work in mainta ining heat  and water ,  paying household b i l l s  and 

care  of  e ld e r ly  o r  i l l  family members. The th i r d  group were a c t i v i t i e s
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r e l a t e d  to  c h i ld  care  (Robinson, e t  a l . ,  1972, p. 123-124). Omitted 

from the  study were household informat ion ga ther ing  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and 

c o n t r ib u t io n s  from t r a d i t i o n a l l y  women's a c t i v i t i e s  such as sewing and 

canning (Robinson, 1977a).

Morgan e t a l . ,  (1966) in t h e i r  study o f  2,214 f a m i l i e s  div ided 

unpaid work in to  r e g u la r  housework inc lud ing  meal p re p a ra t io n ,  r eg u la r  

c l ean in g ,  c h i ld  c a r e ,  s t r a ig h t e n in g  up, and o th e r  t ime spent working 

around the  house.  Other unpaid productive  a c t i v i t i e s  inc luded home 

production defined as s p e c i a l i z e d  work such as sewing, canning, 

gardening and r e p a i r in g ;  vo lu n tee r  work and g e t t i n g  more educa t ion .

Walker and Woods (1976) in t h e i r  study on household work among 

1,296 fa m i l i e s  a l so  discovered household ta sks  t h a t  were performed 

r e g u l a r l y ,  t ime consuming, and had a " c l e a r l y  defined work content"  

(p. 247).  These a c t i v i t i e s  (def ined  as being performed over one h a l f  of 

the  surveyed days f o r  one o r  more hours per day) were: r eg u la r  meal

p re p a ra t io n ,  r e g u la r  house c a r e ,  physical  and non-physical  care  of 

family members and a f te r -mea l  cleanup.  The l e s s  r e g u la r  and l e s s  

time-consuming ta sks  were: spec ia l  house c a r e ,  i r o n in g ,  spec ia l

c lo th ing  c a r e ,  yard and c a r  c a r e ,  management and spec ia l  food p repara ­

t io n  (p. 247-248).

S im ila r  to  the  second category of the  above s tu d ie s  i s  a study done 

to  measure the  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  and home product ion o f  800 Mormon 

fam i l ie s  (Church of Jesus  C h r i s t  o f  L a t te r -day  S a i n t s ,  1980). The tasks  

in the  survey inc luded gardening, sewing, making household i tems,  home 

canning, f r eez ing  and dry ing foods and s to rage  of a supply of  food, 

c lo th in g ,  and f u e l .  Owen and B eu t le r  (1981) had a s i m i l a r  pe rspec t ive  

and developed a household production index with c a te g o r ie s  of sewing,
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food p re s e rv a t io n ,  gardening, prepar ing  food from s c r a t c h ,  redoing 

f u r n i t u r e ,  home r e p a i r ,  automobile c a re ,  ca rpen try  work around the  home, 

and management through formalized planning (p.  164).

In the  time a l l o c a t i o n  and housework s tu d ie s  conducted,  i t  i s  a 

v i r t u a l l y  undisputed f ind ing  t h a t  in m u l t i - a d u l t  households women, i f  

p r e s e n t ,  have the  major r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  household work. This f ind ing  

i s  obvious in both na t iona l  and m u l t i -n a t io n a l  data  ( S z a l a i ,  1972;

Morgan e t .  a l . ,  1966; Walker and Woods, 1976). In the  in t e r n a t io n a l  

study ( S z a l a i ,  1972),  men con t r ibu ted  an average of  one -h a l f  hour per 

day to  the  rou t ine  work. Employed men con t r ibu ted  an average of 

t h r e e - f o u r t h s  o f  an hour per day to  e x t ra  household care  which was the 

same amount women gave to  t h i s  ca tegory .  However, rou t ine  housework 

consumes th re e  times the  time of the  occasional house ca re .

Child care  was considered a category verging on l e i s u r e  ( S z a la i ,  

1972).  The d a i ly  average f o r  ch i ld  c a r e ,  f o r  persons with c h i ld r e n ,  was 

128 minutes f o r  housewives, 72 minutes f o r  employed women and 30 minutes 

f o r  employed men. Employed men and women p a r t i c i p a t e d  in c h i ld  care  on 

days o f f ,  e s p e c i a l l y  on Sunday when housewives'  time in ch i ld  care

decreased by one h a l f .  Age of  the  ch i ld  was an impor tant f a c t o r  in time 

spent as younger ch i ld ren  needed more time in ca re .

Pa t te rn s  in sexual d iv i s io n  of  labor  became obvious through the

in te rn a t io n a l  data  ( S z a l a i ,  1972). Men were g e n e ra l ly  employed (over 

90 percen t)  and were respons ib le  f o r  68 percent  o f  the  time spent in 

formal work, but only 22 percent  o f  the  household work. The p a t t e rn s  of 

employed women and housewives were a l so  c l e a r .  Employment of women 

ranged from 30 percent to  92 percent i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y ,  with the  U.S. a t  

49 pe rcen t .  In a l l  c o u n t r i e s ,  married employed women spent l e s s  time
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per day a t  work than men due to the  prevalence o f  pa r t - t im e  employment. 

Employed women spent o ne -ha l f  the  time of  housewives in homemaking 

a c t i v i t i e s .  I t  was a universa l  p a t t e rn  t h a t  employed women with the 

dual ro le  of  worker and housewife spent l e s s  time in both a c t i v i t i e s  

compared to  men and o th e r  women.

The American po r t ion  of  the  m u l t i -n a t io n a l  study done by the 

Univers i ty  o f  Michigan Survey Research Center has a lso  been reported  

s ep a ra te ly  (Robinson, 1977a; Robinson, 1977b). The sample cons is ted  of 

2,000 American a d u l t s  between the  ages o f  18-65 who were urban and 

employed and kept a time d ia ry  f o r  one day in l a t e  1965 or  e a r ly  1966. 

In the  sample,  1,244 were from the  na t iona l  sample and 788 were from 

Jackson,  Michigan. There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  between the 

responses from the  two sample a re as .  These data  was a l so  used f o r  o th e r  

rep o r t s  ( J u s t e r  e t  a l . ,  1980; Vanek, 1974). A matching study was done 

in 1975-1976 (Hil l  and J u s t e r ,  1980; J u s t e r  e t  a l . ,  1980; Peskin ,  1982; 

Robinson, 1980, 1982).  The f ind ings  f o r  both s tu d ie s  were t h a t  

housewives did more housework than employed women who did  th re e  times 

the housework of  employed men. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  housewives did 34.2 hours 

of bas ic  housework and 6 .9  hours of  household product ion f o r  a t o t a l  of 

41.1 hours per week. Employed women spend 18.1 hours in bas ic  house­

work, f i v e  hours in household product ion f o r  a t o t a l  o f  23.1 .  Men's 

weekly t o t a l  of 7.7 hours was spent with 3.5 hours in bas ic  housework 

and 4.2 in household production .  Men's housework hard ly  increased on 

weekends when they had more t ime to help .  For example, on Saturday,  men 

spent two more minutes in c h i ld  care  and six more minutes in housework 

compared to  weekdays (Robinson, 1977a). In c h i ld  c a re ,  housewives spent 

seven times as much time as men, and employed women spent twice as much
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time as employed men. Men's and women's time in c h i ld  care  was most 

comparable in play a c t i v i t i e s .  Men a l so  did almost 40 percent  of the  

grocery shopping, most shopping on weekends and shopping f o r  durab les .

Another study on husband's p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in household production 

confirmed the  t rends  found by Robinson (Eghan and Lawrence, 1982). They 

found husbands spent an average o f  two hours a day in household work, 

mostly in non-physical  care  o f  household members which included time

with the  ch i ld ren  and maintenance of home, c a r ,  y a rd ,  and p e t s .  The 

inc reas ing  age of  the  youngest  ch i ld  was r e l a t e d  to  decreases  in the  

time the  husband spent in car ing  f o r  them u n t i l  they reached adolescence 

when time spent inc reased .  Husband's p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in household work 

was unaffec ted  by w i f e ' s  employment o r  education l e v e l ,  occupation or  

age of  husband, family income or  season o f  the  year .

Family d iv i s io n  of labor  has been found to  be s t rong ly  l inked to 

sex ro l e  ex p ec ta t io n s .  Lovingood and Firebaugh (1978) repor ted  t h a t

husbands and wives sp ec ia l iz ed  with d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  r o l e s .  Wives tended 

to  do more household a c t i v i t i e s .  Of the  s ix  ca teg o r ie s  s i m i l a r  to  t h i s  

s tudy ,  in r ep o r t s  by both husbands and wives,  wives did the  most home 

deco ra t io n ,  grocery shopping, con tac t ing  doc to r ,  and car ing  f o r  the  

c h i l d .  The husband did more household r e p a i r s ,  and both kept t ra ck  of 

money and b i l l s .  Larson (1974) found the  m ajor i ty  o f  husbands and wives 

in the  study perceived housework (74 p e r c e n t ) ,  meals (62 p e r c e n t ) ,  and 

ch i ld  care  (62 percen t)  to be the  wives '  a c t i v i t i e s  and odd jobs

(63 percen t)  to  be the husbands'  a c t i v i t i e s  and ou ts ide  chores 

(51 pe rcen t)  to  be f a t h e r  and son a c t i v i t i e s .  A lbrech t ,  Bahr, and 

Chadwick (1979) a l so  found a p re fe r red  d iv i s io n  o f  labo r  between

spouses.  For the  p rovider  r o l e ,  the re  was g r e a t e r  acceptance o f  female
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p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  ro l e  among young people (though o ld e r  respondents 

were most l i k e l y  to  share the  r o l e ) .  Preferences  f o r  d iv i s io n  of  family 

labor  in c h i ld  c a r e ,  k in sh ip ,  and housekeeping ro le s  remained t r a d i ­

t i o n a l .  In ch i ld  c a r e ,  th e re  i s  a t rend  f o r  g r e a t e r  involvement o f  the  

husband even though wives do most o f  the  work. Berk and Shih (1980) 

s tud ied  spousal consensus p a t t e rn s  in the  a l l o c a t i o n  o f  45 household 

labor  t a s k s .  In the  f ind ings  f o r  most t a sk s  th e re  was g r e a t e r  agreement 

with wives’ r a t h e r  than husbands' c o n t r ib u t io n s .  Agreement was higher 

on the  s ex - ro le  s te reo typed  t a s k s .  Disagreement between spouses was 

u su a l ly  due to  underest imation of p a r t n e r ' s  work in ch i ld  c a re .  In a 

study o f  1,200 couples ,  Er icksen ,  Yancey, and Ericksen (1979) reported 

on shar ing r o l e s .  Results  showed t h a t  the  husband's income negat ive ly  

r e l a t e d  to  shared ro le s  and w i f e ' s  education p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  to  

shared r o l e s .  Black couples were more l i k e l y  to  share household ta sks  

than white couples .  Even with the  small amount of  work done by men 

around the  house,  l e s s  than one-qua r te r  of the  wives repor ted  t h a t  they 

wanted more help (Robinson, 1977a). Those t h a t  s a id  they wanted help 

were the  younger,  employed and black wives.  Robinson suggested t h a t  

women fee l  b e n e f i t s  and rewards with household work and fe e l in g s  of 

competence and se l f -e s teem  from c l e a r l y  defined r o l e s .  Men may feel  

ignorant in the  women's domain and she in h i s ,  and thus i t  i s  s a f e r  f o r  

both to  remain in t h e i r  a reas  o f  competence.

L i t t l e  research  has been done to  examine household product ion in 

which both husband and wife p a r t i c i p a t e  to g e th e r  and where more than one 

a c t i v i t y  i s  occur r ing .  Time use s t u d i e s ,  the  most common research in 

household a c t i v i t i e s ,  have done l i t t l e  to  examine shared a c t i v i t i e s  in 

the household.  Snow (1950) and Thorpe (1956) expanded the  breadth of
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the  a c t i v i t i e s  and f a m i l i e s '  use of  t ime. Snow (1950) included doing 

household a c t i v i t i e s ,  going on e r r a n d s ,  going to  community a f f a i r s ,  and 

tak ing  care  o f  personal needs in family  a c t i v i t i e s .  Thorpe (1956) 

included house c a r e ,  personal c a r e ,  c h i ld  c a r e ,  and sewing under shared 

family a c t i v i t i e s .  Davey and Paolucci (1980) examined the  number of 

family i n t e r a c t i o n  ep isodes  by a c t i v i t y  category  inc luding  s o c i a l ,  

e a t i n g ,  household ta sk s  such as spec ia l  house c a r e ,  yard c a r e ,  and 

marketing,  care  of family  members, and management. They found t h a t  over 

75 percent o f  the  family  i n t e r a c t i o n  time was in soc ia l  and ea t in g  

a c t i v i t i e s .  Less than ten  percen t  of  the  t ime spent to g e th e r  was used 

f o r  working in household ta sks  and l e s s  than fou r  percent o f  t h i s  was in 

household product ion t a s k s .  The most common p a t t e r n  o f  family i n t e r ­

ac t ion  was the  mother and the  ch i ld ren  to g e th e r  followed by the  whole 

family t o g e th e r .  Steeves e t  a l .  (Hefferan ,  1982a) with a sample of 

378 employed women examined productive  a c t i v i t i e s  simultaneously  with 

more than one person o r  with more than one a c t i v i t y .  Respondents 

ind ica ted  t h a t  they worked more than one -h a l f  o f  t h e i r  household 

productive  time a lone ,  o n e - th i rd  with another  family member, and the 

r e s t  of the  t ime with someone o th e r  than a family  member. Concerning 

the  t a sk s  being done, shopping was most l i k e l y  to  be done alone as a 

sepa ra te  t a sk  (54 percen t)  while t r a v e l  was l e a s t  l i k e l y  (14 p e rc en t ) .  

Other a c t i v i t i e s  were done as a s epa ra te  t a sk  between o n e -qua r te r  to 

o n e - th i rd  o f  the  t ime.  The most common combination of a c t i v i t i e s  was 

any of  the  seven productive  c a te g o r ie s  done with i n t e r a c t i v e  family care 

and personal i n t e r a c t i o n s .  Demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  were more 

r e l a t e d  to  t o t a l  household time than to  simultaneous production 

a c t i v i t i e s .  Those c a te g o r ie s  t h a t  showed inc rease  in simultaneous
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a c t i v i t i e s  were married s t a t u s ,  higher number of  c h i ld r e n ,  and g r e a t e r  

number o f  hours worked per week.

Factors  In f luenc ing  Household Production

R eid 's  d e f i n i t i o n  of household product ion i s  based on " th e o r ie s  of  

a l l o c a t i o n  o f  sca rce  re sou rce s ,  inc luding  t im e, in l i g h t  o f  expected 

b e n e f i t s  and cos t  o f  uses foregone" (Reid,  1980, p. 47).  The household 

production d e f i n i t i o n  c r e a te s  a useful framework f o r  viewing behavior 

r e l a t e d  to  time a l l o c a t i o n s .  I t  i s  a t h e o r e t i c a l  behavioral  pe rspec t ive  

t h a t  focuses a t t e n t i o n  on mot ivation r a t h e r  than on r e s u l t .  The a n t i c i ­

pated r e s u l t  i s  s a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  a want o r  need which a r i s e s  from a 

phys io log ica l  need or  c u l t u r a l l y  determined pre ference  (Reid,  1980).

Factors  t h a t  a f f e c t  the motivation to  produce a t  home have not 

received  much s tudy. C e r ta in ly ,  as Reid exp la ined ,  the  primary motiva­

t i o n  i s  to  s a t i s f y  wants and needs. Robinson (1966) s tud ied  23 poss ib le  

motives and in cen t ives  f o r  household production.  He concluded th a t  home 

owners with a high achievement o r i e n t a t i o n  do the  most household produc­

t i o n .  The o th e r  v a r i a b le s  made l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e .  Issues  t h a t  have 

been s tud ied  s l i g h t l y  in r e l a t i o n  to  the  motivation to  produce a t  home 

a re  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  re sou rce s ,  personal p re fe ren ces ,  and the  d e s i r e  f o r  

s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y .

Knowledge and resource  c o n s t r a in t s  could h inder  household produc­

t i o n .  One study asked respondents why they did not perform a ta sk  i f  

they repor ted  not doing i t  (Church of  Jesus  C h r i s t  o f  La t te r -day  S a in t s ,

1980). Respondents ind ica ted  they did  not have knowledge to  make 

household items (22 percen t)  or  p reserve  food (12 p e rc en t ) .  They did 

not have enough t ime to  sew (16 percen t)  o r  make household items
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(32 p e rc e n t ) .  They a l so  did not have enough money to  s to r e  food 

(37 pe rcen t )  o r  c lo th in g  (22 p e rc en t ) .

Another f a c t o r  in why a household ta sk  i s  or  i s  not performed i s  

personal p reference  o f  the  household member. Many s tu d ie s  have been 

done on household ta sk  p re fe rence .  The most l iked  ta sks  in the  s tud ie s  

were cooking and meal p repa ra t ion  and looking a f t e r  c h i ld re n .  The l e a s t  

l iked  ta sks  were c lean in g ,  i r o n in g ,  dishwashing, and care  o f  the  house 

(S te id l  and B ra t ton ,  1968; N lck e l l ,  Rice,  and Tucker, 1967). Reasons 

fo r  l i k i n g  a household task  were found to  be: the  ta sk  was c r e a t i v e  and 

cha l l eng ing ,  s a t i s f y i n g ,  showed r e s u l t s ,  pleased the  husband and family ,  

was re lax ing  and the  person enjoyed the  time sp en t ,  s u p p l i e s ,  and 

m a te r i a l s .  Reasons f o r  d i s l i k i n g  a ta sk  were t h a t  i t  i s  bo r ing ,  mono­

tonous,  r e p e t i t i o u s ,  r e s u l t s  were not s a t i s f y i n g ,  i t  was phys ica l ly  

s trenuous  and time consuming, had sh o r t - t e rm  r e s u l t s ,  and another  adu l t  

was u sua l ly  not p resen t  (Wyskiel , 1960; Maloch, 1963).

I t  has been hypothesized t h a t  many d i f f e r e n t  f a c to r s  in f luence  

household production a c t i v i t i e s .  Among these  a re :  family composition

( s i z e  and complexity of  household),  family employment, family  income, 

type and lo c a t io n  o f  r e s id en c e ,  and o th e r  family demographic f a c t o r s .  

S p ec i f ic  v a r i a b le s  and the  s tu d ie s  using them are  l i s t e d  in Figure 3.

Figure 3 was designed to  p re sen t  the  major v a r i a b le s  analyzed in 

household production s t u d i e s .  However, the  d e f i n i t i o n  of  household 

product ion methodologies,  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s ,  and repo r t ing  d i f f e r e d  

g r e a t l y  in the  s tu d ie s  so t h a t  they a re  not d i r e c t l y  comparable. 

General f ind ings  observable  from Figure 3 a re :  family c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

were found to  be s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c to r s  by the  m a jo r i ty  of  the r e sea rc h e r s ,  

employment of w i fe ,  where i t  was s tud ied  was highly  s i g n i f i c a n t  and
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family income and demographics were not o f ten  found to  be s i g n i f i c a n t .

Employment o f  wife was n o t . s t u d i e d  by these  re sea rchers  p r i o r  to  1976

i n d ic a t in g  a recen t  concern and focus on the  v a r i a b l e .  The general  

c a te g o r ie s  o f  v a r i a b le s  w i l l  be examined in g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  in the

fo llowing subsec t ions .

Family Composition. As family s i z e  i n c re a s e s ,  i t  s tands  to  reason 

t h a t  the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of  the  family head(s) would a l s o  inc rease  with 

more in d iv id u a ls  to  nur tu re  and d i r e c t .  During t h e i r  younger y e a r s ,  

ch i ld ren  a re  a l so  more dependent upon paren ts  f o r  support  and care .  

These f a c to r s  a l l  have bear ing on household work.

Robinson (1966) found t h a t  married couples with l a rge  fam i l ie s  

(7-8 people) and no ch i ld ren  under two years  old a t  home, devote much 

t ime to  household production .  Owen and B eu t le r  (1981) s t a t e d  t h a t

household s i z e  and s tage  in family l i f e  cycle  were s t ro n g ly  c o r r e l a t e d  

to  the amount of  production done in the  household.  Household production 

i s  a means by which young fam i l ie s  can t r y  to  achieve t h e i r  expected 

s tandard  of  l i v in g .  Walker and Woods (1976) found high c o r r e l a t i o n s  

between family  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and the  amount o f  t o t a l  time o f  a l l

workers f o r  household work. Number o f  ch i ld ren  had the  s t ro n g e s t

s t a t i s t i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  The c l o s e s t  c o r r e l a t i o n  f o r  the  c a te g o r ie s  of 

phys ical  care  o f  family members and a l l  family care  was the  age o f  the  

youngest  c h i ld .  The amount o f  time spent with a ch i ld  decreased from 

th re e  hours a day with an in f a n t  to  s ix  minutes per day with a teenager .  

The most complex fam i l ie s  were those with the  most ch i ld ren  and a low

age f o r  the  youngest  c h i ld .  Family type was c lo se ly  c o r r e l a t e d  with

non-physical  care  of family members.



Figure 3 .— Socioeconomic Variables Considered in  Household Production Studies

Variables
Reid, Morgan, Walker & Robinson, Robinson, B eu t le r  & O r i t z ,  e t .  Sanik,  
1934 1966 Woods, 1976 1977_______ 1980 Owen, 1981 a l . ,  1981 1981

Family Composition 
Number o f  c h i ld ren  
Age o f  youngest  c h i ld  
Age o f  o l d e s t  ch i ld  
Size o f  household 
Family type (complexity) 
Stage in family  cycle  
Age of  head

Employmentup l oyi 
EmplEmployment o f  wife  
Employment o f  husband

H
H

★
*

*
★

* *

*

*

*

★

★

*

* *

Education 
Education o f  wife 
Education o f  husband

*

*

Residence 
Home ownership 
House type 
Location o f  home

*

*

*

*

*

Income
Family Income h

Demographics 
Technology owned I
Race
Rel ig ion

H=hypothesized r e l a t i o n s h i p  
—stud ied  and not s i g n i f i c a n t

*

*

*=studied and s i g n i f i c a n t  
**=studied and highly  s i g n i f i c a n t

Note: These s tu d ie s  are  not d i r e c t l y  comparable as t h e i r  methodologies and d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  household
production d i f f e r e d  g r e a t l y .  This t a b l e  i s  p resen ted  as a summary o f  v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  have been 
s tud ied  f r eq u e n t ly  in connection with household product ion .
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Robinson (1977) found s i m i l a r  c o r r e l a t i o n s  in h is  examination of  

household product ion in a 1965 time s tudy. Family composit ion was the  

major determining f a c t o r  in the  household work. There was a 10 percent 

increase  in t ime f o r  each add i t io n a l  c h i ld  in f a m i l ie s  with  preschool 

ch i ld ren  and a 5 percen t  inc rease  f o r  each a d d i t io n a l  c h i ld  once they 

a re  over four  years  o f  age.  Men had no s i g n i f i c a n t  in c rease  in time 

spent in housework with a d d i t io n a l  ch i ld ren  in the  family .  In the  c h i ld  

care  ca tegory ,  the  major de te rminant o f  t ime spent was the  age o f  the  

c h i ld .  The major po r t ion  of the  c o r r e l a t i o n  was with the  c us tod ia l  care  

such as feeding and d ress ing  r a t h e r  than with the  i n t e r a c t i o n a l  t ime. 

Another family c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  found to  have an e f f e c t  on housework was 

the  age o f  the  husband and w ife .  As they grew o l d e r ,  they spent more 

time in household work. There was no d i r e c t  exp lana t ion  f o r  t h i s  

e s p e c i a l l y  with ch i ld ren  leaving  home except t h a t  they may become more 

p a r t i c u l a r  in housework s tandards  o r  have more time on t h e i r  hands.  

Robinson (1980) found presence of  c h i ld ren  to  be the  second most 

important p r e d i c to r  o f  time spent in household production .  Size o f  

household,  however, had no e f f e c t  on household production .  Sanik (1981) 

a l so  found a major negat ive  e f f e c t  o f  the  age o f  the  youngest  ch i ld  on 

the  w i f e ' s  use o f  t ime.

Employment. Married women's ro le s  have g r e a t l y  changed in the  l a s t  

f i f t y  y e a r s .  F i f t y  years  ago, only one married woman in e igh t  was in 

the  paid labor  market. Now over on e -h a l f  a re  employed and an inc reas ing  

number have ch i ld ren  under age 18. This has caused a change in house­

hold work p a t t e rn s  (Hefferan ,  1982b). Between 1929 and 1966, time spent 

by married women in household ta sks  ranged between 52 and 56 hours a 

week (U. S. Department of  A g r ic u l tu re ,  1944; Vanek, 1974). During t h i s
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pe r io d ,  t ime use in the  household s h i f t e d  from food p repa ra t ion  and 

cleanup and housecleaning to  more t ime in managerial and family care  

a c t i v i t i e s .  The 1970's was the  f i r s t  t ime household work time s i g n i f i ­

can t ly  decreased. In 1975, the  average t ime was 44 hours f o r  

non-employed married women and approximately h a l f  t h a t  time f o r  employed 

married women ( H i l l ,  for thcoming).  Most of  the  downward t r en d  i s  due to 

the  employment o f  women. I t  has a l so  been suggested  t h a t  changing 

family composi t ion,  work p a t t e rn s  o f  family  members, household t e c h ­

nology, and personal s tandards  in f luence  the  amount o f  t ime spent in 

household work (Hefferan ,  1982b).

Walker and Woods (1976) found employment of  wife  to  be s i g n i f i ­

can t ly  and nega t iv e ly  r e l a t e d  to  t o t a l  t ime used by a l l  family workers 

with the  exception o f  some of  the  a d d i t io n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  of  market ing,

yard and c a r  c a r e ,  spec ia l  c lo th in g  c a r e ,  and spec ia l  food p rep a ra t io n .

The e f f e c t s  o f  the  employment of  wives tended to  be i n t e r r e l a t e d  with 

the  e f f e c t s  o f  the  number o f  c h i ld re n .

Robinson (1977a) repor ted  t h a t  the  s ig n i f i c a n c e  of  the  e f f e c t  of 

employment on women's housework was g r e a t ;  however, i t  was a l so  a f fec ted  

by o th e r  f a c t o r s  such as employed women being l e s s  l i k e l y  to  be married 

or have c h i ld re n .  Robinson (1980) repor ted  in the  l a t e r  study t h a t

employment was the  g r e a t e s t  p re d ic t in g  f a c t o r  in family c a re .  Sanik 

(1981) a l s o  found t h a t  the  g r e a t e s t  p r e d i c t o r  o f  w i f e ' s  t ime spent in 

housework was the  number o f  hours employed. The c o n t r ib u t io n  of 

husbands and ch i ld ren  to  housework time was unchanged f o r  the  most pa r t  

by the  hours the  wife  was employed except  f o r  a small e f f e c t  on

husband's food p repa ra t ion  and dishwashing time (Sanik ,  1981). Ort iz  

e t a l . ,  (1981) in a study of  meal p a t t e r n s  repor ted  t h a t  employed
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homemakers spent l e s s  time in food p repara t ion  and t h e i r  fam i l ie s  a te  

more meals away from home. The number in the  family and loca t ion  of 

res idence were not important f a c to r s  in food prepa ra t ion .

Strober and Weinberg (1974) have s tudied  the s t r a t e g i e s  used by 

employed women to  cope with l i f e  o f  work and home r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .

They found no d i f f e r en ces  in  expendi tures  between employed and non­

employed wives in purchase o f  time and labor  saving equipment. Only 

family income and a s s e t s  were s i g n i f i c a n t  1n purchasing equipment.

S t rober  and Weinberg (1980) found only s l i g h t  d i f f e r en c es  between 

employed and non-employed wives in s t r a t e g i e s  to  r e l i e v e  time pressures  

inc luding: s u b s t i t u t e  c a p i t a l  equipment f o r  nonmarket l abo r ,  s u b s t i t u t e

labor of  o th e r s ,  reduce q u a l i t y  o r  quan t i ty  of  household production ,  or 

decrease time to  vo lun tee r  and community work, l e i s u r e  or  s leep .  With 

income and l i f e - c y c l e  s tage held co n s ta n t ,  w i f e ' s  employment was not 

s i g n i f i c a n t  in owning labor-saving  dev ices ,  method of meal p rep a ra t io n ,  

or  shopping behaviors .

Education of  women i s  r e l a t e d  to  t h e i r  employment. More highly

educated women a re  more apt to  be employed due to  t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  and

d e s i r e  to  remain in the  work fo rce .  Owen and Beut ler  (1981) reported  

the  e f f e c t  o f  wives'  education on amount of  household production was 

s l i g h t .  Walker and Woods (1976) found a r e l a t i o n s h ip  between w i f e ' s  

' educa t ion  and time spent on a l l  household work. In c o n t r a s t ,  Robinson 

(1977a) reported t h a t  higher education f o r  women was assoc ia ted  with 

l e ss  housework, p a r t i c u l a r l y  in meal p repa ra t ion .  Sanik (1981) reported  

wives with higher educationa l l eve l s  had more family members toge the r  to 

share meals.  Robinson (1966) reported  more household production among 

fam i l ie s  when the head had a t  l e a s t  some high school education.
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Family Income. Robinson (1966) found high-income fam i l ie s  reported  

more household production than low-inbome f a m i l i e s .  Walker and Woods

(1976) found t h a t  socioeconomic level  had l i t t l e  e f f e c t  on t ime used in 

housework. Robinson (1977a) l ikewise  found t h a t  income was not c o r r e ­

l a t e d  with time in housework. This was s u r p r i s in g  as those with higher  

incomes could a f fo rd  to  h i r e  help and a l so  had a h igher  economic value 

on t h e i r  t ime. Or t iz  e t  a l .  (1981) found t h a t  the  number of  meals eaten 

away from home rose  as family  income inc reased .  Family income a l so  rose 

as wives took paid employment.

Location of  Residence. Owen and B eu t le r  (1981) in t h e i r  study of 

household production found community s i ze  did  r e l a t e  to  production.  

They hypothesized t h a t  f am i l ie s  from ru ra l  o r  semi-rura l  a reas  would 

p a r t i c i p a t e  in more household production because o f  the  g r e a t e r  

a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  f a c to r s  of  product ion ,  l i f e s t y l e ,  and time inconvenience 

to  go shopping. Robinson (1966) repor ted  t h a t  f am i l ie s  from rura l  areas  

produced more wi th in  the  household.  Location of  res idence  and type of 

house were only s l i g h t  p r e d ic to r s  o f  housework time repor ted  by Walker 

and Woods (1976). S l i g h t ly  more t ime was spent on family care  in 

suburban compared to  urban a re a s .  Location o f  re s idence  was not 

s i g n i f i c a n t  in p re d ic t in g  the  e f f e c t  of homemakers' employment on meal 

p repa ra t ion  (Or t iz  e t  a l . ,  1981).

Demographic F a c to r s . Additional f a c to r s  s tud ied  included home 

ownership,  race ,  r e l i g i o n ,  and household technology. Robinson (1966) 

found t h a t  white f am i l ie s  l i v in g  in s in g le - fam i ly  s t r u c t u r e  produced 

more than o th e r  f a m i l i e s .  In a l a t e r  s tudy ,  Robinson (1980) found no 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between these  demographic f a c to r s  and housework t ime. Even 

though he was s p e c i f i c a l l y  s tudying household technology, th e re  was
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l i t t l e  evidence t h a t  recen t  dec l ines  in housework time were due to  

machinery in the  home. With race as a f a c t o r ,  Robinson (1977a) found 

t h a t  black women repor ted  time expenditures  f a r  below the  average fo r  

garden and pet c a re ,  e r ra n d s ,  and miscel laneous chores.

