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| Introduction and Motivation

Becker's (1965) introduction of the idea of the household as a factory combining market
goods and time to produce a utility-maximizing set of commodities has generated agpplicaions
and indghts in a wide variety of areas of economic anadysis. The bulk of the research (surveyed
in Gronau, 1986, 1997) has focused on issues in labor economics—how education generates
effidendes outsde the market context (Michad, 1973); how purchased goods and the supply of
labor interact (Abbott and Ashenfdter, 1976), and how different dimensons of time use ae
affected by incomes and the price of time (Biddle and Hamermesh, 1990). It has been
indrumentd in the anadyss of a variety of areas closdy relaed to labor economics, particularly
economic demography, health economics and trangportation economics.

The congruct has dso had some impact in other sub-disciplines.  Some macroeconomists
have argued that accounting for the existence of household production alows better tracking of
the path of market output (Benhabib et al, 1991, Greenwood et al, 1995). Others (e.g., Ortiguera
and Santos, 1997) have incorporated the demand for leilsure into explanaions of the nor:
convergence of per-capita incomes in the context of the new growth theory. Public finance
economists have long understood the impact of taxes on time use and goods consumption (e.g.,
Boskin, 1975). Household production does not appear to have been noticed in the literature on
the determinants of internationa trade flows, athough one can view complex assumptions about
preferences for goods (eg., Markusen, 1986) as being generated by a need to account for
household production.

This welter of research has proceeded absent any direct information on the nature of the
st of commodities that households produce or on household production functions. It examines

time dlocation and goods expenditures separatdy.! In spite of the maor role that the time

A few partial exceptions exist. Ironmonger (1989) began some efforts, followed by Landefeld and McCulla (2000)
and afew others to add the value of some of the time spent in household production into a set of “satellite” national



intengty of different activities plays in the andyss, none of the studies has consdered how
different uses of time and flows of purchased goods are combined, and none has examined which
activities are reatively goods intendve. The richness that might be implied in these areas by
knowledge of the relative importance of goods and time in different activities has not been
explored, perhaps because nobody has studied how people actualy combine time and goods.

Knowing facts about household production is crucid in a vaiety of areas. Labor
economists cannot measure changes in relative well being by looking at the distribution of goods
done, as the utility from ther consumption depends on the time dlocated to them. Public
economigts assume tha income taxes affect the supply of labor, cregting a labor-leisure
dichotomy. Yet within the category “leisureg’ different activities are affected differently by
income taxes, because the time that is taxed is combined with different amounts of purchased
goods, and these effects in turn feed into the demand for market goods. Similarly, the welfare
effects of taxes on different goods cannot be measured just by looking at their impacts by income
class. We need to know how they affect household time use, and for that we must know which
goods are combined with large amounts of time, which with little, and how these combinations
differ by incomelevd.

Macro modds using the notions of household production have not consdered how
interactions between time dlocation and goods production might change as economies develop
and the changing price of time dters the mix of goods. For example, as the shadow price of time
rises reative to the shadow vaue of income, cycles in spending on consumer diurable goods will
be dtered to the extent that these are used to produce relatively more or less time-intensve
commodities.  Internationd flows of goods will differ depending on how countries combine

those goods with ther resdents time. As internaiond differences in full incomes vary, the

accounts. Another literature focuses on inferring household production of childcare, including Aslaksen et al (1996)
and Apps and Rees (2001). Lecocq (2001) takes a French household data set with information on expenditures and
afew timeinputs to examine separability in the household production of meals.
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types of goods that consumers in different countries wish to buy will vay, dtering rdaive
demands for traded goods.

In this note we provide the first complete accounting for how households combine goods
and time to generate commodities. We creste a consstent set of broadly defined commodities
and assign time and goods inputs to each in order to measure ther relative goods intensties.
This is purdy an accounting exercise—we neither generate nor test hypotheses about how these
combinations proceed. Rather, we congruct a set of commodities, adduce facts about their
relative goods intensties and examine how these vary with a corrdaes of household income.
We creste dmogt identica accounting procedures for two different economies and argue that
common results justify drawing conclusions about the nature of household production generally.

