J. Willard Marriott Library
University of Utah
Flectronic Reserve Course Materials

The copyright law of the United States (Title 17, United
States Code) governs the making of photocopies or other
reproductions of copyrighted material. Under certain
conditions specified in the law, libraries and archives are
authorized to furnish a photocopy or other reproduction,
which is not to be used for any purpose other than private
study, scholarship, or research. If a user makes a request
for, or later uses a photocopy or reproduction for or
purposes in excess of “fair use”, that user may be liable for
copyright infringement.



The International Working Group on
Gender, Macroeconomics and International Economics

Knowledge Networking Program on Engendering Macroeconomics and
International Economics

Intensive Course: 3-18 June, 2004

Dav 2: Tuesday June 8

Session Il. Varieties of Gender-Aware Macroeconomic Analysis (Diane Elson)

Walters, B. (1995) "Engendering Macroeconomics: A Recansideration of Growth Theory", World
Development, Vol. 23, No. 11, pp. 1869-1880.



Worid Develspazendt, Vol. 23, No, [1, pp. J865-1880, 1993
Elsevier Science Tad

Printed in Great Britzin

G305-750X/9% 5950+ .00

0305-750X(95) b0G83--6

Engendering-Macroeconomics: A Reconsideration of
Growth Theory

- BERNARD WALTERS*
University of Manchesier, UK.

Summary. — Macrosconomics is gender-biaset because of its nzpiest of the reproductive sector. This
neglect js formalized in the assumptions, supporting most macroeszonomic models, that population snd
the mapping from populaton to the Iabor force are determined exogenously. The use of fese ussump-
tions is demonstrated Tor the case of tha aggregale arowth models whick have evolved from Harrod’s
ariginal contribution. In addition, the development prowth litetamre is shown to havbor a similar geelect.
Some suggestions are made as to how these assumations might be relaxed aad some glements of 4 con-

sequent theory and data project octlined.

1. INTRODUCTION

There is a considerable literature discussing how
gender relations have implications for choice in
adjustment policy on equity grounds (ses, for exam-
ple. the Commonywealil Secretariat 1989; Afshar and
Dennis, 1992), It is only relatively recently, however,
that it has been argued that the failure to model gender
relations may have Implications for efficiency.
Corteet economic decisions reqguire that gender rela-
tions. be incorporated into the framework of analysis
rather than used as a method of classifying or evaluar-
ing outcames (Elson, 1921, 1992; Mayatech corpora-
tiom, 1990; Haddad, Richier and Smith, 1992 Palmer.,
1992). The logic of this position suggests that gender
be incorporated imto macroeconomic medels. Thers
are a nurmber of difficulties, however, which male this
less straighttorward than at the micro or meso level of
analyveis. These difficuldes twrn on the agpregate
nature of macroeconomics which submerges gender
differ=nces in circumsitance and behavior.

This essay argues that progress may be made in
developing a more gender-aswars macroeconomics by
reconsidering the assumpficns made about the evolu-
fion of labor inpac in traditional and more recent
growih theory. The typical growth mods] identifies
the labor force with population and assumes this 1o be
exogenous. This assumption directs attention away
Trom the process by which labor is reproduced and
maintained and how these might influepce and he
influenced by economic growth, A reconsideration of
macroeconomic models from a gender-aware per-
spective should, as a first slage, altempl (o provide 2
better treatment of labor inpul by recognizing its ori-

gie within a reproductive sector. This may provide
new insights infoe the process of economic growth and
provides a relatively simple way of incorporating
someé aspects of gender relations into macroeconomic
discourse.

In what follows we first discuss the difficulties of
introducing gender as an organizing principle within
macrogconemics. This suggests the ufilite of an initial
rezXamination of the models which have guided
macroeconomisis’ thinking about the evolution of the
economy, Tha Harred modei is outlined and discussed
and the freatmeni of labor input in its neoclassical,
demographic and Keyopesian offspring examined.
Medern endogenous growth theory is hriefly dis-
cussed, The focus is then switched to the treatment of
labor input in some of the development literature. The
Lewis model and Ranis and Fei's elaboration therec?
are taken as examples. Finally, we discuss the diffi-
culties of elghoraring a Fully gencer-aware characteri-
zation of labor input; this suggests a data anc thecry
project. A brief sumynary sind conclusion complele the
BISEY.
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2. EMPLOYING GENDER AS AN ORGANIZING
PRINCIPLE IN MACROECOMNOMICS

Macroeconomics formulates is hypotheses in
terms of sweks and flows of nongendered aggregates.
These are only loosely bused on microeconemic theo-
tizing anc are not, therefore, derived from the eco-
poraic environmant of individual agents — either
male or female. The introduction of an explicitly gen-
dered macroeconomics would sesm tor this reason to
be difficult.

Of course, disaggregation is possible. At the sim-
plest level, representative agents in different eco-
nomic circmnstances would carry different parameter
vatlues within u disaggregated model. A mechanical
disaggrogation, howcever, based on the fact that all
economic agents are biologically male or female
would be inappropriatc. Gender disaggregation
should ¢otrespond to our undersianding of how gen-
der refations impose constraints on the overall behav-
for of macro models; the analogy is disaggregation by
class. In Keynesian macroeconomic models hased on
«<lass the models are driven by the aggregale level of
spending which becomes a funetion of the distribution
of income bafween workers and capitalists, This is a
structiral rather than an individnalist disaggregation.
It is based on the different econemic functons of
workers and capitalists and corresponds fo the institu-
tional division between firms and househoids. Any
disaggregation by zendor should be based on a similar
understanding of the way in which gender as a social
institution impinges on or constrains the behavior of
the macroeconomy,

An insight into how gender mav constrain the
behavier of the macroeconomy may be gained by
leoking st mucroeconomics from the point of view of
women and considering what activitieys it includes and
what activities it excludes. Itis svident that macroece-
nomics includes paid work but excludes unpaid wock.
Feminist econcmists have discussed this in terms of
the inelusion of production and the exclusion of social
repraduction. Here we shall build on this distinction to
postulate a productive sector based on paid laborand a
reprodoctive seckar based om unpsid labor,

Gender is likely to have a predominant influence
o the organization of the reproductive sector because
ol the igidity of the division of lahor in this sector and
its organization along noncommercial lines. By repro-
ductive scctor i3 meant all of those activites and
processes by which homan beings are directty or indi-
rectly repreduced and maintzined. This can be defiped
at various levels of abstraction (sec Benerfa, 1979). In
this essay it is” mterprered-it“thié hroadast sense to
inchede all those activities which are undertaken to
maintain and reproduce the labor force in both a phys-
rcal and social sense. The recognition of the reproduc-
live soetor means that labor cannot, in aggregate, be
treated a3 a norproduced factor of production. How
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this insight impinges o our models of the productive
SECIOT rqUires some conceptualization of how the
reproductive and productive sectors interact.