Additional A c t i v i t i e s  as Household Production

Some of  the  a c t i v i t i e s  inc luded in the  p resen t  study not often  

included in household production s tu d ie s  a re  savings and investment 

s t r a t e g i e s  and in t r a - f a m i ly  t r a n s f e r s  of  goods and s e r v ic e s .  Due to  the 

u n c e r ta in ty  of  the  rapid i n f l a t i o n  of  the  1970's ,  by 1979, the  majo r ity  

of  Americans considered saving a d e s i r a b l e  p r a c t i c e  and wanted more 

l iq u id  a s s e t s  (Katona, 1980), However, in p r a c t i c e ,  they purchased many 

durable  goods o r  made down payments to  ge t  what they wanted before  

p r ice s  went up. Saving and inves t ing  behavior i s  c lo se ly  t i e d  to  

personal circumstances (Lazarro ,  1982). Evans (1981) repor ted  most of  

the  personal saving in the  United S ta t e s  i s  done by people with over 

$25,000 a year  income who have a t  l e a s t  a co l lege  education .  S trober

(1977) found fam i l ie s  with working wives saved l e s s  than fam i l ie s  where 

the  husband was the  s in g le  ea rn e r .  These f a m i l ie s  consumed more with an 

increased  need f o r  work r e l a t e d  goods and s e r v i c e s .  Also,  f am i l ie s  with 

young ch i ld ren  had fewer savings and couples with long marriages had 

increased savings (Smith and Ward, 1979).

Research on in t r a - f a m i ly  t r a n s f e r s  began as mutual a id  with in  the 

kin network and expanded in the  l a t e  1960's and 1970's to  include 

in te r f a m i ly  t r a n s f e r s  with both kin and nonkin (Danes, 1978). 

In t ra fam i ly  t r a n s f e r s  a re  the  resources  r e a l l o c a t e d  w i th in  f am i l ie s  from 

those  possess ing more than they consume to  o thers  who consume more than
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they possess (Baerwaldt and Morgan, 1973). Sussman (1953 and 1954) 

s tud ied  interdependence in middle c l a s s  f a m i l i e s .  Parents gave t h e i r  

married ch i ld ren  mater ia l  goods such as f u r n i t u r e ,  household equipment,  

a id  in ob ta in ing  a house,  and loans o f  money in add i t ion  to  s e rv ice s  

such as gardening and landscaping, home co ns t ruc t ion  and r e p a i r ,  care  of  

g randch i ld ren ,  and a rranging  f o r  inexpensive  vaca t ions .  Chi ld ren,  in 

r e t u r n ,  gave t h e i r  parents  continued a f f e c t io n  and se rv ices  s im i l a r  to  

those  given th e  c h i ld re n .  Mutual a id  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  among r e l a t e d  

nuc lea r  f a m i l ie s  in D e t ro i t  was s tud ied  by Sharp and Axelrod (1956). 

They found seven out of  ten  couples exchanged help with r e l a t i v e s  

o u ts id e  the  nuc lea r  household,  but most help occurred between c lose  

r e l a t i v e s .  B abys i t t ing  help during i l l n e s s ,  f in a n c ia l  a i d ,  and help 

with housework were the  most f requen t  forms o f  he lp .  Young wives 

received more help than o th e r  wives.  Sussman (1959) studying kin 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among fam i l ie s  in Cleveland found few s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r en c es  in help p a t t e rn s  between middle- and work ing-class  f a m i l i e s .  

However, f a m i l ie s  in these  two c la s s e s  received more help than fam i l ie s  

from the  o th e r  soc ia l  c la s s e s  according to  Sussman and Burchinal (1962). 

P a ren ts ,  c h i l d r e n ,  s i b l i n g s ,  and more d i s t a n t  r e l a t i v e s  exchanged 

s e r v i c e s ,  g i f t s ,  adv ice ,  and f in a n c ia l  he lp .  Financial  help was usua l ly  

from parents  dur ing e a r ly  years  o f  marr iage.  Emerson (1978) s tud ied  

help p a t t e rn s  and family c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Help was a ssoc ia ted  with high 

income, employment, and an urban res idence .  Baerwaldt and Morgan (1973) 

repor ted  the  most help was received by young fam i l ie s  and those with an 

aged head. They a l so  repor ted  t h a t  donations  o f  time ins tead  of  money 

did not inc rease  from the  norm in low income fa m i l i e s .
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Morgan (1978) studying in t r a fa m i ly  t r a n s f e r s  defined family income 

as paid market l a b o r ,  value o f  time spent on housework and c h i ld  c a re ,  

subsidy value o f  food stamps and re tu rn  on ne t  equ i ty  in an owned house. 

The housework of  both heads of  households and spouses was c a lc u l a t e d .  

Each i n d i v i d u a l ' s  c o n t r ib u t io n  to  family  income was c a lc u la te d  by 

s u b t r a c t in g  t h e i r  ne t  consumption from the  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  t o t a l  c o n t r i ­

bu t ion .  Analysis o f  in t r a f a m i ly  t r a n s f e r s  showed t h a t  heads,  spouses,  

and o the rs  aged 25 to  64 were the  ne t  c o n t r ib u to r s  and those o ld e r  and 

younger were g e n e ra l ly  th e  r e c i p i e n t s  o f  these  t r a n s f e r s .  Calcula ted 

f o r  the  n a t io n ,  in t r a f a m i ly  t r a n s f e r s  equa l led  o n e - th i rd  o f  the  GNP.

Choices in Household Production 

One of  the  major choices involved in household production i s  

whether t o  produce what i s  needed a t  home o r  seek o u ts id e  help .

Robinson (1966) was one o f  the  few re sea rchers  to  study the  ques t ion .  

Outside help was defined as f r e e  and paid he lp ,  and included a s s i s t a n c e  

" f o r  r e g u la r  housework, laundry ,  c h i ld  c a r e ,  pa in t ing  and r e p a i r s  around 

the  house,  lawn c a r e ,  and the  t ime saved by e a t in g  out r a t h e r  than 

preparing meals a t  home" (p.  163).  Robinson found th a t  a family 

averaged f iv e  hours a week o f  ou ts ide  help .  Families with specia l

needs,  such as with working wives o r  young c h i ld ren  averaged 19 hours of 

help per week. Robinson suggested th ree  types o f  f a c t o r s  t h a t  in f luence  

the amount o f  ou ts id e  help:  (1) economic f a c to r s  such as wage r a t e  and

the  c o s t  o f  ou ts id e  he lp ;  (2) c o n s t r a in t s  such as lack of  a v a i l a b le

o u ts ide  he lp ;  and (3) i n d i v i d u a l ' s  motives and d e s i r e s .  Meaningful 

f a c to r s  in the  amount of  ou ts ide  help included income and amount o f  paid 

work. Family heads with high hourly wages who worked more than f u l l ­
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time got more outs ide  he lp .  Single men a l so  got more outs ide  help 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  by ea t in g  out and having t h e i r  laundry done. Use of 

ou ts ide  help a lso  increased as wives worked more hours in paid 

employment. Working wives over 35 received le ss  ou ts ide  help than 

younger women e sp e c ia l l y  those with ch i ld ren .  This ana lys is  was not an 

ad d i t iv e  model as some f a c to r s  a f fec ted  one group and o thers  a f fec ted  

d i f f e r e n t  groups.  When the  r e s u l t s  were analyzed through a m ul t ip le  

reg ress ion  model, the  important f a c to r s  in order  were husband's 

ea rn ings ,  age o f  youngest  ch i ld  under 18 l iv in g  a t  home, d i f f i c u l t y  of 

h i r i n g  ou ts ide  work around the house, hourly earnings  of  w ife ,  and s ize  

of  house.

The family i s  faced with a myriad of decis ions  in providing f o r  i t s  

needs and wants. Employment f o r  husband and wife including what kind of 

work, where, wages, and how long are  a l l  cons ide ra t ions .  Families fo r  

the  most p a r t  are  under some c o n s t r a in t s  and l im i t a t i o n s  to work fo r  

money. However, a family has control  over c e r t a in  means to provide 

goods and s e rv ice s .  E i ther  l e i s u r e  time or  money i s  exchanged f o r  the  

goods and s e r v ic e s .  Robinson (1966) attempted to  measure the flow of 

s u b s t i t u t e s  through a comparison of hours of  help received versus  hours 

of  household production.  The r e s u l t s  o f  the  study were t h a t  those 

rece iv ing  more help compared to  production were s ing le  men, fam i l ie s  

where the  head made $7.50 an hour or  more and p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  the  head 

worked more than 2,000 hours a y e a r ,  f am i l ie s  where the  wife worked more 

than ha l f - t im e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  the  wife had young ch i ld ren  under 18, and 

fam i l ie s  t h a t  l ived  in a c i t y  o f  10,000 or  more. Those t h a t  produced 

more than they bought were fam i l ies  where the  husband made l e s s  than 

$7.50 an hour ,  or  the  wife worked 1,000 hours or  l e s s  f o r  money
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p a r t i c u l a r l y  in a smal ler  c i t y  or  ru ra l  a rea .  Robinson concluded t h a t  

f am i l ie s  with higher  incomes could a f fo rd  to  h i r e  o the rs  and did not 

need added real  income from household product ion .  Living in a l a rge  

c i t y  f a c i l i t a t e d  h i r i n g  se rv ice s  and young c h i ld ren  increased  the need 

f o r  s e r v ic e s .

L i t t l e  research  has been done on the  choices  a family makes in 

providing f o r  i t s  needs through household product ion .  Robinson was the  

only re sea rch e r  found who s tu d ied  these  cho ices .  No s tu d ie s  were found 

which analyzed work l e f t  undone which i s  a concept to  be included in the  

p re sen t  work.

Value of Household Production

A d iscuss ion  of  the  value of  household production in the  broad 

p e r sp ec t iv e  inc ludes  economic theory  which a t  one t ime gave no value to  

non-market work. Economists,  f e e l i n g  a discrepancy in t h i s  a r e a ,  are  

now shar ing  ideas  on the  va lue o f  t ime, human s e r v i c e s ,  and w el l -be ing .  

Mostly s ince  the  1970 's ,  a t t e n t i o n  has been turned to  g iv ing  household 

production a monetary value in the  GNP. Likewise,  a housewife 's  work 

has been valued as well as o th e r  productive  work w i th in  the  home.

Monetary Value

Measurement of  the  monetary value o f  household production i s  a 

d i f f i c u l t  t a sk  due to  the  number of  a c t i v i t i e s  involved and lack of  

d e f i n i t e  monetary value f o r  these  a c t i v i t i e s .  The United S ta te s

Department of  Commerce in 1978, in o rde r  to  provide s t a t i s t i c s  to  the  

u se r s  of the  GNP, s t a r t e d  a p r o j e c t  to  measure nonmarket a c t i v i t i e s ,

such as household work and the  s e r v ice s  t h a t  a re  made a v a i l a b l e  by

consumer durables  (Pesk in ,  1982). Housework in the  Department of
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Commerce study included a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  produced a good or  se rv ice  t h a t  

could be purchased, a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  could be accomplished by a t h i r d  

person without reducing the  u t i l i t y  to  the  household and o the r  

a c t i v i t i e s  inc luding hobbies and vo lun tee r  work. The monetary value o f  

the  work was c a lc u la te d  by the  s p e c i a l i s t  co s t  technique which ass igns  

d o l l a r  values to  hours o f  household work based on the  wage r a t e s  o f  paid 

workers who would perform a s im i l a r  t a s k .  The wage r a t e  depends upon 

the  type o f  a c t i v i t y  performed. This va lu ing technique  i s  uncer ta in  due 

to  v a r i a t i o n  in e f f i c i e n c y  between the  household worker and the  paid 

worker,  and the output o f  household work not being t r u l y  s t a t e d  by the  

market cos t  o f  the  product.  Because o f  t h i s  u n c e r t a in t y ,  two a l t e r n a ­

t i v e  va lua t ion  techniques were a l so  used. The housekeeper cos t  

technique valued a l l  hours by the  wage of  a p r i v a t e  household worker and 

oppor tun i ty  c o s t  technique valued the  hours by the  wage the  person could 

have earned in the  market (Hefferan ,  1982).

Using the  s p e c i a l i s t  cos t  technique of  v a lu a t i o n ,  the  value o f  

t o t a l  household work in 1976 t o t a l l e d  $752.4 b i l l i o n  or  44 percen t  of 

the  GNP. (The va lua t ion  based on the  housekeeper co s t  was 28 percent  

l e s s  and the  va lua t ion  based on gross  compensation of  the  opportuni ty  

cos t  was 35 percen t  h igher  than the  s p e c i a l i s t  co s t  v a lu a t io n . )  In

1976, women as the  p r inc ipa l  household workers ,  accounted f o r

68.4 percent  o f  the  t o t a l  household work worth $6,694 per y ea r .  Men put 

in only 15.1 hours of  household work a week compared to  the  women's

33.8 hours.  The value o f  the  men's work was $3,475. The value of  each 

hour of housework depended upon the  type of  a c t i v i t y  and degree of

s k i l l .  As men and women tended to  s p e c i a l i z e  in c e r t a i n  a c t i v i t i e s ,  

t h e i r  household work value v a r ied .  For example, men did 77.7 percent of
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the  home r e p a i r s  and hobbies which was the  ca tegory  ass igned the h ighes t  

wage r a t e .  Women did more than 80 percen t  o f  the  c h i ld  care  and 

i n s t r u c t i o n  which received the  lowest wage r a t e .  I f  we assume t h a t  

household work time use has not changed g r e a t ly  s ince  1976, e s t im ates  of 

value f o r  1981 a re  $10,000 a y ea r  f o r  women and $5,000 a year  f o r  men. 

The value o f  household work f o r  women i s  approximately two times t h e i r  

income from paid wages. The annual average f o r  a f u l l - t i m e  homemaker is  

$12,500.

Household work can be gen e ra l ly  ca tegor ized  in to  rou t ine  mainte­

nance household work and household production a c t i v i t i e s .  These 

f ind ings  a re  reported  in Appendix A-2. Women con t r ibu ted  12.9 hours to 

household production which was valued a t  $2,719 per year .  Men c o n t r i ­

buted 9.4  hours which counted as a $2,356 per year  c o n t r ib u t io n .

For women, the  value o f  t h e i r  household work var ied  according to 

severa l  f a c to r s  which a f f e c t ed  the  number of  hours they con t r ibu ted  to 

household work. For example, employment s t a t u s ,  number o f  earners  in 

the  family ,  presence of c h i ld r e n ,  age and own earnings  a l l  caused the 

value o f  household work to  vary.  A summary o f  the  e f f e c t  of these  

f a c to r s  i s  found on Appendix A-3. These a re  only es t im ates  as the  

sample was small and th e re  was no cons ide ra t ion  o f  c o r r e l a t i o n s  among 

v a r i a b l e s .  Employment f o r  women caused a dec l ine  in hours spent in a l l

household work with c h i ld  care  dec l in ing  the  most. The value of  the

work declined from $8,405 f o r  non-employed women to  $6,243 f o r  those

employed p a r t  time and $4,040 f o r  those  employed f u l l  t ime. For

employed women, market purchased goods and s e rv ice s  appear to  be 

s u b s t i t u t e d  f o r  household work in the  case o f  paid ch i ld  care and 

perhaps in meals eaten  out o f  the  home (Hoffer th  and Moore, 1979; Ortiz
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e t  a l . ,  1981; S t rober  and Weinberg, 1980). The value of  household work 

a l so  dropped as the  w i f e ' s  earning rose .  Other d i f f e r en c es  a ssoc ia ted  

with v a r ia b le s  included; household work increased as the  number of 

ch i ld ren  increased and decreased a f t e r  the  ch i ld ren  were age fo u r ;  the  

age of  the  women a f fe c t ed  t h e i r  household work value in t h a t  before  

age 29 i t  rose sharp ly  and then leve led  o f f  while c leaning and gardening 

rose  sharp ly  a f t e r  age 65.

Other re sea rchers  have a l so  given cons ide ra t ion  to  the  value of  

household labo r  in the  GNP and the  value o f  household work. Murphy

(1978) es timated  the  value o f  unpaid productive  work to  be 35 percen t  of 

the  GNP. Morgan e t  a l . ,  (1966) es timated  i t  to  be 38 percent and Gauger 

(1973) f igured  household work would add $204 b i l l i o n  to  the  GNP in 1967. 

Walker and Gauger (1973) a lso  ca lc u la te d  the  value of  household work by 

the  s p e c i a l i s t  cos t  technique f o r  husbands, wives,  and teenage c h i ld re n .  

They included the  v a r i a b le s  o f  wife  employment, age o f  w ife ,  number of 

ch i ld ren  and age of youngest  c h i ld .  For a non-employed wife ,  

aged 25-39, the  household work value was $4,500 and her  husband's  was 

$900 per y ea r .  Updated f o r  1981 d o l l a r  values (Deacon and Firebaugh,

1981) the  values would be $6,750 f o r  wives and $1,350 f o r  husbands. 

This es t im ate  i s  l e s s  than t h a t  repor ted  by Peskin (1982).  Vanek (1974) 

d isagrees  with the  concept of  monetary va lua t ion  of  homemaker's work and 

s t a t e d  t h a t  "homemaking rep resen ts  an occupational ro le  t h a t  i s  not 

reduc ib le  to  the  d o l l a r  cos ts  o f  i t s  c o n s t i t u e n t  ta sks"  (p.  190).

Another much le s s  common way to  put a monetary value on household 

work i s  to  value the  product o f  the  labor .  Morgan e t  a l . ,  (1962) in a 

study o f  home production as a source o f  income surveyed f o r  two types of 

production:  home-grown food and home ad d i t io n s  and r e p a i r s  done by
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f a m i l i e s .  About f i f t y  percent of  the  respondents reported t h a t  they

saved through these  a c t i v i t i e s  an average of $370 in 1959. For the  

e n t i r e  sample, t h i s  averaged out to  $182 saved per family .  Those people 

who saved the  most were home owners, f am i l ie s  with ch i ld ren  and those 

l iv in g  in small towns and ru ra l  a re as .  Families with heads with a

h igher wage r a t e  produced more than those with a lower wage r a t e  who 

presumably would need to  supplement t h e i r  income. There was a tendency 

f o r  people who worked long hours a l so  to  work more in home production.  

A la rge  por t ion  of  the  people who worked long hours were farmers who 

could have used p a r t  o f  t h e i r  job  s k i l l s  in household production.  

Education was r e l a t e d  to  product ion as those  with co l lege  degrees

produced the  l e a s t  and those who went beyond high school but did not

f i n i s h  co l leg e  produced the  most. There a re  v a r i a t i o n s  in production 

according to  geographic area  as those in the  South and North Central  

regions  produced l e s s  than o th e r  a r e a s .  Young fam i l ie s  and those who 

j u s t  r e t i r e d  were the  groups producing the  most. Measures of 

achievement mot ivation and of  the  perception  t h a t  hard work pays had no 

s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  with home production.  They could have re su l ted  

in more e f f o r t  a t  the  main job o r  tak ing  a second job r a t h e r  than more 

home production.  Also lower income fam i l ie s  tended to  save a small 

amount by growing food while h igher  income fa m i l ie s  saved much more by 

doing t h e i r  own home maintenance and ‘r e p a i r  (as more o f  them were 

homeowners and they had more money to  i n v e s t ) .  This study i s  of  specia l  

i n t e r e s t  in t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n  study as i t  d i r e c t l y  d e a l t  with the  amount 

of money saved through home production e f f o r t s .
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Non-monetary Value

The above s tu d ie s  have a l l  used a monetary measurement of  the  value 

of household work and home production.  There a re  a l so  o th e r  outputs  of 

the  production process t h a t  cannot be valued in t h i s  manner. For 

example, f a t i g u e ,  s t r e s s ,  and time spent could be considered negative  

outpu ts  in terms of  used human resources  (Deacon and Firebaugh, 1981). 

Also,  energy sp en t ,  1n terms o f  human and non-human resources  i s  an 

important way o f  va lu ing household product ion (Odum and Odum, 1976). 

S a t i s f a c t i o n  and d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with the  output a re  a l so  impor tant 

c o n s id e ra t io n s .  Several s tu d ie s  have been done on s a t i s f a c t i o n  with 

housework and women's employment. Campbell e t  a l . ,  (1976) repor ted  on 

women who f e l t  completely s a t i s f i e d  with t h e i r  housework. T h i r ty - fo u r  

pe rcen t  of  the  employed women f e l t  s a t i s f i e d ,  compared to  45 percen t  of  

the  pa r t - t im e  employed women and 52 percen t  of  the  f u l l - t i m e  housewives. 

Women who considered t h e i r  household work as important as t h e i r  

employment were more s a t i s f i e d  than those  t h a t  emphasized t h e i r  paid 

jo b .  Other measures o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  with household work were repor ted  

by Robinson (1982).  The 1975 time use study from the  Survey Research 

Center asked the  respondents  about the  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e i r  housework 

product.  Examples o f  the  q u a l i t y  were the  c l ea n l in e s s  o f  the  house and 

laundry ,  the  goodness and adequacy of  food and how well the  ch i ld ren  

were being r a i s e d .  Subjec t ive  r a t i n g s  o f  the  respondents  (with 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  such as age,  income, and m ar i ta l  s t a t u s  c o n t ro l le d )  

showed no d i f f e r e n c e  between employed and unemployed homemakers except 

f u l l - t i m e  homemakers ra ted  q u a l i t y  o f  the  main meal h igher .

Valuation o f  household production by using both soc ia l  and monetary 

means was the  r e s u l t  o f  an ambitious at tempt of  J u s t e r  e t  a l .  (1980) to
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develop a socia l  accounting system to  measure we l l -be ing .  Ouster e t  a l . 

(1980) applied t h e i r  socia l  accounting system to  the  empirical  time data 

from the Survey Research Center f o r  1965 and 1975. They aggregated the 

data  to  get  measures o f  the  time spent n a t io n a l ly  on household 

production a c t i v i t i e s ,  and the  monetary values of  the  se rv ices  (housing 

and non-housing) ,  non-durables ( inc luding  deprec ia t ion )  and government 

purchases.  The two s e t s  of time data  were measured Ind iv idua l ly  and 

a l so  compared. The comparison showed a change in time use over the  

decade from production in both the  market and home to  the  consumption 

category .  I t  a l so  showed l e s s  time in market work and in the  household 

ta sks  of  home maintenance,  shopping, a d m in is t r a t io n ,  and cooking. The 

g r e a t e s t  inc rease  was in pass ive  l e i s u r e  due to  increased t e l e v i s io n  

viewing. Time in educa t ion ,  medical care  and home improvement expanded, 

while ch i ld  care  diminished. [The use of  mate ria l  goods of  medical care 

dropped with increased ch i ld  care  and in te rpe rsona l  communication 

(perhaps due to  more long d is tance  t e le p h o n in g ) . ]  The in tang ib le  

outputs  of  process b e n e f i t s  were measured by pre ferences  f o r  a c t i v i t i e s .  

In the  1975 time s tudy,  respondents were asked to  in d ic a te  on a 0-10 

sca le  (with 0 being the  l e a s t  enjoyable  and 10 being the  most enjoyable) 

how much they enjoyed doing a p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i v i t y  regard less  of the 

r e s u l t s  o f  the  a c t i v i t y .  On t h i s  s c a l e ,  the  household production 

a c t i v i t i e s  ra ted  as most enjoyable  were ch i ld  care (8 .7 6 ) ,  followed by 

c r a f t s  (6 .5 3 ) ,  cooking (6 .1 6 ) ,  r e p a i r s  (5 .1 9 ) ,  o rgan iza t ions  (4 .83 ) ,  

shopping (4 .6 1 ) ,  and c leaning  (4 .36) .  Additional f a c to r s  analyzed with 

the s a t i s f a c t i o n  sca le  d is t ingu ished  high from low lev e l s  of s a t i s f a c ­

t i o n .  Women reported lower process well -being than men, married people 

reported  lower than s in g le  people ,  o ld e r  people lower than younger
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people ,  those  with ch i ld ren  lower than those w i thou t ,  and those in the 

labo r  force  h igher  than those not in the  labor  fo rce .  Level of  income 

was o f  no s i g n i f i c a n c e .  J u s t e r  e t  a l . ' s  study i s  one o f  the  few t h a t  

t a c k l e  the  d i f f i c u l t  problem o f  measurement o f  i n t a n g ib le  household 

production output  through the  concept o f  process b e n e f i t s .  S a t i s f a c t i o n  

with a production a c t i v i t y  could be the  very reason why people p a r t i c i ­

pate  in one a c t i v i t y  over  another  and more study needs to  be done in 

t h i s  a rea .

Summary

Most t h e o r e t i c a l  work on household production has r e s u l t e d  from the  

e f f o r t s  o f  economists who view the  home as a f a c to ry  producing people 

and commodities (S chu l tz ,  1962; Becker, 1976; Reid,  1934; Beut ler  and 

Owen, 1980, 1981). Pa r t  of  the  process  o f  producing people i s  the  

maintenance o f  the  household. This is  time consuming and rou t ine  work. 

Household product ion i s  a s ep a ra te  s e t  o f  a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h a t  can be 

considered investments in people and uses human s k i l l s  and o th e r  

re sou rces .  The production i t s e l f  i s  a process whereby a person can 

rece ive  b e n e f i t  o r  u t i l i t y .

Most informat ion on household product ion has been a r e s u l t  of time 

use s t u d i e s ,  housework s tu d ie s  o r  research  on d iv i s io n  of  labor  with in  

the  family .  These s tu d ie s  have i d e n t i f i e d  the  amount of time spent in 

household production and who p a r t i c i p a t e s  in the  a c t i v i t i e s  (usua l ly  

husband or  w i fe ) .  Motivation to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in household production 

could be due to  high achievement o r i e n t a t i o n  (Robinson, 1966), resource  

l i m i t a t i o n  or  personal p re fe rences .  Of p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  was the 

an a ly s i s  done on re levan t  family s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s .  Robinson (1966)
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found married couples with l a rge  fam i l ie s  (7-8 people) with no ch i ld ren  

under age two with high incomes from ru ra l  a reas  l i v in g  in s in g le  family 

s t r u c t u r e s  produced more than o th e r  f a m i l i e s .  Owen and Beu t le r  (1981) 

found a r e l a t i o n s h ip  between the  amount o f  household product ion and 

household s i z e ,  s tage  in family cy c le ,  and community s i z e .  Other 

re sea rchers  found employment of  wife  and age of  youngest  c h i ld  to  be 

h ighly  s i g n i f i c a n t .  There i s  a l so  a c l e a r  agreement among many 

re sea rchers  t h a t  household tasks  a re  gen e ra l ly  performed according to 

sex ro le  p re fe rences .  The shar ing o f  household product ion tasks  has 

received l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  in re sea rch .  Choices o f  whether to  buy or 

produce a p a r t i c u l a r  good or  se rv ice  were s tud ied  by Robinson (1966).  

Among the  i d e n t i fy in g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  those  t h a t  h i re  s e rv ices  are  

f a m i l ie s  with high incomes, working wives,  f am i l ie s  with c h i ld re n ,  

s i n g l e  men, those with access  to  h i red  s e r v i c e s ,  and those with l a r g e r  

homes.

Valuation of  household product ion as a p a r t  o f  the  GNP has been a 

concern f o r  approximately ten y e a r s .  Valuations o f  household production 

range from 44 to  35 percen t  o f  the  GNP (Peskin ,  1982; Murphy, 1978). 

One study done e a r l i e r  (Morgan e t  a l . ,  1962) valued the  product o f  two 

household product ion a c t i v i t i e s :  home grown food and home care and

r e p a i r s .  Families t h a t  produced the  most were home owners, fam i l ie s  

with c h i ld r e n ,  those  l i v in g  in small towns and ru ra l  a r e a s ,  and those 

with higher incomes. Other re sea rchers  have a l so  considered the value 

o f  household product ion in terms of  used re so u rce s ,  s a t i s f a c t i o n  and 

d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  with output  and the  q u a l i t y  o f  the  product.  J u s t e r  e t .  

a l .  (1980) developed a model to  value household production using both 

soc ia l  and monetary means.
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METHODOLOGY

The p resen t  study i s  p a r t  o f  a l a r g e r  study whose purpose was to 

i d e n t i f y  involvement in household product ion among young urban,  small 

town, and ru ra l  fam i l ie s  in mid-Michigan. The l a r g e r  s tudy ,  "C on tr i ­

butions  of  Household Production to  Family Income," was sponsored by the  

Department o f  Family and Child Ecology o f  Michigan S ta te  Univers i ty  and 

the  Michigan Cooperative Extension Serv ice and the  Michigan A gr icu l tu ra l  

Experiment S ta t ion  ( P ro je c t  1363H).

The data  f o r  the  study were c o l l e c t e d  in Ingham County, Michigan 

during the  months o f  May and June 1980. The family was the  u n i t  of 

an a ly s i s  f o r  the  l a r g e r  study and was defined as a male and female 

l i v in g  in the  same household with the  o ld e s t  c h i ld  between the ages of 

s ix  and twelve.  Each o f  these  th ree  family members was given a survey 

q u e s t io n n a i r e .

This study was designed to  i n v e s t ig a t e  household product ion done 

among young Michigan fam i l ie s  by studying husbands'  and wives '  re sp o n s i ­

b i l i t i e s  in  household product ion dec is ions  of  buying, producing or 

ignor ing a poss ib le  production a c t i v i t y ,  and the perceived con t r ib u t io n  

o f  household product ion to  family income. The r e l a t i o n s h ip s  between 

these  aspec ts  o f  household production and s e lec ted  demographic va r iab le s  

were a l so  s tud ied .

63
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The content o f  t h i s  chap ter  Includes d e sc r ip t i o n s  of the:  

(1) research design o f  the  study; (2) d e sc r ip t i o n  o f  the  sample; 

(3) ins trument development; (4) scor ing  procedures;  (5) v a r i a b l e s ;  

(6) s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a ly s i s ;  and (7) l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  the  s tudy.

Research Design

The purpose o f  t h i s  exp lo ra to ry  study was to  examine var ious  f a c e t s  

of  household product ion t h a t  could provide i n s ig h t  i n to  household 

production d e c i s io n s ,  inc luding  a c t i v i t i e s  done,  husband and wife 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in production and perceived monetary value of  household 

production co n t r ib u t in g  to  family Income. The research  method used was 

a survey ques t ionna i re  based on r e c a l l  o f  household production 

a c t i v i t i e s .  The t h e o r e t i c a l  and opera t iona l  d e f i n i t i o n s  of the  

v a r i a b le s  a re  found in Chapter 1.

The popula tion s e le c ted  f o r  in te rv iew  in t h i s  study was Ingham 

County, Michigan which i s  inc luded in the  Lansing Standard Metropol itan 

S t a t i s t i c a l  Area (SMSA). Within the  county i s  the  s t a t e  c a p i t a l  and the 

a ssoc ia ted  government agenc ie s ,  a d iv e r s e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  i n d u s t ry ,  many 

business  and manufacturing firms r e l a t e d  to  the  automobile in d u s t ry ,  and 

i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  h igher  education inc luding  Michigan S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty ,  a 

la rge  s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t y .  The county a lso  con ta ins  a heterogeneous 

popula tion o f  urban, small town, and ru ra l  households.  The sample was 

designed to  r e f l e c t  the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and a c t i v i t i e s  o f  young fam i l ie s  

r e s id in g  in these  th ree  l o c a t i o n s .  Families  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in the  study 

a l l  l iv ed  in p r iv a te  households w i th in  one o f  th e se  th ree  geographic 

lo c a t io n s .  A minimum of  t h i r t y  fam i l ie s  from each area was considered 

app rop r ia te  f o r  a sample.
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The sample s e l e c t i o n  process was designed to  be as random as 

poss ib le  given the  s t u d y ' s  d e f i n i t i o n a l  and geographic c o n s t r a i n t s .  In 

each of  the  th ree  geographic l o c a t i o n s ,  a randomly s e lec ted  s t a r t i n g  

po in t  was chosen. Within the  r e s i d e n t i a l  blocks households were 

randomly s e le c ted  and contac ted  using a sk ip  p a t t e r n .  The procedure f o r  

the  sk ip  p a t t e rn  was s t a r t e d  when a family  was q u a l i f i e d  and agreed to  

p a r t i c i p a t e  in the  s tudy. When t h i s  occur red ,  the  next house on the 

block o r  road was skipped and not con tac ted .  The following house was 

then con tac ted .