II. Constructing Commodities

As in any accounting exercise, classfying activities is fundamentdly arbitrary. Even if
we had data on expenditures on goods and time in the same households, we would ill need to
creste arbitrary classfications. Whether one purchases groceries to combine with time spent
shopping, cooking, edting and cleaning up, or buys an arr conditioner for one's house, the andyst
must gill decide into what consstent set of commodities to classfy these goods and time uses,
and how to combine them. The exercise achieves vadue by its consgstency and by whether the
classfications make sense.

Regrettably, no sngle daia st anywhere in the world meets the ided: Information from
time budgets on how household members spend their dl their time (not recdl data on a few
magor activities) and records of the same households purchases of goods and services. Many
countries have produced surveys, recently annudly, of consumer expenditures. Time budgets,
showing the time dlocations on a detailed set of activities by respondent households on one or

two days, are scarcer. The combination of separate time-budget and expenditure surveys in the



same year isrelatively rare, but it does exist in the United States for 1985 and in Isragl for 1992.

The 1985 U.S. Consumer Expenditure Survey contained quarterly observations on a
rotating pand of about 5000 households, so that we have approximately 20,000 quarterly
observations.  The usable sample is 12,289 observations, due to requirements that the
obsarvation is for a married-couple household and that some demographic data are available
The Americans Use d Time 1985 survey (Robinson and Godbey, 1999) surveyed roughly 5000
individuas, including both spouses in married households Each filled out one diary of higher
time, classfied into 87 basc activities. The need to use maried couples with complete diaries
by each spouse left a sample of 697 households.

The Igadi Consumer Expenditure Survey 1992-93 contains information on the
consumption patterns of 3,168 married couples. The Isadi Time Use survey 1991-92 (CBS,
1995) covered over 3,000 Jewish bradis. In the diaries respondents reported the main activity
(out of a list of 87 that overlap somewhat with the U.S. categories).> Only 619 married couples
can be included in the sample.

Any definition of commodities requires choices about categories and the classfication of
inputs of goods and time. One might, for example, argue tha most human activities, including
purchasing/renting and mantaining housng, mantaning one€s gopearance, edling and even
deep, dmply provide the “overhead” that enables consumers to produce and enjoy a few

narrowly-defined purely leisure adtivities® This argument may perhaps be correct a some leve;

2Because of the sparseness of the time budget samples and the need to match households by type, the analysis
requires using married couplesonly.

3While each household reported diaries for only one day in the U.S. data, in Israel many households reported two or
more days. In both countries the days reported are distributed randomly over the week.

“Throughout our calculations we adhere strictly to Becker’s definition of production time. It includes work at home
and direct consumption time but excludes “indirect consumption time.” Thus LODGING includes home
maintenance time, but excludes the time a person enjoys being at home (or thinking of it), and EATING includes
shopping, cooking and eating time, but excludes the time the person is not hungry (or relishes last week’s meal).
Any other definition would make the concept of atime constraint meaningless. Similarly, we ignore the even more
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but it is quite inconsgent with procedures in nationd income accounting that examine the vaue-
added of al goods produced. A useful and exhaugtive set of commoditiesis.

SLEEP

LODGING

APPEARANCE

EATING

CHILDCARE

LEISURE

HEALTH

TRAVEL

MISCELLANEOUS

The detailed assgnments of time use and expenditure categories for each commodity are
presented in Appendix Table 1° We assume that SLEEP is produced only with time. We
exclude time devoted to market work and a prorata share of transportation expenditures, both
because market work is generdly viewed as yielding disutility and because in most cases it is not
a direct input into production a home.  Transportation expenditures are included in TRAVEL
except for the amount that is prorated to market work.
[I1. The Relative Goods Intensity of Commaodities
Our decisons about how to classify goods and time expenditures differ dightly in the two

countries because the classfications in the surveys differ.  Average goods intendties dso differ
with the countries standard of living. In order to circumvent this problem (including the specific
problem of caculating cog-of-living corrected exchange rates for specific expenditure groups),

we focus on the reaive (to the average commodity) goods intendties of the various

commodities.

inchoate outputs, such as the transactional benefits generated by, e.g., family meals and joint leisure activities (cf.
Ben-Porath, 1980; Hamermesh, 2002).