In the ecanomic litcrature there has been an incon-
sistent nse of two comradictory formularions of the
reproductive sector (see Humphrics and Rubery,
1984). First, it has veen formulated as absolutely
autenomous, This provides the methodological justi-
fication for a vemplete separation of the productive
and reproductive sectors. The alterrative formulafion
1§ that of a reproductive secior which is simply roac-
tive 10 changes in the productive economy: the effect
of this is to empty the sector of separate interest.
Netther approach is satisfactory — gven within its
ovn terms of reference. The assumption of absolnwe
awonapyy, for example, implies very stjel constraiits
on the evohition of the productive economy in terms
of lzbor input, In fact, the implicit assumption of very
great flexibility ix made; the reproductive sector ig
trealed 25 a butfer. By coatrast, the assumption of
complete endogeneity models the activitics of the
reproductive sector simply as a subsector of the PEG-
duetive; it fails o acknowledge any characteristics of
the sector nof reducible 10 the wiilitarien calculns.
Following Humphries and Rubery, tha methodolegi-
cal position adopied in this essay is that the reproduc-
tive sector is relafively autonomous. This acknowl-
edges the likelihood of feedback from the activities of
the repreductive sector and, therefore, demands the
recognition of at least some aspects of the repraduc-
tive sector in the modeling of the productive, but also
allows the reproductive sector o develop indepen-
dently of the claims made upon it arising from pro-
ductive relalionships: this stops the reproductive sec-
tor from becoming merely a cipher for changes ip the
praductive economy.

This conceptualization of the reproductive sector
a8 “telalively autonemous™ allows the gender bias
within macroeconomics to be idontified as its neglect
of the influences arising fiom the gector; macmcco-
nomics becemes a “bearer of gender” even though not
inminsically gendered (see Elsan, 1991, 1954),

The objective is not, however, 1o provide formal
economic specification of the reproductive sector —
indesd, an element of the recognition of its relative
antononty is that this is unlikely to be fruidul - bust
to identify the ways in which macroeconomics has
ignored any constraints arising from this sector. The
most pervagive device by which macroeconomics is
isolated from changes occurring in the raproductive
sector is in the assumpiion that the labor force is deter-
mioed exogenously. In what- follows the wse of this
assumption within mactoeconomic growth models is
examined and somse suggestions made a5 to how it
right be relaxed. The focus of the discussion is aggre-
gate growth models because, if gender relations have
lzrge macroeconomic effects, it is likely that these
effects will be most marked over relatively long peri- _
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ods of time. In additfion, of course, growth models
have a very simpie structure and provide a good index
of how macrocconomists have addressed influences
arising from the reproductive sector.

An examination of growth theory §s also vseful for
2 rumber of other reasons. First, althongh at a heroic
level of absiraction these models have been of groat
importance in determining the framework in which
practical policy makers have operated.! Second,
growth models are constructed on ihe basis of sets of
stylized facts from wkich explanation is io be fash-
ioned. Stch stylized facts are not theoretically neateal;
they represent the world view of the theorist. In partic-
ular, such sivlized facts do not aecur prior to some int-
tial conceplualization of 2 “problem.” As Popper
(1991} observes “Before we can colleet data, our
inlerest in darg of a certain kind st be arcused: the
problem always comes first” (ilalics in original).
Phenomena which are not regarded as problematic
will not be seen; the failure o “see” certain facts will,
intumn, be reflecied in the siructure of the models pro-
duced. In addition, the set of stylized Facts judged
capture the ssscntial natuse of the problem will be rep-
resended in the behavior of variables elassified into
sxogenous and endogenous according (o the initial
view as to which causally important varables are
influenced by feedbacks and so must be modeled
endogenously; and which variables, although perhaps
complex, are judged to be uninfluenced by fecdbacks
and so can be classified as exogenous. Thus, the issus
of which stylized facts are brought into focus by the-
ory and which heldin the background as boing cutside
the scope, competence of interest of the theorist is
important. It has some interest in tiself bot also repre-
sents the prior view of the theorjst about the cansal
patterns which theory will elaborate.

The *“problem™ requiring axplanation which has
impressed growth theorists is the cxistence of the
long-run growth of output per head in some societies
and not in others, This is the primary stylized fact
which requires explanation. Among many other
changes il has been accompanied by incredse in capi-
tal per head; this has been the secondary stylized fact
which has impressed growth theorists which has been
placed at the center of explanation. The simple
aggregative models, which Solow (1974} calls para-
Eles, are fashioned to be consistent with these sivlized
facts of experience. The endogenons classification for
capital adopted by almost all macroeconomic growth
theorists represents the view that capital accumulation
15 the essential engine of growth. By contrast the star-
tling changes jn, for example, population, and the
mapping from population to the labor force ave almost
entirely peglected as important primary sources of
growth or, indeed, as requiding explanation within
growth theory.? This is reflected in this classification
as eXogenolls or, in the small number of cases In which
their behavior is endogenized, 1o therr being reactive

1371

to changes in the productive economy, The view that
changes in population and consequent changes in the
structure of the labor force might be an important
source of growth or, at the Jeast, & necessary condition

TRrT fowthn 10 proceed, although commonplace in

other discourses {2.g. economic history}, seoms to
have had remarkably litle influence on macroecc-
nomic growth theory.”

3, THEEARLY AGGREGATIVE GROWTH
MODELS

(a} The Herrod grovwth model

The seminal contabutions of Harrod (1939, 1048)
have had an enormous influence on the literature on
grewth 1o both developed and underdeveloped
econamiss — albeit interpreted in somewhat different
ways. Even modem developmenis in growth theory.
although perhaps uninowingly, continve to follow the
streture which Harrod claborated. The assumptions
which he made about labor input bave been corre-
spondingly important to the direction taken by subse-
guent theorists.

Harrod's original contribltion cast the Kevnesian
short-mun equilibrivm eondition in a long-run setling
and asked. among other questions. what, if any, mech-
anisms existed to allow us e supposs that a full
employment balanced growth path was either possible
or likely 3 .

Harrod defined the warranted rate of growth {g] ay
that growth ratc in which the expectations wpon which
firms base their yvesunent decisions are confirmed,
or warranted, by the spending and saving decisioms of
consumers. kn other words, it is that rate of growth of
output which generates savings equal to the invest-
mem undertaken; & dynamic siatemment of the

Kevnesian short-run equilibrivm condition of ex-gute

savings equal 10 ex-gure investment. In a fixed co-
efficient economy, the capital-cutpul rato and the
saving rate are given (v and 5, respectively) so that g =
she.