The urban sample was from Lansing, the  s t a t e  c a p i t a l  and the 

l a r g e s t  popula tion c e n t e r  wi th in  Ingham County. Lansing 1s c e n t r a l l y  

loca ted  in mid-Michigan. The major employers a re  indus t ry  ( p r i n c i p a l l y  

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  equipment, f a b r i c a t e d  m e ta l s ,  and n o n - e l e c t r i c a l  

machinery),  s t a t e  government, and the  u n i v e r s i t y .

In o rde r  to  i d e n t i f y  a sample from Lansing, a school census was 

obta ined from the  Tri-County Planning Commission to  lo ca te  a reas  with in  

the  c i t y  with the  h ighes t  percentage of  school-age ch i ld ren  between the 

ages of s ix  and twelve.  An area  in the  southern p a r t  o f  Lansing was 

i d e n t i f i e d  as having the  l a r g e s t  number of  young c h i ld re n .  The second 

h ighes t  percentage o f  young c h i ld ren  was in north  Lansing. A v i s i t  by 

the  re sea rchers  to  these  areas  revealed  severa l  i n d ic a to r s  of  ch i ld ren  

such as swing s e t s  and homes with signs  in  the  windows id e n t i f y in g  them 

as s h e l t e r s  f o r  school-age c h i ld re n .  A census t r a c t  a rea  in south 

Lansing was chosen as the  f i r s t  neighborhood to  be sampled. An ad jacen t  

t r a c t  was i d e n t i f i e d  as the  second area  to  be sampled in Lansing in the 

event  t h a t  add i t io n a l  f am i l ie s  were needed. To choose a random sample,  

c i t y  blocks wi th in  the  census t r a c t  were numbered. All apartment
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bui ld ings  were i n d iv id u a l ly  numbered and t r e a t e d  as i f  they were c i t y  

b locks .  Block numbers were randomly s e le c te d  as s t a r t i n g  po in ts  before  

the  in te rv iew ers  s t a r t e d  con tac t ing  f a m i l i e s .  All o f  the  blocks  in both 

census t r a c t s  were sampled in o rder  t o  ob ta in  the requ ired  number of 

f a m i l i e s .

Mason, the  county s ea t  o f  Ingham County, was chosen as the  s i t e  f o r  

the  small town sample. I t  has no major In d u s t ry ,  but does have several  

small i n d u s t r i e s  and s e rv ice  agenc ies .  The town i s  loca ted  with in  

commuting d i s ta n ce  o f  Lansing and Jackson, Michigan. As a r e s u l t ,  about 

85 percen t  of  the  employed persons l i v i n g  wi th in  the  co rpora te  l im i t s  

work ou ts ide  o f  Mason. Those l i v in g  and working in Mason a re  mainly 

fa c to ry  workers ,  and s t a t e  employees. There a re  a l so  r e t i r e d  fa rmers ,  

s t a f f  and f a c u l ty  from Michigan S ta t e  U n ive rs i ty .  The town's corpora te  

l i m i t s  were the  boundaries f o r  the  sample. I n i t i a l l y ,  the  Ingham County 

Extension Home Economist i d e n t i f i e d  the  a reas  with the  l a r g e s t  number of 

school c h i ld re n .  In te rv iewing began with these  a r e a s ,  but even tua l ly  

included the  e n t i r e  town due to  the  small popula t ion .  As in Lansing, 

c i t y  blocks were randomly s e le c ted  as s t a r t i n g  po in ts  before  the  

in te rv iew ers  contac ted  any f a m i l i e s .

Wheatfield Township, s e lec ted  f o r  the  ru ra l  sample,  i s  the  c lo s e s t  

ru ra l  area to  Lansing and i s  w i th in  commuting d i s t a n c e .  The popula tion 

i s  s c a t t e r e d  and houses a re  loca ted  approximately every q u a r t e r  mile on 

each of  the  township roads .  To s e l e c t  a sample,  e a s t - w e s t ,  and nor th -  

south roads with in  the  township were numbered and randomly s e lec ted  as 

s t a r t i n g  p o in t s .  In c o n t r a s t  to  Lansing and Mason where the  skip  

p a t t e rn  was used, every house with in  the  township was v i s i t e d  due to the 

sparse  popula tion and d i s t a n ce  between houses.  There were not
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s u f f i c i e n t  q u a l i f i e d  fam i l ie s  from Wheatfield Township, so fam i l ies  were 

interviewed from a ru ra l  area ad jacen t  to  Wheatfield to  the  west.  LeRoy 

Township was included in the  sample using the  same procedure.

Data Col lec t ion  Procedures

The data  were c o l l e c te d  by a market re search  f irm con t rac ted  by the  

research  p r o je c t  d i r e c t o r s .  Six t r a in e d  in te rv iewers  h i red  by the  fi rm 

c o l l e c te d  data  during the  months o f  May and June 1980. Members of  the  

Household Production Research P ro jec t ,  team held t r a i n i n g  sess ions  with 

the  in te rv iew ers  p r i o r  to  the  data  c o l l e c t i o n .  An o u t l in e  o f  a t r a in in g  

sess ion  as developed by the  research  team appears in Appendix B-2. The 

in te rv iew ers  were in s t r u c t e d  in how to  conduct each s tep  o f  the  

in te rv iew  process .

In te rv iew ers  were re spons ib le  f o r  screening the  households f o r  

e l i g i b i l i t y .  A f te r  e l i g i b i l i t y  was e s t a b l i s h e d ,  the  in te rv iew er  

expla ined the  study and asked the  family to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in the  study. 

Families were t o ld  t h a t  t h e i r  responses would remain anonymous by the  

in te rv iew ers  in a l e t t e r  from the  p ro je c t  d i r e c t io n s  (Appendix B-3).  I f  

the  family  agreed to  be p a r t  of the  s tudy ,  the  in te rv iew er  obtained 

w r i t t e n  consent to  p a r t i c i p a t e  from one o r  both spouses as required  by 

the  Univers i ty  Committee on Research Involving Human Subjec ts .  I f  only 

one paren t  was a t  home, h i s / h e r  w r i t t e n  consent was obtained a t  the  time 

of the  i n i t i a l  con tac t  and the  spouse was asked to  sign before  the 

ques t io n n a i r e s  were re tu rned .  Parents  gave consent f o r  t h e i r  ch i ld ren  

(Appendix B-4).

Among the  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  f a m i l i e s ,  the  a d u l t  family member who 

answered the door was asked an open-ended question  about the  fam i ly ' s
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method o f  s t r e t c h i n g  income. Then, the  in te rv iew er  explained the 

procedures f o r  completing the  ques t ionna i res  and gave the family th ree  

q u e s t io n n a i r e s ;  one each f o r  the  husband, w ife ,  and c h i ld .  Spouses were 

requested to  complete t h e i r  q u es t ionna i res  independent ly .  However, 

parents  could help t h e i r  c h i ld  with the  c h i l d ' s  ques t ionna i re  i f  the  

c h i l d ' s  reading level  was not adequate to  complete i t  a lone .  Each 

q ues t ionna i re  bookle t  was d i s t r i b u t e d  in s id e  an envelope to  help family 

members maintain  c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  and independence o f  responses .  The 

in te rv iewers  l e f t  the  ques t io n n a i r e  with the  family f o r  severa l  days. 

The in te rv iew ers  then c a l l e d  the  urban and small town fam i l ie s  to 

arrange f o r  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e s .  Rural f am i l ie s  were to  

mail in t h e i r  ques t ionna i res  due to  the  expense of c o l l e c t i o n  where 

houses were s c a t t e r e d .  The ru ra l  f a m i l i e s  were a l so  c a l l ed  as a 

reminder. The fam i l ie s  who re tu rned  completed ques t io n n a i r e s  as agreed 

from the  th re e  family members received $5.00 and l a t e r  a summary of the  

f in d in g s .

A t o t a l  of 701 households were contac ted  in o rder  to  obta in  the 

sample. Information on co n tac t ing  the  701 households i s  found in 

Appendix B-5 and B-6. One hundred t h i r t y - n i n e  households appeared to  be 

e l i g i b l e  and were given q u es t ionna i res  which they re tu rned .  Of the 139 

households,  32 were d i s q u a l i f i e d  from the  study f o r  various  reasons .  In 

19 f a m i l i e s ,  the  o ld e s t  ch i ld  was over  12 years  and 12 months old and in 

f iv e  f a m i l i e s ,  one or both spouses had ch i ld ren  over 12 years  and 

12 months not l iv in g  within  the  household.  Examination o f  the  q ues t ion ­

na i re  bookle ts  ind ica ted  e ig h t  f am i l ie s  colluded on answering the  

ques t ions .  Collusion was determined by id e n t i c a l  handwrit ing or  answers
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on spouses '  q u e s t io n n a i r e s .  In p a r t i c u l a r ,  ques t ions  19 and 42 were 

checked as they required handwrit ten answers.

Descr ip t ion  o f  the  Study Sample

The sample f o r  the  l a r g e r  Household Production P ro jec t  cons is ted  of  

107 fa m i l i e s  (husband, w ife ,  and o ld e s t  c h i ld  between the  ages of  s ix  

and twelve) .  This study used only the  husband and wife data  from the  

107 f a m i l i e s .  Thir ty -two fa m i l i e s  were from the  urban a r e a ,  38 were 

from the  small town and 37 were from the ru ra l  a re a .  Demographic 

information from the  Tri-County Planning Commission provided the  

fo llowing data  f o r  the  sampled a reas .

Urban Sample. —The urban sample area  included census t r a c t s  36.01 

and 36.02. The 1980 median household Income in these  areas  was $19,400 

and $14,800, r e s p e c t iv e ly .  The a reas  were 63.7 pe rcen t  and 69.7 percent 

Caucasian and 30.5 percent and 24.0 percent Black, r e s p e c t iv e ly .

Small Town Sample. —The small town sample area  inc luded the  e n t i r e  

town o f  Mason. The 1980 median household income was $18,400. The area 

was 96.5 percent Caucasian and 0.01 percent  Black.

Rural Sample. —The ru ra l  sample area included Wheatfield Township 

plus the  western p a r t  of  LeRoy Township border ing Wheatfield Township. 

The 1980 median household income was $17,900. The area  was 98.7 percent 

Caucasian and 0 .5  percent  Black.

The ra c ia l  balance of  the  e n t i r e  sample i s  s im i l a r  to  t h a t  of the  

1980 census.  Over 87 percent of  the  a d u l t  respondents in the  sample 

were Caucasian and fewer than 12 percent were Black or  o f  Spanish 

o r i g i n .  Most of the  Black and Mexican-American respondents were from 

the  urban sample. Adults in the  sample ranged in age from 22 to  50.
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The w i f e ' s  average age was almost 32 while the  husbands averaged almost 

34 years  of  age (Table 1) .  The average length  of marriage was 

11.66 y e a r s .  The m ajor i ty  o f  couples (70.9  percent)  were married 10 to  

15 y e a r s .  Included in the  sample were couples l i v in g  to g e th e r  as 

f am i l ie s  who d id  not r e p o r t  they were married.  They were l abe led  as 

husband and wife  in the  da ta .

The households were composed of  the  husbands and wives,  t o t a l  

number o f  c h i ld r e n ,  t o t a l  number o f  o th e r  r e l a t i v e s  and t o t a l  number of  

o th e r  in d iv id u a ls  l i v in g  in the  household.  The number o f  persons in the  

household ranged from th ree  to  seven. Most households had four  members: 

husband, w ife ,  and two c h i ld re n .  Only one family  repor ted  a non- 

r e l a t i v e  l i v in g  in the  household.  No o th e r  r e l a t i v e s  were ind ica ted  

l i v in g  in the  households.

The average number of ch i ld ren  per household Was 2 .4 .  The number 

of c h i ld ren  per  household ranged from one to  f i v e .  The number of 

ch i ld ren  per household in the  sample va r ied  from the  Lansing SMSA 

average as the  sample sp e c i f i e d  f a m i l ie s  with a t  l e a s t  one ch i ld  and 

t h e r e f o r e ,  c h i l d l e s s  couples were not included.  The ch i ld ren  in the  

sample were evenly d i s t r i b u t e d  by age.  The l a r g e s t  number o f  ch i ld ren  

were 11 year s  old (20.5 pe rcen t ) .

Educational l e v e l s  va r ied  between husbands and wives.  Over nine 

percen t  of  the  wives and 6 .4  pe rcen t  o f  the  husbands reported  not 

completing high school.  The h ighes t  level of  education f o r  35 percent 

o f  the  wives and 32 percent o f  the  husbands was the  12th grade.  

One-th ird  of  the  wives and one-four th  o f  the  husbands s t a r t e d  c o l le g e ,  

but completed l e s s  than four  y e a r s .  Over o n e - f i f t h  of  the  wives
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Table 1 . —C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  Young Michigan Families in the  Household 
Production Sample as Reported by Husbands and Wives 
(Summer 1980, Michigan Houshold Production Study)

C h a r a c te r i s t i c s Frequency Percentaqe Mean Median
(n=107) (lOd.0)

Age in Years
Husbands

21-25 - 2 1.8 33.79 33.46
26-30 22 20.6
31-35 52 48.5
36-40 24 22.4
41-45 3 2.7
46-40 4 3.7

Wives
21-25 3 2.8 31.89 31.85
26-30 32 29.8
31-35 52 48.5
36-40 18 16.8
41-45 2 1.8
46-50 0 0

Years Married
0-3 6 5.6 11.66 12.39
4-6 6 5.6
7-9 9 8.4

10-12 34 31.7
13-15 42 39.2
16-18 8 7.5
19-21 2 1.8

Number of Persons in
Household*

3 11 10.3 4.41 4.79
4 52 48.6
5 34 31.8
6 9 8 .4
7 1 0.9

Number of Children*
1 11 10.3 2.40 2.32
2 — 52 48.6
3 35 32.7
4 8 7.5
5 1 0.9

Age of  Oldest  Child*
6 14 13.1 9.14 9.13
7 12 11.2
8 16 15.0
9 16 15.0

10 14 13.1
11 22 20.6
12 13 12.1

♦Reported by the  wife
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Table 1. ( co n t 'd )

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  Frequency Percentaqe
(n-107) (100.0)

Education Level 
Husbands 

1-3 years  o f  high school 6 5.6
Completed high school 

(high school diploma) 35 32.7
Less than 4 years 
o f  co l lege 27 25.2

4 years  o f  co l lege 18 16.8
5 or  more years  of  

co l lege 20 18.7

Wives
1-3 years  o f  high school 9 8.4
Completed high school 

(high school diploma) 38 35.5
Less than 4 years  
of  co l lege 36 33.6

4 years  o f  co l lege 7 6.5
5 or  more years of 

co l lege 16 15.0

Employment S ta tus  
S ing le-ea rner 56 52.8
Dual-earner 48 44.9
Both employed 3 2.8

Midpoint o f  Family Income 
Category (Annual)**

$7,500 1 0.9
$9,000 1 0.9

$11,000 0 0
$13,500 4 3.7
$17,500 16 15.0
$22,500 23 21.5
$27,500 20 18.6
$32,500 26 24.3
$42,500 13 12.1
$50,000-over 4 3.7
Missing Data 1 0.9

Mean

$26,752

Median

$25,519

**1979 t o t a l  income before  taxes .  Husband's and w i f e ' s  personal income 
was added toge the r  fo r  Family Income.



73

Table 1. ( co n t 'd )

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  Frequency Percentaqe Mean Median------------------- wm f----- rroor----------------
Occupation

Husbands
Profess ional-Technica l 30 28.8
Managerial-  

Admin is tra tive 14 13.1
Sales 3 2.8
Cle r ica l 7 6.5
Craftsman, o p e ra t iv e ,  

t r a n s p o r t ,  l abo re r 44 41.1
Serv ice 5 4.7
P r iva te  household 
workers 0 0

Farmer 2 1.9
Housespouse/Student 2 1.9

Wives
Profess iona l-Technica l 11 10.3
Managerial- 

Admin is tra tive 3 2.8
Sales 2 1.9
C le r ica l 20 18.7
Craftsman, o p e ra t iv e ,  

t r a n s p o r t ,  l abo re r 3 2.8
Serv ice 7 6.5
P r iva te  household 
workers 4 3.7

Farmer 1 0.9
Housespouse/Student 56 52.3

aa f ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  re p re se n t  the  mean number of  a c t i v i t i e s  
s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category

(21.5 percent)  f in i sh e d  four  o r  more years  co n t ra s ted  with more than a 

t h i r d  (34.5 percent)  o f  the  husbands who f in i sh e d  four  o r  more y e a r s .

Employment was another  f a c t o r  t h a t  c h a r ac te r i z ed  the  fam i l ie s  in 

the sample. F i f ty - two percent o f  the  couples were s in g l e - e a r n e r  

f am i l ie s  and 44.9 percent had both husband and wife  employed. At the  

time of  the  sample, both adu l t s  were unemployed in 2 .8  percent of  the  

f a m i l i e s .  This was l e s s  than the  ove ra l l  popula tion where 12.6 percent 

o f  the  workers in the  Lansing SMSA were repor ted  as unemployed f o r  May
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of  1980. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  12.5 percent were unemployed with in  the  c i t y  of 

Lansing.

The median fam i l iy  income f o r  th e  sample was $25,519. This was 

h igher  than the  1980 census es timated  median incomes fo r  the  fou r  census 

t r a c t s  where the  urban median income was $19,400 and $14,000 ( t r a c t s  

36.01 and 36.02, r e s p e c t i v e l y ) ,  small town was $18,400 and ru ra l  was 

$17,000. The per c a p i t a  income was c a lc u la t e d  by d iv id ing  the  t o t a l  

family  income by the  number o f  persons in the  household dependent upon 

the  income. The per  c a p i t a  average income was $5,622.

The occupations  o f  husbands and wives were c l a s s i f i e d  according to  

the  1970 United S ta t e s  Census Occupational Codes. For r e p o r t in g ,  the  

occupat ions were combined under l a r g e r  c a t e g o r i e s .  Twenty-eight percent 

o f  the  husbands and 10.3 percent o f  the  wives were p r o f e s s i o n a l - 

techn ica l  workers.  More husbands than wives were manageria l-  

a d m in i s t r a t iv e  workers (13.1 percent of  the husbands and 2 .8  percent of 

the  wives) .  A few fam i l ie s  were working in s a le s  a c t i v i t i e s  

(2 .8  percen t  o f  the  husbands and 1.9 percent of  the  wives) .  Most o f  the  

employed wives were c l e r i c a l  workers (18.7 p e rc en t ) .  Only 6.5 percent 

o f  the  husbands were in c l e r i c a l  work. Most o f  the  employed husbands 

were in blue c o l l a r  jobs  such as cra f tsmen, t r a n s p o r t  workers ,  opera­

t i v e s ,  and lab o re r s  (41.1 p e rc en t ) .  In c o n t r a s t ,  only 2 .8  percent of  

the  wives had those  types of  employment. Husbands and wives working as 

s e rv ice  and p r iv a te  household workers were 4 .7  percen t  and 10.2 percent 

o f  the  employed persons.  Only 2 .9  percent of the  employed husbands and

0 .9  percen t  of the  wives were farmers .  The g r e a t e s t  d i f f e rence  between 

the spouses was t h a t  wives were c l a s s i f i e d  as house spouses or s tudents
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(52.3 percent)  while only 1.9 percent o f  the  husbands reported  being in 

t h i s  category .

In summary, the  fam i l ie s  in the  sample were a d ive rse  group rep re ­

sen t ing  many Income l e v e l s ,  educational l e v e l s ,  and occupations .  Some 

respondents were p ro f e s s i o n a l s ,  some c l e r i c a l  workers ,  and o th e rs  were 

craftsmen or  worked in s to re s  o r  f a c t o r i e s .  E igh ty - f ive  percen t  o f  the  

men were employed a t  the  t ime of the  survey,  and 12 percent were l a id  

o f f .  Forty-seven percent  o f  the  wives were employed ou ts id e  the  home.

Instrument Development

A comprehensive ques t io n n a i r e  was developed s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  the  

o v e ra l l  p ro je c t  to  i n v e s t ig a t e  household production .  The ques t ions  were 

developed by the  Household Production P r o jec t  members or  adapted from 

ques t ions  developed by o th e r  r e s ea rc h e r s .  The p r o je c t  team members 

cons is ted  of th re e  f a c u l ty  members from Michigan S ta te  Univers i ty  and 

graduate  s tu d en t s .  This r e s ea rc h e r  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in c leaning  the  data 

and prepar ing  i t  f o r  a n a l y s i s ,  c r e a t in g  v a r i a b l e s ,  a n a ly s i s  decis ion  

s e s s io n s ,  determining s t a t i s t i c a l  procedures ,  examining f o r  c o l lu s io n ,  

and development o f  production scor ing .

The ques t io n n a i r e  was developed according to  the  following 

procedure ( E z e l l ,  1981, p. 71):

1. Reviewing of  r e le v an t  l i t e r a t u r e  inc luding  profess ional  
jo u rn a l s  and books, re search  r e p o r t s ,  t h e o r e t i c a l  papers ,  
magazine, and newspapers.

2. Asking exper ts  to  review and add to  a l i s t  o f  household 
product ion a c t i v i t i e s .

3. Synthes iz ing the  information ga thered and developing a 
pre l iminary  qu es t io n n a i r e .

4.  Obtaining i n i t a l  approval from the  U nivers i ty  Committee 
on Research Involving Human Subjec ts  f o r  p r e t e s t i n g  the 
q u es t io n n a i r e .

5. P r e te s t in g  the  ques t ionna i re  on a se le c ted  group of 
f a m i l i e s .
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6. A l te r ing  the  ques t ionna i re  to  inc lude  recommended changes 
in the  f i n a l  ques t io n n a i re .

7. Obtaining f i n a l  approval from the  U nivers i ty  Committee on 
Research Involving Human Subjec ts  before  beginning 
in te rv iews in the  sample.

Related L i t e r a t u r e

Four major c a te g o r ie s  were s tud ied  in the  q ues t ionna i re  develop­

ment: household product ion ,  q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e ,  human c ap i t a l  development,

and family  demographics.  Sources used to  re search  and develop ques t ions  

o f  household product ion were: Berk and Shih,  1980; Beu t le r  and Owen,

1979; Leonard-Barton and Rogers,  1980; Morgan e t a l . ,  1974; Walker, 

1973; Walker and Woods, 1976. The ques t ions  on q u a l i t y  of  l i f e  were 

adapted from the  work of  Andrews and Withey (1976). The re search  team 

developed t h e i r  own ques t ions  on human c a p i t a l  development. Demographic 

ques t ions  were from the  Quali ty  of  Life  Research P ro jec t  done by the 

Departments o f  Human Environment and Design, and Family and Child 

Ecology a t  Michigan S ta t e  Univers i ty  and the  Department o f  Clothing and 

T e x t i l e s ,  Univers i ty  o f  Minnesota. (The Michigan Agr icu l tu ra l  

Experiment S ta t io n  P ro jec t  Numbers were: 1249 "Clothing Use and Quality

o f  Li fe  in Rural and Urban Communities," 3151 "Families in Evolving 

Rural Communities." The Minnesota A gr icu l tu ra l  Experiment S ta t ion  

P r o jec t  number was: 53-086 "Clothing Use and Quali ty  of  Life  in Rural

and Urban Communities.")

Using the  l i t e r a t u r e  review, p r o j e c t  conferences ,  and responses of 

persons asked to  review a p re l iminary  l i s t  o f  household production 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  the  i n i t i a l  q ues t ionna i re  was developed. Sp ec i f ic  a ttempts  

were made by the  p ro j e c t  members to  s t a t e  a l l  ques t ions  as simply and as
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c l e a r l y  as p oss ib le .  Informal review by p ro je c t  members caused some 

modif ica tions  of  the  ques t ions .

The ques t ionna i re  was p re te s ted  by members of  the  Household 

Production Pro jec t  s t a f f .  Urban, small town, and ru ra l  fam i l ie s  (nine 

t o t a l )  not l i v in g  in the  sample areas  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in the  p r e t e s t .  

Their  responses r e s u l t ed  in minor modif ica t ions  to  the  ques t ionna i re .

Descrip tion of  the  Variables

Only p a r t  o f  the  ques t ionna i re  data  was used in t h i s  a n a ly s i s .  The 

sec t ions  of  the  ques t ionna i re  used in t h i s  study included: 

(1) a c t i v i t i e s  a t  home (pp. 4 -9 ,  11);  (2) saving and inves t ing  (p.  12); 

(3) a c t i v i t i e s  ou ts ide  the  home (pp. 23-26) ;  (4) value of  home a c t i v i ­

t i e s  (p. 27);  and (5) family s i t u a t i o n  (pp. 28-32, 34, 36-37).  These 

s ec t ions  are  included in Appendix B. Only husbands'  and wives'  

ques t ionna i res  were used as the  c h i ld re n s '  data were not comparable.

Scoring

Several scores were developed in o rde r  to  b e t t e r  understand the 

c o l le c te d  data  and answer c e r t a in  research ques t ions .  One score focused 

on the  number of production a c t i v i t i e s  done on both the  indiv idual and 

family l e v e l s .  Computations were a l so  made to  develop a measure f o r  

household production decis ions  and the  amount o f  production a c t i v i t y  

compared to  o th e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  including buying i t ,  omit t ing  i t ,  or 

l e t t i n g  i t  go undone. Likewise,  computations were made to  develop a 

perceived value of household production.
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Perceived Household Production A c t i v i t i e s

Household production a c t i v i t y  scores  were computed by summing the 

p o s i t iv e  responses to  adu l t  ques t ionnai re  items 2-10, 12-13, 32, 34-40. 

Most of  the  items were scored on a yes-no b a s i s :  a yes response i n d i ­

cated the  indiv idual d id  the  a c t i v i t y  h i m s e l f / h e r s e l f  and a no response 

ind ica ted  t h a t  the  respondent did not do i t .  Six of  the  quest ions  (2-6 ,  

9) had more d e t a i l e d  a l t e r n a t i v e s  to  choose from: usual ly  h i re  i t  done

or  buy i t ,  u sua l ly  do i t  mysel f ,  usua l ly  do i t  toge the r  with o ther  

family members, usua l ly  done by another  family member or f r i e n d ,  l e t  i t  

go or d o e s n ' t  apply.  In order  to  examine household production as a 

ca tegory ,  i t  became necessary to  aggregate  the  responses .  This was done 

two ways: as ind iv idua ls  and as family u n i t s .

1. Individual Score. The indiv idual score  was designed to 

i d e n t i fy  who did the  work wi th in  the  family .  For each a c t i v i t y ,  every 

family was scored as to  whether the  husband did the  a c t i v i t y  by himself  

o r  the  wife did i t  by h e r s e l f .  I f  e i t h e r  husband o r  wife ind ica ted  th a t  

they did i t  with another  family member, then they were given c r e d i t  t h a t  

i t  was done by e i t h e r  husband and/or wife with another  family member. 

However, i f  both husband and wife marked t h a t  they did i t  by themselves,  

the  family was scored as c o n f l i c t i n g  because both husband and wife could 

not be s o le ly  re sponsib le  f o r  the  t a sk .  Only those quest ions  with 

d e ta i l ed  a l t e r n a t i v e s  (2 -6 ,  9) had information on o the r  family members 

doing the a c t i v i t y .  For the  yes-no ques t ions ,  the  husband only and wife 

only scor ing was the  same as described above. I f  both husband and wife 

marked y e s ,  then the score was both did the  a c t i v i t y  to ge the r .  The 

names given to  the scores were:
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Husbands only: Total of the  p o s i t i v e  responses marked by husbands

only

Wives only: Total o f  the  p o s i t i v e  responses  marked by wives only

Together: Total number o f  responses:  ques t ions  2 -6 ,  9 marked by

e i t h e r  husband or  wife  t h a t  they d id  i t  with another family 

member, o r  on the  remainder o f  the  ques t ions  (yes-no) marked 

by both husband and wife  t h a t  they did i t .

C o n f l ic t in g :  Total number o f  responses marked by both husband and

wife  t h a t  they did the  a c t i v i t y  by themselves (ques t ions  2-6 ,  

9 ) .

2. Family C o l le c t iv e  Score.  The family c o l l e c t i v e  score  was made 

by t o t a l i n g  a l l  the  p o s i t i v e  responses to  a t o t a l  poss ib le  178 produc­

t io n  a c t i v i t i e s  by the  family .  The family score  c a l l e d  a Total Score i s  

the  sum o f  the  Husbands on ly ,  Wives only ,  Together,  and C onf l ic t ing  

s co res .  An example of  the  scor ing  procedure i s  in Appendix B-7.

For the  perceived household production a c t i v i t y  sco re ,  the  produc­

t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  were divided in to  two groups o f  a c t i v i t i e s  done 

b a s i c a l l y  w i th in  the  household and a c t i v i t i e s  done with o th e r  f am i l ie s  

o r  with the  community (Table 2 ) .  The e ig h t  a c t i v i t i e s  done wi th in  the  

home, c a l l ed  f o r  t h i s  a n a ly s i s  in-home product ion a c t i v i t i e s ,  inc luded: 

home care and r e p a i r  (ques t ions  2,  7 .5 ,  7 .6 ,  7 . 8 ,  7 . 9 ,  7 .1 3 ) ;  c a r  care 

and r e p a i r  (ques t ion  3 ) ;  y a rd ,  lawn and outdoor care  (ques t ions  5,  7 .7 ) ;  

personal care  (ques tion  4 ) ;  sewing, c r a f t s ,  and hobbies (ques t ions  6,  

7 .1 ,  7 .2 ,  7 . 3 ,  7 .11 ,  7 .1 2 ) ;  food p re se rv a t io n  (ques t ions  8 ,  7 .10 ,  7 .1 4 ) ;  

care  o f  family members (ques t ions  9,  10);  and recyc l ing  within  the  home 

(ques t ions  12 .1 ,  12.10-12 .12) .  There were a t o t a l  of  84 in-home produc­

t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  The nine a c t i v i t i e s  done with o th e r  f am i l ie s  or  in the
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community, c a l l ed  fo r  t h i s  a na lys is  out-home a c t i v i t i e s ,  included:

saving and inves t ing  (ques t ion  13) ,  b a r t e r in g  se rv ice s  (ques tion  32);

using cooperatives  (ques tion  34) ;  shar ing resources  (ques t ion  35) ;  using

community r e c rea t io n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  (ques t ion  36);  using community medical

Table 2 . —Household Production A c t i v i t i e s  Categories
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Total Poss ib le  A c t i v i t i e s  
Categor ies  in Each Category (N)

In-home

Car care  and r e p a i r  9
Care o f  family members 6
Food p rese rva t ion  13
Home care and r e p a i r  26
Personal care  4
Recycle ( in  home) 4
Sewing, hobbies,  and c r a f t s  14
Yard, lawn, and outdoor care  8

Total ST

Out-home

Bar ter ing  Serv ices  7
Community medical s e rv ice s  7
Community r e c re a t io n  9
Cooperatives 6
Free information 14
Recycle (out o f  home) 10
Savings and Investments 24
Sharing Resources 7
Shopping a l t e r n a t i v e s  10

Total W

Total
17 ca tego r ie s  178

se rv ice s  (ques tion 37);  using " f ree"  informat ion (ques t ion  38);  using 

shopping a l t e r n a t i v e s  (ques t ion  39);  and recyc l ing  ou ts ide  the  home 

(ques t ions  12 .2-12 .9 ,  12 .13).  There were a t o t a l  o f  94 out-home

a c t i v i t i e s .
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Perceived Household Production Choices

For s ix  of  the  items in the  ques t ionna i re  (2 -6 ,  9 ) ,  th e re  were six 

p o s s ib le  responses f o r  the  respondent to  choose (see  p. 77) .  These 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s  ind ica ted  the  r e s u l t s  o f  a decision-making process  by the  

indiv idual o r  the  family u n i t  as a whole. The quest ion  o f  i n t e r e s t  was 

whether anyone in the  household did the  a c t i v i t y ,  or  whether i t  was 

h i red  o u t ,  omitted or  i t  did not apply to  the  f a m i ly ' s  s i t u a t i o n .  