®Neither time budget survey reports secondary activities. Evidence (Gronau and Hamermesh, 2001) from one
endeavor—the measurement of the variety of activities—suggests, however, that including secondary activities
(from time budgets from Australia, Germany and Sweden) has little qualitative effect on inferences about behavior.
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Table 1 presents monetary expenditures on goods (per month in the loca currency in the
survey year) and time expenditures (hours per month) used in commodity production in both
countries® For each country the fina column in the table shows the ratio of goods to time inputs
rdative to the ratio of the totd amount of goods and time alocated to commodity production.”
Out of 1440 hours per couple per month, 264 hours remain unalocated in the U.S, and 248
hours in Isradl, because they are devoted to market work. Only 9 percent of goods expenditures
in the U.S. and 2 percent in Isradl cannot be included in the cdculations. Of the rest, 99 percent
of expenditures in the U. S. and 96 percent in Isradl are alocated to producing the eight specific
commodities. We thus dlocate 90 and 94 percent of spending to the specific commodities in the
two countries.

There are driking smilarities between the two countries in the rdative goods intengties
of the commodities. LODGING is rddively goods intensve—mantaning a house, induding
rentds, mortgage payments and the purchases of appliances and other capita, takes relaivey
large shares of expenditure compared to the time inputs into home maintenance. In contrast the
average family spends about 10 percent of its day shopping for and preparing food, eating and
deaning up (with time inputs in this activity being one-hdf those of LEISURE ativities). Stll,
the time inputs are smdl compared to the inputs of goods, making EATING relatively goods
intendve. TRAVEL is often regarded as a time consuming activity; despite that we observe that
this commodity is no more time intensve than EATING. We spend subgantid amounts of

money on our aLitos and on public trangportation compared to the amount of time we use them.®

5Thetime diaries are weighted so that the averages represent the seven days of the week equally.

"The weighted mean of the relative goods intensities (where the weight is the fraction of time going into the activity)
equals, of course, one.

8Comparing the absolute time inputs into TRAVEL with other activities (e.g., EATING), one should recall that
commuting time was allocated to market work and is not reported in Table 1. This does not affect the calculation of
therelative goods intensity of this activity.



The most goods-intengive activity in both countries is HEALTH. Remarkably little time is
goent being sck or directly in hedth-related activities (as opposed to those that might be viewed
patly as investments in hedth, such as participatory sporting activities). If we were to include
public expenditures on hedth care, which are in the end financed out of the tax dollars that we
cannot include in the household's tota expenditures, this commodity would appear even more
goods intensive.

By condruction SLEEP is the least rdaively goods-intensve commodity. Along with
LEISURE it accounts for 67 percent of dl the time spent in household production in both
countries.  The remarkably smilar estimates of the rdative goods intensty of LEISURE in the
two countries data suggest that LEISURE is the least goods-intensve commodity of those to
which we dlocate expenditures. Leisure is not the complement of market work, as the amounts
of time alocated to other commodities should indicate.  Rather, it is a way of usng time that
requires the smdlest expenditure on goods whose purchase is financed mogly by eanings in
market work.

V. Correlates of Goods Intensity—Education and Age

Condder vaidions in the rdative goods intendties of commodities with the most well
known correlates of earnings, education and age. Table 2 shows time and goods inputs into each
commodity by educationa atainment of the husband.® In order to maintain comparability across
the two countries, educationd atanment is classfied into “thirds” with the top third in both
countries being men who have gone beyond high school, the middle third being a high school

diploma in the U.S, but any high school in Isradl, and the lowest third being 011 years in the

°None of the major conclusions of this Section changes if we classify the relative goods intensities of the
commodities according to the wife' s education or age.



U.S, 0-8 years in Isad.’® Rdative goods intensities are normalized so that the relative goods
intengty of production is unity for the average household.

The unsurprisng podtive relation between education and eanings is implied by the
increese in total expenditure with husband's income shown a the bottom of the “Goods’
columns for each country. Because of this increase, and adso because the time devoted to
household production decreases with education (obversdly, as is well known, market work time
increases), the goods intendty of household production in generd rises with education,
increesing by 78 percent between the Low and High education groups in the U.S. and by 58
percent in Israel. Of this increase most is due to increased purchases of market goods. Moving
from the Low to the High education group in the U.S, 94 percent of the increase in the goods
intengty of household production is due to increased goods purchases and only 6 percent to
decreased time spent in the household (allocating less time to household production). In Isradl
the shares are somewhat more equal, 79 percent and 21 percent.