In order to disenss the issue of full employment in
a growth model, Harrod defined a natural rate of
growth (n) as “the maximum rate of growth allowed
by populaticn, accumulation of capital, technological
improvement and wark/leisuse preference scheduls,
supposing that there is always fall employment”
{Harrod, 1939, p. 30). He then addressed, among other
issues, the question of whether it was tikely thar g =n.
In fact, in Harmod's fermulation there is no mechanism
linking a1, 5 and 1. Thus the achievement of & balanced
srovwth path is only available by chance and, given the
dynamics suggested by Harrod for the wurranted
growth rate, unlikely to be maimained even if
achieved. The first phase of the subsequent develop-
ment of growth theory consisted of asking whether
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Harrod's conclusion was justified. It is important te
nate, however, that the focns of this literature was
almost exclusively on the possibility of a developad
capitalisl economy delivering a long-run balanced rate
of growth rather thao a reexamination of the dynamics
of the warranted rate.’

There are three alernative, but logically equiva-
lent, ways of establishing balanced growth with r =
sfu. Attention may focus on the malleability of the
technology, represented Yy the parameter v this is the
naaclassical route. Alteroatively, the savings rate, 3.
may be regarded as a variable: this is the Keynesian/
Post-Keynesian route. The third alremarive is to make
the “natural” rate of growth, @ a variable which
rasponds to econetmic condirions, Although not excluo-
sive devices, the literature can be classified according
to the preferred parameter with which 1o establish the
balanced groweth path.

(&) Neoclassical growih theory

The most influential riposte to the difficulties iden-
tified by Harmod was the neoclassical model intro-
duced by Solow (1956} and Swan (1956). Solow
{1936} respanded to Harrod' s question by argning that
the apparent long-run stability in growth rates, at least
in the West, suggested that mechanisms did exist ta
ensurs that the warranted rate of growth would equal
the natural rate. He developed a meds] in which the
capital-cutput ratio, taken by Hacod as constzat,
molded itself to the currant economic conditions,
Growth was now conceived a3 the sconomy gliding
along #s production frentier as Iabor input increasad
either because of population increass or labor-aug-
menting tschnical progress.

The essential elemenr of these models is the “nor-
mal,"” concave, twice differentiable production fone-
tion; ¥ = FiK. &) in obvions nowation. Neoclassical
theoreticef presumptions (fluididy of factor prices)
keep the sconomy un its production bouadary so that
the long-ren evolution of the economy depends eftfer
on the evolution of the inputs through time or an the
shift in the production function itself throagh tims.
Indicating differentiation with respect to time by a det
and partial derivatives with subscripts, then simply
differentiating the produnction relationship gives:

Y=F K+ Fav.

So long as Lhe economy is on the production funcion
the time evolution of ¥ depends on the inpl growth, X

and N, or the technology inherent in the marginal prod- __

ucts, Fy and Fy. Traditional theory made tha evolution
of & and the chunge in technolozy exogenous and con-
centrared ¢n some rule describing the evolution of X,
Fur exampie, assuming K = F = 5 ¥ and arbitrarily set-
ting N1¢ zero we obtain '

V= FR=Fd=Fs¥

which pives a proportionate growkh rate (= ¥¥) of
sF .. Of course, assuming a technology dessribed by a
fixed canital-output ratio, this is the Harrod result,

By imposing opper and lowar bounds on the pro-
duction function (the Inada conditions), determinate
leng-run steady state solulions are obtainable. From
our perspective, however, the chief point to niote about
these models is that the evolution of the labor force 1s
assumed o be exogenous. Solow (1336, 1970) dis-
cusses the possibility of a classical adjustment mecha-
nism in which populatien growth is an increasing
function of the real wage (or some other per capita
income variable) and the production function makes
the real wage a decreasing function of the rate of
growih of oulput; this gives an squilibrium growth
rate, Bot this stmply addresses the Malthusian ques-
tion of whether population growth sets an upper limit
on the rate of growth of ontput; there is no discussion
of how labor input might adjust in any other terms.
The implicii assumption i made that population maps
unpreblemarically inte labor force, Solow’s dismissal
of the Malthusian possibility as being ne longer rele-
vant is then sufficient to allow labar force growth lobe
freated as exozenous,

A small number of neoclassical theorists have
explored Solow’s initial refleclions; these sconomists
provide the only investigation of the endogeneity of
the labor force within the [teranire emanating from
Harrod-Domar. The approach of this “demographic”
schoe! is straightforwardly Malthusian;, populaticn is
assumed o respond t¢ economic conditions, with its
mapping intc the labor fores unexplored.

These ideas are well exemplified by Jorgenson
(19613 who adapted the neccisssical model to a two-
sector economy, with an advanced sectar in which
oniput depended on labor and capital and a traditonal
sector in which eutpur depended on labor and land.
Population growth was made & function of per capita
inceme up to some [imit. The depressing conclusion
of this and other models is that population growth has
a tendency to eliminatz any inorcase jn per capita
income, with its corollary that only a reduction in the
rate of pepulation growth can lead to a sustained
inersase in per capitz income.

tc) Kevnesian growth models

An alernative elass of models made the savings
rate vary with the rate of growth so as to make this the

equilibeating variable, The overall savings ratio was

ypically made to deperd on a combination of the sav-
tngs of workers and capitalists: §=5, + S, =5,0¥ 4 5,
{1 ~ w) ¥, where a represents the diswribution of
income between wage earners and profit {akers.
Assuming different saving propensities belwecn
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classes, as the distribution of income varies so 100
doss the overall savings raie. This allows the war-
ranted rate of growth to adjust itself to the natural rats.
This..was. the direction. followed by Kaldor {1356},
Passinetd {1961} and latterly tha post-Keynesians.
Mote that, like the neoclassical models, these are ful]
employment models with ne role for labor input. The
presumplion is that the labor force evolves exage-
nously; the only isspe is whether there is sufficient
demand w0 employ the availzshie werkers. This
demans becomes zvailable throngh changes in the dis-
trivulicn of income between the classes.