Therefore ,  the  responses to  any of  the  c a te g o r ie s  which ind ica ted  

production (usua l ly  do i t  mysel f ,  u sua l ly  do i t  t o g e th e r  with o th e r  

family  members and usu a l ly  done by another  family member or  f r i e n d )  were 

counted as a p o s i t i v e  response f o r  family production.  Fr iends were 

included as they o f ten  have human resources  necessary  f o r  a c e r t a in  ta sk  

t h a t  a re  a v a i l a b le  to  a family a t  no monetary c o s t .  The responses f o r  

the  four  poss ib le  dec is ion  ca teg o r ie s  were: do i t ,  h i r e  i t  o r  buy i t ,

omit i t ,  o r  d o e s n ' t  apply.  These ca teg o r ie s  were summed s ep a ra te ly  and 

amounts in each category  were compared.

Perceived Monetary Value o f  Household Production

The a d u l t  q ues t ionna i re  asked the  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  perceived monetary 

value o f  t h e i r  annual co n t r ib u t io n  to  the  f a m i ly ' s  income through 12 

s p e c i f i c  product ion a c t i v i t i e s  (ques tion  40) .  They answered in d ica t in g  

one o f  four ranges f o r  each a c t i v i t y :  l e s s  than $50, $51-100, $100-450,

and more than $450. For the  a n a ly s i s ,  the  mid-value of  each range was 

used ($25, $75, $275) with the  exception o f  the  l a s t  range where the 

lower l i m i t  o f  $450 was used. The values  of the  12 items were summed 

f o r  each ind iv idua l  to  obta in  a t o t a l  perceived c o n t r ib u t io n .
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Demographic Variables  

The responses of  husbands and wives in each of  the  th r e e  scor ing 

ca te g o r ie s  (perceived  a c t i v i t y ,  perceived product ion cho ices ,  and 

perceived value o f  production) were analyzed by comparison o f  husbands'  

and wives '  responses and were f u r t h e r  analyzed by demographic v a r i a b l e s .  

The independent demographic v a r i a b le s  included: lo ca t ion  o f  re s idence

(urban, small town, and r u r a l ) ;  employment o f  husband and wife ( s i n g l e ­

ea rn e r  and d u a l -ea rn e r  f a m i l i e s ) ;  family  income (under $20,000; 

$20,000-24,999; $25,000-29,999; and over $30,000);  and s i ze  o f  household 

( "3" ,  "4" ,  "5" ,  or  "6 o r  more" persons) .

S t a t i s t i c a l  Analysis 

Desc r ip t ive  s t a t i s t i c s  were used to  c h a r a c t e r i z e  the  sample. Mean, 

median, and s tandard  dev ia t ion  were c a lc u la t e d  where ap p ro p r ia te  to  

descr ibe  the  sample. In t h i s  s tudy ,  pa ired t - t e s t s  and one-way ana lys is  

of  var iance  t e s t s  were a l so  done to  determine s ig n i f i c a n c e  o f  the  

d i f f e r en c es  found.

The pa i red  t - t e s t  was used p a r t i c u l a r l y  to  compare husbands'  and 

wives '  responses .  A t - t e s t  enables the  re sea rc h e r  to  i d e n t i f y  and 

eva lua te  d i f f e r e n c e s  between two sample means. Assumptions of  the  

t - t e s t s  a re  t h a t  the  samples a re  normally d i s t r i b u t e d ,  have homogeneous 

v a r ian ces ,  and a re  randomly s e lec ted  from the  popula t ion .  A d i f f e r en c e  

score i s  c a lc u la t e d  f o r  each p a i r  of  cases .

Analysis of  var iance  (AN0VA) was used to  compare d i f f e r e n t  groups 

such as f am i l ie s  with varying income le v e l s  o r  employment s t a t u s .  AN0VA 

i s  an i n f e r e n t i a l  s t a t i s t i c  used to  measure group d i f f e r e n c e s .  The SPSS 

program (Nie,  e t  a l . ,  1975) AN0VA uses one dependent v a r i a b le  with any
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number of  independent v a r i a b l e s .  The oneway ANOVA assumes t h a t  observa­

t io n s  a re  independent ly  s e le c te d  from normal popula tions  with homo­

geneous v a r iance .  ANOVA measures the  e f f e c t s  of  one ca teg o r ica l  

independent v a r i a b l e  apparen t a t  any level on a continuous dependent 

v a r i a b l e .  The r e s u l t  i s  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 

the  means of independent v a r i a b le  c a te g o r ie s .  The s t a t i s t i c a l  

s i g n i f i c a n c e  i s  determined by an F - t e s t .

The p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  e r r o r  i s  a major cons ide ra t ion  in any s t a t i s ­

t i c a l  t e s t i n g .  E r ro r  r e s u l t s  from r e j e c t i n g  a null  hypothesis  when i t  

i s  t r u e  and from f a i l i n g  to  r e j e c t  a hypothesis  when i t  i s  f a l s e .  

Acceptable l e v e l s  o f  e r r o r  must be e s t a b l i s h e d  according to  the  c r e d ib le  

research  p r a c t i c e s  and the  s p e c i f i c  na ture  o f  the  re sea rch .  In t h i s  

a n a l y s i s ,  the  data  were repor ted  up to  the  .10 p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  e r r o r  

l e v e l s .  The reason f o r  t h i s  r e l a t i v e l y  high level o f  acceptance was 

t h a t  the  research  was e x p lo ra to ry .  The .10 level could i d e n t i f y  

d i f f e r e n c e s  t h a t  would not be apparent a t  lower l e v e l s .  I t  needs to  be 

considered ,  however, t h a t  the  .10 level allows more chance f o r  e r r o r  and 

the  lower l e v e l s  ( .05  or .01) a re  more r e l i a b l e  in d i c a to r s  of 

s ig n i f i c a n c e .

The data  a n a ly s i s  f o r  t h i s  study was performed on the  Control Data 

Corporat ion Model 750 computer a t  Michigan S t a t e  U n ive rs i ty .  The 

s t a t i s t i c a l  programs used were a l l  from the  S t a t i s t i c a l  Package f o r  the  

Social  Sciences (Nie,  e t  a l . ,  1975), vers ion  7 .0 .
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Limita tions

The p resen t  a n a ly s i s  i s  g e n e ra l i z a b le  t o  young f a m i l ie s  with 

ch i ld ren  l i v in g  in the  United S t a t e s .  The study i s  l im i ted  in a p p l i c a ­

t ion  by the  sample,  but n ev er the le s s  has usefu l f in d in g s .  A l i m i t a t i o n  

o f  the  p re sen t  a n a ly s i s  i s  t h a t  i t  used only the  responses  o f  husbands 

and wives and not a l l  family  members. Techn ica l ly ,  the  family  score  is  

a spouse reponse sco re .  Another l i m i t a t i o n  o f  the  study i s  t h a t  the 

a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  were surveyed were the  choice o f  the  r e s ea rc h e r s .  This 

i s  not a s e r ious  l i m i t a t i o n ,  however, due to  the  l a rge  number o f  a c t i v i ­

t i e s  inc luded. Also, respondents could w r i t e  in add i t iona l  a c t i v i t i e s  

and few did  so.  Amount o f  household production was measured by a 

p o s i t i v e  response to  the  a c t i v i t y  and did not cons ider  frequency o f  the  

a c t i v i t y  nor amount of  time spen t .  For the  s tudy ,  a l i m i t a t i o n  i s  t h a t  

the  d ec is ion  a l t e r n a t i v e s  and perceived value ques t ions  were only asked 

on a s e le c ted  number o f  a c t i v i t i e s .  None o f  these  were from the 

out-home category which l im i ted  the  comparison between in-home and 

out-home a c t i v i t i e s .  The responses  a re  based on re c a l l  and s e l f - r e p o r t  

which can r e s u l t  in inaccu rac ie s  as th e re  was no observat ion  as to  who 

a c t u a l l y  performed the  product ion a c t i v i t i e s .  Also,  respondents may 

have t i r e d  due to  the  length  o f  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e .



Chapter 4

FINDINGS

This ch ap te r  con ta ins  the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  data  a n a ly s i s .  The 

r e s u l t s  a re  contained in th re e  s ec t io n s  under the  following headings:  

(1) perceived household production a c t i v i t i e s ;  (2) perceived household 

production cho ices ;  and (3) perceived monetary value o f  household 

product ion .  Each s ec t io n  con ta ins  research ques t ions  and hypotheses.

Perceived Household Production A c t i v i t i e s

The f i r s t  re search  ques t ion  on general  household product ion was:

1. To what e x te n t  a re  f a m i l ie s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in household

production? Are th e re  any d i f f e r en c es  in :

a .  Production a c t i v i t i e s  done in s id e  the  home ( b a s i c a l ly  

with family  members) and ou ts ide  the  home (with o th e r  

f a m i l ie s  and community o rg an iza t io n s )?

b. Husband and wife p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in household production?

c .  Amount of involvement according to :  lo ca t io n  of 

r e s id en ce ,  family  income, family employment s t a t u s ,  or  

household s ize?

Household production ques t ions  were asked o f  both husbands and 

wives on the  survey q u e s t io n n a i r e s .  The survey inc luded 178 poss ib le

85



86

production a c t i v i t i e s  in which the  respondents ,  s ing ly  o r  to g e th e r ,  

might decide to  p a r t i c i p a t e .  A l i s t  o f  a l l  178 production a c t i v i t i e s  

and the percentage o f  husbands and wives responding t h a t  they do the 

a c t i v i t i e s  i s  in Appendix C-l .  I t  i s  impor tant to  note t h a t  throughout 

t h i s  re sea rch ,  amount o f  household production i s  measured by number of 

p o s i t i v e  responses to  var ious  a c t i v i t i e s  and does not cons ider  time 

spent o r  frequency o f  doing one s p e c i f i c  a c t i v i t y .  The most f r equen t ly  

done a c t i v i t i e s  (done by over 50 percent o f  the  respondents) included 

home care  and r e p a i r ,  c a r  care  and r e p a i r ,  y a rd ,  lawn and o th e r  outdoor 

c a r e ,  some types  of  r e c y c l in g ,  use o f  community r e c rea t io n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  

and shopping. The a c t i v i t i e s  done by the  fewest respondents ( l e s s  than 

25 percen t)  were care  o f  family members, savings and in v e s t in g ,  some 

r e c y c l in g ,  b a r t e r in g  s e r v i c e s ,  using co o p era t iv e s ,  shar ing  re sou rces ,  

using community medical s e r v i c e s ,  and using f r ee  informat ion.

Ho 1. There i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  amount of 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in household production a c t i v i t i e s  in s id e  the  

home compared to  ou ts ide  the  home.

The average family  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in over 50 percen t  o f  the  produc­

t io n  a c t i v i t i e s  mentioned in the  survey. The average was 90.2 a c t i v i ­

t i e s  per  family .  Families  repor ted  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in approximately 

63 percent of  the  p o s s ib le  product ion a c t i v i t i e s  in the  in-home category 

(53.39) and only 38 percen t  of  the  poss ib le  production a c t i v i t i e s  in the  

out-home category (35.66) (Table 3) .  Analyzed through a tw o - ta i l ed  

t - t e s t ,  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  proved to  be s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the  .001 l e v e l .  

Based on these  r e s u l t s ,  the  hypothesis was r e j e c t e d .

More a c t i v i t i e s  were done by husbands and wives working to g e th e r  on 

a c t i v i t i e s  compared to  e i t h e r  husbands o r  wives doing a c t i v i t i e s  by



87

themselves.  For the  in-home a c t i v i t i e s ,  husbands and wives to g e th e r  did 

almost 26 percent o f  the  poss ib le  a c t i v i t i e s  to g e th e r  compared to 

23 percent f o r  husbands alone and 14 percen t  f o r  wives a lone .  When 

compared by sco res ,  husbands and wives to g e th e r  did over th re e  more 

a c t i v i t i e s  than husbands alone and almost ten more than wives a lone.  

The same general  t rend  was t r u e  f o r  the  out-home category .  Wives 

to g e th e r  did almost 20 percent o f  the  poss ib le  a c t i v i t i e s  toge the r  

compared to  almost seven percent f o r  husbands alone and almost 

11 percen t  f o r  wives a lone .  Together they did more than 12 a c t i v i t i e s  

more than husbands only and more than nine more compared to  wives a lone .  

Summing in -  and out-home a c t i v i t i e s ,  husbands and wives on the  average 

did almost 23 percent o f  the  poss ib le  a c t i v i t i e s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  tog e th e r  

compared to  almost 14 percent f o r  husbands alone and almost 12 percent 

f o r  wives a lone.

Ho 2. There i s  no d i f f e r en c e  between the  amount o f  husband and wife 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in household production.

The responses of  husbands and wives in d ic a t in g  they p a r t i c i p a t e d  in 

a product ion a c t i v i t y  were analyzed to  t e s t  f o r  any d i f f e r e n c e  in the 

amount o r  type of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in household production a c t i v i t i e s .  The 

production p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  husbands and wives va r ied  g r e a t ly  with in  the 

in-home and out-home c a te g o r i e s .  Husbands did almost nine percen t  more 

a c t i v i t i e s  than wives in the  intra-home ca tego ry ,  which i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  

a t  the  .001 l e v e l .  Wives did almost fou r  percent more a c t i v i t i e s  in the  

out-home category than did t h e i r  husbands which i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the 

.001 level  (Table 3) .  In the  in-home group, husbands p a r t i c i p a t e d  more 

than wives in home care  and r e p a i r ,  c a r  care  and r e p a i r ,  and y a rd ,  lawn, 

and o the r  outdoor work. Wives p a r t i c i p a t e d  more than husbands in
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Table 3 . —Mean Household Production P a r t i c i p a t i o n  Scores f o r  In-Home, 
Out-Home, and Total-Home A c t i v i t i e s  
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Scores In­ Home Out--Home T o ta l ­•Home
in

ooII (n:=94) i n g 178)

mean .(«) mean (%) mean (%)

Husbands 19.06 (22.69) 6.68 (7.11) 25.56 (14.36)

Wives 11.81 (14.06) 10.22 (10.87) 22.03 (12.38)

Together 21.70 (25.83) 18.77 (19.97) 40.47 (22.74)

Conf l ic t ing^ 2.66 (3 .17) ★ * 2.66 (1.49)

Family Total 53.39****(62.37) 35.66****(37.94) 90.20 (50.67)

a f ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  rep re sen t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
. s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category 

not c o l l e c te d  fo r  out-home a c t i v i t i e s  
****comparison of  in-home and out-home family  t o t a l  by t - t e s t  i s  s i g n i f ­

ic a n t  a t  the  .001 level

personal c a r e ,  sewing, hobbies ,  and c r a f t s  and in food p re se rv a t io n .  

The d i f f e r en c es  in p a r t i c i p a t i o n  (measured by a m u l t ip le  t - t e s t  method) 

by husbands and wives was s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the  .001 level  in every 

category except  f o r  recyc l ing  which was s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the  .01 level  

(Table 4 ) .  In the  out-home p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  the  husband/wife a c t i v i t y  

d i f f e r en c e  was not as d i s t i n c t  as in the  in-home sco res .  Never theless ,  

th e re  were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  in p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in b a r te r in g  

s e r v i c e s ,  community r e c rea t io n a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  community medical s e r v ic e s ,  

shopping, and recyc l ing .  On the  ba s i s  o f  these  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  Ho 2 was 

re j e c t e d .

Ho 3. There a re  no d i f f e r e n c e s  in amount of  involvement in household 

production according to :  lo c a t io n  o f  re s idence ,  family

income, family employment s t a t u s ,  o r  household s i z e .
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Table 4 . —Comparison of  Husbands' and Wives' P a r t i c i p a t i o n  in Household 
Production A c t i v i t i e s
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Category Husbands' Mean Wives' Mean T Value Sign.

In-home 18.88 11.81 6.11 .001****

Car care  and r e p a i r 3.39 .32 14.57 .001****
Care o f  family members .10 1.05 -8.45 .001****
Food p re se rva t ion .93 4.00 -8 .90 .001****
Home care  and r e p a i r 10.42 .65 14.57 .001****
Recycle ( in  home) .10 .32 -2.62 .010***
Personal care .10 1.22 -10.75 .001****
Sewing, hobbies ,  c r a f t s 1.63 3.81 -7 .19 .001****
Yard and outdoor care 1.85 ■ .47 6.87 .001****

Out-home 6.68 10.22 -4 .65 .001****

Bar te r ing  se rv ice s .94 1.71 -3.21 .002***
Community medical se rv . .48 .77 -2 .37 .020**
Community r e c rea t io n .91 1.22 -1 .54 .127
Cooperatives .17 .19 -.31 .759
Free information 1.00 1.23 -1.01 .314
Recycle (ou t  o f  home) .69 1.05 -2.39 .019**
Savings and investments 1.15 1.10 .28 .781
Sharing resources .54 1.03 -3.16 .002***
Shopping a l t e r n a t i v e s .80 1.91 -4.81 .001****

f ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  r e p re se n t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category 
**Sign. a t  .05 level  

***Sign. a t  .01 level  
****Sign. a t  .001 level

The product ion c a te g o r i e s  of  in -  and out-home a c t i v i t i e s  and t o t a l  

family a c t i v i t i e s  were f u r t h e r  analyzed by lo ca t io n  o f  re s idence  (urban, 

small town, r u r a l ) ,  family  income (under $20,000; $20,000-24,999; 

$25,000-29,999; $30,000 and o v e r ) ,  family employment s t a t u s  ( s i n g l e -  o r  

d u a l -e a rn e r  f a m i l i e s )  and household s i z e  ( "3 11, "4" ,  "5" ,  o r  "6 o r  

more” ).  Location was a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a b le  f o r  severa l  

scores .  In in-home a c t i v i t i e s ,  the  wives '  group mean score was s i g n i f i ­

can t ly  higher  f o r  the  small town and ru ra l  groups than f o r  the  urban 

group. The c o n f l i c t i n g  group mean score was h igher  f o r  the  urban group
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Table 5 . —Husbands' and Wives' Household Production A c t i v i t i e s  Analyzed 
by Location
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Location

Cateogry Mean Urban Small Town Rural F Value Siqn. 
 (ni=351 f^TTj---------------------

In-home

Husbands 106 19.06 18.58 18.24 20.30 .50 .6046
Wives 107 11.81 9.28 13.13 12.65 .51 .0078***
Together 107 21.70 22.56 20.95 21.73 .20 .8171

i C onf l ic t ing 86 2.66 3.67 1.96 2.42 4.02 .0214**

Total 107 52.39 49.80 52.30 54.70 1.86 .1608

Out-Home

Husbands 107 6.68 7.25 6.08 6.81 .72 .4873
Wives 107 10.22 8.47 11.53 10.38 2.56 .0821*
Together 107 18.77 17.19 20.42 18.43 1.51 .2265
C onf l ic t ing - - - - - - -

Total 107 35.66 32.90 38.00 35.60 2.97 .0555*

Total

Husbands 107 25.56 25.25 24.32 27.11 .62 .5386
Wives 107 22.03 17.75 24.66 23.03 5.83 .0040***
Together 107 40.47 39.75 41.37 40.16 .12 .8877
C onf l ic t ing 86 2.66 3.67 1.97 2.42 - 4.02 .0215**

Total 107 90.20 85.80 91.80 92.30 1.99 .1423

f ig u r e s  repor ted  in t a b l e  r ep re sen t  the  mean number of a c t i v i t i e s  
s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category  
*Sign. a t  .10 

**Sign. a t  .05 
***Sign. a t  .01

compared to  the  o th e r  groups.  Those from small towns were a l so  the 

h ighes t  f o r  the  wives only mean score  and the  t o t a l  c o l l e c t i v e  mean 

score  in out-home a c t i v i t i e s  (Table 5 ) .  Family income was s i g n i f i c a n t  

in the  out-home husbands' mean score  where the  $30,000 and over income 

group p a r t i c i p a t e d  in more a c t i v i t i e s  than the  o th e r  income groups



91

Table 6 . —Husbands' and Wives' Household Production A c t i v i t i e s  Analyzed 
by Family Income
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

_________ Family Income________

Under $20,000-$25,000- Over F
Category N Mean $20,000 24,999 29,999 30,000 Value Sign.
  ------------------------------- (n-24) (n-27) (n-27) (n-28)---------------------

In-home

Husbands 105 18.94 19.57 18.22 20.22 17.89 .37 .7762
Wives 106 11.86 12.58 11.59 12.44 10.93 .50 .6826
Together 106 21.73 23.00 21.44 21.22 21.39 .15 .9300
C onf l ic t ing 86 2.66 3.70 2.05 2.68 3.36 1.95 .1278

Total 106 52.35 54.30 51.30 53.90 50.20 .96 .4147

Out-home

Husbands 106 6.70 5.83 6.89 5.70 8.21 2.21 .0912*
Wives 106 10.27 9.96 10.48 10.55 10.07 .07 .9771
Together 106 18.77 17.67 18.44 20.70 18.18 .74 .5286
C onf l ic t ing - - - - - - — — - - —

Total 106 35.75 33.50 35.80 37.00 36.50 .75 .5247

Total

Husbands 106 25.46 24.58 25.11 25.93 26.10 .11 .9563
Wives 106 22.13 22.54 22.07 23.00 21.00 .24 .8694
Together 106 40.50 40.67 39.89 41.93 39.57 .14 .9369
C onf l ic t ing 86 2.66 3.70 2.05 2.68 3.36 1.95 .1278

Total 106 90.25 90.90 88.70 92.70 88.80 .44 .7282

f ig u r e s  repor ted  in t a b l e  rep re sen t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category 

*Sign. a t  .10 
**Sign. a t  .05 

***Sign. a t  .01

(Table 6 ) .  Family employment as a v a r i a b le  was s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  wives in 

the  in-home a c t i v i t i e s  as the  s i n g l e - e a r n e r  group had a h igher  mean 

score  than the  d u a l -e a rn e r  group (Table 7 ) .  Household s i ze  was not 

es t imated  to  be s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  any scores except f o r  the  c o n f l i c t i n g  

ca tegory  (Table 8 ) .
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Table 7 . --Husbands'  and Wives' Household Production A c t i v i t i e s  Analyzed 
by Employment
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Employment S ta tus

Category N Mean Single-Earner Dual-Earner Value Sign.
(n=56) (n=48)

In-Home
Husband 103 19.15 19.53 18.65 .22 .6377
Wi ves 104 11.81 12.66 10.81 2.83 .0955*
Together 104 21.90 21.50 22.38 .18 .6742
C onf l ic t 83 2.66 2.58 2.75 .10 .7518

Total 104 52.64 53.30 51.80 .56 .4561

Out-Home
Husbands 104 6.74 6.82 6.65 .05 .8301
Wi ves 104 10.28 9.63 11.04 1.56 .2139
Together 104 18.96 18.79 19.17 .06 .8084
Conf1i c t — — - - - - —

Total 104 35.98 35.20 36.90 .87 .3533

Total
Husbands 104 25.67 26.00 25.29 .11 .7463
Wives 104 22.09 22.29 21.85 .06 .8128
Together 104 40.89 40.29 41.54 .19 .6601
Conf1i c t - - — — — .10 —

Total 104 90.75 90.60 91.00 .02 .8831

f ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  re p re se n t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each ca tegory .
*Sign. a t  .10 level

The group mean scores  f o r  husbands only ,  wives only ,  and toge the r  

were broken down in to  the  17 sepa ra te  production a c t i v i t i e s .  These 

a c t i v i t i e s  were analyzed by each o f  the  four  v a r i a b le s .  Location as a 

v a r iab le  showed more s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  than the  o th e r  th ree  

f a c t o r s .  Location was not a s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a b le  f o r  any o f  the 

a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  husbands only.  Wives from small town and ru ra l  areas  did 

p a r t i c i p a t e  in s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more food p rese rva t ion  than those in urban 

a re as .  Small town wives a l so  used s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more community medical
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Table 8 . —Husbands' and Wives' Household Production A c t i v i t i e s  Analyzed by 
Household Size
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

_________ Household Size
6 or  F

Cateqory N Mean 3 4 5 more Value Sign.
ln = ll) (n=50) (n=32) (n=10)

In-Home 
Husbands 
Wi ves 
Together 
Conf1i ct

103
103
103
103

19.05
11.91
21.81

1.96

19.72
10.45
19.18

3.39

19.08
11.70
22.58

1.92

19.63
12.22
21.56

1.72

16.30
13.60
21.60 

1.40

.34

.59

.34
2.84

.7965

.6249

.7954

.0419**

Total 103 52.77 49.36 53.36 53.41 51.50 .61 .6099

Out-Home 
Husbands 
Wi ves 
Together 
C onflict

103
103
103

6.65
10.34
18.79

7.27
8.27 

20.18

6.56
11.08
17.94

■■ a *

6.63
9.97

19.90

6.50
10.10
17.90

.09

.79

.57

.9630

.5020

.6394

Total 103 35.78 35.72 35.58 36.50 34.50 .15 .9328

Total-Home 
Husbands 
Wi ves 
Together 
C onflict

103
103
103
103

25.70
22.25
40.59

1.96

27.00
18.72
39.36

3.36

25.64
22.78
40.52

1.92

26.25
22.19
41.47

1.72

22.80
23.70
39.50

1.40

.31

.68

.09
2.84

.8193

.5654

.9665

.0419**

Total 90.50 88.45 90.86 91.63 87.40 .31 .8201

f ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  r e p re se n t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category  

**Sign. a t  .05 level

care  compared to  wives from o th e r  l o c a t io n s .  Husbands and wives from 

urban loca t io n s  did more c a r  care  and r e p a i r  to g e th e r  than those from 

o the r  a re as .  Rural husbands and wives did s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more y a rd ,  

lawn, and o th e r  outdoor work than did those  from the  o th e r  l o c a t io n s .  

Small town husbands and wives used s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more community medical 

care than those from o the r  a reas  (Table 9 ) .

Family income was s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  husbands only score in the 

recycle  out-of-home category where the  $25,000-$30,000 income group
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reported recyc l ing  more than o th e r  income groups (Table 10). Wives from 

the  $20,000-24,999 income level  group did  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more c a r  care 

and r e p a i r  as compared to  the  o th e r  wives '  groups.  Wives from the 

$25,000-29,999 group used s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more coopera t ives  than wives 

from the  o th e r  income l e v e l s .  There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in 

the  to g e th e r  score by family income.

When analyzed by family employment s t a t u s ,  husbands from s i n g l e ­

e a rner  f am i l ie s  did  more c h i ld  care  and repor ted  shar ing  more resources  

than o th e r  husbands (Table 11).  Wives from d u a l -e a rn e r  f am i l ie s  p a r t i ­

c ipa ted  more in saving and inves t ing  and recyc l ing  out-of-home compared 

to  s i n g l e - e a r n e r  f a m i l i e s .  Together,  husbands and wives from dual 

e a rn e r  f am i l ie s  used s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more f r ee  community informat ion than 

s in g l e - e a r n e r  f a m i l i e s .

When household s i z e  was used as a v a r i a b l e ,  husbands from house­

holds with s ix  or  g r e a t e r  repor ted  doing more personal care  than 

husbands from l e s s e r  s ized  households (Table 12). There were no 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  according to  household s i z e  f o r  wives or 

to g e th e r  sco res .  Due to  the  d i f f e r en c es  d iscovered ,  Ho 3 was r e j e c t e d .

Perceived Household Production Choices 

Some of  the  household production a c t i v i t i e s  questions  included six  

decis ion  choices  as the  responses.  This informat ion was used to  examine 

the  second research ques t ion :

2. To what e x ten t  a re  fam i l ie s  producing goods and se rv ices  fo r  

themselves t h a t  a re  commonly produced in the  marketplace? To 

what ex ten t  a re  they buying or h i r in g  the  goods or  s e rv ices?  

To what e x ten t  a re  they l e t t i n g  i t  go? Which a c t i v i t i e s  do 

not apply to  t h e i r  s i t u a t io n ?  Are th e re  any d i f f e r en c es  in :
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Table 9 . —Report o f  Husbands' and Wives' S ig n i f i c a n t  Production 
A c t i v i t i e s  D i f f e r e n t i a t e d  by Location 
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Location

Category N Mean Urban Small Town Rural Value Sign.
(h=32) ( n=38) (n=37)

Wife
In-home

Food p re se rv a t io n  95 4.52 3.62 4.89 4.82 2.41 .0959*
Out-home

Community medical 57 1.44 1.15 1.62 1.43 2.57 .0863*

Together
In-home

Car care  and r e p a i r  107 1.75 2.38 1.74 1.22 .0232**
Yard, lawn, and

outdoor care  107 4.36 3.41 4.63 4.92 .0120**
Out-home

Community r e c re a t io n  101 4.84 4.33 5.41 4.68 2.81 .0654*

a f ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  r ep re sen t  the  mean number of  a c t i v i t i e s
s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category
♦Sign, a t  .10 level

**Sign. a t  .05 level

Table 10 . --Repor t  o f  S i g n i f i c a n t  Mean Production A c t i v i t i e s  
by Family Income

D if fe ren t ia te !

(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Family Income
Under TZOTOTHT- $25,000- Over F

Category N Mean $20,000 24,999 29,999 30,000 Value Sign.
.....  .. .............. " " " ......... .... (n=24) (n=27)" (n=z7) (n=28)

Husband
Out-home

Recycle (out
of  home) 55 1.33 1.38 1.38 1.46 1.00 2.45 .0736*

Wife
In-home

Car care  and
r e p a i r  20 1.70 1.83 2.20 1.29 1.50 3.95 .0277**

Out-home
Cooperatives 17 1.18 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.00 2.80 .0814*

a f ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  rep re sen t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category
*Sign. a t  .10 level 

**Sign. a t  .05 level
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Table 11 . --Report  of  Husbands' and Wives' S ig n f i c an t  Mean Production 
A c t i v i t i e s  D i f f e r e n t i a t e d  by Family Income 
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Employment S ta tus  
S ing le -  Dual- F

Category_______________________ N Mean ea rn e r  e a rn e r  Value

Husband 
In-home 

Care o f  family  members 9 1.22

(n=56)

1.50 1.00

™" (n=48) 

3.89 .0892*
Out-home 

Sharing resources 38 1.53 1.73 1.25 3.25 .0797*

Wife 
In-home 

Care o f  family members 59 1.81 1.92 1.60 2.83 .0957*
Out-home 

Recycle (out of  home) 62 1.74 1.56 2.04 4.29 .0427**
Savings and investments 65 1.82 1.61 2.03 3.37 .0710*

Together 
Out-home 

Free Information 47 2.09 1.77 2.48 3.12 .0843*

f ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  re p re se n t  the  mean number of  a c t i v i t i e s  
s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category 
*Sign. a t  .10 level 

**Sign. a t  .05 level

Table 12 .—Report o f  Husbands' and Wives' S ig n i f i c a n t  Mean Production 
A c t i v i t i e s  D i f f e r e n t i a t e d  by Household Size 
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Household Size
6 o r  F

Cateqory N Mean 3 4 5 more Value Siqn.
   (n = ll ){n=50)(n=32)(n=10)-------------------------------
Husband

In-home
Personal care  103 .31 .11 .09 .06 .50 7.01 .0003****

Together
In-home

Recycle 103 2.17 1.64 2.18 2.44 1.90 3.24 .0254**

f ig u r e s  repor ted  in t a b l e  rep re sen t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s
s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category
**S1gn. a t  .05 level

****Sign. a t  .001 level
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a .  Husband and wife  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in each of  these  choices?

b. Household product ion choices according to :  lo ca t io n  of

re s id en ce ,  family income, family employment s t a t u s ,  and 

household s i z e .

Six of  the  ca te g o r ie s  o f  production included a choice of responses 

in d ic a t in g  a dec is ion  process involved in household production .  The 

choices  o f  response were: u su a l ly  h i r e  i t  done o r  buy i t ,  u su a l ly  do i t  

mysel f ,  u sua l ly  do i t  t o g e th e r  with o th e r  family members, u sua l ly  done 

by another  family member o r  f r i e n d ,  l e t  i t  go, and d o e s n ' t  apply.  For 

a n a l y s i s ,  the  th re e  responses "usua l ly  do i t  mysel f" ,  "u sua l ly  do i t  

to g e th e r  with o the r  family members" and "usua l ly  done by another  family 

member or  f r iend"  were considered as one response in d i c a t in g  the  family 

decided to  produce the  good or  s e rv ice  f o r  themselves by some means. 