For many commodities the goods intensity just reflects the income-schooling profile and
the expenditure dadticities of goods purchases. This is true for LODGING, APPEARANCE
and, to a lesser degree, EATING. Food preparation and eating time decline with schooling. As a
result the relative goods-intengities increase more rapidly than do goods expenditures. The same
is true for LEISURE. The increasing reldive goods intendty of LEISURE derives mogtly from
the very sharp increase in purchases of leisure goods with education. Time inputs into leisure
production, however, decrease with education (by over 10 percent between the Low and High
education groups in the U. S, by nearly 25 percent in Isradl), contributing a subgtantia part of

the increasing reative goods intengty of LEISURE production with education. There is no

9n the U.S. 19 percent of husbands in the usable CES have less than a high-school education, 33 percent have a
high-school diploma, and 48 percent have more than 12 years of education. In Israel 14 percent have O to 8 years of
education, 42 percent have 9 to 12 years, and 44 percent have more than 12 years.



deady increase with educetion in the reaive goods intendty of TRAVEL. Once one moves
beyond the lowest education level, goods and time inputs into travd move in proportion to
changes in the average goods and time inputs into al home-produced commodities.!*

The results for CHILDCARE ae especidly reveding. Although the goods expenditure
eadicity of this commodity is dgnificantly above unity (1.50 in Isad, 1.75 in the U.S.), except
for the anomdy of the middle-education group in the U.S. the reaive goods intendty barey
changes with education. Parents maich increased expenditures hour for dollar, underscoring the
importance of parents schooling for the devdopment of ther children.  The literature
emphasizes the subditution of money for time where parents opt for a lower quantity and
compensate by incressng the quality of children. Surprisingly, we cannot find any evidence to
support this daim in the U.S. or the Isragli data. In both countries the greater demand for qudity
leads to higher expenditures of both goods and time.

The man generd inference from this table is that there are conggent patterns of
changing relative goods intendties with the accumulaion of additiond human capitd in many of
the mgor commodities that households produce. While rdative changes in the amounts of
purchased goods account for the greater share of the changes in redive goods intengties,
differences in the extent of subditution againg time inputs in the production of these
commodities generate part of these patterns.

Table 3 presents the average time and goods inputs and the relative goods intensities of
the commodities by hushand's age. We choose four age groups—20-34, 35-44, 45-54 and 55-
70—in order to maximize the smdles cdl sze in the time-budget dudies yet gill generate
useful variation in age.  Totd expenditure by age mirrors typicd age-earnings profiles, risng

sharply from young adults to prime-age couples, congtant anong early middle-age couples, then

1A shift from public to private transport explains the rapid increase in travel expenditures with schooling in Israel.



lower among lae middle-age couples. Time devoted to non-market production is amogt
conglant across the three younger age groups, but much higher among couples with a husband
age 55-70 because market work hours decline with age.  The net reault is that the relative goods
intengty of household production rises up through age 54, dmost entirdy due to increasng
inputs of purchased goods. After age 54 the relative goods intengity is the bwest in the sample,
partly because expenditures are lower, but patly too because time inputs into household
production increase. In the U.S. the decrease in goods inputs accounts for 70 percent of the 27-
percent decline in the goods intendty of production between ages 45-54 and 55-70. The
comparable figure for Isradl is a remarkably smilar 71 percent of the 30-percent decline in goods
intengty.  Unlike the differences among commodities in the relationship between education and
the relative goods intengties shown in Table 2, changes in the rdative goods intendty of
different commodities with age generdly mirror the overdl inverseU shaped rdationship
between goods intensity and age.*?

One noteworthy exception is the relaive goods intengty of CHILDCARE. Its age profile
is driven by the age-time dlocation profile.  Unsurprisngly, time spent on this activity decresses
seadily with age, whereas goods purchases pesk a ages 35-44 and decline only dowly for the
next ten years. As a result, we observe a sharp rise in the goods intensity up to ages 45-54. The
only other commodity with such a steep increaseisHEALTH.

V. Total TimeInputs

One of Becker's (1965) mgor lessons is that the ultimate congraint facing the household
is the “full time constraint,” where “full time’ is defined as the totd time avalable (eg., 24
hours per day) and the time-equivdent of unearned income. By andogy, the time expenditure on

each of the commodities is composed of the direct “home” time and the indirect market time—

12T ables by age and education are available upon request from the second author.
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that is, the market work time required to earn income to finance expenditures on goods used in
the production of the commodity. To compute this component one has to deflate the goods
expenditures by the household's average wage (earnings averaged over dl working hours sold in
the market).