A number of observations are worth making, First,
. note that the distribution of income within families,
or, 2% amounts o the same thing, the cantrol over this
dispositiorn, mav have an imporlanf eifect on the
growits path which the economy follows. Of course,
- this is largely a compositional effeet. It 18 not sug-
gested that the aggregate level of consumption will be
much different but that what inceme is spent on may
b significantly different. There is micre-level evi-
dence suggesting women, across a wide tange of
couniries and income groups, have a higher marginal
propensity than men to spend on consumables that
henefit children and eobance their  capucities
{Alderman ef ad., 1995). In more complex medels in
which a stock vadable such as knowledge, human
capital or labor guality may have an important influ-
ence on growth, the distribution of income within
families may be an important determinant of the
growth path. Second, the specification of classes pro-
vides some insight imo how reprasentative agents may
be convincingly specified without grounding them in
individualistic microcconomie reasoning. Capitalist
sovings behavior mayv be understoed in terms of the
insttution of fuins which make profits and acenru-
[ate assets, whersas workers’ behavior may ba nnder-
stoed in terms of lack of a permanent stake In the fioms
which employ them. The rele of such agents is deter-
mined by the instimnon not their individual prefer-
ences and endowments. A similar insight is sorely
available for the key institudion of the reproductive
economy, the family, in which women’s stake 1s 4if-
forent from that of men, particnlacly with respect 1o
children (Alderman er ql., 1995; Kabeer, 1994; Sen,
1990}, But, Xevoesian theory has, like the neoclassi-
cal variants, assumed an identity between population
and labor loput and assnmed an exogenously given
increase in population.

(d) The analysis of lador input

I is apparent that lirfle analysis has been divecred
at 77, In particular, nene of these models have exam-
ined nen-Malthusian hypotheses about the refation-
ship between fertility and income, despite the stvlized
fact of there being an inverse relationship over the
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time horizon which most growth models address. In
addition, and in some respects more importantly, the
assummphiom of the demographic school has been thal
labor input is directly proporticnal to populaticn.
They bave nol addressed the issue of whether there are
feedbacks between the productive and reproductive
seclors in terms of participation, bours, effort or
migradon. Nor have any of the models suggested that
changes in population or the labor force have zny
resource implications for the productive economy.
There has alse been silence on the possible interaction
of pender inequality and population growth.

Of course, the concentration on population growih
as a long-run determinant of Jabor input is undexstand-
able. Long-run growth seems to require explanation in
terms of stock variables and pepulation. as a proxy for
the labor foree, i such a variable. The objoction is to
the failure to progress to a more accurae characteriza-
rdon of the process: Malthus does not provide the ondy
demaogaphic theory. Yet, in general, as Stiglitz and
Uzawa comment “'Altemnative assumpbions about
reproduction have played a minor rele in the theory.
Usually, lzbor is assumed lo grow exponcniially”
{1969, p. 4.

The mapping of population into the labor force
may be underatood in two different ways. In the first
place, it may be interpreted broadly by distinguishing
between the labor force in terms of “basic™ labor and 2
zoncept of effective labor. The interpretation of labor
in terms of effective unis allows influences other than
population to contribute 1o (or reduce) its effective
stock amd provides a roule for a wide range of vari-
ables (such as mutrifion, social services, schoaoling,
etc.) to influcace the long man rate of growth. Ik the
second place, the mapping may bo understood as a
siemple proportion, ¢, which determines how much of
the population is available for paid work. Interpreted
in this way, ¢ and the variables which it represents
(such as purticipation, hours, intcnsicy, migration)
provide a more limdted cxplanation of long-run
growth; they arc, in effect, levels variables.
Nevertheless, even in this restricted sense their rela-
tive neglect is surprising. They arc capable of provid-
ing & rich dynamic story in which il i3 ¢ which
changes. Varations in participalton, hours and inten-
sity of work all provide mechanisms for which sensi-
ble storics can be fashioned to descnibe the adjustment
of n to 2. For example, within a neoclassical world,
participation could be made to vary with disparities in

£ and n, either beecause of variations in wages or sim-

ply in response to the expetience of unemployment.
Imagine g <nrsothata growing proportion of the labor
force becomes unemployed, Participation may fall to
aid the rebalancing of labor demand and supply. Note
that this view, however, in effect ireats the reproduc- .
tive cconumy as a buffer for the productive seclor
which abserhs and providss labor according
demand without further repercussions. Labor is seen
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in the same way as land; higher turns extend ihe arca
of cultivation, fower returos aliow it te be left fallow,
Of course, the neo-classical perspective presupposes
convergence. I is at least cqually plansible that the
downward pressure on fantily income may raise par-
ticipaton and increase the disparity between demand
and supply for labor in the market. This is surely the
more plausible assumption in an urban economy in
which a tight monev budget consteaint operates; it has
some suppert in the experdence of developed
economiss during high unemployment periods and of
urban areas in developing countrics during stabiliza-
ton and adinstment. As well as baing responsive to
disparities between g and n, § may be influenced by a
variety of policy instruments, from labor market rogu-
lation and the soeial security svstem o the pattern of
social investinent, It woav also be influsoced by long-

run institational changes in pender relations and in -

oceupational sicucture (Howes and Singh, 1995). B,
again, these influences may increass rather than
decrease the disparity between demand and supply for
labor.

Concemn with the possible divergence between g
and # reflects Harrod™s Keynesian concern to modcl
uncmployment as a noutransiticnal phenomenon. The
assumption of some degree of exogenecity, or at east
of nonconvergence to g, seems to be necessary if the
concept of involuatary vnemplovment s not to disap-
pzar as an unalytical calegory in growth models. lts
diszppearance is, of course, inevifable if attention is
focused exclusively on the mechanisms for achieving
balanced growth. Harrod's solution was to make the
natural rate of growth completely independent of the
processes taking place within the prodnctive sphere.
In effect, Harrod was presapposing an absoluiely
autonomous reproductive sector which provided the
praductive secter with an exXagenously determined
Tabor input but with 1o labor market structure, and
hence no functional mlauonshlp with any other vari-
able in the madal.

The swength of Harrod's approach is that it directs
aliention m the continnal problem of matching and
coordipating the changes in the productive coonomy
brought about by technology and changes in income;
and the autonomous and induced changes in the repro-
ductive sector, By implication, this problem eannot be
solved by changes in prices alone. But its weakness is
that it overstales exogeneity by ignoring the mafle-
ability of ¢, which may chapge in ways that reduce ar
meensify the coordination problem.