Families e i t h e r  used t h e i r  own e f f o r t s  and s k i l l s  o r  those  o f f e red  by 

f r i e n d s .  The s ix  ca te g o r ie s  o f  product ion ,  with a t o t a l  o f  54 i tems,  

were home care  and r e p a i r  (Question 2) with 21 i tems; c a r  care  and 

r e p a i r  (Question 3) with nine i tems;  personal care  (Question 4) with 

fo ur  i tems; y a rd ,  lawn, and o th e r  outdoor work (Question 5) with seven 

i tems;  sewing, hobbies ,  and c r a f t s  (Question 6} with nine  i tems; and 

care  o f  family  members (Question 9) with four  i tems.

Ho 4.  There i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  between husbands' and wives '  percep­

t io n s  o f  the  f a m i ly ' s  household production cho ices .

Both husbands and wives repor ted  t h a t  the  m ajo r i ty  of  the  54 items 

were done by the family .  Husbands repor ted  40 items (74 percent)  were 

done by the  family and wives repor ted  41 items (76 p e rc en t ) .  Husbands' 

r ep o r t s  generated a mean of f i v e  items (9 percen t)  as h i red  or  bought
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while wives '  r e p o r t s  a mean o f  e ig h t  items (15 p e rc en t ) .  Those a c t i v i ­

t i e s  h i red  or  bought Include r e p a i r in g  major app l iances ,  r e p a i r in g  the 

c a r  and c a r  body, shoe and handbag r e p a i r ,  reupho ls te r ing  f u r n i t u r e ,  and 

occasional care f o r  c h i ld re n .  In a d d i t i o n ,  husbands repor ted  h i r ing  

more h a i r  cuts  compared to  having the  family do i t  and wives reported  

buying d rape r ie s  and s l ip co v e rs  more than doing i t  themselves.  Few 

production a c t i v i t i e s  were d e l i b e r a t e l y  not done. Fourteen percent o f  

the  husbands and over 11 percent o f  the  wives responded they omitted 

i n s u l a t i n g  hot water pipes which was the  h ighes t  percentage in the 

omitted ca tegory .  In the  d o e s n ' t  apply ca tego ry ,  husbands reported 

11 a c t i v i t i e s  (20 percent)  did  not apply and wives repor ted  four  

a c t i v i t i e s  (7 percent)  t h a t  did not apply.  The m a jo r i ty  o f  both 

husbands and wives responded t h a t  r e f in i s h in g  hardwood f l o o r s ,  and 

co lo r ing  h a i r  did not apply.  The m a jo r i ty  of husbands a l so  mentioned 

home permanents, c u t t i n g  wood, and making s l i p c o v e r s ,  reu p h o ls te ry ,  and 

making q u i l t s  as not a p p l i c ab le .  Most o f  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 

husbands and wives occurred in the  sewing, hobbies,  and c r a f t s  category .  

A summary of  husbands'  and wives '  responses in a l l  four  c a teg o r ie s  i s  

found in Appendix C-2. Husbands and wives d i f f e r e d  in t h e i r  perceptions  

o f  and responses to  family household product ion d ec i s io n s .  A dependent 

t - t e s t  showed s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  between husbands and wives in 

th r e e  o f  the  four  ca teg o r ie s  (Table 13),  t h e r e f o r e ,  Ho 4 cannot be 

accepted.

Ho 5. There i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  between husbands'  and wives '  percep­

t io n s  of the  f a m i ly ' s  household product ion choices according 

to :  loca t ion  of  re s idence ,  family  income, family employment

s t a t u s ,  and household s i z e .
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Table 1 3 .— Comparison o f Husbands' and Wives' Household Production
Choices
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

T
Category Mean Median Percent Range S.D. Value Sign.

Family does i t  
Husbands 
Wives

33.81
35.30

33.88
35.36

62.81
65.37

12-54
10-51

7.73
7.56

-2 .47 .015**

Hire or  buy i t  
Husbands 
Wives

9.28
11.17

9.06
10.86

17.19
20.69

0-31
0-26

6.20
5.67

-3 .34  .001****

Omit i t  
Husbands 
Wives

1.05
0.80

0.30
0.25

1.94
1.48

0-16
0-6

2.42
1.48

.95 .345

Does not apply 
Husbands 
Wives

9.74
6.56

9.57
5.61

18.03
12.15

0-34
0-28

5.75
5.32

5.30 .001****

f ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  re p re se n t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category 
**Sign. a t  .05 level  

****Sign. a t  .001 level

Using the  same process as f o r  Ho 4 ,  the  four  decis ion  choices were 

analyzed by lo c a t io n  o f  re s idence ,  family income, family employment 

s t a t u s ,  and household s i z e .  When lo ca t io n  was considered ,  ru ra l  wives

responded s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more o f ten  t h a t  family  does i t  compared to  the

urban o r  small town wives (Table 14). Urban wives responded s i g n i f i ­

can t ly  more than o th e r  wives t h a t  the  production a c t i v i t i e s  did  not 

apply to them. When family income was used as a v a r i a b l e ,  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

more husbands and wives from the  h ighes t  income group ($30,000 and over) 

responded t h a t  they h i red  or  bought a good or  s e rv ice  compared to  o th e r

income groups (Table 15). When employment s t a t u s  was used as a

v a r i a b l e ,  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more wives in d u a l -ea rn e r  f am i l ie s  h ired or
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Table 1 4 .—Household Production Choices of  Husbands' and Wives' by 
Location
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Location

Cateqor.yb Mean Urban
owa i i
Town Rural Value Sign.

Family does i t  
Husbands 
Wives

33.81
35.30

(n=32)

33.53
33.28

(n=38)

32.87
34.97

ln=37)

35.03
37.38

.75
2.65

.4710

.0752*

Hire o r  buy i t  
Husbands 
Wives

9.28
11.17

9.13
10.73

10.61
12.42

8.65
10.22

1.67
1.54

.2024

.2199

Omit i t  
Husbands 
Wives

1.05
0.80

1.44
0.66

0.63
1.13

1.14
0.59

.10
1.47

.3722

.2349

Does not apply 
Husbands 
Wi ves

9.74
6.56

9.69
9.09

9.87
5.32

9.65
5.65

.02
5.67

.9849

.0046**

af ig u r e s  repor ted  in t a b l e  r ep re sen t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
. s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category  

n=107
♦Sign, a t  .10 level

**Sign. a t  .05 level

bought goods and s e rv ices  compared to  s in g l e - e a r n e r  f a m i l ie s  (Table 16). 

There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  ca teg o r ie s  when 

analyzed with household s i z e  as a v a r ia b le  (Table 17).

The four  household production choices  (family does i t ,  h i r e  o r  buy 

i t ,  omit i t ,  and does not apply) were analyzed by the  demographic 

v a r i a b le s  and type o f  household production a c t i v i t y .  The loca t ion  of 

res idence  v a r i a b le  wi l l  be considered f i r s t  (Table 18). Linder the  

category family does i t ,  ru ra l  husbands responded t h a t  the  family did 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more ca r  care  and r e p a i r  than was repor ted  by husbands 

from o th e r  l o c a t io n s .  Rural husbands'  and wives'  reponses suggested
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Table 15 .—Household Production Choices o f  Husbands and Wives by Family 
Income
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Family Income

Category*3 N Mean
Under $20,000-$25,000- 

$20,000 24,999 29,999
Over

30,000 F Value Sign.

Family does i t  
Husbands 
Wives

33.76
35.30

(n=24)

35.04
36.88

(n=27)

32.41
34.93

(n®27)

35.26
37.00

(n=28)

32.54
32.68

1.07
1.98

.3672

.1215

Hire o r  buy i t  
Husbands 
Wives

9.31
11.20

6.63
8.25

9.30
11.00

9.59
11.37

11.36
13.75

2.64
4.44

.0537*

.0057***

Omit i t  
Husbands 
Wi ves

1.06
0.81

1.08
0.67

1.22
1.33

1.37
0.85

0.57
0.39

0.55
1.99

.6451

.1210

Does not apply 
Husbands 
Wives

9.75
6.52

11.25
8.04

10.93
6.63

7.78
4.63

9.29
6.93

2.11
1.89

.1039

.1358

af ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  re p re se n t  the  mean number of a c t i v i t i e s  
. s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by resopndents f o r  each category 

n=106
*Sign. a t  .10 level  

***Sign. a t  .01 level

t h a t  the  ru ra l  family does s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more y a rd ,  lawn, and o the r  

outdoor work than urban or  small town f a m i l i e s .  This f a c t  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  

with the  e a r l i e r  f ind ing  t h a t  ru ra l  f am i l ie s  do more y a rd ,  lawn, and 

outdoor work than fam i l ie s  from o th e r  lo ca t io n s  (see  page 92).  Urban 

husbands repor ted  they omitted sewing, hobbies,  and c r a f t s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

more than husbands from o th e r  l o c a t io n s .  Location as a v a r i a b le  showed 

more s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  in the  category  d o e s n ' t  apply when compared 

to  the o th e r  demographic v a r i a b l e s .  Urban wives responded t h a t  home 

care  and r e p a i r ,  sewing, hobbies,  and c r a f t s  did not apply s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

more than women from o th e r  lo c a t io n s .  Small town husbands reported
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Table 16 .—Household Production Choices o f  Husbands and Wives by 
Employment
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Employment

Category*5 N Mean Simj le -E a rn e r Dual-Earner F Value Sign.
fn=S6)

00<3-
IIC

Family does i t
Husband 33.83 34.34 33.23 8.10 .4736
Wives 35.37 36.45 34.10 2.62 .1086

Hire or  buy i t
Husbands 9.48 8.61 10.50 2.47 .1191
Wives 11.31 10.07 12.75 6.02 .0159**

Omit i t
Husbands 0.90 1.02 0.77 0.38 .5371
Wives 0.83 0.95 0.69 0.77 .3819

Does not apply
Husbands 9.66 10.02 9.25 0.47 .4952
Wives 6.33 6.41 6.23 0.03 .8533

f ig u r e s  in t a b l e  re p re se n t  the  mean number of a c t i v i t i e s  s e l f - r e p o r t e d  
.by respondents f o r  each category  

n=104
**S1gn. a t  .05 level

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more t h a t  family  care  does not apply compared to  r epo r ts  

of husbands from o th e r  l o c a t i o n s .  Urban husbands and wives both 

ind ica ted  t h a t  y a rd ,  lawn, and o th e r  outdoor work does not apply more 

than those  from o th e r  l o c a t io n s .

When the  fou r  demographic v a r i a b le s  were analyzed by family income 

o the r  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  emerged (Table 19).  Wives from the  lowest 

income group repor ted  t h a t  the  family did s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more ca r  care 

and r e p a i r  compared to  the  r e p o r t s  of wives from o th e r  income l e v e l s .  

S ig n i f i c a n t l y  more wives from the  h ighes t  income level repor ted  buying 

or  h i r i n g  home care  and r e p a i r  and ca r  care  and r e p a i r .  S ig n i f i c a n t l y  

more husbands from the  h ighes t  income level  repor ted  buying or  h i r in g
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Table 17 .—Household Production Choices o f  Husbands and Wives Analyzed by 
Household Size
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Size)

Household Size

Category*3 Mean 3 4 5
6 or  
more

F
Value Sign.

Family does i t  
Husbands 
Wives

34.05
35.57

(n=

33.09
33.45

:l l) (n=50)(n=3Z)(n

32.92 35.84 
35.56 36.38

=10)

35.00
35.40

1.12
0.45

.3462

.7184

Hire or  buy i t  
Husbands 
Wives

9.26
11.09

9.18
11.91

9.20
11.12

9.06
10.97

10.30
10.40

0.10
0.13

.9580

.9430

Omit i t  
Husbands 
Wives

1.06
0.79

0.64
0.82

1.48
0.70

0.75
0.84

0.40
1.00

1.01
0.14

.3932

.9348

Does not apply 
Husbands 
Wives

9.50
6.39

10.64
7.27

10.32
6.48

8.25
5.75

8.20
7.00

1.21
0.32

.3091

.8105

a f ig u res  repor ted  in t a b l e  r ep re sen t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
. s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category  

n=103

sewing, hobbies and c r a f t s ,  and family ca re .  S i g n i f i c a n t l y  more wives 

from the  second income level  ($20,000-24,999) and from the  h ighes t  

income level repor ted  h i r i n g  personal c a re .  There was no d i f f e r en c e  in 

the  omit i t  ca tegory  due to  family income. Husbands from the  second 

income level repor ted  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more than o thers  t h a t  family  care is  

not a p p l i c ab le  to  them.

Family employment s t a t u s  showed some s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e ren ces  

between s in g le  and d u a l -e a r n e r  f a m i l ie s  in the  c a te g o r ie s  of  household 

product ion decis ion  choices (Table 20).  These were a l l  in the  area of  

family ca re .  S ig n i f i c a n t l y  more wives with a family s i z e  o f  four bought 

o r  h i red  personal care  compared to  wives from o th e r  s i z e s  of households 

(Table 21).  S ig n i f i c a n t l y  more wives from a household of  th re e  members
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Table 18 .— Report o f Husbands' and Wives' S ig n ifican t Responses to
Household Production Choices D iffe re n tia te d  by Location
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Location

Category** Mean Urban
Small
Town Rural

F
Value Sign.

Family does i t  
Husband 

Care care  and r e p a i r 6.30

(n=32) (n=38)( 

6.62 5.66

j ^ 3 7 7 "

6.70 2.93 .0576*
Yard, lawn, outdoor care 5.88 5.34 5.82 6.40 8.01 .0005****

Wife
Yard, lawn, outdoor care 5.95 5.34 6.03 6.38 7.55 .0009****

Buy o r  h i r e  i t  
Husband 

Care care  and r e p a i r 2.47 2.19 3.16 2.00 3.29 .0412**
Yard, lawn, outdoor  care 0.31 0.47 0.29 0.19 2.40 .0953*

Wife
Yard, lawn, outdoor care 0.35 0.66 0.18 0.24 3.42 .0362**

Omit i t  
Husband 

Sewing, hobbies ,  c r a f t s 0.32 0.69 0.18 0.14 2.70 .0717*

Does not apply 
Husband 

Child and o th e r  care 0.20 0.06 0.45 0.05 4.94 .0090***
Yard, lawn, outdoor care 0.73 1.03 0.89 0.30 5.12 .0076***

Wife
Home care  and r e p a i r 2.93 4.16 2.37 2.43 3.01 .0536*
Sewing, hobbies,  c r a f t s 1.76 2.72 1.16 1.54 5.84 .0040***
Yard, lawn, outdoor care 0.68 0.94 0.79 0.35 4.04 .0204**

a f ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  r ep re sen t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
. s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category 

n=107 
*Sign. a t  .10 level  

**Sign. a t  .05 level  
***Sign. a t  .01 level  

****Sign. a t  .001 level

responded t h a t  they bought y a rd ,  lawn, and o th e r  outdoor work. There 

were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  in the  omit i t  ca tegory .  S ig n i f i c a n t l y  

more husbands in households with four members, marked does not apply ,  in 

re fe rence  to  personal care .  In summary, th e re  were s i g n i f i c a n t
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Table 1 9 .--Report o f Husbands' and Wives S ig n ific a n t Responses to
Household Production Choices D iffe re n tia te d  by Family Income3
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Family Income

Category*5 N Mean
Under $20,000-$25,000- 

$20,000 24,999 29,999
Over

30,000 F Value Sign.

Family does i t  
Wife

Care care  and 
r e p a i r 6.04

(n-Z4)

6.67

(n-27)

6.37

ln-Z7)

5.96

(n=28)

5.25 2.21 .0916*

Buy or h i r e  i t  
Husband

Child and o the r  
care 0.61 0.63 0.33 0.70 0.79 2.25 .0872*

Sewing, hobbies,  
c r a f t s 1.66 1.04 1.30 1.52 2.68 2.85 .0412**

Wife
Car care  and 

r e p a i r 2.75 2.08 2.33 2.96 3.50 2.61 .0558*
Home care  and 

r e p a i r 3.68 2.29 3.67 3.89 4.68 2.46 .0674*
Personal care 0.65 0.38 0.81 0.59 0.79 2.28 .0834*

Does not apply 
Husband

Child and o the r  
care 0.20 0.08 0.56 0.11 0.04 4.20 .0076***

af ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  rep re sen t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
. s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category 

n=106
♦Sign, a t  .10 level  

**Sign. a t  .05 level  
***Sign. a t  .01 level

d i f f e r en c es  in the  four  decis ion  choices  when analyzed by the  four  

v a r i a b l e s ;  th e re fo re  Ho 5 was r e j e c t e d .

Perceived Monetary Value of Household Production 

The t h i r d  research quest ion was:

3. What do f a m i l ie s  perceive  as the  monetary value o f  t h e i r  house­

hold production con t r ibu t ion?  Are the re  any d i f f e r en c es  in:
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Table 2 0 .— Report o f Husbands' and Wives' S ig n ific a n t Responses to
Household Production Choices D iffe re n tia te d  by Employment
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Category Mean
Sing le-
Earner

Dual-
Earner F Value Sign.

(n=56) (n=48)
Family does i t

Husband
Care o f  Family Members 3.13 3.30 2.92 4.41 .0382**

Wife
Care of  family members 3.04 3.34 2.69 10.48 .0016***

Buy or  Hire i t
Husband

Care of  family members 0.61 0.46 0.77 5.12 .0258**
Wife

Care of  family members 0.82 0.55 1.33 10.12 .0019***

f ig u re s  repor ted  in t a b l e  r ep re sen t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
. s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category 

n=104
**Sign. a t  .05 level  

***Sign. a t  .01 level

Table 2 1 .—Report of  Husbands and Wives' S ig n i f i c a n t  Responses to
Household Production Choices D i f f e r e n t i a t e d  by Household Size '  
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

Household Size

Category Mean
6 or F 
more Value Sign.

("h®n')T(n=5D7rn=32) (n-1'0)

0.65 0.55 0.84 0.47 0.40 2.71 .0490**
0.28 0.73 0.24 0.22 0.20 3.34 .0225**

Buy or  h i r e  i t  
Wife 

Personal care
i, lawn, outdoor care

Does not apply 
Husband 

Personal care 1.87 1.82 2.06 1.78 1.30 3.03 .0328**

a f ig u res  repor ted  in t a b l e  r ep re sen t  the  mean number of  a c t i v i t i e s  
. s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category 

n=103
**Sign. a t  .05 level
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a .  Husband and wife percep t ions  o f  t h e i r  c o n t r ib u t io n s?

b. The monetary value according to :  lo c a t io n  o f  r e s id en ce ,  

family  income, family employment s t a t u s ,  o r  household s i z e .

Husbands and wives were asked what they perceived to  be the  

monetary value o f  t h e i r  annual ind iv idua l  co n t r ib u t io n  to  family income 

f o r  each of  twelve a c t i v i t i e s  with fou r  s p e c i f i c  production a c t i v i t i e s .  

They answered by in d ic a t in g  one of  fou r  i n t e r v a l s  f o r  each a c t i v i t y :  

l e s s  than $50, $51-100, $100-450, and more than $450. For the  a n a l y s i s ,  

the  mid-value o f  each range was used with the  exception of  the  l a s t  

range where $450 was used.

Ho 6. There i s  no d i f f e r en c e  in husbands' and wives '  pe rcep t ions  of  

the  monetary value of  t h e i r  household production c o n t r ib u t io n .

The perceived value o f  the  twelve production a c t i v i t i e s  was summed 

fo r  each husband and wife  (Table 22).  The r e s u l t i n g  average es t im ate  

f o r  husbands was $1,390 and f o r  wives was $1,346. Analyzed by a t - t e s t ,  

the d i f f e r e n c e  between the  averages was not s i g n i f i c a n t .  Combined 

husbands and wives c o n t r ib u t io n s  would equal an average o f  $2,736 

con t r ibu ted  annually  to  family income through household production.

Consis ten t  with the  f ind ings  t h a t  husbands and wives did d i f f e r e n t  

types o f  a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h e i r  percep t ions  o f  the  value they con t r ibu ted  

var ied  by category  and by amount. The husbands perceived they c o n t r i ­

buted over $200 per y ea r  to  each of  the  a c t i v i t i e s :  home care  and

r e p a i r ,  c a r  care  and r e p a i r ,  and d o - i t - y o u r s e l f  p r o j e c t s .  Only in the  

area of home care  and r e p a i r  did the  wives perceive  they con t r ibu ted  

over $200 per year .  Husbands had two c a t e g o r i e s :  y a rd ,  lawn, and o the r  

outdoor work and gardening in the  $100-200 per y ea r  range.  The wives 

had seven a c t i v i t i e s  in t h i s  group. The lowest amount o f  co n t r ib u t io n
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Table 2 2 .—Comparison of  Perceived Value o f  Household Production by 
Husbands and Wives
(Summer 1980, Michigan Household Production Study)

 Value ( in  D ol la rs )______

Husbands Wives
T

A c t iv i ty Mean Median Mean Median Value Sign.

Care care  and r e p a i r 218.93 268.61 102.10 30.06 6.89 .001****

Car poo l ing ,  walking 74.53 14.58 48.13 17.28 2.04 .044**

Care f o r  ch i ld ren 87.15 21.30 178.51 69.44 -4.07 .001****

Care f o r  family  members b 2.34 1.01 4.43 0.88 - .73 .467

D o - i t - y o u r s e l f  p ro j e c t s  220.79 268.48 117.06 23.68 5.76 .001****

Food p re se rva t ion 76.63 13.33 167.05 82.14 -5.41 .001****

Gardening 118.46 64.29 116.35 69.44 .16 .872

Home care  and r e p a i r 309.35 283.88 231.08 270.16 4.19 .001****

Hunting and f i s h in g 46.26 12.27 27.57 6.08 1.89 .062*

Personal care 33.88 20.17 89.95 36.59 -5.05 .001****

Sewing, hobbies ,  c r a f t s 25.95 5.33 128.50 68.30 -7.25 .001****

Yard, lawn, outdoor 
care 175.70 85.55 134.81 71.35 2.53 .013**

Total 1 ,389.95 1 ,345.56 .51 .613

f ig u res  repor ted  in t a b l e  r ep re sen t  the  mean number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  
. s e l f - r e p o r t e d  by respondents f o r  each category 

n f o r  t h i s  i tem was smal l:  8 f o r  husbands and 7 f o r  wives 
*Sign. a t  .10 level  

**Sign. a t  .05 level  
****Sign. a t  .001 level

was in the  category  o f  car ing  f o r  o the r  family  members, where l e s s  than 

7.5 percent o f  the  husbands and wives ind ica ted  they p a r t i c i p a t e d  in 

t h i s  production a c t i v i t y .  A more d e ta i l e d  r e p o r t  o f  the  production
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a c t i v i t i e s  and the  perceived monetary values  i s  in Appendix C-3. This 

evidence does not support  Ho 6 and the  hypothesis was r e j e c t e d .

Ho 7. There i s  no d i f f e r en c e  in husbands' and wives '  perceptions  of 

the  monetary value o f  t h e i r  household product ion c o n t r ib u t io n  

according to :  lo c a t io n  o f  re s idence ,  family income, family

employment s t a t u s ,  and household s i z e .

There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c e  in the  perceived value o f  the  

household product ion when cons ider ing  the  husbands' responses  by 

lo c a t io n  of  re s idence .  The ru ra l  group es t imated  the  amount of  money 

con t r ibu ted  through household production to  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher than 

the  o th e r  groups,  a t  the  .05 l e v e l .  The o the r  v a r i a b l e s ,  family income, 

family employment s t a t u s ,  and household s ize  did not make any s i g n i f i ­

can t  d i f f e r e n c e  in the  perception  o f  the  value o f  the  product ion 

a c t i v i t i e s  by e i t h e r  husbands or  wives (Appendix C-4).  There was one 

s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  th e r e f o r e  Ho 7 was r e j e c t e d .

Summary

The th re e  c a te g o r ie s  f o r  a n a ly s i s  were: household product ion

a c t i v i t i e s ,  household production decis ion  cho ices ,  and perceived value 

o f  household production .  A general  f ind ing  across  a l l  th ree  ca teg o r ie s  

was t h a t  husbands and wives d i f f e r  g r e a t l y  in t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in 

household product ion;  s p e c i f i c a l l y  in types o f  a c t i v i t i e s ,  in perceived 

household product ion decis ion  cho ices ,  and perceived value of t h e i r  own 

household production c o n t r ib u t io n .  For t h i s  reason , the  husbands'  and 

wives '  responses were analyzed s ep a ra te ly  in t h i s  research  with the  

exception o f  the  family score  which was designed to  measure the  t o t a l  

amount o f  household production per family.
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Under perceived household production a c t i v i t i e s ,  i t  was found t h a t  

the  husbands and wives in t h i s  study p a r t i c i p a t e d  more in the  wi th in  the  

home and family a c t i v i t i e s  compared to  the  o u ts id e  the  home and com­

munity a c t i v i t i e s .  Husbands did s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more household production 

a c t i v i t i e s  than wives.  I t  must be remembered t h a t  t h i s  study did not 

examine family involvement in maintenance-type household a c t i v i t i e s  such 

as c l ean in g ,  cooking, and laundry where wives a re  l i k e l y  to  be more 

a c t i v e .  Despite the  f ind ing  t h a t  husbands p a r t i c i p a t e  more in produc­

t i o n ,  both husbands and wives were a c t i v e  in household production and 

did more than 50 percent o f  the  a c t i v i t i e s  in a t o t a l  of 178 poss ib le  

a c t i v i t i e s .  These 178 poss ib le  a c t i v i t i e s  inc luded options  f o r  fam i l ie s  

with varying s k i l l s  and i n t e r e s t s .  Families were not expected to  do 

them a l l .  Husbands and wives followed t r a d i t i o n a l  sex ro le  p a t t e rn s  in 

t h e i r  choice o f  production a c t i v i t i e s .

Various demographic f a c to r s  had s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  with 

household production.  The f a c to r s  considered were: lo ca t ion  o f

re s idence ,  family income, family employment s t a t u s ,  and household s i z e .  

I t  was found t h a t  ru ra l  f am i l ie s  were the  most a c t i v e  in in-home produc­

t i o n ,  but the  small town fa m i l ie s  were more involved in out-home 

a c t i v i t i e s .  Compared to  o th e r  wives,  wives from small towns were the  

h ig h es t  producers in both in -  and out-home a c t i v i t i e s .  Considering 

family income, the  most in-home production was done by the  lowest income 

group who were a l so  the  lowest in the  out-home category .  The next 

h ighes t  in-home production group was the  $25,000-29,999 income group who 

were a lso  the  h ighes t  out-home group. Juxtapos ing the  lowest income 

group with the  higher income group, r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  study revealed t h a t  

the  lowest income group a c t i v e ly  works in s ide  the  home, but i s  much le s s



I l l

involved with production a c t i v i t i e s  ou ts ide  the  home, while the  g re a t e r  

income group was highly  involved in both home and community. Concerning 

family employment, th e re  were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  in production 

between s in g l e -  and d u a l -ea rn e r  f am i l ie s  with the  exception of  wives'  

in-home a c t i v i t i e s .  Household s i ze  a sso c ia ted  with production had few 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s .

In the  study o f  perceived household product ion cho ices ,  husbands 

and wives responded t h a t  the  family did most of  the  a c t i v i t i e s  (63-65 

p e rc e n t ) ,  they h i red  or  bought l e s s  (17-21 p e r c e n t ) ,  they omitted very 

l i t t l e  (1-2 p e r c e n t ) ,  and some a c t i v i t i e s  did not apply to  t h e i r  s i t u a ­

t io n  (12-18 p e rc en t ) .  Dif ferences  again emerged in husbands'  and wives'  

pe rcep t ions .  Wives thought f a m i l ie s  did more, and h i red  and bought more 

than did the  husbands. Husbands thought more a c t i v i t i e s  were omitted or 

did not apply .  When analyzed by the  demographic f a c t o r s ,  ru ra l  wives 

responded t h a t  t h e i r  f am i l ie s  did more than wives from o th e r  a reas .  

Urban wives responded t h a t  fewer household product ion a c t i v i t i e s  applied  

to  them in t h e i r  s i t u a t i o n  compared to  o th e r  wives.  Those husbands and 

wives with the  h ighes t  income a lso  bought o r  h i red  the  most goods and 

s e r v ic e s .  Dual-earner wives a l so  ind ica ted  t h a t  they bought more. 

Additional an a ly s i s  pinpoin ted t h i s  d i f f e r en c e  as being paid ch i ld  care .  

Household s i z e  again made no d i f f e r e n c e .

In the  study of  perceived value of  household production ,  husbands 

perceived t h a t  they con t r ibu ted  s l i g h t l y  more to  family income than the 

wives with t h e i r  product ion work. Together they added over $2,700 to  

family income annual ly .  This e s t im ate  may be low f o r  t h e i r  t o t a l  

household product ion as only 12 s p e c i f i c  items were counted and $450 

value was used in c a lc u l a t i n g  the "over $450" ca tegory .  This value may
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be le s s  than the  respondents assumed. The only d i f f e r en c e  according to 

the  demographic v a r i a b le s  i s  t h a t  ru ra l  husbands valued t h e i r  c o n t r ib u ­

t io n  higher than husbands from o th e r  lo c a t io n s .



Chapter 5

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

This summary chap te r  inc ludes  an overview of the  study with major 

conclusions  and an in t e g r a t i o n  of  the  f in d in g s  with r e l a t e d  s tu d i e s .  

Also included a re  im p l ica t ions  and sugges t ions  f o r  f u r t h e r  re sea rch .

Overview of th e  Study 

Household production i s  one method by which f a m i l i e s  can meet t h e i r  

needs e s p e c i a l l y  in time of economic d i f f i c u l t y .  The major purpose of 

t h i s  study was to  examine var ious  f a c e t s  of household production 

inc lud ing  the  kinds of  household product ion done, production decis ion  

ch o ice s ,  and the  perceived value o f  household production.  The data  were 

taken from a l a r g e r  study "Contr ibut ions  o f  Household Production to 

Family Income" (Michigan A g r icu l tu ra l  S ta t io n  P ro jec t  1363H). The 

family was the  u n i t  of a n a l y s i s .  The sample was 107 f a m i l ie s  from 

urban, small town, and rura l  l o c a t io n s  in mid-Michigan. Each husband, 

w ife ,  and o l d e s t  c h i ld  (between the  ages of s ix  and twelve) were given a 

s e l f - a d m in i s t e r ed  q u e s t io n n a i r e .  Only husbands' and wives’ responses 

were used f o r  t h i s  a n a ly s i s  because da ta  from ch i ld ren  were not 

comparable in a l l  c a t e g o r i e s .  Data were analyzed to  examine d i f f e r en c es  

in husbands' and wives '  responses and to  examine the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  with 

the  v a r i a b le s  of:  lo ca t io n  of re s idence ,  family income, family

113
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employment s t a t u s ,  and household s i z e .  S t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t s  used were 

an a ly s i s  of var iance  and pa i red  t - t e s t .

The major conclusions  of  the  study were:

1. Husbands and wives p a r t i c i p a t e  in household product ion .  On 

the  average ,  f am i l ie s  did over 50 percen t  of the  178 to t a l  

po s s ib le  a c t i v i t i e s  in t h i s  s tudy.

2.  Husbands and wives p a r t i c i p a t e d  more in production a c t i v i t i e s  

involving t h e i r  own family  than in product ion involving o the r  

f a m i l i e s  and the  community.

3. Husbands and wives d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in the  types of 

a c t i v i t i e s  in which they p a r t i c i p a t e .  Husbands did  more 

a c t i v i t i e s  involving  the  family  (in-home) and wives did more 

with o th e r  f a m i l ie s  and the  community (out-home).  Husbands 

did  more home and car  care  and r e p a i r ,  and y a rd ,  lawn, and 

outdoor work while wives co n t r ib u ted  more to  sewing, hobbies ,  

and c r a f t s ,  food p r e s e r v a t i o n ,  personal and c h i ld  c a r e ,  

b a r t e r in g  s e r v i c e s ,  using community r e c rea t io n a l  and medical 

s e r v i c e s ,  shopping and recy c l in g .