The application of this concept is complicated by the existence of savings and by poor
information on unearned income. To circumvent this difficulty we deflae usng the “average
expenditures per hour of market work.” The results are shown in Table 4, which presents the
direct and indirect time inputs going into each activity as percentages of totd home time and
totd market time, respectively, for the three schooling classes  Adding the home time and
market components to obtain the fraction of each activity in totd time (1440 hours a month), we
find that “necessties” such as SLEEP, LODGING, APPEARANCE and EATING, occupy
amogt 60 percent of the household's time. One third of dl time goes to LEISURE, with the
resdua dlocated to CHILDCARE, HEALTH and MISCELLANEOUS*® Peculiarly, the shares
of totd time going into the individud activities are hardly affected by the husband's schooling.
In spite of the rdaively large variaions among schooling groups in the goods intendties of the
different commodities, their sharesin tota time are dmogt identical.

Applying a smilar messure to the age-consumption profile, in Table 5 we observe that
the concave shape of the age-expenditure profile in Table 3 is accounted for dmost entirdy by
the change in wages (or more accurately, expenditure per unit of labor). Household home time
barely responds to the 25-40 percent increase in the price of time. The age profile of totd
consumption, evaluated a “full codt,” is by congruction congtant (at 1440 hours per month).

What is interesting, however, is tha the shares of most commodities remain condant over the

3The low share of total time devoted to CHIDCARE reflects the low incidence of children in the sample.
Controlling in the Israeli sample for the existence of children (less than age 18), the fraction grows to 6 percent, and
in families with young children (less than 6) it is even higher (8 percent). This time comes mostly at the expense of
LEISURE and increases consistently with schooling.
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life cyde  The only one whose consumption declines over the life cyde is, naturdly,
CHILDCARE, with hours released from this activity fully absorbed in LEISURE and TRAVEL.
Vaidions in the goods intendties of the activities and changes in the price of time over
schooling groups and over the life cyde hardly affect the didribution of “full income” It is asif
the digtribution is determined in a two- stage budgeting process.

V1. Conclusonsand I mplications

The absence of surveys reporting households dlocation of money and time together and
ealy criticiam concerning the gpplicability of Becker's theory of home production (Pollak and
Waechter, 1975, restated and expanded by Pollak, 2002) have discouraged attempts to explore
further the nature of this production process. Thus, while the modd triggered dozens of studies
of household behavior and many applications outside labor economics, knowledge of the broad
outlines of the production process, such as input intensty and cost structure, is as sparse today as
it was four decades ago.}* Our atempt to measure the relative goods intensities and estimate the
“full cogts’ of the various commodities and their shares in “full income’ is therefore, a venture
into uncharted territory. At the end of this brief trip it seems tha taking the theory more serioudy
has its rewards. We returned with severd intriguing observations and at least one finding that
chalenges the accepted wisdom.

We took data on time use and goods expenditures for the United States and Israd and
created a complete set of accounts for household production for the two countries. They
demonstrate that certain commodities, particularly lodging, hedth and travel, are rdatively goods
intendve to produce, while lesure activities are rdaively time intensve. The accounts dso
demondrate that additional education (and thus income) generates especidly large increases in

the relative goods intendty of leisure and lodging. Moreover, despite common bdlief, additiond

14This absence does not apply to some specific aspects of home production (e.g., health, and child nutrition), where
research has been quite successful in establishing the relationship between inputs and outcomes.
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education does not dter the relative goods intengty of childcare—more educated parents do not
cut back on their time inputs to children as they increase their spending on children. The shares
of the various expenditure groups in money income change with schooling and over the life
cycle. Adopting a broader measure of costs, we find that the shares of commodities in totd time,
when they ae evduated a ther “full” time cods, are hardly affected by these variables
Regardless of ther schooling (and materid wedth), through mogst of ther lifetime households
spend about two-thirds of their time on essentids (LODGING, APPEARANCE, EATING, and
SLEEP) and about one-third on LEISURE and TRAVEL. The only observable change in this
pattern as the household ages is an increase in LEISURE at the expense of CHILDCARE.