4. ENDOGENQUS GROWTH THEORY

The endogenous growth literature grew oul of 2

diszatisfeelion with the schematic neoclassical world.

of Solow's model. As several of the surveys of this
literature point ont (see, for example, Hammond and
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Redriguez-Clare, 19931 Solow’s model has the unfor-
tunate chiaracteristic that the longrun rate of growth is
determined by the exogenous natral rate of growth.
This follows directly from the specification of the pro-
duction function and its centrality in the neo-classical
mode of analysis. As the cconomy is always presumed
to be on the production functien andd s the production
funcrion dsplays constant retums o scale with dimin-
ishing retwrns o both capital and labor, “excessive”
growth of sither inpant generates diminishing rewrns;
the long-rum ratz of growh is therefore constained by
the growih rate of the more limited factor. As capital
is assumed to be the only accurmulable facter, cutput
growth is limited by the rate of growth of the labor
force. In the absence of technological change or labor
force  growth, omtpur  growth  asymptotically
approsches 4 steady state value of ero. This is unac-
ceptable because it does not eorrespond to the sLylmed
facts of unequal growth rates over Jong periods and, in
patticular, the limited avidence for convergence and
because, in some senses, it fails to explain prowth; the
long-run determinants of growth remain excgenous.?

One solutior is simply Lo change the specification
of the production function so as to avoid diminishing
returns 1o the sccumulable factor — capital. There are
e variety of devices by whiech this can be achizved but
they all require that, in some sense, capiral is the only
important factor of production. This has received its
most clear-cut statement in the *AK” models associ-
ated with Rebelo {19%13. Of course, in some sense
these models have mecely reinvented the Harrod-
Domar model 3

A second and more interesiing solution is best seen
by considering the specificaton of the process of eco-
nomic growth in the waditional lilersture. The tradi-
tional method of marrying the theoretical entropy of
the necclassical model with the evidence of coniinued
growth is 10 Introduce @ shift parameter which moves
the production fanction through time:

F=AFK.M.

Of course, halanced growth requires that the particular
foom of the shift through time shoeld be labor-aug-
menting to give Harrod-neutral technical progress:

= FEAN.

Traditional theory regarded 4 as exogenous, made it a
function of time, and rationalized the residual from
growth-sccounting exercis2s as reflecting technologi-
cal improverrent. The endogenous prowth literature
makes A a function of one of the other variables in the .
model so that the shifl in the function, and thercfore
the growth of ourput, can be driven by the stylized
behavior of the model’s agents.

The favorite method of endogenizing 4 is ic make
it a function of X to give:



ENGENDERING MACROECONOMICS

¥ = FARAKN).

So long a3 ACKDN grows at the same rate as K, long-
run growdh is possible.?

The dependonce of the 1erm A(K), the efficiency
supply of labor, en K may be rationalized in 2 nymber
of ways. The simplest way is o suppose thal A(K] rep-
resenis human capital, Lucas (19887 allosws this to be
accumated at a rate determined by “investment” of
time in educaticn. This may be interpreted as the pro-
ductien function having two acenmulable factors.
Alleragtively, it may be regarded 2s & variant of the
*AK” models in which, ultimately, only capital is
important gnd labor becomes simply a vehicle for
inroducing  more  capital into  the  system,®
Alternatively, knowledge may be regarded as a stock
with public good characteristics (Romer, 1986). One
of the most relovant extensions of this insight is dueto
Bacro (1990) who snggests that the effective labor
inputis & function of gevernment “social” investment.
Thig allows a role for government even in an extreme
neaclassical etvironment.

The factors augmenting effective labor supply Eyp-
ically eperate via an external effect arising from the
accumulation of capital. The reason for this is asually
unstated but clear; the individual povatc decision
mikers are still subject to diminishing returns which
allows the sirplifying assumption of perfect cormpeti-
tion to be retained. Of course, without this device
monopolistic competition must be introdncad and
some models have foflowed this route. Bt the precise
details. of the devices by which Lhe dependence of
effective Iabor input on the behavior of capital acey-
mulation is secured are of relatively litle parsiciar
inferest.!! What is important is the recognition that
long-run growth is generated by & broader range of
influences than those capiurced within zaditional med-
els and thal these interests may occur via external
effects and requira government intervention,

EFrom the point of view of labor inpuz it is impor-
tant o realize that these modsls do not atiempt to ince-
grale the growth of the laber force into the story."* The
altempt to inlegrate human capital into this analysis is
- a5 a device fo introduce extra capital into the story
rather thae a5 device o properly describe labor ingut,
Nevertiieless, these models have a number of interest-
ing features for those concerned to introduce gender as
animportant influerce on the evolution of labor input.
Firsi, these models, albeit inditectly, open the way for
a freatment of labor iself as an accumulable fastor
which requires time 1o be dovoled 1o its production,
Secand, the introduction of education and ather
aspects of knowledpe us explicit influences on eco-
nomic growth represents an important chanpe in the
identification of the real engines of growth. Curen:
models uss & very narrow definition of knowledee as
specific skills but this could be extended to inchude a
broader coneept of socializadon which creates a
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capacity to sequire skills and which takes place
lavgely through mother-child imeractiop writhin the
reproductive scctor. Third, the dependence of zffec-
tive labor on govermment social investmant allows the
possibility of irdeolis between cs in government
expenditures and the Iong-run rats of growth to be for-
mally investigated. It also creates room for an exten-
sion of the model to consider the dependence of effec-
tive labor on investiment of woiren®s ime in nortars Rg
the corrent and future labor Toree. Fourth, the depea-
dence of the rate of growth on preferences for invest
ing in humnan capital (Lueas, 1988) provides an inter-
esting possibility of developing a model in which the
distribution of income hetween agenis with ditferent
preferences for spending on developing human ¢ apac-
ities might drive the long-mun rate of growth. In se far
as women have a greater marginal propensity 1o invest
in the capacities of children than do men, the gender
distribution of income could be a significant determi-

" nent of the Tals of growth,

Of course. market-clearing assumpdions and
reliance on eptimizing stories based on aggregare, yet
still individual, representative agents make all of these
models poor candidates for adequasely capturing the
influences of 4 relatively sutonomous reproductive
sesctor. Nevertheless, these models are helpfud in so far
as they have suceeeded in refocusing growth theory
on e importence of the effective labar input, and the
process by which this is prodnecad.

th

- GROWTH THEORY FOR DEVELOPING
COUNTRIES

The literature on growth in developing countries -
has tradifionzily paid more attention ko the 1ole of
Iabor by focusing on intersectoral labor transfers. The
departure point is Lewis who postulated o phase of
development with unlimited supplics of labor {Lowis,
19543,