4.  More production a c t i v i t i e s  were done by husbands and wives 

working to g e th e r  and /or  with another  family member or f r i e n d  

than by e i t h e r  of them working a lone .

5. Genera l ly ,  f a m i l i e s  produced t h r e e - f i f t h s  of  the  goods and 

se rv ice s  u t i l i z e d  in the  household,  and bought o r  h i red  

o n e - f i f t h .  They in d ic a ted  l e s s  than o n e - f i f t h  of the  a c t i v i ­

t i e s  did not apply to  them and conscious ly  omitted only a 

small number of  a c t i v i t i e s .



115

6. Husbands and wives each perceived t h e i r  household production 

in s e l e c ted  a c t i v i t i e s  co n t r ib u ted  on an average over $1,300 a 

year  to  the  family income, i . e . ,  a t o t a l  es timated  average of 

over $2,700 per year .

7. None of the  demographic v a r i a b le s  ( lo c a t io n  o f  re s idence ,  

family  income, family  employment s t a t u s  or  household s i z e )  had 

a s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  to  the  t o t a l  amount of household 

p roduc t ion ,  perceived a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  or  perceived value.  

However, th e re  were some s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 

s p e c i f i c  c a te g o r i e s  of product ion done by husbands and wives 

s ep a ra te ly  o r  to g e th e r  and v a r i a b le s  mentioned above.

8. Wives' responses had more s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  with the 

demographic v a r i a b le s  than husbands' responses .  Wives had 

28 s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  compared to  19 f o r  the  husbands.  

The s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  inc luded (1) wives from small town 

and ru ra l  a reas  produced more than urban wives;  (2) wives from 

s in g le - e a r n e r  f a m i l ie s  produced more than wives from dua l ­

e a rner  f a m i l ie s  on in-home a c t i v i t i e s ;  (3) when examining 

production a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  ru ra l  wives repor ted  t h e i r  f am i l ie s  

did more than wives from o th e r  a r e a s ;  (4) urban wives 

ind ica ted  fewer a c t i v i t i e s  app l ied  to  them; and (5) dua l ­

e a rner  wives ind ica ted  they h i red  more c h i ld  care  than o the r  

wives.

9. Both husbands and wives from the  h ighes t  income level reported  

buying more goods and s e rv ice s  than husbands and wives from 

o th e r  income l e v e l s .
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10. Husbands in the  h ighes t  income level repor ted  doing more

out-home a c t i v i t i e s  compared to  o th e r  husbands.  Rural

husbands repor ted  a h igher  perceived value of t h e i r  household 

production c o n t r ib u t io n  compared to  o the r  husbands.

Discussion o f  Findings

A d iscuss ion  of the  f ind ings  includes  the  re search  questions  posed 

f o r  t h i s  s tudy ,  the  study f ind ings  and a cons ide ra t ion  of  the  r e l a t i o n ­

ships  with o th e r  re sea rch .  The f i r s t  research  quest ion  was:

1. To what e x te n t  a re  f a m i l ie s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in household

product ion? Are th e re  any d i f f e r en c es  in :

a .  Production a c t i v i t i e s  done in s ide  the  home ( b a s i c a l ly  

with family  members) and ou ts ide  the  home (with o the r

f a m i l i e s  and community o rgan iza t io n s )?

b. Husband and wife p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in household production?

c .  Amount of  involvement according to :  lo ca t io n  of 

r e s id en ce ,  family income, family  employment s t a t u s ,  or 

household s ize?

This study found t h a t  f a m i l ie s  did  p a r t i c i p a t e  in household 

production a c t i v i t i e s .  They g enera l ly  did the  majo r i ty  of work t h a t  

they could h i r e  someone e l s e  to  do. A unique aspec t  of t h i s  research  i s  

t h a t  i t  inc luded a c t i v i t i e s  done with o th e r  f am i l ie s  and the  community 

as household production.

The measure of  household production used in t h i s  study was the 

number of  household product ion a c t i v i t i e s  performed. This i s  a s im i la r  

approach to  t h a t  taken by Owen and Beut ler  (1981) and the Church of 

Jesus C h r i s t  of La t te r -day  Sa in ts  (1980).  These s t u d i e s ,  however,



117

sampled only a small number of  poss ib le  a c t i v i t i e s  in comparison to  the  

178 poss ib le  items in t h i s  study.  Measurement of  household production 

by the  number of household product ion a c t i v i t i e s  a l so  c o n t r a s t s  with 

time u t i l i z e d  which i s  the  most common measurement of household 

a c t i v i t i e s .

The amount o f  t ime spent in a t a sk  has been the  major method of 

measurement o f  household production .  I n t e r n a t i o n a l l y ,  Robinson e t  a l . ,  

(1972) repor ted  men and women spent equal t ime in household production 

except f o r  c h i ld  care  where women spent more t ime. The American data 

(Robinson, 1977a) showed women spent about 6 .9  hours a week in household 

product ion compared to  men's A.2 hours.  American women a lso  spent more 

time in c h i ld  care  than employed men.

This an a ly s i s  confirmed the  f ind ings  of o th e r  s tu d ie s  t h a t  husbands 

and wives are  involved in household production.  Men were more involved 

with a c t i v i t i e s  involving  the  immediate family (in-home) and women were 

involved more with o th e r  f am i l ie s  and the  community (out-home).

Comparing men and women, the re  were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  in t h e i r  

percep t ions  of  t h e i r  own household production involvement. This is

s im i la r  to  f ind ings  of  o th e r  re sea rchers  t h a t  husbands'  and wives'  ro les

are  s p ec ia l i z ed  and are  c l e a r l y  r e l a t e d  to  sex ro le  expec ta t ions  (Hill  

and J u s t e r ,  1980; Lovinggood and Firebaugh, 1978; Larson, 1974; 

A lbrech t ,  Bahr, and Chadwick, 1979).

I t  was a l so  found in the study t h a t  husbands and wives p a r t i c i p a t e  

more in household production a c t i v i t i e s  to g e th e r  or  with another  family 

member than they do a lone .  This did not agree with data  from Robinson 

(1966) who found few j o i n t  a c t i v i t i e s .  Hefferan (1982a) reported  t h a t  

employed women spent h a l f  o f  t h e i r  household productive time a lone ,
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on e - th i rd  with another  family  member and the  r e s t  with someone o ther  

than a family member. More study needs to  be conducted on t h i s  to p ic  to 

determine i f  a c t i v i t i e s  are  done by two o r  more family members p a r t i c i ­

pating a t  the  same time in an a c t i v i t y ,  or  a t  d i f f e r e n t  t imes in the 

same a c t i v i t y  and the  e f f e c t s  of t h i s  kind o f  f a m i l ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n .

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  some demographic v a r i a b le s  to  household produc­

t io n  was examined. This study found no s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  of  geographic 

l o c a t i o n ,  family  income, family employment s t a t u s ,  or  household s ize  on 

the  amount of  household product ion a t  the  .10 l e v e l .  The r e l a t i o n s h ip  

with lo ca t io n  of res idence  was meaningful ( a t  the  .14 l e v e l ) ,  however, 

and more d e t a i l e d  an a ly s i s  revealed  some s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  with 

s p e c i f i c  production a c t i v i t i e s .  Other research  on the  e f f e c t  of  the

various  socio-economic v a r ia b le s  has been in c o n s i s t e n t  in the  r e s u l t s .  

Owen and B eu t le r  (1981) found household s i z e ,  s tage  in family  l i f e ,  and 

s i z e  of community to  be s t ro n g ly  c o r r e l a t e d  to  amount of  household 

p roduct ion .  Robinson (1966) found m ar i ta l  s t a t u s ,  type  of house, 

household s i z e ,  education of household head, lo ca t io n  of re s idence ,  and 

age of ch i ld ren  expla ined  11 percent of the  var iance  in amount of 

household production .  L a te r ,  Robinson (197/a) found household s i ze  to 

be i n s i g n i f i c a n t .  He a l so  found (1980) employment o f  wife and presence 

of ch i ld ren  and age of husband and wife to  be important f a c to r s  in time 

spent in household production.  Walker and Woods (1976) found t h a t

employment of the  wife r e s u l t s  in l e s s  time in household work except  f o r  

the  household product ion a c t i v i t i e s .  Others have repor ted  the  dec l ine  

in time spent in household work by employed women (Sanik,  1981; Ortiz  

e t  a l . ,  1981). Education of women, a ssoc ia ted  with employment, was 

found to have only s l i g h t  e f f e c t  on household production (Owen and
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B eu t le r ,  1981) and a negative  e f f e c t  on household work (Robinson, 

1977a). Family income was found to  have no e f f e c t  (Walker and Woods, 

1976); Robinson, 1977a). Eghan and Lawrence (1982) found husbands'  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in household work una ffec ted  by w i f e ' s  employment or 

educa t ion ,  occupation or  age o f  husband, family  income o r  season of  the  

y ea r .  The in c o n s i s t e n t  r e s u l t s  from var ious  re sea rchers  sugges t  t h a t  

methodologies of  the  research  need to  be examined to  determine i f  they 

a re  comparable.  Another source of d i sc rep an c ies  may be t h a t  d e f i n i t i o n s  

of household product ion d i f f e r e d ,  and var ious  a c t i v i t i e s  were included 

in the  s t u d i e s ,  and measurement techniques  were not s tandard  as some 

used time s tu d ie s  and o th e rs  used surveys.

The second research  quest ion  was:

2. To what e x ten t  a re  f a m i l ie s  producing goods, and se rv ice s  fo r  

themselves t h a t  a re  commonly produced in the  marketplace? To 

what ex ten t  a re  they buying o r  h i r i n g  the  goods and serv ices?  

To what e x te n t  a re  they l e t t i n g  the  a c t i v i t y  go undone? Which 

a c t i v i t i e s  do not apply to  t h e i r  s i t u a t i o n ?  Are th e re  any 

d i f f e r e n c e s  in :

a .  Husband and wife p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in each of th e se  choices?

b. The dec is ion  choices according to :  l o c a t io n  of 

r e s id en ce ,  family  income, family  employment s t a t u s ,  or 

household s ize?

In cons ider ing  household production choices  f o r  s ix  a c t i v i t y  

c a t e g o r i e s ,  t h i s  study found husbands and wives g enera l ly  responded t h a t  

the  family did 63-65 percent of  the  a c t i v i t i e s .  This i l l u s t r a t e d  t h a t  

f a m i l ie s  do consider  household production as a v ia b le  way to  meet t h e i r  

needs using t h e i r  own human resources .  They repor ted  h i r i n g  or  buying
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only o n e - th i rd  as much as they produced (17-21 p e r c e n t ) .  S l i g h t ly  l e s s  

repor ted  t h a t  the  a c t i v i t i e s  did not apply to  them in t h e i r  s i t u a t i o n  

(12-28 p e rc e n t ) .  Only a few husbands and wives repor ted  consc ious ly  

omit t ing  a c t i v i t i e s  (1-2 p e rc e n t ) .  Analysis  according to  demographic 

f a c t o r s  in d ic a ted  t h a t  ru ra l  wives perceived g r e a t e r  production within  

t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  compared to  o th e r  wives.  Compared to  o th e r  wives,  urban 

wives repor ted  t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  fewer a c t i v i t i e s  app l ied  to  them.

This could be due to  the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  the  urban s e t t i n g  such as 

c lose  proximity  to  s to r e s  and su p p l i e r s  o f  goods and s e rv ice s  and a lack 

of  a t r a d i t i o n  of  production .  Husbands and wives with the  h ighes t

income level bought the  most goods and s e r v i c e s .  This seems log ica l  as 

they would presumably have more d isposab le  income than o th e r  income 

groups.  Dual-earner  wives in d ica ted  they bought o r  h i red  goods and 

se rv ice s  more than o th e r  wives.  Additional an a ly s i s  showed the  only 

d i f f e r e n c e  between wives in s in g le  and d u a l -e a rn e r  f a m i l i e s  in h i r i n g  

s e rv ice s  to  be in the  ca tegory  of  paid c h i ld  ca re .

Robinson (1966) d id  some major research  on the  to p ic  of household 

production choices  as he examined f a m i l i e s '  choice o f  work or  l e i s u r e  

and use of ou ts id e  he lp .  He found the  use of  ou ts ide  he lp ,  both paid 

and f r e e  he lp ,  was in f luenced  by the  income of the  family  head; gender 

and m ar i ta l  s t a t u s  of  respondent;  w i f e ' s  employment, educa t ion ,  and age,  

hours worked by family  head; and age of youngest  c h i ld  under 18. When 

hours of h i red  he lp  were compared a g a in s t  hours of  household production,  

the  following v a r i a b le s  inf luenced  the  f in d in g s :  gender and mari ta l

s t a t u s  o f  head o f - fam i ly ;  w i f e ' s  age and amount o f  employment; income of 

head, s i z e  of community, and age of youngest  c h i ld  under 18.

Considering the  demographic v a r i a b l e s ,  S t rober  and Weinberg (1980) found
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l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  between employed and nonemployed wives in h i r in g  

se rv ice s  of o th e r s .  The ir  f in d in g  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  with the  f ind ings  of 

t h i s  an a ly s i s  with the  exception of  c h i ld  ca re .

Other resea rch  on household production choices inc ludes  a study 

t h a t  named lack  of  knowledge, time and money as f a c t o r s  l im i t in g  

household production (Church of Jesus  C h r i s t  o f  L a t te r -day  S a in t s ,  

1980).  Implied from t h i s  f in d in g  i s  t h a t  the  presence of  necessary  

resources  would f a c i l i t a t e  household production and lack o f  resources  

such as s k i l l s ,  t ime ,  knowledge, o r  phys ical  m a te r i a l s  may cause persons 

to  buy the  good or  s e r v ice  or  forego i t .  Following the  theory  t h a t  

people do ta sk s  they p r e f e r  (H il l  and J u s t e r ,  1980) severa l  p u b l ica t io n s  

have named c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  p re fe r re d  and l e a s t  p r e fe r r e d  ta sks  

(S te id l  and B ra t to n ,  1968; N ic k e l ! ,  Rice,  and Tucker,  1967; Wysiel,  

1967; and Maloch, 1963). In l i g h t  of  the  th eo ry ,  f a m i l i e s  may p r e fe r  

household production over h i r i n g  perhaps due to  the  inh e ren t  c h a r a c t e r ­

i s t i c s  of p roduc t ion ,  i . e . ,  ch a l l en g in g ,  rewarding, and nonroutine .

This study found t h a t  husbands and wives perceived t h e i r  annual 

c o n t r ib u t io n s  of household product ion to  the  family  income to  be over 

$1,300 f o r  each spouse.  Husbands and wives d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  in 

the  amounts they perceived they co n t r ib u ted  in each category  of house­

hold production .  This corresponds to  the  f ind ings  in re search  

quest ion  1 t h a t  th e r e  were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r en c es  in perceived 

household production involvement by men and women. Rural husbands 

perceived they co n t r ib u ted  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more than husbands from urban 

lo c a t io n s .

The most comparable study (Morgan e t  a l . ,  1962) a l so  repor ted  on 

the  monetary value of the  products  o f  household product ion .  Value was
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obta ined on only two a c t i v i t i e s ,  however, so t o t a l  value cannot be 

compared. Morgan e t  a l . ,  (1962) found those t h a t  con t r ibu ted  the most 

thorough household production were young o r  newly r e t i r e d  f a m i l i e s ,  home 

owners,  f a m i l i e s  with young c h i ld r e n ,  and those  l i v in g  in small or rural  

towns. Families with heads with a h igher  income level produced more 

than o th e r  f a m i l i e s .  Many of  these  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  f am i l ie s  with a 

high value f o r  production desc r ibe  the f a m i l i e s  used in the  sample f o r  

the  p re sen t  s tudy. This in d ic a te s  t h a t  the  sample f o r  t h i s  study i s  a 

more highly  productive  group than the  normal range o f  the  popula tion and 

t h e re fo re  t h e i r  pe rcep t ions  of the  value of  t h e i r  product ion might be 

h igher  than the  average.

In add i t ion  to  valuing household production as a monetary b e n e f i t  

f o r  f a m i l i e s ,  o th e r  s tu d ie s  have been concerned with valuing household 

work f o r  the  GNP (Peskin ,  1982; Gauger and Walker, 1973; and Murphy, 

1978). Using the  s p e c i a l i s t  co s t  te chn ique ,  women's household produc­

t io n  annually  i s  valued a t  $2,719 and men's i s  $2,356 (Peskin,  1982). 

They found t h a t  employment s t a t u s ,  number of ea rners  in the  family ,  

presence of c h i ld r e n ,  age,  and own earn ings  a l l  caused value of house­

hold work t o  vary f o r  women. I t  would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  compare the  value 

of production computed f o r  the  GNP and the  value found from the  presen t  

study as the  p resen t  study used twelve s p e c i f i c  a c t i v i t i e s  and the  GNP 

s tu d ie s  used time d i a r i e s  which would cover more a c t i v i t i e s  as the  bas is  

f o r  v a lu a t io n .  I t  i s  no tab le  t h a t  in one study the  men's production was 

valued h igher  and in the o th e r  women's had the  h igher  va lue.  Employment 

was not found to  be a s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r ia b le  in determining the  perceived 

value of  household production in the  p re sen t  study as i t  was in the  GNP 

s tu d ie s .
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The cons ide ra t ion  of the  monetary value of household production is  

not meant to  imply t h a t  i t s  only worth i s  i t s  d o l l a r  va lue.  Monetary

value was one focus of  the  p re sen t  study and was a convenient comparison

to  use f o r  worth.  However, the  value of  household product ion in human 

c ap i t a l  development o r  in f a m i l ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n  time could be equal ly  or 

more valuable  to  the  people involved.

Recommendations f o r  Fur ther  Research 

This study i d e n t i f i e d  and descr ibed  many dimensions of  household 

production.  I t  i d e n t i f i e d  what a c t i v i t i e s  a re  being done and who i s  

doing them from among husbands and wives.  Out of  fou r  poss ib le  decis ion  

cho ices ,  the  study r e s u l t s  showed the  most f r equen t  decis ion  was to  have 

someone in the  family  do i t ,  followed by buying or h i r i n g  the  ta sk  done. 

Husbands and wives a l so  perceived t h e i r  household production work as 

being a co n t r ib u t io n  to  the  f a m i ly ' s  real  income. Research needs to 

continue to  gain a c l e a r  unders tanding of the  many f a c e t s  of household 

production.  I f  t h i s  study were repeated to  inc rease  knowledge on 

household p roduc t ion ,  t h i s  re sea rch e r  would recommend t h a t  severa l  

changes be made.

1. The sample would draw from a wider v a r i e ty  of f am i l ie s  than

were surveyed in t h i s  study. I t  could inc lude  the  range from

c h i l d l e s s  young couples to  r e t i r e d  o ld e r  couples .  This would 

a llow much more d i v e r s i t y  in the  v a r i a b l e ,  household s i z e .  

One reason why household s i z e  did not prove to  be a s i g n i f i ­

cant va r iab le  (as in Beu t le r  and Owen, 1981) may have been

t h a t  the  fam i l ie s  in t h i s  study were too homogeneous in na ture  

due to  the c o n s t r a i n t  in s e l e c t io n  based on the  age of the
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o ld e s t  c h i ld .  A study of a g r e a t e r  v a r i e ty  of  f am i l ie s  

i l l u s t r a t i n g  the  l i f e  cycle  could a l so  shed l i g h t  on the 

development of  some production s k i l l s  and perhaps a decrease  

in o th e r s .  Single  a d u l t  and s in g le  parent  f a m i l i e s  should be 

included. Children over 12 years  o ld  could a l so  be surveyed 

as a v a r i e ty  of  f a m i l ie s  a re  cons idered .  Also th e  e f f e c t  of 

changes in income and how t h i s  a f f e c t s  household product ion 

choices could be s tud ied  with a v a r i e ty  o f  f a m i l i e s .

2. Questions on dec is ion  choices  would be asked f o r  a g r e a t e r  

number of  household production a c t i v i t i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  those 

a c t i v i t i e s  done by fewer number o f  respondents .  These would 

include community a c t i v i t i e s  where the  only da ta  are  the  

yes-no responses .  There i s  no information as to  why these  

a c t i v i t i e s  were not performed ( i . e . ,  conscious ly  omitted or 

perhaps bought or  h i r e d ) .  More a c t i v i t i e s  ( e s p e c i a l l y  in the  

out-home category) would inc lude  a quest ion on the  perceived 

va lue .  Perhaps one reason why people a re  not p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in 

out-home a c t i v i t i e s  is  because they perceive  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  in 

t h i s  area  as having l i t t l e  va lue .

3. Additional ques t ions  need to  be included about household

production.  The four  demographic v a r i a b le s  s tud ied  of fe red  

few s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  with household production.  

Other ques t ions  regarding the  psychological  motivational 

f a c to r s  f o r  household production need to  be in v e s t ig a te d  such 

as :  pre ference  f o r  production a c t i v i t i e s ,  personal s a t i s f a c ­

t ion  from production ,  percep t ions  of  what a c t i v i t i e s  a person 

does w e l l ,  and the  process b e n e f i t s  of product ion .  These
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f ind ings  could be app l ied  to  the  th e o r i e s  of Hill  and J u s t e r  

(1980) and J u s t e r  e t  a l . ,  (1980).  The p resen t  study o f fe red  

l i t t l e  data  t h a t  could be app l ied  to  these  t h e o r i e s .

Research can be expanded from the  d e s c r i p t i v e  f ind ings  of t h i s  

study to  i n v e s t ig a t e  the  family  eco log ica l  model. To c o n t r ib u te  to  

ecologica l  re s ea rc h ,  ins truments  need to  be developed to  address the  

is sue  of household product ion s p e c i f i c a l l y .  As ecologica l  re search  is  

s t i l l  developing, t h i s  r e sea rc h e r  would l i k e  to  sugges t  two pe rspec t ives  

as p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  f u tu r e  re sea rch .  One pe rspec t ive  would examine the 

flow of  re sources  in the  production p ro ce ss ,  and the  second would be to  

study the  e f f e c t  of various  environments on household production.

The o b je c t iv e  of the  f i r s t  pe rspec t ive  would be the  dete rmination  

o f  the  i n p u t s ,  t rans fo rm at ions  and outputs  of the  production process ,  

inputs  would inc lude  both human and m ate r ia l  resources  such as the  

perceived production s k i l l s  of household members as human resources .  

Educational level i s  not the  e q u iv a len t  of  s k i l l s ,  but may be included 

in the  survey. Also the  perceived a v a i l a b i l i t y  of mater ia l  re sou rces ,  

in fo rm at ion ,  and o th e r  human resources  (family and f r i e n d s )  would be 

impor tant as in p u t s .  This could be compared to  the  ac tua l  a v a i l a b i l i t y  

o f  m a te r i a l s  and informat ion resources  in the  community. For example, 

in t h i s  s tudy ,  f r e e  sources of informat ion were not widely used, but 

t h i s  could be due to  respondents '  l ack  o f  awareness o f  t h e i r  

a v a i l a b i l i t y  in the  community. Transformations inc lude  the process and 

techn ica l  dec is ions  using the  in p u t s .  Questions on process b e n e f i t s  and 

competence could i d e n t i f y  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the a v a i l a b l e  inputs  

and o u tpu ts .  The p resen t  study b a s i c a l l y  desc r ibed  the  outputs  or 

products o f  household production and the number o f  a c t i v i t i e s  involved.
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Also included as outputs  are  the  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  with the good or  se rv ice  

produced. The r e l a t i o n s h ip  of the  output o f  household production and 

the  input and t ransformation process needs to  be s tudied .  The research 

of  Owen and Beut ler  (1981) used a household production index (composed 

o f  seven production items) which were analyzed in a path a n a ly s i s  model 

measuring d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n s h ip s  between f a c t o r s .  This i s  an 

e co lo g ica l ly  o r ien ted  study and i t s  concepts could be g re a t ly  expanded.

The second pe rspec t ive  in the  ecologica l  study of household a c t i v i ­

t i e s  would be to  in v e s t ig a t e  e f f e c t s  of  various environments on produc­

t i o n .  The model f o r  research would include  both immediate environments 

and those t h a t  a re  more d i s t a n t  from the family .  The immediate environ­

ments include personal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  family members inc luding:

production s k i l l s ,  a t t i t u d e s ,  and pre fe rences .  Of concern may be 

t r a d i t i o n s  of  production within  the  family as in te r -g e n e ra t io n a l

t r a n s f e r s  may a f f e c t  s k i l l s ,  a t t i t u d e s ,  and pre fe rences .  Other charac­

t e r i s t i c s  of  the  immediate environment include access to  resources  such 

as money, t ime, and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  The second environmental level  

would include the  s i z e  and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  community, number, and 

a c c e s s i b i l i t y  of f r iends  and r e l a t i v e s  who may be a resource in the  

production process ,  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  to  resources  and t r a d i t i o n s  and 

a t t i t u d e s  towards production in the  community. The th i r d  environmental 

level would include the c l im a te ,  geographica l ,  and economic c h a r a c t e r i s ­

t i c s  of the  general region.  I f  an in te rn a t io n a l  comparison of  household 

production a c t i v i t i e s  were d e s i r e d ,  t h i s  level  may include the  e n t i r e  

country o r  region of the  world.  Analysis of  these  data  would 

n ece s sa r i ly  be both with in  and between l e v e l s .  A s t a t i s t i c a l  method

such as m u l t i - leve l  a na ly s is  which has only been used on classroom and
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school educational s i t u a t i o n s  up to  t h i s  po in t  may be a useful 

a n a ly t i c a l  t o o l .

The proposed resea rch  would ask ad d i t iona l  ques t ions  to  more f u l l y  

unders tand the  decis ion-making process w i th in  the  ecologica l  framework 

r e l a t e d  to  household product ion .  For example, a re  th e re  any socia l  

environmental c o n s t r a i n t s  such as a stigma a g a in s t  homemade o b jec t s  or 

d o - i t - y o u r s e l f  p r o je c t s ?  Are th e re  physical  c o n s t r a i n t s ,  i . e . ,  type of 

home o r  to o l s  o r  geographical  l o c a t io n  w i th in  the  United S ta te s?

Geographical l o c a t io n  may be a s i g n i f i c a n t  ecologica l  v a r i a b le  to 

cons ide r .  There i s  l i t t l e  in format ion on the e f f e c t  of  geographical  

region  with varying c l im ates  and economic condi t ions  on household 

product ion ,  Morgan e t a l . ,  (1962) found region to  be a s i g n i f i c a n t  

f a c t o r  in the  monetary value of  household product ion as the  Northeast  

region produced more by value in comparison to  the  South and North 

Central  regions  which produced the  l e a s t .  They specula ted  t h a t  the  

Northeast  produced more because th e re  i s  no la rge  supply of  inexpensive 

l ab o r  to  do household work, th e re  are  high p r ice s  f o r  produce because of 

m etropol i tan  markets ,  the  t r a d i t i o n  of s e l f - r e l i a n c e  and fewer second 

jobs  a v a i l a b l e .  The South,  in c o n t r a s t ,  has inexpensive labo r  and lower 

food p r i c e s .  However, a d d i t io n a l  study needs to  be done on t h i s  top ic  

e s p e c i a l l y  with the  h ighe r  incidence of household product ion in rural  

and small town a re as .

Special  study needs to  be done on the  in f luence  of the  environment 

upon wives and how t h i s  a f f e c t s  household production .  Overall in the  

p re sen t  s tudy ,  wives '  household product ion was a s so c ia te d  o n e - th i rd  more 

with the  demographic v a r i a b le s  s tud ied  compared to  t h e i r  husbands.  This 

could in d i c a t e  t h a t  women's p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in household production i s
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more s e n s i t i v e  to  environmental and s i t u a t i o n a l  c o n s t r a in t s  than i s  

men's p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Perhaps t h i s  i s  due to  t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  as 

research  has shown, to  housework. As shown in t h i s  s tudy, women appear 

to  be u t i l i z i n g  a g r e a t e r  v a r i e ty  of environmental resources  than men to 

meet the  needs of  the  household.  They have most l i k e l y  b u i l t  up

networks and l inkages  in the  community to  accomplish t h e i r  purposes.  

D i f f e re n t  lo c a t io n s  appear to  o f f e r  d i f f e r e n t  resources  f o r  the  wives.  

Those from small towns were h igher  in food p re se rva t ion  and community 

medical care than o the r  wives whereas ru ra l  wives were h igher  in y a rd ,  

lawn, and outdoor ca re .  Urban wives appear to  have decided t h a t  they 

were l im i ted  in t h e i r  production p o s s i b i l i t i e s  as they responded t h a t  

home care  and r e p a i r ,  sewing, hobbies,  and c r a f t s  and y a rd ,  lawn, and 

outdoor work did not apply .  This perception deserves more study as most 

f a m i l i e s  in the  study were buying t h e i r  own home and would have s im i la r  

product ion p o s s i b i l i t i e s  with in  the  home even i f  yards were l im i t ed .  

Also,  ru ra l  women perceived g r e a t e r  production with in  t h e i r  f a m i l ie s  

compared to  o th e r  wives.  Could ru ra l  wives be more conscious of 

production p o s s i b i l i t i e s  due to  a soc ia l  o r  p reference  value they place 

on i t ?  Could urban wives be undervaluing t h e i r  production due to  t h e i r  

d i s t a n ce  from a former ag ra r ian  ex is tence?  These are  questions  t h a t  

remain to  be researched .

Study on household production in in te rn a t io n a l  s e t t i n g s  should be 

continued.  Szala i  (1972) reported on time use and household production 

in twelve c o u n t r i e s .  Most of the study s i t e s  in the  study were 

i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  European c o u n t r i e s .  Some of the  major ecologica l  

v a r i a b le s  to  cons ider  in in t e rn a t io n a l  household product ion s tud ie s  a re :  

(1) physical  environment including the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of  resources  and
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geographical  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ;  (2) human-constructed environment 

inc luding  the  type and na ture  o f  home and power sources ;  and 

(3) human-behavioral environment inc lud ing  the  socia l  environment 

(na tu re  of  the  c l a s s  system and ex p ec ta t io n s ,  general  locus of  c o n t r o l ,  

na ture  of  the  family  s t r u c t u r e ,  and a v a i l a b i l i t y  and a c c e s s i b i l i t y  of  

in format ion)  and the  economic environment (degree of  modernization and 

i n d u s t r i a l i z a t i o n  o f  the  country ,  family  income le v e l s  and the  

a v a i l a b i l i t y  of paid o r  h i red  s e r v i c e s ) .  Household production in some 

coun t r ie s  may be a way f o r  people to  r a i s e  t h e i r  level  of  l i v in g  

e s p e c ia l l y  in the  extended family s i t u a t i o n  where human resources  are  

p re sen t .  In o th e r  c o u n t r i e s ,  household production may be the  only 

a l t e r n a t i v e  as th e re  a re  no paid s e rv ice s  a v a i l a b le  to  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  

family labor  or  where family incomes a re  too low to  a f fo rd  bought goods 

and s e r v ic e s .  An in t e rn a t io n a l  study on household production may be 

ab le  to  assess  the  c r o s s - c u l tu r a l  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  of the  f ind ings  of 

the  p re sen t  a n a ly s i s .  I t  could a l so  a id  those  involved in in t e rn a t io n a l  

development programs in t h e i r  e f f o r t s  to  help  fa m i l ie s  and economies in 

l e s s e r  developed a reas .