Our exercise is based on two reatively smal samples. The increased avalability of large
time use surveys in the Wed, paticulaly the new American Time Use Survey, will eventudly
dlow verifying some of the patterns observed here.  The results are governed to a large extent by
income differences among the age-schooling groups and by the relevant income dadicities.
Differences between standards of living (i.e, household expenditures) in the U.S. and Israd may
be too smdl to reach 4ill more generd conclusons. For example, the amilar rankings of the
relaive goods intendties of LODGING and APPEARANCE may reflect Western technology
that has dready embedded advanced economies relaive goods and time prices. Replicating our
exercise for LDCswould alow for atill more telling examination of the theory.

The results may provide grist for a variety of mills in economic research. In public
economics, for example, the increase in the relative goods intendgty of the production of leisure
as education increases could be used to draw better inferences about the full incidence of
commodity taxation, and about how tha incidence varies differentidly with income.  Trade
models can be modified to generate changes in internationd trade flows through changing

relative time prices even if underlying preference dructures remain unchanged. Macroeconomic

13



models that diginguish between leisure and market work might expand the didtinction to include
severd nontmarket activities that exhibit different relative goods intendtiess Those differences
could be used as inputs into more accurate modding of the determinants of cycles in market
production. Similarly, new growth models might make additionad progress by accounting for the
changing mix of relaive goods intengties across countries as their relaive incomes change. The
millstones crested here can help to generate more findy ground results than could be possble

without accounting for the interactions of goods and time in household production.
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APPENDI X

Table Al presents the categorizations of time and expenditures for the United States and
Israel.  Arbitrary decisons include digtributing purchases of mgor and miscdlaneous appliances
equaly across LODGING, APPEARANCE and CHILDCARE; including haf of acohol
purchases as producing EATING, haf as producing LEISURE; prorating purchased hedth care
between HEALTH and CHILDCARE based on couples time spent in generating children’'s
hedlth; and including purchased educationa services as LEISURE if the couple is age 60 or over,
as MISCELLANEOUS othewise.  llludrating the inherent difficulties in choosng how to
dlocae activities, a minor, but interesting decison must be made about the category “Private,

sex, making out, none of your business” We have included thisin LEISURE.
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Tablel. Production of Commaodities, United States 1985, | srael 1992

S EEP

LODGING
APPEARANCE
EATING
CHILDCARE
LEISURE

HEALTH

TRAVEL
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL

TOTAL POSSIBLE

UNITED STATES

TIME
(Hrs/Month)

485
76

58>BRNER

1176

1440

GOODS
(Monthly $)

0
680
153
403
47
179
92
364
37

194

2141

Relative
Goods/Time
Intensity
0

539

142

167

127

0.36
12.35
363

116

1.00

ISRAEL

TIME
(Hrs/Month)

469
55

NeRAR S

32

1192

1440

GOODS
(Monthly ?)

0
1,925
385
1175
395
740
424
723
270

6,037

6,139

Relative
Goods/Time
Intensity
0

6.88

1.69

182

148

044
10.73
202

168

1.00



Table2. Commodity Production by Educational Attainment, United States 1985, | srael 1992

UNITED STATES ISRAEL
Husband's Relative Relative
Education TIME GOODS Goods/Time TIME GOODS Goods/Time
(Hrs’fMonth) (Monthly $) Intensity (Hrs’/Month) (Monthly ?) Intensity
?
S EEP Low 495 0 0 502 0 0
Middle 483 0 0 471 0 0
High 484 0 0 456 0 0
LODGING Low 81 424 317 67 1439 425
Middle 74 559 457 57 1777 6.19
High 76 859 6.79 50 2216 8.78
APPEARANCE Low 63 83 0.83 45 349 153
Middle 66 130 119 47 383 162
High 64 194 182 44 397 1.80
EATING Low 160 327 123 150 1123 148
Middle 148 374 153 124 1131 1.80
High 139 451 196 122 1230 199
CHILDCARE Low 9 21 142 29 221 153
Middle 24 33 0.83 50 370 1.46
High 24 65 162 63 472 149
LEISURE Low 318 109 021 401 614 0.30
Middle 310 170 0.33 339 728 042
High 283 213 045 305 789 051
HEALTH Low 5 79 954 17 379 430
Middle 1 83 36.51 8 334 1011
High 7 842 5 477 2093
TRAVEL Low 53 286 3.26 56 472 165
Middle 56 346 371 68 684 200
High 66 406 3.69 79 837 210
MISC. Low 2 18 049 18 141 152
Middle 16 30 117 20 194 193
High 19 49 155 47 385 161
TOTAL Low 1205 1,352 0.68 1286 4738 0.73
Middle 1180 1,731 0.88 1182 5651 0%
High 1162 2,337 121 1169 6803 115

NOTE: Low isO-11 yearsinthe U.S., 0-8 in Israel; middleis 12 yearsinthe U.S, 9-12 in Israel; highis>12 years
in both countries.