Lewis argucd that many, and perhaps most, devel-
oping countries are laboy surplus ecancmies. TF this
labor surplus maintains a . downward pressure on
wages 1o keep them at zn inslitutionally determipad
subsistence lavel, economiz growth can ocryr rapidly
due (o the appropriation and reinvestrient of the sur-
plas in the medern indistrial sector. The eventuz!
elimination of the Tabor serplus will, howzver, canse
the terms of trade between the industrial and agricul-
tural sectorto thn against the industrial SECTOr, reguir-
ing an increase in the wage in terms of industrial
goods to ateract furither tabor. A crucial moment for
ihe development process is the taming poine at which
labor ceases to be in unlimited supply. From then en,
part of the surplus of production above subsistence
nezds has 10 be redirecied to provide incentives to
workers (who, it is assumed, will increass their con-
sumption),
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Lewis idenlifies a variety of sources of surplus
labor: ., . farmers, cesunls, the pelly traders, the
retainers {domestic and commercial), women in the
househeld, and population growth” (Lewis, 1954, p.
1443 Tt is assumed that the modem industrial sector
can draw on this surplas without reducing the output
of the sectors from which it is draswn, The precise way
in which this oceurs is nor specified although Lewis
starzs: “Of course, they ¢i.e., thase left behind in the
traditional sectors) would have to work harder; the
argrument inchides the proposition that they woald be
willing to work harder in these cirenmstances”
(Lewis, 1954, p. 141), There has been much subse-
quent debate about whether this is a ressonable
assemption (see, for example, San, 197533, )

Ranis and Foi (1961} elaborated the Lewis model
for situations in which the labor surplus is drawn from
a waditional agricultural sector producing food. This
alloss them to give more precise definitions of the
twning point. They identify Ihree phases. In phase
one, some ggricultural workers are strictly redundant;
their marginal plivsical productivity (AMPP) is zero.
Their absotption into an emerging indnstrial sector
docs not reduce agricultural output. So long as those
left in the subsistence sector do not raise their food
consurnption per head and some mechanism (marketi-
zation, remitances, taxation, oic.) operates to transfer
the agriculloral output (food) to the new industrial
workers in exchange for industrig] geods, then indus-
frial expansion thraugh investimenl of al] of the sar-
plus may proceed on the basis of unlimited supplies of
labor. At some point, however, the workers being
absorbed from agricultire will no longer be redun-
dant, iz, theit MPP > 0. The average agricultural sur-
plus available to the industrial workers, on the
assumprion of a constant real agoculiural wage in
food umits, will fall. The terms of trade for industrial
Zoods will deferiorate so that the real wage in the
industrial scotor in terms of industrial gocds must rise
fo attract further labor.

This defines phase two. The transfer from phase
one 10 phase two is the shertage point. I¥ the industrial
sector confinues to expand, the marginal preductivity of
the agricuttura! worker will rise above the institutional
subsistence wageo. At this point agricultuze must com-
pete to retain its workers and the real wage in agricul-
tural units will alsc rise; the terms of trade will tarm
more sharply agaimnst industry. The movement o
phase two to phase three is the commercialization point,

As Weeks (1970) emphasizes, in the appropriation
of the idea of surplus laber frem classical econemics,
Lewis and Ranis and Fai changed the mechanism by

which the subsistence wage is maintained. In the clss- _

sical tradition, the subsistence wage is maintained by
the downward pressure of the reserve army of the
unemployed; their MFPP is zare because they have no
access to the means of production, In the Lewis-
Ranis-Fei version the peasantry has nol been dispos-
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sessed and the subsistence wage is maintained
because those remaining in agriculture are willing to
work [onger houre for the same hourly return. We
must ask whether this is likely without some incen-
tive. Standard neoclassical assumptions suggest that
the remaining agricultoml workers will, if they have
control of autpur, require a rising hourly return for
working longer hours. Weeks argues that underlving
the Lewis-Ranis-Fel model must be & political or eco-
noric system of exploiration which is able to enforce
longer hours of work in agriculture and labor transfer
and the concomitant wansfer of food output to the
industrial sector. [n contrast, Sen (1975) argues that
poor people may be assumed o have zero marginal
preference for leisure,

The existence of the reproductive sector is oot
expliciily recognized in the Lewis-Renis-Fei anzlysis
although Lewis mentions “women in the household”
as a source of surplus Tabor,

In effect, a zcro valuation is placed on the unpaid
household labor which supports the real income of the
agriculiural subsistence worker and the modern seotor
indusmrial worker.™ It must be implicitly assumed
within the Lewis-Ranis-Fei model either that such
labor fs unnecessary or that it is mainwiped during the
process of labor fransier and reorganization. Maternal
aliruism would provide one explanation of women
being willing to maintain their raproductive wark, and

_also replace the contribution to the farmily farm of

Jaigrating males; domestic violence would provide
another (Whitehead, 1950). The mobilization of the
lzkor of younyg girls and old women through the rcla-
lions of suthority and reciprocity that characterize
intergzenerational ties provides vet another.

Noattention is pard by Lewis or Ranis and Feima
possible terning point stemming from the constraints
placed by the demands of reproductive labor on trans-
fer of labor to the modem growth sector, nor on the
possible adverse effects which the arowth of employ-
ment in the modern sector may have on the reprodug-
tive scctor. The one resonrce which is seaminghy-
always weated as being in onlimited supply is the
uopzid labor of girls and women. But shortage of
specifically female labor is the complaint beard in
rapidly growing ecenomies such as that of Singaporc
and Mauritus,

Thus, pelicies which improve productivity in the
reproductive economy may be of considerable impor-
tance to the growth process. These include the exten-
sive use of household labor-saving devices, which
tequires not merely their purchase but also investment
in the public services which are often required for

their use. The electricity and water erids are obyious

examples where Yery large savings in women'’s time
have a potential to release exira labor. In addition, a
variety of activides within the productive sector have
the potential for realizadon of large-scale economies
if they are transferred to the productive sector. Food
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pracessing aed the production of garments provide
gxamples. OFf course, there is a potential tradeafl
between the uses of the surplus in activities with a

quick rerurn which will raise the demand for.labor and .

push e economy wward its [ ewis tuming point, and
uses which take longer to come on stream bul which
potentially increase the supply of labor and move the
turning point further away. These considerations also
impinge on the form which industralization takes;
locational concemtrauon of industry hias some advan-
tages but may reduce the poszibility of mobilizing the
tabor of wornen and girls. A policy of greater dispersal
may allow a larger potential surphss from the repro-
ductive economy to be utiizad. Natorally, the corcl-
lary cf this is thar improvements in transportand other
mifrastriacture may have siinilar effects.

The general point remains that the Lewis-Ranis-
Fei model of development by mobilization of under-
employed. labor and the expropriation of the surplus
may be fruitfully be reinterpreted from the perspective
of the gender relations of the reproductive sector. In
particular, rnany of the issues of mobhilization and
expropriation are centerad on the dynamics of familias
as much us on the relations between the industrial and
traditional agricultuiral sectors.