Impl ica tions

The f ind ings  of t h i s  study can be app l ied  by family educa to rs ,  

community l e a d e r s ,  and those in bus iness .  Family educators  could use 

the  f ind ings  f o r  informat ion about family  economic p ra c t i c e s  and family 

members' r o l e s .  Economically,  i t  was found t h a t  f am i l ie s  can make a 

con t r ib u t io n  to  t h e i r  rea l  income through household production.  Home 

care and r e p a i r  i s  the  major co n t r ib u t in g  category  of a c t i v i t i e s .  Many 

a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  could c o n t r ib u te  to  rea l  income were not u t i l i z e d ,
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e s p e c i a l l y  involving  o th e r  f am i l ie s  and the  community. For example, 

savings  and inves t ing  p ra c t i c e s  were t r a d i t i o n a l  and community medical 

f a c i l i t i e s  were not widely used. Families could be encouraged to  

i d e n t i f y  and p a r t i c i p a t e  in community a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  would c o n t r ib u te  

to  t h e i r  real  income. In family r o l e s ,  t h i s  study c l e a r l y  descr ibed  the 

c u r r e n t  d iv i s io n  of  household production labo r  wi th in  f a m i l i e s .  

However, the  most household production work was done with husbands and 

wives working to g e th e r  with o the r  family  members. Families  may be 

encouraged to  inc rease  in t e r a c t io n a l  t ime through household production.  

Community leade rs  may want to  encourage fa m i l i e s  to  use resources  

a v a i l a b l e  to  them in the  geographical  a re a .  This could be done through 

mass media or  o th e r  information sources .  Businesses ,  recognizing the 

widespread p r a c t i c e s  o f  household product ion ,  may encourage t h i s  t rend  

by o f f e r in g  re so u rce s ,  t o o l s ,  and i n s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  those wishing to 

produce the  good or s e r v ice  themselves.

Conclusion

This study o f f e r s  a unique co n t r ib u t io n  to  household production 

re search  in t h a t  i t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  s tud ied  household production and not 

d a i ly  housework. I t  surveyed a l a rg e  number of poss ib le  production 

a c t i v i t i e s .  A c t i v i t i e s  using f a m i l i e s '  human resources  ou ts ide  the home 

in conjunction  with o th e r  fam i l ie s  and the  community added breadth to  

the  l i s t  of  a c t i v i t i e s .  Research ques t ions  i d e n t i f i e d  some t rends  in 

household production.  The null hypotheses which were r e j e c t e d ,  

ind ica ted  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between v a r i a b le s  and household production.  

Household production was found to  be a widespread p r a c t i c e  among 

husbands and wives with young f a m i l i e s ,  e s p e c ia l l y  in a c t i v i t i e s  done
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b a s i c a l ly  w i th in  the  home. As a t r e n d ,  household production i s  l i k e l y  

to  inc rease  as economic environmental cond i t ions  worsen throughout the  

country  because i t  i s  a way not only to  c o n t r ib u te  to  a f a m i ly ' s  real  

income, but a l so  to  a id  in the  development o f  s k i l l s  and human 

re sou rces .  Household production i s  a to p ic  t h a t  has not received much 

s tudy,  but i s  becoming a more impor tant and worthy re search  to p ic  as 

f a m i l i e s  p a r t i c i p a t e  in household production to  meet t h e i r  f a m i ly ' s  

needs.
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A - l . —D eta i l s  of J u s t e r  e t  a l . ' s  Household Output Account

A c t i v i t i e s
(Hours/year)

GNP Goods (Constant D o l la rs )

P r iv a te  Serv ices  
Non-

Housing Housing
Non- Deprec. Gov. 

Durables of Dur. Pur.  Total

Tangible Household Output 
(n a tu ra l  u n i t s )

In te rmedia te  
Product Investment 

Prod Use Gross Deprec.
(+) ( - )  (+) ( - )  Net

Investment 
Education 
Child care  
Medical care  
Home improvement 
Social
Organizational
In te rpe rsona l

Communication

S k i l l s
Child Development 
Health
Social  Networks 
Socia l  Networks 
Social  Networks

In te rmedia te  
Home maintenance 
Personal care  
Shopping/Admin 
Cooking 
Market work

Orderly home 
Personal appearance 
Good and s e r v ice s  
Meals 
Income

In tan g ib le  
Household 

Output Process 
B ene f i t s  ( U t i l i t y )

*Taken from J u s t e r  e t  a l .  The Theory and Measurement of Wel l-being:  A suggested framework f o r  accounting and
a n a l y s i s . I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Social  Research,  U n ive rs i ty  o f  Michigan, 1980, pT 39.
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A -2 .— Hours and Value o f Household Work in  1976

Total  f o r  a l l  a d u l t s Average per Adult

Annual Hours Annual Value
Weekly
Hours

Annual
Hours

Annual
Value

B i l l i o n s Percent
B i l l i o n
Dollars Percent Dollars

Adults:
All work ............................................ . 188.8 100.0 752.4 100.0 25.0 1,300 5,180

Women:
All work ............................................ . 135.1 100.0 515.0 100.0 33.8 1,756 6,694

3
Maintenance work ........................... . 83.3 61.8 305.8 59.4 20.9 1,084 3,975

4
Household Production .................. . 51.8 38.4 209.2 40.6 12.9 673 2,719

Home r e p a i r  and hobbies 2 .8 2.1 17.5 3 .4 0 .7 37 227
Child care  and i n s t r u c t i o n 16.3 12.1 40.8 7 .9 4.1 211 531
Shopping and o th e r 32.7 24.2 150.9 29.3 8.1 425 1,961

Men:
All work ............................................ . 53.7 100.0 237.4 100.0 15.1 786 3,475

3
Maintenance work .......................... . 20.4 37.9 76.5 32.2 5 .8 299 1,120

4
Household Production .................. . 33.3 62.0 160.8 67.7 9.4 488 2,356

Home r e p a i r  and hobbies 9 .9 18.4 60.6 25.5 2 .8 145 888
Child care  and i n s t r u c t i o n 3 .9 7 .3 10.0 4 .2 1.1 58 146
Shopping and o th e r 19.5 36.3 90.2 38.0 5.5 285 1,322

*Taken from Peskin ,  J an ice .  Measuring Household Production f o r  the  GNP. In Family Economics Review, 
1982(3) ,  p. 20.

-Valued by s p e c i a l i s t  co s t
. Inc ludes  meal p re p a r a t io n ,  meal c leanup, c l ean in g ,  gardening ,  and laundry 

Includes home r e p a i r  and hobbies ,  c h i ld  ca re  and i n s t r u c t i o n ,  shopping and o th e r



A-3.—Average value o f  woman's household work in 1976 by var ious  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

Number
Weekly 

Hours of
Annual Value o f Household Work in Dollars

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c
in 

Sample
Household

Work Total
Maintenance

Tasks
Household ] 
Production

lome Repair /  Child c a r e /  Shopping 
Hobbies I n s t r u c t i o n  Other

All women ...................... . . . .  793 33.8 6694 3975 2719 227 531 1961

Employment s t a t u s :
Not employed . . . . . . .  367 42.6 8405 5139 3266 282 695 2289
Employed p a r t - t im e . . . .  245 31.4 6243 3537 2706 234 520 1952
Employed f u l l - t i m e . . . .  181 20.1 4040 2338 1702 113 235 1354

Number o f  e a rners :
N o n e .......................... . . . .  42 40.0 8010 5434 2576 307 276 1993
O n e ............................... . . . .  250 46.9 9157 5441 3716 308 904 2504
T w o ............................... . . . .  284 30.7 6036 3602 2434 158 507 1769

Number o f  c h i ld ren :
N o n e .............................. . . . .  401 29.5 6078 3703 2376 274 155 1947
O n e .................................... . . .  134 33.2 6423 3578 2844 182 748 1904
T w o ..................................., . . .  120 41.4 7748 4745 3003 140 1194 1669
Three or  more . . . .. . . .  138 43.7 8354 4746 3608 176 1113 2319

je of  youngest  c h i ld :
No ch i ld ren  ...................... . . 400 29.5 6079 3710 2370 270 155 1945
1-4 years  .......................... . . .  161 43.5 7969 4307 3663 134 1598 1931
5-12 years  ...................... . . 170 36.8 7209 4205 3005 253 720 2032
13-17 years  ...................... . . 62 35.2 6981 4584 2901 560 375 1966

JG •
18-24 years  ...................... . . 110 24.7 4897 2514 2383 246 526 1611
25-29 years  ...................... . . 116 37.1 7043 3837 3206 171 1097 1938
30-39 years  ...................... . . 181 36.5 7030 4009 3020 183 886 1951
40-49 y ear s  ...................... . . 112 34.4 6845 4203 2641 165 434 2042
50-59 year s  ...................... . . 110 35.1 7121 4381 2739 295 341 2103
60-64 years  ...................... . . 49 33.6 6825 4297 2528 232 230 2066
65 years  + ...................... . . 114 35.4 7280 4791 2488 294 89 2105



A -3 .— Continued

Weekly 
Number Hours of

in Household 
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  Samp! e______ Work________ Total

Own earn ings :
None, n e g a t i v e ......................  36 18.7 3697
$1-4,999   33 21.0 4255
$5,000-9,999   66 21.1 4244
$ 1 0 , 0 0 0 + ...................................  46 19.2 3912

Annual Value of  Household Work in Dol la rs
S p ec i f ic  Household Production 

Maintenance Household Home Repair /  Child Care/  Shopping 
Tasks Product ion Hobbies I n s t r u c t io n  Other

2486 1212 47 181 984
2274 1981 68 246 1667
2349 1897 137 298 1462
2237 1674 165 191 1318

pTaken from Peskin ,  J a n ic e .  Measuring Household Production  f o r  the  GNP, In Family Economics Review, 1982(3),  p. 22. 
^Valued a t  s p e c i a l i s t  c o s t
^Inc ludes  meal p r e p a r a t io n ,  meal c leanup ,  c le a n in g ,  gardening ,  and laundry 
^Inc ludes  home r e p a i r  and hobbies ,  c h i l d  care  and i n s t r u c t i o n ,  shopping and o th e r  

Data a r e  only f o r  women employed f u l l  t ime



APPENDIX B



B - l . —Demographic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  Areas in Which Sampling Occurred.

Total Popula tion9 4,695 4,344 6,678 4,279

Race9
White 2,992 3,032 6,446 4,200
Black 1,436 1,041 104 21
American Indian 28 39 22 5
Asian 40 16 57 33
Other 197 216 49 20
Persons of Spanish

o r ig in  included above 312 307 99 19

Number o f  Famil ies9 1,214 1,123 1,529 400

Number o f  Chi ldren9 
(with in  s p e c i f i c  age range)

6 87 8 98 24
7-9 312 284 291 90
10-13 437 346 394 120

Income*1
Median Income 

Percent Unemployment0

19,400

12.5%

14,800 18,400

12.6%

17,900

12.6%

?1980 U.S. Census Data,  Ingham County, Michigan.
1980 Estimated Median Household Income. Tri-County Planning Commission, 
October 1981
Michigan Employment Secur i ty  Commission, May 1980, rev ised .
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B-2 .—Training Meeting 
1 May 1980

1. In t roduct ion  (hand out p l a s t i c  I . D . ' s )

2. Explanation of  study (use p roposa l ) ;  po l ice  have been n o t i f i e d

3. Locating f a m i l i e s :

a .  blocks have been randomly s e le c te d  (ap t .  bu i ld ing was 
considered a block)

b. s t a r t i n g  po in ts  in each area

c. use sk ip  p a t te rn

4. I n i t i a l  c o n ta c t ,  screening:

a.  knock on door.

b. in troduce  s e l f :  who you a re  working f o r —MSU—College of 
Human Ecology.

c.  doing study of  2 spouse fa m i l ie s  with elementary age ch i ld ren
about s t r e t c h i n g  d o l l a r s  to help beat  i n f l a t i o n .  Do you and
your spouse have a c h i ld  between 6-12 years  o f  age.

d. f i l l  in .household  composition form.

e .  i f  household meets c r i t e r i a  expla in  s tudy ,  in d i c a t e  the re  w i l l  
be a small token of  app rec ia t io n  ($5) i f  a l l  3 ques t ionna i res  
a re  f i l l e d  out .

f .  a re  you w i l l in g  to p a r t i c i p a t e ?

g. i f  y e s —ask open end ques t ion .
Give them envelope; go over format o f  2 types of ques t ions  
( in te rv iew ers  f i l l  in ;  t im e) .

h. leave envelopes;  arrange f o r  pickup—have them sign form— 
expla in  they can help k ids ;  p o in t  out phone number.

g. t e l l  family they w i l l  be mailed check a f t e r  i n s e r t  form and
ques t ionna i res  have been checked f o r  completeness.
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T h i s  i n t e r v i e w e r  i s  a s k i n g  y o u r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  a  s t u d y  o f  h o u s e h o l d  

p r o d u c t i o n  by Mi ch ig an  f a m i l i e s .  The r e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t  and  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

hav e  be en  d e v e l o p e d  by t h e  D ep a r tm en t  o f  Fami ly  Eco logy  and t h e  Fami ly  

L i v i n g  E d u c a t i o n ,  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e ,  C o l l e g e  o f  Human Ecology  

a t  Mi ch i ga n  S f a f e  U n i v e r s i t y .  Tan p r o j e c t  na s  been  funded  by t h e  Mich igan  

A g r i c u l t u r a l  E xp e r im en t  S f a t i c n .

T.'.o c o o p e r a t i o n  o r  y o u r  f a m i l y  i n  g r a n t i n g  a s h o r t  i n t e r v i e w  and in  c o m p l e t i n g  

m e  s e t f - a c m i n i s t o r e d  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  wi l l  ce  s i n c e r e l y  a p p r e c i a t e d .  Your -  

names w i l l  i n no way b e  Ii  nxed t o  y o u r  r e s p o n s e s .

S i n c e r e l y ,

B u a t r  i c c  P a o I u c c  i , 
P r o f e s s o r  
F ami ly  Eco log y

Mary Andrews ,  
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I n s t r u c t o r  
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B-4.--Consent Form 

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

College of Human Ecology East  Lansing, Michigan
May, 1980

CONSENT FORM

We, the  unders igned , f r e e l y  consent to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in a s c i e n t i f i c  
and educational study conducted by the  College o f  Human Ecology and The 
Cooperative Extension Service of  Michigan S ta te  Univers ity  under the 
superv is ion  of Bea t r ice  Paolucci ,  Irene Hathaway, and Mary Andrews.

The purposes of  the  p r o j e c t  have been expla ined  to  us and we 
understand the  explana t ion  t h a t  has been given as well as what our 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  w i l l  involve.

We understand t h a t  we a re  f r e e  to d iscon t inue  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the  
study a t  any time without p en a l ty ,  o r  t h a t  we may withdraw the 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  our c h i ld .

We understand t h a t  the  r e s u l t s  of the  study w i l l  be t r e a t e d  in 
s t r i c t  confidence and t h a t  we w i l l  remain anonymous. Final r e s u l t s  o f  
the  study wi l l  be made a v a i l a b l e  to us a t  our  reques t .

We understand t h a t  we may have an oppor tun i ty  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in an 
educational program to  inc rease  our income-producing s k i l l s  i f  we so 
d e s i r e .  I t  i s  hoped t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in these  educational a c t i v i t i e s  
w i l l  be b e n e f ic ia l  to  us;  however, we unders tand th e re  i s  no guarantee  
o f  b e n e f i c i a l  r e s u l t s .

We d e s i r e  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in t h i s  research  and consent and agree.
We, as legal  pa ren ts /gua rd ians  of the  below named c h i l d ,  give our 
permission f o r  the  c h i ld  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in the  study to the  degree to  
which the  ch i ld  d e s i r e s .

Please sign your f i r s t  and l a s t  names.

Adult Female Signatu re  Date

Adult Male Signatu re  Date

C h i ld ' s  Signature  Date

Address C i t y ,  Town, S ta te  ZTp

Telephone
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B - 5 . ~ C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of Attempted Placement o f  Questionnaire  by Location

Location Number Percent

Urban Town 309 44.1

Small Town 192 27.4

Rural Area 200 28.5

Total 701 100.0

B-6.—C la s s i f i c a t i o n  of Attempted Placement o f  Quest ionnaires  by 
E l i g i b i l i t y  of  Family.

E l i g i b i l i t y Number Percent

E l ig ib le  and Placement 139 19.8

E l ig ib le  and Refused 18 2.6

Not E l ig ib le 268 38.2

Single Parent 22 3.1

Refused before  e l i g i b i l i t y  
determined 5 0.7

Other 22 3.1

No answer 198 28.2

Missing data 29 4.1

Total 701 100.0
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B -7 . -  -Questionnaire 
ACTIVITIES AT HOME
This section contains a l is t  of many a c tiv it ie s  th a t YOU may do around your home for 
yourself and your fam ily.
CIRCLE THE NUMBER corresponding to the category which most accurately estimates how the 
following a c tiv it ie s  get done. For example, c irc le  "1M I f  you usually hire th is  job 
done, and c irc le  ”6” I f  th is  a c tiv ity  has never needed to be done or because you rent 
you can 't make changes.
We are interested In the 
home care, repair and re­
decorat Ing that YOU do for  
yourself and the persons 
liv ing  In your household.

2 . 1 

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

2 . 11 

2.12

2.13

2.14

2.15

Painting of the Inside?

Painting or staining of the outside?

Repairing of major appliances 
(re fr ig e ra to r, TV, washer, dryer)?

Repairing small appliances (iron , 
toaster, lamp)?

Plumbing repairs?

Electrical repairs?

Repairs to  the heating and/or a ir  
conditioning system?

Putting up of paneling, drywall 
or ce iIIng  t ile ?

Laying of carpet or flooring?

Refinishlng hardwood floors?

Carpentry repairs?

Roofing repairs or reroofing?

Gutter and downspout repairs?

Shampooing of carpets or rugs?

Repairing screens?

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6
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2.16 Replacing of broken window glass? 1 2 3 4 5 6

2.17 Wea+herstripplng storm doors and 
windows? 1 2 3 4 5 6

2.18 Insulating the a t t ic ,  basement or crawl 
space? 1 2 3 4 5 6

2.19 Insulating the hot water heater, hot 
water pipes? 1 2 3 4 5 6

2.20 Caulking cracks and jo in ts  inside and 
outside? 1 2 3 4 5 6

2.21 Repairing of sidewalks or driveways? 1 2 3 4 5 6

2.22 Other, please l is t 1 2 3 4 5 6

We are interested in knowing how you care 
for the car(s) in your household.

How do you do:

3.1 Washing the car? 1 2 3 4 5 6
3.2 Cleaning the inside of the car(s)? 1 2 3 4 5 6

3.3 Putting in gas? 1 2 3 4 5 6

3.4 Changing the o il and lubricating the 
car(s)? 1 2 3 4 5 6

3.5 Changing or rotating the tires? 1 2 3 4 5 6
3.6 Winterizing the car (changing the 

antifreeze, e tc .)? 1 2 3 4 5 6
3.7 Tuning the engine? 1 2 3 4 5 6
3.8 Major repair work such as brake work, 

transmission repa ir, etc? 1 2 3 4 5 6
3.9 Repairs to the car's  body? 1 2 3 4 5 6
3 .|0  Other, please l is t 1 2 3 4 5 6
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We are interested in knowing the 
personal care a c tiv it ie s  that YOU do 
fo r yourself and the persons living  
your household.

%

h — uo you:

4.1 Cut or trim  hair? 1 2 3 4 5 6

4.2 Shampoo and set, blow dry or sty le  hair? 1 2 3 4 5 6

4.3 Color hair? 1 2 3 4 5 6

4.4 Give home permanents, straightening or 
cornrowing? 1 2 3 4 5 6

4.5 Other, please l is t 1 2 3 4 5 6

We are interested in knowing the a c tiv it ie s  YOU do 
for lawn, vard or other outdoor work.

5. Do you:

5.1 Cut the grass? 1 2 3 4 5 6

5.2 Weed the flowerbeds, lawns, etc.? 1 2 3 4 5 6

5.3 Trim and care for trees and shrubs? 1 2 3 4 5 6

5,4 Remove snow from sidewalks and driveways? 1 2 3 4 5 6

5.5 Haul trash? 1 2 3 4 5 6

5.6 Do a seasonal clean up of the yard? 1 2 3 4 5 6

5.7 Cut or s p lit  wood for your firep lace or 
wood burning stove? 1 2 3 4 5 6

5.8 Other, please l is t 1 2 3 4 5 6

We are Interested in knowing about the kinds of 
sewinq and c ra ft work YOU do for yourself and the 
persons living in your household.

6. Do you:

6.1 Make clothing for adults? 1 2 3 4 5 6

6.2 Make clothing for children?. 1 2 3 4 5 6

6.3  Make clothing repairs or alterations? 1 2 3 4 5 6
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6.4 Make shoe, handbag or golf bag repairs? 1 2 3 4 5 6

6.5 Make draperies or curtains? 1 2 3 4 5 6

6.6 Make s lip  covers fo r furniture? 1 2 3 4 5 6

6.7 Reupholster furniture? 1 2 3 4 5 6

6.8 Make q u ilts , comforters? 1 2 3 4 5 6

6.9 Make Christmas decorations? 1 2 3 4 5 6

6.10 Other, d lease l is t 1 2 3 4 5 6

We are interested in knowing about the kinds of do -it-yourseif projects which YOU 
have done. C irc le  " I” for yes and "2" for no for each a c tiv ity .

7. Have you ever:

7.1 Constructed electronic equipment (radio, TV, computer, 
d ig ita l clock)?

7.2 Done woodworking (clocks, cabinets, furniture)?

7.3  Refinished or antiqued furniture?

7.4 Constructed a home, summer cottage or other building?

7.5 Added on or remodeled your home?

7.6 Finished a basement or a ttic?

7.7 Landscaped (seeding, sodding, planting shrubs)?

7.8  Installed a wood burning stove?

7.9 Installed ligh t fixtures?

7.10 Hunted or fished to  provide food for your family?

7.11 Constructed play equipment (swing, s lid e , sandbox, 
playhouse)?

7.12 Made or repaired toys (do lls , wagons, blocks)?

7.13 Done outdoor construction (in s ta llin g  a fence, building 
a patio or barbecue)?
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8

7.14 Do you have a garden?

Check one.
< ) YES- 
( ) NO

7.15 What is I t 's  size?
( ) a. container (
( ) b. small ( 11*xl6 *) (

) c. medium (25'x40')
) d. large (50'x80' or 

larger)
7.16 How often do YOU work in i t  during the season?

( ) a. Once a day
( ) b. About 3 to 4 times a week
( ) c. About once a week

How much of your fam ily's f r u i t  and/or vegetable 
requirements do you raise?

7.17 Fru it 7.18
( ) a. Less than 25# (
( ) b. Between 25-49$ (
( ) c. Between 51-99$ (
( ) d. All (

VegetabIe 

) a. Less than 25$
) b. Between 25-49$ 

) c. Between 51-99$ 

) d. All

We are Interested In knowing I f  YOU bake, can, freeze, dry, pickle or preserve food 
products for your fam ily 's use? Please c irc le  " I"  fo r yes and "2” for no.

you:
YES NO

8.1 Can fru its , vegetables or meats? 1 2

8.2 Freeze f ru its , vegetables or meats? 1 2

8.3 Dry fru its , vegetables or meats? 1 2

8.4 Pickle fru its , vegetables or meats? 1 2

8.5 Make jams and je llie s ? 1 2

8.6 Bake bread or ro lls  regularly? 1 2

8.7 Bake pastries, cookies, or cakes 
regularly? 1 2

8.8 Regularly make up extra servings 
of main dishes to be frozen for 
la te r use? 1 2

8.9 , Regularly prepare meatless meals? 1 2

8.10 Buy food to store when I t 's  on sale? 1 2

8.11 Keep a stock of food for emergencies? 1 2

8.12 Other, please l is t
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We are Interested In knowing 
fo r vour child?

7ete nuw

9.1

uu yisu uu • 'v

Routine dally  care? 1 2 3 4 5 6

9.2 Occasional care when parents are out? 1 2 3 4 5 6

9.3 Evenings and weekends? 1 2 3 4 5 6

9.4 After school care? 1 2 3 4 5 6

We are Interested In knowing of any special care YOU currently provide for members 
of your household.
10. Do you provide care at home rather than in a hospital

(or other fa c i l i ty )  for:
YES NO DOESN’ T

10.1 A chronically I I I  family Member? 1 2
APPLY

3

10.2 An elderly family member? 1 2 3

10.3 A handicapped family member? 1 2 3

10.4 Other, please l is t 1 2 3

We are Interested in knowing about your fam ily's transportation.

I I .  How many motor vehicles does your family own, lease, or have available on a 
regular basis? Put number on line before each item.

 Car(s)  Truck/Van Motorcvcle(s)  T ra il blke(s)

_Motorhome Moped Motorboat ____Snowmoblle(s)

Other, please l is t

11.1 For the car(s) or truck(s) you drive most often , how many miles per gallon 
of gas do you get?

Car/truck #1 ____________ miles per gallon

Car/truck # 2 ____________ miles gallon



11

11.11 How fa r is i t  to the grocery store (round tr ip )?  ____________miles

11.12 How often do you go to  the grocery store?

 Dally  Weekly  Monthly

  TwIce a week   Every other week

We are interested In knowing I f  you recycle such things as clothing, recreation  
equipment, fu rn itu re , appliances, e tc . and how you accomplish th is . ______

Do you: YES NO

12.1 Have garage sales? 1 2

12.2 Take items to be sold a t someone elses garage sale? 1 2

12.3 Take items to be sold a t a resale shop? 1 2

12.4 Take items to a swap shop or meet? 1 2

12.5 Sell items at a flea  market? 1 2

12.6 Place an ad In the newspaper or on a b u lle tin  board 
to sell an Item? 1 2

12.7 Give Items to a church or other charitable organization 
for them to se ll or donate? 1 2

12.8 Take bottles, cans or papers to a community recycling center? 1 2

12.9 Take crankcase o il to a community recycling center? 1 2

12.10 Pass on items of clothing, toys or equipment from an older 
to a younger child within your family? 1 2

12.11 Pass on items of clothing, toys or equipment from older to  
younger children among your friends or relatives? 1 2

12.12 Make rag rugs? 1 2

12.13 Ask for a "doggy bag” fo r leftover food when eating out? 1 2

12.14 Please indicate the ways you recycle d iffe re n t items within your own 
household. For example, do you make newspaper logs or use typ ica lly  
throw-away Items for arts and crafts  projects, etc.?

Please specify: ____________________________________________________
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SAVING AND INVESTING

Most fam ilies save or Invest some of th e ir  Income to provide for things they want 
In the future. We are Interested In how your family Is saving.

Is your family presently saving through: YES NO DON'T
KNOW

13.1 Savings account/share account? 1 2 3

13.2 Christmas Club? 1 2 3

13.3 U.S. Savings Bonds? 1 2 3

13.4 C ertificates  of Deposit (CDs)? 1 2 3

13.5 Money Market C ertificates? (6, 30 or 48 month) 1 2 3

13.6 Money Market funds? 1 2 3

13.7 Treasury notes or bonds? 1 2 3

13.8 Corporate bonds? 1 2 3

13.9 Municipal bonds? 1 2 3

13.10 Common stock? 1 2 3

13.1 1 Mutual funds? 1 2 3

13.12 Cash value l i f e  insurance? 1 2 3

13.13 Endowment or annuity l i fe  Insurance? 1 2 3

13.14 Single premium annuities? 1 2 3

13.15 Commodities (wheat, soybean futures)? 1 2 3

13.16 Vacant or farm land? 1 2 3

13.17 Buildings for lease or rent (residential/commercial) 1 2 3

13.18 Gold, s ilv e r  or diamonds? 1 2 3

13.19 Art or antiques? 1 2 3

13.20 Collections such as coins or stamps? 1 2 3

13.21 Individual Retirement Account (IRA) or Keogh Plan? 1 2 3

13.22 P ro fit sharing plan through your employer? 1 2 3

13.23 Tax deferred pension plan through your employer? 1 2 3

13.24 Stock option plan through your employer? 1 2 3

13.25 Other, please l is t
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People sometimes barter or swap with others outside 
th e ir  famlIv to get goods and services In exchange.

32. To what extent dlo YOU barter any of the
following services In exchange with others?

%

32.1 Babysit, take care of children a fte r  school? 1 2 3 4

32.2 Do painting, carpentry, plumbing, e lec trica l 
repairs? 1 2 3 4

32.3 Do care and repair of car(s) or other vehicles? 1 2 3 4

32.4 Do personal care such as permanents? 1 2 3 4

32.5 Do sewing (rep a ir, a lte ra tio n s , draperies, upholstery)? 1 2 3 4

32.6 Provide transportation? 1 2 3 4

32.7 Food such as garden produce? 1 2 3 4

32.8 Other, please l is t 1 2 3
4

We are Interested in knowing about the volunteer a c tiv it ie s  In which YOU partic ipate.

Do you presently:
YES NO

33.1 Work for a church group? 1 2

33.2 Work for a charitable organization such as 
United Way, March of Dimes, Heart Fund,
Red Cross, etc.? 1 2

33.3 Work for a p o litic a l organization? 1 2

33.4 Work for a community action group such as 
school board, community boards, NAACP, 
Urban League? 1 2

33.5 Work for a youth organization such as 4-H, 
Boy Scouts, G irl Scouts, Big Sisters,
Big Brothers? 1 2

33.6 Work for a senior c itizen  organization such 
as Meals on Wheels? 1 2

33.7 Work for a service organization such as Elks, 
Masons, Lions, hospital a u x ilia rie s , Jaycees? 1 2

33.8 Work for the school such as room parent, PTA? 1 2

33.9 Other, please l is t 1 2
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Cooperatives are businesses organized by people for th e ir  own use. We are Interested 
In knowing i f  your family belongs to  a cooperative.

34. Do you belong to  any of the following cooperatives?

YES NO

34.1 Food? 1 2

34.2 Childcare, nursery school? 1 2

34.3 Credit Union? 1 2

34.4 Bicycle sales and services? 1 2

34.5 Auto repair services? 1 2

34.6 Optical services? 1 2

34.6 Other. Please l is t 1 2

We are Interested In knowing how your household shares resources with others Including 
fam ily, friends and neighbors.

Does your family share resources by:
YES NO

35.1 Sharing ownership of recreation equipment such as 
campers, snowmobile, tents? 1 2

35.2 Sharing ownership of vacation cottage or home? 1 2

35.3 Sharing ownership of equipment such as farm trac to r, 
r o to t i l le r ,  kitchen equipment, chain saws, etc.? 1 2

35.4 Sharing entertaining costs through pot lucks, bring 
your own 1Iquor? 1 2

35.5 Renting equipment such as floor sander, r o to t i l le r ,  
rug'shampooer, gardening equipment, motor home or 
sports equipment? 1 2

35.6 Using the laundromat or self-service dry cleaning? 1 2

35.7 Sharing books, magazines or newspapers? 1 2

35.8 Other, please l is t 1 2
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COMMUNITY SERVICES

We are Interested In knowing about the kinds of community recreation a c tiv itie s  that 
you use that are available to you without cost or with very minimal cost.

36. Did you (within the past year): YES NO

36.1 Use the public library? 1 2

36.2 Go to c ity , county or  state parks? 1 2

36.3 Go to a community festival or parade? 1 2

35.4 A ttend/participate In community ball games? 1 2

36.5 Go to  a museum, planetarium, a rt ga lle ry , zoo? 1 2

36.6 Use publicly supported bike t r a i ls ,  nature walks 
or cross-country tra ils ? 1 2

38.7 Use fa c il i t ie s  of the public schools such as 
swimming pools, tennis courts, ball diamonds? 1 2

36.8 Attend free concerts or performances In parks 
or shopping malIs? 1 2

36.9 Attend church sponsored recreational a c tiv itie s  
such as Ice cream socials, musical performances, 
camps, dinners? 1 2

36.10 Other, please l is t 1 2

There are some community medical services available without cost or a minimal cost.

Have you used these services within the past year? YES NO

37.1 Blood pressure checks? 1 2

37.2 Immunizations for yourself or any members 
of your family? 1 2

37.3 Eyes or hearing tested for yourself or any 
members of your family? 1 2

37.4 Expectant parents classes? 1 2

37.5 Special health c lin ics  such as pregnancy testing, 
venera1 disease testing , substance abuse? 1 2

37.6 Telephone services such as dialing a hospital for 
medical t ip s , poison control center? 1 2

37.7 Community counseling services such as Listening Ear, 
Community Mental Health Centers, Family and Child 
Services? 1 2

37.8 Other, please l is t
1 K/I

1 2
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There are many sources of free Information throughout the community.