Table3. Commodity Production by Age Group, United States 1985, | srael 1992

S EEP

LODGING

APPEARANCE

EATING

CHILDCARE

LEISURE

HEALTH

TRAVEL

MISC.

TOTAL

UNITED STATES

Husband's TIME

Age

20-34
35-44
45-54
55-70

20-34
3544
45-54
55-70

20-34
35-44
4554
55-70

20-34
3544
45-54
55-70

20-34
3544
4554
55-70

20-34
3544
45-54
55-70

20-34
3544
45-54
55-70

20-34
35-44
45-54
55-70

20-34
3544
45-54
55-70

20-34
3544
4554
55-70

(Hrs/Month)

494
475
474
488

63
75
84
85

62
66
65
68

131
141
140
174

1157
1153
1140
1251

GOODS
(Monthly $)

0
0
0
0

668
790
698
562

125
164
187
148

327
454
466
387

30
78
71
13

162
208
199
153

63
80
103
129

339
392
405
331

2
30
63
40

1735
2,19
2,101
1,762

Relative
Goods/Time
Intensity

O OO o

6.32
5.00
3.97

122
149
174
131

150
194
201
134

043
151
741
3.88

0.36
045
0.40
0.26

9.50
7.29
26.67
16.56

3.08
395
4.40
345

0.58
1.06
251
113

0.90
115
116
0.85

TIME
(Hrs/Month)

483
459
456
475

45
51
55
68

41
44
47
47

107
118
127
14

104
75

278
290

420

H O

V)

29

1176
1163
1148
1270

ISRAEL

GOODS
(Monthly ?)

[eNeoNoNe)

639

852
59

318
426
510
447

5,023
6,523
7,046
5,488

Relative
Goods/Time
Intensity

[eNeoNoNe)

172
212
214
142

0.73
145
439
283

045
0.58
049
0.28

872
16.49
27197
6.26

174
171
2.58
2.27

0.98
129
237
274

0.84
i1
121
0.85



Table 4. Digtribution of Total Time Inputsin Commodity Production by Educational Attainment, United States, 1985,
| srael, 1992

UNITED STATES ISRAEL
Husband's ~ HOME MARKET ~TOTAL HOME MARKET ~TOTAL
Education  TIME TIME TIME TIME TIME TIME
(%) (%) (%0) (%) (%) (%)
S EEP
Low 410 00 343 390 00 348
Middle 410 00 35 3038 00 27
High 416 00 36 390 00 316
LODGING
Low 6.7 314 107 52 304 7.9
Middle 63 23 110 48 314 96
High 65 368 124 43 26 96
APPEARANCE
Low 53 65 55 35 7.4 39
Middle 56 75 59 40 68 45
High 55 83 6.1 37 58 41
EATING
Low 132 24.2 150 117 237 130
Middle 125 216 14.2 105 200 122
High 119 193 134 104 181 119
CHILDCARE
Low 07 16 09 22 4.7 25
Middle 21 19 20 4.2 65 4.7
High 21 28 22 54 69 57
LEISURE
Low 264 81 234 312 130 293
Middle 263 08 233 287 129 258
High 243 91 214 26.1 116 234
HEALTH
Low 04 59 13 14 80 21
Middle 01 51 10 06 68 17
High 06 4.2 13 04 7.0 16
TRAVEL
Low 4.4 212 71 4.4 100 50
Middle 48 200 75 57 121 69
High 57 17.4 80 6.7 123 78
MISC.
Low 18 13 18 14 30 16
Middle 13 17 14 17 34 20
High 16 21 17 40 57 43

TOTALS (All 100.0%)

Tota 81.7 183 100.0 82.8 172 100.0



Table5. Digtribution of Total Time Inputsin Commodity Production by Age Group, United States, 1985,

|srael, 1992

Husband's
Age

S EEP
20-34
35-44
45-54
55-70

LODGING
20-34
3544
4554
55-70

APPEARANCE
20-34
35-44
45-54
55-70

EATING
20-34
3544
4554
55-70

CHILDCARE
20-34
35-44
45-54
55-70

LEISURE
20-34
3544
4554
55-70

HEALTH
20-34
35-44
45-54
55-70

TRAVEL
20-34
3544
4554
55-70

HOME
TIME
(%)