G. REFORMULATING AGGREGATE LABOR
SUPPLY

In the earlier sections we discussed the rather
empty chzracierizations of labor input which have
been adopted in the literature on growth theory; the
assumption that it is cqual o population and that this is
cither exogenous or described by a simple neoclassi-
cal story of margieal adjustment. Io this sectien we
draw together some of the general themes which have
emorged from this discussion and which might pro-
vide some guidclines for the development of a more
gender-aware characlerization of labor input.

The first ohgarvation to make is that a purely neo~
classical approach seems an inappropriate method of
characterizing the evolution of labor input. The spoci-
fication of a perfectly functoning labor macket in
which labor supply responds volumtarily io 4 flexible
real wage obscures the processes by which the labor
force iy constituted, The attempt to delve behind tho
marker mechanism through standard microsconomis
models of fertlity and the family also sezms umeon-
vincing. These models appear fundamenially unsnit-
able for capturing interactions within the reproductive
gector. 1t 1s not simply a matter of replacing unitary
models of the househeld which postulare mazimiza-
don of a joint utility function with bargaining models.
There is nol merely considerable evidence of nonmax-
Imizing behavior but the fundamental requirements of
the neaclassical approach — the equation of desire
with satisfacdon reflected in the assumption of the

exogeneity of preferences — seem much more ques-
tionable when applied to decisions abou fertility and
the family. The endogeneity of preferences in this area
of human life seems particolarly likely wo be the case
Tor women (Sen, 1990}, In addifien, the neoclassical
method seems nnsnitable for capruring the relatively
autenomous behaviar of the reproductive sector, As
Elson (1991, p. 176) points out: “unpaid domestic
labor is not carried cut entirely for love, disregarding
the economic costs and benafit, but neither is it
ancther economic activity . . . Women . . . do not
regard their children as just another crop.”

Isofar as preferences are shaped by social norms,
the norms of gendered behavior established by fradi-
tion and upheld sometimes by law and sometimes by
the weight of cxpectation, disapproval, and coercion,
seem a merc fruitdol starfing point than the prefer-
ences of individuals. Such norms provide regularities
which can provide the foundation for models of the
interactions of the prodoctive and seproduciive sec-
tors. We may note Solow’s (19909 recent argument
that the labor marker 15 most fruitfully analvzed in
terms of norms which are slowly changing functions
of tradition and ecomomic circumstance. This estab-
lishes alink with the classical wadition in growth the-
ory. In classicai models the subsistence wage 13 estab-
lished partly by biclogical necessity and parthy by
social, insttutional and historical contingencics, This
provides & relatively autonomaus enchor based within
the reproduciive secter which determines the limils 10
surplus extraction and therefore to capttalist accutu-
lation, The classical tradition, therefore, emphasizes
the centrality of the interaction of the preductive and
reproductive seciors {0 the process of cconomic
growth {see Picchio, 1992 for a powerful case for a
rotuen ti this classioni analysis),

The behavior of the nerms of the reproductive sec-
tor through time seerns particularly impostant to how
economies rospond to different circumstances, It is
noticeable that while some norms of geader roles have
changed very rapidly, they have tended to change in
ways that still preserve male power; for instanee, gen-
der roles have changed very guickly in response to
Tnarket incentives for young women to leave the
seclusion of their households and werk in factories
even in those societies, such as Bangladesh, in which
we might have expected, a priori, there to be cansid-
erable resistanice. Therc are, however, a number of
asymmetries which might have important economic
conssguences. The gender sepmentation of the work-
foree is largely maintained dsspite women emerning
the labor force In large numbers; some ovcupations
bacome charseledistically male and others female.
Thus, increased female participation which does not
undermine male powet in the productive or reproduc-
live econcmy is easiiy sagetionsd. While there is con-
siderable evidence, however, thar women combine
substantial burden of work in the repradunciive sector
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with worl in the productive sector, men do not Tsually
take on major burdens of reproductive work even if
displaced from the productive sector. They beceme
unemployed in a more fundamental sense and may
even shift 1o variety of semi-legal or illegal informal
activifies.

The recoguition that Fbar is a produced means of
production directs attention to the necessity of a prior
and continning commitment of labor and other
resources such as food and shelter. Any assumption
about the behaviar of labor which fails to take account
of this is seriously misieading. ' The present ropresen-
tation of labor input, in effect, suffers from a failugz to
have a fully macro perspective: it assumes that it the
aggregale labor [orce may be treated as 3 nanproduced
factor because thia is the perspective of o single busi-
ness censidering emploving a paricular perscn, for
whose reproduction costs no direct responsibility is
takon.

Although at rather a high level of abstraction this
point has some important practical implications by
frrst, emphiasizing that there is, forg given population,
au upper limit on feasible Iubor input to the productive
economy. particulasly femate labor input. This is par-
teularly important to recognize in the dasign and
mplementation of development policy. A recognition
thar wormen’s lahor must be released from the repro-
ductive sector if there are not to be negative feadbacks
on long-term devekipment chjectives raises Lhe pro-
file of policies desigped to improve the efficiency of
that sector. Sscond, in cmphasizing that there is nsu-
ally a lower limit based on a CONSUMPTion gHnimam
below which effective labor inpus is unlikely and
below which e effective support for that labor can-
not be provided by the reproductive sector.,

This change in emaphasis allows us to recognize the
important possibility of the stock of effective labor
depreciating in quality, and occasionally in quantity, if
insufficient atteation is given o its maintenance and
reproduction. Some elements of this insight are, of
course, caprwred within human capital theory and
have been taker up by the new endogenons growth
theory which wreats educstion as a Form of investment
(Lucas, 1588). Meverthzless, that approach still weats
Jabor itself as a nonproduced reans of production.
The intenticn- hare, ha wever, is much broader and
emphasizes the necessity for considerable pricr com-
mitment of resources, particularly by wormen, without
any personal expectation of an immediate return, it a
“unit” of labor is ever to become availuble to the econ-
omy." The corcllary of a change in perspoctive from
flow 1o stock is a fresh understanding of the way in
which reductions in the flow of resources into the
reproductive  economy i ght produce deleterigns
effects. For example, this perspective allows an gff-
ciency audit of the effoct of poverty; reduced nutrition,
poor heaith, stress and low educational provisiog may
be regarded as policies which reduce the stock of labar

and will, in due course, reduce the flow of effective
labor services and the potential and leng-ron cate of
growth of the economy, '