Within the past year have you used: YES NO

38.1 Cooperative Extension Service, MSU? 1 2

38.2 Michigan Consumers Council? 1 2

38.3 "Help" column In the.newspaper? 1 2

38.4 Internal Revenue Service? 1 2

38.5 Legal Aid? 1 2

38.6 Credit Counsel Ing Centers? 1 2

38.7 Social Security Office? 1 2

38.8 Planned Parenthood? 1 2

38.9 Pamphlets or catalogs from businesses? 1 2

38.10 PIRGIM (Public Information Research 
Group In Michigan)? 1 2

38.11 Michigan Congressman or Senator? 1 2

38.12 U.S. Congressman or Senator? 1 2

38.13 Michigan Attorney General's Office? 1 2

38.14 A bureau or department of c ity , county 
or state government? 1 2

38.15 Other, please l is t 1 2

There are ways to  shop In a community that are less expensive.

39. Do you use:
39.1 Resale clothing or furniture shops 

such as the Cedar Chest, Saint Vincent 
de Paul, church rummage sales, Salvation 
Army?

39.2 Flea markets, garage sales?
39.3 Pick your own fru its  or vegetables?
39.4 Farmer's markets, road side stands?
39.5 Cooperatives fo r food, fu rn itu re , 

clothing, recreational equipment?
39.6 Auctions?
39.7 Factory outlets?
39.8 Sample outlets for shoes or clothing?
39.9 Special sales such as white sales, 

appllance sales?
39.10 Coupons or refund offers?
39.11 Other, please l i s t _________________

YES NO

1 2
1 2
1 2

1 2

1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

1 2

1 2
1 2
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VALUE OF HOME ACTIVITIES
27

Many of the a c tiv itie s  that we have asked you about have a money gain to vour family 
either In actual dollars or money saved. C ircle the number that best estimates how 
much these a c tiv itie s  add to your Income annually. C ircle " I” I f  I t  adds less than 
$50, c irc le  "3" I f  I t  adds between $100 and $450, and c irc le  "5" I f  you don't do th is  
a c tiv ity .

40. How much did the following a c tiv itie s  
that YOU did contribute to your fam ily' 
annual Income last year by substituting  
your time and s k ills  rather than buying 
In marketplace?

40.1 Home care, repair, redecoration? 1 2 3 4 5

40.2 Car Care? 1 2 3 4 5

40.3 Personal hair care? 2 3 4 5

40.4 Yard care? 1 2 3 4 5

40.5 Sewing, c ra ft projects? 1 2 3 4 5

40.6 Do-it-yourself projects (building, remodeling)? 1 2 3 4 5

40.7 Gardening? 2 3 4 5

40.8 Hunting, fishing? 1 2 3 4 5

40.9 Canning, freezing, pickling, baking? 2 3 4 5

40.10 Caring for children? 1 2 3 4 5

40.11 Caring for family members such as chronically 
I I I ,  e lderly , handicapped In your home? 1 2 3 4 5

40.12 Car/van pooling, walking or riding a bicycle? 1 2 3 4 5

41. How much additional money Income did your family 
receive th is year by saving and Investing some of 
your income in:

41.1 Savings accounts, CD;s, U.S. Savings Bonds, 
Money Market C ertifica tes , etc.? 1 2 3 4 5

41.2 Stocks, bonds, mutual funds? 1 2 3 4 5

41.3 Leasing or renting land or buildings? 1 2 3 4 5

41.4 P ro fit sharing plan through your employer? 1 2 3 4 JL-„
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B-8. —Example of Scoring

Individual Score

1. Example on a "yes" or  "no" response quest ion (7 -8 ,  12-13, 32, 
34-39):  Question 8 . 1 ,  Do you can f r u i t s ,  vegetables  or  meats?

a .  Wife responds "yes" and the husband responds "no." Response 
i s  recorded as Wife on ly .

b. Wife and husband both respond "yes ."  Response i s  recorded as 
Together.

c .  No c o n f l i c t i n g  scores f o r  "yes" or  "no" ques t ions .

2. Example on a quest ion with m ul t ip le  responses (2-7 ,  9):
Question 2 .1 ,  Painting of the  ins ide  (of the  house)?

Usually do i t  myself = yes
Usually do i t  toge the r  with o th e r  family members = tog e th e r
Usually done by another  family member or  f r i end  = toge the r
Usually h i re  i t  done or  buy i t  = no
Let i t  go -  no 
Doesn' t  apply = no

a .  Husband responds "do i t  myself" and wife responds " l e t  i t  go." 
Response i s  marked Husband on ly .

b. Husband responds "do i t  toge the r  with o the r  family members" 
and wife responds "do i t  mysel f ."  Response i s  marked 
Together.

c. Husband and wife both mark "do i t  rnyself."  Response i s  marked 
C o n f l i c t in g .

Family Score

Family score i s  a t o t a l  of a l l  the  a c t i v i t i e s  done by a family.

Example: Husband only 15
Wife only 12
Together 25
Conf l ic t ing__________ 1

Fami ly  score 53
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C - l . —P a r t i c ip a t io n  in Household Production by Husbands and Wives 

.bGroups
(number)

Husbands
_ i"= m

(*)

Wi ves 
(n=107) 

(number) (%)
In-home A c t iv i t i e s

*Car Care and Repair 
Changing o i l ,  l u b r i c a t in g  
Changing or r o t a t i n g  t i r e s  
Cleaning in s ide  of the  car  
Major r e p a i r  work 
Putt ing  in gas 
Repair to  ca r  body 
Tuning engine 
Washing car  
Winterizing car

*Care of Family Members 
Care f o r  ch ron ica l ly  i l l  
Care f o r  the  e ld e r ly  
Care f o r  the  handicapped 
Child a f t e r  school care 
Child care  evenings and weekends 
Daily ch i ld  care 
Occasional ch i ld  care

Food Preservat ion 
Bake bread
Bake p a s t r i e s ,  cookies 
Buy food on sa le  
Can f r u i t s  and vegetables  
Dry f r u i t s  and vegetables 
Emergency food stock 
Extra servings  to  freeze  
Freeze f r u i t s  and vegetables  
Garden
Hunting or  f i sh in g  f o r  food 
Make jams and j e l l i e s  
Pickle f r u i t s  and vegetables  
Prepare meatless  meals

74 69.2 11 10.2
70 65.4 7 6.5
87 81.3 90 84.1
34 31.7 3 2.8
48 91.6 77 72.0
31 28.9 4 3.7
52 48.6 5 4.7
80 84.1 74 69.1
87 81.3 10 9.3

1 0.9 1 0.9
0 0.0 0 0.0
0 0.0 2 1.9

49 45.7 80 74.7
65 60.7 78 72.9
53 49.3 93 86.9
12 11.2 4 2.8

15 14.0 31 29.0
32 29.9 91 85.0
67 62.6 100 93.5
34 31.8 77 72.0
8 7.5 8 7.5

50 46.7 83 77.6
21 19.6 49 45.8
55 51.4 95 88.8
76 71.0 77 72.0
49 45.8 24 22.4
30 28.0 78 72.9
23 21.5 63 58.9
20 18.7 34 31.8

P a r t i c ip a t io n  measured by a "yes ,  I do i t "  response to a production 
. a c t i v i t y  except where noted 

groups and items are  l i s t e d  a lp h ab e t ic a l ly  
* groups with respondents marking "did i t  myself" o r  "did i t  with a family 

member"
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C - l .— Cont'd

Groups
(number)

70
84
85 
70 
52 
70

Husbands

( f )

65.4
78.5
79.4
65.4
48.6
65.4
43.0 
60.8
83.2
31.8
49.5
42.1
78.5
78.5
68.2

79.5 
28.0

32.7
33.6
65.4
60.8
54.2
65.4
60.8
69.2 
86.0

(number)

37
23
23

6
18
14
8

17
27
12
26

9
85
60
14

36
19

8
6

14
22
11
19
11
94
30

Wives
(n=107)

(!)
34.6
21.5
21.5

5.6 
16.8
13.1
7.4  

15.9
25.2
11.2
24.3
8.4

79.5
56.1
13.1

33.6
17.8

7.4
5.6

13.1 
20.5
10.2
17.8
10.3
87.9 
28.1

♦Home Care and Repair 
Added on or  remodeled home 
Carpentry re p a i r s  
Caulking cracks and j o i n t s  
E lec t r i c a l  r e p a i r s  
Finished a t t i c  or  basement 
G ut te r ,  downspout rep a i r s
Insu la t ing  hot water h ea te r ,p ip e s  46 
I n s t a l l i n g  in su la t io n  65
I n s t a l l i n g  l i g h t  f i x t u r e s  89
I n s t a l l i n g  wood burning s tove 34
Laying of carpe t  or  f lo o r in g  53
Outdoor const ruc t ion  45
Painting ins ide  84
Painting or  s t a in in g  ou ts ide  84
Plumbing r e p a i r s  73
Putt ing up paneling ,  drywall or 

c e i l in g  85
Refinishing hardwood f lo o r s  30
Repairing heating or a i r  

conditioning 35
Repairing major appliances  36
Repairing small appliances  70
Repairing screens  65
Repairing sidewalk or driveway 58
Replacing broken window g la ss  70
Roofing re p a i r s  or re roof ing  65
Shampooing carpe ts  and rugs 74
Weatherstripping doors and window 92

♦Personal Care
Color ha i r 2 1.8 36 33.7
Cut or  tr im h a i r 14 13.1 42 39.2
Give home permanents, 

s t ra igh ten ing 2 1.9 31 29.0
Shampoo, s e t ,  blow dry or s ty l e  

h a i r 67 62.6 101 94.4

Recycle (in  home)
Have garage sa les 49 45.8 62 57.9
Make rag rugs 3 2.8 8 7.5
Pass on c lo th ing  to family 92 86.0 95 88.8
Pass on c lo th ing  to f r iends 99 92.5 101 94.4
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C - l . — Cont'd 

bGroups
Husbands Wives

_____________(n=107)______________ (n=107)
(number) {%) (number) ( I )

♦Sewing, Hobbies, and Crafts  
Constructing e l e c t r o n i c  equipment 18 17.0 2 1.9
Constructing play equipment 
Make Christmas decorations  
Make c lo th ing  f o r  adu l t s  
Make c lo th ing  f o r  ch i ld ren  
Make c lo th ing  r e p a i r s ,  

a l t e r a t i o n s  
Make d rape r ie s  or cu r ta in s  
Make or  r e p a i r  toys 
Make q u i l t s  or comforters 
Make s l i p  covers f o r  f u r n i tu r e  
Repair shoes,  handbags o r  g o l f  

bags
Reupholster f u r n i tu r e  
Woodworking

♦Yard, Lawn, and Outdoor Care 
Cut grass
Cut or s p l i t  wood fo r  

f i r e p l a c e / s to v e  
Haul t r a s h  
Landscaping 
Remove snow 
Seasonal cleanup 
Trim t r e e s ,  shrubs 
Weed flowerbeds,  lawns

Out-home A c t iv i t i e s

Bar ter ing Serv ices  
Babysit
Care of vehic le  
Food such as garden produce 
Pa in t ing ,  ca rpen t ry ,  plumbing, 

e t c .
Personal care  such as permanents 
Provide t r a n s p o r ta t io n  
Sewing

Community Medical Services 
Blood pressure  check 
Counseling se rv ices  
Expectant parent c lasses  
Eyes or hearing t e s t e d  
Immunizations 
Special  heal th  c l i n i c s  
Telephone serv ices

85 79.4 40 37.4
26 24.3 78 72.9

0 0 .0 42 39.3
1 0.9 50 46.7

10 9.3 101 94.4
0 0.0 41 38.3

92 86.0 81 75.7
2 1.9 40 37.4
0 63.2 16 65.4

14 13.0 19 17.7
8 7.5 16 14.9

60 56.1 25 23.6

98 91.5 55 51.4

48 44.8 11 10.3
71 66.3 37 34.6
91 85.0 83 77.6
97 90.6 60 56.1
98 91.6 91 85.1
94 87.8 73 68.3
81 75.7 93 86.9

40 37.4 74 70.1
41 38.6 14 13.2
35 31.9 60 56.1

42 39.3 28 26.1
7 6.5 26 24.3

47 43.9 72 67.3
5 4.6 24 22.4

19 17.8 12 11.2
8 7.5 10 9.3
3 32.8 7 45.8

41 38.3 49 45.8
41 38.3 47 43.9

4 3.7 2 1.9
13 13.1 34 32.1
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C - l .— Cont'd

Groups*5
Husbands

(n-107)
Wives

(n-107)
(number) (%) (number) (%)

Community Recreation
Ball games 57 53.3 57 53.3
Church rec rea t io n 48 44.9 58 54.2
Free concerts  or  performances 36 33.6 31 29.0
Museums 79 73.8 90 84.1
Parades 90 84.1 82 76.6
Parks 100 93.5 102 95.3
Public bike t r a i l s 48 44.9 44 41.1
Public l i b r a r y 54 50.5 81 75.7
School f a c i l i t i e s 74 69.2 75 70.1

Cooperatives
Auto r e p a i r 1 0.9 1 0.9
Bike 1 0 .9 0 0.0
Child care 10 9.3 14 13.1
Credit  union 58 54.2 58 54.2
Food 7 6.5 5 4.7
Optical  serv ices 7 6.5 8 7.5

Free Information
Bureau of department of  c i t y ,

county,  or s t a t e 38 35.8 31 29.0
Cooperative Extension Service 27 25.2 36 34.6
Cred i t  Counseling Centers 1 0.9 3 2.8
Help column from newspaper 11 10.3 16 15.0
In te rna l  Revenue Service 29 27.1 26 24.3
Legal Aid 3 2.8 7 6.5
Michigan Attorney General 11 10.3 11 10.3
Michigan Congressman-Senator 14 13.1 18 16.8
Michigan Consumers Council 4 3.7 4 3.7
Pamphlets or  ca ta logs  from 

business 43 40.2 46 43.0
Social Securi ty 9 8 .4 12 11.2
United S ta te s  Congressman-Senator 10 9.3 11 10.3
Planned Parenthood 2 1.9 5 4.7
Pirgim 3 2.8 4 3.7

Recycle (outs ide  the  home) 
Ask f o r  a doggy bag in 

r e s tau ran ts 70 65.4 83 77.6
Flea market 2 1.9 3 2.8
Give to a church,  c h a r i ty  f o r  

r e s a le 76 71.0 80 74.8
Recycle o i l 3 2 .8 1 0.9
Resale shop 13 12.1 21 19.6
Sell  items through newspaper ads 71 66.4 64 59.8
Swap shop 6 5.6 5 4.7
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C - l .—Cont'd

. Husbands
Groups_________________________________  (n=107)

(number) {%) (number)

Take items to  community recycle  
cen te r

Savings and Investments 
Art or  antiques  
Buildings f o r  lease  or r e n t  
Cash value l i f e  insurance 
C e r t i f i c a t e  of deposi t  
Christmas club 
C o l lec t ions :  co in s ,  stamps 
Commodities 
Common stock 
Corporate bonds 
Endowment or  annuity  l i f e  

insurance 
Gold, s i l v e r ,  diamonds 
I ra  o r  Keogh
Money market c e r t i f i c a t e s  
Money market funds 
Municipal bonds 
Mutual funds
P r o f i t  shar ing plan through 

employer 
Single premium ann u i t i e s  
Stock option plan 
Tax deferred  pension plan 
Treasury notes or bonds 
U.S. savings bonds 
Vacant or farm land 
Savings account

50 46.7 63
s a le s  51 47.7 60

14 13.1 17
5 4.7 4

52 48.6 54
11 10.3 9
26 24.3 24

, e t c .  19 17.8 24
3 2.8 2

18 16.8 17
1 0.9 0

25 23.4 21
12 11.2 17
12 11.2 8
11 10.3 12
1 0.9 1
1 0.9 2
5 4.7 7

I
10 9.3 8

3 2.8 4
10 9.3 5
30 28.0 18

2 1.9 4
31 29.0 33
10 9.3 13
96 89.7 99

Sharing resources
Cottage 10 9.3 11
Entertainment cos ts 63 58.9 78
Laundromat 10 9.3 23
Ownership of  equipment 25 23.4 28
Recreat ional veh ic les 16 15.0 15
Rent equipment 47 43.9 52
Share books 67 62.6 83

Shopping A l te rna t ives  
Auctions 
Cooperatives 
Coupons-refund o f f e r s  
Farmer 's  market 
Factory o u t l e t s  
Flea markets,  garage sa les

33 - 30.8 30
11 10.3 12
89 78.5 102
81 75.7 92
43 40.2 48
67 62.6 81

Wives
(n=107)

58.9
56.1

15.9
3.7

50.5
8.4

22.4
22.4 

1.9
15.9 
0.0

19.6
15.9
7.5 

1 1 .2
0.9
0.0
6.5

7.5
3.7
4.7 

16.8
3.7 

30.8 
12.1
92.5

10.3
72.9
21.5 
26.2 
14.0
48.6
77.6

28.0
11.2
95.3 
86.0
45.3 
75.7

163



C - l . ~  Cont'd

. Husbands Wives
Groups__________________________  (n=107) ^n s l?7 ^

(number) [%) (number) (%)

Pick your own f r u i t s  and 
vegetables  71 66.4 81 75.7

Resale c lo th ing  or  fu r n i tu r e  
shops 31 29.0 53 49.5

Sample o u t l e t s  27 25.2 45 42.1
Special sa les  65 60.7 88 82.2
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C-2.—Household Production Choices as Reported by Husbands and Wives

Husbands Wives

Do s e l f /  Hire 
family Buy Omit

Not Do s e l f / H i r e ,  
Apply family Buy Omit

Not
Apply

* * (%) (%) (%) %) U ) (%(
Car Care and Repair

Changing o i l .  l u b r i c a t in g  76 37 — — 79 27 1 —

(71.1) (29.0) — — (73.8 (25.2) (0 .9) —

Changing or  ro ta t in g 72 32 3 — 65 40 2 - -

t i  res (67.3) (29.9) (2 .8) — (60.7 (37.4) (1 .9 ) —

Cleaning ins ide  o f  car 102 2 3 — 107 - - - - - -

(95.3) (1 .9) (2 .8 ) — (100.0 — — —

Major r e p a i r  work 38 69 — — 30 75 — 2
(35.4) (64.5) — — (28.0 (70.1) — (1.9)

Putt ing in gas 102 5 — — 96 11 — —

(95.3) (4 .7) — — (89.8 (10.3) — —

Repair to  car  body 36 57 8 6 31 61 10 5
(33.6) (53.3) (7.5) (5 .6) (28.9 (57.0) (9 .3) (4.7)

Tuning engine 59 48 — — 50 57 - - - -

(55,1) (44.9) — — (46.8 (53.3) — —

Washing car 101 4 2 - - 102 5 —

(94.4) (3 .7) (1 .9) — (95.3 (4 .7 ) — —

Winterizing car 89 16 2 - - 87 16 2 2
(83.2) (15.0) (1.9) - - (81.3 (15.0) (1 .9) (1.9)

Child and Other Care
Child a f t e r  school care 97 2 1 4 90 10 - - 6

(90.6) (1 .9) 0.9) (3 .7) (84.0 (9 .3) — (5.6)
Child care evenings and 82 12 - - 3 92 13 — 2

weekends (85.9) (11.2) — (2 .8) (86.0 (12.0) — (1.9)
Occasional c h i ld  care 47 47 1 11 47 57 — 2

(43.9) (43.9) (0.9) (10.3) (43.9 (53.3) — (1.9)
Routine da i ly  ch i ld  care 99 4 - - 3 97 7 — 2

(92.6) (3 .7) - - (2 .8 ) (90.6 (6 .5) — (1.9)-

Home Care and Repair
Carpentry repa i rs 87 9 2 9 85 10 2 10

(81.3) (8 .4) (1 .9 ) (7 ,5) (79.4 (9.3) (1 .9 ) (9.3)
Caulking c racks ,  j o i n t s 88 3 6 10 88 4 5 10

(82.2 (2 .8) (5 .6) (9 .3 ) (82.2 (3.7) (4 .7) (9.3)
E lec t r i c a l  r e p a i r s 84 18 5 74 25 — 8

(78.5) (16.8) - - (4 .7) (69.2 (23.4) — (7.5)
G ut te r ,  downspout r e p a i r s  74 13 1 19 70 13 — 24

(69.1) (12.1) (0 .9) (17.8) (65.4 (12.1) — (21.5)
Insu la te  hot water 49 9 15 34 48 9 12 38

(45.8) (8 .4) (14.0) (31.8) (44.8 (8.4) 11.2) (34.6)
In s t a l l i n g  in su la t io n 67 15 2 23 66 13 6 22

(62.7) (14.0) (1 .9) (21.5) (61.7 (12.1) (5 .6) (20.6)
Laying carpe t  o r  f loo r ing  64 41 1 11 61 43 — 13

(50.4) (38.3) (0 .9 ) (10.3) (47.7 (40.2) — (11.2)
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C -2 .~  Cont'd
Husbands Wives

Do s e l f /  Hire Not Dc se l f /H i r e , Not
family Buy Omit Apply family Buy Omit Apply

( X ) tx) ( X ) U) (X) (X) (X) (%(

Pain ting ins ide 98 2 1 6 103 1 3
(91.6) (1 .9) (0 .9) (5.6) (96.3) (0 .9) ---- (2 .8)

Pain ting or s t a in in g 86 3 - - 18 90 2 1 14
outs ide (80.4) (2 .8) — (16.8) (84.1) (1 .9) (0 .9 ) (13.1)

Plumbing r e p a i r s 79 19 - - 6 74 27 — 6
(76.6) (17.8) — (5 .6) (69.2) (25.2) — (4.7)

Putt ing up paneling,  dry 87 6 — 14 85 7 1 14
wall or  c e i l in g (81.4) (5 .6) — (13.1) (79.4) (6 .5) (0.9) (13.1)

Refinish hardwood f lo o r s 32 10 2 62 36 7 2 62
(29.9) (9 .3) (1.9) (57.0) (33.7) (6 .5 ) (1 .9) (57.9)

Repair h e a t / a i r  condit ion 41 56 - - 10 40 55 1 11
(38.3) (52.3) — (9 .3) (37.3) (51.4) (0 .9 ) (10.3)

Repairing major 45 58 1 3 47 57 — 3
appliances (42.0) (54.2) (0 .9) (2.8) (43.9) (53.3) — (2 .8)

Repairing small 76 26 3 2 84 19 4 —

appliances (71.0) (24.3) (2 .8) (1 .9) (78.5) (17.8) (3 .7) —

Repairing screens 71 25 1 10 73 26 1 7
(66.4) (23.4) (0 .9) (9 .3) (68.2) (24.3) (0 .9) (5 .6 )

Repair sidewalk or 59 11 6 31 52 15 8 32
dri  veway (55.1) (10.3) (5 .6) (28.0) (48.5) (14.0) (8.5) (29.0)

Replace broken window 73 24 - - 10 67 32 1 7
glass (68.2) (22.4) — (9 .3) (62.7) (29.9) (0.9) (6 .5)

Roofing repa i r s  or 69 19 - - 19 50 23 — 24
reroofing (64.5) (17.8) — (17.8) (56.1) (21.5) — (22.4)

Shampooing carpets  and 98 4 3 2 100 2 — 5
rugs (91.6) (3 .7 ) (2.8) (1 .9) (93.5) (1 .9) — (4 .5)

Weatherstripping doors 98 2 2 8 90 4 4 9
and windows (88.8) (1 .9) (1 .9 ) (6.5) (84.2) (3.7) (3 .7) (8.4)

Personal Care
Color h a i r 7 2 — 1 37 4 2 63

(6 .5) (1 .9) — (89.7) (34.6) (3.7) (1 .9 ) (58.9)
Cut o r  tr im ha i r 44 62 — 1 58 49 — - -

(41.4) (57.9) - - (0 .9 ) (54.2) (45.8) — —

Give home permanents, 13 8 1 85 45 16 2 43
s t ra igh ten ing (12.2) (7 .5) (0 .9) (79.4) (42.1) (15.0) (1 .9) (40.2)

Shampoo, s e t ,  blow-dry, 78 10 1 18 104 1 - - 1
or s t y l e  ha i r (72.9) (9 .3 ) (0 .9 ) (16.8) (97.2) (0.9) — (0.9)

Sewing, Hobbies, and Crafts
Make Christmas 63 9 3 32 83 13 — 11

decorations (58.9) (8 .4 ) (2 .8 ) (29.9) (77.6) (12.1) — (10.3)



C -2 .~  Cont'd
Husbands Wives

Do s e l f /  Hire 
f  ami ly  Buy Omit

Not Do s e l f / H i r e ,  
Apply fami ly  Buy Omit

Not
Apply

i t ) (*) i t ) W  (%) (%) (%(

Make c lo th ing  f o r  adu l t s 33 22 2 50 46 47 2 12
(30.8) (20.6) (1.9) (46.7) (43.0) (43.9) (1 .9) (11.2)

Make c lo th ing  fo r 38 19 3 47 55 41 1 10
children (35.5) (17.8) (2 .8) (43.9) (38.3) (51.4) (0 .9) (9.3)

Make c lo th ing  r e p a i r s ,
a l t e r a t i o n s 62 5 1 39 103 2 1 1

(57.9) (4 .7) (0 .9 ) (36.4) (96.3) (1 .9 ) (0 .9 ) (0.9)
Make d raper ies  or 34 25 4 44 42 55 2 8

cu r ta in s (31.8) (23.4) (3 .7 ) (41.1) (39.2) (51.4) (1 .9) (7.5)
Make q u i l t s  or  comforters 32 14 3 58 46 24 1 35

(29.9) (13.1) (2 .8 ) (54.2(43.0) (22.4) (0 .9) (32.7)
Make s l ipcovers  f o r 22 17 5 63 18 40 3 46

fu r n i tu r e (20.6) (15.9) (4 .7 ) (58.9) (16.9) (37.4) (2 .8) (43.0)
Repair shoes,  handbags, 19 37 7 44 24 54 4 25

or g o l f  bags (17.7) (34.6) (6 .5 ) (41.1) (22.4) (50.5) (3 .7) (23.0)
Reupholster f u r n i tu re 19 28 6 53 23 39 4 40

(17.7) (26.2) (5 .6 ) (49.5) (21.4) (36.4) (3 .7) (37.4)

»rd, Lawn, and Outdoor Care
Cut grass 104 - - - - 3 103 1 — 2

(97.1) — — (2 .8 ) (96.3) (0 .9 ) — (1.9)
Cut or s p l i t  wood f o r 48 5 1 53 48 7 1 51

f i r e p l a c e / s to v e (45.7) (4 .7 ) (0 .9) (49.5) (44.9) (6 .5 ) (0 .9) (47.7)
Haul t ra sh 84 24 - - 9 70 23 — 14

(69.1) (22.4) (8 .4 ) (65.4) (21.5) — (13.1)
Remove snow 101 3 1 2 103 2 — 2

(94.3) (2 .8 ) (0 .9) (1 .9 ) (96.3) (1 .9 ) — (1.9)
Seasonal cleanup 101 - 2 3 105 1 — 1

(94.4) - - (1 .9) (2 .8) (98.2) (0 .9) — (0.9)
Trim t r e e s ,  shrubs 100 — 2 5 104 1 - - 2

(93.4) — (1 .9) (4 .7) (97.3) (0 .9) — (1.9)
Weed flowerbeds,  lawns 101 1 2 3 104 2 — 1

(94.4) (0 .9) (1 .9) (2 .8) (97.2) (1 .9) — (0.9)
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C-3.--Perceived Values of Household Production by Husbands and Wives

Value Ranges

Less than $51- $101- More than Does not
A c t iv i ty  $50 $100 450 $450 apply Missinq - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - m- - - - - rtf— (%)---- m--- — onr^
Husbands' Values (n=107)

Car care  and r e p a i r

Car pool,  walking 

Care f o r  ch i ld ren  

Care f o r  family members 

D o - i t -y o u rse l f  p ro jec ts  

Food preserva t ion  

Gardening

Home care  and r e p a i r

Hunting and f i sh ing

Personal care

Sewing, hobbies,  c r a f t s

Yard, lawn, outdoor care

Wives' Values (n=107)
Car care  and r e p a i r

Car p o o l , walking

Care fo r  ch i ld ren

Care f o r  family members

D o - i t -y o u rse l f  p ro jec ts

Food p reserva t ion

Home care  and r e p a i r

Hunting and f i sh in g

Personal care

Sewing, hobbies,  c r a f t s

Yard, lawn, outdoor care

17 23 43
(15.9) (21.5) (40.2)
30 4 17

(28.0) (3 .7) (15.9)
27 15 11

(25.2) (14.0) (10.3)
7 1 _ _

(6.5) (0 .9) - -

11 11 23
(10.3) (10.3) (21.5)
15 18 17

(14.0) (16.8) (15.9)
28 21 28

(26.2) (19.6) (26.2)
6 12 38

(5.6) (11-2) (35.5)
27 17 6

(25.2) (15.9) (5 .6 )
44 19 4

(41.1) (17.8) (3 .7)
20 6 5

(18.7) (5 .6) (4 .7)
18 32 40

(16.8) (29.9) (37.4)

42 14 19
(39.3) (13.1) (17.8)
34 16 8

(31.8) (15.0) (7 .5)
24 9 19

(22.4) (8.4) (17.8)
5 1 1

(4.7) (0.9) (0 .9)
19 12 16

(17.8) (11.2) (15.0)
13 35 33

(12.1) (32.7) (30.8)
12 20 31

(11.2) (18.7) (29.0)
25 3 6

(23.4) (2.8) (5.6)
41 32 16

(38.3) (29.9) (15.0)
30 28 20

(28.0) (26.2) (18.7)
31 24 30

(29.0) (22.4) (28.0)

21 3
(19.6) (2 .8 ) —

5 35 16
(4.7) (32.7) (15.0)
10 44 - -

(9 .3) (41.1) —

- - 99
- - (92.5) —

36 23 3
(33.6) (21.5) (2 .8)

4 51 2
(3.7) (47.7) (1.9)
6 24

(5.6) (22.4) - -

48 3
(44.9) (2 .8) - -

3 53 1
(2.8) (49.5) (0 .9)

39 1
(36.4) (0 .9)

1 72 3
(0.9) (67.3) (2 .8)
11 6

(10.5) (5 .6 )

8 23 1
(7.5) (21.5) (0 .9)
2 39 8

(1.9) (36.4) (7 .5)
28 25 2

(26.2) (23.4) (1 .9)
- - 98 2

(91.6) (1 .9)
15 43 2

(14.0) (40.2) (1 .9)
13 12 1

(12.1) (11.2) (0 .9)
32 11 1

(29.9) (10.3) (0 .9)
1 69 3

(0.9) (64.5) (2 .8)
4 12 2

(3.7) (11.2) (1 .9)
12 16 1

(11.2) (15.0) (0 .9)
8 11 3

(7.5) (10.3) (2 .8)
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C -4.~Perceived Value of Household Production by Demographic Variables

Mean Dollar Values

Variable_________________________ Husbands'_________ Hives'______ Family Total

Total 1390 1346 2736

Location
Urban 1350 1188 2538
Small Town 1207 1367 2574
Rural -  1613 1460 3073

Sign i f icance  .0426* .3730 .1159

Income
Under $20,000 '  1599 1292 2891
$20,000-24,999 1172 1226 2393
$25,000-29,999 1423 1609 3032
$30,000 and over 1384 1276 2660

Signi f icance  .2035 .2917 .2539

Employment
Sing le-ea rner  1429 1368 2797
Dual-earner 1350 1351 2709

Signif icance  .6130 .9169 .7164

Household Size
Three persons 1268 1018 2286
Four persons 1324 1434 2757
Five persons 1558 1384 2942
Six or more persons 1352 1305 2658

Signi f icance  .4789 .4952 .4992

*Sign. a t  .05 level
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