427
412
41.6
390

54
6.5
74
6.8

53
58
57
54

113
122
123
139

36
2.7
05
0.2

23.6
24.3
26.2
280

0.3
0.6
0.2
04

57
52
49
4.6

UNITED STATES

MARKET
TIME
(%)

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

385
36.0
318
319

7.2
75
85
84

188
20.7
213
220

17
36
32
0.7

9.3
95
91
87

36
37
47
7.3

195
178
185
188

TOTAL
TIME
(%)

A3
330
329
339

119
124
125
101

57
6.1
6.3
58

128
139
141
150

33
29
11
0.2

20.8
214
226
254

10
12
11
13

84
7.7
1.7
6.5

HOME
TIME

(%)

411
395
39.7
374

38
44
48
54

35
38
41
37

91
101
110
121

88
6.4
18
0.9

23.6
249
299
331

0.6
04
03
11

59
73
59
46

MARKET
TIME
(%)

00
00
0.0
0.0

323
319
303
334

6.2
58
70
6.8

186
194
195
20.2

7.6
84
6.3
31

127
130
121
109

6.3
6.5
7.2
81

121
113
125
122

TOTAL
TIME
(%)

336
319
316
330

9.0
9.6
9.9
8.7

4.0
4.2
4.7
41

10.8
119
127
131

86
6.8
2.7
12

216
226
26.3
305

17
16
17
19

7.0
81
712
55



MISC.
20-34
3544
45-54
55-70

20
15
13
17

TOTALS (All 100.0 %)

Total

817

13
14
29
23

183

18
15
17
18

100.0

35
31
26
17

82.8

41
3.6
50
55

172

3.7
32
31
21

100.0



Appendix Table 1. Definitions of Commodities, United States, 1985, | srael, 1992

COMMODITY
S EEP

LODGING

APPEARANCE
EATING
CHILDCARE

LEISURE

HEALTH
TRAVEL

MISC.

COMMODITY
S EEP

LODGING

APPEARANCE

EATING

CHILDCARE

LEISURE

HEALTH

TRAVEL

MISC.

TIME USE CATEGORY
Night sleep, naps and resting?

House cleaning, outdoor chores, home and car repairs, gardening and animal care, durable
goods shopping, misc. household duties.

Laundry and clothes care, personal and beauty care, personal hygiene
Meal preparation and clean-up, grocery shopping, eating at home and away
If kids>0: All infant and childcare non-travel activities

Sex, nonreligious orgztns., entertainment, culture, visits, social events, sports, hobbies, crafts,
games, reading, writing, TV & radio, conversing, relaxing/thinking?

Medical care at home and at doctors
Nonwork + education-related (if age>59)
Misc. errands, volunteering and relig. orgztns., time spent caring for other adults, and for children

(if kids=0)

GOODS EXPENDITURE CATEGORY

HOUSING - .667* (Major Appliances + Misc. Appliances) — Small Appliances

APPAREL AND SERVICES +.33*(Maor Appliances + Misc. Appliances) +
PERSONAL CARE - Boys' and Girls' Appard (if kids>0)

FOOD + .5* ALCOHOL +.33* (Major Appliances + Misc. Appliances)  + Small Appliances

If kids>0: Boys & Girls Apparel + EDUCATION + HEALTHCARE prorated by
medical care time with children divided by that plus own medical caretime

ENTERTAINMENT + READING + TOBACCO + .5*ALCOHOL (+EDUCATION if
kids=0 & both spouses >59

If kids=0: HEALTH CARE; if kids>0, HEALTHCARE prorated by own medical caretime
divided by that plus medical care time with children

TRANSPORTATION prorated by nonwork travel divided by total travel

MISCELLANEOUS+CASH CONTRIBUTIONS + EDUCATION(if kids=0 & <60) +
Boys & Girls' Appard (if kids=0)

*Accounts for all time except work, work-related travel, and education and education-related travel (if age<60), and
for all spending except pension and insurance, education (if kids=0 and either husband or wife age< 60), and
prorated (by travel time).

2Inthe U.S. datarest isincluded in SLEEP; in the Isragli data, it isincluded in LEISURE.