In addition, this perspective allows us ta consider
policies which might have the effect of raising the
stock of labor or maintaining that stock in the most
efficient way in the face of na gative shocks. In the first
place it ix cloar that some clements of the “produetion
functien” of the reproductive cConomy may be pro-
vided socially. Thus government spending on various
ferms of social infrastructure, education, beaith and
basic weifare maintenance may be justified as ele-
ments of an investment program to raise the qualicy of
the stock of labor. Altematively, if such pelicies, as
seem likely, are characterized by economies of scale,
they may be regardad as methods of releasing laber to
the productive sector, Tn addition, this recognizes that
aradoction in public spending an such Programs may
have the effect of reducing the responsiveness of labor
o market incentives because of the prior commit-
ments within the reproductve sector,

Of course, (hese discussions are far removed from
the simple assumptions made in apgregate growth
models. These considerations surely suggest, how-
ever, the valne of exploting models in which the
growth of the Iabor force is not exo genous but requires
mputs from the productive sector and is characterized
as a stock with 4 requisite steck equilibrium condition,

7. CONCLUSIONS

Ithas been argued in this essay that the limitatiang
of macroeconcnics as a “bearer of gender,” despire i3
apparently gender-neutral language, will not be oyver
come by the reduction of the macro level of eralysis
inte a micro analysis of gendered agents. Insread, we
must ask how gender asa category is likely to impinge
CN MaCroCCOnomic aggregates.

The importance of gender follows frem its central-
ity w the operation of the reproductive sector. The
present generation of macrs models isolate the pre-
ductive sector from the reproductive by the assamp-
tion of labor force exogeneity. It was arpued that this
Is likefy to be particularly misleading over the longer
rum when a “relatively suronomons™ repreductive sec-
tor might bz expzeted 1o influence the quantity and
qualiry of labor becoming available to the productive
ccoromy. Nevertheless, 2 brozd reexamimation of
growth theory noted the ubiquity of the iselating
assumption of exogeneiry,

I was suggestod that magy of these medels may be
reanalyzed from. a --gznder-aware . perspective by
changing their assumptions abou; labor input and rec-
0gnizing some constraint arising from the reproduc-
live soctor. The formal cxploration of this provides =
theorstical project and a supporting cmpirical analysis
of hypotheses 2 data project.l”
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The initial consideration of these models sug-
gested the insights flowing from Harrod’s theory, and
especially the possibility of imbalance between the
warranted growth rate determined in the productive
economy and the natural growth rate determined in
the reproductive, with a fruitful starting point. By con-
trast, much of the neoclassical, and indeed, the
Keynesian growth literature which developed om
of Harrod's theory, tended to ignors this possikility.
The new endogenous growth Hlerafure, bzeause of
ifs concern to interpret Yabor as a vehicle for introduc-

ing cxtra capital into the produclion fumction, has
some interesting possibilities for reinterpretation in
a broader framework. In the development literawra,
the models of & labor surplus economy appear to
be candidaies for a reexumination from 2 gender
aware perspective. Finally, it was suggested that any
made] haszd on a rethinking of labor input from the
perspective of the repreductive sscror was likely o
see labor as a produced means of production with
stock characteristics rather than as a nonproduced
flow,

NOTES

. Tt is usefuf to recall Keynes’s Tamous comment:
“Practical men, who helieve themselves to be quile exempt
from any intellectual influences, are osually the slaves of
some defunct economist” (Keynes, 1973, p. 383,

2. Until recently technology also fefl inw this category; it
was essentially treated as manna from heaven.

3. Thisis not true of the classjeal economists who placed
the interaction beiwaen the reproductive and produerive sec-
tors ag the heart of their analysis, In some senses, therefare,
moadern growth theory has forsotten s own history,

4. It has been observed by seweral authorities that the
earl¥ contributors to growth theory are not referenced in the
modern work.

5. We recoguize Tkat Harrod's origingl paper addressed
several questions; Sen (1970 picks out thres. Far our
purposes it is Harrod's confrontation of the warranted and
hatural growth rates which is important,

6.  Sen (1970}, p. 14, “Hamrod’s model of instability is
undoubtzdly incomplefa, but it cannot be denied that he was
focusing on an immensely important part of growth econem-
ics which subsequent pre-oceupation with perfact foresight
has somewhat tended to obscure.”

7. This also endermines the neoclassical presumpiion
that savings, reflecting thriftiness, are the driving foree
behind growth.

5. Solow (1994) males this poinrin a skepticakessay.

% This is not a trivial restriclion and is not ane solved by
the often extremely elaborate micro foundations offered for
these grovrth models.

10, The irouble with thase mndels, as Solow (1994)
fiercely points out, s that they reguire constant returns to
capital if growth is not w explode or peter out This restric-
tion seems 1w have no empirical support,

I1. It seems curioas that much effort has been =xpended

giving paricular microeconomic slories to suppor: the idea
of effective labor having an accutuiable dimension and then
requiring these to be fifted into very particular focms of pro-
duction fanction.

12.  Amesingly, Hammond and Rodrignez-Clare (1993)
desgeribe lahor in their servey of the new arowth literature as
the “nonreproducible” factor,

Of course, models can be developad w endogenize tertitity |
within this framework. See for exanpls, Becker, Murphy
and Tamura (1990). Such models are diiven by agents bal-
ancing the retarn: from “extensive” imvastment in ehildren
through large families agninst the gains from “intensive™
mvestment i children via eduction in small famifies. They
aee oot the immediate focus of the pravent discnssion, but wa
may noe they do not allow for men and women to have sys-
wmatically different stakes in this process aad utilize univary
models of the household.

3. This pravides one reason, among many, why zbor
transfer, especially if it enwils migration, requires a sipnifi-
cantly bigher real wage than the average physical productiv-
ity (APP) in ths traditionzl apricultaral szctor: it must be
equal to APPplusthe value of nnpaid domestic support if any
mcentive effect is to be created,

14, This seggests zorme affinity with Von Nawmann
activity analysis models and the SrafFian Inpit-outpit
apyroach,

15. Tt is inferesting to note that labor is a very “round-
abour” input to produca.

16.  Ofcourse, this idea has something in common with the
idea of efficiency wages. Thal concept, however, is devel-
oped in a static and rather narrow context, The intentian here
is Lo emphasize the dynamic implications of poverty.

17. A first stage of such a project has been, started ar_
Manchester supparted by ar BSRC grant. A numbear of smali

spreadsheet models under different assumptions about Jabor

input have been comstructed to investigate more complex

interactions between the productive and reproduetive sec-

tors,
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